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Abstract

Norm Adherence and Violation:
Different Motivational Locus for Moral Rules versus Social Conventions

Zaijia Liu

Although prior work has investigated the important influence of social norms, research
has yet to explore the differential impact of internalization (i.e., the degree to which social norms
regulate one’s behavior by integrated personal values versus external pressures) on different
types of social norms. This dissertation compares the motivational underpinnings of moral rules
and social conventions. To do so, I examine both norm adherence and responses to observed
violations.

Chapter 1 examines how internalization influences adherence to different norms. In three
studies across different contexts, I found that intrinsic motivation (i.e., inner valuation) drives
adherence to moral rules, whereas extrinsic motivation (i.e., the weight placed on the
community’s judgments and sanctions) drives adherence to social conventions.

Chapter 2 investigates individuals’ reactions to moral or conventional norm violations.
Across seven studies, I showed that extrinsic and intrinsic motivations for norms moderate
observers’ responses to different types of norm violations in terms of inappropriateness (i.e.,
cognitive response), anger (i.e., emotional response), punishment (i.e., behavioral tendency), and
heart rate reactivity (i.e., physiological response). Results suggest that for moral norms, negative

reactions to violations are stronger for individuals feeling higher intrinsic motivation. However,



for social conventions, negative reactions are greater for individuals with higher extrinsic
motivation.

Chapter 3 introduces an important motivational concept—need for cognitive closure
(NFCC, i.e., desperation to seek an answer). With two different studies, I found that NFCC is
more likely to make people stressed out when confronting violations to moral than to
conventional norms.

Taken together, this dissertation has established the critical interaction between the

domain of norms and one’s motivation to influence norm adherence and enforcement.
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Introduction

Societies and organizations are largely defined by the rules they set for their members’
behavior. While some of these are formalized laws or policies enforced by authorities, many are
unwritten rules that people learn from socialization and observation. A general term for these
unwritten rules is social norms (Cialdini et al., 1991).

This dissertation explores the motivational underpinnings of social norms. What drives
people to uphold these rules personally, in the absence of written requirements and centralized
enforcement? What drives people to play a role enforcing these rules on their peers, such as
through reacting negatively to violations? What general psychological dispositions make people
particularly sensitive to norm adherence and enforcement?

A central theme in social science’s answers to these questions is “internalization”. While
the term is used in different ways, it references that people are motivated by inner values (Ajzen,
1988; Schwartz, 1977; Thegersen, 2006). Classical theories of sociology proposed that norms are
instilled as inner value orientations (Mead, 1934; Parsons et al., 1982), but later theorists rejected
this “over-socialized” view as incapable of understanding individual autonomy and social change
(Wrong, 1961). Social psychological frameworks have developed ways of conceptualizing a mix
of motivations, partly external and partly internal. Traditional social psychologists have
prioritized internal motivations (Piaget, 1970; Harlow et al., 1950) or external motivations
(Vygotsky, 1978) in learning processes and performance to different degrees. With regards to
social norms, some frameworks have distinguished personal norms and social norms
corresponding to different motivations (Schwartz, 1977; Schwartz & Howard, 1982); whereas
others have proposed that multiple motivations combine in upholding any norm (Ajzen, 1988;
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Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Particularly influential is the Self-Determination Theory’s (Ryan et al.,
1993; Ryan & Deci, 2000) distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Studies of
adherence to social and religious norms have found support for its claim that intrinsic rewards
are the primary motivation that people feel with regards to social norms (Blais et al., 1990; Deci
& Ryan, 1991; Green-Demers et al., 1997; Moretti & Higgins, 1999; Ryan et al., 1995; Sheldon
et al., 1997). That said, this research program centers on motivation rather than on norms; it has
not explored differences in kinds of norms.

At the same time, developmental psychology has distinguished different domains of
social norms. Children think and feel differently about social conventions as opposed to moral
rules (Turiel, 2006). A similar distinction in the persuasion literature contrasts descriptive norms
(social regularities or folkways) and injunctive norms (social oughtness or mores; Cialdini et al.,
1991). Although this persuasion research has identified distinctive psychological states and
social contexts associated with adherence to descriptive and injunctive norms (Cialdini et al.,
1991; Jacobson et al., 2011; Kallgren et al., 2000), it has not focused on the issue of
internalization—whether intenral rewards or external rewards are primary in complying with
norms. However, one potentially relevant finding is that adherence to injunctive norms is higher
in public than private (Kallgren et al., 2000), which suggests that extrinsic motivations may also
matter for norm adherence.

This dissertation explores the issue of internalization across different domains of social
norms. Past studies by intrinsic motivation researchers suggest that they may play a primary role
in the case of moral rules (Mallia et al., 2019). But is this also the case for social conventions?
Are the motivational drivers of adherence to norms the same as those for enforcing norms on

others? Do the individual differences that contribute to norm adherence also affect reactions to



observing others violations? If so, do they influence transgressions of moral rules or social
conventions? This dissertation aims to provide a comprehensive investigation of these questions.
Internalization

The notion that people internalize rules and this affects their motivation is discussed in
every organization (O'Reilly, & Chatman, 1986). However, there is surprisingly little agreement
among social scientists about what internalization means and how it operates. Economic
approaches posit that people act to reap external rewards, the praise and opportunities offered by
those who observe their norm adherence (Glewwe et al., 2010). However, sometimes at least,
people follow a norm even when no else is watching, suggesting there must be inner incentives
such as trust or positive emotions for doing so (Farrow et al., 2017; Frey, & Oberholzer-Gee,
1997; Gneezy et al., 2011; Kinzig et al., 2013). Classical sociologists such as Mead (1934) and
Parsons (Parsons et al., 1982) assumed that people internalized the fundamental norms of their
culture through socialization. Later sociologists critiqued this as an “over-socialized” picture of
individuals that underestimates capacities to defy norms and potential for social change (Wrong,
1961).

Social psychological theories have sought to capture that norms exist both externally and
internally. One proposal is that only some of society’s norms are internalized as personal norms
that more powerfully impel behavior (Schwartz, 1977; Schwartz & Howard, 1982). Some
findings supported the prediction (Schwartz, 1977), but others identified rules that are followed
primarily as a function of perceived external social pressures and inducements (Fellner &
Schwartz, 1971; Fishbein, 1967; Heberlein & Black, 1976; Warner & Defleur, 1969). Another
proposal that became very influential in public health research is that people’s intention to

uphold particular standards is a product of their private attitude and their perceptions of what



significant others will reward them for (Ajzen, 1988; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). In addition,
research on attitude change has proposed three different pathways through which social
influences happen (Kelman, 1958). The acceptance of any persuasive message could be due to
the desire for a favorable reaction from outside (i.e., compliance), for a satisfying relationship
with others (i.e., identification), or for confirming existing values (i.e., internalization; Kelman,
2006).

Similarly, Self-Determination Theory (SDT) distinguishes two classes of motivation for
following a social norm: extrinsic and intrinsic. Extrinsic motivation refers to external rewards or
punishments, such as society’s approval or disdain. Intrinsic motivation refers to rewards that are
inside the acting individual, such as the emotion of pride (vs. guilt) or the feeling of self-integrity
and completion that comes from upholding one’s core values (Blatt & Behrends, 1987; Ryan et
al., 1985; Ryan et al., 1993; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Schafer, 1968)!. This dichotomy has been
rooted in foundational psychological theories. For example, in developmental psychology,
Vygotsky emphasizes that extrinsic motivations drive children’s learning (Vygotsky, 1978),
while Piaget has argued intrinsic motivations facilitate the development of children’s cognition
(Piaget, 1970). In his experiment with monkeys, Harlow (1950) has showed that performance is
not dependent on extrinsic motivation, or even undermined with external rewards (Harlow et al.,
1950). In fact, some theorists believe that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations were necessary
in promoting well-being (Porter & Lawler; 1968).

A central tenet of SDT holds that intrinsic motivation is the primary driver of adherence

to social norms (“only intrinsic motivation is truly a normative motivation”; Davis et al., 2018, p.

! Intrinsic motivation can be further subdivided into two subtypes: Introjected motives—drive following an
internalized societal rule to avoid guilt or shame, and integrated motive—impel norm adherence through expression
of personal values (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Thegersen, 2006).
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129). Researchers in this tradition measure individual differences in intrinsic and extrinsic
motivations relevant to a social norm and examine which is most predictive of acting to uphold
the norm. The primacy of inner motives has been documented in studies of people’s adherence to
the rules of relationships, religious activities, environmental practices and prosocial behaviors
(Blais et al., 1990; Deci & Ryan, 1991; Green-Demers et al., 1997; Moretti & Higgins, 1999;
Ryan et al., 1995; Ryan, & Deci,2019; Sheldon et al., 1997). But the evidence is mixed. For
some environmental practices, extrinsic motivations (i.e., societal rewards and punishments) are
stronger drivers of adherence (Farrow et al., 2017; Kinzig et al., 2013).

While past theories have emphasized the primacy and merits of intrinsic motivation, it
has focused on one kind of social norm and not considered other kinds. The rules of
relationships, religions, environmentalism, and prosocial behaviors would largely be viewed as
moral norms—rules that are perceived to be objective, universal and authority independent
(Turiel, 1977; Goodwin & Darley, 2012). But is intrinsic motivation also a superior motive for
norms of social conventions? To answer this question, I review the literature on the distinction
between rules of morality and social conventions.

Moral versus Conventional Norms

Classic work on moral judgment by Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1969, 1971) has posited
invariant stages of development in people’s reasoning on morality and convention. Specifically,
at early stages of their lives (i.e., prior to six years old), children only have one conception of
social rules, which does not afford their distinguishing between social convention and morality.
In contrast, Turiel (1977, 1983, 2006) has proposed that morality and convention develop as
separate social domains with their own distinct logic. For example, when children are asked

about an older student punching a younger student in the face, they will say that the action is



always wrong, even if the school does not have a rule against it. They understand that harming
the vulnerable is inherently wrong; the harm does not depend on the surrounding community.
However, when they are asked about someone walking on the left side of the hallway, they deem
this behavior incorrect. They claim that, although students are expected to walk on the right side
of the hallway, doing so is not wrong if the school does not have a rule proscribing it. Children
thus recognize that conventions are arbitrary but important nonetheless for the smooth
functioning of the community (Nucci & Nucci, 1982; Turiel, 2008).

Turiel’s initial studies ultimately led to the development of social domain theory (Nucci,
2001; Smetana, 1993; Turiel, 1983). The theory asserts that moral norms are universal (i.e., the
moral judgment applies to anyone in similar situations regardless of time or place) and authority
independent (i.e., the moral judgment applies whether authority figures are present or not). The
content of moral norms is mainly centered on harm, fairness, or human rights (Turiel, 1977). In
contrast, the norms of social conventions are local (i.e., they might not apply in different places
or times) and authority dependent (i.e., authority figures could alter those norms). Norms of
social conventions often include institutional practices that facilitate social coordination.

Moral foundations theory has distinguished several subdomains of morality grounded in
innate emotional responses (Haidt, 2001). What Turiel labeled the moral domain has been
divided into the specific concerns of avoiding harm and ensuring fairness. Building on the work
of Shweder and colleagues (Shweder, 1990; Shweder et al., 1997), the theory also posits that
there are other relevant domains outside of the traditional scope of morality: loyalty to the
ingroup, respect for hierarchy, and sanctity (Graham et al., 2013). Moral foundation theorists

label harm and fairness “individuating” foundations (as they are related to individuals) and



loyalty, respect, and sanctity as “binding” foundations (as they are related to community; Janoff-
Bulman et al., 2008; Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009).

Although conceptions about the contours of the moral domain have been evolving, an
enduring assumption has been that moral norms are more universal, objective, and serious
compared with mere conventions (Goodwin & Darley, 2012; Smetana et al., 2014; Tisak, &
Turiel, 1988)2. This dissertation mainly aims to compare norms of morality and social
conventions, rather than comparing different domains within moral norms. To simplify the
comparison, [ adopt Turiel and Gilligan’s construction of morality (i.e., harm and fairness;
Gilligan,1982; Kohlberg et al., 1983; Turiel, 1983) for the first two chapters. I do so because it
has rigorous philosophical foundations and is generalizable across cultures compared to other
constructions (Gert, 2015; Singer, 1979). I extend the construction of morality to other domains
in Chapter 3.

Morality has been proposed to have an evolutionary basis (Emde & Hewitt, 2001;
Hauser, 2006). Humans everywhere have moral sensitivities such as caring for the vulnerable
(Hamlin 2013). When acting on moral concerns (i.e., donating to charity), brain areas associated
with subjective value are often engaged (Hare et al., 2010; Tricomi et al., 2010). Social
neuroscientists argue that moral motivations arise from distinctive evolved neural structures
(Zaki, & Mitchell, 2013). From a SDT perspective, human beings instinctively hold moral
abilities as long as they are nurtured in a supportive environment (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Moral
Foundations Theory argues that a set of moral sensitivities and associated emotions are evolved
and universal, but individuals and groups differ about how much they are elaborated and

prioritized as values (Graham et al., 2009). This perspective is similar to an earlier wave of

2 A few exceptions are found in Turiel et al. (1987), where conventional norms are judged to be more serious than
moral norms.



theorizing about moral norms, which proposed that individuals differ in the norms that they
encode as "personal norms" (Schwartz, 2010).

Social Domain theorists in developmental psychology propose that moral rules differ
from conventions in that the concern is about the inherent behaviors involved (Turiel & Dahl,
2019). Our aversion to a moral violation, like punching a baby, comes from the act itself, rather
than its unexpectedness within a specific context (Turiel, 1977). Recent work building on these
premises by Goodwin finds that people think of moral issues as objective rather than subjective;
when people disagree one of them must be wrong (Goodwin & Darley, 2012). Moral issues that
are aligned with one’s core self-identity are judged to be particularly objective (Goodwin &
Darley, 2008). These findings in moral psychology research resonate with some long standing
colloquial conceptions that individuals follow an “inner compass” in their actions (and reactions)
in the moral domain (Schwartz, 2015). Given that moral rules are defined from inherent features
(i.e., harm and fairness) related to universally held values, and engaging in moral behaviors
might help express these core values and moral instinct (Hardy & Carlo, 2005; Reynolds &
Ceranic, 2007), I predict that intrinsic motivation is the driver for moral behaviors.

The foregoing supposition, though, may not be true for the domain of social conventions
(e.g., rules of manners and etiquette). From the perspective of social domain theory, social
conventions are arbitrary agreements that maintain the smooth functioning of a social group
(Turiel, 1983). In this sense, extrinsic motivations might matter more for social conventions
because they involve concerns about the community and not about the inherent features of an act
per se (Smetana et al., 2014). For example, the reason that people do not walk on the left side of
a hallway is that they will be constantly bumping into people and inconveniencing other people,

not because walking on the right side of the hallway allows for expressing of some basic values



(e.g., showing care or upholding social justice). Even children understand that violations of
social conventions do not intrinsically matter to any individual; rather, they are of concern to the
extent that one cares about disrupting coordination within the group and the socially delivered
consequences of doing so (Turiel,1983). Whereas moral rules are perceived to be not alterable by
any authority figures, social conventions originate from institutional practices where an
appropriate authority can change them (Turiel & Dahl, 2019). As such, the more one cares about
“what society thinks”, the more one would likely adhere to conventional norms and react
negatively to violations of social conventions. This argument implies the novel hypothesis that
extrinsic motivation should have a greater impact than intrinsic motivation in the adherence and
enforcement of social conventions.

Given the above mentioned logic, I propose that people with higher intrinsic motivation
to comply with social norms are more likely to adhere to moral norms than conventional norms,
and respond more negatively towards moral violations than conventional violations. However,
those with higher extrinsic motivation to comply with social norms are more likely to follow
conventional norms than moral norms and react more negatively towards violations of social
conventions than morality (see Figure 1).

Need for Cognitive Closure

Need for cognitive closure (NFCC)—a motivational tendency to seek quick and stable
knowledge about the world—induces individuals to resist uncertainty in many situations
(Kruglanski, 1980). As shared guides for human behavior, social norms serve important
functions to fulfill the desire for a certain answer among individuals high in NFCC (Gelfand, &
Harrington, 2015). As a result, NFCC is highly relevant to the manifestation of social norms. For

example, individuals high in NFCC are more likely to exhibit patterns (e.g., attribution



tendencies, conflict resolution judgment) consistent with descriptive norms (i.e., what is
prevalent) in their societies (Chiu et al., 2000; Fu et al., 2007). Immigrants and bicultural
individuals high in NFCC also adhere to different cultural norms of the reference groups with
which they interact (Chao & Chiu, 2011; Kosic et al., 2004).

Although much research has demonstrated that NFCC facilitates enforcement of social
norms (especially descriptive norms; Livi et al., 2015), minimal work has examined zow NFCC
influences perceptions of norm violations. A few studies, though, have shown that NFCC fosters
a strong need for consensus and thus derogation of opinion deviants or extremist attitudes of out-
group members (Kruglanski et al., 1993; Kruglanski & Webster, 1991; Webber et al., 2018).
Based on the above preliminary evidence, I propose that to satisfy their need to reach a quick
answer on any topic rather than having ambiguity, individuals with high NFCC tend to have
heightened negative reactions to norm violations—and especially for moral norms, as they
pertain to more serious issues in general than conventional norms.

Overview of Chapters

In Chapter 1, I examine the interaction between internalization and the domain of social
norms (moral versus conventional) on norm adherence. In Chapter 2, I explore that interaction on
reactions to norm violations. In Chapter 3, I investigate the moderating role that NFCC plays in
perceptions of norm violations. Across the three chapters, I find that intrinsic motivation
influences adherence and reaction towards violations of moral norms; extrinsic motivation,
however, affects conformance and reactions towards violations of conventional norms. NFCC
increases negative responses towards moral violations more than conventional violations. In the
General Discussion section within each chapter, I summarize the current findings, discuss the

theoretical and practical contributions, and suggest limitations and future research directions.
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Chapter 1: Adherence to Moral versus Conventional Norms

There are many motivations for abiding by social norms. They can be a way to express
personal values, fulfill a need for belonging, and make rational choices (Morris et al., 2015).
However, these motivations may apply to some kinds of norms more than others. This then begs
the following question: What drives people to follow different types of social norms?

Cialdini’s focus theory (2011) highlights different psychological states and social
contexts that make different types of norms more salient to be complied with. To do so, he has
differentiated descriptive norms and injunctive norms. Descriptive norms are regularities in one’s
community. These enable heuristic judgments, thus guiding people to responses that are
generally adaptive—or at least acceptable and interpretable to their community (Fu et al., 2007;
Jacobson et al., 2011). Injunctive norms are rules vested with oughtness and obligations. They
enable people to prove their commitment to the community and gain respect and status (Cialdini
& Trost, 1998; Coleman, 1990). Accordingly, descriptive norms affect compliant behavior more
when people feel a sense of uncertainty and are in a state of ego depletion; injunctive norms are
of greater concern when people feel a strong need to belong and are engaged in concentrated
cognitive elaboration on the issue (Gelfand & Harrington, 2015; Jacobson et al., 2011; Jacobson
et al., 2015; Jacobson et al., 2020; Kallgren et al., 2000). Although this distinction provides
insights into the relative effectiveness of different norms, it has not examined the role of
internalization—the extent to which individuals integrate norms into their inner value systems
(Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Prior research has demonstrated that the degress of internalization affects norm-
adherence. Schwartz (1977) has proposed that internalized personal norms are followed more

than less internalized social norms. However, the empirical findings concerning that assertion
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have been mixed (Fellner & Schwartz, 1971; Warner & Defleur, 1969; Thegersen, 2006).
Similarly, Self Determination Theory (SDT) proposes that there are two forms of motivations
that drive human behaviors. Intrinsic motives induce behaviors by inner rewards (e.g., I bike to
work instead of driving, as I think it is the right thing to do). Extrinsic motives induce behaviors
due to external pressures (e.g., I bike to work because otherwise my colleagues will criticize me)
(Ryan et al., 1985; Ryan et al., 1993; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Although SDT theorists suggest that
intrinsic motivation is a superior form of motivation, as it is associated with stronger compliance
with norms in many different areas (Blais et al., 1990; Deci & Ryan, 1991; Green-Demers et al.,
1997; Moretti & Higgins, 1999; Ryan et al., 1995; Sheldon et al., 1997), research in
environmental behaviors infers that the relative impact from either motivation remains unclear
(Farrow et al., 2017; Kinzig et al., 2013). This suggests that important boundary conditions
should be considered when examining how internalization influences norm adherence?.

One boundary condition of theoretical relevance is the content of norms—whether the
rule concerns moral issues or social conventions. In seminal work differentiating social norms
regarding morality versus social conventions, Turiel (1977, 1983, 1988) presented various school
scenarios to children and asked them to judge the wrongness of selected moral (i.e., hitting a
student, stealing a peer’s possessions, destroying a student’s property) or conventional (i.e.,
chewing gum in class, talking without raising one’s hand, calling the teacher by the first name)
transgressions. They found that individuals made different justifications for moral violations

(universal and authority independent) compared with transgressions of social conventions (local

® To resolve the discrepant results, researchers have turned to a more fine-grained distinction within intrinsic
motivation. For example, Thegersen (2006) has concluded that inconsistent findings from norm literature fail to
support the distinction between two types of internalization per SDT: introjection (i.e., following the rule is a matter
of pride versus shame) and integration motives (i.e., following the rule is a way of expressing identity or core
values). Only integrated motives predicted norm adherence. However, empirical evidence on the predictive power of
each motive has been inconsistent (Burton et al., 2006; Howard et al., 2021; Ryan, & Deci, 2000; Thegersen, 2006)
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and authority dependent). Moral violations also had different content (harm and justice)
compared with conventional violations (local regulations and etiquette).

As reviewed above, morality has an evolutionary foundation and all humans have innate
moral capacity to show empathy and care for others (Hamlin 2013). In addition, moral
judgements are made from the inherent features of a moral conduct (e.g., whether it hurt others),
regardless of society’s expectations (Turiel & Dahl, 2019; Turiel, 1977). These inherent features
in moral norms are related to evolved values universally held by everyone, although individuals
differ in prioritizing these values (Graham et al., 2009; Schwartz, 2010). Given the origins of
moral rules, they are often perceived to be more objective than social conventions (Goodwin &
Darley, 2008).

When it comes to compliance with moral norms, individuals often turn to their “inner
compass” as engaging in moral behaviors help express their inner values (Hardy & Carlo, 2005;
Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007). Along with this argument, there is a growing body of research
showing that intrinsic motivation predicts more prosocial behaviors such as donating,
volunteering, and showing care to teammates in sports contexts (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Hardy et
al., 2015; Hodge & Lonsdale, 2011; Pavey et al., 2012). Neuroscientists have also shown that
making moral choices (e.g., donating money, promoting equality) is associated with brain areas
relevant to subjective value and rewards (Dawes et al., 2012; Hare et al., 2010; Zaki & Mitchell,
2011). This evidence is consistent with traditional SDT research on the strong relationship
between intrinsic motivation and engagement in contexts such as academic performance,
physical exercise, and healthy lifestyles (Ryan & Deci, 2019). Accordingly, I predict that
intrinsic motivation (i.e., motivation from inner rewards) will be the driver of adherence to moral

norms (HI1).
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H1: Adherence to moral rules is driven by intrinsic motivation.

In contrast, social conventions are assumed to be arbitrary agreements made within a
given community (Smetana et al., 2014). Whereas moral matters are perceived as objective and
universal, social conventions are largely determined by shared expectations within a community
and can be altered by authorities (e.g., the president of a school) in that community (Turiel &
Dahl, 2019). Since social conventions serve to facilitate social coordination (Turiel, 1983),
concerns about the community might be more relevant than the concerns for the inherent features
of the convention. In this sense, extrinsic motivations (i.e., external social rewards) will be the
driver of adherence to social conventions (H2).

H2: Adherence to conventions is driven by extrinsic motivation.

Though this hypothesis diverges from SDT, some past empirical findings are consistent
with this assertion. In a study among sports instructors, levels of extrinsic motivation were
positively related to their concerns on body-image and self-presentation, but intrinsic motivation
was irrelevant (Thegersen-Ntoumani, & Ntoumanis, 2007). Moreover, the deeper form of an
internalized motivation (i.e., integrated motive) predicted norm adherence only in private
settings. In contexts where authority figures were present, though, the less internalized
motivation (i.e., introjected motive) predicted adherence (Leung & Morris, 2014)—suggesting
that deeply internalized motivations do not always predict higher compliance than superficially
internalized motivations. Although most research indicates that introducing extrinsic rewards
might undermine the impact of intrinsic motivation on environmental behaviors (Gneezy et al.,
2011), some evidence shows that it is not the case when extrinsic rewards are expected

(Promberger & Marteau, 2013; Staw, 1980). Although the above evidence does not focus on
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social conventions, what is common is that the concerns about the society are made salient in
their settings. In such cases, extrinsic motivation can be the primary drive of behaviors.

Taken together, theories on norm internalization examine the role of intrinsic motivation
in norm adherence, but they omit important boundary conditions that impact the relationship.
Researchers using focus theory have studied the functions that descriptive and injunctive norms
serve to shape compliance; they have not, however, distinguished the content of the norms from
a moral versus conventional perspective or examined the internalization issues. I propose that the
content of social norms is an important factor to consider for norm adherence, as not all the rules
have similar motivational underpinnings. However, although studies utilizing social domain
theory have investigated how people react to moral versus conventional transgressions, they have
not explored compliance with norms across these moral and conventional domains. Chapter 1
seeks to bridge the above mentioned three areas of literature. It does so by examining the
interaction between internalization and the domain of social norms in driving norm adherence.
1.1 Study 1

Study 1 aimed to investigate the impact of internalization on the compliance with social
norms in different domains. To do so, I modified exisiting scales from SDT to measure
participants’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivations regarding moral norms and social conventions.
Then I presented a scenario either about morality or a social convention to participants and
recorded their behavioral intention to abide by the corresponding norms.

Method

Four hundred participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (143 men; Mage

=41.26 years old; SD = 13.89 years). I first measured their internalization for different types of

norms (adapted from Ryan et al., 1993, Thegersen, 2006). Drawing from SDT and social domain
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theory, I created measures on the degree of internalization for moral rules (i.e., in the domain of

harm) and norms of social conventions (i.e., in the domain of table manners). For moral norms,

participants read the following: “Below are three reasons people have in explaining why they

care about vulnerable individuals (such as the young, the old, the sick). Please indicate how

much each one is a factor for you.” To ensure that participants understood all motivations that

SDT suggested, I provided participants with definitions, as well as examples of each motivation

type, before they gave their final ratings (see below):

1.

Gaining society’s respect

Definition: Society rewards those who care about vulnerable individuals and disparages
those who callously disregard them.

Examples: Here are three of the many forms it can take.

e Others may give me opportunities if they see I am kind towards the vulnerable.
e Others may respect me for helping the vulnerable.
e Others may distance themselves from me if I hurt vulnerable individuals.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to gain society’s respect when
helping rather than harming vulnerable individuals? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 =
Rarely; 4 = Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

Living up to my own standards

Definition: To feel “right” and avoid a guilty conscience, one should care about
vulnerable individuals.

Examples:

e [ was raised to feel that I should be gentle towards vulnerable individuals.

e My parents and teachers expect me to be kind to the vulnerable.

e [ would feel ashamed afterwards if [ was not protective towards vulnerable
individuals.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to live up to your own standards
when helping rather than harming vulnerable individuals? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3
= Rarely; 4 = Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

3. Expressing my inner values
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Definition: Caring about vulnerable individuals is a way to feel fulfilled rather than
incomplete.

Examples:

e Being empathetic towards vulnerable individuals is something I personally value.
e Being gentle towards vulnerable individuals makes me feel good.
e IfI am not kind towards vulnerable individuals, I would feel dissatisfied.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to express your inner values when
helping rather than harming vulnerable individuals? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 =
Rarely; 4 = Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

For social conventions, participants read the following: “Below are three reasons people
have when explaining why they attend to social etiquette (e.g. adhering to good manners and
decorum). Please indicate how much each one is a factor for you.” Similar to morality, I also
presented the definition and examples to participants before they indicated their motivation (see

below):

1. Gaining society’s respect

Definition: Society rewards those who follow the rules of good manners and etiquette and
disparages those who do not.

Examples:

e Others may give me opportunities if I have good manners and etiquette.
e Others may respect me if I have good manners and etiquette.
e Others may distance themselves from me if I have bad manners and etiquette.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to gain society’s respect when you
use good rather than bad manners and etiquette? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely;
4 = Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

2. Living up to my own standards

Definition: To feel “right” and avoid a guilty conscience, one should follow the rules of
good manners and etiquette.

Examples:

e [ was raised to feel that I should have good manners and etiquette.
e My parents and teachers expect me to use good manners and etiquette.
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e [ would feel ashamed afterwards if I was using bad manners and etiquette.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to live up to your own standards
when you use good manners and etiquette? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

3. Expressing my inner values

Definition: Following the rules of good manners and etiquette is a way to feel fulfilled
rather than incomplete.

Examples:

e Using good manners and etiquette is something I personally value.
e Using good manners and etiquette makes me feel good.
e IfI am not using good manners or etiquette, I would feel dissatisfied.

How frequently are you influenced by this motivation to express your inner values
when you use good rather than bad manners and etiquette? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely;
3 = Rarely; 4 = Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

In summary, participants’ motivations were measured by the extent to which they cared
about the vulnerable (moral domain) or followed community norms (conventional domain) to
gain society’s respect (extrinsic motivation) or to live up to their own standards/express their
inner values (intrinsic motivation). See Appendix A for specific wording®.

After the internalization measures, participants were presented with either an acting
dilemma relevant to a moral rule or a social convention. The scenario was in a context where
they were asked to imagine that they had recently moved to the US from abroad. In the moral
condition, participants were told that hospitals here rely on blood donations to maintain sufficient
supply. Then they reported how likely they would be to donate blood. This was a moral rule, as it

had to do with showing care to vulnerable individuals (Turiel, 1983).

4 Because the primary purpose of this study and the remaining studies in the dissertation was not to distinguish
introjected from integrated motivation as in some prior literature, and it was unclear whether integrated motivation
was always more predictive of behavior than an introjected norm, I averaged the two items capturing internalization
as the index for intrinsic motivation.
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In the conventional condition, participants were told that in the US people hold their fork
in their left hand when eating. They then reported their likelihood of holding the fork in their left
hand when attending a banquet. This was a social convention, as it referred to an arbitrary matter
of etiquette (Turiel, 1983). There is no inherently right or wrong answer. It is just that all the
diners at the same table should eat in the same way in order to avoid bumping elbows.

Results

Given multiple observations per participant, data were analyzed via multilevel modeling
using R-package Ime4. The interactions between each type of motivation and the domain of
social norms were included as fixed effects, while the norm violation scenario and participant
were included as random factors. Satterthwaite approximation tests were conducted with
ImerTest to estimate degrees of freedom (scale model estimates which approximate the F
distribution, resulting in non-whole numbers. Kuznetsova et al., 2017). Note both intrinsic and
extrinsic motivations were entered in the regression simultaneously as prior research suggested
that the two motivations are independent in driving behaviors (Koestner et al., 2002).

Six participants who failed to pass the attention checks were excluded from the analyses.
For the remaining participants, the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the domain of
social norms was significant on adherence (see Table 1.1, Figure 2): » = 0.20, 95% CI =[0.06,
0.34], SE=0.07, #387.99) = 2.82, p = .005. Simple slopes analyses suggested that ratings on
intrisic motivation predicted higher adherence for moral norms, supporting H1: b =0.11, 95% CI
=10.01, 0.21], SE = 0.05, #(387.93) = 2.12, p = .04; but lower adherence for conventional norms:

=-0.09, 95% CI=1[-0.18, 0.004], SE = 0.05, #(387.98) = -1.87, p = .06. However, inconsistent
with H2, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm violation was not

significant: b = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.06, 0.10], SE = 0.04, t(386.81) = 0.46, p = .64.
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Table 1.1 Predicting Norm Adherence from Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation

(Study 1, Chapter 1)
Moral Norms b 95% CI SE df t p
Intrinsic Motivation 0.11 0.01, 0.21 0.05 387.93 2.12 .04
Extrinsic Motivation  -0.02 -0.07, 0.04 0.03 381.98 -0.62 53
Conventional Norms b 95% CI SE df t p
Intrinsic Motivation  -0.09 -0.18, 0.004 0.05 387.98 -1.87 .06
Extrinsic Motivation  -0.04 -0.10, 0.03 0.03 375.28 -1.13 26
0.2 O Extrinsic
Motivation
B Intrinsic
Motivation

o
[\

Regression Coefficient on Norm
Adherence

Moral Conventional

Figure 2. The Interaction between Motivations and the Domain of Norms on
Adherence (Study 1, Chapter 1)

Discussion

Study 1 demonstrated that intrinsic motivation predicted higher compliance with moral
norms (supporting H1), but lower compliance with conventional norms. However, the results did
not support H2 that extrinsic motivation was the primary driver for following social conventions.

It might be because holding forks in the left hand is too trivial to be a social convention, and
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society did not have a strong expectation on it. In addition, the different contexts for moral rules
and social conventions are a potential confound. In the next two studies, I tried to hold the
context of moral and conventional norms constant, and selected social conventions that society

has clearer expectations.

1.2 Study 2

Study 2 measured participants’ motivations (i.e., internalization) for adhering to norms in
different domains and framed the same behavior as depicting either a moral conduct or social
convention. I tested the hypothesis that extrinsic motivation drives adherence to social
conventions, but intrinsic motivation drives hewing to moral norms for the same prosocial
behavior—sharing treats with the neighboring children.

Method

Four hundred participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (182 men; Mage
=40.53 years old; SD = 12.47 years). Using the same measures as in Study 1, participants first
reported on the strength of their intrinsic and extrinsic motivations to follow moral rules and
social conventions (see Appendix A and B®).

They were then randomly assigned to one of the two conditions—moral or conventional.
In the moral condition, participants were asked to imagine that they had noticed poor children in
their neighborhood who looked undernourished. This is moral content because it involves care
for the vulnerable (Graham et al., 2013; Turiel, 2002). In the conventional condition, they were
asked to imagine that it was Halloween and that the children in their neighborhood would be

trick-or-treating. This is a social convention because it is an arbitrary practice that has become

5 I modified the wording for motivations on adhering to social conventions in order to be more aligned with the
current context. See Appendix B.
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expected within American society (Turiel, 1983). Responses were then taken on three items (i.e.,
how likely it is..., how probable it is..., and how much of a priority it is for you to buy treats and
offer to the children in your neighborhood).
Results

Six participants failing the attention check were excluded from the analysis. For the
remaining participants, | examined whether participants’ motivations interacted with the domain
of social norms in predicting adherence. To do so, I entered the interactions between each type of
motivation and the domain of social norms as simultaneous predictors for norm compliance.
Results suggested that the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the domain of social
norm was significant on norm adherence (see Table 1.2, Figure 3): b= 0.33, SE = 0.15, 95% CI
=10.04, 0.63], #(388) = 2.21, p = .03. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the
domain of social norm was in the predicted direction but not significant: b = -0.14, SE = 0.10,
95% CI =[-0.35, 0.06], #388) =-1.37, p = .17. Simple slopes analyses suggested that consistent
with H1, when the social norm was framed as a moral issue, the intrinsic motivation predicted
norm adherence more strongly than extrinsic motivation (see Table 1.2). However, when the
norm was framed as a social convention, the extrinsic motivation predicted norm adherence more
strongly than intrinsic motivation, supporting H2.

Table 1.2 Predicting Norm Adherence from Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation

(Study 2, Chapter 1)
Moral Norms b 95% CI SE df t p
Intrinsic Motivation 0.52 0.29, 0.75 0.12 388 4.37 <.0001
Extrinsic Motivation ~ 0.23 0.09, 0.36 0.07 388 3.33 .001
Conventional Norms b 95% CI SE df t p
Intrinsic Motivation 0.19 0.004, 0.37 0.09 388 2.00 .05
Extrinsic Motivation  0.37 0.22,0.52 0.08 388 4.73 <.0001
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Figure 3. The Interaction between Motivations and the Domain of Norms on
Adherence (Study 2, Chapter 1)

Discussion

Study 2 provided direct evidence that intrinsic motivation was more predictive for
adhering to moral norms (supporting H1), but extrinsic motivation was more predictive for
hewing to conventional norms (supporting H2). Note that both types of motivations were
included in the regression when predicting norm adherence. Clearly, they both mattered for norm
adherence, but to a different degree depending on the domain of the norm. Participants acted
morally largely because they felt it was the right thing to do; but in small part because they
thought society would smile upon it. In contrast, they followed conventions mostly to gain
society’s approval, but in small part because they thought the conventional gestures were good
acts.

Study 2 showed that people were driven by different motivations depending on whether
they adhered to moral rules or social conventions. However, one might argue that the moral

norms in Study 2 might also have had a conventional component. Sharing treats with the poor
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not only shows concern for the vulnerable (a moral concern), but doing so can also be a social
convention (a conventional concern). In Study 3, I framed the moral norms as irrelevant to
institutional rules. To do so, I designed a vignette that framed the same mask-wearing behavior

as a moral norm or a convention.

1.3 Study 3

Study 3 sought to replicate the foregoing effect in another context and sample. Because
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) recommended mask wearing as a way to
slow down the spread of COVID-19, many states mandated mask-wearing in settings such as
public transportation, where it should greatly reduce the risk of spreading the virus (Fischer et
al., 2021). However, by the time of the study, mask requirements had been lifted. Although
mask-wearing became a convention—even beyond the domains where it was strictly required—
it remained a polarizing topic on which individual values and regional attitudes differed widely
(Pew, 2020). Accordingly, such deportment was an action that could be plausibly framed as a
matter of morality or convention and one in which intrinsic motivations and extrinsic
motivations vary.

Method

Four hundred participants were recruited from Prolific (158 men; Mage = 39.59 years old;
SD = 13.11 years). Participants first completed the measures on internalization of moral rules and
social conventions using the same items as in the prior two studies (See Appendix B). They were
then randomly assigned to imagining either a moral or a conventional scenario. In both scenarios,
participants were asked to imagine that they were a car service driver in an area where mask
wearing was not legally required but still predominant. In the moral condition, they were arriving

to pick up a family with aging parents. Here, putting on their mask was a moral issue because of
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the health risk to the aging parents. In the conventional condition, they were driving home at the
end of their shift but passing through a busy pedestrian neighborhood. Here the only reason for
putting on a mask was to adhere to the convention. After reading one of the scenarios,
participants indicated the likelihood of putting on their masks on a scale of 1 (extremely
unlikely) to 7 (extremely likely).
Results

Similar to Study 2, I tested the impact of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations on each
domain of the norm by regressing the intention to comply with different norms on the
interactions between each type of motivation and the domain of norms. The interaction between
intrinsic motivation and the domain of social norm was not significant on norm adherence (see
Table 1.3, Figure 4): 5 =0.09, SE = 0.07, 95% CI = [-0.04, 0.23], #(394) = 1.35, p = .18. Nor was
the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the domain of social norm: b = -0.06, SE = 0.04,
95% CI=1[-0.14, 0.03], #394) = -1.26, p = .21. However, the simple slopes analyses supported
H1 and H2. Specifically, in the moral domain, intrinsic motivation was the primary predictor for
norm adherence (supporting H1, see Table 1.3). By contrast, in the conventional domain, only

extrinsic motivation (not intrinsic motivation) predicted norm adherence significantly

(supporting H2).
Table 1.3 Predicting Norm Adherence from Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation
(Study 3, Chapter 1)
Moral Norms b 95% CI SE df t p
Intrinsic Motivation 0.09 -0.02, 0.20 0.05 394 1.67 .10
Extrinsic Motivation  0.04 -0.02, 0.09 0.03 394 1.18 24
Conventional Norms b 95% CI SE df t p
Intrinsic Motivation -0.003 -0.09, 0.08 0.04 394 -0.08 .94
Extrinsic Motivation 0.09 0.03,0.16 0.03 394 2.76 .006
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Figure 4. The Interaction between Motivations and the Domain of Norms on
Adherence (Study 3, Chapter 1)

General Discussion

The three studies in this chapter compared different motivational foundations for
adhering to norms of moral rules and social conventions. They provided preliminary evidence
that for moral norms, the key predictor was the strength of intrinsic motivations; whereas for
social conventions, the key predictor was the strength of extrinsic motivations.

Researchers on social norms have long studied when norms effectively direct behaviors.
The focus theory of norms has distinguished descriptive and injunctive norms in terms of their
functions and factors that influence their impact (Jacobson et al., 2011). Although it highlights
the different forms of subjective norms, it is not the same as the content of social norms. Moral
norms include a set of concerns (i.e., harm and fairness as in social domain theory, or sanctity,
respect and authority as in moral foundation theory) that are rooted universally; social
conventions, though, are more contextually relevant and do not have a universal basis (Haidt,

2001; Turiel, 1983). Both moral rules and social conventions can exist in the form of descriptive
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norms (e.g., most people in society care about the vulnerable (moral), most people in your
community share treats during Halloween (conventional)). They can also exist in the form of
injunction (e.g., others expect that you should care about the vulnerable (moral), others expect
that you should share treats during Halloween (conventional)). Prior research has shown that
people have different reactions and justifications towards moral versus conventional
transgressions (Smetana et al., 2014; Turiel, 1983). This thesis calls for the attention that the
content of social norms must be taken into account when studying norm adherence.

The current studies contribute to the literature on intrinsic motivation. Previous work on
norm internalization has suggested that the more internalized a norm is, the higher compliance
people will have for that norm (Schwartz, 1977; Thegersen, 2006). However, empirical findings
have not always supported that assertion (Farrow et al., 2017). Some research even suggests that
providing extrinsic rewards does not help or even undermine intrinsic motivation for norm
adherence (Gneezy et al., 2011; Promberger & Marteau, 2013). However, the norms where they
found this effect have to do with moral issues such as donating blood, accepting nuclear wastes,
caring for children or engaging in other prosocial behaviors (Gneezy et al., 2011; Farrow et al.,
2017). Other research shows that extrinsic motivation's “crowding out” effect did not apply for
behaviors where extrinsic rewards are expected (Promberger & Marteau, 2013; Staw, 1980).
Conceivably, this effect might not hold for social conventions where extrinsic rewards are
salient. My research helps resolve the inconsistent findings by integrating SDT on motivation
and social domain theory on the type of social norms. Specifically, in the moral domain where
people tend to be primarily driven by intrinsic motivations, the introduction of increased
extrinsic rewards can have harmful and unintended consequences. However, the lesson should

not be overgeneralized. In domains of social conventions, such as driving on the right side of the
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street, financial rewards and penalties can be introduced without undermining the pre-existing
motivation.

This research has important practical implications for policy makers. Individuals hold
different opinions towards important social issues, such as climate change or mask-wearing
behavior during the pandemic. For those proponents believing that environmentally-friendly
behavior intrinsically benefits the earth and human beings, framing policies that reduce the speed
of climate change as something moral might motivate those individuals to adhere to such
policies. However, for climate change skeptics and those engaging in environmentally-friendly
behavior based on extrinsic social pressures, framing relevant policies as something related to
social conventions might actuate such individuals more. Similarly, for people wearing masks
during a pandemic because they sincerely believe the medical benefits of doing so, framing the
situation as a moral issue might be more motivating than framing it as a social convention. For
people who wear masks due to extrinsic concerns—such as to fit in with the community—
framing mask wearing as something conventional might be more motivating than framing it as a
moral conduct.

The current findings also have managerial implications. Managers often rely on
organizational norms to maintain coordination in the workplace. Understanding different
motivational bases for moral and conventional norms could help managers promote adherence to
pro-organizational norms (e.g., attend off-site activities that the company organizes) and reduce
conformance to anti-organizational norms (e.g., taking property from work without permission).
For example, for employees not internalizing organizational values, pro-organizational norms
should be framed as a convention to foster adherence. In contrast, for those internalizing

organizational values, such norms should be framed as morality to augment conformance.
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One limitation of the current research is that it did not distinguish levels of
internalization. It is possible that only integrated motivation (i.e., the most internalized
motivation for expressing inner values) predicts moral norms strongly. However, introjected
motivation might be more predictive for compliance with conventional norms, as introjected
norms tend to be mostly followed to avoid guilt (Thegersen, 2006). Future research should
explore internalization in a more fine-grained approach than was done here.

Another limitation had to do with the relatively few scenarios chosen in this chapter. It
could be that the differential dependence on intrinsic motivation occurred because of the
specifics of the scenarios, rather than the domain of social norms. Although it is a common issue
for moral psychology—there is no good procedure for sampling representative scenarios from a
population (Gray & Keeney, 2015; Bauman et al., 2014)—future research should adopt a larger
range of stimuli to increase the external validity of the effect.

Future research should also use different methodologies to examine the causal
relationship between motivations and adherence to different types of norms. Although my
hypothesis in this chapter is that intrinsic motivation drives compliance with moral norms,
whereas extrinsic motivation drives compliance with norms of social conventions, the
relationship could be reversed. For example, individuals who are inclined to behave morally
might be more likely to develop intrinsic motivations, while individuals who are inclined to
follow social conventions might be more likely to develop extrinsic motivations. By
experimentally manipulating intrinsic vs. extrinsic motivations, future research can establish a
cleaner causality from intrinsic or extrinsic motivations to compliance with different types of

norms.
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In conclusion, the three studies have emphasized the role of internalization and the
domain of social norms in determining norm adherence. Intrinsic motivation facilitates
adherence to moral norms more than extrinsic motivation. In contrast, extrinsic motivation

fosters hewing to social conventions more than intrinsic motivation.
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Chapter 2: Reactions to Moral versus Conventional Norm

Violations

When observing other people, violations of social norms jump out at us. Perceivers
spontaneously categorize violations because they are informative (van Leeuwen et al., 2012). For
all the same reasons that we adhere to norms ourselves, we generally want others to do so as
well. Norm violations usually evoke negative reactions (Graham et al., 2013; van Kleef et al.,
2015), and these negative judgments and behavioral intentions toward the transgressor function
to “enforce” the norm (van Kleef et al., 2015). When are responses most negative? Past research
suggests that responses are strongest when the violation involves matters that the observer is
identified or involved with (Helweg-Larsen & LoMonaco, 2008; Marques et al., 1988),
suggesting that intrinsic motivations may matter.

Some violations, however, evoke less negative or even positive responses, such as
distinctive fashion choices or idiosyncratic quirks of behavior. Such violations evoke
impressions of competence (Belleza et al., 2013) and power (van Kleef et al., 2011). It is
possible that this difference reflects that these violations are in the domain of convention rather
than morality, but that has not been tested in past research. I propose that the domain of social
norms (morality versus convention), as well as the internalization of norms, is an important
foundation in perceptions of norm violations.

As reviewed earlier, social domain theories propose that moral rules are universal and
authority independent, whereas conventions are arbitrary agreements to facilitate social
interactions (Smetana, 2006; Smetana et al., 2014; Turiel & Dahl, 2019). One summary of the
differential reactions to violations in the two domains is that transgressions of morality are

“wrong”, whereas transgressions of conventions are “rude”. Violations to moral principles such
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as maintaining fairness and protecting the vulnerable upset us; we judge the transgressor to be
culpable, blameworthy, and better avoided (Tisak & Turiel, 1988). By contrast, when
ethnomethodologists deliberately breached conventions (e.g., walking the wrong way on a street,
leaving a tip after a meal at someone’s home), observers were perplexed and confused
(Garfinkel, 1984). In both cases, the behavior is seen as inappropriate, but the justifications and
behavioral intentions differ.

Moral Foundations Theory (MFT) proposes a set of distinct moral concerns, each with its
own evolutionary basis (Haidt, 2001). Compared to classical research on moral judgment, MFT
places more emphasis on emotions and even physiological responses. Its premise is that
evaluative responses to moral violations are rooted in hardwired emotional responses (Haidt,
2001). Some studies have found that violations of harm elicit anger and those of sanctity elicit
disgust and that these are manifested not only in self-reported emotions but also in measurements
of facial muscle impulses related to corresponding expressions (Cannon et al., 2011). However,
recent research suggests that violations of different foundations elicit similar angry responses
(Landy & Bartels, 2018).

Although prior research implies that conventional violations are often seen as being less
serious than moral violations (Smetana et al., 2014), research on reactions to norm violations has
not systematically compared these two domains (Turiel, 1983). This chapter aims to examine the
cognitive, emotional, and physiological responses to violations of moral and conventional norms.
An open question to this examination, though, is how internalization affects responses to
observed violations. According to SDT, extrinsic motivation drives behavior owing to factors
outside the individual (e.g., being positively seen by others); intrinsic motivation, though,

induces behaviors because of factors inside individuals (e.g., fulfilling one’s inner commitments)
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(Ryan et al., 1985; Ryan et al., 1993; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Thegersen, 2006). Self-determination
theory portrays intrinsic motivation as a more powerful force for norm adherence than extrinsic
motivation, as it supports people’s efforts to live up to ideals and express their inner values
(Blais et al., 1990; Deci & Ryan, 1991; Green-Demers et al., 1997; Moretti & Higgins, 1999;
Ryan et al., 1995; Sheldon et al., 1997). However, past work has not examined whether these
motivations affect responses to transgressions of norms in the same way.

Because moral rules often involve serious issues such as harm or fairness (Turiel, 1983),
violators of moral norms would be perceived as wrong internally. Specifically, moral rules are
perceived as objective facts in the sense that when two people diverge, one of them must be
wrong (Goodwin & Darley, 2012; Turiel, 1983; Turiel & Dahl, 2019). Thus, I predict that
internalized values corresponding to a moral rule will be associated with more negative reactions
to observed violations of morality. Some recent work finds that the intrinsic belief in a just world
is associated with greater neural responses to violations of fairness norms (Denke et al., 2014).
This finding thus provides preliminary support for this prediction.

H3: In the moral domain, the predictor of negative responses to transgressions will
be intrinsic motivation.

By contrast, violations of social conventions are typically assumed to be authority
dependent and not generalizable to other times or places (Turiel, 1983, 2002). Though a violation
is often judged to be morally relevant as it causes harm, a violation tends to be regarded as
convention-related as it interrupts social coordination. In this sense, I predict that extrinsic
motivation (concerns about social rewards) will be the key to negative reactions to violation of
social conventions (H4). While this has not been directly tested, past research has produced

several findings that are consistent with this notion. Intergroup researchers find that negative
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reactions to violations of conventions are stronger when the violator is from one’s own
community rather than from another community (Marques et al., 1988; Reese et al., 2013). This
is an exception to the general tendency of ingroup favoritism, but it is more consistent with great
concerns about one’s community’s enforcement than concerns about the value being
transgressed. Also, perceivers high in need for uniqueness have less negative responses to
convention violations (Belleza et al., 2013), consistent with the notion that it emanates from low
concerns for what society thinks.

H4: In the domain of social conventions, the predictor of negative responses to
transgressions will be extrinsic motivation.

To test the hypotheses about the differential dependence on internalization across
domains of moral rules and social conventions, I investigated how extrinsic and intrinsic
motivations moderated observers’ cognitive, emotional, behavioral, and physiological responses

to different types of norm violations across seven studies in various contexts.

2.1 Study 1

In this study, I measured participants’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivations to adhere to
moral and conventional norms as in Chapter 1. Then participants were presented with norm
violations from different domains while I monitored their physiological reactions. Their self-
reported cognitive, emotional, and behavioral reactions to these violations were also recorded. I
tested the hypotheses that negative reactions towards moral violations would be higher for those
who were intrinsically motivated to comply with the corresponding norms, while the negative
reactions towards conventional violations would be higher for those who were extrinsically
motivated to abide by the norms.

Method
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College students meeting physiological inclusion criteria® from a university subject pool
were recruited for the experiment (N = 57; 21 men; Mage = 20.67 years old, SDage = 2.57 years).
Participants were connected to Biopac (Goleta, CA) to continuously measure heart rate reactivity
to norm violations.

Measures and Procedure. We first recorded participants’ baseline heart rate levels for
five minutes while they were asked to sit still and refrain from movement. A research assistant
then entered the room and read aloud different norm violation scenarios to the participant. There
were four norm violation scenarios (see Appendix C for details) included in the discussion—half
were violations of social conventions (e.g., “One day you see your friend at the post office. She
is painting a self-portrait”; modified from Mu et al., 2015); the other half, violations of moral
(harm and fairness) rules (e.g., “Your friend is babysitting an unruly child. As you arrive at the
house, you can see that your friend has just hit the child with a belt to stop him from climbing a
tree”’; modified from Landy & Bartels, 2018).

For each violation scenario, to elicit a full minute of physiological responses, participants
were asked several questions about their reactions verbally (see Appendix C for details). The
order for all scenarios was randomized for participants. After presenting the violation scenarios
to assess physiological responses, participants were released from the physiological sensors and
asked to answer another survey. In the survey, I measured participants’ extrinsic and intrinsic
motivation levels for adhering to particular norms. As in Chapter 1, extrinsic motivation
questions asked them how much abiding by a norm is a matter of maintaining society’s respect.

Intrinsic motivation questions asked them how much living up to their own standards as well as

® Physiological exclusion criteria included the following: A pacemaker or major heart murmur, use of
beta-blocking drugs, clinical depression, and/or anxiety. These health conditions influence physiological
responses significantly, and such individuals were omitted from this study.
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expressing their inner values mattered to them when abiding by the norm (adapted from Ryan et
al., 1993, Thegersen, 2006; see Appendix A and C for detailed wording).

As a final step, participants read the violation scenarios again and indicated the extent to
which each violation behavior was inappropriate and wrong. They also rated their levels of anger
and surprise, as well as how inclined they felt to punish or banish the violator.

Physiological recordings. Cardiovascular responses were obtained using a modified
Lead II configuration (one electrode positioned under the right collarbone and another positioned
on the left lateral side between the two lower ribs) with an ECG module from Biopac (Goleta,
CA). As in prior research (Mendes et al., 2003), heart rate reactivity was calculated by
subtracting the last minute of baseline physiological responses from those for each norm
violation scenario.

Results

Table 2.1 displays the means and standard deviations for each specific violation. To
examine H3 and H4—reactions to different domains of norm violations depended on intrinsic or
extrinsic motivations for adhering to corresponding norms, I entered the interaction between
intrinsic motivation and the domain of norms, as well as the interaction between extrinsic
motivation and the domain of norms as simultaneous predictors for reactions towards violations.
As in Study 1, Chapter 1, multilevel models were applied for analysis, with the two interactions

as the fixed effects, together with norm violation scenarios and participants as random factors.
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Table 2.1 Responses to Violations of Social Norms in Different Domains (Study 1, Chapter

2)
Cognitive Emotional Behavioral Physio
Responses Responses Responses Responses
Violation Scenarios Heart Rate
Inappt  Wrng | Anger  Surprise | Punish Banish Reactivity
Morality
1. Your friend is
babysitting ... and hit the 6.57 6.41 6.28 6.72 536 498 6.14
child with a belt to stop (1.13) (1.03) | (1.21) 0.77) | (1.63) (1.90) (5.86)
him from climbing a tree.
yousmwatiendcheat |54 567 | 403 519 | 440 281 6.83
fo get a better grade. (1.72) (1.57) | (2.11) (1.78) | (1.78) (1.72) (4.97)
Conventions
3. One day you see your
g;lznl‘; ;tatii‘iifl‘;sg"sfllfc_e' 243 147 | L10 517 | 122 133 5.50
portrait. (1.33) (1.03) | (0.36) (1.67) | (0.53) (0.76) (5.95)
4. You go to a formal
event with your friend. She 4.17 2.19 2.33 5.52 1.57 1.90 6.07
arrives wearing flip flops (1.59) (1.65) | (1.58) (1.38) | (1.04) (1.31) (5.71)
instead of dress shoes.
S 5.97 6.03 5.14 5.96 4.87 3.88 6.49
Mean Moral Violations 090)  (0.95) | (1.32)  (091) | (138) (1.43) (5.16)
Mean Convention 3.31 1.83 1.73 5.32 1.40 1.62 5.65
Violations (1.16) (1.21) | (0.88) (1.20) | (0.65) (0.87) (5.78)

Note: 1. Numbers outside of parentheses are means; numbers inside parentheses are SDs.
2. Inappt = Inappropriateness; Wrng = Wrong; Physio Response = Physiological response.

Cognitive Responses. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violation was significant on ratings of inappropriateness (see Figure 5): b =-0.36, 95% CI = [-
0.67,-0.04], SE = 0.16, t(208.07) = -2.21, p = .03. Simple slopes analyses suggested that ratings
on extrinsic motivation predicted higher judgment of inappropriateness for conventional
violations: b =0.42, 95% CI=[0.17, 0.68], SE = 0.13, #(208.00) = 3.23, p = .001, but not for
moral violations: b =0.07, 95% CI = [-0.12, 0.25], SE = 0.09, #(208.21) =0.72, p = .47

(supporting H4). However, the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm
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violation was not significant: » = 0.09, 95% CI = [-0.26, 0.43], SE = 0.18, #208.01) =0.48, p =
.63.

The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm violation was not
significant on ratings of wrongness: b =-0.05, 95% CI =[-0.35, 0.26], SE = 0.16, #(207.41) = -
0.29, p = .77. Nor was the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violation: b =0.23, 95% CI =[-0.10, 0.57], SE = 0.17, #204.16) = 1.35, p = .18.

I suspected the results might be because both inappropriateness and wrongness scores
were too high to create sufficient variability for moral violations and because participants’ first

reactions to these norm violations were not tapped when they reported their cognitive responses.
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Motivation

Regression Coefficient on
Inappropriateness

Moral Conventional

Figure 5. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Self-Reported Inappropriateness (Study 1, Chapter 2)

Emotional Responses. As expected, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the
type of norm violation was not significant on ratings of surprise: b =-0.16, 95% CI = [-0.49,
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0.16], SE=0.17, (208.12) =-0.98, p = .33. Nor was the interaction between intrinsic motivation
and the type of norm violation: b = 0.13, 95% CI = [-0.22, 0.49], SE = 0.18, #206.96) = 0.74, p =
46.

However, there was a significant interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of
norm violation on how angry participants felt (see Figure 6): b = 0.41, 95% CI =[0.05, 0.76], SE
=0.18, #205.83) = 2.26, p = .02. Simple slopes analyses suggested that consistent with H3,
intrinsic motivation predicted higher levels of anger for moral violations: b = 0.35, 95% CI =
[0.06, 0.63], SE =0.14, #(193.18) = 2.41, p = .02, but not for conventional violations: b = -0.06,
95% CI=1[-0.29, 0.17], SE = 0.12, #(168.12) = -0.49, p = .62. Yet, the interaction between
extrinsic motivation and the type of norm violation was not significant concerning how angry

participants felt: b =-0.26, 95% CI =[-0.59, 0.06], SE = 0.16, #207.90) = -1.60, p = .11.
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Figure 6. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on Self-
Reported Anger (Study 1, Chapter 2)

Behavioral Responses. For either the likelihood to punish the violator or the likelihood
to banish the violator, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm violation
was not significant (Punish: » =-0.16, 95% CI = [-0.45, 0.13], SE = 0.15, #204.09) =-1.11,p =
.27; Banish: b =-0.28, 95% CI = [-0.60, 0.05], SE = 0.17, #(204.76) = -1.68, p = .09.). Also, the
interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violation was not significant
(Punish: b =0.25, 95% CI=[-0.07, 0.56], SE =0.16, #(199.15) = 1.53, p = .13; Banish: = 0.14,
95% CI=1[-0.21, 0.49], SE = 0.18, #(200.27) = 0.77, p = .44).

Physiological Responses. For physiological arousal, results showed a significant
interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of violation (see Figure 7): b =-0.96, 95%

CI=[-1.68,-0.24], SE=0.37, (166.87) = -2.63, p = .009. Simple slopes analyses revealed the
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form of the interaction: consistent with H4, greater extrinsic motivation predicted higher
physiological arousal for conventional violations marginally: b = 0.64, 95% CI = [-0.06, 1.35],
SE =0.36, t(184.05) = 1.79, p = .08; but not for moral violations: b = -0.32, 95% CI = [-0.81,
0.17], SE = 0.25, #(187.80) =-1.29, p = .20.

The interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violation was also
significant: b = 0.97, 95% CI=[0.21, 1.72], SE = 0.39, #163.92) = 2.50, p = .01. Simple slopes
analyses suggested that consistent with H3, ratings on intrinsic motivation predicted higher
physiological arousal only for moral violations marginally: b = 0.60, 95% CI = [-0.09, 1.28], SE
=0.35, #(179.34) = 1.70, p = .09; but not for conventional violations: b =-0.37, 95% CI =[-0.97,

0.23], SE=0.31, #«(187.31) = -1.20, p = .23.
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Figure 7. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Physiological Responses (Study 1, Chapter 2)
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Discussion

Study 1 found that intrinsic motivation predicted heightened physiological arousal for
moral violations (supporting H3), but extrinsic motivation augmented physiological arousal for
conventional violations (supporting H4). However, H3 and H4 were not fully supported for other
self-reported variables. Conceivably, this may be because of the relatively small sample size, and
the self-reported variable did not capture participants’ first reactions towards each violation. To
further confirm the differential dependence on norm internalizations for different types of norm
violations, Study 2 sought to replicate the effects on self-reported measures using a between-
subjects design with larger sample size. Also, to expand the scope of the measures, I added one
other morally-relevant emotion—disgust—as previously used in moral foundations theory
(Haidt, 2012).
2.2 Study 2
Method

Three hundred’ participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (186 men;
Mage = 35.19 years old, SD = 10.58). They were randomly assigned to one of the three
conditions—harm, fairness, or convention. Participants in each condition were presented with
measures on intrinsic and extrinsic motivations (the same as in Study 1) for the corresponding
domain first. Similar to Study 1, they then saw only one description of norm violation according
to the specific condition in which they were assigned. Their cognitive, affective, and behavioral
reactions to each violation were recorded when they imagined a friend performing that specific

behavior.

7 The final sample size was 307. This was because when participants did not submit their code for payment, this
allowed another participant to participate. When this occurred, this led to additional participants; that supplement
ultimately led the final sample size to be larger than the desired recruitment number.
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Results

Table 2.2 displays the means and the standard deviations for each violation. Similar to
Study 1, I examined H3 and H4 by entering the interactions between each type of motivation and
the domain of norms as simultaneous predictors for cognitive, affective, and behavioral reactions
towards norm violations.

Table 2.2 Responses to Violations of Social Norms in Different Domains (Study 2, Chapter
2)

Cognitive . Behavioral
Respon Emotional Responses R n
Violation Scenarios ponses £sponses

Inappt | Wrng | Anger |Surprise | Disgust | Punish | Banish

Morality

1. Your friend is babysitting ...
and hit the child with a beltto | 5.65 5.49 4.86 5.48 4.65 4.89 4.53
stop him from climbing a tree. | (1.81)  (1.75) | (1.93) (1.58) (2.20) (1.85) (2.02)

2. You saw a friend cheat on

the final exam in order o get a 5.26 5.56 3.42 4.60 3.37 4.63 3.28

(1.64)  (1.42) | (1.85) (1.65) (1.89) | (1.69)  (1.84)

better grade.
Conventions
3. One day you see your friend
at the post office. She is 2.69 1.58 1.45 4.66 1.35 1.57 1.56
painting a self-portrait. (1.62) (1.20) | (1.12) (@1.700 (1.07) (1.40) (1.37)

4. You go to a formal event
with your friend. She arrives 4.16 2.23 1.81 4.56 1.83 1.90 1.91

'wearing flip flops instead of (1.86) (1.71) | (1.35) (1.75) (1.59) (1.67) (1.57)
dress shoes.

546 552 | 415 504 4.0l 4.76 3.91
(1.73)  (1.59) | 2.02) (1.67) (2.15) | (1.77)  (2.03)

342 191 1.63 461 1.61 1.74 1.74
(138)  (1.22) | (1.06) (1.39) (1.17) | (1.41)  (1.37)

Note: 1. Numbers outside of parentheses are means; numbers inside the parentheses are SDs.

[Mean Moral Violations

[Mean Convention Violations

Cognitive Responses. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violations was not significant on ratings of inappropriateness (See Figure 8): b =-0.15, SE =
0.11, 95% CI=1[-0.37, 0.08], #301) = -1.30, p = .19. However, the interaction between intrinsic
motivation and the type of norm violation was significant: » = 0.42, SE = 0.19, 95% CI = [0.05,

0.79], #(301) =2.22, p = .03. Simple slopes analyses revealed that ratings of intrinsic motivation
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predicted higher judgment of inappropriateness for moral violations (supporting H3): b = 0.35,
SE =0.10,95% CI=[0.16, 0.55], #301) = 3.58, p < .001; but not for conventional violations: b
=-0.06, SE = 0.16, 95% CI = [-0.38, 0.25], #301) =-0.40, p = .69.
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Figure 8. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Self-Reported Inappropriateness (Study 2, Chapter 2)

The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of violation on ratings of
wrongness was marginally significant (See Figure 9): b =-0.19, SE = 0.10, 95% CI = [-0.39,
0.01], #301) =-1.86, p = .06. Simple slopes analyses indicated that greater extrinsic motivation
predicted higher ratings of wrongness for conventional violations (supporting H4): b =0.19, SE
=0.08, 95% CI=[0.03, 0.35], #(301) = 2.28, p = .02; but not for moral violations: b =-0.001, SE
=0.06, 95% CI=[-0.12, 0.12], #(301) = -0.02, p = .98. In addition, the interaction between
intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations was significant: b = 0.47, SE =0.17, 95% CI
=10.14, 0.81], #(301) = 2.78, p = .006. Simple slopes analyses demonstrated that ratings on
intrinsic motivation predicted higher ratings of wrongness for moral violations (supporting H3):
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b=0.32,SE=0.09, 95% CI =[0.15, 0.50], t(301) = 3.65, p <.001; but not for conventional

violations: b =-0.15, SE = 0.14, 95% CI = [-0.43, 0.14], #301) =-1.03, p = .31.
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Figure 9. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Self-Reported Wrongness (Study 2, Chapter 2)

Emotional Responses. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of
norm violations was not significant on participants’ levels of anger (See Figure 10): b =-0.09,
SE =0.12,95% CI=[-0.33, 0.15], #(301) = -0.75, p = .45. But the simple slopes analyses
suggested that ratings on extrinsic motivation predicted higher levels of anger for conventional
violations marginally (supporting H4): b = 0.16, SE = 0.10, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.36], #(301) =
1.64, p = .10, but not for moral violations: » = 0.07, SE = 0.07, 95% CI =[-0.07, 0.21], #(301) =
1.00, p = .32. However, the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violation was significant: b = 0.46, SE = 0.20, 95% CI =[0.06, 0.86], #(301) =2.25, p = .03.
Simple slopes analyses manifested that, consistent with H3, ratings on intrinsic motivation

predicted higher anger levels towards moral violations: b = 0.25, SE =0.11, 95% CI = [0.04,
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0.46], #(301) =2.31, p = .02, but not for conventional violations: b =-0.21, SE =0.17, 95% CI =

[-0.56, 0.13], £301) = -1.23, p = .22.
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Figure 10. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Self-Reported Anger (Study 2, Chapter 2)

Similar patterns emerged for disgust: the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the
type of norm violations was not significant on participants’ levels of disgust (See Figure 11): b =
-0.15, SE =0.13, 95% CI =[-0.40, 0.11], #301) = -1.11, p = .27. But the simple slopes analyses
suggested that ratings on extrinsic motivation predicted higher levels of disgust for conventional
violations marginally (supporting H4): b = 0.20, SE = 0.11, 95% CI =[-0.01, 0.41], #(301) =
1.91, p = .06, but not for moral violations: b = 0.06, SE = 0.08, 95% CI =[-0.09, 0.21], #301) =
0.75, p = .45. However, the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violation was significant: b = 0.53, SE = 0.22, 95% CI =[0.11, 0.96], #(301) =2.45, p = .01.
Simple slopes analyses revealed that ratings on intrinsic motivation predicted higher levels of

disgust towards moral violations (supporting H3): 6 =0.32, SE =0.11, 95% CI=10.10, 0.54],
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#(301) =2.82, p = .005, but not for conventional violations: b = -0.21, SE = 0.19, 95% CI = [-

0.58, 0.15], #301) = -1.15, p = .25.
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Figure 11. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations
on Self-Reported Disgust (Study 2, Chapter 2)

As expected, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations
was not significant on levels of surprise: b =-0.16, SE =0.11, 95% CI =[-0.37, 0.04], #301) = -
1.55, p = .12. Nor was the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violations: b =-0.01, SE = 0.18, 95% CI =[-0.36, 0.34], #(301) = -0.05, p = .96.

Behavioral Responses. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of
norm violations was not significant on the likelihood to punish the violator (see Figure 12): b =
0.02, SE=0.11, 95% CI=[-0.21, 0.24], «(301) = 0.15, p = .88. However, the interaction between

intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations was significant: b = 0.41, SE =0.19, 95% CI
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=10.04, 0.79], #(301) = 2.19, p = .03. Simple slopes analyses showed that consistent with H3,
ratings on intrinsic motivation predicted higher likelihood to punish the violator in the moral
domain: b =0.22, SE=0.10, 95% CI = [0.03, 0.41], #301) = 2.23, p = .03; but not in the

conventional domain: b =-0.19, SE = 0.16, 95% CI =[-0.51, 0.12], #301) =-1.21, p = .23.
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Figure 12. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Likelihood of Punishment (Study 2, Chapter 2)

For the likelihood to banish the violator, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and
the type of norm violations was not significant: b = -0.08, SE = 0.13, 95% CI =[-0.33, 0.18],
#301) =-0.59, p = .56. Nor was the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of
norm violations: b =0.33, SE = 0.21, 95% CI = [-0.09, 0.75], #301) = 1.53, p = .13.
Discussion

Study 2 replicated the findings from Study 1 with a between-subjects design. Consistent
with H3, intrinsic motivation predicted the ratings on inappropriateness and wrongness of moral

violations; it was also the key predictor for participants’ anger and disgust levels, as well as their
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likelihood to punish the violator upon seeing moral violations. H6 was not fully supported across
all dependent measures. Only for ratings on wrongness, anger, and disgust did we see that
extrinsic motivation predicted negative reactions towards conventional violations. I suspected
that it might be because the conventional violations were too trivial in this study. Thus, Study 3

sought to test my hypothesis with more serious violations.

2.3 Study 3

Studies 1 and 2 provided clear evidence that transgressions of moral principles (e.g.,
protecting the vulnerable) elicited more negative responses than transgressions of social
conventions (e.g., protocols of etiquette). Moreover, there was preliminary evidence that the
degree of negativity had different motivational underpinnings in the two domains. The purposes
of Study 3 were threefold. First, one limitation from the prior studies was that the violations of
morality and conventions were in various contexts, some of which themselves may be regarded
as more important than others. I thus held the context of both violations constant to rule out the
confound from the context of violations. Second, I measured the unexpectedness for each
scenario as another control. In the prior studies, the examples of moral violations were rated as
more surprising than the examples of conventional violations. While in practice it may be that
moral violations tend to be highly surprising and unexpected, I wanted to tease apart the effects
of the domains (moral vs. conventional) from the effects of unexpectedness. Third, although I
adapted SDT measures of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in particular domains, some SDT
researchers capture intrinsic motivations with individual differences in general motivational
orientations. In Study 3b, I tried on such scale—the Aspirations Index to measure general

intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation (Sheldon et al., 2003; Sheldon et al., 2010). In sum,
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I sought to make more tightly controlled comparisons between domains in Study 3a, and then I
explored the generality of intrinsic motivations in Study 3b.
Study 3a

Method

Two hundred participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (five failed the
attention checks; as such, of the remaining participants, 117 were male; Mage = 39.51 years old,
SD = 11.66). Participants were assigned to either a moral or conventional block (the order in
which the blocks were shown was counterbalanced). Within each block, participants first
completed measures on intrinsic and extrinsic motivations (similar to Study 1 and 2; see
Appendix D) for the specific domain. Then, they read four different norm violations (see Table
2.3) within the corresponding domain and indicated their responses when they observed that
specific behavior. I measured the perceived unexpectedness of each violation, as well as
participants’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral reactions towards that violation as in the prior
studies.
Study 3a Results

Table 2.3 presents the means and the standard deviations for each violation. To examine
H3 and H4, I applied multilevel models to analyze the impact of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivations on reactions towards norm violations across domains. The interaction between the
domain of norms and the type of motivations were included as fixed factors, together with the

norm-violation scenarios and participants as random factors.
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Table 2.3 Responses to Violations of Social Norms in Different Domains (Study 3a, Chapter

2)

Violation Scenarios

Unexpected

Cognitive Responses

Inappt

Wrng

Emotional
Response

Anger

Behavioral
Response

Punish

Moral: John cuts the line at
Starbucks because his friend is an
employee.

Convention: John does jumping
jacks while he is waiting in the line
at Starbucks.

4.61 (1.63)

5.76 (1.47)

5.83 (1.35)

5.56 (1.24)

3.94 (1.83)

2.11 (1.64)

5.22 (1.54)

2.20 (1.76)

4.32(1.58)

1.93 (1.63)

Moral: Sarah sends her smarter
twin sister to take her college math
test.

Convention: Sarah wears a
wedding dress to take her college
math test.

5.28 (1.59)

6.19 (1.48)

6.13 (1.37)

6.07 (1.32)

4.13 (2.08)

2.09 (1.78)

4.86 (1.90)

1.91 (1.70)

5.65 (1.51)

1.82 (1.53)

Moral: The new French restaurant
looking for waitresses has hired
white women even though some
Hispanic applicants had greater
experiences.

Convention: The new French
restaurant looking for waitresses
has hired only women with military
experience.

3.85 (1.85)

5.26 (1.61)

5.37 (1.70)

5.39 (1.73)

3.62 (1.90)

3.32 (2.00)

4.72 (2.01)

2.80 (1.99)

4.63 (1.90)

2.70 (1.86)

Moral: The state trooper pulls over
a black driver even though white
drivers are also speeding.

Convention: The state trooper
picks up a hitchhiker and drives
him to the music festival.

3.50 (2.00)

5.03 (1.84)

5.48 (1.76)

5.46 (1.76)

2.63 (1.89)

1.97 (1.64)

5.11 (1.85)

1.97 (1.70)

4.97 (1.95)

1.93 (1.65)

Mean Moral Violations

Mean Convention Violations

4.31(1.19)

5.56 (1.14)

5.70 (1.11)

5.62 (1.08)

3.58 (1.30)

2.37(1.35)

4.98 (1.33)

2.22 (1.46)

4.89 (1.20)

2.09 (1.36)

Note: 1. Numbers outside of parentheses are means; numbers inside the parentheses are SDs.
2. Inappt = Inappropriateness; Wrng = Wrong.
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Cognitive Responses. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violations was significant on ratings of inappropriateness (see Figure 13): b =-0.30, 95% CI = [-
0.40, -0.20], SE = 0.05, #(1546.64) = -5.99, p < .001. Consistent with H4, ratings on extrinsic
motivation predicted higher judgment of inappropriateness for conventional violations: b = 0.24,
95% CI=1[0.17,0.31], SE = 0.04, #(1536.82) = 6.47, p <.001, but it predicted marginally lower
judgment for moral violations: b = -0.06, 95% CI = [-0.13, 0.003], SE = 0.03, #(1538.94) = -1.86,
p=.06.

The interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations was also
significant: b = 0.28, 95% CI=[0.14, 0.42], SE = 0.07, #(1544.64) = 4.02, p < .001. Consistent
with H3, simple slopes analyses demonstrated that ratings on intrinsic motivation predicted
higher judgment of inappropriateness for moral violations: b = 0.23, 95% CI =[0.14, 0.31], SE =
0.04, #(1546.88) = 5.16, p <.001, but not for conventional violations: b = -0.06, 95% CI = [-

0.16, 0.05], SE = 0.06, #1546.96) = -1.03, p = .30.
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Figure 13. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Self-Reported Inappropriateness (Study 3a, Chapter 2)

For ratings on wrongness, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of
norm violations was significant (see Figure 14): b =-0.27, 95% CI = [-0.36, -0.17], SE = 0.05,
#(1547.96) = -5.59, p <.001. Consistent with H4, ratings on extrinsic motivation predicted higher
judgment of wrongness for conventional violations: b = 0.22, 95% CI =[0.15, 0.29], SE = 0.03,
#(1544.44) = 6.33, p <.001, but not for moral violations: » = -0.05, 95% CI=[-0.11, 0.02], SE =
0.03, #(1545.59) =-1.42, p = .16.

In addition, the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations
was significant: b = 0.48, 95% CI =[0.35, 0.61], SE =0.07, #(1547.81) = 7.28, p < .001. Simple
slopes analyses revealed that consistent with H3, ratings on intrinsic motivation predicted higher

judgment of wrongness for moral violations: b = 0.27, 95% CI =[0.19, 0.35], SE = 0.04,
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#(1547.93) = 6.54, p < .001, but predicted lower ratings of wrongness for conventional violations:

b=-0.21,95% CI =[-0.31, -0.11], SE = 0.05, #(1547.90) = -4.11, p < .001.

0.5 - O Extrinsic
Motivation

B Intrinsic
Motivation

Regression Coefficient on
Wrongness

-0.5 -
Moral Conventional

Figure 14. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Self-Reported Wrongness for Study 3a.

Emotional Response. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violations was significant on participants’ levels of anger (see Figure 15): b =-0.18, 95% CI = [-
0.28, -0.08], SE = 0.05, #(1548.00) = -3.51, p < .001. Consistent with H4, simple slopes analyses
showed that extrinsic motivation predicted higher levels of anger for conventional violations: b =
0.24, 95% CI=10.16, 0.31], SE = 0.04, 1(1548.00) = 6.25, p < .001, but not for moral violations:
b=10.05,95% CI=1[-0.02, 0.12], SE = 0.04, #1548.00) = 1.51, p = .13.

Also, the interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations was
significant: b = 0.59, 95% CI=1[0.45, 0.73], SE = 0.07, #(1548.00) = 8.23, p <.001. Consistent
with H3, simple slopes analyses manifested that ratings on intrinsic motivation predicted higher
levels of anger for moral violations: b = 0.32, 95% CI =[0.23, 0.40], SE = 0.04, #1548.00) =
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7.10, p <.001, but lower levels of anger for conventional violations: b =-0.27, 95% CI = [-0.38, -

0.16], SE = 0.06, #(1548.00) = -4.87, p <.001.
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Figure 15. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Self-Reported Anger (Study 3a, Chapter 2)

Behavioral Response. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violations was significant on the tendency to punish the violator (see Figure 16): b =-0.18, 95%
CI=1[-0.28, -0.08], SE = 0.05, #1548.00) = -3.67, p < .001. Simple slopes analyses suggested
that consistent with H4, extrinsic motivation predicted higher tendency to punish the violator of
social conventions: b =0.22, 95% CI=[0.15, 0.29], SE = 0.04, #(1548.00) = 6.01, p <.001; but
not the violator of moral rules: b =0.03, 95% CI =[-0.03, 0.10], SE = 0.03, #(1548.00) = 1.04, p
=.30.

The interaction between intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations was also
significant: b = 0.49, 95% CI=1[0.36, 0.63], SE = 0.07, #(1548.00) = 7.19, p < .001. Consistent

with H3, simple slopes analyses indicated that ratings on intrinsic motivation predicted higher

56



tendency to punish the violator of moral rules: b =0.21, 95% CI =[0.13, 0.29], SE = 0.04,
#(1548.00) = 4.95, p <.001; but lower tendency to punish the violator of conventions: b =-0.28,

95% CI =[-0.39, -0.18], SE = 0.05, #1548.00) = -5.24, p < .001.
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Figure 16. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Likelihood of Punishment (Study 3a, Chapter 2)

Study 3b

Method

Two hundred participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (thirteen failed
the attention checks; of the remaining participants, 79 were male; Mage = 42.84 years old, SD =
13.73). Participants first completed the general motivation measure with the Aspirations Index
(Sheldon et al., 2003; Sheldon et al., 2010). They were told that everyone has long-term goals or
aspirations and that they needed to rate how important each of the goals listed in the survey was
to them (1 = not at all important and 7 = very important). The intrinsic goals included helping
those needing help, forming close personal relationships, and attaining self-acceptance and

personal growth. Extrinsic goals entailed projecting an appealing and attractive image, achieving
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financial success and “the good life,” and being known and admired by many people. As in prior

procedures, [ averaged the importance scores for intrinsic goals as the measure of general

intrinsic motivation and averaged the importance scores for extrinsic goals as the measure of

general extrinsic motivation.

Participants were then presented with either a moral or conventional block. Within each

block, participants were shown four norm violations (as in Study 3a) and indicated how

unexpected the violation was, as well as their cognitive, affective, and behavioral reactions

towards each violation.

Study 3b Results

Table 2.4 displays the means and standard deviations of each violation. The data were

analyzed in a similar approach as Study 3a to examine H3 and H4.

Table 2.4 Responses to Violations of Social Norms in Different Domains (Study 3b,

Chapter 2)
. Emotional Behavioral
L ) Cognitive Responses
Violation Scenarios Unexpected Response Response
Inappt Wrng Anger Punish

Moral: John cuts the line at
Starbucks because his friend is an  4.52 (1.70) 5.95(1.19) 5.38(1.44) 5.28 (1.37) 4.31(1.72)
employee.
Convention: John does jumping
jacks while he is waiting in the line |5.89 (1.40) 3.91 (1.89) 1.75 (1.30) 1.95 (1.44) 1.64 (1.19)
at Starbucks.
Moral: Sarah sends her smarter
twin sister to take her college math |5.40 (1.50) 6.27 (1.28) 6.33 (1.02) 4.97 (1.76) 5.81 (1.30)
test.
Convention: Sarah wears a
wedding dress to take her college |6.65 (0.96) 4.02 (2.12) 1.64 (1.26) 1.50 (1.07) 1.41 (1.08)
math test.
Moral: The new French restaurant
looking for waitresses has hired
white women even though some  |3.55 (1.80) 5.82 (1.46) 5.93 (1.38) 5.22 (1.70) 4.93 (1.82)

Hispanic applicants had greater
experiences.
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Convention: The new French
restaurant looking for waitresses

has hired only women with military 5.48 (1.34) 3.58 (1.87) 3.10 (1.96) 2.60 (1.79) 2.51(1.72)
experience.

Moral: The state trooper pulls over

a black driver even though white {2.95 (1.77) 5.87 (1.60) 5.88 (1.57) 5.51(1.73) 5.19 (1.84)
drivers are also speeding.

Convention: The state trooper

picks up a hitchhiker and drives ~ |5.50 (1.64) 2.68 (1.81) 1.67 (1.29) 1.59 (1.28) 1.73 (1.38)
him to the music festival.

Mean Moral Violations 4.11 (1.19) 5.98 (0.95) 5.88(0.99) 5.24 (1.22) 5.06 (1.22)
Mean Convention Violations 5.88 (1.14) 3.55(1.22) 2.04 (1.08) 1.91 (0.99) 1.82 (0.96)

Note: 1. Numbers outside of parentheses are means; numbers inside the parentheses are SDs.

2. Inappt = Inappropriateness; Wrng

= Wrong.

Cognitive Responses. The interaction between the general extrinsic motivation and the

type of norm violations was not significant on ratings of inappropriateness: b =-0.06, 95% CI =

[-0.21, 0.09], SE = 0.08, #(1484.00) = -0.80, p = .42. The interaction between the general intrinsic

motivation and the type of norm violations was also not significant: » = 0.09, 95% CI = [-0.09,

0.26], SE = 0.09, #(1484.00) = 0.96, p = .34.

The interaction between the general extrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations

was not significant on ratings of wrongness (See Figure 17): b =-0.01, 95% CI =[-0.14, 0.12],

SE =0.07, t(1475.89) =-0.15, p = .88. The interaction between the general intrinsic motivation

and the type of norm violations, though, was significant: » = 0.23, 95% CI =[0.08, 0.38], SE =

0.08, #(1483.69) = 3.04, p = .002. Consistent with H3, simple slopes analyses revealed that the

general intrinsic motivation predicted higher judgment of wrongness for moral violations: b =

0.24, 95% CI=[0.14, 0.35], SE = 0.05, #(1480.29) = 4.47, p <.001. It was not relevant,

however, vis-a-vis the wrongness for conventional violations: b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.10, 0.12],

SE =0.05, #(1480.29) = 0.16, p = .87.
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Figure 17. The Correlation between General Motivations and the Type of Norm
Violations on Self-Reported Wrongness (Study 3b, Chapter 2)

Emotional Response. The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the type of norm
violations was not significant on the levels of anger: » = 0.03, 95% CI =[-0.11, 0.17], SE = 0.07,
#(1484.00) = 0.43, p = .67. The interaction, though, between intrinsic motivation and the type of
norm violations was significant (see Figure 18): b = 0.28, 95% CI =[0.12, 0.44], SE = 0.08,
#(1484.00) = 3.38, p <.001. Simple slopes analyses suggested that consistent with H3, ratings on
general intrinsic motivation predicted higher levels of anger for moral violations: b = 0.30, 95%
CI=10.18, 0.41], SE = 0.06, 1(1484.00) = 5.09, p < .001. It was not relevant, however, vis-a-vis

anger for conventional violations: b = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.10, 0.13], SE = 0.06, #(1484.00) = 0.31,
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Figure 18. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Self-Reported Anger (Study 3b, Chapter 2)

Behavioral Response. The interaction between the general extrinsic motivation and the
type of norm violations was not significant on the tendency to punish the violator: 5 =-0.03,
95% CI=[-0.17,0.11], SE = 0.07, #(1480.71) = -0.45, p = .66. The interaction between the
general intrinsic motivation and the type of norm violations was marginally significant, though
(see Figure 19): b =-0.15, 95% CI =[-0.31, 0.02], SE = 0.08, #(1483.86) =-1.77, p = .08. Simple
slopes analyses manifested that consistent with H3, ratings on the general intrinsic motivation
predicted higher tendency to punish the violator of moral rules: b = 0.20, 95% CI =[0.08, 0.31],
SE =0.06, t(1483.11) = 3.36, p < .001; but not the violator of social conventions: b = 0.05, 95%

CI =[-0.06, 0.16], SE = 0.06, (1483.14) = 0.85, p = .40.
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Figure 19. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Likelihood of Punishment (Study 3b, Chapter 2)
Discussion
Through two studies that held constant the context of norm violations across different
domains, I found strong evidence that domain-specific intrinsic motivation predicted more
negative reactions towards moral violations, supporting H3. Domain-specific extrinsic
motivation, though, predicted more negative reactions towards conventional violations,
supporting H4. However, such interaction did not hold with general motivation measures, with
no effect from the general extrinsic motivation and a significantly weaker effect with the general
intrinsic motivation (supporting H3 but not H4). The results were consistent with prior research
on motivation that activity-relevant intrinsic motivation predicted the performance of the specific

activity (Ryan et al., 1993; Thegersen, 2006)
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2.4 Study 4

My prior studies have thus far provided support for the hypotheses. However, the
evidence was correlational. To establish a causal effect, Study 4 conducted an experiment
utilizing hypothetical scenarios to manipulate extrinsic vs. intrinsic motivations across moral and
conventional domains. In addition, the behavioral tendency measures on the likelihood to punish
the violator were cast in a general approach. I sought to measure the specific punishment
behavior in this study—the tendency to tell the violator one’s feelings and the chance to promote
the violator to a higher position in the workplace.
Method

Three hundred full-time employees (130 male, Mag. = 28.18 years old, SDage = 5.13

years) having entrepreneurship experiences were recruited from Prolific (www.prolific.co).
Sixteen participants failed the attention checks and thus were excluded from data analysis.
Participants were first told to imagine that they were crypto entrepreneurs and knew about a
private membership club founded by leaders in that industry. They went to a public event at the
club, and there was a long line of people inside waiting for a table. Then they were randomly
assigned to four conditions (2 (intrinsic vs. extrinsic motivation) X 2 (moral vs. conventional
domain); see Appendix E for specific wording). In the intrinsic and moral condition, participants
were asked to imagine that they were tempted to cut the line but resisted the urge because
fairness was a core value to them. In the intrinsic and conventional condition, they were asked to
imagine that they were tempted to talk about their recent diarrhea to reject the dairy food handed
to them; they resisted the urge, though, because etiquette was a core value to them.

In the extrinsic conditions, participants were asked to imagine that they resisted the urge

to cut the line (for the moral domain) or not to talk about their diarrhea (for the conventional
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domain) because the club founders were evaluating guests tonight as potential members. Getting
invited to join the club would greatly help their career. Next, they mentioned a few thoughts
about how much their inner values motivated them (intrinsic motivation conditions) or getting
invited to the club motivated them (extrinsic motivation conditions). After adopting the mindset
of the character in the scenario, participants were shown the norm violation. Specifically, they
were told that their acquaintance, Mark, had arrived at the club later. In the moral conditions,
Mark walked right past an old couple to speak with the hostess. Because cutting the line violates
the principle of fairness, this transgresses a moral rule (Turiel, 1983). In the convention
conditions, Mark talked loudly at the table about getting diarrhea. This is a breach of etiquette
that violates social conventions. Participants indicated their cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
reactions to the violation presented to them.
Results

Table 2.5 displays the means and standard deviations of each violation. To test the
differential impact of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation across domains of social norms (H3 and
H4), I regressed the reactions towards the norm violation on the interaction between each type of
motivation and domains of norms.

Table 2.5 Responses to Violations of Social Norms in Different Domains (Study 4,

Chapter 2)
Cognitive Responses ]i{motlonal Behavioral Responses
Violation Scenarios  |Unexpected esponse
Inappropriateness| Wrongness Anger Tell Promote

Moral: Mark cutting the

Ao 3.82(1.83) | 5.55(1.65) |5.63(1.51)| 5.01(1.33) | 4.45(1.95) |3.30 (1.34)

Convention: Mark talking

oot diathoa, 5.14(1.89) | 5.59(1.68) | 4.44(1.80) | 3.56(1.77) | 4.33(2.02) |3.49 (1.52)

64



Cognitive Responses. The interaction between the type of motivation and the domain of
norm violations was marginally significant on judgment of inappropriateness (see Figure 20): b =
0.66, SE = 0.39, 95% CI=[-0.12, 1.43], #(280) = 1.66, p = .10. Simple slopes analyses revealed
that the interaction was trending in the predicted direction, providing partial support for H3 and
H4. For moral violations, priming intrinsic motivation led participants to have a higher judgment
of inappropriateness: b = 0.35, SE = 0.28, 95% CI = [-0.21, 0.90], #280) = 1.23, p = .22. For the
conventional violation, however, priming intrinsic motivations induced participants to have a
lower judgment of inappropriateness compared with priming extrinsic motivations: b =-0.31, SE
=0.28, 95% CI =[-0.86, 0.24], #(280) = -1.11, p = .27. The interaction between the type of
motivation and the domain of norm violations was not significant on wrongness: b = 0.27, SE =

0.40, 95% CI = [-0.51, 1.05], #280) = 0.69, p = .49.
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Figure 20. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Inappropriateness (Study 4, Chapter 2)
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Emotional Response. The interaction between the type of motivation and the domain of
norm violations was significant on the levels of anger (see Figure 21): b= 0.74, SE = 0.37, 95%
CI=10.01, 1.46], 1(280) = 1.99, p = .05. Consistent with H3, simple slopes analyses
demonstrated that for the moral violation, priming intrinsic motivation (vs. extrinsic motivation)
led participants to be angrier: b = 0.68, SE = 0.26, 95% CI = [0.16, 1.20], #280) = 2.60, p = .01.
For the conventional violation, though, priming intrinsic motivation (vs. extrinsic motivation) did
not have a significant effect on the levels of anger (inconsistent with H4): b = -0.05, SE = 0.26,

95% CI=1[-0.57, 0.46], #280) = -0.21, p = .83.
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Figure 21. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm
Violations on Anger (Study 4, Chapter 2)

Behavioral Responses. There was a significant interaction between the type of
motivation and the domain of norm violations on the willingness to say anything to the violator
on how participants felt about his conduct at the club (see Figure 22): b =1.09, SE = 0.47, 95%
CI=10.17,2.01], #(280) = 2.33, p = .02. Simple slopes analyses manifested that for the moral
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violation, priming intrinsic motivation (vs. extrinsic motivation) led participants to be more
likely to tell the violator about their feelings towards his conduct (supporting H3): b =0.76, SE =
0.33,95% CI=10.11, 1.41], 1(280) = 2.29, p = .02. For the convention violation, however,
priming intrinsic motivation (vs. extrinsic motivation) had no significant impact on this
likelihood (inconsistent with H4): b = -0.33, SE = 0.33, 95% CI = [-0.98, 0.32], #280) =-0.99, p

=.32.
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Figure 22. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations

on the Willingness to Tell Your Feelings to the Violator (Study 4, Chapter 2)

There was also a significant interaction between the type of motivation and the domain of
norm violations on whether the violator should be promoted (see Figure 23): b =-0.94, SE =
0.34, 95% CI =[-1.60, -0.28], #280) =-2.79, p = .006. Consistent with H3, simple slopes
analyses suggested that for the moral violation, priming intrinsic motivation (vs. extrinsic
motivation) led participants to think that the violator should not be promoted: b = -0.48, SE =

0.24, 95% CI =[-0.95, -0.01], #280) =-2.02, p = .04. For the conventional violation, though,
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priming intrinsic motivation (versus extrinsic motivation) induced participants to think that the

violator should be promoted (supporting H4): b = 0.46, SE = 0.24, 95% CI =[-0.01, 0.92], #(280)

=1.92, p = .06.
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Figure 23. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations
on Promoting the Violator (Study 4, Chapter 2)

Discussion

Study 4 showed that the negative reactions towards moral versus conventional violations
depended on whether participants were primed with intrinsic motivations or extrinsic
motivations. Specifically, consistent with H3 and H4, for behavioral tendencies (such as the
tendency to tell the violator one’s feelings and the chance to promote the violator), priming an
intrinsic motivation (vs. extrinsic motivation) led participants to have greater negative reactions
towards a moral violation, while priming an extrinsic motivation (vs. intrinsic motivation) led
participants to have greater negative reactions towards a conventional violation. However, other

dependent measures did not always support H4. I speculated that it was due to the difficulty of
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experimentally inducing certain motivations in the short term (Hardy & Carlo, 2011). One
limitation of the current study is that some moral foundations theorists might argue that
discussing diarrhea is a violation of sanctity and hence morally tinged (Graham et al., 2013). I
ran a variant of the study with MBA students where instead, the convention violation was taking
pictures at the event despite an unwritten rule against it. The same interaction effect was

observed in that study.

2.5 Study 5

Given the difficulty of swaying one’s motivations (Hardy & Carlo, 2011; Scheffer &
Heckhausen, 2018), I conducted another experiment that measured intrinsic versus extrinsic
motivation but manipulated the morality of the same norm violation behavior. To do so, |
leveraged the emerging norm of wearing masks in public society during the pandemic.
Method

Two hundred full-time employees (N = 258; 123 male, Mage = 38.23 years old, SDage =
11.39 years) were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk. Participants first reported whether
they had ever worn a mask during COVID. Then they were asked to indicate their motivations
for their mask-wearing behavior. Specifically, they answered the following question: “For the
most part, to what extent [if you wore a mask] was it motivated by ‘acting on your inner values,’
‘slowing the spread of COVID-19,’ or ’feeling it was the right thing to do‘ (intrinsic motivation
items); or 'making a good impression on other people,” ‘obeying the rule,” or ‘fitting into your

299

community’” (extrinsic motivation items). Then participants were randomly assigned to read a
moral or conventional violation, both of which were described in a context of a high school

where everyone was supposed to wear a mask at all times. In the moral condition, participants

read the following: “One day, a teacher from this high school takes off his COVID mask when
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interacting with students in the classroom.” Taking off masks in this context would violate moral
norms, as doing so puts other people at harm. In the conventional condition, participants read the
following: “This school offers a hybrid teaching approach. The students have the option to come
to the classroom or take classes on Zoom. One day, all of the students are zooming from home.
The teacher is zooming from an empty classroom and takes off the mask.” Taking off masks in
this context would only violate conventions, as doing so clearly would violate the school’s rule
but would not harm other people.

After reading the scenario, participants answered one manipulation check question on the
extent to which this teacher’s behavior related to morality, such as values of welfare, fairness,
and rights (Turiel, 1983). Then, to provide their cognitive, emotional, and behavioral reactions
towards the violation, they rated how inappropriate and wrong the teacher’s behavior was, how
angry participants felt, how much this teacher should be punished, and how good of a leader this
teacher would be. Since norm violation was associated with perceptions of power (van Kleef et
al., 2011), I suspected that it would influence the leadership perception towards the violator. At
the end of the survey, I measured participants’ political orientation and whether they wore a
mask early in the pandemic but before the mask-wearing mandate was imposed. I did so as these
are factors that have been shown to influence participants’ attitudes towards mask-wearing
(Gonzalez et al., 2021).

Results

Manipulation Check. Taking off the mask in the classroom was perceived as more
relevant to morality (M = 4.00, SD = 1.77) than taking off the mask when students were zooming
(M=3.49, SD = 1.82): 1(256) =2.28, p = .02, d = 0.28, 95% CI = [0.04, 0.53]. This suggested

that the manipulation on the domain of norm violations was successful.
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Differential Dependence on Internalization. Table 2.6 displays the means and standard

deviations of each violation. To examine H3 and H4, I entered the interactions between each

type of motivation and the domain of violations as independent variables and the reactions

towards violations as dependent variables in linear regressions.

Table 2.6 Responses to Violations of Social Norms in Different Domains (Study 5,

mask in a Zoom class

Chapter 2)
. Emotional .
Cognitive Responses Behavioral Responses
Violation Scenarios  |Unexpected Response
Inappropriateness| Wrongness Anger Punish Leader

Moral: Taking off the mask
in the classroom 4.76 (1.66) 4.94 (1.74) 451 (1.77) | 4.15(1.89) | 3.94 (1.88) |3.46 (1.60)
Convention: Taking off the |, 13 71) | 500 (168) | 1.73(137) | 1.71(136) | 1.73 (1.45) |4.70 (1.47)

Cognitive Responses. The interaction between the type of motivation and the domain of

norm violations was significant on judgment of inappropriateness (see Figure 24): b =0.56, SE

=0.11,95% CI=[0.35, 0.78], #(252) = 5.10, p < .001. Simple slopes analyses revealed that, if

the teacher’s behavior was framed as a moral violation, intrinsic motivation predicted higher

ratings of inappropriateness (supporting H3): b =0.62, SE = 0.08, 95% CI =[0.46, 0.78], #(252)

=17.69, p <.001. When the behavior was framed as a conventional violation, however, intrinsic

motivation did not predict inappropriateness significantly: b = 0.05, SE = 0.08, 95% CI = [-0.10,

0.20], #252) = 0.71, p = .48.

Also, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the domain of norm violations was

significant: b = -0.35, SE = 0.12, 95% CI = [-0.59, -0.10], #252) = -2.79, p = .006. If the

teacher’s behavior was framed as a conventional violation, extrinsic motivation predicted higher

ratings of inappropriateness (supporting H4): b = 0.29, SE = 0.09, 95% CI =[0.12, 0.46], #(252)

=3.30, p =.001. When the behavior was framed as a moral violation, though, extrinsic
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motivation did not predict inappropriateness significantly: b = -0.06, SE = 0.09, 95% CI = [-0.23,

0.12], #252) = -0.67, p = .50.
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Figure 24. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations on
Inappropriateness (Study 5, Chapter 2)

The interaction between intrinsic motivation and the domain of norm violations was
significant for ratings on wrongness (see Figure 25): b = 0.56, SE = 0.10, 95% CI =[0.36, 0.76],
#(252) = 5.44, p <.001. If the teacher’s behavior was framed as a moral violation, intrinsic
motivation predicted higher ratings of wrongness, supporting H3: b = 0.54, SE = 0.07, 95% CI =
[0.40, 0.68], #(252) = 7.41, p <.001. When the behavior was framed as a conventional violation,
however, intrinsic motivation did not predict wrongness significantly: b =-0.02, SE = 0.07, 95%
CI=[-0.16, 0.12], 1(252) = -0.26, p = .80.

Also, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the domain of norm violations was
significant: b =-0.26, SE = 0.12, 95% CI = [-0.48, -0.03], #252) = -2.24, p = .03. When the

teacher’s behavior was framed as a conventional violation, extrinsic motivation predicted higher
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ratings of wrongness, supporting H4: » = 0.29, SE = 0.07, 95% CI =[0.16, 0.42], #252)=4.32, p
<.001. When the behavior was framed as a moral violation, however, extrinsic motivation did not

predict wrongness significantly: » = 0.04, SE = 0.08, 95% CI =[-0.13, 0.20], #(252) = 0.44, p =

.66.
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Figure 25. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations
on Wrongness (Study 5, Chapter 2)

Emotional Response. The interaction between intrinsic motivation and the domain of
norm violations was significant on the levels of anger (see Figure 26): b =0.61, SE=0.11, 95%
CI=10.40, 0.81], #(252) = 5.76, p < .001. Simple slopes analyses suggested that, if the teacher’s
behavior was framed as a moral violation, intrinsic motivation predicted higher levels of anger,
supporting H3: b = 0.59, SE = 0.08, 95% CI =[0.44, 0.74], #(252) =7.73, p <.001. When the
behavior was framed as a conventional violation, however, intrinsic motivation did not predict
the levels of anger significantly: b =-0.01, SE = 0.07, 95% CI = [-0.16, 0.13], #(252) =-0.20, p =
.84.

Also, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the domain of norm violations was
significant: b =-0.27, SE = 0.12, 95% CI =[-0.50, -0.03], #252) =-2.26, p = .02. If the teacher’s
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behavior was framed as a conventional violation, extrinsic motivation predicted higher levels of
anger, supporting H4: » = 0.30, SE = 0.08, 95% CI =[0.13, 0.46], #(252) = 3.59, p <.001. When
the behavior was framed as a moral violation, though, extrinsic motivation did not predict the

levels of anger significantly: b = 0.03, SE = 0.08, 95% CI = [-0.14, 0.20], #(252) = 0.35, p = .73.
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Figure 26. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm
Violations on Anger (Study 5, Chapter 2)

Behavioral Responses. The interaction between intrinsic motivation and the domain of
norm violations was significant on the behavioral intention to punish the teacher (see Figure 27):
b=0.44,SE=0.11,95% CI =[0.22, 0.67], #(252) = 3.89, p <.001. Simple slopes analyses
demonstrated that, when the teacher’s behavior was framed as a moral violation, intrinsic
motivation predicted higher ratings of punishment, supporting H3: 5 = 0.42, SE = 0.08, 95% Cl =
[0.25, 0.58], #252) = 5.05, p <.001. When the behavior was framed as a conventional violation,
though, intrinsic motivation did not predict punishment significantly: b =-0.02, SE = 0.08, 95%

CI=1[-0.18, 0.13], #252) = -0.32, p = .75.
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The interaction between extrinsic motivation and the domain of norm violations,
however, did not reach a significant level: b =-0.13, SE = 0.13, 95% CI = [-0.38, 0.12], #252) =
-1.04, p = .30. Simple slopes analyses showed a pattern supporting H4: when the teacher’s
behavior was framed as a moral violation, extrinsic motivation predicted marginally higher
ratings of punishment: b = 0.16, SE = 0.09, 95% CI =[-0.02, 0.34], #252) = 1.73, p = .09. When
the behavior was framed as a conventional violation, though, extrinsic motivation predicted

punishment significantly: b = 0.29, SE = 0.09, 95% CI=[0.12, 0.47], #(252) = 3.26, p = .001.
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Figure 27. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations
on Punishment (Study 5, Chapter 2)
There was also a significant interaction between intrinsic motivation and the domain of
norm violations on the perception of this teacher’s leadership potential (see Figure 28): b = -0.23,
SE =0.10, 95% CI = [-0.44, -0.03], #(252) = -2.22, p = .03. Consistent with H3, when the
teacher’s behavior was framed as a moral violation, intrinsic motivation predicted lower ratings
of leadership potential: b =-0.42, SE = 0.08, 95% CI =[-0.57, -0.27], #(252) = -5.60, p < .001.

When the behavior was framed as a conventional violation, though, intrinsic motivation
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predicted leadership potential to a lesser degree: b =-0.19, SE = 0.07, 95% CI = [-0.33, -0.05],
#252)=-2.69, p = .008.

In addition, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and the domain of norm
violations was significant: b = 0.26, SE = 0.12, 95% CI = [0.03, 0.49], #(252) =2.21, p = .03.
When the teacher’s behavior was framed as a conventional violation, extrinsic motivation
predicted lower ratings of leadership potential, although not at a significant level, providing
partial support for H4: b =-0.09, SE = 0.08, 95% CI = [-0.25, 0.07], #(252) =-1.09, p = .28.
When the behavior was framed as a moral violation, though, extrinsic motivation predicted
higher perceptions of leadership potential: b =0.17, SE = 0.08, 95% CI =[0.004, 0.33], #252) =

2.02, p = .04.
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Figure 28. The Interaction between Motivations and the Type of Norm Violations
on the Leadership Perception of the Violator (Study 5, Chapter 2)

Discussion
Study 5 found that framing the same mask-wearing behavior in a moral perspective

elicited different cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses than framing it in a conventional
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perspective. Moreover, consistent with H3, participants’ intrinsic motivations for the same
behavior predicted higher negative responses when the norm violation was framed as a moral
one. When the violation was framed as a conventional one, though, extrinsic motivations
predicted higher negative responses, supporting H4. The above effects remained after I
controlled for the unexpectedness of the violation, participants’ political orientation, and whether
participants had worn masks early in the pandemic but prior to the mask mandate. As such, the
nature of the violation had a greater impact on individuals’ reactions towards it than the content
of the specific behavior. In the next study, I tried to manipulate the intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation for wearing COVID-related masks and examine how that influenced the perceptions

of individuals who did not wear masks.

2.6 Study 6

Study 5 showed that one’s own motivation to follow an emerging social rule—wearing
masks moderated the reactions to moral and conventional violations. In Study 6, I tried to
capture the interaction by manipulating the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in another mask-
wearing context.

Method

Four hundred full-time employees (148 male, Mage = 39.73 years old, SDage = 12.34
years) were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk. Participants were first primed with the
intrinsic or extrinsic motivation of wearing a mask during the pandemic. Participants in both
conditions were asked to imagine that they were just about to take an Uber to catch a meeting
with their client. Those in the intrinsic priming condition were told that they put on a mask
because they cared about protecting others and containing the pandemic. Then they were asked

to reflect on how wearing a mask in different situations during the pandemic aligns with these
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values. For those who were in the extrinsic priming condition, however, they were told that they
put on a mask because they believed that wearing the mask was obeying the COVID-related
policy, and otherwise the drivers might refuse them. They then reflected on how wearing a mask
in different situations during the pandemic helped them fit in their community. After their
reflection, participants answered two manipulation check questions on the extent to which their
behavior in this scenario was motivated by an inner value, something inside of themselves or
their behavior in this scenario was motivated by an external reward, something that would come
to them from other people.

Then participants were presented with either a moral violation or a conventional violation
from an Uber driver. For the moral violation, participants were told to imagine that after their
meeting, they saw an Uber with elderly passengers drive by, and the driver was not wearing a
mask. Since the driver’s behavior in this scenario potentially hurt the elderly passengers, not
wearing a mask was considered as a moral violation (Turiel, 1983). For the conventional
violation, participants were told to imagine that after their meeting, they saw an Uber without
any passengers driving by, and the driver was not wearing a mask. I also made it clear that
Uber’s policy is that all drivers should wear their masks. Thus, the driver’s behavior in this
scenario violated social conventions but not moral norms as there was no passenger at medical
risk.

After the moral or conventional manipulation, participants answered another
manipulation check question on the extent to which the driver’s behavior harmed others—a
violation of moral rules. Specifically, they indicated the extent to which the driver taking off his
mask put others at medical risk. Then they provided their cognitive, emotional, and behavioral

reactions to the violation, similar to other studies. As in Study 5, participants’ political
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orientation and whether they wore a mask early in the pandemic were also measured at the end
of the survey.
Results

Manipulation Check. Thirty seven participants did not pass the attention checks so they
were excluded from the analysis. Of the remaining participants, those in the moral condition
perceived the driver’s behavior as causing more medical harm (M =5.11, SD =1.97, 95% CI =
[4.82, 5.40]) than those in the conventional condition (M = 3.30, SD = 2.28, 95% CI =[2.96,
3.63]): #350.58) = 8.09, p <.001, d = 0.85, 95% CI =[0.63, 1.06]. This suggested that the
manipulation on the domain of social norms was successful.

For the manipulation checks on priming participants’ motivaitons, those who were
primed with extrinsic motivation reported their mask-wearing behavior was driven by external
reward (M =3.34, SD =1.77, 95% CI = [3.08, 3.60]) more than those who were primed with
intrinsic motivation (M =2.74, SD = 1.72, 95% CI =[2.49, 2.99]): #361) =3.28, p=.001, d =
0.34, 95% CI =[0.14, 0.55]. However, although those who were in the intrinsic priming
condition reported that their behavior was driven by their inner value (M = 5.43, SD = 1.63, 95%
CI=[5.20, 5.67]) more than those who were in the extrinsic priming condition (M = 5.24, SD =
1.56, 95% CI=1[5.01, 5.47]), it did not reach to a significant level: #361)=1.14, p = .25, d =
0.12, 95% CI =[-0.09, 0.33]. This again suggested that it was hard to move participants’ inner
values.

Differential Dependence on Internalization. Table 2.7 presents the means and standard
deviations of each violation. In order to test H3 and H4, I entered the interactions between the

experimental manipulations on intrinsic motivation (vs. extrinsic motivation) and the domain of
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norm violations as simultaneous predictors for the reactions towards violations in linear

regressions.

Table 2.7 Responses to Violations of Social Norms in Different Domains (Study 6,

mask without any passenger

Chapter 2)
o Emotional .
Cognitive Responses Behavioral Responses
Violation Scenarios  |Unexpected Response
Inappropriateness| Wrongness Anger Report Promote

Moral: Taking off mask

with elderly passengers 4.27 (1.96) 5.26 (2.06) 528 (2.06) | 4.08(2.06) | 3.60 (2.25) |2.56 (1.27)
Convention: Taking off 1, o3 95) | 360 (236) |3.56(2.33) | 2.702.00) | 229 (1.93) [3.20 (135)

Cognitive Responses. The interaction between priming intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) motivation

and the domain of norm violations was marginally significant on judgment of inappropriateness

(see Figure 29): b = 0.83, SE = 0.46, 95% CI = [-0.08, 1.74], #359) = 1.79, p = .07. Consistent

with H3, simple slopes analyses suggested that, if the driver’s behavior was framed as a moral

violation, priming intrinsic motivation led participants to rate this behavior as more inappropriate

than priming extrinsic motivation: b = 0.86, SE = 0.32, 95% CI =[0.23, 1.50], #359) = 2.66, p =

.008. However, inconsistent H4, when the driver’s behavior was framed as a conventional

violation, priming intrinsic motivation did not lead participants to rate the behavior as more

inappropriate than priming extrinsic motivation: » = 0.04, SE = 0.33, 95% CI =[-0.61, 0.69],

#359)=0.12, p = 91.
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Figure 29. The Interaction between Motivations and the Domain of Norm Violations
on Inappropriateness (Study 6, Chapter 2)

The interaction between priming intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) motivation and the domain of
norm violations was marginally significant for ratings on ratings of wrongness (see Figure 30): b
=0.88, SE = 0.46, 95% CI =[-0.02, 1.78], #359) = 1.91, p = .06. Consistent with H3, simple
slopes analyses suggested that, if the driver’s behavior was framed as a moral violation, priming
intrinsic motivation led participants to rate this behavior as more wrong than priming extrinsic
motivation: b = 0.74, SE = 0.32, 95% CI =[0.11, 1.38], #359) = 2.30, p = .02. However, when
the driver’s behavior was framed as a conventional violation, priming intrinsic motivation did

not lead participants to rate the behavior as more wrong than priming extrinsic motivation, which

81



did not support H4: b =-0.14, SE = 0.33, 95% CI = [-0.78, 0.51], #359) =-0.42, p = .68.

Motivation

Extrinsic Motivation
Intrinsic Motivation

Wrong

Convention Moral
Violation

Figure 30. The Interaction between Motivations and the Domain of Norm
Violations on Wrongness (Study 6, Chapter 2)

Emotional Response. The interaction between priming intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) motivation
and the domain of norm violations was marginally significant on levels of anger (see Figure 31):
b=10.68, SE =0.43, 95% CI =[-0.16, 1.52], t(359) = 1.59, p = .11. Consistent with H3, simple
slopes analyses suggested that, when the driver’s behavior was framed as a moral violation,
priming intrinsic motivation elicited higher levels of anger than priming extrinsic motivation: b =
0.56, SE = 0.30, 95% CI=1[-0.03, 1.15], #(359) = 1.88, p = .06. However, when the driver’s
behavior was framed as a conventional violation, priming intrinsic motivation did not elicited

higher levels of anger than priming extrinsic motivation, which did not support H4: b =-0.12, SE
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= 0.30, 95% CI = [-0.71, 0.48], #(359) = -0.39, p = .70.

Motivation

. Extrinsic Motivation
|:| Intrinsic Motivation

Convention Moral
Violation

Figure 31. The Interaction between Motivations and the Domain of Norm
Violations on Anger (Study 6, Chapter 2)

Behavioral Responses. The interaction between priming intrinsic (vs. extrinsic)
motivation and the domain of norm violations was marginally significant on the behavioral
intention to report the driver (see Figure 32): b= 0.75, SE = 0.44, 95% CI = [-0.11, 1.60], #(359)
= 1.71, p = .09. Consistent with H3, simple slopes analyses suggested that, if the driver’s
behavior was framed as a moral violation, priming intrinsic motivation led participants to be
more likely to report this driver’s behavior than priming extrinsic motivation: » = 0.90, SE =
0.31, 95% CI=10.29, 1.50], #(359) = 2.93, p = .004. However, inconsistent with H4, when the
driver’s behavior was framed as a conventional violation, priming intrinsic motivation did not
lead participants to report the driver more so than priming extrinsic motivation: b = 0.15, SE =

0.31, 95% CI = [-0.46, 0.76], #(359) = 0.48, p = .63.
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Figure 32. The Interaction between Motivations and the Domain of Norm
Violations on the Tendency to Report the Driver (Study 6, Chapter 2)

There was also a significant interaction between priming intrinsic (vs. extrinsic)
motivation and the domain of norm violations on the likelihood that the driver would be
promoted: (see Figure 33): b =-0.53, SE = 0.27,95% CI=[-1.07, 0.01], #(359) = -1.95, p = .05.
Simple slopes analyses suggested that, if the driver’s behavior was framed as a moral violation,
priming intrinsic motivation led participants to think that this driver should be /ess likely to
promoted compare with priming extrinsic motivation: b =-0.22, SE = 0.19, 95% CI = [-0.60,
0.16], #359) = -1.15, p = .25. Although it did not reach a significant level, it provided partial
support for H3. However, when the driver’s behavior was framed as a conventional violation,
priming intrinsic motivation led participants to think that this driver should be more likely to
promoted compare with priming extrinsic motivation, consistent with H4: » = 0.31, SE = 0.20,

95% CI = [-0.07, 0.70], t(359) = 1.60, p = .11.
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Figure 33. The Interaction between Motivations and the Domain of Norm
Violations on Promoting the Violator (Study 6, Chapter 2)

Discussion

Study 6 found that priming participants’ intrinsic motivation (vs. extrinsic motivation) led
to higher negative cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses when the violation was framed
from a moral perspective, supporting H3. But when the violation was framed from a
conventional perspective, priming participants’ motivation as an extrinsic or intrinsic one did not
influence the reactions too differently (except for one behavioral perception measure), which did
not fully support H4. Although the interactions mainly were marginally significant, the effects
became stronger when the unexpectedness of the violation, participants’ political orientation, and
whether participants had worn masks early in the pandemic were controlled for. Due to the
difficulty of changing one’s inner values, I speculated the results might be stronger when we

measured levels of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations instead of manipulating them (as in Study

5).
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General Discussion

The current studies found that negative reactions to violations were contingent on the
observer’s internalization of different social norms. Specifically, for moral domains, the negative
reactions to violations were stronger for individuals who felt high intrinsic motivation. However,
for social conventions, these negative reactions were stronger for individuals who felt high
extrinsic motivation.

Similar to Chapter 1, the current studies contribute to the literature on internalization.
Previous research has mostly focused on the impact of internalization on norm adherence, with
mixed findings on whether more internalized personal norms or the less internalized social
norms predicted behavior more strongly (Fellner & Schwartz, 1971; Fishbein, 1967). SDT
theorists have explained the inconsistency by examining the different levels of internalization,
and found that only deep internalization (when it becomes inner values instead of social
expectation) predicted attitudes and behaviors such as environmental practices or religious
activities (Green-Demers et al., 1997; Ryan et al., 1993). However, in studies of conformance to
environmentalist rules, integrated motives did not manifest unequivocally higher predictive
power than introjected motives (Thegersen, 2006). In addition, although SDT asserts that
integrated motives are better for one’s performance and well-being, whether introjected or
integrated motives predict specific behavior is relatively opaque (Burton et al., 2006; Howard et
al., 2021; Ryan & Deci, 2000). This suggests that differentiating introjected and integrated
motives is not enough to resolve the inconsistent findings on the power of intrinsic motivation.
Instead, other important boundary conditions should be considered when examining the impact

of internalizations on the enforcement of norms—regardless of adherence or violations. My
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research indicates one essential factor that should be taken into account is the content of norms:
whether the violation is related to morality or social conventions.

This research also has contributions to the field of motivation and organizational
culture. Previous research on intrinsic motivation in the workplace has mainly focused on its
influence on job performance or employees’ well-being (Hackman & Oldham, 1976;

Locke & Latham, 2015; Zhang et al., 2016). However, managers might have different behavioral
reactions (e.g., different levels of punishment) to employees’ deviant behavior depending on
their motivation to follow organizational norms and the specific types of organizational norms
(conventional vs. moral) present. Likewise, among peers with similar status, employees might
have different reactions (e.g., likelihood to whistleblow) towards their colleagues’ violations
across domains as a function of their intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. This undertaking
highlights the importance of considering individuals’ motivation when studying organizational
behaviors deviant from different norms.

The current research also extends the literature on socialization theory. Socialization
theory has suggested that the more employees learn and internalize the values of the
organization, the better person-organization fit they will create. As a result, employees will have
the higher organizational commitment and lower turnover. To this end, leaders in organizations
normally believe that employees should always be intrinsically motivated (Zhang & Bartol,
2010). However, my research indicated that employees do not have to internalize all workplace
norms to maintain order in organizations. In fact, there may be some disadvantages to forcing
employees to internalize everything. Indeed, they might feel inauthentic as a result (Cable et al.,

2013). The findings here suggest that leaders should be aware that internalization may not
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always be necessary to promote company norms, as their functions might only have to do with
enforcing conventions and not moral matters.

Moreover, this research has practical implications. Reacting to violations of rules is an
important task for employees, and especially for leaders in organizations of many kinds. For
example, some employees are charged with monitoring the behavior of customers; supervisors
and managers are charged with monitoring the behavior of employees. In many organizations,
employees are also supposed to report violations by their peers. The current studies
revealed when and why these people might react to the same workplace behavior differently
depending on their motivation to comply with the organizational rules.

Although this chapter adopted more scenarios than Chapter 1, moral violations were in
general more serious than the conventional violations. Thus, the domain of norm violations could
be confounded with the seriousness of the violation. Controlling for the unexpectedness of the
scenario was a preliminary attempt to rule out the alternative explanation. However, future
research could tease apart seriousness and morality by generating moral violations that are less
serious than conventional violations as study stimuli.

Another limitation of the current research is that it only examined the negative reactions
towards norm violations. Although Study 5 examined the likelihood of promotion and leadership
perception as potential positive outcomes, a more systematic investigation is needed. Possibly,
conventional violations could elicit higher positive perceptions towards violators than moral
violations. For example, individuals who violate conventional norms might be perceived as
authentic and powerful because they have the volitions to act in a unique way (Bellezza et al.,

2013; van Kleef et al., 2011). Future research should examine this possibility.
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In conclusion, across seven studies, I demonstrated the role that intrinsic and extrinsic
motivations played in determining negative reactions towards violations of moral rules versus
social conventions. Intrinsic motivations increase the negative reactions toward moral violations
more than extrinsic motivation. In contrast, extrinsic motivations drive the negative reactions

towards conventional violations more than intrinsic motivation.
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Chapter 3: Need for Cognitive Closure and Reactions to Moral

versus Conventional Norm Violations

Need for cognitive closure, defined as the desire to seek “an answer on a given topic, any
answer ... compared to confusion and ambiguity” (Kruglanski, 1990, p.337), is an individual
difference in motivation for clarity and structure (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). It subsumes five
constructs: need for order, need for predictability, decisiveness, aversion for ambiguity, and
close-mindedness. Some of these descend from research on cognitive styles, and some from
political psychology research on conformity and authoritarianism (Kruglanski et al., 1993; Roets
& van Hiel, 2007).

Prior research on the relationship between NFCC and social norms has demonstrated that
NFCC promotes adherence to, stability of, and transmission of social norms (Livi et al., 2015).
An open question is how NFCC relates to responses to norm violations. Some strands of prior
research suggest that perceivers high in NFCC dislike any deviation from patterns (Kruglanski &
Webster, 1991; Livi et al., 2015)—even in non-social stimuli (Rubin et al., 2011). Thus,
conceivably, individuals with high NFCC may be sensitive to any norm violations, even to social
conventions.

However, NFCC is highly related to political and religious ideologies such as
conservatism (Jost et al., 2001), Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) (van Hiel et al., 2004),
and fundamentalism (Johnson et al., 2011). RWA and religious fundamentalism are correlated
with particular intolerance for deviations from traditional morality (Altemeyer, 1996; Duckitt,
1989; Khoury et al., 2012). This side of NFCC implies a sensitivity to violations in the moral

domain but not necessarily in the domain of social conventions.
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As noted in the introduction, researchers’ conception of the moral domain has evolved
(Graham et al., 2009; Janoff-Bulman & Carnes, 2013; Shweder, 1990; Turiel, 1983). Social
domain theory originally conceptualized moral conduct as something universal and authority
independent (Turiel, 1983). In Turiel’s experiments among children at school, only
transgressions that put others at harm were included. However, some researchers have opined
that even transgressions of certain virtues that do not cause direct harm to others (e.g., having sex
with a dead chicken) elicited negative emotions and might thus be considered immoral (Haidt et
al., 1993; Shweder et al. 1987). One such virtue that has to do with sanctity or purity has fallen
under the sacred domain according to moral foundation theorists (Graham et al., 2009). Because
sacred norms serve an important function of binding ingroup members by highlighting a cultural
and spiritual consensus (Graham & Haidt, 2012; Shweder et al., 1997), they might buffer
individuals’ existential anxieties about mortality (one specific manifestation of the need for
closure; Dechesne & Kruglanski, 2004) by leading people to consider themselves as part of
enduring, meaningful cultural traditions (Becker, 1973; Rosenblatt et al., 1989). Thus, violation
of moral norms that fall under the sacred domain (compared to violations of social conventions
that do not buffer individuals against uncertainty from a mortality threat) would be particularly
threatening for individuals high in NFCC. The above arguments point to two reasonable
hypotheses:

H5a: NFCC predicts stress at violations of social conventions.

HSb: NFCC predicts stress at violations of moral rules.

This chapter examines the interaction between NFCC and the domain of norms in

determining reactions towards norm violations. In two different studies, I examine the
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physiological and psychological stress responses towards norm violations.® I predict that NFCC
is more strongly related to stress responses towards moral violations compared to conventional

violations.
3.1 Study 1

In this study, I first measured participants’ trait NFCC levels. Then, participants were
presented with moral and conventional violations while I monitored their physiological stress
levels. I tested H5a and H5b on whether NFCC was more strongly associated with physiological
stress towards moral violations than conventional violations.

Method

Sixty college students were recruited from a university subject pool (21 men; Mage =
20.67 years old, SDqee = 2.57 years) °. Upon arriving at the lab, participants completed a 15-item
NFFC measure (Roets & van Hiel, 2011; see Appendix F). Then they were connected to
physiological equipment for continuous measurement of their cardiac and hemodynamic output.

Measures and Procedure. Participants’ baseline physiological levels were recorded
when they were resting for five minutes. Then they were presented with four different norm
violation scenarios (the order of them was randomized). The moral violations were ones related
to the concern for sanctity (e.g., “You went to the woods with your friend, and he burned the
Bible in the campfire,” “Instead of holding a funeral and burying his/her grandfather, your friend
had his body preserved for display in his/her house by a taxidermist”). The conventional

violations were ones related to socially constructed etiquette (modified from Mu et al., 2015; i.e.,

8 1 examined stress responses rather than other negative reactions because sacred norms are highly relevant to
existential anxiety (Graham & Haidt, 2012).

? These are the same participants from Chapter 2, Study 1. Given the cost of running a physiological experiment, I
combined the data collection for this study and the prior study. The measures were not overlapping between the two
studies. Three participants did not have blood pressure data due to a malfunction in the blood pressure machine and
thus were not included in this analysis.
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“One day you see your friend at a rock concert sitting in one of the back rows. He is praying
silently”; “You go to a restaurant with your friend. He places his napkin on his shoulder instead
of on his lap”).

To induce participants to engage in the perception of norm violations, they were asked to
discuss their thoughts with a research assistant concerning how they felt about the violations.
Each violation was discussed for one minute (see Appendix C for specific questions asked of
participants to generate the discussion; they were the same as in Chapter 2, Study 1). I measured
electrocardiography (ECG), impedance cardiography (ICG), and continuous blood pressure (BP)
throughout the study session.

Physiological recordings. ECG was obtained using a modified Lead II configuration
(one electrode positioned under the right collarbone and another positioned on the left lateral side
between the two lower ribs) with an ECG module from Biopac (Goleta, CA). ICG was obtained
by a mylar tape electrode system that provided basal transthoracic impedance (Z0; i.e., the
amount of blood circulating in the thoracic cavity) and the first derivative of basal impedance
(dZ/dt; i.e., the change in impedance over time) using a HIC-2000 impedance cardiograph. Two
pairs of mylar tapes were applied to encircle the participant at the neck and torso (Sherwood et
al., 1990). BP was measured using a CNAP monitor (CNSystems Medizintechnik AG, Graz,
Austria), capturing the signals with an arm cuff and two finger cuffs. The CNAP monitor was
connected to a BIOPAC DA100c amplifier, allowing for continuous recordings.

All three signals were collected at a sampling rate of 1,000 Hz with a Biopac MP150
integrative system. All data were scored offline, and physiological responses were then averaged
into one-minute bins. I used the HRV 3.0.25 module of Mindware to calculate heart rate

variability, the IMP 3.0.25 module to calculate impedance, and BPV 3.0.25 to calculate the mean
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arterial pressure (MAP). Digitized ECG, ICG, and BP signals were visually inspected, with
artifacts and incorrectly identified Q, R, B, Z, X points edited. Cardiac output (CO) and total
peripheral resistance (TPR) were derived from the signals collected (I calculated TPR by
dividing CO from mean BP and multiplying 80; see Muhtadie et al., 2015 and Sherwood et al.,
1990). These signals were taken throughout the study session based on protocols on standard
physiological stress measures (Mendes et al., 2003; Seery et al., 2004).

Following a well-established protocol (Blascovich et al., 2004; Seery et al., 2013), I then
used these measures to calculate a Threat-Challenge Reactivity Index (TCRI) for each participant
in different norm-violation scenarios. According to prior literature, a physiological challenge
profile (i.e., a less stressful response) has a significant increase of CO (i.e., more blood bumping
per minute) but a decrease of TPR (i.e., arteries are dilating) from the baseline; a physiological
threat profile (i.e., a more stressful response) has a decrease (or no change) in CO but an increase
(or no change) in TPR (Blascovich et al., 2004; Seery et al., 2013).

TCRI was calculated using three steps. First, I calculated the reactivity scores by
subtracting the last minute of the baseline physiology from each minute of norm violation. I
converted each participant’s baseline-corrected TPR and CO reactivity values into z-scores.
Second, CO reactivity was subtracted from TPR reactivity to obtain a single TCRI score, such
that a larger value of TCRI corresponded to a greater threat response—a maladaptive stress
response (Townsend et al., 2010). I calculated the mean TCRI recorded within different types of
violations to represent the mean stress response for moral versus conventional violations.
Results

Data were analyzed via multilevel modeling using R-package Ime4, including the

interaction between NFCC and the domain of norms as fixed effects, together with the norm-

94



violation scenario and participant as random factors. Results revealed a marginally significant
interaction between NFCC and the domain of norm violations: b = 0.06, 95% CI =[-0.01, 0.12],
SE =0.03,#(161.15) = 1.77, p = .08. Simple slopes analyses revealed that NFCC predicted higher
TCRI (the physiological threat response) for moral violations: b = 0.13, 95% CI =[0.02, 0.25],
SE =0.06, t(77.11) = 2.28, p = .03, but not for conventional violations: b = 0.08, 95% CI = [-
0.04, 0.19], SE = 0.06, #(78.28) = 1.30, p = .20. This provided support for H5b but not H5a.
Discussion

Study 1 found that NFCC predicted heightened physiological stress when individuals
faced moral violations (H5b) but not when they faced conventional violations (H5a). This
suggested that moral violations might induce a greater threat for those with a high need for
closure compared with conventional violations.

However, this effect could be confounded by the variation in the violation scenarios. The
moral violations and the conventional violations involved different actions in various social
settings. Thus, the next study maintained the context of violations constant but just varied the

nature of the violation.
3.2 Study 2

Study 2 measured trait NFCC using the same scale as in Study 1, but I manipulated the
domain of violation with the same behavior. In addition, I added a control condition without any
violations to rule out the alternative explanation that individuals with high NFCC were stressed
about anything.

Method
Three hundred participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (125 men;

Mage = 38.59 years old, SDage = 11.72 years). Participants first completed the NFFC scale, as in
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Study 1. Then they were presented with a vignette about the dress code for a wedding in rural
Peru. In the vignette, they were asked to imagine that they lived in a small city in Peru called
Tarma. Today they were attending a wedding of the daughter of the city’s mayor. It is the most
anticipated wedding of the year, and 300 guests have been invited.

Next, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions. Those assigned
to the conventional condition read the following: “At weddings in Peru, women are expected to
wear hats and they frequently wear hats. Seldom do women attend weddings without wearing
hats. One woman said, ‘I am going to wear my orange hat to the wedding today.” Another
woman stated, ‘All the women in my family are going to wear flowery hats today.” A third
woman offered, ’All my female friends will be wearing colorful hats to the wedding today.’”

Those assigned to the moral condition read the following: “At weddings in Peru, for
centuries women have been wearing hats as part of a sacred tradition. It is considered taboo for a
woman to attend a wedding without wearing a hat. Wearing hats at weddings is a true tradition
for Peruvian women. It is a ritual that has been practiced and then passed on for centuries by
previous generations of Peruvian women. Wearing hats, especially at weddings, is a defining
feature of Peruvian culture.”

Those assigned to the control condition were not provided with any additional
information about the wedding. All participants were then informed of the following: “One of
the local guests who lives in the village, Elena, entered the church.” Below this verbiage,
participants were shown a picture of a woman without a hat, after which they reported how
stressed they were upon seeing Elena’s behavior.

Results
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Five participants failed the attention check and thus were excluded from the analysis. I
first created two dummy variables representing whether participants saw a moral violation ( 1 =
moral, 0 = non-moral), or a conventional violation (1 = conventional, 0 = non-conventional). The
interaction between the moral dummy variable and NFCC, as well as the interaction between the
conventional dummy variable and NFCC were entered as simultaneous predictors to
psychological stress. That way, [ was able to examine H5a and H5b by comparing the reactions
towards each of the violations with the reactions towards the control condition. The interaction
between moral violations (versus control) and NFCC was significant (see Figure 34): b = 0.93,
SE =0.22,95% CI =[0.50, 1.36], #(289) =4.25, p <.001. The interaction between conventional
(versus control) and NFCC was also significant: b = 0.45, SE = 0.22, 95% CI =[0.02, 0.88],
#(289) =2.04, p = .04. For individuals with high NFCC (+1 SD), moral violations elicited higher
psychological stress compared to the control condition, supporting H5b: b = 1.73, SE = 0.29,
95% CI=11.15, 2.31], 1(289) = 5.88, p < .001. So did the conventional violation (versus control),
but to a lesser degree, supporting H5a: b = 0.62, SE = 0.28, 95% CI=[0.06, 1.17], #(289) = 2.19,
p = .03. For individuals with low NFCC (-1 SD), neither moral violations nor conventional
violations elicited higher stress compared to the control condition (moral versus control: b =
0.02, SE =0.28, 95% CI =[-0.54, 0.58], #(289) = 0.06, p = .95; conventional versus control: b = -
0.20, SE =0.29, 95% CI=[-0.77, 0.37], £289) = -0.70, p = .48).

Intriguingly, when I only compared moral and conventional violation, the interaction
between the domain of violation and NFCC was significant: b = 0.48, SE = 0.23, 95% CI =
[0.03, 0.94], #(199) =2.09, p = .04. Similar to Study 1, simple slopes analyses demonstrated that
NFCC levels predicted higher stress responses towards the moral violation: b =0.78, SE = 0.16,

95% CI=1[0.46, 1.10], 1(199) = 4.78, p < .001. NFCC predicted the stress level at the
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conventional violations, but to a lesser degree: b = 0.30, SE = 0.16, 95% CI = [-0.02, 0.62],

£(199) = 1.83, p = .07.
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Figure 34. The Relationship between Need for Cognitive Closure and Stress
Level Depending on the Domain of Violations (Study 2, Chapter 3)
Discussion

Study 2 replicated and extended the findings from Study 1. Consistent with H5a, NFCC
predicted higher stress at conventional violations compared to non-violation. This suggests that
any type of violation might make individuals with a high need for cognitive closure stressful,
which is consistent with prior findings on the negative relationship between NFCC and tolerance
to deviance (Rubin et al., 2011). Consistent with H5b, NFCC also predicted higher stress for a

moral violation of sacred norms compared to non-violation. Furthermore, NFCC predicted a
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higher level of stress towards a moral violation than to a conventional violation—even when
controlling for the specific content of the violation, which is consistent with the high correlation
between NFCC and ideologies relevant to morality (Jost et al., 2001; Johnson et al., 2011; van
Hiel et al., 2004).

3.3 General Discussion

Across two studies, I found that NFCC predicted higher physiological and psychological
stress responses towards moral violations of sacred norms compared with conventional
violations. The effects existed even when holding the specific violation behavior constant.

The current research contributes to literature concerning the role that NFCC plays in
norm enforcement. Prior work suggests that NFCC facilitates adherence to and transmission of
descriptive norms (Chiu et al., 2000; Livi et al., 2015). Similarly, situationally-induced NFCC
leads to higher compliance with descriptive norms but lower conformance to injunctive norms
(Kredentser et al., 2012). However, prior empiricism did not examine how NFCC influences the
stress reactions towards norm violations. Nor did it consider the differential impact of NFCC on
norms across different domains. By comparing the reactions towards moral and conventional
norms, this chapter highlighted the important function that moral norms serve to satisfy the need
for closure and certainty among individuals with such motivational tendencies.

The current work also contributes to the literature on NFCC and intergroup relationships.
Prior work suggests that NFCC leads to racism and discrimination, as well as to violent
extremism (Roets & van Hiel, 2011; van Hiel et al., 2004; Webber et al., 2018). The mechanisms
underlying that phenomenon remain an empirical question. Some mechanisms that have been
demonstrated are essentialism categories—the belief that social groups have a set of attributes

that is necessary to their identity (Chao et al., 2013). Other mechanisms concern some intragroup
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processes— such as in-group glorification and victimization (Dugas et al., 2018)—thus
providing a partial answer to that query. My research provides another important mechanism that
could explain extremist actions: the stress responses towards moral violations. This mechanism
is consistent with findings that sacred violations elicit moral outrage, which consists of a mix of
anger and disgust (Tetlock et al., 2000). I showed that moral outrage is particularly strong for
individuals high in NFCC.

Research on NFCC has called for further examination of the “hard-wired” foundations of
NFCC (Roets et al., 2015). However, efforts addressing such calls remain sparse. Preliminary
evidence suggests that there could be biological bases for NFCC. For example, when NFCC is
high, the desire to reach a definitive solution makes the process of continuous searching for new
information physiologically arousing (Roets & van Hiel, 2008). NFCC is also associated with a
particular gene (i.e., the short-allele of the serotonin transporter gene, S-HTTLPR) that is
relevant to emotional sensitivity under uncertain situations (Cheon et al., 2015). My research
responds to the call for more fundamental studies of NFCC; it did so by highlighting the
relationship between NFCC and physiological reactions towards norm violations.

The current undertaking also has practical implications. Research has linked NFCC to
various important organizational outcomes (Roets et al., 2015). Due to a craving for stability,
individuals high in NFCC do not cope well with organizational changes (Kruglanski et al.,
2007). They prefer leaders who are rigid (versus open-minded, Orehek et al., 2010), allow less
autonomy to their followers (Pierro et al., 2012), and typify their group members (Pierro et al.,
2005). Also, when judging leadership effectiveness, they place more weight on procedural
justice, as being fair increases the certainty that high NFCCs value (Pierro et al., 2014). What has

been missing, however, is how NFCC relates to reactions towards violations of important
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organizational norms. My research suggests that NFCC might be more relevant to workplace
deviance of moral issues but less so for deviance pertaining to organizational conventions.

One limitation of the current research is that it operationalized moral norms based on
sacred values. It did not compare sacred violations with other types of moral violations.
Conceivably, NFCC elicits strong stress responses for sacred violations (compared to other
moral violations) because sacred norms buffer individuals against existential anxiety. NFCC
also, though, might induce other types of negative reactions, such as derogation and punishment
to the violators for moral violations of virtues of harmlessness or fairness. Future research should

examine the impact of NFCC on reactions toward moral violations in a more granular way.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, this dissertation has revealed different motivational foundations for norms
of moral rules and social conventions. Intrinsic motivation matters more for adherence and
enforcement of moral norms, but extrinsic motivation is of greater concern for adherence and
enforcement of norms of social conventions. NFCC—an epistemic motivation to reach an
absolute solution—heightens negative reactions towards moral (compared with conventional)
violations. Taken together, this dissertation underscores the need to distinguish moral and
conventional norms, as well as highlights the differential role that internalization plays in these

two types of norms.
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Appendix A
Internalization Measures in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2

We are going to ask you about some of the basic virtues that many people care about in their
everyday life.

A. For the harm (moral) domain

SHOWING CARE

Below are three reasons people have in explaining why they care about vulnerable individuals
(such as the young, the old, the sick). Please indicate how much each one is a factor for you.

1. Gaining society’s respect

Definition: Society rewards those who care for vulnerable individuals and disparages
those who callously disregard them.

Examples: Here are three of the many forms it can take.

e Others may give me opportunities if they see I am kind towards the vulnerable.
e Others may respect me for helping the vulnerable.
e Others may distance themselves from me if I hurt vulnerable individuals.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to gain society’s respect when helping
rather than harming vulnerable individuals? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

2. Living up to my own standards

Definition: To feel “right” and avoid a guilty conscience, one should care about
vulnerable individuals.

Examples:

e [ was raised to feel that I should be gentle towards vulnerable individuals.
e My parents and teachers expect me to be kind to the vulnerable.
e [ would feel ashamed afterwards if I was not protective towards vulnerable individuals.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to live up to your own standards when
helping rather than harming vulnerable individuals? (1 =Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; = Always)

3. Expressing my inner values

Definition: Caring about vulnerable individuals is a way to feel fulfilled rather than
incomplete.
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Examples:

e Being empathetic towards vulnerable individuals is something I personally value.
e Being gentle towards vulnerable individuals makes me feel good.
e IfI am not kind towards vulnerable individuals, I would feel dissatisfied.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to express your inner values when
helping rather than harming vulnerable individuals? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

B. For the conventional domain

MAINTAINING SOCIAL ETIQUETTE

Below are three reasons people have in explaining why they attend to social etiquette (e.g.,
adhering to good manners and decorum). Please indicate how much each one is a factor for you.

1. Gaining society’s respect

Definition: Society rewards those who follow the rules of good manners and etiquette and
disparages those who do not.

Examples:

e Others may give me opportunities if I have good manners and etiquette.
e Others may respect me if I have good manners and etiquette.
e Others may distance themselves from me if I have bad manners and etiquette.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to gain society’s respect when you use
good rather than bad manners and etiquette? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

2. Living up to my own standards

Definition: To feel “right” and avoid a guilty conscience, one should follow the rules of
good manners and etiquette.

Examples:

e [ was raised to feel that I should have good manners and etiquette.
e My parents and teachers expect me to use good manners and etiquette.
e [ would feel ashamed afterwards if I was using bad manners and etiquette.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to live up to your own standards when
you use good manners and etiquette? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 = Occasionally;
5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)
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3. Expressing my inner values

Definition: Following the rules of good manners and etiquette is a way to feel fulfilled
rather than incomplete.

Examples:

e Using good manners and etiquette is something I personally value.
e Using good manners and etiquette makes me feel good.
e IfI am not using good manners or etiquette, I would feel dissatisfied.

How frequently are you influenced by this motivation to express your inner values when you
use good rather than bad manners and etiquette? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)
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Appendix B
Modified Internalization Measures for Chapter 1, Study 2 and Study 3

For the conventional domain:
FOLLOWING CONVENTIONS

Below are three reasons people have in explaining why they follow community norms (e.g.,
adhering to the socially popular behaviors). Please indicate how much each one is a factor for
you.

1. Gaining society’s respect

Definition: Society rewards those who follow community norms and disparages those
who do not.

Examples:

e Others may give me opportunities if I follow community norms.
e Others may respect me if I follow community norms.
e Others may distance themselves from me if I violate community norms.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to gain society’s respect when you follow
rather than violate community norms? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

2. Living up to my own standards

Definition: To feel “right” and avoid a guilty conscience, one should follow community
norms.

Examples:

e [ was raised to feel that I should follow community norms.
e My parents and teachers expect me to follow community norms.
e [ would feel ashamed afterwards if I was violating community norms.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to live up to your own standards when
you follow rather than violate community norms? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

3. Expressing my inner values

Definition: Following the community norms is a way to feel fulfilled rather than feeling
incomplete.

Examples:
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¢ Following community norms is something I personally value.
e Following community norms makes me feel good.
e IfI am not following community norms, I would feel dissatisfied.

How frequently are you influenced by this motivation to express your inner values when you
follow rather than violate community norms? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

Additional Internalization Measures for Chapter 2, Study 1 and Study 2

For the fairness (moral) domain:

BEING FAIR

Below are three reasons people act fairly towards others (i.e., taking only what one deserves and
giving others their fair share). Please indicate how much each one is a factor for you.

1. Gaining society’s respect

Definition: Society rewards those who act in a fair way towards others and disparages
those who act in an unfair way towards others.

Examples:

e Others may give me opportunities if I act in a fair way.
e Others may respect me for acting in a fair way.
e Others may distance themselves from me if fail to act in a fair way.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to gain society’s respect when acting in a
fair way rather than an unfair way? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 = Occasionally; 5
= Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

2. Living up to my own standards

Definition: To feel “right” and avoid a guilty conscience, one should act in a fair way.

Examples:

e [ was raised to feel that I should be fair towards others
e My parents and teachers expect me to act fairly towards others.
e [ would feel ashamed afterwards if I acted unfairly towards others.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to live up to your own standards when
acting in a fair way rather than an unfair way? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

3. Expressing my inner values
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Definition: Acting fairly is a way to feel fulfilled rather than incomplete.

Examples:

e Ensuring equity and fairness is something I personally value.
e Acting in a fair way makes me feel good.
e IfI am acting in an unfair way, I would feel dissatisfied.

How frequently are you influenced by this motivation to express your inner values when acting
in a fair way rather than an unfair way? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 =
Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)
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Appendix C
Norm Violation Scenarios and Follow-Up Questions in Chapter 2, Study 1
Convention violation 1:
One day you see your friend at the post office. She is painting a self-portrait.

How would you react to this behavior?
How would you feel?

What would you think about your friend?
What would you say to your friend?

Convention violation 2:
You go to a formal event with your friend. She arrives wearing flip flops instead of dress shoes.

e How would you react to this behavior?

e How would you feel?

e What would you think about your friend?
e What would you say to your friend?

Moral violation 1 (Harm):
Your friend is babysitting an unruly child. As you arrive at the house, you can see that your

friend has just hit the child with a belt to stop him from climbing a tree

How would you react to this behavior?
How would you feel?

What would you think about your friend?
What would you say to your friend?

Moral violation2 (Fairness):
You saw a friend cheat on the final exam to get a better grade.

How would you react to this behavior?
How would you feel?

What would you think about your friend?
What would you say to your friend?
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Appendix D
Additional Internalization Measures for Chapter 2, Study 3a and Study 3b

ADVANCING SOCIAL JUSTICE

Social justice means equality in the resources and opportunities available to different groups,
especially historically stigmatized and disadvantaged groups—such as people of color, women,
and people with LGBTQ orientations.

Below are three motivations for pursuing social justice. Please indicate the extent to which each
one is a frequent motivator for you. If you are not frequently motivated by this issue, then
indicate that with low ratings on all three.

1. Gaining society’s respect

Definition: Society recognizes those who work for social justice and shames those who
perpetuate discrimination.

Examples: Here are three of the many forms it can take.

e Others may give me opportunities if I stand by social equality.
e Others may respect me for protecting equality.
e Others may distance themselves from me if I perpetuate discrimination.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to gain society’s respect when acting for
social justice? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 = Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 =
Very Frequently; 7 = Always)

2. Living up to my own standards

Definition: Working for social justice feels appropriate and avoids a bad conscience.

Examples: Here are three of the many forms it can take.

e [ was raised to feel that I should stand by social equality.
e My parents and teachers expect me to work for social equality.
e [ would feel ashamed afterwards if I perpetuated inequality against disadvantaged groups.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to live up to your own standards when
acting for social justice? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 = Occasionally; 5 =
Frequently; 6 = Very Frequently; 7 = Always)
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3. Expressing my inner values

Definition: Assuring social equality is a way to feel fulfilled rather than incomplete.

Examples: Here are three of the many forms it can take.

e Working for equality is something I personally value.
e Standing by social justice makes me feel good.
e IfI perpetuate discrimination, I would feel disappointed afterwards.

How frequently are you influenced by the motivation to express your inner values when acting
for social justice? (1 = Never; 2 = Very Rarely; 3 = Rarely; 4 = Occasionally; 5 = Frequently; 6 =
Very Frequently; 7 = Always)
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Appendix E
Manipulation in Chapter 2, Study 4
1. Intrinsic motivation, Moral domain

Imagine you are a crypto entrepreneur and know about a private-membership club founded by
leaders in the industry. You go to a public event at the club, and there is a long line of people
inside waiting for a table.

You are tempted to cut the line, as the hostess seating people is a friend of yours, but that would
mean others have to wait longer. You resist the urge because fairness is a strong inner
commitment of yours. It’s a core value, an end in itself.

To take on the mindset of your character, please elaborate a few thoughts about how fairness
motivates you.

2. Extrinsic motivation, Moral domain

Imagine you are a crypto entrepreneur and know about a private-membership club founded by
leaders in the industry. You go to a public event at the club, and there is a long line of people
inside waiting for a table.

You are tempted to cut the line as the hostess seating people is a friend of yours, but that would
mean others have to wait longer. You resist the urge because the founders are evaluating
guests tonight as potential members. Getting invited to join the club would greatly help
your career.

To take on the mindset of your character, please elaborate a few thoughts about how getting
invited to the club motivates you.

3. Intrinsic motivation, Conventional domain
Imagine you are a crypto entrepreneur and know about a private-membership club founded by
leaders in the industry. You go to a public event at the club, and there is a long line of people
inside waiting for a table.
You are tempted to talk about your recent diarrhea to reject the dairy food handed to you, but this

wouldn’t be good form at the table. You resist the urge because etiquette is a strong inner
commitment of yours. It’s a core value, an end in itself.
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To take on the mindset of your character, please elaborate a few thoughts about how etiquette
motivates you.

4. Extrinsic motivation, conventional domain

Imagine you are a crypto entrepreneur and know about a private-membership club founded by
leaders in the industry. You go to a public event at the club, and there is a long line of people
inside waiting for a table.

You are tempted to talk about your recent diarrhea to reject the dairy food handed to you, but this
wouldn’t be good form at the table. You resist the urge because the founders are evaluating
guests tonight as potential members. Getting invited to join the club would greatly help
your career.

To take on the mindset of your character, please elaborate a few thoughts about how getting
invited to the club motivates you.
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Appendix F
Need for Cognitive Closure Scale
1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

I don’t like situations that are uncertain.

I dislike questions which could be answered in many different ways

I find that a well ordered life with regular hours suits my temperament

I feel uncomfortable when I don’t understand the reason why an event occurred in my
life.

I feel irritated when one person disagrees with what everyone else in a group believes.
I don’t like to go into a situation without knowing what I can expect from it.

When I have made a decision, I feel relieved.

When I am confronted with a problem, I’'m dying to reach a solution very quickly.

I would quickly become impatient and irritated if I would not find a solution to a problem
immediately.

10. I don’t like to be with people who are capable of unexpected actions.

11. I dislike it when a person’s statement could mean many different things

12. T find that establishing a consistent routine enables me to enjoy life more.

13. I enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life.

14. 1 do not usually consult many different opinions before forming my own view.

15. I dislike unpredictable situations.

b=

A AP IR AN
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