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This dissertation tests the rationalist and intuitionist sequences for forming 

moral judgments about people in media, proposed by Lee and Shapiro (2014), and 

applies those sequences to explaining processes whereby news stories about alcohol-

related crimes influence readers’ support for two types of policies: punitive policies 

aiming to punish perpetrators and preventive policies aiming to prevent alcohol-

related crimes.  

Following the rationalist sequence, Study 1 tested the role of intentionality. In 

an experiment, participants were randomly assigned either to the intentional condition 

(an owner of a liquor shop sold an alcohol beverage to an underage minor 

intentionally) or to the unintentional condition (the owner sold the beverage 

unintentionally). Participants blamed and disliked the owner in the intentional 

condition more than in the unintentional condition and the increased blame judgment 

was associated with disliking of the owner and with participants’ increased support for 

both punitive and preventive policies.  

Study 2, following the intuitionist sequence, tested the role of affective 



 

dispositions (i.e., liking or disliking) toward a perpetrator and a victim of a car 

accident caused by drunk driving. The results supported hypotheses driven by the 

intuitionist sequence in several ways. First, when the perpetrator was a liked 

administrator, participants blamed the perpetrator less than when the perpetrator was a 

disliked administrator. Second, when the perpetrator was a liked administrator, a liked 

coach victim led participants to blame the perpetrator more than a disliked coach 

victim; however, no effect of victim was found when the perpetrator was a disliked 

administrator. Third, when participants were asked about their alcohol use at the 

beginning of the study, they supported preventive policies more when the perpetrator 

was a liked administrator than when the perpetrator was a disliked one. On the other 

hand, when participants were asked about their alcohol use at the end of the study, 

participants supported punitive policies less when the perpetrator was a liked 

administrator than when the perpetrator was a disliked one. 

Theoretical and practical implications and future study directions are 

discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Just as people make judgments about others every day, audience members 

make judgments about people in media. Among many types of judgments, media 

studies have paid attention to audience members’ moral judgments about a person’s 

behavior because moral judgments can influence other types of judgments, including 

affective disposition (i.e., liking and disliking), intentionality judgment about an 

observed behavior, deserving of punishment, and responsibility (Alicke & Yurak, 

1995; Knobe, 2003; Lee & Shapiro, 2014; Raney, 2004; Zillmann, 2000; Zillmann & 

Bryant, 1975).  

To extend our understanding of the process whereby audience members make 

moral judgments about people in media, Lee and Shapiro (2014) have proposed the 

rationalist and intuitionist sequences. According to the rationalist sequence, whether a 

person did an action intentionally or unintentionally is an important cue for moral 

judgment. For example, if a news story reports that an owner of a liquor store sold an 

alcohol beverage to a teenager intentionally, readers would blame the owner more than 

if the owner sold it unintentionally. An increase in blame, in turn, would be associated 

with disliking of the owner because people tend to dislike a person who did something 

blameworthy. On the other hand, according to the intuitionist sequence, whether 

readers like or dislike people in a story is important in making consequent moral 

judgments. For example, when a disliked person drove drunk, audience members 

would blame the person more than when a liked person did the same thing.  

However, the rationalist and intuitionist sequences have not been empirically 
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tested. To empirically test these sequences, this research applies sequences to readers’ 

moral judgments making about a person’s alcohol-related crime, while reading a news 

story, and tests how those judgments are associated with readers’ support for policies 

to deal with crimes. Studies on public opinion regarding crime-related policies 

reported that moral judgments about criminals are associated with support for relevant 

policies (e.g., Alicke & Yurak, 1995; Efran, 1974). Following this literature, the 

current research tests (1) if the rationalist and intuitionist sequences can explain news 

readers’ moral judgment making about a perpetrator’s alcohol-related crime and (2) if 

those sequences and moral judgments influence readers’ support for punitive polies 

aiming to punish a perpetrator of a crime and support for preventive policies aiming to 

protect victim by preventing further crimes.  

In this chapter, I first review disposition theory, explaining how moral 

judgments about story characters’ behaviors is associated with affective dispositions 

(Raney, 2004; Zillmann, 2000). Then, the rationalist and intuitionist sequences, 

proposed by Lee and Shapiro (2014), are outlined. Finally, discussion on how the 

rationalist and intuitionist sequences are linked to readers’ support for punitive and 

preventive policies follows.  

Based on the rationalist sequence, Chapter 2 proposes hypotheses predicting 

that intentionality underlying a perpetrator’s crime leads readers to blame the 

perpetrator and the increased blame judgment is associated with negative affective 

dispositions (i.e., disliking) toward the perpetrator. The increased blame judgments 

and negative affective dispositions are associated with an increase in readers’ support 

for punitive policies. These hypotheses are tested in Study 1.  
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Chapter 3, following the intuitionist sequence, predicts that as readers dislike a 

perpetrator and like a victim, they blame the perpetrator more. It also predicts that 

disliking of the perpetrator increases readers’ support for punitive policies while liking 

of the victim increases support for preventive policies. These hypotheses are tested in 

Study 2.  

Finally, Chapter 4 discusses implications of the findings and directions for 

future studies.  

Moral Judgments  

This section starts with disposition theory to review literature on how audience 

members’ moral judgments about a person’s behavior are formed and interact with 

affective disposition toward that person. Then, the rationalist and intuitionist 

sequences, proposed by Lee and Shapiro (2014) are reviewed to explain how readers 

make moral judgment about a perpetrator in an alcohol-related crime. In discussing 

moral judgments, this research particularly focuses on blame judgments, one type of 

moral judgments. Because the context of this study is an alcohol-related crime, moral 

judgments in this research are about how much readers morally blame the perpetrator. 

Moral judgments and affective disposition. Disposition theory argues that 

audience members form affective dispositions toward people in media, such as 

liking/disliking and enmity/amity, and audience members enjoy media when a liked 

person has a good outcome and a disliked person has a bad outcome. Affective 

disposition has been conceptualized as a continuum, from an extremely negative affect 

(e.g., disliking, resenting, enmity) to an extremely positive affect (e.g., liking, caring, 

amity).  
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Studies propose that affective dispositions are closely associated with moral 

judgments (e.g., Raney, 2004; Zillmann, 2000), whether a person or a person’s 

behavior is good or bad. There are two ways whereby moral judgments and affective 

dispositions are associated. First, according to moral sanction theory of delight and 

repugnance (Zillmann, 2000), audience members monitor people’s behaviors and they 

like people whose behaviors are praiseworthy more than those whose behaviors are 

blameworthy. For example, people generally like heroes who save the world more 

than drug dealers whose behaviors are morally and legally wrong. Second, Raney 

(2004) proposed that affective dispositions toward people in media are formed based 

on schema. People develop their own schema through direct and indirect experiences 

and these schema guide people to decide whether to like or dislike people in media. 

When audience members observe a person in any form of media, constructs, such as 

stereotypes, stored in schema that are associated with the person are activated and 

shapes the affective disposition toward the person. This affective disposition 

influences subsequent judgments, such as moral judgments. The more audience 

members like a person in a story, the more likely they are to perceive that person’s 

behavior as less blameworthy and more praiseworthy compared to when they dislike 

the person.  

Combining these arguments on the relationship between moral judgment and 

affective disposition, Lee and Shapiro (2014) proposed the rationalist and intuitionist 

sequences explaining how moral judgments about a person’s behavior and affective 

dispositions toward a person are interacting with each other while audience members 

process a story in media. In the sequences, to explain how moral judgments and 
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affective dispositions are formed, Lee and Shapiro (2014) introduced intentionality 

underlying a person’s behavior.  

Rationalist and intuitionist sequence. Following the notion that intentionality 

underlying a person’s behavior (e.g., Malle, 1999; Malle, Knobe, O'Laughlin, Pearce, 

& Nelson, 2000; Malle, Moses, & Baldwin, 2001) and liking/disliking about a person 

are predictors of moral judgments about a person and a person’s behavior (e.g., Lee & 

Shapiro, 2014; Raney, 2004; Zillmann, 2000), the rationalist sequence proposes 

intentionality as a predictor of a moral judgment while intuitionist sequence suggests 

that affective dispositions predict moral judgments. This section reviews each 

sequence.  

Rationalist sequence. The rationalist sequence follows traditional rational 

models of forming judgments (e.g., Kohlberg, 1969; Turiel, 1983; Williams, 1967). 

According to these models, when people make judgments, they go through a reasoning 

process first, and the reasoning process forms judgments. Applying this model to 

audience members’ moral judgment making about a story character, the rationalist 

sequence (Lee & Shapiro, 2014) suggests that making intentionality judgment 

underlying an observed character’s behavior would be a reasoning process for moral 

judgment making about the character’s behavior.  

According to Malle and Knobe (1997a, 1997b), observers believe that an 

actor’s behavior is intentional when the actor desires the outcome of the action, 

believes that the action is the cause of the outcome, is aware that he or she is 

conducting the action, and has the skill to perform the action. Suppose that a news 

story reports that an owner of a liquor shop sold an alcohol beverage to a teenager 
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customer. If the owner sold it even though he knew that the customer was not old 

enough and he had a desire to sell it to a minor, readers of the news story would 

consider the owner sold it to the teenager intentionally. However, if the owner checked 

the teenager’s ID to avoid selling alcohol to a minor, but the teenager customer 

presented a fake ID and the owner believed that the customer was old enough, readers 

would consider that the owner sold the alcohol to the teenager unintentionally.  

Malle and his colleagues argue that the intentionality underlying a person’s 

action is an important cue for predicting, controlling, and explaining actions (Malle, 

1999; Malle et al., 2000; Malle et al., 2001). Even when the same behavior is carried 

out, whether that behavior is intentional or unintentional determines whether one 

perceives the behavior as moral or immoral. When a person’s action is presented as 

intentional, good actions (e.g., saving a person) are perceived as more praiseworthy 

and bad actions (e.g., harming a person) are perceived as more blameworthy than 

when the same action is done unintentionally.  

On the other hand, the moral judgments, formed by intentionality, lead to 

affective disposition. According to Zillmann (2000), moral judgments influence 

affective dispositions toward the person; audience members like a person whose 

behavior is praiseworthy and dislike a person whose behavior is blameworthy. Then, 

when a liquor store owner sold an alcohol beverage to a minor, the more readers 

blame the owner, the more likely readers would be to dislike the owner.  

Combining these, the rationalist sequence in Lee and Shapiro (2014) suggests 

that when an alcohol-related crime, reported in news media, presents a clear 

intentionality cue, news readers would blame the criminal to the extent to which the 



 

7 

criminal committed the crime intentionally. Then, readers would dislike the criminal 

as much as they blame the criminal. This part is presented in Figure 1.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. Application of the rationalist sequence to understanding a news story 

reporting a crime.  

 

The next section reviews the intuitionist sequence, an alternative sequence in 

which affective dispositions are formed first and blame judgments follow.  

Intuitionist sequence. While traditional research on moral judgments supposes 

that moral judgments are a result of reasoning processes (e.g., Heider, 1958; Kohlberg, 

1969; Shaver, 1985; Turiel, 1983; Weiner, 1995; Williams, 1967), recent research 

proposes that moral judgments can be formed without a reasoning process. According 

to a social intuitionist approach (see, Greene & Haidt, 2002; Haidt, 2001), when 

people make moral judgments, a moral intuition, a “sudden appearance in 

consciousness of a moral judgment, including an affective valence (good-bad, like-

dislike), without any conscious awareness of having gone through steps of searching, 

weighing evidence, or inferring a conclusion” (Haidt, 2001, p. 818), is formed. 

Similarly, Alicke (2000) claims that people make evaluations about an event or a 

behavior spontaneously and the spontaneous evaluation shapes judgments of blame. 

In the intuitionist sequence, Lee and Shapiro (2014) propose that this moral 
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evaluation can be determined by affective dispositions. Even before audience 

members observe a person’s behavior and make moral judgments about the person’s 

behavior, audience members can like or dislike the person (Raney, 2004). If a story 

tells audience members that a person is liked by others, audience members would form 

a positive affective disposition toward that person; then, this positive affective 

disposition would make audience members believe that the person’s behavior is moral. 

For example, when a person, described as liked, drove drunk and caused a car 

accident, audience members would blame the person less than when a person, 

described as a disliked person, did the same thing. By having their preexisting 

affective disposition toward a person influence blame judgment, audience members 

can maintain consistency between their affective disposition and blame judgment.  

The original model of the intuitionist sequence (Lee & Shapiro, 2014) focuses 

on affective disposition toward a person who did an action. In applying this intuitionist 

sequence to an alcohol-related crime, the original model would suggest that an 

affective disposition toward a perpetrator influences blame judgments about the 

perpetrator’s crime. This research, however, extends the intuitionist sequence by 

examining the effect of an affective disposition toward a victim as well. Previous 

empirical studies have demonstrated that affective disposition toward a victim can 

influence observers’ judgments about a perpetrator (Alicke & Davis, 1989; Landy & 

Aronson, 1969; Rye, Greatrix, & Enright, 2006). For example, in studies by Alicke 

and his colleagues (Alicke & Davis, 1989; Alicke, Davis, & Pezzo, 1994), participants 

tended to blame a perpetrator who shot an innocent victim more than a perpetrator 

who shot a dangerous criminal, even though the perpetrators’ motive and intention in 
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shooting the victim were the same. Then, in a news story reporting a car accident 

caused by a drunk driver, when the victim of the car accident was a liked person, 

readers would blame the drunk driver more than when the victim was a disliked 

person.  

To sum up, the intuitionist sequence suggests that disliking of a perpetrator and 

liking of a victim in an alcohol-related crime would increase blame judgments about 

the perpetrator. This part is presented in Figure 2.   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2. Application of the intuitionist sequence to understanding a news story 

reporting a crime 

 

Now, the following section discusses how the rationalist and intuitionist 

sequences can be applied to readers’ support for alcohol-related policies after readers 

read a new story reporting an alcohol-related crime.  

Policy Support Concerning Alcohol-Related Issues and News Stories  

The consumption of alcohol may result in various risks. For example, 

adolescents’ drinking can harm their brain development (Squeglia, Spadoni, Infante, 

Myers, & Tapert, 2009) and their learning and memory (Tapert, Granholm, Leedy, & 
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Brown, 2002) and drinking is responsible for more than 30% of motor vehicle traffic 

fatalities, crimes, and unintended injuries (National Center for Statistics and Analysis, 

2013; Smith, Branas, & Miller, 1999). One way to reduce alcohol consumption and 

alcohol-related crimes and risks is to establish relevant policies, aiming to prevent 

those crimes and risks and to punish people who commit them (Ferreira-Borges, Esser, 

Dias, Babor, & Parry, 2015; Markowitz, Chatterji, & Kaestner, 2003; Nelson et al., 

2013; Paschall, Grube, & Kypri, 2009; Wagenaar, O'Malley, & LaFond, 2001). 

Previous research indicates that news stories influence public support for policies 

(e.g.,Goodall, Slater, & Myers, 2013; Iyengar, 1990; Solloway, Slater, Chung, & 

Goodall, 2013). This section applies the rationalist and intuitionist sequences to 

enhance our understanding of readers’ psychological processes linking news stories to 

reader’s support for two types of policies: punitive and preventive policies. Although 

these two types of policies aim to reduce alcohol-related crimes and risks, they have 

different strategies. Punitive policies are to punish people who caused crimes and risks 

(i.e., perpetrators) while preventive policies are to prevent those crimes and risks to 

protect victims of those crimes and risks.  

Communication studies discussed conditions under which people support 

punitive and preventive policies. For example, audience members’ anger toward a 

perpetrator is associated with their increased support for punitive policies to punish the 

perpetrator while audience members’ sadness toward a victim is associated with their 

support for preventive policies to protect victims from future crimes (Gault & Sabini, 

2000; Kuhne & Schemer, 2015; Nabi, 2003). This section argues that as news readers’ 

blame judgment about a perpetrator of an alcohol-related crime and their disliking of 
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the perpetrator increase their desire to punish the perpetrator and support for punitive 

policies increase. On the other hand, readers’ liking of a victim in an alcohol-related 

crime increases their desire to protect victims from future possible crimes and they 

would support for preventive policies.  

First, this section discusses that readers’ support for punitive policies is 

associated with their blame judgment and disliking of a perpetrator in the rationalist 

and intuitionist sequences. Next, this sections argues that readers’ support for 

preventive policies is associated with their liking of a perpetrator in the intuitionist 

sequence.  

Punitive policies. Punitive policies aim to regulate a perpetrator’s behaviors 

by punishing perpetrators for committing alcohol-related crimes, accidents, or injuries; 

as readers desire to punish a perpetrator of a crime, they would like to support punitive 

policies.  

Literature in philosophy and legal psychology argues that desire for retribution 

is a goal of punishment (e.g., Moore, 1987; Rawls, 1955; Vidmar & Miller, 1980). 

According to this literature, punishment is desired and justified to the degree of a 

person’s wrongdoing and is rooted in moral judgment. Empirical evidence supports 

that people believe that a person deserves to be punished to the extent in which they 

blame the person (Mantler, Schellenberg, & Page, 2003; Shultz, Schleifer, & Altman, 

1981; Shultz, Wright, & Schleifer, 1986). Then, the more readers blame a criminal of 

an alcohol-related crime, reported in a news story, the more they would desire and 

justify punishment for the criminal and would support for punitive policies.  

If readers’ support for punitive policies is determined by readers’ blame 
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judgment, support for punitive policies can be formed via the rationalist and 

intuitionist sequences. Following the rationalist sequence, when a perpetrator 

committed an alcohol-related crime intentionally, readers would blame the perpetrator 

and the increase in blame judgment would be associated with an increase in punitive 

policy support. This is presented in Figure 3 and tested in Study 1. On the other hand, 

according to the intuitionist sequence, disliking toward a perpetrator and liking toward 

a victim is associated with increase in blame judgment; then, the increase in blame 

judgments will lead readers to support punitive policies. This is presented in Figure 4 

and is tested in Study 2. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Application of the rationalist sequence to policy support  

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
Figure 4. Application of the intuitionist sequence to policy support  
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On the other hand, affective dispositions toward a perpetrator would be also 

associated with the degree in which readers would like to punish the perpetrator. 

According to disposition theory (Zillmann, 2000), audience members tend to hope that 

something bad happens to a disliked person. Because getting punished is also 

considered as a bad event for a person in media, when readers dislike a perpetrator in a 

new story, they would hope that the perpetrator is punished for the crime and support 

for punitive policies. Conversely, when readers like a perpetrator in a news story, they 

would hope the perpetrator to avoid punishment. In a study by Alicke and Yurak 

(1995), when a perpetrator of rape was described as a dislikeable person, participants 

responded that a more severe punishment should be appropriated to the perpetrator 

than when the perpetrator was describe as likable.  

If readers’ support for punitive policies is determined by readers’ affective 

dispositions toward the perpetrator, support for punitive policies can be also formed 

via the rationalist and intuitionist sequences. In the rationalist sequence, when a 

perpetrator committed an alcohol-related crime intentionally, readers would blame the 

perpetrator and the increased blame judgment would be associated with disliking the 

perpetrator. Then, disliking toward the perpetrator will be associated with increased 

punitive policy support (See Figure 3). The intuitionist sequence can be applied as 

well: readers’ disliking toward a perpetrator is associated with support for punitive 

policies (See Figure 4). 

The next section discusses how support for preventive policies is formed via 

the intuitionist sequence. 

Preventive policies. The aim of preventive policies is to protect victims by 
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preventing crimes or accidents involving alcohol, such as through the implementation 

of more police road blocks or regulating the number of bars or liquor stores.  

Previous studies provide evidence that affective responses toward a victim can 

influence people’s desire to help the victim and to support policies that aim to protect 

victims. For example, Carlyle, Orr, Savage, and Babin (2014) argue that as an increase 

in affective perspective taking of a victim of intimate partner violence leads to an 

increase in support for public health initiatives aiming to prevent those types of 

violence. Coke, Batson, and McDavis (1978) show that as people empathize with 

others, they are more likely to help others. Disposition theory links empathy to 

affective disposition (Zillmann, 2000; Zillmann & Cantor, 1972); as audience 

members like a person in media, they are more likely to emphasize with that person 

and they hope something good to happen to that person. Then, it is possible that as 

readers like a victim of a car accident caused by a drunk driving, they feel more 

empathy toward the victim and support for preventive policies help the victim than as 

readers dislike the victim.   

If support for preventive policies is formed by affective dispositions toward a 

victim, the rationalist sequence does not explain much about support for protective 

policies in that the rationalist sequence concerns judgments about the perpetrator, 

including intentionality underlying a perpetrator’s crime, blame judgments about the 

perpetrator, and affective dispositions toward the perpetrator. However, the intuitionist 

sequence suggests the role of affective disposition toward a victim: when a victim is 

liked, readers would like to prevent crimes to protect the victim and support 

preventive policies. This part is presented in Figure 4 and tested in Study 2. 
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Next, Chapter 2 proposes and tests hypotheses derived from the rationalist 

sequence and Chapter 3 proposes and tests predictions based on the intuitionist 

sequence.   



 

16 

CHAPTER 2 

STUDY 1: TESTING THE RATIONALIST SEQUENCE 

Illegal access to alcohol by minors is a concern in many countries (Andersen, 

Rasmussen, Bendtsen, Due, & Holstein, 2014; Chen et al., 2011; Kuendig, Georges, & 

Labhart, 2014; Van Hoof, Roodbeen, Krokke, Gosselt, & Schelleman-Offermans, 

2015) including the United States (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 

Administration, 2014). According to a study conducted in 2013 in the United States, 

among adolescents aged 12 to 20 whose drink is illegal, about 22.7% were current 

alcohol users (i.e., drank at least one drink in the past month), 14.2% were binge users 

(i.e., drank five or more drinks on the same occasions in the past month), and 3.7% 

were heavy users (i.e., drank five or more drinks on the same occasion on each of 5 or 

more days in the past month) (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 

Administration, 2014). Because underage drinking can result in serious consequences, 

from academic problems to negative effects on brain development and even death 

(Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2014), underage 

minors’ access to alcohol should be controlled. One solution for underage drinking is 

to establish relevant policies that aim to reduce minors’ access to alcoholic beverages.  

News reports about alcohol issues can increase readers’ support for relevant 

policies (Holder & Treno, 1997; Slater, Hayes, Goodall, & Ewoldsen, 2012; Slater, 

Lawrence, & Comello, 2009; Yanovitzky, 2002; Yanovitzky & Bennett, 1999). This 

section proposes and tests an role of intentionality underlying an owner of a liquor 

shop who sold an alcohol beverage to an underage minor in increasing readers’ blame 

judgment about the owner and support for policies, following the rationalist sequence.  
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First, Study 1 starts with testing the effect of intentionality on blame 

judgments. Following the rationalist sequence, when a news story describes a crime in 

which a person (i.e., perpetrator) sold an alcohol beverage to a minor, intentionality 

underlying the perpetrator’s behavior will influence readers’ blame judgments: when a 

crime is described as being committed intentionally, readers assign more blame to the 

perpetrator than when the same crime is described as being committed unintentionally. 

Hypothesis 1 (H1). In a news story, when a perpetrator commits an alcohol-

related crime intentionally, readers blame the perpetrator for the crime 

more than when the perpetrator commits the same crime 

unintentionally.  

As Zillmann (2000) argues, whether readers like or dislike a person is 

determined by whether the person’s behavior is seen to be morally right or wrong. If 

readers believe that the perpetrator’s behavior was blameworthy, they are likely to 

dislike that perpetrator.  

Hypothesis 2 (H2). After reading a news story on an alcohol-related crime, the 

more readers blame a perpetrator for the crime, the more likely they are 

to dislike the perpetrator.  

Study 1 also examines the indirect effect of intentionality on affective 

disposition via blame judgment, combining H1 and H2. To my best knowledge, 

researchers have not tested the direct effect of intentionality on affective disposition. 

However, as the rationalist sequence predicts, intentionality underlying a perpetrator’s 

crime would increase blame judgments about the perpetrator, and the blame judgment 

would influence affective disposition toward the perpetrator. Then, it is possible that 
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the intentionality has an impact on affective disposition to the extent in which 

intentionality increases blame judgment and the blame judgment leads to an affective 

disposition. 

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Blame judgment mediates the effect of the perpetrator’s 

intentionality underlying the crime on affective dispositions toward the 

perpetrator.  

Finally, two types of policy support are examined.  

In terms of punitive policies, this dissertation tests if blame judgments about a 

perpetrator’s behavior and affective dispositions toward the perpetrator are associated 

with punitive policy support. People tend to believe that a person deserves punishment 

to the degree in which a person is blameworthy (e.g., Shultz et al., 1981; Shultz et al., 

1986). Thus, the more readers blame a perpetrator, the more likely they are to want 

that person punished and, accordingly, the more likely they are to support punitive 

policies.  

Hypothesis 4 (H4). After reading a news story on an alcohol-related crime, the 

more readers blame a perpetrator, the more likely they are to support 

punitive policies.  

Affective dispositions toward a perpetrator would be also associated with 

support for punitive policies. If readers like a person in a news story, they hope 

something good to happen to the person and do not want that person to be in a bad 

situation (Zillmann, 2000), including receiving punishment. Conversely, the more 

readers dislike the perpetrator, the more likely they are to want to punish that person; 

they are likely to support punitive policies.  
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Hypothesis 5 (H5). After reading a news story on an alcohol-related crime, the 

more readers dislike a perpetrator, the more likely they are to support 

punitive policies.  

In addition to the direct effects, Study 1 tests if the intentionality impacts 

punitive policy support via blame judgment and affective disposition. If intentionality 

influences blame judgments and affective disposition, as in H1 and H3, and, if blame 

judgments and affective disposition are associated with punitive policy support, as in 

H4 and H5, it is possible that intentionality leads to punitive policy support via blame 

judgments and affective disposition. 

Hypothesis 6 (H6). (a) Blame judgment and (b) affective disposition toward 

the perpetrator mediates the effects of intentionality on support for 

punitive policies.  

Next, how the rationalist sequence can explain support for preventive policies 

is examined. The rationalist sequence is about judgments about a perpetrator, 

including intentionality underlying the perpetrator’s crime, blame judgment about the 

perpetrator, and affective disposition toward the perpetrator. However, as proposed in 

Chapter 1, support for preventive policies would be dependent on readers’ affective 

disposition toward a victim in the intuitionist sequence, remaining effects of the 

rationalist sequence on support for preventive policies unclear. Thus, I leave effects on 

support for preventive policies as research questions, asking if intentionality, blame 

judgment about the perpetrator, and affective disposition toward the perpetrator have 

the same effects on preventive policy support as on punitive policy support in H4, H5, 

and H6.  
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Research Question 1 (RQ1). After reading a news story on an alcohol-related 

crime, how are (a) blame judgments of and (b) affective dispositions 

toward a perpetrator associated with support for preventive policies? 

Research Question 2 (RQ2). Do (a) blame judgment and (b) affective 

disposition toward the perpetrator mediate the effects of intentionality 

on support for preventive policies?  

Method 

Participants. Participants for Study 1 were recruited via M-Turk. M-turk is a 

crowdsourcing Internet marketplace where requesters can recruit workers and ask 

them to perform intellectual tasks. Workers voluntarily choose which tasks to perform 

and they are paid with a small amount of money as compensation. Recently, social 

science researchers have begun to consider M-turk a useful tool to recruit participants 

for experiments and studies show that data collected via M-turk is high quality (see 

Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012; Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Paolacci, 

Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). M-turk workers were prescreened based on three criteria. 

First, only the workers who resided in the United States were allowed to participate. 

Second, to participate in the study, workers’ approval rate should be above 95%. After 

workers submit their tasks, requesters approve workers’ tasks when they are satisfied 

with the tasks. 95% approval rate indicates that among the tasks each worker 

submitted, 95% of the tasks were approved by requesters. This criterion follows 

previous studies (e.g., Berinsky, et al., 2012; Chandler, Mueller, & Paolacci, 2013). 

Lastly, workers who already participated in the manipulation check for Study 1 were 

not allowed to participate.  
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A total of seventy-one participants were recruited for Study 1 and they were 

paid $.25 upon completion of the study. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 65 (M = 

34.10; SD = 12.01); 63.38% were male. Most of the participants were non-Hispanic 

White (77.46%) and some of them were Hispanic (9.86%), non-Hispanic Black 

(7.04%) and non-Hispanic Asian (5.63%).  

Procedure. When participants consented to participate in the study, they were 

randomly assigned to one of the two conditions, the intentional and unintentional 

condition, and they were asked to read a news story. In the story, an owner of a local 

liquor shop was reported to the police for selling an alcoholic beverage to an underage 

teen. In the intentional condition, the owner sold alcohol to the underage teen because 

he did not check the teen’s ID. In the unintentional condition, the owner checked the 

teen’s ID before selling any alcohol; however, the teen showed a genuine-looking ID 

that convinced the owner that the customer was of age. The stories are presented in 

Appendix A.  

After reading a story, participants were asked to rate blame judgments about 

the owner’s behavior, affective dispositions toward the owner, and support for 

punitive and preventive policies for selling alcoholic beverages to teenagers in a 

random order. Then, participants were asked to provide demographic information.  

At the end of the study, participants were debriefed about the study. Although 

the news stories, shown in this study, were fictional, they were presented as real news 

stories. Because of this deception, participants were fully debriefed and given a chance 

to remove their answers from the study without penalty; however, none did. Thus, all 

collected answers are included in the following data analyses. The questionnaire for 
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Study 1, including the debriefing statement, is presented in Appendix B. 

Measures. After reading a news story, participants were asked to rate four 

variables (i.e., blame judgment, affective disposition toward the perpetrator, and 

support for punitive and preventive policies), which were presented in a random order.  

Blame judgment. To measure how much participants blame the perpetrator for 

selling an alcoholic beverage to a minor, participants were asked to rate how much 

they agree with three items on 5-point scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 

agree): (1) Eric Simpkinson is blameworthy for selling alcoholic beverages to an 

underage teenager, (2) Eric Simpkinson’s selling alcoholic beverages to an underage 

teenager can be excused (reversed), and (3) Eric Simpkinson’s selling alcoholic 

beverages to an underage teenager is wrong. For further analyses, these items were 

averaged (Cronbach’s Alpha = .82; M = 3.48; SD = .95).  

Affective disposition toward the perpetrator. Affective disposition was 

measured with four items. Participants were asked to rate what they think about the 

perpetrator on 5-point scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): (1) I like him 

a lot, (2) He is moral, (3) He is a good person, and (4) He is respectable. For further 

analyses, the four items were averaged (Cronbach’s Alpha = .94; M = 2.76; SD = .92).  

Support for punitive policies. To rate participants’ support for punitive 

policies, three relevant policies were presented and participants were asked to rate how 

much they support each of them on 5-point scales (1 = strongly oppose; 5 = strongly 

support). The policies include (1) Institute harsher penalties for selling alcohol 

beverages to a minor, (2) Eliminate plea bargaining for selling alcohol beverages to a 

minor, and (3) Do not allow people to get a liquor license again after selling alcohol 
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beverages to a minor. Participants’ answers for these items were averaged (Cronbach’s 

Alpha = .80; M = 2.96; SD = 1.04). Some of the items were adopted from a previous 

study on drunk driving and gun violence (Nabi, 2003), then modified to be about 

selling alcohol to minors.  

Support for preventive policies. Four preventive policies were presented and 

participants were asked to rate how much they support each on 5-point scales (1 = 

strongly oppose; 5 = strongly support). The policies include (1) Institute harsher 

penalties for selling alcohol beverages to a minor, (2) Limit the number of alcohol 

licenses, (3) Require more training for liquor sellers, and (4) Implement more police 

force. Participants’ answers for these items were averaged (Chronbach’s Alpha = .78; 

M = 3.06; SD = .92). Items were adopted from previous studies on policy support 

(Goodall et al., 2013; Nabi, 2003; Slater et al., 2009) and modified to be about selling 

alcohol to minors.  

Demographic information. Lastly, participants were asked to provide 

demographic information, including their age, gender, and political ideology.  

Results 

Manipulation check. Before collecting data for Study 1, an additional 30 

participants were recruited to see if intentionality in stories was manipulated as 

expected. Participants were recruited via M-turk and they were paid $.10 upon 

completion of the study. As in the main study, only M-turk workers who resided in the 

United States and whose approval rate on their previous tasks at M-turk was higher 

than 95% were allowed to participate in the study. The questionnaire for Study 1 

manipulation check, including the debriefing procedure, is presented in Appendix C.  
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When participants consented to participate in the study, they were randomly 

assigned to either the intentional or unintentional condition and they were asked to 

read a story and rate whether the liquor shop owner’s selling an alcoholic beverage to 

a minor was intentional or not. Among the participants, one withdrew data after the 

debriefing procedure, leaving 29 participants in the analysis. The participants’ ages 

ranged from 19 to 67 (M = 34.83; SD = 11.84); 58.62% were male.  

To measure intentionality underlying the perpetrator’s selling an alcoholic 

beverage to a minor, three items were averaged to create a scale: (1) it was intentional, 

(2) it was intended, and (3) it was desired on 5-point scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = 

strongly agree) (Cronbach’s Alpha = .82; M = 2.75; SD = 1.13). Theses items were 

created based on conceptual definition of intentionality (Malle & Knobe, 1997a). 

A t-test indicated that the liquor shop owner sold an alcoholic beverage to a 

minor more intentionally in the intentional condition (M = 3.49; SD = .76) than in the 

unintentional condition (M = 1.95; SD = .89), t (27) = 5.01, p < .001, indicating that 

the intentionality manipulation was successful.  

Hypotheses testing. Political ideology tends to be associated with participants’ 

policy support (e.g., Lee, Shapiro, & Niederdeppe, 2014). However, in Study 1, 

political ideology was not associated with any of the dependent variables and 

statistically controlling for participants’ political ideology did not change any results. 

For the purpose of simplicity, the results are reported here without the participants’ 

political ideology responses. 

To test H1, predicting that participants would blame the perpetrator in the 

intentional condition more than the perpetrator in the unintentional condition, an 
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independent sample t-test was conducted. In the t-test, the intentionality manipulation 

was entered as a predictor and the blame judgment was entered as the dependent 

variable. The result supported H1: participants blamed the perpetrator in the 

intentional condition (M = 3.94; SD = 1.00) more than the perpetrator in the 

unintentional condition (M = 3.08; SD = .69), t (69) = -4.30, p < .001. 

H2 predicted that an increase in blame judgment would be associated with an 

increase in disliking (more negative affective disposition) toward the perpetrator. To 

test it, a regression analysis was conducted, with blame judgment as a predictor and 

affective disposition as the response variable and the intentionality manipulation was 

controlled. The results showed the predicted effect: the more participants blamed the 

perpetrator, the more likely participants were to dislike the perpetrator, β = -.61, p < 

.001. The regression model explained 55.3% of the variance. Thus, H2 was supported. 

With the strong association between blame judgment and affective disposition, 

found in H2, whether blame judgment and affective disposition were statistically 

discrete was tested. Unless measures for blame judgment and affective disposition are 

discrete, testing an association between these variables would be testing an association 

between the same variables. Confirmatory factor analyses (CFI) for a one-factor 

measurement model, assuming measures for blame judgment and affective disposition 

loaded on one latent factor, and two-factor measurement models, having measures for 

blame judgments and affective disposition on two different latent factors, were 

conducted. The results were evaluated with conventional thresholds: GFI > .90; NFI > 

.95; CFI > .90; RMSEA < .10. Among these indices, the one-factor model solution 

met the threshold of only CFI : GFI = .85, NFI = .90, CFI = .93, RMSEA = .18, χ2
(14) 
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= 44.05; but the two-factor model solution met the threshold of all indices except 

RMSEA, GFI = .98, NFI = .95, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .11, χ2
(13) = 22.97. The 

difference in chi-square between the one- and two-factor models was also significant, 

χ2
(1) = 21.08, p < .001. These results support that the two-factor model has a better fit 

than the one-factor model.  

H3 predicted that blame judgment mediates the effect of manipulated 

intentionality underlying the perpetrator’s crime on affective disposition toward the 

perpetrator. To test the mediation, I used the PROCESS macro for SPSS, following 

Hayes (2013). The results indicated a partial mediation effect. That is, intentionality 

directly led to affective dispositions, b = -.38, SE = .17, 95% CI [-.71, -.04], indicating 

that when the perpetrator committed the crime intentionally, participants disliked the 

person more than when the perpetrator did it unintentionally. This relationship 

between intentionality and affective disposition was partially mediated by the degree 

to which readers blame the perpetrator, b = -.53, SE = .14, 95% CI [-.88, -.29]: 

intentionality underlying the crime increased blame judgments, b = .87, SE = .20, 95% 

CI [.47, 1.27], and, to the extent in which participants blamed the perpetrator, 

participants disliked the perpetrator, b = -.60, SE = .09, 95% CI [-.78, -.43]. The effect 

of intentionality on the affective disposition via the blame judgment is presented in 

Figure 5. 
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Figure 5. Effects of a perpetrator’s intentionality on affective disposition via blame 

judgment in Study 1. The indirect effect of the intentionality on the affective 

disposition via blame judgments is presented in the parenthesis; significance, *p < .05. 

 

In addition, whether the affective disposition mediates the effect of 

intentionality on blame judgment was tested. The rationalist sequence (Lee & Shapiro, 

2014) argues that intentionality predicts moral judgment and moral judgment 

influences affective disposition. However, the results of H3 testing showed a large 

effect of intentionality on affective disposition and a strong association between 

affective disposition and blame judgment, indicating the possibility that affective 

disposition mediates the effect of intentionality on blame judgment. Thus, in this part, 

I test the possibility that intentionality predicts affective disposition and the affective 

disposition is associated with moral judgment. 

Using the PROCESS macro for SPSS, I entered the intentionality manipulation 

as the predictor, affective disposition toward the perpetrator as the mediator, and 

blame judgment as the outcome variable. The results indicated a full mediation effect. 
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That is, intentionality did not directly lead to blame judgment, b = .26, SE = .18, 95% 

CI [-.01, .62]. However, the effect of intentionality on blame judgment was mediated 

by the degree to which readers disliked the perpetrator, b = .61, SE = .14, 95% CI [.35, 

.92]: intentionality underlying the crime led to disliking of the perpetrator, b = -.90, SE 

= .19, 95% CI [-1.28, -.52], and, to the extent to which participants disliked the 

perpetrator, participants blamed the perpetrator, b = -.68, SE = .10, 95% CI [-.87, -

.48]. The effect of intentionality on blame judgment via affective disposition is 

presented in Figure 6.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

Figure 6. Effects of a perpetrator’s intentionality on blame judgment via affective 

disposition in Study 1. The indirect effect of the intentionality on blame judgment via 

affective disposition via blame judgments is presented in the parenthesis; significance, 

*p < .05. 

 

H4 predicted that an increase in blame judgment would be associated with 

participants’ increased support for punitive policies. In a regression analysis, blame 

judgment was entered as a predictor and support for punitive policies was entered as a 
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response variable while the intentionality manipulation was controlled. The results 

showed that the more participants blamed the perpetrator, the more likely they were to 

support punitive policies, β = .70, p < .001. The regression model explained 34.6% of 

the variance. H4 was supported. 

H5 predicted that an increase in disliking of the perpetrator (negative affective 

disposition) would be associated with participants’ increased support for punitive 

policies. In a regression analysis, affective disposition was entered as a predictor and 

support for punitive policies was entered as a response variable while the 

intentionality manipulation was controlled. The results showed that the more 

participants disliked the perpetrator, the more likely they were to support punitive 

policies, β = -.47, p = .00. The regression model explained 15.3% of the variance. H5 

was supported. 

Next, H6a predicted if blame judgment mediates the effect of intentionality on 

punitive policy support. As was done in H3 testing, the PROCESS macro for SPSS 

was used, following Hayes (2013). The model included the intentionality manipulation 

as a predictor, blame judgments as a mediator and punitive policy support as the 

outcome variable. The results indicated the intentionality manipulation did not directly 

influence support for punitive policies, b = -.32, SE = .23, 95% CI [-.78, .13]. 

However, blame judgment fully mediated the effect of intentionality on support for 

punitive policies, b = .61, SE = .16, 95% CI [.33, .96]: if the perpetrator committed a 

crime intentionally, readers were more likely to blame the perpetrator than if the 

perpetrator acted unintentionally, b = .87, SE = .20, 95% CI [.47, 1.27]; in addition, 

the increased blame judgment was associated with an increased support for punitive 
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policies, b = .70, SE = .12, 95% CI [.46, .94]. The direct and indirect effects are 

presented in Figure 7. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

Figure 7. Effects of a perpetrator’s intentionality on support for punitive policies via 

blame judgment in Study 1. The indirect effect of intentionality on support for 

punitive policies via blame judgments is presented in the parenthesis; significance, *p 

< .05. 

 

H6b predicted if affective disposition mediates the effect of intentionality on 

punitive policy support. The PROCESS macro for SPSS was used. The model 

included the intentionality manipulation as a predictor, affective disposition as a 

mediator and punitive policy support as an outcome variable. The results indicated that 

the intentionality manipulation did not directly influence support for punitive policies, 

b = -.14, SE = .26, 95% CI [-.67, .39]. However, affective disposition fully mediated 

the effect of intentionality on support for punitive policies, b = .43, SE = .16, 95% CI 

[.17, .81]: if the perpetrator committed a crime intentionally, readers were more likely 

to dislike the perpetrator than if the perpetrator acted unintentionally, b = -.90, SE = 
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.19, 95% CI [-1.28, -.52]; in addition, the increased disliking of the perpetrator was 

associated with an increased support for punitive policies, b = -.47, SE = .14, 95% CI 

[-.76, -.18]. The direct and indirect effects are presented in Figure 8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

Figure 8. Effects of a perpetrator’s intentionality on support for punitive policies via 

affective disposition in Study 1. The indirect effect of intentionality on support for 

punitive policies via blame judgments is presented in the parenthesis; significance, *p 

< .05. 

 

Next, RQ1a asked if blame judgment is associated with support for preventive 

policies. In a regression analysis, blame judgment was entered as a predictor, support 

for preventive policies as a response variable, and the intentionality manipulation was 

controlled. Results revealed that as participants blamed the perpetrator more, they 

supported preventive policies more, β = .38, p = .00. The regression model explained 

19.1% of the variance 

Next, RQ1b asked if affective disposition is associated with support for 

preventive policies. In a regression analysis, affective disposition was entered as a 
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predictor, support for preventive policies as a response variable, and the intentionality 

manipulation was controlled. Results revealed no association between affective 

disposition and support for preventive policies, β = -.10, p = .45.  

Lastly, RQ2, asking about the mediation effect of blame judgment and 

affective disposition in the relationship between intentionality and preventive policy 

support, was tested. Because affective disposition was not associated with preventive 

policy support in RQ1b, however, affective disposition was not included in testing 

RQ2. As done in H3 and H6 testing, the PROCESS macro for SPSS was used. The 

model included the intentionality manipulation as a predictor, blame judgments as a 

mediator, and preventive policy support as an outcome variable. The result indicated a 

partial mediation effect. That is, the intentionality manipulation had a negative direct 

effect on support for preventive policies, b = -.81, SE = .23, 95% CI [-1.26, -.36], 

indicating that if the perpetrator sold the alcohol to the underage minor 

unintentionally, participants supported preventive policies more than if the perpetrator 

acted intentionally. At the same time, the results revealed a positive indirect effect of 

intentionality on preventive policy support via blame judgment, b = .33, SE = .14, 

95% CI [.12, .67]: if the perpetrator did it intentionally, readers blamed the perpetrator 

more than if the perpetrator did it unintentionally, b = .87, SE = .20, 95% CI [.47, 

1.27], and the increased blame judgment was associated with increased support for 

preventive policies, b = .38, SE = .12, 95% CI [.14, .62]. Thus, blame judgment played 

a role of partial mediator in the effect of intentionality on support for preventive 

policies. The direct and indirect effects are presented in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9. Effects of a perpetrator’s intentionality on support for preventive policies via 

blame judgment in Study 1. The indirect effect of intentionality on support for 

preventive policies via blame judgments is presented the parenthesis; significance, *p 

< .05. 

 

Discussion 

Study 1 tested the rationalist sequence in Lee and Shapiro (2013). When a 

perpetrator committed a crime intentionally, participants were more likely to blame 

and dislike the perpetrator than when a perpetrator did the same thing unintentionally. 

Further, the increased blame judgment was associated with an increased dislike of the 

perpetrator. The mediation tests indicated that blame judgment partially mediates the 

effect of intentionality on affective disposition toward the perpetrator. At the same 

time, affective disposition toward the perpetrator fully mediated effects of 

intentionality on blame judgment, indicating that when affective disposition is 

controlled, the effect of intentionality on blame judgment disappears. Although the 

rationalist sequence suggested that intentionality leads to moral judgment and moral 
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judgment influences affective disposition, the results of Study 1 suggest the possibility 

that intentionality predicts affective disposition toward a person, even when blame 

judgment was controlled. The rationalist sequence was proposed combining discussion 

on effects of intentionality on moral judgment (e.g., Malle, 2006), and effects of moral 

judgment on affective disposition (e.g., Zillmann, 2000) and to my best knowledge, 

the relationship between intentionality and affective disposition have not been tested. 

This study showed a causal effect of intentionality on both blame judgments and 

affective disposition.  

Study 1 also revealed effects on policy support. Blame judgment and a 

negative affective disposition toward the perpetrator (i.e., disliking of a perpetrator) 

was associated with support for punitive policies as predicted in H4 and H5. Blame 

judgment was associated with support for preventive policies; but affective disposition 

was not.  

Mediation analyses indicated that intentionality did not directly influence 

participants’ support for punitive policies, however the mediation analysis raises the 

possibility that intentionality may indirectly influence blame judgment, which is 

associated with support for punitive policies. However, since there is no direct effect, 

and other unmeasured variables may also influence blame judgments, an indirect 

effect of intentionality can only be seen as suggestive of something that might be 

explored in future studies.  

The relationship between blame judgments and punitive policy support is 

consistent with previous studies, arguing that people desire to punish a person to the 

degree in which they blame the person (Mantler et al., 2003; Shultz et al., 1981; Shultz 
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et al., 1986). It also supports Zillmann (2000): audience members hope something bad 

to happen to a disliked person and something good to happen to a liked person. In this 

study, when readers dislike the perpetrator, they hope something bad happens to the 

perpetrator, expecting punitive policies punish the disliked perpetrator.  

To test the intuitionist sequence, Chapter 3 manipulates affective dispositions 

toward a perpetrator and a victim and tests if disliking of the perpetrator and liking of 

the victim increase blame judgment and if disliking of the perpetrator and blame 

judgment increase support for punitive policies and liking of the victim increases 

support for preventive policies.   
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CHAPTER 3 

STUDY 2: TESTING THE INTUITIONIST SEQUENCE 

Although alcohol intoxication is responsible for more than 30% of motor 

vehicle traffic fatalities, crimes, and unintended injuries (National Center for Statistics 

and Analysis, 2013; Smith et al., 1999), media tend to underreport alcohol as an 

important cause of those death, injuries and crime (Slater, Long, & Ford, 2006). 

However, news reports of alcohol as a primary cause of crime are important, 

especially in that it influences policy support (Holder & Treno, 1997; Slater et al., 

2012; Slater et al., 2009; Yanovitzky, 2002; Yanovitzky & Bennett, 1999). 

Following the intuitionist sequence, Study 2 tests the role of affective 

dispositions toward people in news stories. Specifically, Study 2 manipulates affective 

dispositions toward a perpetrator and a victim in a news story reporting a car accident 

caused by a drunk driver and tests effects on readers’ blame judgments and their 

support for relevant policies.  

According to the intuitionist sequence in Lee and Shapiro (2014), readers 

ascribe more blame to a disliked perpetrator than to a liked perpetrator. When readers 

form their own affective disposition toward the perpetrator before description of the 

perpetrator’s crime, their consequent blame judgment would be made in a way to 

maintain their affective disposition. That is, when a liked person drunk drove, to 

maintain their positive affective disposition toward the drunk driver, readers would be 

less likely to blame the driver than when a disliked person drunk drove. Study 2 starts 

with testing the role of an affective disposition toward a perpetrator on blame 

judgments.  
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Hypothesis 7 (H7). When a perpetrator of an accident caused by alcohol is 

described as a liked person in a news story, readers perceive that the 

perpetrator’s behavior is less blameworthy compared to when the 

perpetrator is described as a disliked person.  

Second, Study 2 tests if affective dispositions toward the victim influence 

blame judgments. Alicke and his colleagues demonstrate that characteristics of victims 

can determine blame judgments about a perpetrator’s crime: readers would make 

judgments of the perpetrator more harshly when a victim is liked than when the victim 

is disliked (Alicke & Davis, 1989; Alicke et al., 1994).  

Hypothesis 8 (H8). When a victim of an accident caused by alcohol is 

described as a liked person in a news story, readers perceive that the 

perpetrator’s behavior is more blameworthy compared to when the 

victim is described as a disliked person.  

Next, Study 2 tests how readers’ support for policy is formed. First, Study 2 

tests if the manipulated affective disposition toward a perpetrator directly predicts 

readers’ support for punitive policies. According to disposition theory, audience 

members do not want something bad to happen to a liked person (Zillmann, 2000). 

Similarly, when readers like a perpetrator, they would not want a liked perpetrator to 

be punished while they would do for a disliked perpetrator. To test the relationship 

between an affective disposition toward a perpetrator and support for punitive policies, 

Study 1 measured both variables. Study 2 manipulates the affective disposition to test 

a causal relationship.  

Hypothesis 9 (H9). When a perpetrator of an accident caused by alcohol is 



 

38 

described as a liked person, readers are less likely to support punitive 

policies concerning alcohol-related issues compared to when the 

perpetrator is described as a disliked person.  

Study 2 also tests if the relationship between blame judgment and support for 

punitive policies, observed in H4 of Study 1 is replicated in Study 2.  

Hypothesis 10 (H10). The more readers blame a perpetrator, the more likely 

they are to support punitive policies. 

In addition, Study 2 tests an indirect effect of affective disposition toward the 

perpetrator on punitive policies via blame judgments. If an affective disposition 

toward the perpetrator influences blame judgments as predicted in H7, and if blame 

judgments have an association with support for punitive policies as predicted in H10, 

it is possible that the blame judgment mediates the effect of the affective disposition 

toward the perpetrator on punitive policy support.  

Hypothesis 11 (H11). Blame judgment mediates the effect of affective 

disposition toward a perpetrator on punitive policy support.  

Study 2 also tests effects on readers’ support for preventive policies concerning 

alcohol-related issues. Because readers would want to protect a liked victim more than 

a disliked victim, they would support preventive policies when the victim is liked 

more than when the victim is disliked.  

Hypothesis 12 (H12). When a victim of an accident caused by alcohol is 

described as a liked person, readers are more likely to support 

preventive policies concerning alcohol-related issues compared to when 

the victim is described as a disliked person. 
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Lastly, an indirect effect of affective disposition toward a victim on preventive 

policy support via blame judgment is examined. Although the relationship between 

blame judgment and support for preventive policy was not predicted in Chapter 1, 

Study 1 presented that a significant relationship between blame judgment and 

preventive policy support. Study 2 tests if the same significant relationship is 

replicated and, if so, blame judgment mediates the effect of affective disposition 

toward a victim on preventive policy support.  

Research Question 3 (RQ3). Do blame judgments mediate the effect of 

affective dispositions toward a victim on preventive policy support? 

Method 

Participants. A total of 265 participants were recruited. The participants were 

recruited via M-turk with the same criteria in Study 1. That is, to participate in Study2, 

participants needed to live in the United States, have a 95% or above approval rate on 

previous tasks, and they did not participate in any part of Study 1 or the manipulation 

check of Study 2. As in Study 1, because the news stories were not real and thus a 

deception, a debriefing procedure was included. After the debriefing, two participants 

selected to withdraw their data. One participant refused to answer about his/her 

alcohol use. Thus, further analyses included the remaining 262 participants.  

Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 73 (M = 37.00; SD = 13.72); 52.29% were 

male. Most of the participants were non-Hispanic White (82.82%) while some of them 

were Hispanic (6.49%), non-Hispanic Black (4.20%), non-Hispanic Asian (4.20%) or 

others (2.29%).  

Procedure. Once participants consented to participate in the study, they were 
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randomly assigned to one of the 16 conditions in a 2 (affective disposition toward 

perpetrator: liked vs. disliked) X 2 (affective disposition toward victim: liked vs. 

disliked) X 2 (the perpetrator’s and victim’s job in the news story: coach-perpetrator 

and administrator-victim vs. administrator-perpetrator and coach-victim) X 2 (order of 

alcohol use questions: alcohol use questions at the beginning of the study vs. alcohol 

use questions at the end of the study) between-subject design. Participants were asked 

to read a news story in which a perpetrator drove drunk and hit a sober victim’s car. 

After reading the story, participants were asked to rate how much they blamed the 

perpetrator and how much they supported punitive and preventive policies in a random 

order. They were also asked to provide demographic information and alcohol use 

information. Finally, they were fully debriefed. The stories for Study 2 are presented 

in Appendix D and the questionnaire for Study 2, including the debriefing procedure, 

is presented in Appendix E.  

Manipulations. Study 2 included four manipulations. Three of them (i.e., 

affective disposition toward a perpetrator and a victim, job of the perpetrator and the 

victim) were manipulated in stories and one was a manipulation of order of 

participants’ alcohol-use questions. In each story, a liked or disliked perpetrator 

(positive or negative affective disposition toward a perpetrator) drove drunk and 

caused a car accident and a liked or disliked sober victim (positive or negative 

affective disposition toward a victim) was involved in the accident. When the 

perpetrator was described as a coach, the victim was an administrator; when the 

perpetrator was an administrator, the victim was a coach. To manipulate affective 

dispositions toward people in stories, stories described what happened to a person on 
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the day of the accident. To manipulate readers’ affective disposition toward the coach, 

the liked coach was described to have renewed his contract because his players and 

their parents liked and supported the coach while the disliked coach could not renew 

the contract because his players and their parents did not like the coach. Readers’ 

affective disposition toward the administrator was also manipulated: the liked 

administrator received the Good Citizen Award for rescuing a cemetery from 

bankruptcy while the disliked administrator was at risk of getting convicted because 

he pocketed fees, sold off cemetery equipment, and concealed the fraud. The stories 

for each condition are presented in Appendix D.  

In addition, the order of questions asking participants’ alcohol use was 

manipulated. If participants’ alcohol use is asked before their policy support, the 

questions on alcohol use can influence their answers on policy support; conversely, if 

their alcohol use is asked after their policy support, the questions on policy support 

can influence their answers on alcohol use. To test and rule out this possible order 

effect, in Study 2, half of the participants were asked to answer their alcohol use 

questions at the beginning of the study (i.e., before reading the story) and the other 

half were asked at the end of the study (i.e., after answering all the questions and 

before the briefing procedure).  

Measures. The following three dependent variables (i.e., blame judgment, and 

support for punitive- and preventive policies) were presented in random order.  

Blame judgment. The blame judgment items in Study 1 were modified for 

Study 2. In Study 2, participants were asked to rate how much they blamed the 

perpetrator on four items on 5-point scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): 
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(1) Harold Sykes (or Eric Winkler) is blameworthy for the drunk driving, (2) Harold 

Sykes (or Eric Winkler) is responsible for the drunk driving, (3) Harold Sykes’ (or 

Eric Winkler’s) drunk driving can be excused (reversed), and (4) Harold Sykes’ (or 

Eric Winkler’s) drunk driving is wrong. The items were averaged (Cronbach’s Alpha 

= .81; M = 4.60; SD = .55). 

Support for punitive policies. Five punitive policies were presented to 

participants and participants were asked to rate how much they supported each on 5-

point scales (1 = strongly oppose; 5 = strongly support). The items include (1) 

Institute harsher penalties for driving while intoxicated, (2) Institute harsher penalties 

for motor vehicle crash involving alcohol, (3) Eliminate plea bargaining for driving 

while intoxicated, (4) Eliminate plea bargaining for motor vehicle crash involving 

alcohol, and (5) Force offenders to pay restitution to their victims. Items were adopted 

from a previous study (Nabi, 2003) and revised. Items were averaged (Cronbach’s 

Alpha = .87; M = 3.94; SD = .86). 

Support for preventive policies. Participants were asked to rate another five 

policies to see how much they supported preventive policies on 5-point scales (1 = 

strongly oppose; 5 = strongly support): (1) Make bars and restaurants liable for 

lawsuits if someone becomes intoxicated there and drives while intoxicated, (2) Make 

bars and restaurants liable for lawsuits if someone becomes intoxicated there and 

causes a motor vehicle crash after leaving, (3) Limit the number of bars, (4) Ban 

alcohol billboard advertising, and (5) Limit the number of liquor stores in a 

community. Items were adopted from previous studies (Goodall et al., 2013; Nabi, 

2003; Slater et al., 2009) and revised. Items were averaged (Cronbach’s Alpha = .83; 
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M = 2.50; SD = 1.03). 

Demographic information. Participants’ gender, age, ethnicity/race, and 

political ideology were asked.  

Participants’ amount of alcohol use. Participants’ alcohol use was measured 

with two questions. First, participants were asked how frequently they had consumed 

alcohol in the past 12 months and, second, how many drinks they had consumed on a 

typical day when drinking alcohol. The question wordings were revised from 

http://www.niaaa.nih.gov/research/guidelines-and-resources/recommended-alcohol-

questions. For further analysis, the two questions were combined to calculate how 

many drinks they had in the last 12 months (M = 304.53; SD = 789.33). Because the 

participants’ alcohol use was positively skewed, the data was z-transformed before 

being analyzed.  

Results 

Manipulation check. Before data collection for Study 2, an additional 169 

participants were recruited via M-turk to check if the affective disposition 

manipulations were successfully done. Criteria for recruiting participants were the 

same for Study 1. After debriefing, four of the participants selected to withdraw their 

data. Thus, further analyses included the remaining 165 participants. Their age range 

was 18-65 (M = 32.50; SD = 10.90); 70.91% were male. The participants were 

randomly assigned to one of the eight conditions in a 2 (affective disposition toward 

perpetrator: liked vs. disliked) X 2 (affective disposition toward victim: liked vs. 

disliked) X 2 (the perpetrator’s and victim’s job in the news story: coach-perpetrator 

and administrator-victim vs. administrator-perpetrator and coach-victim) between-
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subject design.  

After reading one of the stories, participants were asked to rate how much they 

liked the victim and the perpetrator. To measure affective disposition toward the 

victim and the perpetrator, participants were asked to rate four items on 11-point 

scales (from 0 to 10): (1) I dislike him a lot – I like him a lot, (2) Harold Sykes (or 

Eric Winkler) is immortal – moral, (3) Harold Sykes (or Eric Winkler) is a bad person 

– a good person, and (4) Harold Sykes (or Eric Winkler) is disrespectable – 

respectable. For further analyses, the items were averaged (affective dispositions 

toward the perpetrator: M = 3.70; SD = 2.25; affective dispositions toward the victim; 

M = 5.77; SD = 2.38).  

To test if the perpetrator in the liked perpetrator condition was presented as 

more liked than the one in the disliked perpetrator condition, a three-way ANOVA, 

having the three manipulations (i.e., affective dispositions toward the perpetrator and 

the victim, and their jobs) as factors and the measured affective disposition toward the 

perpetrator as the dependent variable, was conducted. The result indicated that the 

manipulation was successful. That is, the liked perpetrator (M = 4.58; SD = 2.33) was 

more liked than the disliked perpetrator (M = 2.86; SD = 1.81), F(1, 157) = 28.43, p < 

.001, partial η2 = .15. Besides the main effect of affective disposition toward the 

perpetrator, the main effect of the job was also significant: the coach perpetrator (M = 

4.05; SD = 2.05) was liked more than the administrator perpetrator (M = 3.35; SD = 

2.39), F(1, 157) = 4.93, p = .03, partial η2 = .03.  

Next, the manipulation of the affective disposition toward the victim was 

checked with another three-way ANOVA, having the three manipulations (i.e., 
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affective dispositions toward the perpetrator and the victim, and their jobs) as factors 

and the measured affective disposition toward the victim as the dependent variable. 

The results indicated that the manipulation was successful. The liked victim was rated 

as more liked (M = 7.30; SD = 1.90) than the disliked victim (M = 4.25; SD = 1.76), 

F(1, 157) = 123.96, p < .001, partial η2 = .44. Besides the main effect of affective 

disposition toward the victim, two additional effects were significant. First, the job of 

people in the story had a significant effect on affective disposition toward the victim. 

That is, the coach victim (M = 6.23; SD = 2.01) was rated more liked than the 

administrator victim (M = 5.31; SD = 2.63), F(1, 157) = 12.52, p = .00, partial η2 = 

.07. Second, the interaction between affective disposition toward the victim and their 

jobs was significant, F(1, 157) = 4.47, p = .04, partial η2 = .03. This interaction effect 

indicated that the difference in affective disposition toward the victim between the 

liked and disliked victim was larger when the victim was an administrator, F(1, 79) = 

74.83, p < .001, partial η2 = .49, than when the victim was a coach, F(1, 78) = 49.41, p 

< .001, partial η2 = .39. However, no matter whether the victim was an administrator 

(liked administrator victim: M = 7.11, SD = 2.12; disliked administrator victim: M = 

3.46, SD = 1.64) or a coach (liked coach victim: M = 7.50, SD = 1.64; disliked coach 

victim: M = 5.03; SD = 1.54), the liked victim was rated more liked than the disliked 

victim.  

Preliminary analysis. Before testing each of the hypotheses, as a preliminary 

analysis, if the order of alcohol use questions influenced participants’ answers for their 

alcohol use was tested. In an independent sample t-test, the order of alcohol use 

questions was entered as the independent variable and participants’ alcohol use was 
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entered as the dependent variable. The result showed that there was no significant 

difference in participants’ alcohol use when the questions were asked at the beginning 

of the study (M = -.02; SD = 1.08) than when they were asked at the end of the study 

(M = .02; SD = .08), t(260) = -.33, p = .75. 

Hypothesis testing. In testing each of the hypotheses, participants’ political 

ideology and alcohol use did not change any results. Thus, participants’ political 

ideology and participants’ amount of alcohol use were not controlled for simplicity 

purposes.  

 H7 predicted that a liked perpetrator would be seen as less blameworthy than 

a disliked perpetrator and H8 predicted that when a victim was liked, participants 

would blame the perpetrator more than when the victim was disliked. To test these, in 

an ANOVA, the four manipulations (i.e., affective disposition toward the perpetrator 

and toward the victim, their jobs, and the order of alcohol use questions) as factors and 

blame judgments as the dependent variable were entered. Results showed significant 

interaction effects between affective dispositions toward the perpetrator and the 

victim, F(1, 246) = 6.93, p = .01, partial η2 = .03, and between affective dispositions 

toward the victim and their jobs, F(1, 246) = 5.13, p = .02, partial η2 = .02. The 

interaction effects of the perpetrator and victim’s jobs revealed that when the 

perpetrator was a coach and the victim is a perpetrator, there was no effect; but when 

the perpetrator was an administrator and the victim is a coach, predicted effects were 

found under some conditions. Selecting only the cases in which the perpetrator was an 

administrator and the victim was a coach, I conducted an ANOVA, having the three 

manipulations (i.e., affective disposition toward perpetrators and toward victims and 
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the order of alcohol use questions) as factors and blame judgment as the dependent 

variable. This ANOVA tested H7 and H8 below.  

To test H7, predicting that a disliked perpetrator would be rated more 

blameworthy than a liked perpetrator, the main effect of affective disposition toward 

the perpetrator was examined. The result showed a significant main effect of the 

affective disposition toward the administrator perpetrator was found, F(1, 120) = 4.61, 

p = .03, partial η2 = .04, indicating that the disliked administrator perpetrator (M = 

4.74; SD = .45) was rated more blameworthy than the liked administrator perpetrator 

(M = 4.54; SD = .64). Thus, H7 was supported when the perpetrator was an 

administrator and the victim was a coach.  

To test H8, predicting that a liked victim would lead readers to blame the 

perpetrator more than a disliked victim, the main effect of affective disposition toward 

the victim was examined in the same ANOVA. However, the ANOVA showed that 

the main effect of affective disposition toward the victim was not significant, F(1, 

119) = 2.62, p = .11. Instead, there was a significant interaction between affective 

dispositions toward the administrator perpetrator and toward the coach victim, F(1, 

120) = 8.78, p = .00, partial η2 = .07. The significant interaction effect indicated that 

only when the perpetrator was a liked administrator, did participants blame the 

perpetrator more when the victim was liked (M = 4.74; SD = .43) than when the victim 

was disliked (M = 4.29; SD = .77), F(1, 56) = 7.41, p = .01, partial η2 = .12; however, 

when the perpetrator was a disliked administrator, no significant difference was found 

between the disliked coach condition (M = 4.80; SD = .41) and the liked coach 

condition (M = 4.67; SD = .49), F(1, 64) = 1.36, p = .25. Therefore, H8 was also 
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supported when the perpetrator was a liked administrator.  

The interaction effect between affective dispositions toward a perpetrator and 

toward a victim in the administrator-perpetrator and coach-victim condition, in H7 and 

H8 testing, is presented in Figure 10. 

 

  
 
Figure 10. Effects of affective disposition on blame judgment in the administrator 

perpetrator and coach victim condition of Study 2. Standard errors are represented in 

the figure by the error bars attached to each column.  

 

H9, predicting effects of a perpetrator on support for punitive policies, was 
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factors and participants’ support for punitive policies as the dependent variable, was 

conducted. The results indicated significant interaction effects between the affective 

disposition toward the perpetrator and their jobs, F(1, 246) = 3.90, p = .05, partial η2 = 

.02, and between the affective disposition toward the perpetrator and the order of 

alcohol use questions, F(1, 246) = 5.01, p = .03, partial η2 = .02. The significant 

interaction effect of the job indicated that the manipulations had effects on punitive 

policy support only when the perpetrator was an administrator and the victim was a 

coach. Thus, to test H9, the cases in which the perpetrator was an administrator and 

the victim was a coach were selected and an ANOVA, having the three manipulations 

as (i.e., affective disposition toward perpetrators and toward victims, and the order of 

alcohol use questions) as factors and participants’ support for punitive policies as the 

dependent variable, was conducted. 

The ANOVA revealed a significant interaction effect between the affective 

disposition toward the perpetrator and the order of alcohol use questions, F(1, 120) = 

3.81, p = .05, partial η2 = .03. The interaction effect indicated that when alcohol use 

questions were asked at the end of the study, those who read about a disliked 

administrator perpetrator (M = 4.20; SD = .89) supported punitive policies more than 

those who read about a liked administrator perpetrator (M = 3.74; SD = .76), F(1, 64) 

= 5.15, p = .03, partial η2 = .08; however, when the alcohol use questions were asked 

at the beginning of the study, the affective disposition toward a perpetrator did not 

have a significant effect on participants’ support for punitive policies, F(1, 56) = .26, p 

= .61. Therefore, H9 was supported when participants in the administrator-perpetrator 

and coach-victim condition were asked alcohol use questions at the end of the study. 
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The interaction between the affective disposition toward the perpetrator and the order 

of alcohol use questions on support for punitive policies is presented in Figure 11. 

 

Figure 11. Effects of affective disposition and alcohol use question order on punitive 

policy support in the administrator perpetrator and coach victim condition of Study 2. 

Standard errors are represented in the figure by the error bars attached to each column. 

 

H10 predicted that an increase in blame judgment would be associated with an 

increase in support for punitive policies. In a regression analysis, blame judgment was 

entered as a predictor and support for punitive policies was entered as a response 

variable while manipulations were controlled. The results showed that the more 

participants blamed the perpetrator, the more likely they were to support punitive 

policies, β = .52, p < .001. The regression model explained 11.8% of the variance. H10 

was supported. 
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Next, H11 predicted blame judgment mediates the effect of affective 

disposition toward the perpetrator on punitive policy support. Because, results of H7 

testing found that affective disposition toward the perpetrator was significant only 

when the perpetrator was an administrator and the victim was a coach, only those 

cases were included in H11 testing. Additionally, because no effects were associated 

with the order of alcohol use questions on blame judgments in H7, it was not included 

as a predictor. Thus, the mediation models included main and interaction effects of 

affective dispositions toward the perpetrator and the victim as predictors, blame 

judgments as the mediator, and policy support as the outcome variable. To test the 

mediation effect, I used the MEDIATE macro for SPSS, following Hayes and 

Preacher (2014).  

The mediation test showed that the blame judgments fully mediated the main 

effect of the affective disposition toward the perpetrator and the interaction term 

between affective dispositions toward the perpetrator and the victim on support for 

punitive policies. That is, the affective disposition toward the perpetrator, b = -.01, SE 

= .20, p = .97, and the interaction term between affective dispositions toward the 

perpetrator and toward the victim, b = -.14, SE = .28, p = .62, did not directly predict 

support for punitive policies when blame judgments were controlled for; however, the 

affective disposition toward the perpetrator, b = -.30, SE = .11, 95% CI [-.56, -.12], 

and the interaction term between the affective disposition toward the perpetrator and 

toward the victim, b = .34, SE = .13, 95% CI [.11, .65], indirectly predicted support for 

punitive policies via blame judgments. That is, if the perpetrator was a disliked (vs. 

liked) administrator, b = -.51 SE = .14, p = .00, and if the victim was as a liked (vs. 
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disliked) coach while the perpetrator was liked, b = .59 SE = .19, p = .00, participants 

blamed the perpetrator more than their counterparts. The increased blame judgment 

was associated with an increased support for punitive policies, b = .58 SE = .13, p < 

.001. Thus, H11 was supported when the perpetrator is an administrator and the victim 

is a coach. The mediation effect is presented in Figure 12. 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Figure 12. Effects of affective disposition on punitive policy support in the 

administrator perpetrator and coach victim condition of Study 2. The indirect effects 

of affective dispositions on support for punitive policies via blame judgments are 

presented in parentheses; the significant interaction between affective disposition 

toward the perpetrator and the victim indicates that only when the perpetrator is liked, 

participants in the disliked victim condition assign more blame on the perpetrator than 

those in the liked victim condition; significance, *p < .05. 
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support for preventive policies, was tested. An ANOVA, having the four 

manipulations (i.e., affective disposition toward perpetrators and toward victims, their 

jobs, and the order of alcohol use questions) as factors and support for preventive 

policies as the dependent variable, was conducted. Although no main effect was 

found, a two-way interaction between the affective disposition toward the victim and 

their jobs, F(1, 246) = 4.75, p = .03, partial η2 = .02, and a three-way interaction 

among the affective disposition toward the perpetrator, their jobs, and the order of 

alcohol use questions, F(1, 246) = 5.32, p = .02, partial η2 = .02, were found.  

Again, when the perpetrator was a coach and the victim was an administrator, 

no effect was found. Thus, after selecting cases in which the perpetrator was an 

administrator and the victim was a coach, a three-way ANOVA, having the three 

manipulations (i.e., affective disposition toward perpetrators and toward victims and 

the order of alcohol use questions) as factors and support for preventive policies as the 

dependent variable, was conducted. The ANOVA indicated an interaction between the 

affective disposition toward the perpetrator and the order of alcohol use questions, 

F(1, 120) = 4.75, p = .03, partial η2 = .04. Further investigation indicated that when the 

alcohol use was asked at the beginning of the study, participants who read about a 

liked administrator perpetrator (M = 2.95; SD = 1.07) rated higher on support for 

preventive policies than those who read about a disliked administrator perpetrator (M 

= 2.33; SD = .91), F(1, 56) = 6.85, p = .01, partial η2 = .11. Conversely, when 

participants were asked about alcohol use at the end of the study, no significant effect 

of the manipulations was found. However, no effect of an affective disposition toward 

a victim on support for preventive policies, predicted in H12 was found. Therefore, 
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H12 was not supported. The interaction between affective disposition toward the 

perpetrator and the order of alcohol-use questions on support for preventive policies is 

presented in Figure 13. 

  

 
Figure 13. Effects of affective disposition toward a perpetrator and alcohol use 

question order on preventive policy support in the administrator perpetrator and coach 

victim condition of Study 2. Standard errors are represented in the figure by the error 

bars attached to each column. 
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0

1

2

3

4

5

Liked Administrator 
Perpetrator

Disliked Administrator 
Perpetrator

Su
pp

or
t f

or
 P

re
ve

nt
iv

e 
Po

lic
ie

s

Effects of Affective Dispositions and Alcohol Use Questions Order on 
Preventive Policy Support in Administrator Perpetrator and Coach Victim 

Condition 

Alcohol Use 
Questions in the 
Beginning of Study
Alcohol Use 
Questions in the End 
of Study



 

55 

association between blame judgment and preventive policy support was found, b = -

.38, SE = .23, p = .10; Thus, no mediation effect of blame judgment in the relationship 

between affective disposition toward the victim and preventive policy support was 

found.  

Post-hoc analyses. The results of H9 and H12 testing showed that 

participants’ policy support was dependent on when they were asked about their 

alcohol use. It is possible that the questions about their own alcohol consumption led 

participants to think about the probability that they would be a perpetrator in a similar 

crime, and that thought would influence their policy support. If this were the case, 

participants’ amount of alcohol use would have a stronger correlation with policy 

support when asked about at the beginning of the study, rather than at the end. To test 

this possibility, I ran a series of regression analyses for two types of policies, to see if 

the order of the questions changed the correlation between participants’ amount of 

alcohol use and their support.   

In the first regression analysis, the order of alcohol use questions, participants’ 

amount of alcohol consumption, and an interaction term between these two variables 

were entered as predictors, and the participants’ support for punitive policies was 

entered as the response variable for the conditions in which the perpetrator is an 

administrator and the victim is a coach. The result showed a nonsignificant interaction 

effect, β = -.18, p = .47. In another regression, the same predictors were entered, and 

support for preventive policies was entered as the response variable. The results also 

indicated a non-significant interaction effect, β = .38, p = .26.  

Thus, although the results of testing H9 and H12 showed that the order of 
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questions on participants’ alcohol use influenced their policy support, their amount of 

alcohol use did not influence the effects of the order of alcohol use questions on their 

policy support.  

Discussion 

Study 2 tested if affective dispositions toward a perpetrator and a victim in a 

news story predicted blame judgments and support for punitive and preventive 

policies, following the intuitionist sequence. Overall, results indicated that effects of 

affective dispositions toward people in news stories, driven by the intuitionist 

sequence, were found only when the perpetrator was described as an administrator and 

the victim as a coach. In addition, an affective disposition toward a perpetrator was a 

better predictor of readers’ policy support than an affective disposition toward a 

victim. This section discusses findings of Study 2.  

First, Study 2 predicted that, as readers dislike the perpetrator, they would 

blame the perpetrator and support punitive policies more. These effects, however, 

were found only when the perpetrator was an administrator and the victim was a 

coach. As indicated in the manipulation check results, readers disliked the 

administrator perpetrator/victim more than the coach perpetrator/victim. Then, it is 

possible that, although participants disliked the disliked coach perpetrator more than 

the liked coach perpetrator, they did not dislike the disliked coach perpetrator enough 

to blame the perpetrator and to influence support for punitive policies. However, they 

disliked the disliked administrator perpetrator enough to blame the perpetrator and to 

influence support for punitive policies; the predicted effects were found when the 

perpetrator was an administrator. 
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Next, when the perpetrator was a liked administrator, he was blamed more 

when the coach victim was liked than when disliked; however, the same effect was not 

found when the perpetrator was a disliked administrator. As Figure 10 demonstrates, 

when the administrator perpetrator was disliked, regardless of the affective disposition 

toward the coach victim, participants severely blamed the perpetrator. For readers, a 

negative affective disposition toward the perpetrator would be enough of a cue to 

blame the perpetrator severely. Thus, whether the victim is liked or disliked does not 

influence readers’ blame judgments when readers already severely blame the disliked 

perpetrator. When the perpetrator is liked, however, readers are less likely to blame 

the perpetrator than when the perpetrator is disliked, and an affective disposition 

toward the victim could make a difference in blame judgments. Thus, readers who 

read about a disliked victim blamed the liked perpetrator less than those who read 

about a liked victim. 

When the perpetrator was a liked administrator, participants supported punitive 

policies less than when the perpetrator was a disliked administrator, which supported 

H9. However, this effect was significant only when participants’ alcohol use was 

asked about at the end of the study. One possibility is that, when asked about alcohol 

use before the news story, readers with drunk driving experiences may perceive 

themselves as more likely to be the perpetrator of an accident than those without drunk 

driving experiences. Then, it is possible that this perception may lead readers with 

drunk driving experiences to resist supporting policies that could possibly punish 

themselves. This might nullify the predicted effect of affective dispositions toward the 

perpetrator. However, results of the post-hoc analysis did not support this possibility, 
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indicating that participants’ alcohol use does not have a different effect on their policy 

support depending on when alcohol use was asked.  

On the other hand, when participants’ alcohol use was asked in the beginning 

of the study, a liked administrator perpetrator led participants to support preventive 

policies more than a disliked administrator perpetrator. It is not clear why the 

perpetrator manipulation had effects on support for preventive policies only when 

participants’ alcohol use questions were asked in the beginning while the effect on 

support for punitive policies was found only when those questions were asked in the 

end. Although this result clearly seems to indicate the processes are different whereby 

readers form their desire to prevent crimes and to punish a perpetrator, the role of 

alcohol use questions in those processes is not clear. More interestingly, although the 

order of alcohol use questions had an effect on support for two types of policies, each 

participant’s amount of alcohol use did not interact with the alcohol use question order 

on policy support, as presented in the post-hoc analysis.   

H11 predicted that as the victim is liked, readers would support preventive 

policies more. However, no effect of victim manipulation was found. Instead, a liked 

perpetrator led to higher preventive policy support than a disliked perpetrator, under 

some conditions. When readers read a news story about a crime, to understand what 

happened and how it happened, readers would pay more attention to perpetrators than 

victims; thus, readers’ policy support might be more influenced by the perpetrator than 

the victim. When readers like the perpetrator, they would want to prevent the 

perpetrator from being engaged in further crimes more than when they dislike the 

perpetrator and readers would find that preventive policies are to prevent further 
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crimes. Thus, when the perpetrator is liked, readers would support preventive policies 

more to save the perpetrator than when the perpetrator is disliked.  

The next chapter discusses theoretical and practical implications of this 

dissertation and suggests several directions for future studies.  
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

Lee and Shapiro (2014) proposed the rationalist and intuitionist sequences to 

explain audience members’ psychological processes whereby moral judgments are 

formed and influence other types of judgments. The two studies, presented in this 

paper, empirically tested the rationalist and the intuitionist sequences and examined 

how those sequences can influence audience members’ policy support. Study 1 

showed that intentionality underlying a perpetrator’s behavior increased readers’ 

blame judgment about the perpetrator and disliking of the perpetrator and the 

increased blame judgment associated with the increased disliking of the perpetrator. 

The increased blame judgment was also associated with an increase in support for 

punitive and preventive policies while disliking of the perpetrator was associated with 

an increase in support for punitive policies. Consistent with the intuitionist sequence, 

Study 2 indicated that disliking of an administrator perpetrator increased blame 

judgment about the perpetrator and, when the perpetrator was a disliked administrator, 

liking of a coach victim increased blame judgment about the perpetrator. Study 2 also 

showed that disliking of the administrator perpetrator increased readers’ support for 

punitive policies and increased their support for preventive policies; however, these 

effects were moderated by whether participants’ alcohol use was asked in the 

beginning or in the end of the study. 

The two studies tested how moral judgments are formed in the relationship 

with intentionality and affective dispositions, derived from disposition theory and 

moral judgment literature. Study 1 provides evidence that intentionality influences 
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moral judgments about a person in a story, which is consistent with Malle and his 

colleagues (Malle, 1999; Malle et al., 2000; Malle et al., 2001) and the rationalist 

sequence proposed by Lee and Shapiro (2014). However, the effect of intentionality 

on blame judgment disappeared when affective disposition was controlled. On the 

other hand, the result also indicated that intentionality influences affective disposition. 

Because intentionality is a judgment about how a person’s behavior is conducted, I 

expected intentionality judgment would influence blame judgment about a person’ 

behavior and that blame judgment would lead to judgment about a person (i.e., 

affective disposition). However, the results of this study indicate that intentionality can 

directly influence affective disposition about a person even when blame judgment was 

controlled.  

The two studies showed relationships between affective disposition and blame 

judgment. Study 1 measured both affective disposition and blame judgment and 

showed a strong correlation between those variables. In Study 2, affective disposition 

was manipulated; thus, a causal effect of affective disposition on blame judgment was 

tested. When the perpetrator was presented as an administrator and the victim was a 

coach, disliking of the perpetrator increased blame judgments. This result in Study 2 

provides evidence that, in some circumstances, affective disposition influences blame 

judgment, which is consistent with the original model of the intuitionist sequence in 

Lee and Shapiro (2014).  

Effects of news stories on policy support, found in Study 1 and Study 2, 

provide additional evidence to journalism research investigating the effects of news 

coverage on policy supports (e.g., de Vreese, 2004a, 2004b; Iyengar & Simon, 1993; 
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Pan & Kosicki, 1996; Zhao, Leiserowitz, Maibach, & Roser-Renouf, 2011).  

The results of the two studies suggest that the more readers blame the 

perpetrator of a crime, the more likely they are to support the policies aiming to punish 

perpetrators. While this is consistent with previous studies indicating people tend to 

justify punishment to the extent they blame the person (Mantler et al., 2003; Shultz et 

al., 1981; Shultz et al., 1986), the finding of these studies extends previous studies. 

The previous studies indicate that when observers see a person is blameworthy, they 

believe that observed person deserves to be punished. However, this dissertation found 

that, when readers believe a perpetrator is blameworthy for a crime, readers support 

policies that could punish other people who committed similar crimes. Thus, readers’ 

blame judgments about a particular person seem to increase their desire to punish 

other people in similar situations.   

On the other hand, it is not clear how readers’ blame judgments about the 

perpetrator are associated with their support for preventive policies. Study 1 showed 

that an increase in blame judgment is associated with an increase in support for 

preventive policies; however, Study 2 did not find such an effect. I suggest an 

explanation for these inconsistent results. When people blame a person, they would 

have two motives underlying their desire to punish the person: deterrence and just 

deserts (Bentham, 2000; Kant, 2011). The deterrence motive is that a person needs to 

be punished to deter the person from repeating his or her crime; in just deserts, a 

person deserves to be punished as retribution. Between these two, preventive policy 

support would be more associated with readers’ deterrence motive than just deserts 

because preventive policies would prevent the perpetrator from repeating the same 
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crime. In Study 1, readers’ blame judgments were formed based on their observation 

of the perpetrator’s behaviors (i.e., intentionality underlying the perpetrator’s crime) 

and readers might want to correct the person’s behavior to the degree they blame the 

perpetrator (i.e., their deterrence motives). Thus, in Study 1, their blame judgments 

would be associated with their support for preventive policies. However, in Study 2, 

readers’ blame judgments were based on affective dispositions toward the perpetrator 

and the victim. Then, their blame judgments would be little related to their desire to 

correct the person’s behavior (i.e., their deterrence motives). Thus, in Study 2, the 

blame judgments may not be related with their support of preventive policies.  

The studies suggest that a description of the perpetrator and the perpetrator’s 

crime forms readers’ opinion about relevant policies. To increase public support for 

policies which aim to increase punishment for perpetrators, messages need to describe 

dislikeable characteristics of a perpetrator and make audience members blame the 

perpetrator. Although this suggestion is based on news stories reporting alcohol-

related crimes, the findings may be applicable to other types of policies, including 

death penalty, foreign policy, and environmental policy. In news reports dealing with 

these issues, a person, organization, or country can be described as a perpetrator and 

description of the perpetrator can increase public support for policies aiming to punish 

the perpetrator. For example, when a company harmed environment, following the 

rationalist sequence, when a news report emphasizes that the company did it 

intentionally, readers would blame the company more and support policies to punish 

the company. On the other hand, following the intuitionist sequence, when a news 

report on the company’s past activities related with business ethics and social 
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responsibility can influence readers’ affective disposition toward the company and the 

affective disposition would influence readers’ support for policies.  

Study 1 measured affective disposition as a dependent variable. However, it is 

possible that audience members have their own preexisting affective disposition 

toward a liquor store owner and that preexisting affective disposition influences their 

affective disposition judgments after the intentionality manipulation. For example, if 

participants have an extremely negative affective disposition toward a liquor store 

owner, they would answer that they dislike the owner in the story no matter whether 

they are in the intentional or unintentional condition. However, in Study 1, 

intentionality showed a large effect on affective disposition, indicating that 

participants’ preexisting affective disposition was not strong enough to remove the 

effect of manipulated intentionality on affective disposition.  

On the other hand, Study 2 manipulated affective disposition and the same 

issue needs to be considered. For example, if audience members extremely dislike a 

drunken driver, no matter whether they are in the disliked or liked perpetrator 

condition, the consequent blame judgment would not be influenced by the affective 

disposition manipulation. In Study 2, participants blamed the disliked administrator 

more than the liked administrator, indicating that the affective disposition 

manipulation influenced participants’ blame judgment: participants’ preexisting 

affective disposition was not strong enough to nullify the effect of manipulated 

affective disposition on blame judgment. However, when the perpetrator was a coach, 

the predicted effect of manipulated affective disposition on blame judgment was not 

found. It is possible that participants’ preexisting perception about coach, any types of 
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stereotypes or affective disposition, influenced their understanding of the story and the 

predicted effects of blame judgment. A future study needs to look at what types of 

audience members’ preexisting perception can influence their blame judgment and 

remove the effect of affective disposition manipulation.  

Next section suggests several directions for future studies.  

Future Study Directions 

Finally, this dissertation proposes several directions for future studies to extend 

these findings and to overcome limitations of this study.  

First, in examining the effects of people in news stories on policy support, I 

assumed that readers’ desire for the perpetrator in news stories to be punished led to 

their support for punitive policies. However, participants’ desire to punish the 

perpetrator was not directly measured. To see if readers’ support for punitive polices is 

due to their desire to punish the particular perpetrator, a future study needs to directly 

measure how much readers want to punish the perpetrator and see how those desires 

are associated with readers’ policy support.  

Second, a future study needs to examine how those blame judgments can be 

manipulated and tests a causal effect blame judgments on affective disposition and 

policy support. Because the rationalist and intuitionist sequences suggest blame 

judgments are a dependent variable or a mediator, influenced by intentionality and 

affective dispositions, this dissertation did not directly manipulate blame judgments. 

To my best knowledge, blame judgments have not been directly manipulated in 

studies so far. One reason might be that it is not easy to directly manipulate blame 

judgment. However, to directly test a causal relationship with blame judgment, it is 
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necessary to manipulate blame judgment.   

Third, to extend the findings of this study, a future study needs to investigate if 

the same effects of news stories are found among policy makers. To establish policies 

and to solve social issues, it is necessary to convince policy makers as well as the 

public. Studies have found that the news media is the most influential information 

source for policy makers (Bennett & Yanovitzky, 2000). In particular, policy makers 

are influenced by media in deciding who to attribute the responsibility for a problem 

(Iyengar, 1991), and in finding solutions for social issues (Iyengar & Kinder, 1987). 

Investigating if the same effects of news stories found in this dissertation could be 

applied to convince policy makers will extend the findings of this dissertation.  

For a long time, researchers have been interested in audience members’ moral 

judgments about people in a variety of media, including humor (Zillmann & Cantor, 

1972), drama (Raney & Bryant, 2002), and sports spectatorship (Bryant, Brown, 

Comisky, & Zillmann, 1982). However, previous studies have paid relatively little 

attention to how those moral judgments are formed; this dissertation suggests that both 

a rational cue (i.e., intentionality) and an intuitive cue (i.e., affective disposition) can 

form audience members’ moral judgments. In addition, previous studies have 

investigated how moral judgments influence audience members’ media enjoyment and 

media selection; extending these literature, this dissertation shows that moral 

judgments can also produce persuasive effects, increasing policy support. By doing 

these, this dissertation contributes previous literature on moral judgments.  
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APPENDIX A.  
NEWS STORIES IN STUDY 1 

 
Intentional condition  
A Cortland liquor store owner was charged Friday evening with allegedly selling 
alcoholic beverages to an underage teenager. 
According to the police report, 17-year-old Aron Perence entered the Top Shelf Liquor 
store at 5:43 p.m. and bought a large bottle of whiskey. 
Eric Simpkinson, 40, the owner, sold the alcohol to Perence without checking his ID, 
according to police. 
Aron’s mother, Kelly Perence, noticed that her son was drinking alcohol on Friday 
evening and, after asking him where he had obtained it, contacted police.  
In an interview, Ms. Perence said that her son could not be mistaken for someone old 
enough to legally drink, and that Simpkinson knew her son was a Cortland High 
School Football player. She said her son admitted that he and other members of the 
football team often bought liquor at the store without having to show ID. 
Simpkinson is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. If found 
guilty, Simpkinson could be fined and lose his liquor license. 
 
Unintentional condition  
A Cortland liquor store owner was charged Friday evening with allegedly selling 
alcoholic beverages to an underage teenager. 
According to the police report, 17-year-old Aron Perence entered the Top Shelf Liquor 
store at 5:43 p.m. and bought a large bottle of whiskey. 
Eric Simpkinson, 40, the owner, sold the alcohol to Perence after checking ID that 
police said was a very good forgery. Police are investigating the source of the fake ID. 
Aron’s mother, Kelly Perence, noticed that her son was drinking alcohol on Friday 
evening and, after asking him where he had obtained it, contacted police. 
In an interview, Ms. Perence said that Simpkinson did not know her son, who she said 
looked old enough to legally drink. She said her son admitted that he and other 
members of the Cortland High School Football team had obtained fake IDs online. 
Simpkinson is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. If found 
guilty, Simpkinson could be fined and lose his liquor license. 
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APPENDIX B.  
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDY 1 

 
Italicized parts were not shown to participants.  

 
Instruction 

Thank you for participating in this study.  
In this study, you will be asked to read a news story and answer several questions 
about the story and yourself.  
Please click on the “continue” button when you are ready to read the story. 
 
The following article is one of a series of articles telling the story of selling alcoholic 
beverages to underage teenagers in Harper County written by students at William 
Concord College for the daily newspaper supervised by the Department of Journalism 
and Mass Communication.  
We would like you to read the story and answer a few questions about it.  
 
One of the stories in Appendix A was presented here. After the story, blame judgment, 
affective disposition, and support for punitive- and preventive policies were presented 
in a random order.  
 
 
Blame Judgment about the Perpetrator’s Crime. The order of items was randomized.  
Please remember the story you read in the beginning of the study.  
How much do you agree with the following statements about Eric Simpkinson (the 
owner of Top Shelf Liquor)? 
 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Eric Simpkinson is 
blameworthy for 
selling alcoholic 
beverages to an 
underage teenager.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Eric Simpkinson’s 
selling alcoholic 
beverages to an 
underage teenager 
can be excused.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Eric Simpkinson’s 
selling alcoholic 
beverages to an 

1 2 3 4 5 
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underage teenager is 
wrong.  
 

Affective Disposition Toward the Perpetrator. The order of items was randomized. 
Please rate what you think about Eric Simpkinson (the owner of Top Shelf Liquor). 
 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

I like him a lot. 1 2 3 4 5 
He is moral. 1 2 3 4 5 
He is a good 
person. 

1 2 3 4 5 

He is respectable. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Support for Punitive Policies. The order of items was randomized. 
Many different ideas have been proposed to address alcohol-related issues in the US. 
Please indicate how much you oppose or support each of the following policies. 
 
 Strongly 

Oppose 
Oppose Neither 

Oppose 
/Support 

Support Strongly 
Support 

Institute harsher 
penalties for selling 
alcohols to a minor. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Eliminate plea 
bargaining for 
selling alcohols to a 
minor. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Do not allow people 
to get a liquor 
license again after 
selling alcohols to a 
minor. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Support for Preventive Policies. The order of items was randomized. 
Many different ideas have been proposed to address alcohol-related issues in the US. 
Please indicate how much you oppose or support each of the following policies. 
 
 Strongly 

Oppose 
Oppose Neither 

Oppose 
/Support 

Support Strongly 
Support 

Limit the number of 1 2 3 4 5 
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liquor stores in a 
community. 
 
Limit the number of 
alcohol licenses. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Require more 
training for liquor 
sellers 

1 2 3 4 5 

      
 
Implement more 
police force. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Demographic Information  
Now, we would like to ask several questions about YOURSELF.  
 
Are you male or female?  

1. Male  
2. Female 

 
What is your age? _______ 
 
Are you Hispanic or Latino?  

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
(When participants do not identify themselves as Hispanic or Latino), Which of the 
following would you say best describes your race? 

1. White 
2. Black 
3. Asian 
4. American Indian or Alaska Native 
5. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
6. Other 

 
We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. On a scale from 1 to 
7, where 1 means very liberal, 4 means moderate or middle of the road, and 7 means 
very conservative, which of the following do you usually think of yourself as? 

1. Very liberal 
2. Liberal 
3. Moderately liberal 
4. Moderate 
5. Moderate conservative 
6. Conservative 
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7. Very conservative 
 
What do you think this study is about? ______________________________ 
 

Debriefing 
Project Title: Cornell Blue Study I-2 
Principal Investigator: Tae Kyoung Lee 

Department of Communication  
Cornell University  
tl452@cornell.edu 

 
Thank you for participating in this study. In order to get the information we were 
looking for, we provided you with incorrect information about some aspects of this 
study.  
 
In this study, we created stories that help us understand how people process and make 
decisions about selling alcoholic beverages to underage teenagers in a news story. To 
accomplish our goals, we told you that the news story was an actual news story. In 
reality the story presented in this study and all the people and events presented in the 
news story were invented by the researchers. The stories were not real news stories. 
 
Although you have already completed the study, your involvement is still voluntary, 
and you may choose to withdraw the data you provided prior to debriefing, without 
penalty or loss of compensation offered to you. Withdrawing your submission will not 
adversely affect your relationship with Cornell University, the researchers, or any of 
our affiliates. 
 
Please click below, if you do, or do not, give permission to have your data included in 
the study: 
 
○ I have been debriefed by the Research team, and I understand the true intent of and 
the purpose of my participation in the study. I agree that the data collected during the 
study may be included for the purpose of the study. 
○ I have been debriefed by the Research team, and I understand the true intent of and 
the purpose of my participation in the study. I DO NOT give permission for the data 
collected during the study to be included for the purposes of the study. 
 
You may print this page for your records.  
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APPENDIX C.  
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDY 1 MANIPULATION CHECK 

 
Italicized parts were not shown to participants.  
 

Instruction 
Thank you for participating in this study. In this study, you will be asked to read a 
news story and answer several questions about the story and yourself.  
 
Please click on the “continue” button when you are ready to read the story. 
 
The following article is one of a series of articles telling the story of selling alcoholic 
beverages to underage teenagers in Harper County written by students at William 
Concord College for the daily newspaper supervised by the Department of Journalism 
and Mass Communication. We would like you to read the story and answer a few 
questions about it.  
 
One of the stories in Appendix A was presented here.  
 
Intentionality Underlying a Perpetrator’s Crime. The order of items was randomized. 
Please remember the story you read in the beginning of the study.  
Please rate how you think about Eric Simpkinson’s behavior (=selling alcoholic 
beverages to an underage teenager)? 
  
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

It was intentional.  
 1 2 3 4 5 

It was intended.  
 1 2 3 4 5 

It was desired.  
 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Demographic Information  
Now, we would like to ask several questions about YOURSELF.  
 
Are you male or female?  

1. Male  
2. Female 

 
What is your age? _______ 
 
What do you think this study is about? ______________________________ 
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Debriefing 
Project Title: Cornell Blue Study I-1 
Principal Investigator: Tae Kyoung Lee 

Department of Communication  
Cornell University  
tl452@cornell.edu 

 
Thank you for participating in this study. In order to get the information we were 
looking for, we provided you with incorrect information about some aspects of this 
study.  
 
In this study, we created stories that help us understand how people process and make 
decisions about selling alcoholic beverages to underage teenagers in a news story. To 
accomplish our goals, we told you that the news story was an actual news story. In 
reality the story presented in this study and all the people and events presented in the 
news story were invented by the researchers. The stories were not real news stories. 
 
Although you have already completed the study, your involvement is still voluntary, 
and you may choose to withdraw the data you provided prior to debriefing, without 
penalty or loss of compensation offered to you. Withdrawing your submission will not 
adversely affect your relationship with Cornell University, the researchers, or any of 
our affiliates. 
 
Please click below, if you do, or do not, give permission to have your data included in 
the study: 
 
○ I have been debriefed by the Research team, and I understand the true intent of and 
the purpose of my participation in the study. I agree that the data collected during the 
study may be included for the purpose of the study. 
○ I have been debriefed by the Research team, and I understand the true intent of and 
the purpose of my participation in the study. I DO NOT give permission for the data 
collected during the study to be included for the purposes of the study. 
 
You may print this page for your records.  
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APPENDIX D.  
NEWS STORIES IN STUDY 2 

 
Liked coach perpetrator – Liked administrator victim  
 
For Harold Sykes, 42, last Friday was a great day. Sykes has been the football coach at 
Howland High School on 5400 Fall Blvd. for four years. The school board was 
supposed to decide his contract renewal at a board meeting on Friday. Sykes hoped to 
continue to coach students for another four years. He had waited outside an executive 
meeting of the school board, praying he could keep doing the job he loved. The 
president of the school board smiled as he greeted Sykes after the meeting; the board 
decided to renew his contract for the next four years. The best part was that the players 
and parents had enthusiastically supported Sykes. The president of the school board 
added that the parents and players all said that Sykes always had the best interests of 
each individual player in mind even if it means studying more and playing less. A few 
of Sykes’ friends offered to take him out for drinks to celebrate. 
  
A few miles north in Cortland, on 2100 Park St., Eric Winkler, 43, the president of the 
board of directors of the Brookdale Cemetery for four years, was also having a good 
day. At the Chamber of Commerce annual awards banquet, he had received the Good 
Citizen Award for rescuing the Brookdale Cemetery from bankruptcy. Last October, 
police arrested the cemetery groundskeeper, who they allege had been pocketing fees, 
selling off cemetery equipment, and concealing the fraud. The cemetery was on the 
brink of bankruptcy. Winkler was asked to step in as President. It had been touch-and-
go, but he had managed to lead a community effort to save the cemetery. 
  
At Joe’s Bar and Grill on 210 Lake Ave., Coach Sykes was drinking beers with his 
friends. Around 9 Friday night, he got in his 2010 Toyota Highlander and headed 
home toward the outskirts of Great Lake going north on OH-5. 
  
About 10 minutes earlier, Winkler left the Chamber of Commerce awards dinner, got 
into his 2008 Ford Focus, and headed South on OH-5 to his house in South Brookdale. 
  
According to police reports, at 9:17 pm, between ramp 32B and ramp 33A, Sykes’ 
Highlander crossed the center line, striking Winkler’s Focus just behind the passenger 
door. The accident report indicates that Sykes’ Highlander ended up in a ditch on the 
west side of the road. Winkler’s Ford spun into the center of the road and ended up 
facing North. A field breath test measured Sykes’ blood-alcohol content at .15 percent, 
while Winkler was sober, according to the police report. Both Sykes and Winkler were 
treated and released at Great Lake Medical Center Hospital. 
 
Sykes is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. State police 
accident investigators ask that anyone with information about the crash call the 
Vehicular Crime Unit.  
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Liked coach perpetrator – Disliked administrator victim  
 
For Harold Sykes, 42, last Friday was a great day. Sykes has been the football coach at 
Howland High School on 5400 Fall Blvd. for four years. The school board was 
supposed to decide his contract renewal at a board meeting on Friday. Sykes hoped to 
continue to coach students for another four years. He had waited outside an executive 
meeting of the school board, praying he could keep doing the job he loved. The 
president of the school board smiled as he greeted Sykes after the meeting; the board 
decided to renew his contract for the next four years. The best part was that the players 
and parents had enthusiastically supported Sykes. The president of the school board 
added that the parents and players all said that Sykes always had the best interests of 
each individual player in mind even if it means studying more and playing less. A few 
of Sykes’ friends offered to take him out for drinks to celebrate. 
  
A few miles north in Cortland, on 2100 Park St., Eric Winkler, 43, the president of the 
board of directors of the Brookdale Cemetery for four years, was having a hard day. 
Around 6:00 Friday evening, Winkler met his lawyer to talk about his trial scheduled 
for next week. While Winkler had been working at Brookdale, he sold off cemetery 
equipment and altered documents to conceal the fraud. Last October, the cemetery was 
on the brink of bankruptcy, and while investigating, a member of the board of 
directors found what Winkler had done and called police. Winkler’s lawyer told him if 
he was convicted of a 4th degree felony, he could get 6-18 months in prison and up to 
$5,000 in fines plus restitution. 
  
At Joe’s Bar and Grill on 210 Lake Ave., Coach Sykes was drinking beers with his 
friends. Around 9 Friday night, he got in his 2010 Toyota Highlander and headed 
home toward the outskirts of Great Lake going north on OH-5. 
  
About 10 minutes earlier, Winkler left the lawyer’s office, got into his 2008 Ford 
Focus, and headed South on OH-5 to his house in South Brookdale. 
  
According to police reports, at 9:17 pm, between ramp 32B and ramp 33A, Sykes’ 
Highlander crossed the center line, striking Winkler’s Focus just behind the passenger 
door. The accident report indicates that Sykes’ Highlander ended up in a ditch on the 
west side of the road. Winkler’s Ford spun into the center of the road and ended up 
facing North. A field breath test measured Sykes’ blood-alcohol content at .15 percent, 
while Winkler was sober, according to the police report. Both Sykes and Winkler were 
treated and released at Great Lake Medical Center Hospital. 
 
Sykes is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. State police 
accident investigators ask that anyone with information about the crash call the 
Vehicular Crime Unit. 
  
  



 

76 

Disliked coach perpetrator – Liked administrator victim  
 
For Harold Sykes, 42, last Friday was a hard day. Sykes has been the football coach at 
Howland High School on 5400 Fall Blvd. for four years. The school board was 
supposed to decide his contract renewal at a board meeting on Friday. Sykes hoped to 
continue to coach students for another four years. He had waited outside an executive 
meeting of the school board, praying he could keep doing the job. The president of the 
school board frowned as he came up to Sykes after the meeting; the board decided not 
to renew his contract. The players and parents had vigorously opposed Sykes' renewal. 
The president of the school board added that the parents and players said that Sykes 
frequently lost his temper with players, was rude to parents, and did not have the best 
interests of players in mind. After that, he went to a bar he knows. 
  
A few miles north in Cortland, on 2100 Park St., Eric Winkler, 43, the president of the 
board of directors of the Brookdale Cemetery for four years, was having a good day. 
At the Chamber of Commerce annual awards banquet, he had received the Good 
Citizen Award for rescuing the Brookdale Cemetery from bankruptcy. Last October, 
police arrested the cemetery groundskeeper, who they allege had been pocketing fees, 
selling off cemetery equipment, and concealing the fraud. The cemetery was on the 
brink of bankruptcy. Winkler was asked to step in as President. It had been touch-and-
go, but he had managed to lead a community effort to save the cemetery. 
  
At Joe’s Bar and Grill on 210 Lake Ave., Coach Sykes was drinking beers alone. 
Around 9 Friday night, he got in his 2010 Toyota Highlander and headed home toward 
the outskirts of Great Lake going north on OH-5. 
  
About 10 minutes earlier, Winkler left the Chamber of Commerce awards dinner, got 
into his 2008 Ford Focus, and headed South on OH-5 to his house in South Brookdale. 
  
According to police reports, at 9:17 pm, between ramp 32B and ramp 33A, Sykes’ 
Highlander crossed the center line, striking Winkler’s Focus just behind the passenger 
door. The accident report indicates that Sykes’ Highlander ended up in a ditch on the 
west side of the road. Winkler’s Ford spun into the center of the road and ended up 
facing North. A field breath test measured Sykes’ blood-alcohol content at .15 percent, 
while Winkler was sober, according to the police report. Both Sykes and Winkler were 
treated and released at Great Lake Medical Center Hospital. 
 
Sykes is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. State police 
accident investigators ask that anyone with information about the crash call the 
Vehicular Crime Unit. 
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Disliked coach perpetrator – Disliked administrator victim  
 
For Harold Sykes, 42, last Friday was a hard day. Sykes has been the football coach at 
Howland High School on 5400 Fall Blvd. for four years. The school board was 
supposed to decide his contract renewal at a board meeting on Friday. Sykes hoped to 
continue to coach students for another four years. He had waited outside an executive 
meeting of the school board, praying he could keep doing the job. The president of the 
school board frowned as he came up to Sykes after the meeting; the board decided not 
to renew his contract. The players and parents had vigorously opposed Sykes' renewal. 
The president of the school board added that the parents and players said that Sykes 
frequently lost his temper with players, was rude to parents, and did not have the best 
interests of players in mind. After that, he went to a bar he knows. 
  
A few miles north in Cortland, on 2100 Park St., Eric Winkler, 43, the president of the 
board of directors of the Brookdale Cemetery for four years, was having a hard day. 
Around 6:00 Friday evening, Winkler met his lawyer to talk about his trial scheduled 
for next week. While Winkler had been working at Brookdale, he sold off cemetery 
equipment and altered documents to conceal the fraud. Last October, the cemetery was 
on the brink of bankruptcy, and while investigating, a member of the board of 
directors found what Winkler had done and called police. Winkler’s lawyer told him if 
he was convicted of a 4th degree felony, he could get 6-18 months in prison and up to 
$5,000 in fines plus restitution. 
  
At Joe’s Bar and Grill on 210 Lake Ave., Coach Sykes was drinking beers alone. 
Around 9 Friday night, he got in his 2010 Toyota Highlander and headed home toward 
the outskirts of Great Lake going north on OH-5. 
  
About 10 minutes earlier, Winkler left the lawyer’s office, got into his 2008 Ford 
Focus, and headed South on OH-5 to his house in South Brookdale. 
  
According to police reports, at 9:17 pm, between ramp 32B and ramp 33A, Sykes’ 
Highlander crossed the center line, striking Winkler’s Focus just behind the passenger 
door. The accident report indicates that Sykes’ Highlander ended up in a ditch on the 
west side of the road. Winkler’s Ford spun into the center of the road and ended up 
facing North. A field breath test measured Sykes’ blood-alcohol content at .15 percent, 
while Winkler was sober, according to the police report. Both Sykes and Winkler were 
treated and released at Great Lake Medical Center Hospital. 
 
Sykes is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. State police 
accident investigators ask that anyone with information about the crash call the 
Vehicular Crime Unit.  
  
 
  



 

78 

Liked administrator perpetrator – Liked coach victim  
 
Last Friday evening, Eric Winkler, 43, the former president of the Brookdale 
Cemetery’s board of directors, was having a great day. At the Chamber of Commerce 
annual awards banquet, he had received the Good Citizen Award for rescuing the 
Brookdale Cemetery from bankruptcy. Last October, police arrested the cemetery 
groundskeeper, who they allege had been pocketing fees, selling off cemetery 
equipment, and concealing the fraud. The cemetery was on the brink of bankruptcy. 
Winkler was asked to step in as President. It had been touch-and-go, but he had 
managed to lead a community effort to save the cemetery. A few of Winkler’s friends 
offered to take him out for drinks to celebrate. 
  
A few miles north in Cortland, Harold Sykes, 42, was also having a good day. Sykes 
has been the football coach at Howland High School on 5400 Fall Blvd. for four years. 
The school board was supposed to decide his contract renewal at a board meeting on 
Friday. Sykes hoped to continue to coach students for another four years. He had 
waited outside an executive meeting of the school board, praying he could keep doing 
the job he loved. The president of the school board smiled as he greeted Sykes after 
the meeting; the board decided to renew his contract for the next four years. The best 
part was that the players and parents had enthusiastically supported Sykes. The 
president of the school board added that the parents and players all said that Sykes 
always had the best interests of each individual player in mind even if it means 
studying more and playing less. 
  
At Joe’s Bar and Grill on 210 Lake Ave., the president of the Brookdale Cemetery, 
Winkler, was drinking beers with his friends. Around 9 Friday night, he got in his 
2010 Toyota Highlander and headed home toward the outskirts of South Brookdale 
going north on OH-5. 
  
About 10 minutes earlier, Sykes left the school, got into his 2008 Ford Focus, and 
headed south on OH-5 to his house in Warren. 
  
According to police reports, at 9:17 pm, between ramp 32B and ramp 33A, Winkler’s 
Highlander crossed the center line, striking Sykes’ Focus just behind the passenger 
door. The accident report indicates that Winkler’s Highlander ended up in a ditch on 
the west side of the road. Sykes’ Ford spun into the center of the road and ended up 
facing North. A field breath test measured Winkler’s blood-alcohol content at .15 
percent, while Sykes was sober, according to the police report. Both Winkler and 
Sykes were treated and released at Great Lake Medical Center Hospital. 
 
Winkler is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. State police 
accident investigators ask that anyone with information about the crash call the 
Vehicular Crime Unit.  
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Liked administrator perpetrator – Disliked coach victim  
  
Last Friday evening, Eric Winkler, 43, the former president of the Brookdale 
Cemetery’s board of directors, was having a great day. At the Chamber of Commerce 
annual awards banquet, he had received the Good Citizen Award for rescuing the 
Brookdale Cemetery from bankruptcy. Last October, police arrested the cemetery 
groundskeeper, who they allege had been pocketing fees, selling off cemetery 
equipment, and concealing the fraud. The cemetery was on the brink of bankruptcy. 
Winkler was asked to step in as President. It had been touch-and-go, but he had 
managed to lead a community effort to save the cemetery. A few of Winkler’s friends 
offered to take him out for drinks to celebrate. 
  
A few miles north in Cortland, Harold Sykes, 42, was having a bad day. Sykes had 
been the football coach at Howland High School on 5400 Fall Blvd. for four years. 
The school board was supposed to decide his contract renewal at a board meeting on 
Friday. Sykes hoped to continue to coach students for another four years. He had 
waited outside an executive meeting of the school board, praying he could keep doing 
the job. The president of the school board frowned as he came up to Sykes after the 
meeting; the board decided not to renew his contract. The players and parents had 
vigorously opposed Sykes' renewal. The president of the school board added that the 
parents and players said that Sykes frequently lost his temper with players, was rude to 
parents, and did not have the best interests of players in mind. 
  
At Joe’s Bar and Grill on 210 Lake Ave., the president of the Brookdale Cemetery, 
Winkler, was drinking beers with his friends. Around 9 Friday night, he got in his 
2010 Toyota Highlander and headed home toward the outskirts of South Brookdale 
going north on OH-5. 
  
About 10 minutes earlier, Sykes left the school, got into his 2008 Ford Focus, and 
headed south on OH-5 to his house in Warren. 
  
According to police reports, at 9:17 pm, between ramp 32B and ramp 33A, Winkler’s 
Highlander crossed the center line, striking Sykes’ Focus just behind the passenger 
door. The accident report indicates that Winkler’s Highlander ended up in a ditch on 
the west side of the road. Sykes’ Ford spun into the center of the road and ended up 
facing North. A field breath test measured Winkler’s blood-alcohol content at .15 
percent, while Sykes was sober, according to the police report. Both Winkler and 
Sykes were treated and released at Great Lake Medical Center Hospital. 
 
Winkler is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. State police 
accident investigators ask that anyone with information about the crash call the 
Vehicular Crime Unit. 
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Disliked administrator perpetrator – Liked coach victim  
Last Friday evening, Eric Winkler, 43, the former president of the Brookdale 
Cemetery’s board of directors, was having a hard day. Around 4:30 Friday afternoon, 
Winkler met his lawyer to talk about his trial scheduled for next week. While Winkler 
had been working at Brookdale, he sold off cemetery equipment and altered 
documents to conceal the fraud. Last October, the cemetery was on the brink of 
bankruptcy, and while investigating, a member of the board of directors found what 
Winkler had done and called police. Winkler’s lawyer told him if he was convicted of 
a 4th degree felony he could get 6-18 months in prison and up to $5,000 in fines plus 
restitution. After the two-hour meeting, he went to a bar he knows. 
  
A few miles north in Cortland, Harold Sykes, 42, was having a good day. Sykes has 
been the football coach at Howland High School on 5400 Fall Blvd. for four years. 
The school board was supposed to decide his contract renewal at a board meeting on 
Friday. Sykes hoped to continue to coach students for another four years. He had 
waited outside an executive meeting of the school board, praying he could keep doing 
the job he loved. The president of the school board smiled as he greeted Sykes after 
the meeting; the board decided to renew his contract for the next four years. The best 
part was that the players and parents had enthusiastically supported Sykes. The 
president of the school board added that the parents and players all said that Sykes 
always had the best interests of each individual player in mind even if it means 
studying more and playing less. 
  
At Joe’s Bar and Grill on 210 Lake Ave., the former president of the Brookdale 
Cemetery, Winkler, was drinking beers alone. Around 9 Friday night, he got in his 
2010 Toyota Highlander and headed home toward the outskirts of South Brookdale 
going north on OH-5. 
  
About 10 minutes earlier, Sykes left the school, got into his 2008 Ford Focus, and 
headed south on OH-5 to his house in Warren. 
  
According to police reports, at 9:17 pm, between ramp 32B and ramp 33A, Winkler’s 
Highlander crossed the center line, striking Sykes’ Focus just behind the passenger 
door. The accident report indicates that Winkler’s Highlander ended up in a ditch on 
the west side of the road. Sykes’ Ford spun into the center of the road and ended up 
facing North. A field breath test measured Winkler’s blood-alcohol content at .15 
percent, while Sykes was sober, according to the police report. Both Winkler and 
Sykes were treated and released at Great Lake Medical Center Hospital. 
 
Winkler is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. State police 
accident investigators ask that anyone with information about the crash call the 
Vehicular Crime Unit.  
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Disliked administrator perpetrator – Disliked coach victim  
 
 Last Friday evening, Eric Winkler, 43, the former president of the Brookdale 
Cemetery’s board of directors, was having a hard day. Around 4:30 Friday afternoon, 
Winkler met his lawyer to talk about his trial scheduled for next week. While Winkler 
had been working at Brookdale, he sold off cemetery equipment and altered 
documents to conceal the fraud. Last October, the cemetery was on the brink of 
bankruptcy, and while investigating, a member of the board of directors found what 
Winkler had done and called police. Winkler’s lawyer told him if he was convicted of 
a 4th degree felony he could get 6-18 months in prison and up to $5,000 in fines plus 
restitution. After the two-hour meeting, he went to a bar he knows. 
  
A few miles north in Cortland, Harold Sykes, 42, was also having a bad day. Sykes 
had been the football coach at Howland High School on 5400 Fall Blvd. for four 
years. The school board was supposed to decide his contract renewal at a board 
meeting on Friday. Sykes hoped to continue to coach students for another four years. 
He had waited outside an executive meeting of the school board, praying he could 
keep doing the job. The president of the school board frowned as he came up to Sykes 
after the meeting; the board decided not to renew his contract. The players and parents 
had vigorously opposed Sykes' renewal. The president of the school board added that 
the parents and players said that Sykes frequently lost his temper with players, was 
rude to parents, and did not have the best interests of players in mind. 
  
At Joe’s Bar and Grill on 210 Lake Ave., the former president of the Brookdale 
Cemetery, Winkler, was drinking beers alone. Around 9 Friday night, he got in his 
2010 Toyota Highlander and headed home toward the outskirts of South Brookdale 
going north on OH-5. 
  
About 10 minutes earlier, Sykes left the school, got into his 2008 Ford Focus, and 
headed south on OH-5 to his house in Warren. 
  
According to police reports, at 9:17 pm, between ramp 32B and ramp 33A, Winkler’s 
Highlander crossed the center line, striking Sykes’ Focus just behind the passenger 
door. The accident report indicates that Winkler’s Highlander ended up in ditch on the 
west side of the road. Sykes’ Ford spun into the center of the road and ended up facing 
North. A field breath test measured Winkler’s blood-alcohol content at .15 percent, 
while Sykes was sober, according to the police report. Both Winkler and Sykes were 
treated and released at Great Lake Medical Center Hospital. 
 
Winkler is scheduled to be arraigned at Cortland City Court next Friday. State police 
accident investigators ask that anyone with information about the crash call the 
Vehicular Crime Unit. 
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APPENDIX E.  
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDY 2 

 
Italicized parts were not shown to participants.  

 
Instruction 

Thank you for participating in this study.  
In this study, you will be asked to read a news story and answer several questions 
about the story and yourself.  
Please click on the “continue” button when you are ready to read the story. 
 
Alcohol use questions: participants in the alcohol use questions in the beginning of the 
study condition were asked to answer alcohol use questions here; those in the alcohol 
use questions at the end of the study condition were asked to answer alcohol use 
questions after demographic questions and before debriefing.  
 
Now, we’d like to start this session by asking several questions about yourself.  
 
Alcohol Use Question 1 
During the last 12 months, how often did you usually have any kind of drink 
containing alcohol? By a drink, we mean half an ounce of absolute alcohol (e.g. a 12 
ounce can or glass of beer or cooler, a 5 ounce glass of wine, or a drink containing 1 
shot of liquor).  
Choose only one of the following. 

1. Every day (go to Alcohol Question 2) 
2. 4 to 6 times a week (go to Alcohol Question 2) 
3. once to 3 times a week (go to Alcohol Question 2) 
4. once to 3 times a month (go to Alcohol Question 2) 
5. 1 to 11 times in the past year (go to Alcohol Question 2) 

6. I did not drink any alcohol in the past year, but I did drink in the past (Done 
with alcohol questions) 

7. I never drank any alcohol in my life (Done with alcohol questions) 
 
Alcohol Use Question 2  
During the last 12 months, how many alcoholic drinks did you have on a typical day 
when you drank alcohol? 

1. 20 or more drinks 
2. 10 to 19 drinks 
3. 6 to 9 drinks 
4. 4 to 5 drinks 
5. 1 to 3 drinks 

 
 
The following article is one of a series of articles telling the story of every drunk 
driving arrest in Harper County written by students at William Concord College for 
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the daily newspaper supervised by the Department of Journalism and Mass 
Communication.  
We would like you to read the story and answer a few questions about it.  
 
One of the stories in Appendix D was presented here. After the story, the blame 
judgment and support for punitive- and preventive policies were presented in a 
random order.  
 
Blame Judgment about the Perpetrator’s Crime (only for those who read one of the 
coach perpetrator stories). The order of items was randomized. 
Please remember the story you read in the beginning of the study.  
How much do you agree with the following statements about Harold Sykes (the high 
school coach)? 
  
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Harold Sykes is 
blameworthy for the 
drunk driving.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Harold Sykes is 
responsible for the 
drunk driving. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Harold Sykes’ drunk 
driving can be 
excused.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Harold Sykes’ drunk 
driving is wrong.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Blame Judgment about the Perpetrator’s Crime (only for those who read one of the 
administrator perpetrator stories). The order of items was randomized. 
Please remember the story you read in the beginning of the study.  
How much do you agree with the following statements about Eric Winkler (the 
president of the cemetery)? 
  
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Eric Winkler is 
blameworthy for the 
drunk driving.  

1 2 3 4 5 
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Eric Winkler is 
responsible for the 
drunk driving. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Eric Winkler’s drunk 
driving can be 
excused.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Eric Winkler’s drunk 
driving is wrong.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Support for Punitive Policies. The order of items was randomized. 
Many different ideas have been proposed to address alcohol-related issues in the US. 
Please indicate how much you oppose or support each of the following policies. 
 
 Strongly 

Oppose 
Oppose Neither 

Oppose 
/Support 

Support Strongly 
Support 

Institute harsher 
penalties for driving 
while intoxicated. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Institute harsher 
penalties for motor 
vehicle crash 
involving alcohol. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Eliminate plea 
bargaining for 
driving while 
intoxicated. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Eliminate plea 
bargaining for motor 
vehicle crash 
involving alcohol. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Force offenders to 
pay restitution to 
their victims. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
Support for Preventive Policies. The order of items was randomized. 
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Many different ideas have been proposed to address alcohol-related issues in the US. 
Please indicate how much you oppose or support each of the following policies. 
 
 Strongly 

Oppose 
Oppose Neither 

Oppose 
/Support 

Support Strongly 
Support 

Make bars and 
restaurants liable for 
lawsuits if someone 
becomes intoxicated 
there and drives 
while intoxicated. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Make bars and 
restaurants liable for 
lawsuits if someone 
becomes intoxicated 
there and causes a 
motor vehicle crash 
after leaving. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Limit the number of 
bars. 1 2 3 4 5 

      
 
Ban alcohol 
billboard 
advertising. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Limit the number of 
liquor stores in a 
community. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

      
Demographic Information  
Now, we would like to ask several questions about YOURSELF.  
 
Are you male or female?  

1. Male 
2. Female 

 
What is your age? _______ 
 
Are you Hispanic or Latino?  



 

86 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
(When participants do not identify themselves as Hispanic or Latino), Which of the 
following would you say best describes your race? 

1. White 
2. Black 
3. Asian 
4. American Indian or Alaska Native 
5. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
6. Other 

 
We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. On a scale from 1 to 
7, where 1 means very liberal, 4 means moderate or middle of the road, and 7 means 
very conservative, which of the following do you usually think of yourself as? 

1. Very liberal 
2. Liberal 
3. Moderately liberal 
4. Moderate 
5. Moderate conservative 
6. Conservative 
7. Very conservative 

 
Alcohol use questions were asked here to the participants in the alcohol use questions 
at the end of the study condition.  
 
What do you think this study is about? ______________________________ 
 

Debriefing 
Project Title: Cornell Blue Study II-2 
Principal Investigator: Tae Kyoung Lee 

Department of Communication  
Cornell University  
tl452@cornell.edu 

 
Thank you for participating in this study. In order to get the information we were 
looking for, we provided you with incorrect information about some aspects of this 
study. 
  
In this study, we created stories that help us understand how people process and make 
decisions about drunk driving in a news story. To accomplish our goals, we told you 
that the news story was an actual news story. In reality the story presented in this study 
and all the people and events presented in the news story were invented by the 
researchers. The stories were not real news stories. 
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Although you have already completed the study, your involvement is still voluntary, 
and you may choose to withdraw the data you provided prior to debriefing, without 
penalty or loss of compensation offered to you. Withdrawing your submission will not 
adversely affect your relationship with Cornell University, the researchers, or any of 
our affiliates. 
  
Please click below, if you do, or do not, give permission to have your data included in 
the study: 
 
○ I have been debriefed by the Research team, and I understand the true intent of and 
the purpose of my participation in the study. I agree that the data collected during the 
study may be included for the purpose of the study. 
○ I have been debriefed by the Research team, and I understand the true intent of and 
the purpose of my participation in the study. I DO NOT give permission for the data 
collected during the study to be included for the purposes of the study. 
 
You may print this page for your records.  
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APPENDIX F.  
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDY 2 MANIPULATION CHECK 

 
Italicized parts were not shown to participants.  
 

Instruction 
Thank you for participating in this study. In this study, you will be asked to read a 
news story and answer several questions about the story and yourself.  
 
Please click on the “continue” button when you are ready to read the story. 
 
The following article is one of a series of articles telling the story of every drunk 
driving arrest in Harper County written by students at William Concord College for 
the daily newspaper supervised by the Department of Journalism and Mass 
Communication.  
We would like you to read the story and answer a few questions about it.  
 
One of the stories in Appendix 2A was presented here. After the story, the following 
questions were presented in a random order.  
 
Affective disposition. The order of items was randomized. 
Please remember the story you read in the beginning of the study.  
Please rate how much you like Eric Winkler (the president of the cemetery).  
I dislike him a lot      I like him a lot 

0 ---- 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 ---- 7 ---- 8 ---- 9 ---- 10  
 
Please rate what you think about Eric Winkler (the president of the cemetery).  
Eric Winkler (the president of the cemetery) is…  
Immoral        moral 

0 ---- 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 ---- 7 ---- 8 ---- 9 ---- 10  
a bad person        a good person 

0 ---- 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 ---- 7 ---- 8 ---- 9 ---- 10  
disrespectable        respectable 

0 ---- 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 ---- 7 ---- 8 ---- 9 ---- 10  
 
Please rate how much you like Harold Sykes (the high school coach).  
I dislike him a lot      I like him a lot 

0 ---- 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 ---- 7 ---- 8 ---- 9 ---- 10  
 
Please rate what you think about Harold Sykes (the high school coach).  
Eric Winkler Harold Sykes (the high school coach) is…  
Immoral        moral 

0 ---- 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 ---- 7 ---- 8 ---- 9 ---- 10  
a bad person        a good person 

0 ---- 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 ---- 7 ---- 8 ---- 9 ---- 10  
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disrespectable        respectable 
0 ---- 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 ---- 7 ---- 8 ---- 9 ---- 10  

 
Demographic information  
Now, we would like to ask several questions about YOURSELF.  
 
Are you male or female?  

1. Male  
2. Female 

 
What is your age? _______ 
 
What do you think this study is about? ______________________________ 
 

Debriefing 
Project Title: Cornell Blue Study II-1 
Principal Investigator: Tae Kyoung Lee 

Department of Communication  
Cornell University  
tl452@cornell.edu 
 

Thank you for participating in this study. In order to get the information we were 
looking for, we provided you with incorrect information about some aspects of this 
study. 
  
In this study, we created stories that help us understand how people process and make 
decisions about drunk driving in a news story. To accomplish our goals, we told you 
that the news story was an actual news story. In reality the story presented in this study 
and all the people and events presented in the news story were invented by the 
researchers. The stories were not real news stories. 
  
Although you have already completed the study, your involvement is still voluntary, 
and you may choose to withdraw the data you provided prior to debriefing, without 
penalty or loss of compensation offered to you. Withdrawing your submission will not 
adversely affect your relationship with Cornell University, the researchers, or any of 
our affiliates. 
  
Please click below, if you do, or do not, give permission to have your data included in 
the study: 
  
○ I have been debriefed by the Research team, and I understand the true intent of and 
the purpose of my participation in the study. I agree that the data collected during the 
study may be included for the purpose of the study. 
○ I have been debriefed by the Research team, and I understand the true intent of and 
the purpose of my participation in the study. I DO NOT give permission for the data 
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collected during the study to be included for the purposes of the study. 
 
You may print this page for your records. 
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