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THE INFLUENCE OF WAR ON MORAL JUDGMENTS

Abstract

How does'war‘influence moral judgments about harm? While the general rule istitiona Kill,”

war appears to provide an exception to the moral prohibition on intentional harmeénsthdies

(N =263, Ne=0557;N= 793), we quantify thelifferencein moral judgments across peace and war
contexts, and explore two possible explanations fordifference The findings demonstrate that
people judge a tradaff of one life for five as moramorally acceptable in war than in peace,
especially if the one person is fraam outgroup of the person making the traafe In addition, the
robust difference in moral judgments across “switch” and “footbridgeletrgiroblems is attenuated

in war compared to in peace. The present studies have implications for moral pgyaieskarchers
who use wabased scenarios to study broader cognitive or affective processes. If the war context
changes judgments of moral scenarios by triggering gbaspd reasoning or altering the perceived
structure ofsthemmoral event, using such scenarios to make decontextualized claims ahbut mo

judgment may not be warranted.

Key words:meralpsychology, trolley problems, war, ingroup bias, intergroup conflict

The Influence of Waon Moral Judgments about Harm

Killing is wrong; therefore all murderers are punished unless they kill in langéers and to
the sound of trumpets.

- Voltaire

Themoral jJudgments we make about killing in war differ markedly from the moral judgment
make about killing, inimes ofpeace. In an everyday context, the quintessentiallmooag is
intentional harm (i.e murder, Gray & Keeney, 2015), and the most cmn immoral actions
observed.in‘people’s everyday lives involve harm (Hofmann, Wisneski, Brandt, & ,SXitk4). But
what about if"centexts efar?Although harm is hihly relevant in war contextsin the 20" century,
upwards of 110 million people logteir lives in international and civil wars (Wimmer, 2034)ery
little research compares judgments of harwamto judgments of harm in everyday congexthus,
while it is generally assumed that harm is more permissible in war tip@ade, this differenda

moral judgments has yet to be quantified. In addition, no previous research has itecdsbiyavar
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influences moral judgments. Is it the “large numbers”, or “the sound of trumpet$s thiving the
effect? Or something elsmntirely?

In the present paper we compare judgments made about harm in a peace context to those
made in a war context, to investigate how war influences moral judgments. We alsigated¢ato
specific aspects of the war context whinay underpimny obgrved difference(a) the intergroup
nature of warsan¢b) the contextspecific nature of the construal of causal and titeal event
structure We aimto further our understanding of moral judgments about actions ir paticularly
about its,care divity, killing. Philosophers of (the ethics of) war have suggested that how we make
moral judgments abotilling in war may influence our likelihood of joining them (McMahan, 2009),
as well as the manner in which they are fought (McMahan, 2010). Establishing how pewpfea
make moraljudgments about war iirat step in investigating these possibilitiés addition, much
moral psychological research currently focuses on broad dofeaindiaidt, 2001)or general
affective and cognitive processes (assumed to operate across contexts, see Carnes, Lickel, & Jano
Bulman, 2015). Investigating how a specific contemtar — influences moral judgmentspntributes

to our understanding of the potential cortssmsitivity ofmoral judgments and procsss:

Third-Party Judgments and the Intergroup Nature of War

Moral judgments oharmful actions arafluenced bythe groupbased identitiesf
perpetrators and victims.eBple are more concerned about harm to their ingrélgn about harm to
an outgrop (Cikara, Botvinick, & Fiske, 2011; Pratto & Glasford, 2p@urtherwhen a member of
a bystander’stingroup is guilty of harming an outgroup member, the bystandepvéllynisengage
from the aet (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli,1986d thus judge it as less wroAg
by, for example dehumanizing the outgroup (Castano & Gierolla, 2006), shifting their moral
standards (Leidner & Castano, 2012; Leidner, Castano, Zaiser, & &anelta, 2010) or by
rationalizing the harm with an ppal to justice (Aquino, Reed, Thau, & Freeman, 2007Akar, harm
usually occurs acroggoup boundariesndeed, war is by definition an intergroup activity (Horgan,
2013; Shue, 2008; Wimmer, 2014). This is thus one reasorthghyar contexseems likly to
influence judgments about harm.

However, moral judgments about war are frequently made by people who do not belong to
either warring,group- that is, by people who are external to the war itself,(€lee International
Criminal Court, ICC)Currently, the ICC is an impartial (“third party”) institutiarhich adjudicates
on matters of international law, including war crimes (Schabas, 2011). Integtddiarin turn has
been strongly influenced lifie philosophy of war (Orend, 2013), which@lsas impatrtial ideals. It is
therefore important to understand how thpalty judges make moral judgments about harm in the
intergroup context of walcompared to in peafe

In the studes cited above, comparisons werade between harms directedragroup and

outgroupmembersbut notbetween harsicommitted in peace compareditovar. Thus, while this
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research provides some insight into the dynamics of intergroup morality, indbaswer our
fundamental question:ddv does war influence moraldgments of harm? Whilge certainly expect
thatingroupperpetrated harms will be judged as less withag outgroup perpetrated harm& do
not know what role the war context plays per se; that is, howphiry observermake moral
judgments acrossywar and peace contexts.

If war,ehanges moral judgmentserelyby virtue of its beinga competitive, intergroup,
context, we masgeegreater ingroup biais judgmentdn a warcontext thann a peaceontext(e.g,
Hewstone, Rubin; & Willis, 2002; StephanRephan, 2000), but no independent effect of context on
third-party moral judgments. In other wordshile youwould judge your ingroup members more
leniently in war than in peace, a thipdrty judgewould not. Howeverit is also possible that
somethingoeyendingroup biagmpacts moral judgments war. We know that social and relational
context infldences moral judgments. For example, care and loyalty are seereaslexant moral
concerns among intimates (eixgembers of a family, a group of cldsieends) than among members
of a task group (exgmembers of a jury, the cast of a play), even if the person making the judgment is
positioned outside of these groupsf@es, et al., 201%5impson & Laham 2015; Simpson, Laham, &
Fiske, 201% War is a social context inlxong unique relationships: igrarchical relationships among
members of the armed forces, horizontal relationships between soldiers of the sare@tianships
across the militargivilian divide, andheantagonistic relationship beéen the warring parties. it
possible that these elements of the eantext may impact thirgarty judgments by reframing the
value of harmuin war contexts. For example, harms executed under orders or in group(bdefanse
clear components of war contexts) may be deemed less wrong than harms in contexts inciwhich su
elements are absemven for thirdparty judges

In the present studiege investigate thsepossibiliies.We embedmoral scenarios in peace
and war contexst andorthogonallymanipulatehe ingroup and outgroup identity of the moral agents
and victims involvedd]ll studie$ as well aghe social identity relations betwedhird-partyjudge and
both agents and victim&Study 2). In this way we can investigaiéferences in moral judgmén

across war.and peace contexts that are indepeotitat effect of ingroup bias

The Structure of Moral Eventsin War

Investigating the thirgbarty perspective also allows us to ask interesting further questions
about moral judgments in war, relevant to psychological theory. Much work on judgments about
harms has focused onerole ofperceiveccauses and intentioms structuringmoral evens
(Cushman;,2008; Cushman, Young, & Hauser, 2006; Watkins & Laham). ZDi&way of probing
thestructure of moral events is to use pairs of hypothetical “trolley dilemmadfey chlemmasare
scenarios which involve a tradéf between the lives of orgersonversusmore (often fivg people.
In the classic “switch” version (Fodt978), the lives of fivgpeople are endangered by a runaway

trolley, rushing towards them. The five can be saved, however, by switching thg troib a isle
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track. There is one person the side track, who will be killed if the trolley is switched. Despite this,

a majority of people say that switching the troHekilling one person, but saving fiveis the

morally appropriate choice (Hauser, Cushman, Young, Jin, & Mik2@@7). Altering the scenario
somewhat- such that now, the five people can only be saved by pushing one large heavy person into
the path of the trolley (thus derailing #)dramatically changes the judgment. In this scerario
commonly referred to as tHotbridge” version- most people say it is moraliynacceptable to

derail the trolley (Hauser et al., 2007; Thomson, 1985).

This.difference in judgment across switch and footbridge scenarios is,rabddtas been the
focus of muchattentionin moral sychology(Cushman2014. Explanations put forwarébr the
differenceineludefactors such athedistinction between persahand impersonal forcésreene,
SommervillepNystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2Q0thelocus of actior{Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014),
the contact principle Cushman et al., 20Q6intention (Cushman et al., 2006; Feltz & May, 2017
and, relatedlythedoctrineof double effecttp which we will return Mikhail, 2011, Watkins &

Laham, 2015k In studying thesand other factorproposedo underliemoral judgmentsresearchers
often develop variations on trolleygblems New pairs of hypothetical dilemma scenattiost
capture the factor under investigation. Of particular interest to the preseiny itlggsescenarios are
occasionally san a war context@olby & Kohlberg, 1987; Phillips & Young, 2011; Piazza, Sousa, &
Holbrook, 2013; Uhimann, Pizzaro, Tannenbaum, & Ditto, 2088wever, inextant studies war is
typically not directly pertinent to the research questiather pairs of scenarios are assumed to be
instantiationssemoregeneral categorie3 he implicit assumption underlying thise of scenarioset
in waris thatthdactors, ormoral principlesunder investigation are not substantiaffected by the
war context; thageneralizations can be made from one context to another. Directly comparing
judgments @of switch to footbridge, in a war context compared to a peace ¢prigides an
important test of whether this assumption is aated

To illustrate, considenne proposed explanation for ttabust difference between switch and
footbridge thedoctrine of double effect (DE). The DDE is a principle of moralggment the first
formulation of which is usually credited to Thomas Aquinas: “Nothing hinders orf@achaving
two effectsonly ane of which is intended, while the other is beside the intentienmiNi@l acts take
their species according to what is intended, and not according to what is besidenti@ninSumma
Theologicall-1l, Qu 64, Art. 7, 0.; see also Mclintyre, 2014). People do indeed make moral
judgments tht aresconsistent with the DDE. Killing is generally judgednore morally wrong when
the harm'is intended as a means to a desiredlmmwhen the harm occurs as an unintended but
foreseen sideffect of achieving the desired efieeltz & May, 2017). In trolley problemilemmas
thisis thought tgorovide one explanatiofor why moral judgments are harsherthe footbridge
scenario- wherethe one person is being killed as a mearantend andthe DDE is violated-than

in the switch scenarie wherethe one person is being killed as a side effautithe CDE is upheld
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(Cushman, 2008, 2014). Although thed is the same in both cases (ipe®ple are saved), this
difference in strature is argued to lead to differences in moral judgment (Mikhail,)2011

But how might the DDE differ in war context?The war context placegeaterconstraints on
actors’(i.e., soldiers’) intentions, and the relationship between means, ends, aaffsids is
complicated by the causal and intentional structure surrounding wars{eag, 2008)Indeed, while
discussing thesDE, Aquinas gives an example of “a soldier fighting against the foe” as somebody
who may be permitted to kill in the servickao“public good’, suggesting that soldiershen they Kill
in war, always.uphold the DE. War thus appears to have the potential to restructure perceptions of
cause and intention behind the moral event of killing, which would lead to changes ijutignadnt
compared torthetsame event in peace.

The pointhereis not that webelievethat the DDE isiecessarily the only, or the best,
explanation for the differende responses tswitch and footbridgecenariosThe point is thathe
perceived structure of events taking place waacontext may be different from that of events taking
place in a peace context. This differenaauld besupported by a pattern mdsultsin which the
difference betweeresponses tewitch and footbridgecenarios isnoderatedby context (peace vs.
war). Weselectswitch and footbridgérather thara more minimalpair of scenariosbecause of the
robustdifferences in moral judgmenfisundacross these two scenarios; avelfocusour discussion
on theDDE because of its close ties to the logic of:vilrddition to being mentioned by Aquinas,
the DDE is frequently evoked as justification for the “collateral damage” that ocaiumg dar,
including unintentional civilian deaths (Maiese, 2003; Mcintyre, 2014; Orend, 20412eW/2005
Despite this-affinity, the DE has not yet been studied in a war context. In fact, to our knowledge, no
previous research directly compares moral judgments in peace aridoivey.so provides an
important first test of whether moral principlean be assumed to be invariant actiosse two
distinct contextsand has the potential to elucidate boundary conditions on pramalples hitherto
only studiedn peace.

Overview of Studies and Hypotheses

Acrass 3 studies,gpticipants responded twlley problem scenarios in both peace and war,
in one of three intergroup conditions whichiedrithe social identities of the actors and victimghe
scenarios (outlined belgwand see Figure 1). Usitigesetrolley dilemmas allows us to achietree
three primary aims of the present study:&)captalize on the fact that trollegilemmas involve
killing (the centrallmorally questionable act in war); (2) to enable us ty eaailipulate ingroup
versus outgroup identities in order to disentamgflects of contextrom ingroup bias; and (3) to focus
onthe difference between switch and footbridge (which is well established in moral meypchetd
which instantiatea moral principle (the DE) that has been argued to be central to the logic gf war

We expectedo see aifferencein moral judgments, such that, all eksgual killing one

person to save fiveould be judgedmore permissible in war than in peace (H1). We also
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investigate two factors intrinsically related to war, which may interact with the war context to result
in a shift in moral judgments. The firsttlge intergroup nature of waWe expeatdthat it would be
particularly permissible to kitbutgroupmembers in war, indicated by a context by intergroup
conditioninteraction (H2). Tks interaction betweeimtergroupcondition and context may hold even
when thgudge (participant) is a thirgdarty observer to the conflickfudies2 and 3, indicating a
contextbasedsshift in moral judgment independent ofrgnoup biasThe second factor is the
structure of the moral event: If war influences how the taftlen lives is construed, we should
observe a context by scenario interaction (H8y.exampleif soldiers’ killing in war is seen as

overall less ‘intentional” thakilling in peace, responses to the footbridge scenario would converge

on responses to'the switch scenario in war compared to in peace.

Study 1
Method

Participants. We recruited 263 people (144 women, 116 men, 3 olihgg= 29.9 years,
SD= 11.0) the majority of whonmeported a Western heritage (50% Australian, 39% North
American, 8% Western European, 3% otRdrhis data was collected before the first author was
aware of new guidelines about power (ekginder, Levine, Mackie, Morf, Sansonegaite, &

West, 2013),.andithus no a priori power analysis was performed. However, with a se@if 87

(in the control ‘condition; see beloand o = .05, we would have an 80% likelihood of detecting a
small to mediumseffect (Cohends= 0.30) in apairedsamples-test (H1). We stopped data

collection beforanalyzingthe data. The procedures used in this study were reviewed and approved
by the Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Melbourne.

Materials and procedure. This study used a 3 (Intergroup condition: controlowggroup
sacifice vs.ingroup sacrifice) b{2) (Context: peaces. waj by (2) (Scenario: switch vs. footbridge)
mixed-designgwith repeated measures on the latter two factors. After providing tandeeporting
gender and age, participawere randomly assignéol one of threéntergroupconditions which
systematically=varied the group identities (ingroup vs. outgroup) of the agents anéhpwigtims in

the trolley_scenarios (séégurel).
[Insert Figure 1 here]

In order to manipulate group identity, participants were first given some background
information which.introduced two hypothetical countries, “Country X” and “Countrycghiext
manipulation highlighted in bold):

Imagine that therare two countries, Country X and Country Y. You are a citizen of

Country X, but otherwise the exact same person you are nowy@Lehave the same

family, same job, living situation, attitudes, etc.). 6oy X and Country Y are

currently at var/peace]. Please keep this in mind while reading and responding to the

following scenario.
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In thecontrol condition, the participant (judge), the moral agent, the five people on the trackeand t
one potential victim were all dadised as being from Country: Xhat is,all the actos and potential
victimswereingroup members of the participant. In th&group sacrificecondition the one
potential victim in the scenario was described as being from an outgroup (Country fggrey in
Figure 1), whilehejagent, thdive potential victimsand the participawere from Country X
(ingroup) In_theingroup sacrificeconditionthe one potential victim, the agent, and the participant
weredescribed as being from Country(igroup) but the five people on theatk were from the
outgroup; Ceuntry Y. Itstudy 1, participants were thus always asked to make judgments about the
potential actions odin ingroupmemberi.e.,the agent was always from Country X), but the moral
tradeoff invelvedidifferent combinations of ingroup and outgroup members as potential victims
[Table 1 goes here]

Each participant responded to both versions of the trolley problem scenario (switch and
footbridge, see Table 1) in both contexts (war and peace). In the war context, tleeipéugl
scenario-the moral agent, the five people on the track, and the aeatmal victim—were described
as “soldiers™ and referred to using the masculine fingon pronounwhereas in the peace context,
they werdntroducedas*“civilians”, and then referred to as “men”. We specified that both the
civilians and the soldiers were male, as most soldiers are male (Office of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense, 2013). Scenario and context order was counterbalanced acr@ssmartici

Each scenario appeared individually, and was followethisemoral judgmenitems.

Falowing thesrecommendations of Kahane and Shackel (2010), judgments about both action and
inaction were"elicited, and therefore the three questions were: 1) It is morally ferdagent] to

throw the [switch/man]; 2) It is morally wrong for [agent]nat throw the [switch/man]; and 3)

[Agent] is morally required to throw the [switch/maff] = strongly disagreeg6 =strongly agreg

Full Materialsfor this and the following studiese available in the Supplemental Materials and on

the Open Science Framework (OSR}ps://osf.io/dj8xs

Results and«Discussion

Afterreverse scoring the firdem (“It is morally wrong for [agent] to throw the
[switchman])ythe three moral judgments formed a scale with good internal reliability
(Cronbacts asfrom .702 to .90kcross conditionsWe therefore combined thesdo a composite
moral acceptabilityscore with highervalues indicahg thatsacrificingone to save five was deemed
more morallysacceptable. Thiseasurevas analyed in a 3 (Intergroup conditionontrol vs.
outgroup saerifice vs. ingroup sacrifjdgy (2) (Contextpeace vswar) by (2) (Scenario: switch vs.
footbridge) mixeedesign ANOVA with repeated measures on the context and scenario ftdors.
effectsand descriptive statistics are summarized in Table 2

[Table 2 goes here]
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In line with previous research, the scenario main effect indicategdhiitipants judged that
pushing the man off the footbridge was less morally acceptable than throwing tfe swit
F(1,260)=226.92p < .001,;7,)2 = .47. Themaineffects of context animtergroupcondition were not
significant however, thee was a significanhteraction between context andtergroup condition,

F(1, 260) =522.08p < .001,;7,)2 =.15, suggesting th#the difference betwegndgments inwar and
peace depended on intergroup aition (as hypothesized, H2J hehypothesizednteraction between
scenario and context was not significdf(tl,, 260) = 2.26p = .134,;7,32 <.01(H3). Noother
interactions.were.significant, dfs < 1.19ps> .301

To explore the context biptergroupcondition interactionywe compareanoral judgments in
peace and war “within each intergroup conditiBesults ofpairedsamplet-testsfor the difference
between warand peace, in eawiergroupcondition,are summarized in Table 3

[Table 3 goes here]
In the control conditiona paired samplestest showed thateople found the tradeff of one life for
five slightly more ‘acceptable in war than in pege8) = 2.05,p = .044,d = 0.22 In other words, in
support of H1, the war context per se shifted judgments of harm sudillthgtone person (and
saving five) was seen as more acceptable in war than in. pedlce outgroup sacrifice condition,
killing one outgroup member to save five ingroup memass more acceptable in war than in peace,
t(92) =5.05,p < .001,d = 0.53 We note thgtcomparing this result to the result in the control
conditionappears to indicatinat although the war contess suchshiftsmoral judgmentin favor of
the tradeoff,"the.intergroup conflict aspealso plays a substantial role, moraritdoubling the size
of the effecis

In the ingroup sacrifice conditiothere was again gignificanteffect of contextt(89) =3.29,

p <.001,d =0.34 but this effect was in the opposite directionhatin the outgroup sacrifice and
control conditions. In war, peopjedged itlessacceptableo kill one ingroup member to save five
outgroup members, than in peace. In this condition, then, the tendency to favor ingmopdivede
the utilitarian calculus of & 1; in war (more so than in peagcpaticipants preferred to let the five
outgroup members on the track die.

In sum,and consistent with hypothesesyticipantavere sensitive to the war context per se
(H1): In the control condition participants judgee sacrifice of one to save five more acceptable in
war than in peaceFurther, ingroup bias influenced moral judgments more in war than in peace,
demonstratinghatheightened sensitivity to intergroup boundaries may be one driver of altered moral
judgments.in war (H2). This finding is consistent with previous research showing thatpngro
favoritismis heightened when two groups are in conflict (Pratto & Glasford, 2008, Stephan &
Stephan, 2000}inally, we found no clear evidence that context altered the perceived structure of the

moral eventContext did not interact with scenario, thus H3 was not supported.
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Study 2

In Study 2 we sought to replicate the effectSafdy 1, but also to expand them to a purely
third-party perspeove. Although participnts in Study 1 were positioned outside of the sceffiagip
as bystanders), they were always ingroup members of the moral &lyeldr such conditions, it
makes sense thatsan ingroup bias would appear in moral juddm8tudy 2, ve therefore also
included acondition in whichthe participant was described as being fratmira country, neutral to
the conflict:If the effectsf intergroup context in Studywereat least partly driven byngroup
favoritism, we.may observe a smal{er no) intergrougonditionby context interaction when the
participant is,judging the scenaas a thirdoarty, from an “outsider” perspectivéf. however, these
effects weresdriven by the war context making more salient the intergroup rfattoeesoenario (and
the conflictrelated norms pertinent to intergroup relations), then we should see a sitailaction
between intergroup condition and context for tipatty (outsider)and ingrouginsider)judges. In
other words, in the context af3 (Intergroup condition: control vs. outgroup sacrifice vs. ingroup
sacrifice) by2 (Perspective: insiders. outsider) byContext (2) (Context: peace vsvar) by2
(Scenario: switch vs. footbridge) mixed design, an ingroup bias account would predictgnoumte
condition by perspectiviey context interaction, whereas a norm salience account would predict only a
two-way intergroup condition by contexti@raction. Study 2 tested between these accounts; we had

no clear a priori expectation.
Method

Participants. We recruited 557 people (334 women, 215 men, 8 othge= 36.7 yeas,
SD= 10.9)through social media. Participants thnasticipated voluntarily and completed the study
online at their personal computers. The majority of participants reported ariMiestitage (50%
Australian/NewsZealander, 19% North American, 19% Western European, 12% Ad®n). no a
priori power'analysis was performed for the present studies. However, with a samplel8&e of
(average pemtergroupcondition)and an a-level of .05, we would have a roughly 90% likelihood
of detecting a small to medium effect (Coheth’s 0.25 in a pairedsamples-test (H1) for arange
of correlations'between measurébe procedures used in this study were also reviewed and
approved by the'Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Melbourne.

Materialsand procedure. After consenting, participants were randomly assito one
of three intérgroup conditions control, outgroup sacrifice, and ingroup sagrétcs Sudy 1. In
addition, participants were allocated to eitheritiséder perspective ooutsiderperspectivgsee
Figure 1). Eachyparticipant responded to either the switch or the footledgiens of the trolley
probdems scenarios (in contrast to Study 1, scenario was a besubgatts factgr in both war and

peacgthus ontext remained a withiaubjects factor).
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Theintergroupcondition manipulation wathe same as B&udy 1. Howeverin orderto also
manipulate the perspectifactor, the background information given to participants in the outsider
perspective was slightly altered (differences from insider perspectivétaay 1 in italics):

Imaginethat there arghree countries, Country X, Country Ygnd Country ZYou are a

citizen of Country Z but otherwise the exact same person you are noywy@e.have the

same family, same job, living situation, attitudes, et€duntry X and Country Y are

currently at yvar/peace]. Please keep this in mind while reading and responding to the

following scenarios.

Each scenario appeared individually, and fellswed by threemoral judgment outcome questions,
as inStudy l«Contrary to irfstudy 1, after reversecering the first questiorfif is morally wrong for
[agent] to throw the switch”) the three moral judgments did not consistently faraieaveith goad
internal reliabilityy(Cronbach’as from .385 to .881, see Table S2). The mprdgments were
therefore analyzed separately. The results for each question were similghthat to ease reader
burden, onlyresults pertaining to the item “It is moraillyrong for [agent] to throw the [switch/man]”
arereportedheré&For consistencyith Study 1the reversescored version of the wrongness
judgmentis(used. In other words, higher numbers indicate greater endorsement of the choice to
sacifice one life fa five.

Results and Discussion

Responses were subjected to a 3 (Intergroup condition: control vs. outgedtipeses.
ingroup sacrifice) by (Perpective: insider vs. outsider) I§ontext (2) (Context: peace vs. why)2
(Scenario:_switch vs. footbridge) mixed desiMOVA. Main effects and descriptive statistise
summarized in Table.&he interactions of interest are discussed in turn below.

[Table 4 goes here]

Intergroup condition by context: Replicating Study 1. In the present study, the maiffect
of context was not significajf(1, 545) = 3.28p = .071,17,32 =.01. Contrary tétudy 1,however, in
this study there'wasmall main effect ointergroupcondition,F(2, 545)=5.61,p < .01,;7,)2 =.02.
Consistent/with &idy 1 and previous resea, we again observed a main effect of scenario,
F(1,545)= 436.23p < .001,5,” = .45. These main effects were qualified by a significantext by
intergroupcondition interactionF(1, 545) = 31.01p <.001,,,% = .10, awell as a significant three
way interaction between scenario, context, iatefgroup conditioni-(1,545)=5.18,p < .01,
np”> =.02. No further interactions were significant,fedl < 2.4,p > .094(see below for further
exploration of the perspectivectar).

To explore these interactioia dialogue with Study 1)we first conducted paired samples
t-tests on the context factor within each intergroup cond{seas Tablé, andcf. Table 3for Study 1
resulty. Then,in order tofurtherinvestigate the 3 way interaction with scenario, we also ran a series
of (2)(Context: peace vs. way 2 (Scenario: switch vs. footbridge) mixddsign ANOVAs with

repeated measures on the context factor, for iméetgroupcondition separately.
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[Table 5 goes here]

In the control conditionas in Study 1participants found the trae#f of one life for five
more acceptable in war than in pedel, 188) = 6.98p < .01,,,”> = 0.04 In this condition, the
contextby scenario nteraction was not significarf(1, 188)=0.84,p = .362,7,° <.01.In the
outgroup sacrificescondition, and again as in Study 1, killing the one persaisoazen awore
acceptable inswar than in peaE¢l, 185) = 30.03p < .001,;7p2 = 0.14 In this condition, context also
interacted with scenarid(1, 185) = 12.95p < .001,;7p2 = .07, such that the difference between
switch and foeetbridge was biggerpeace (SwitchM =4.36,SD = 1.30; FootbridgeM =2.02,
SD=1.16;1(187) = 12.8, p <.00]) than in war (SwitchM = 4.55,SD = 1.29; FootbridgeM = 2.94,
SD=1.54 t(d87)= 7.826p < .001), as hypothesized (H3).

In thesingroup sacrifice condition, participants were asked about the moral aditg b
killing oneingroup.member in order to save fiwatgroup members. In this condition, thevas again
a main effect'of contexE(1, 172) = 18.55p < .001,;7p2: 0.10, but, as int8dy 1, this effect was in
the opposite direction to in outgroup sacrifice and contnadlitimns. In this condition the tendency to
favor ingroup lives overrode the utilitarian calculus of 5 > 1, leading peoplel¢ésddigkely to
endorse sacrificing one life for five in war. As in the outgroup sacrifice congdhiowever (and
contrary toStudy 1), context here also interacted with scen&iib, 172) = 17.71p < .001,
qu =0.09. The interaction was again such that the difference between switch and footbridge was
bigger in peace (SwitctM = 4.79 SD= 1.29; FootbridgeM =2.16,SD= 1.16 t(174) = 14.8,

p <.001) thamin war (SwitchM = 3.93,SD= 1.47; FootbridgeM = 2.15,SD= 1.24 t(174)=8.72,
p < .00J). The'interaction between scenario and context is summarized in Table 6rdhdisecare
consistent with the possibility thdte perceived intentional structure of the switch and footbridge
scenarioss different across war and pedets).

[Table 6 goes here]

A novel factor: Perspective. In the omnibus ANOVA, perspective yielded a marginally
significant main effect-(1, 545)=3.69,p = .055,;7p2 =.01. Those who were “insiders” (i.efrom
Country X, the same country as the moral agent) endorsed the sacrificial choice flakshawedid
“outsiders” No interactions involving perspective were significant Falk 2.4 ps > 094).However,
the main question of interest with regandperspective, was whether the contexirttgrgroup
condition interaction would emerge for both “insiders” and “outsiders” (Hd) we therefore
nonetheless anaigd each perspective separatdllye insidemperspective is identical tstudy 1, and
indeed, here context amtergroupcondition interacteds (1, 276) = 19.61p < .001,;7p2= .12. The
outsiderperspective is the novel perspective for the present study, and again, confatrgnoup
condition interacted in the same patterinathe insider perspective and Study{1, 269)=12.17,

p < .001,5,°= .08.Descriptive statistics are providedTable 7.
[Table 7 goes here]
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Summary. Overall, themainresults fromStudy 1were replicatedParticipants deemed
sacrificial acts of killing more acceptable in war than in peace. However, this tendency wgerstro
in war when theingle victimwas from the outgroup, and the five people were from the ingroup,
demonstrating heightened sensitivity to group distinctions in@e. novefactor, perspective, was
also analyzed in the present studywas marginally significant in the exall omnibus ANOVA;
however it didsnet interact with the other factdrhis suggests that the effect of the war context in
interaction with intergroup condition is not merely an effeahgfoup bias, but rather a broader
acceptance.of.iergroup discrimination in war: Even thighrty judges bétve that it is more
acceptale, in.war than in peac&r a moral agent to trade outgroup lives for their own ingroup.lives

Finally, inthe present study we found a context by scenario interaction, which we had not
observed in'Study 1. This interaction was in the expected diregatittna smaller difference between
switch and footbridge in war than in peace. This suggests that participants may peeceive th
intentional structure of these moral scenarios differently in war than in pedosedollow this
finding up (with a‘larger sample) in the third and final study.

Study 3

In study 3 we soug to replicate thefocal effect —the context by intergroup condition
interaction— of the two previous studies. In addition, thus far we have found mixed evidence for a
scenario by context iataction. In the present study we therefore recruited a larger sample, to achieve
greater power to investigate this interaction
Method

Participants. We attempted to recruit 800 participants (all U.S. residents) thidogizon
Mechanical Turk (AMTBuhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 200hpwever due to an unknown error
only 793 responses were recorded (376 womend@8,7 other, 1 missingM g = 35.46 years,
SD=11.09. This number of responses provides 8§i8wer to detect the smallest effect observed in
the previous studies,” = .01, ata = .05, in a mixeeeffects ANOVA. Participants were compensated
for their time.This study was granted exempt status by the Institutional Review Board at the
University d Pennsylvania. Full Materials and-t#entified raw data for this study is available for
download from the OSF, attps://osf.io/dj8xs/

Materials and procedure. This study used a 3 (intergroup condition: controloeggroup

sacrifice vs. ingroup sacrifice) by (2) (context: peace vs. wag) (sgenarioswitch vs. footbridge)
mixed design, with repeated measures on the context factor (as in StBdyti2)pants were first
randomly assigned to one of three intergroup conditions, and responded to eitherctherstlii
footbridge scenario, in both war and peace (&udy 2). In this study, the background information
presented to all participants was the same as in the “outsider” perspe&iveyir2;that is,
participants were told they were from a third country, externgdgaonflict, and made judgments
about scenarios involving actors from “Country X” and “Country Y”. The order of war aakpe

contexts was counterbalanced across participants. In a nmanege from the previous studies, the

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved


https://osf.io/dj8xs/�

THE INFLUENCE OF WAR ON MORAL JUDGMENTS

three moral judgment outcome measures were presented to participants in a naleitpend the
response scale had 7 poi(rather than 6)ln addition, we emphasized to participants that there were
no “right or wronganswers”, and asked them to provide their honest opinions.
Results and Discussion
After reversescoring the first question, the three moral judgments formed a scale with good

internal reliability,(Cronbach’s: war context = .826)eacecontext= .815),and were therefore
combined as in Study 1 into a moral acceptability score. This measure wasdlygtedn a mixed
design ANOVA.with repeated measures on the context factor. Main edfettdescriptivatatistics
are summarized in Tab&

[Table 8 g@s here]
The context'byntergroupcondition interactin was again significayf(2, 7879 = 43.567 p < .001,
npzz .10, and the pattern of results identical to in the two previous studies. Thesearstherefore
summarizedin Table 9, but not reiterated here.

Of particular interest to the present study, the scenario by context condition was also

significant in theomnibus ANOVA,F(1, 787) = 5.666p = .018,;7p2= .01. No further interactions
were significant (alFs < 0.99, alps > .373).

[Table 9 goes here]
In keeping withStudy 2, and as hypothesized (H3), the difference between switch and footbridge was
largerin the peace contexB{itch:M = 3.95,SD= 1.42; FootbridgeM = 2.96,SD= 1.51;
t(791)=9.43)p<..00]) than in the war contexBitch: 3.94SD=1.47; FootbridgeM = 3.14,
SD=1.53;#(791) = 7.55p < .00]). Descriptive statistics illustratinipis interaction are provided in
Table 10(cf. Table §. The null results for the iataction in 8udy 1notwithstanding, it appears as
thatcontext(peace vs. war) moderates the effect of scenario (switch vs. footbridge) on moral
judgments.

[Table 10 ges here]

General Discussion

All studies in the present paper show that moral judgments about harmful alitiens
betweenvar and peaceontexts First, even when all thectorsinvolved were from the same country
(i.e., the contrel.condition), participts consistenthjudged that trading one life to save many was
more morally acceptable in war than in peace. In the present study we also considered two aspects of
the war context:-which may account for these context effd@sfoundboththatthe intergroip aspect
of war hadya significant impact on moral judgmeatg] that there is evidence for differenoethe
perceivedstructure of the moral event in war compared to in peace.
Intergroup Influenceson Moral Judgment in War

Although the war context itself shifted judgmentgawor of trading one life for fivethis

effectwas substantially stronger when the tradfealsoinvolved the agnt’sfavoring of his own
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ingroup In theoutgroup sacrifice condition, participants were more likely to endorse samgitine
(outgroup member) to save five (ingroup members) in war th peace. In the ingroup sacrifice
condition,by contrastparticipants were more likely to endorse letting the trolley Kill {matgroup
member¥and thus spare one (ingroupmiger)in war than in peace. This finding is consistent with
previous researchydemonstrating heightened ingroup bias during intergroup conf|iréttg.&
Glasford, 2008):

Given the/large body of research on ingroup bias, this finding may not baufzalyi
surprising. However, theesults of 8udy 3 andhosein the “outsider” perspéiwe in Sudy 2
undermine astrict ingroup bias accoubiven that the ingroup favoring pattern of acceptability
judgments emerged both for insiders (ingroup judgeSudies 1 and 2andfor outsiders (third
party judges)n,Studies 2 and 3his suggestthat participants were more sensitive to group
boundariesfand grotfiavoring actions in war, independent of ingroup favoritism as such. Previous
research on(suppdur) war has largely focused on a group member’s evaluation ofaivair
group’s actions (e.gPratto & Glasford, 2008). The current work, however, shows that while ingroup
bias may vell be heightened in war, thigarty observers also appear to shoveiglitened
acceptanca@fingroup bias in war contexts. The war context does not merely shift moral judgments in
a (collectivéy) seltinterested way, but also provides a broader intergroup frame in which group
defensive actions are deemed more morally acceptable in genefaisise& Rai, 2014for asimilar
theoretical argument).
The Structureef the Moral Event

In_ the"presentesearch we alssuggested that war may influence how people construe the
structure of moral events. Specifically, we considered how context might ithpaznstrual of the
doctrineof double effet(DDE). In Study 1, we found no evidence that the war context qualified the
construal of the moral event, as there was no interaction between seemmontext In Studies2
and 3 howeverscenario and context interacted as predietdt difference between switch and
footbridge wagieneraly smaller in war than in peace. Onéerpretation of this is thahe war
context renders the underlying causadl intentional structures of salit and footbridge more
similar®

Explaining this interactiomiterms of théDE, it may be the casiat killing in war
(compared to in peace overallperceived as a “sideffect” of abroaderaim, meaning that thBDE
would be upheld.itrothfootbridge and switch scenarios (and leading to the pattern of results
observed in the present studies). An alternative but related explanation thaydee tothe soldiers’
position in the command hierarchy, thattions are seen as less intentianadrall, again rendering
footbridge more similar to switch scenariésrtherresearcttould investigate precisehowthe
perceived moral event structure differs across war and peace contexts; in the presentisavay we
takenthe first step of demonstrating thatlies One approach would be to more direethgess the

construed structure of the moral event (see Watkins & Laham, 20@6gxample by asking
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participants about the perceived intentions of the soldigatherthan simply inferring such
perceived structure from responses to two different scenarios, as was done in the present studi

While there are good reasons for focusingh@nCDE when investigating moral judgments in
war (e.g, Maiese, 2003; Orend, 2012¥d good reasons for absing the wellstudiedswitch and
footbridgeseenarios, this narrow focus is@a limitation of the present studiesti@r moral
principles instantiated in other scenariasuld also be studied to give a fuller account of the
psychology of moral judgments in war, and illuminate potential boundary conditions oh mora
psycholagical.explanations for these principles (see\alsikins, 2016)For example, the contact
principle (Cushman et al., 2006) and the preference for indirect harm (Palemsank Greene, &
Bazerman, 2009;Royzman & Baron, 2002) both suggest that as causal and physical disissre b
perpetrator and.victim increases, moral condemnation decreases. Emergary teititnologies such
as drones are enabling wansbe fought from a greater and greater distance, with potential
implications for moral judgment (Chamayou, 2015), and this is another interesting &mefutiere
research.
Limitationsand Future Directions

The finding that trading one life to save many was more morally acceptable in war than i
peace is consistent with the philosophical argument that utilitarianmaximizing positive
outcomes-is the ethical system which currently best captures our “morality of war”, as edliopat
the Laws of Armed Conflict and International Humanitarian Law (Tannsj6, 2015). idowbe
preference forsaving five lives in trolley problems should not necessarily berétésl as indicating
support forutilitarianism overall (Conway & Gawronski, 2013; Crone & Laham, 2017 n€aBa15;
Kahane, Everett, Earp, Farias, & Savulescu, 20h5he trolley problems used in the present study,
acceptance;of causing harm (i.e., killing one) is directly contrasted with the ttesave five people,
and these two processes have not been disentangled in the present studies. The war context may
produce a greater acceptance of causing harm (i.e., killing one soldier) compaadetand
simultaneously reduce the desire to savditteepeople(soldiers) If the war context triggers both of
these effecisthenet effect on moral judgmentghe difference in moral acceptability judgments
across war.and peaeavill be an underestimate of the true effect of war. To more fully cafitess
underlying psychological differences between war and peace contexts, future studiesrguay a
process dissociation approg@onway & Gawronski, 2093 or investigate a broader range of
outcomes, including for example affective reactions to harm or concern for mesihrwiar.’
Implications

A number-of researchers have begun to investigate how social contexts may influeaice mo
judgment, whether those social contexts are grounded in groups (Carnes et al, 20185 Elieane
den Bos, 2009) or relationships (Fiske & Rai, 2014; Simpson et al., 2016), and tim¢ gebhefits
within this bourgeoning bodyfeesearch. In the present studies found that the intergroup nature of

war influenced people’s moral judgments about harm in~vesenif they belonged to neither of the
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two groups actually at warand that the usually robust difference between switch and footbridge
scenarios was attenuated in the war context. One implication of these findings isihaasdion
may be warranted when making generalizations to morality writ large on the basisrefated
scenarios (see also Bauman, McGraw, Bartels, & Warren, 2014; Bloom, 2011).

Thesimplications of the present study also stretch beyond moral psychology. Soldiers
philosophersgjournats and other scholars have long observed how starkly different the war context
is to the peace context, including the moral aspects of this context (HarrisonH20@Raerts &
DoswaldBeck;:2005; James, 1910/1968; Shue, 2008). Different legal rulgsiapphr compared to
peace (e.g.,»Customary International Humanitarian Law, Henckaerts & DeBeeld 2005), and
different ethical theories of war map out how peghleuldmake moral judgments in war (Orend,
2013). Whethersmoral psychology can contridtotéhe “oughts” of moral philosophy is an open
question (etg.,/Berker, 2009; Greene, 2003), but it is certainly the case thaitslm®ephers are
interested in,"and utilize, lay intuitions in their theorizing (Cushman, 2014; Kab@h®). Ethical
theores of war, specifically, are often presented as aiming to “regulate warfare, to limitatsors;
and to regulate its conduct and legitimate scope” (Walzer & Margalit, 2009PpiR)sophers of war
may thus want to take into account how people in general think about (the intergroupf)auame
lest they design moral frameworks that conflict with human moral psychology.
Conclusion

Killing is wrong... unless they kill in large numbers and to the sound of trumpetse |
present studysthere are no trumpets. We have, however, demonstrated that “large’ruotber
rather, the.intergroup nature of washifts moral judgments about harm in war, relative to moral
judgments of the same event in peace. For researchers interested in the moralitgafwiag that
this intergroup effect occurs even for thjpdrty observers is an important first step in mapping out
the pattern ofmoral judgmenmade in war. For researchers interested in morality in general, on the
other hand; the present research addise@rowing emphasis on the contextually bound nature of
moral judgment. Trumpets or no, war provides a starkly different context for maatitgared to
peace, with.commensurate effects on judgments.
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Footnotes

! Althoughwe generally frame this paper as being specifically alvantompared to
peacethis is'partly an incidental result of the fact that the vast majority of moral geggho
researchuis:Setiinza neutral (“peace”) context, and this body of research forms a natsakoom
or baseline, forthe present study. Another way to view the present paper, howevelyiasianp
comparison between two different contexts; in which case the question of whether waeas peac
the “defaultmay'depend on your optimigmpessimism about human nature (e.g., Hobbes,
1651/2005).

2 studiessd and 2 reported in this paper were conducted as part of the first authotie$D t

As part of this thesis, a number of additional measures (including indiddfeaence measures)
were collected as well, which will not be reported here. Interested readers are reféviatlins
(2019. Electronic copies of the anonymized raw data for Studies 1 and 2 are available from the

first author upon request. Participants in Study 1 wemlited either through a Research
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Participation Program, or through social media, and thus participated eithartfal folfilment of
course requirements or voluntarily, respectively. Unfortunately the filsbahas misplaced the
record of which partipants were recruited using which method, which means we are unable to
compare these groups. However, from memory only approximately 40 participaeteamited
through RPP (thisywas part of the reason for changing recruitment strategiediisttdace); thus
no formal comparisonf the recruitment strategiesuld have been possible.

® The resilts of the other two questiorfdt is morally wrong for [agent] taot throw the
switch” and.“[Agent] is morally required to throw the switch”) are moved to Supgiéah
Materials.The patters of results for these items were almost identical to those reported in the main
manuscript.

“However, in this study, the smaller sample size reduced our power to detect such an
effect.

®Anotherreason why this effect may have emerged in Studies 2 and 3 but not in Study 1,
may be that the withisubjectsnature of this falor in Sudy 1 made explicit comparison between
switch and fotbridge more likely, thus amplifying perceived differences betwleescenarios. In
Studies 2 and 3, on the other hand, participants judged either switcbtbridge; no explicit
comparison would have been possible, thus opening up each scenaaode afradditional
influences (such as context). Note likewtisat thewithin-subjectmanipulation of contextar vs
peacé mayalso have made explicit comparison between peace and war morethiksly,
amplifying perceived differences between these tentexts. Future study should employ a
betweersubjects design to investigate this possibility.

®We thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing out this possibility and avenue for future

studies.

Table 1
Summary of Switch and Footbridge TrolRsoblem Scenarios, Used in All Studies.

Background information Switchscenario Footbridgescenario
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[Agent] is a citizen of your

country, Country X. One day
on his daily walk, he crosses a
bridge over some train tracks.
While on the bridge, he notices
that a driverless,freight train is
approaching, out of control. It
is heading straight towards five
men, citizens_of Country X,

who are walking across the
The

freight train is‘moving so fast

tracks below.[agent].
that they will'not'be able to get

off the rack in time.

[Agent] is standing next to a
switch. If he throws the switch,
it will turn the train onto a side
track, thereby preventing it from

killing the five men.

There is another citizen from
Country X standing on the side
track with his back turned
[Agent] can throw the switch,
kiling the one man from
Country X; or he can refrain
from doing this, letting the five

men from Country X die.

[Agent] is standing next to anoth
man, also a citizen from Count
X. This man is large and hea
enough thaif [agent] throws hin
off the bridge into the path of ti
train, he will stop the trair
thereby preventing it from Killin

the five men from Country X.

[Agent] can throw the man from
Country X off the bridge, killing
him; or he can refrain from doing
this, letting the five men from

Country X die.

Note. This table represents the scenarios as presented to participants imttbé camdition, when Country X and

Country Y were at peace. In this intergroup conditjgarticipants were described as being from Country X, as were

the five and 'one potential victims. See Figure 1 for an iitisin. Scenarios adapted from Mikhail (2011).

Table 2

Summay of Desciptive Statistics and Main Effects of Each Fac

Manipulated in Study 1.

Main effects

M (SD) (omnibus ANOVA)

Scenario F(1, 260) p Mo
Switch 3.39 (1.05) 226.915 <.001 .47
Footbridge 2.58 (1.12)

Context F(1, 260) P p
Peace 2.95 (1.04) 2.038 .155 .01
War 3.02 (1.14)

Intergroup Condition F(2, 260) p Np
Control 3.04 (0.97) 1987 .139 .02
Outgroup sacrifice 3.10 (1.12)
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Ingroup sacrifice 2.82 (0.86)

Note.Higher numbers indicate that sacrificing one person (andgévig) was
deemed more morally acceptable (scalé-@).

Table 3

Summary of Descriptive Statistics and Simple Effects of ConteatgRss. War), \thin Each

Intergroup @nditien, Study 1.

Simple effects

M (SD) (Studentst-test, Cohen’sl) Mean difference (95% @)
Control t(79) p d
Peace 2.99 (0.97) 2.05 .044 0.22 0.104 (0.002,0.205)
War 3.09 (1.02)
Outgroup sacrifice t(92) p d
Peace 2.87 (1.13) 5.05 <.001 0.53 0.466 (0.283, 0.649)
War 3.34 (1.27)
Ingroup sactifice t(89) p d
Peace 3.00 (1.03) 3.29 <001 0.34 -0.350 (0.561,0.139)
War 2.65 (0.97)

Note. Higher numbers indicate that sacrificing one person (and saving five) veesedemore morally

acceptable (scale of4). Cl = Confidence IntervalCohen’sd is corrected for correlation between means

(Morris & DeShon; 2002No correction for multiple comparisons was apptiethep-values.

Table 4
Summary bDesecriptive Statistics and Main Effects of Each Factor

Manipulatedhin Study 2.

Main effects

M (SD) (omnibus ANOVA)
Scenario F(1, 545) P
Switch 4.46 (1.11) 436.231 <.001 .45
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Footbridge 2.46 (1.15)

Context F(1, 545) Py
Peace 3.37 (1.66) 3279 .071 .01
War 3.49 (1.61)

Perspective F(1, 545) P ny
Insider 3.33(1.53) 3.694 .055 .01
Qutsider 3.53(1.48)

Intergroup Condition F(2, 545) P
Control 3.62 (1.43) 5.612 .004 .02
Outgrouprsactrifice 3.55 (1.50)

Ingroup sagctifice 3.09 (1.56)

Note. Higherfnumbers indicatthat sacrificing one person (and saving five) v
deemed more"morally acceptable. In this study, only the fissaljudgment was
analyzed.

Table 5

Summary of ‘Bscriptive Statistics and Simple Effects of Contexegée vs.War), Within Each
Intergroup Condition, Study 2.

Simple effects

M (SD) (Studentst-test, Cohen’sl)  Mean difference (95% CI)
Control t(191) p d
Peace 3.55 (1.50) 2.678 .008 .19  0.151 (0.040, 0.262)
War 3.70 (1.46)
Outgroup sacrifice t(188) p d
Peace 3.29 (1.70) 5.084 <.001 .37 0.524 (0.321, 0.727)
War 3.81 (1.61)
Ingroup sacrifice t(175) p d
Peace 3.28 (1.78) 3.629 <.001 .28 -0.369 (-0.570,-0.168)
War 2.91 (1.60)

Note. Higher“numbers indicate that sacrificing one person (and saving five)deemed more morall

acceptable. In this study, only the first moral judgment was zewhlyCohen’dd is corrected for correlation
between mean@orris & DeShon, 2002)CI = Confidence Interval.No correction for multiple comparisons
was applied to thp-values.
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Table 6
Mean Moral Judgments (SD) llustrating the Interaction
Between Scenario an@text, Study 2.
Context
Peace War Total

Scenario

Switch 453 (1.24) 4.39(1.31)  4.46 (1.11)

Footbridge /2.29 (1.22) 2.63(1.38)  2.46 (1.15)
Total 3.37 (1.66)  3.49 (1.61)

Note.Higher numbers indicate that sacrificing one person (and sz
five) was deemedymore morally acceptable (scale@jf In this study,

only thefirst moral judgment was anagd.

Table 7
Summay of*,Moral

Perspective fisidervs. Outsider), Organized by

Judgments  Acros

Intergroup Canditionand Gntext

Perspective
Insider Outsider

Control

Peace 3.54 (1.53) 3.55(1.47)

War 3.68 (1.47) 3.72(1.46)
Outgroup.sacrifice

Peace 3.22 (1.63) 3.35(1.77)

War 3.71(1.68) 3.90 (1.56)
Ingroup sacrifice

Peace 3.00 (1.78) 3.53(1.75)

War 2.69 (1.62) 3.11 (1.57)

Note. Higher numbers indicate that sacrificing o

person (and savinfive) was deemed more morally

acceptable (scale of@). In this study, only the first
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moral judgment was analgd.

Table 8
Sumnary of Descriptive Statistics and Main Effects of Each Fa

Manipulated in. Study 3.

Main effects

M(SD) (omnibus ANOVA)

Scenario F(1, 787) P ony
Switch 3.95 (1.28) 85.762 <.001 .10
Footbridge 3.05(1.41)

Context F(1, 787) P
Peace 3.45 (1.55) 5.063 .025 .01
War 3.54 (1.55)

Intergroup Condition F(2, 787) P 7’
Control 3.43 (1.51) 6.047 .002 .02
Outgroup sacrifice 3.75 (1.45)

Ingroup sacrifice 3.32 (1.26)
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Note.Higher numbers indicate that sacrificing one person (and saving five

deemed more morally acceptable (scale-@j.1

Table 9
Summary of DescriptivStatistics and Simple Effects of Context (Peace vs. War), Witith

Intergroup €ondition, in Study 3.

Simple effects

M (SD) (Studentst-test, Cohen’sl)  Mean difference (95% CI)
Control t(265) p d
Peace 3.38 (1.57) 2.044 .042 .12 0.104 (0.004,0.204)
War 3.48 (1.56)
Outgroup sacrifice t(258) p d
Peace 3.47 (1.57) 6.618 <.001 41 0.562 (0.395, 0.730)
War 4.03 (1.64)
Ingroup sagrifice t(267) p d
Peace 3.51 (1.50) 4.945 <.001 .30 -0.389 (-0.544,-0.234)
War 3.13(1.32)

Note. Higher numbers indicate that sacrificing one person (and saving five) veesedemore morally
acceptable“(scale“of-7). Cl = Confidence Interval. Cohentsis corrected for correlation between means

(Morris & DeShon, 2002). Noorrection for multiple comparisons was appliethp-values.

Table 10
MeanMoral JudgmentgSD) lllustrating the Interaction Betwee
Scenario and.Gntext, Study 3.

Context
Peace War Total
Scenario
Switch 3.95 (1.42) 3.94 (1.47) 3.95 (1.28)
Footbridge  2.96 (1.51) 3.14 (1.53) 3.05 (1.41)
Total 3.45 (1.55) 3.54 (1.55)

Note. Higher numbers indicate that sacrificing one person (and s¢

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



THE INFLUENCE OF WAR ON MORAL JUDGMENTS

five) was deemed more morally acceptable (scale®f 1

Intergroup Participant Per spective
Condition Configuration of Ingroup/Outgroup Identity Study 1/2 Study 2/3
2
Control it
Outgroup sacrifice !
(1 potential victim {ﬁ-
is from the
outgroup)
Ingroup sacrifice !
(5 peoplesonsthe fﬁ-
track are from the =N
outgroup)

Figure 1. Schematic representation of the three intergroup conditions and perspectihespregen
studies. (Only_the switch scenario is represented here; see Table 1 for wording of bchhasdi
footbridge scenarios.) In Study 1 the participant is alwaysithescas being from “Country X”; the same
country as the agent, indicated by black figures above. In Study 2, the pattisipliocated to either an
“insider” perspective (from Country X) or an “outsider” perspective (from a diftecountry altogethger
indicated by;striped figures above). In Study 3, the participant is alwagslaesas being from the third

country, external to the conflict.
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