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Moral judgment. In the 2 (culture: American vs. Chinese) by 2 (status: high vs. low) by
2 (transgression type: with vs. without contradictory preaching) repeated-measure ANOVA with
only transgression type as within-participants factor, we also found significant main effects of
culture, F (1, 394) = 86.18, p < .001, np?= 0.179,, status, F (1, 394) = 10.95, p =.001, np?=
0.027, and transgression type, F (1, 394) = 38.40, p < .001, np?= 0.089. Specifically, people
generally condemned transgressions more harshly, when they were Americans (M = 3.18, SD =
1.13) rather than Chinese (M = 3.98, SD = 0.99), when the targets possessed high (M = 3.46, SD
= 1.18) rather than low (M = 3.78, SD = 1.04) occupational status, and when the transgressions
were without (M = 3.45, SD = 1.03) rather than with contradictory preaching (M =3.79, SD =
1.18). However, the main effects were further qualified by the two-way interactions between
transgression type and status, F (1, 394) = 5.05, p = .03, np?= 0.013, and between culture and
status, F (1, 394) = 4.21, p = .04, np®= 0.011. Specifically, people perceived transgression with
(vs. without) contradictory preaching more positively, particularly for low-status targets
(Mcontradiction=4.01, SD = 1.03; vS. Mnon-contradiction= 3.54, SD = 1.01; F (1, 199) = 36.60, p < .001,
np?= 0.155) than for high-status targets (Mcontradiction = 3.57, SD = 1.28; VS. Mnon-contradiction = 3.36,
SD =1.405; F (1, 197) = 6.24, p = .01, np?= 0.031). Moreover, Americans condemned high-
status targets more harshly than low-status counterparts (Mnigh = 2.95, SD = 1.21; vs. Miow = 3.43,
SD =0.98; F (1, 177) = 12.50, p < .001, np?= 0.066), the status-based difference on judgment
was not revealed among Chinese observers (Mhigh= 3.91, SD = 0.95; vs. Miow= 4.04, SD = 1.02;

F (1, 217) = 1.29, p = .26, np2= 0.006).
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Moral impression. Study 1 also examined whether the findings on moral judgment of
transgressions extended to moral impression of transgressors, given previous theorizing
suggesting different mechanisms underlying behavior-centered versus person-centered moral
evaluations (e.g., Uhlmann et al., 2015). In a parallel ANOV A examining moral impression of
transgressors, we did not replicate the three-way culture by status by transgression type
interaction effect (F (1, 394) = 0.04, p = .84, np?< 0.001), suggesting different mechanisms in
cross-cultural judgments of behavior-centered transgression judgment versus person-centered
transgressor impression. However, we found asignificant main effect of transgression type, F (1,
394) = 241,79, p < .001, np*= 0.380, and its interaction with culture, F (1, 394) =5.47, p = .02,
np2= 0.014. Participants generally evaluated transgressors who preached contradictory norms (M
= 2.66, SD = 1.03) as less moral persons than open transgressors (M = 3.24, SD = 0.84), but more
so among Americans (Mcontradiction= 2.68, SD = 1.11; vs. Mnon-contradiction= 3.35, SD = 0.85; F (1,
178) = 107.00, p < .001, np?= 0.375) than among Chinese (Mcontradiction = 2.65, SD = 0.97; vs.
Mnon-contradiction=3.16, SD = 0.81; F (1, 218) = 146.00, p < .001, np*= 0.402). None of other
effects were significant (ps > .21, np?< 0.004).

Selfish motive attribution. In the ANOV A examining people’s attribution of
transgressions, we also found significant main effects of culture, F (1, 394) = 46.98, p < .001,
np?= 0.107, status, F (1, 394) = 4.13, p = .04, np?= 0.010, and transgression type, F (1, 394) =
11.55, p <.001, np?= 0.028, such that participants evaluated transgressions as more selfish when

they were Americans (M =5.76, SD = 1.01) rather than Chinese (M =5.18, SD = 0.84), when the
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targets possessed high (M = 5.54, SD = 0.97) rather than low (M = 5.34, SD = 0.95) occupational
status, and when the transgressions were without (M = 5.50, SD = 0.93) rather than with
contradictory preaching (M =5.38, SD = 1.00). Moreover, two-way interactions emerged
between culture and status, F (1, 394) = 4.66, p = .03, np?= 0.012, and status and transgression
type, F (1, 394) = 6.90, p = .009, np?= 0.017. Specifically, Americans inferred more selfish
motives from high-status (M = 5.93, SD = 0.95) than low-status (M = 5.56, SD = 1.04) targets’
transgressions, F (1, 356) = 12.30, p < .001, np?= 0.033; however, status-based selfish motive
attribution was not made by Chinese evaluators (Mnigh=5.18, SD = 0.85, vs. Miow=5.18, SD =
0.84; F (1, 436) = 0.007, p = .93, np?< 0.001). Finally, participants generally inferred less selfish
motives from low-status targets’ contradictory transgressions (Mcontradiction = 5.23, SD = 0.97, vs.
Mnon-contradiction= 5.46, SD = 10.92; F (1, 199) = 19.67, p < .001, np?= 0.05), but did not differin
attributions of high-status targets’ different transgressions (Mcontradiction=5.52, SD = 1.00, vs.

Mhon-contradiction= 5.55, SD = 0.95; F (1, 197) = 0.20, p = .65, np?= 0.001).
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Study 2 Supplementary Results

Moral judgment. In the between-participants culture by status by power by
contradiction ANOVA, we also found a status by contradiction two-way interaction effect, F (1,
960) = 10.89, p =.001, np?=.011. Contradictory (vs. non-contradictory) transgressions were
seen more positively for low-status (Mcontradiction = 2.92, SD = 0.78, VS. Mnon-contradiction = 2.70, SD
=0.91; F (1, 500) = 8.48, p = .004, np?= .017) but not high-status targets (Mcontradiction = 2.76, SD
=0.90, VS. Mnon-contradiction = 2.91, SD = 0.95; F (1, 472) = 3.39, p = .07, np?= 0.007). Regardless
of contradiction, a culture by status by power three-way interaction, F (1, 960) = 5.58, p = .02,
np®=.006, manifested that status and power interacted in their effects on Americans’, F (1, 483)
=5.40, p = .02, np?= 0.011, but not Chinese, F (1, 485) = 1.84, p = .18, np?= 0.004, judgment of
transgressions. Americans perceived transgressions more harshly for high-status holders, only
when they had high, F (1, 240) = 4.37, p = .04, np?= 0.018, rather than low power, F (1, 243) =
1.23, p = .27, np?= 0.005. None of other effects emerged as significant (ps > .28, np?< .001).

Selfish motive attribution. In the ANOVA examining people’s motive perception,
again, Chinese participants (M = 4.14, SD = 1.52) generally perceived less selfish motives than
their American counterparts (M = 4.50, SD = 1.22; F (1, 960) = 21.82, p <.001, np*= 0.022).
Moreover, contradictory transgressions were perceived more selfish (M = 4.06, SD = 1.37) than
non-contradictory ones (M = 4.60, SD = 1.36; F (1, 960) = 44.26, p < .001, np?= 0.044). A

significant status by contradiction interaction effect also emerged, F (1, 960) = 43.80, p <.001,
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np?= 0.044, suggesting that people perceived non-contradictory transgressions as less selfish,
only when the targets had low (Mcontradiction = 3.78, SD = 1.19, VS. Mnon-contradiction = 4.85, SD =
1.35; F (1, 500) = 87.70, p < .001, np?=.149) instead of high status (Mcontradiction = 4.34, SD =
1.48, vS. Mnon-contradiction = 4.31, SD = 1.31; F (1, 472) = 0.05, p = .82, np*< .001). None of other
effects were significant (ps > .28, np?<.001).

Supplementary Discussion of Studies 1 and 2. As reported in the main text, only the
culture by contradiction two-way and the culture by status by contradiction three-way interaction
effects consistently emerged across the two studies. It is also noteworthy that the presumed
cultural divergent evaluation of status-based contradictions only manifested in behavior-centered
moral judgment but not person-centered moral impression (Study 1). This may relate to the fact
that people from interdependent (vs. independent) cultures attribute behaviors less to dispositions
but more to contexts (Nisbett et al., 2001). Broadly, it echoes previous research revealing
different mechanisms of behavior-centered versus person-centered moral evaluations (e.g.,
Uhlmann et al., 2015).

Besides cultural independence/interdependence, Chinese and American also differ on
their endorsement of vertical collectivism. We excluded this alternative explanation by showing
that (1) the two cultures did not differ in evaluations of high- versus low-power contradictory
(vs. non-contradictory) transgressors, and that (2) power distance beliefs were not significantly

correlated with the culture by status by contradiction three-way interaction effect.
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Supplementary Tables

Supplementary Table 1.
Descriptive information of (1) moral judgment and (2) motive perception in each culture (the US

vs. China) by status (high vs. low) by behavioral contradiction (vs. non-contradiction) condition

in Study 1.
Manipulations Americans Chinese Total
Contradiction Status n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD)
Moral Judgment
Non- Lowstatus 86 3.25(0.98) 114 3.75(0.98) 200 3.54(1.01)
Contradiction High status 93 3.07(1.12) 105 3.61(0.92) 198 3.36(1.05)
Total 179 3.16 (1.06) 219 3.68(0.95) 398  3.45(1.03)

Lowstatus 86 3.61(0.95) 114 4.32(0.98) 200 4.02(1.03)
Contradiction  Highstatus 93 2.84(1.28) 105 4.21(0.88) 198 3.57(1.29)

Total 179 3.21(1.20) 219 4.27(0.93) 398 3.79(1.18)

Motive Perception
Non- Lowstatus 86 5.71(1.00) 114 5.27(0.80) 200 5.45(0.92)
Contradiction  High status 93 5.82(1.01) 105 5.31(0.82) 198 5.55(0.95)
Total 179 5.77(1.00) 219 5.29(0.81) 398 5.50(0.93)

Lowstatus 86 5.42(1.07) 114 5.09(0.87) 200 5.23(0.97)
Contradiction  Highstatus 93 6.05(0.89) 105 5.06(0.86) 198 5.52(1.00)
Total 179 5.75(1.03) 219 5.07(0.86) 398 5.38(1.00)
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Supplementary Table 2.
The multilevel mediation model of self-/other-oriented attribution (within-participants) in the
effects of culture (between-participants), status (between-participants), transgression type

(within-participants), and their interactions on moral judgment in Study 1.

B (SE) t p
X — M coefficients
Intercept 5.46 (0.03) 168.24 <.001
Culture — Attribution -0.28 (0.03) -8.76 <.001
Status — Attribution 0.09 (0.03) 2.90 .004
Contradiction — Attribution -0.06 (0.03) -1.85 .06
Culture x Status — Attribution -0.09 (0.03) -2.80 .005
Culture x Contradiction — Attribution -0.05(0.03) -142 .16
Status x Contradiction — Attribution 0.06 (0.03) 1.71 .09
Culture x Status x Contradiction — Attribution -0.07 (0.03) -2.25 .03
X = M - Y coefficients
Intercept 4.34(0.22) 1992 <.001
Culture — Behavior appraisal 0.35 (0.04) 9.34 <.001
Status — Behavior appraisal -0.14 (0.04)  -3.78 <.001
Contradiction — Behavior appraisal 0.15 (0.04) 4.28 <.001
Culture x Status — Behavior appraisal 0.08 (0.04) 2.08 .04
Culture x Contradiction — Behavior appraisal 0.12 (0.04) 3.47 <.001
Status x Contradiction — Behavior appraisal -0.06 (0.04) -1.75 .08
Culture x Status x Contradiction — Behavior appraisal 0.07 (0.04) 1.93 .05

Attribution — Behavior appraisal -0.14 (0.04)  -3.54 <.001
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Supplementary Table 3.

Descriptive information of moral judgment in each culture (the USvs. China) by status (high vs.

low) by power (high vs. low) by behavioral contradiction (vs. non-contradiction) condition in

Study 2.
Manipulations Americans Chinese Total

Status Power Contradiction n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD)
Low Non-contradiction 56 2.65(0.73) 59 2.72(0.95) 115 2.69(0.84)
power Contradiction 67 3.04(0.64) 60 2.86(0.80) 127 2.95(0.72)
Total 123 2.86(0.70) 119 2.79(0.88) 242 2.83(0.79)
Low High Non-contradiction 62 2.50(0.94) 73 2.87(0.97) 135 2.70(0.97)
status  power Contradiction 61 2.81(0.84) 64 295(0.84) 125 2.88(0.84)
Total 123 2.66(0.90) 137 2.91(0.90) 260 2.79(0.91)
Non-contradiction 118 2.57(0.85) 132 2.80(0.96) 250 2.70(0.91)
Total Contradiction 128 2.93(0.74) 124 2.90(0.82) 252 2.92(0.78)
Total 246 2.76 (0.81) 256 2.85(0.89) 502 2.81(0.86)
Low Non-contradiction 52 298(0.80) 45 2.79(0.88) 97 2.89(0.84)
power Contradiction 70 259(0.82) 52 298(1.00) 122 2.76(0.91)
Total 122 2.75(0.83) 97 2.89(0.94) 219 2.82(0.88)
High High Non-contradiction 61 3.29(0.95) 63 258(0.99) 124 2.93(1.03)
status  power Contradiction 58 2.50(0.80) 73 295(0.91) 131 2.76(0.89)
Total 119 291 (0.96) 136 2.78(0.96) 255 2.84(0.96)
Non-contradiction 113 3.14(0.89) 108 2.67(0.95) 221 2.91(0.95)
Total Contradiction 128 255(0.81) 125 2.97(0.94) 253 2.76(0.90)
Total 241 2.83(0.90) 233 2.83(0.96) 474 2.83(0.93)
Low  Non-contradiction 108 2.81(0.78) 104 2.75(0.92) 212 2.78(0.85)
power Contradiction 137 2.81(0.77) 112 2.91(0.90) 249 2.86(0.83)
Total 245 2.81(0.77) 216 2.84(0.91) 461 2.82(0.84)
High  Non-contradiction 123 2.89(1.02) 136 2.74(0.98) 259 2.81(1.00)
Total power Contradiction 119 2.66(0.83) 137 2.95(0.87) 256 2.82(0.86)
Total 242 2.78(0.94) 273 2.84(0.94) 515 2.81(0.94)
Non-contradiction 231 2.85(0.91) 240 2.74(0.95) 471 2.80(0.94)
Total Contradiction 256 2.74(0.80) 249 2.93(0.88) 505 2.84(0.85)
Total 487 2.79(0.86) 489 2.84(0.92) 976 2.82(0.89)
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Supplementary Table 4.

Descriptive information of motive perception in each culture (the USvs. China) by status (high

vs. low) by power (high vs. low) by behavioral contradiction (vs. non-contradiction) condition in

Study 2.
Manipulations Americans Chinese Total

Status Power Contradiction n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD)
Low Non-contradiction 56 5.13(1.17) 59 4.61(1.55) 115 4.87(1.40)
power Contradiction 67 3.80(95) 60 3.64(1.33) 127 3.72(1.15)
Total 123 441 (1.25) 119 4.12(1.52) 242 4.27 (1.39)
Low High Non-contradiction 62 5.22(1.11) 73 450(1.40) 135 4.83(1.32)
status  power Contradiction 61 3.97(1.06) 64 3.72(1.39) 125 3.84(1.24)
Total 123 4.60(1.25) 137 4.14(1.44) 260 4.36(1.37)
Non-contradiction 118 5.18(1.14) 132 4.55(1.46) 250 4.85(1.35)
Total Contradiction 128 3.88(1.01) 124 3.68(1.35) 252 3.78(1.19)
Total 246 4.50(1.25) 256 4.13(1.48) 502 4.31(1.38)
Low Non-contradiction 52 3.99(1.02) 45 4.64(1.60) 97 4.29(1.35)
power Contradiction 70 5.05(1.17) 52 358(1.51) 122 4.42(1.51)
Total 122 459 (1.22) 97 4.07(1.63) 219 4.36(1.44)
High High Non-contradiction 61 3.86(0.86) 63 4.78(1.47) 124 4.33(1.29)
status  power Contradiction 58 497 (1.17) 73 3.70(142) 131 4.26(1.46)
Total 119 440(1.16) 136 4.20(1.54) 255 4.29(1.38)
Non-contradiction 113 3.92(0.93) 108 4.72(1.52) 221 4.31(1.31)
Total Contradiction 128 5.01(1.17) 125 3.65(1.45) 253 4.34(1.48)
Total 241 450(1.19) 233 4.14(1.57) 474 4.33(1.40)
Low  Non-contradiction 108 4.58 (1.24) 104 4.62(1.56) 212 4.60 (1.40)
power Contradiction 137 444 (1.24) 112 3.61(1.41) 249 4.07(1.38)
Total 245 450(1.24) 216 4.10(1.57) 461 4.31(1.41)
High  Non-contradiction 123 4.55(1.20) 136 4.63(1.43) 259 4.59 (1.33)
Total power Contradiction 119 4.46(1.22) 137 3.71(1.40) 256 4.06 (1.37)
Total 242 450 (1.21) 273 4.17(1.49) 515 4.32(1.37)
Non-contradiction 231 4.56 (1.22) 240 4.63(1.49) 471 4.60 (1.36)
Total Contradiction 256 4.45(1.23) 249 3.66(1.40) 505 4.06(1.37)
Total 487 4.50(1.22) 489 4.14(1.52) 976 4.32(1.39)

Supplementary Table 5.

Main variables with significant correlations.

Variable

1 2

3

1. Culture
2. Contradiction

-.02
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3. Culture x

. .03 .00

contradiction
4, Status x contradiction .02 -.03 -.02
5. Power x 03 06 06 02

contradiction
6. Culture x status x 02 02 00 03 02

power
7. Culture_ X_status X 03 02 -03 00 03 04

contradiction
8. Motive SA3FRx L 19FFEF L 16%FF 20%** -.01 .04 - 23%**
9. Power distance 50*** -.02 .04 .03 .02 .00 .04 -.09**
10. Judgment .03 .02 .09** A1 * 202 -.08** 16%** R Kakel B i)

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Supplementary Table 6.
The mediation model of self-/other-oriented attribution in the effects of culture, status, contradiction, and their interactions (all as

between-participants factors) on moral judgment in Study 2.

b beta sr2
Predictor b 95% ClI beta 95% ClI sr2  95% ClI r
[LL, UL] [LL, UL] [LL, UL]
X — M coefficients
(Intercept) 4,32** [4.24, 4.40]
Culture -0.18** [-0.26, -0.10] -0.13  [-0.18,-0.07] .02 [.00,.03] -.13**
Status -0.00 [-0.08, 0.08] -0.00 [-0.06, 0.06] .00 [-.00, .00] .00
Power 0.02 [-0.06, 0.10] 0.01 [-0.05, 0.07] .00 [-.00, .00] .00
Contradiction -0.27** [-0.35, -0.19] -0.19 [-0.25,-0.14] .04 [.02,.06] -.19**
Culture x status 0.03 [-0.05, 0.11] 0.02 [-0.04,0.08] .00 [-.00, .00] .01
Culture x power 0.01 [-0.07, 0.09] 0.01 [-0.05, 0.07] .00 [-.00, .00] .00
Culture x contradiction -0.22** [-0.30, -0.14] -0.16  [-0.21,-0.10] .02 [.01,.04] -.16**
Status x power -0.01 [-0.09, 0.07] -0.01 [-0.07,0.05] .00 [-.00,.00] ~-.03
Status x contradiction 0.27** [0.19, 0.35] 0.20 [0.14, 0.25] 04 [.02,.06] .20**
Power x contradiction 0.02 [-0.06, 0.10] 0.01 [-0.04, 0.07] .00 [-.00,.00] -.01
Culture x status x power 0.05 [-0.04, 0.13] 0.03 [-0.03,0.09] .00 [-.00, .00] .04
Culture x status x contradiction -0.32** [-0.40, -0.24] -0.23  [-0.29,-0.17] .05 [.03,.08] -.23**
Culture x power x contradiction 0.00 [-0.08, 0.08] 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06] .00 [-.00,.00] -.01
Status x power x contradiction -0.01 [-0.10, 0.07] -0.01 [-0.07,0.05] .00 [-.00,.00] -.02
Culture x status x power x contradiction -0.01 [-0.09, 0.07] -0.01 [-0.07, 0.05] .00 [-.00,.00] -.02
X —» M - Y coefficients
(Intercept) 3.57** [3.38, 3.75]
Selfish motive -0.17** [-0.22, -0.13] -0.27 [-0.34,-0.21] .06 [.03,.09] -.31**
Culture -0.01 [-0.06, 0.04] -0.01 [-0.07,0.05] .00 [-.00, .00] .03
Status 0.02 [-0.04, 0.07] 0.02 [-0.04, 0.08] .00 [-.00, .00] .01
Power -0.01 [-0.06, 0.05] -0.01 [-0.07,0.05] .00 [-.00,.00] -.01

Contradiction -0.03 [-0.08,003] -003 [0.09,003] .00 [.00,.00] .02
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Culture x status -0.02 [-0.08, 0.03] -0.03 [-0.09, 0.03] .00 [-.00,.00] -.03
Culture x power 0.01 [-0.04, 0.06] 0.01 [-0.05, 0.07] .00 [-.00, .00] .01
Culture x contradiction 0.04 [-0.01, 0.09] 0.05 [-0.02, 0.11] .00 [-.00,.01] .09**
Status x power 0.01 [-0.05, 0.06] 0.01 [-0.05, 0.07] .00 [-.00, .00] .02
Status x contradiction -0.05 [-0.10, 0.01] -0.05 [-0.11,0.01] .00 [-.00,.01] -.11**
Power x contradiction -0.02 [-0.07, 0.04] -0.02 [-0.08, 0.04] .00 [-.00,.00] ~-.02
Culture x status x power -0.06* [-0.11, -0.01] -0.07 [-0.13,-0.01] .00 [-.00,.01] -.08**
Culture x status x contradiction 0.08** [0.03, 0.14] 0.09 [0.03, 0.15] .01 [-.00,.02] .16**
Culture x power x contradiction 0.04 [-0.02, 0.09] 0.04 [-0.02, 0.10] .00 [-.00, .01] .04
Status x power x contradiction -0.01 [-0.06, 0.05] -0.01 [-0.07,0.05] .00 [-.00, .00] .00
Culture x status x power x contradiction 0.03 [-0.02, 0.09] 0.04 [-0.02,0.10] .00 [-.00, .01] .04

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized
regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr? represents the semi-partial correlation squared. r represents
the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Pilot Study 1: Measured Competence

We present two Pilot Studies, examining how competence perception (Pilot Study 1) or a
manipulation of competence (Pilot Study 2) influence cultural understanding of word-deed
contradictions. Pilot Study 1 examined how perceived competence in different cultures (the US
versus China) influences moral judgment of contradictory transgressions to moral values as
defined by occupations (as compared to open transgressions without contradictory work ethics).
We explored whether tolerance of contradictions — as reflected with holistic thinking — would
account for cultural attitudes toward word-deed contradictory transgressions.

Method

Participants and design. We employed a 2 (culture: American vs. Chinese) by 2
(transgression type: contradictory vs. non-contradictory) between-participants design. We
targeted a final N = 400 (n = 100 per condition to examine interaction effects; Simmons et al.,
2018). We predetermined to recruit 500 online participants, that is, 250 participants from each
culture based on the consideration that we would use one check question to select attentive
participants (“It is important that you pay attention; please choose the last option indicating
strongly agree”; Oppenheimer et al., 2009). Two hundred and forty-six American participants
completed our survey on Prolific; two hundred and twelve of them (96 males; Mage = 31.0 years,
SD = 10.3) passed the check question and were included in further analyses. Through the sample

service of the Chinese survey platform SoJump, two hundred and fifty-six Chinese participants
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(100 males; Mage = 32.0 years, SD = 6.7) completed our survey and were all included in further
analyses?.

Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to either the contradictory or non-
contradictory transgression condition, each reading six short scenarios in a random sequence (for
all the scenario, see below in “Pilot Study 1 Materials™). The scenarios were presented in
participants’ native languages. In the non-contradiction condition (American n = 105, Chinese n
= 128), participants read six different targets’ transgressive behavior (e.g., “James [‘Zhang Feng’
in Chinese] sends gifts to a high school principal to get his daughter enrolled”), while
participants in the contradictory transgression condition (American n = 107, Chinese n = 128)
additionally read about the targets’ contradictory missions at work (e.g., “James as a magistrate
advocates fairness in education systems”). After reading each scenario, participants indicated
their perceptions of the target’s competence (“Do you think James is capable/intelligent?” o
= .86 across 12 items) and the target’s behaviors (as “understandable/reasonable/moral”; o= .79
across 18 items) on a 7-point scale ranging from 1= not at all to 7 = extremely. Participants
eventually completed the Dialectical Self Scale, indicating their agreement (on a 7-point scale
from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) with various statements about their perceptions
of contradiction, cognitive change, and behavioral change (e.g., “I often find that things will

contradict each other”; o= .82 across 32 items; Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2015).

1 Asin Study 1 in the main text, the Chinese platform embedded the check question in the default screening procedure. We thus
could not access the data of participants who failed the question, or contrast the results before vs. after the exclusion.
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Results

We included (1) culture (American =0, Chinese = 1), transgression type (non-
contradictory = 0, contradictory = 1), perceived competence (M = 4.05, SD = 0.95; mean-
centered), (2) their two-way and (3) three-way interactions respectively in a three-step linear
regression model. We found significant main effects of culture (B = 0.30, SE =0.03, t = 10.08, p
<.001, n;; = .18, 95% CI [0.24, 0.35]), transgression type (B =-0.32, SE = 0.03, t =-10.85, p
<.001, n;; = .20, 95% CI [-0.38, -0.26]), and competence (B = 0.66, SE = 0.03, t = 21.08, p
<.001, nf, = .50, 95% CI [0.60, 0.72]), suggesting that people generally judged the
transgressions more leniently when they were Chinese, when the behavior was non-contradictory
to their work ethics, and when they perceived the transgressors as competent. Despite the non-
significant two-way interactions (ps > .33, T]f, <.002), crucial to our research question, we found
a marginal culture by contradiction by competence three-way interaction (B = 0.06, SE = 0.03, t
=1.78, p = .08, n; = .01, 95% CI [-0.006, 0.12]).

We further used Model 3 of the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2012), to investigate
how people from different cultures evaluated the same transgressions depending on their
contradiction to work ethics and perceived competence of transgressors (see Figure S1). We
found asignificant interaction between contradiction and competence among Americans (B = -
0.11, SE = 0.05, t =-2.01, p = .04, 95% CI [-0.21, -0.003]) but not Chinese (B = 0.01, SE = 0.04,
t=0.28, p =.78, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.09]). While Chinese did not judge contradictory versus non-

contradictory transgressions differently depending on perceived competence of the transgressors,



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS, CULTURE, STATUS, AND HYPOCRISY 17

Americans evaluated transgressions contradictory to work ethics more harshly when the actors
were considered high (B =-0.43, SE = 0.06, t =-6.96, p <.001, 95% CI [-0.56, -0.31]) rather

than low (B =-0.23, SE = 0.07, t =-3.24, p =.001, 95% CI [-0.37, -0.09]) on competence.

¥ Non-contradiction M Contradiction

*
*

*
*

45

35

k3%

Low competence High competence Low competence High competence
American Chinese

25

Figure S1. The culture by competence (perceived) by contradiction three-way interaction effect

on moral judgment in Pilot Study 1. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

We further explored whether holistic thinking (M = 3.67, SD = 0.60) would play a role in
cultural perceptions of word-deed contradictory transgressions. Although holistic thinking
predicted more lenient attitudes toward transgressive behaviors (r = .18, p <.001), the current
sample did not reveal a significant cultural difference on holistic thinking style (American =0,
Chinese = 1; r = -.03, p = .49). None of other factors, including the culture by contradiction by
competence interaction (r = .02, p = .73), significantly correlated with holistic thinking (rs > .07,

p>.15).
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Pilot Study 2: The Netherlands Versus China

Pilot Study 2 sampled from college students in the Netherlands versus China, and
examined the role of competence by manipulating the student transgressors’ academic
achievement. We also explored the role of wealth (conceptualized as the student targets’ family
income) in moral judgments of contradictory (vs. non-contradictory) transgressions. Both
personal competence and ascribed wealth/resource can influence the targets’ chances to do as
they say, and may both influence observer judgments when they fail to do so. Moreover, we
tested transgressions characterized by word-deed contradictions in a laboratory setting, where the
targets made a self-serving (vs. impartial) distribution while claiming it through an objective
dice-rolling procedure. This conceptualization of contradictory transgression was revised from
one of the earliest empirical work on moral hypocrisy (Batson et al., 1997, 1999). We presume
that a contradictory claim of fairness should make a selfish distribution seem less moral, when
the student targets have high academic achievement (i.e., competence) but not high family
income (i.e., wealth), while the above effect should be more salient among observers from
independent (e.g., the Netherlands) than interdependent cultures (e.g., China).

Method

Participants and design. We employed a 2 (culture: Dutch vs. Chinese) by 2

(transgression type: openly selfish distribution vs. selfish distribution with a fair claim) by 2

(wealth: high vs. low family income) by 2 (competence: high vs. low academic achievement)
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mixed design with only culture as a between-participants factor. We targeted a final N = 400, that
is, n = 200 from each culture, to detect a small within-participants competence by transgression
type interaction effect (n; = .01, = .05 with 80% power). Two hundred and twelve students (61
males; Mage = 22.63 years, SD = 4.4) were recruited on campus of a university in the
Netherlands, receiving flyers with a link to access the online English survey, and provided with
small gifts (e.g., a chocolate bar) when they agreed to participate. The translated Chinese survey
was distributed on the student online forum of a Chinese mainland university. Two hundred
Chinese students (53 males; Mage = 20.85 years, SD = 1.7) completed the survey and were each
rewarded ¥10 (=$1.4) afterwards. We included all 412 participants in further analyses.

Procedure. After completing basic demographic information, participants read
descriptions of an ostensible lab study (i.e., a dictator game), and then evaluated eight gender-
anonymous dictators in a random sequence (see below in “Pilot Study 2 English [Chinese]
Materials™).

The rules of the dictator game elaborated as below. The student targets were asked to
play therole of a distributor and assign €10 (¥10 in Chinese) between themselves and an
anonymous partner in private cubicles. They were provided with three options: (1) giving €8 (¥8;
in Chinese, the same below) to the self and €2 (¥2) to a partner, (2) giving €5 (¥5) to the self and
€5 (¥5) to a partner, or (3) rolling two six-sided dice to decide between the above two options.
The rules for dice rolling was: (a) when both dice show six (1/36 chance), the distributor should

(1) give €8 to the self and €2 to a partner, and (b) when any of the two dice shows a number
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other than six (35/36 chance), the distributor should (2) give €5 to the self and €5 to a partner.
Following the rules of the dictator game, participants indicated their understanding of the game
on two questions, “Did the distributors have a high chance to win themselves €8 if they rolled the
dice?” (on a 7-point scale from 1 = definitely no to 7 = definitely yes) and “If a distributor
claimed to have rolled the dice to win him-/herself €8, how likely was he/she lying?” (on a 7-
point scale from 1 = very unlikely to 7 = very likely), to examine their understanding of the game
scenario.

Participants were then asked to evaluate eight ostensible distributors based on their
answer sheets, which indicated their family income, academic achievement, and answers to two
questions about dictator choices with yellow highlighters. We manipulated family income with a
question “What is your gross household income as compared to the general Dutch [Chinese]
population?” where the answer “Top 10%” represented the high-income and “Middle 40%”
represented the relatively low-income conditions. Academic achievement was manipulated by
answers to the question “What is your average academic grade?” The high and low achievement
conditions were respectively represented by the choices of “From 8.0 to 8.5 (representing
“Good”)and “From 5.5 t0 6.0” (representing “Sufficient”) in Dutch (on a 10-point scale) while
“From 90 to 94” (representing “Good”) to “From 65 to 69” (representing “Sufficient”) in
Chinese (on a 100-point scale). We administered the manipulation of transgression type through
answers to two questions about (1) the final choice between €8/€2 (¥8/42) and €5/€5 (¥5/45) and

(2) whether or not the above choice was determined by one-time dice rolling (Yes/No). Given
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participants’ perceptions of a low chance to reach €8/€2 (¥8/*%2) through dice rolling and a
corresponding high chance of cheating in contradiction with the alleged objective procedure
(checked by the two questions following the game rules), we conceptualized dictators who
claimed to have rolled the dice to reach €8/€2 (¥8/4%2) as contradictory transgressors—in
contrasts with those who reached €8/€2 (¥8/42) without claiming to have rolled the dice (and
hence were openly selfish actors; as in Batson et al., 1999).

After seeing each answer sheet, participants from both cultures answered one question:
“How immoral or moral do you think this person’s behaviors were in the distribution task?” (On
a 9-point scale ranging from -4 = Extremely immoral to 4 = Extremely moral).
Results

We first examined how participants from respective cultures understood the described
rules and dictators’ behaviors. With independent sample t-tests, we first found that people from
the two cultures (Dutch: M = 1.62, SD = 1.45; Chinese: M = 1.51, SD = 0.90) did not differin
their perceived extremely low chance of winning €8 (¥8) through dice rolling, t (410) =0.98, p =
0.33, d = 0.09. However, despite the minimal ambiguity (i.e., 35/36 chance) of deception when
the targets claimed to have rolled the dice once to win themselves €8 (¥8), Chinese participants
(M =5.10, SD = 1.67) were less likely to consider it as deceptive than Dutch participants (Dutch:
M =5.48, SD = 1.96), t (410) = 2.12, p =0.04, d = 0.21. We therefore controlled for participants’
individual difference on perceived deception as a covariate in the following analyses, which did

not change the patterns of significance in our main analyses.



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS, CULTURE, STATUS, AND HYPOCRISY 22

Moral judgment. We conducted a repeated-measure ANOV A to examine the cultural
differences on how people evaluate transgressions and how such evaluations depend on
competence (as academic achievement) and wealth (as family income). Firstly, we found that
competence and wealth had different effects on people’s moral judgment. People from both
cultures (the culture by competence interaction: F (1, 409) = 0.003, p = .95, np%< 0.001)
condemned selfish distributions less when enacted by targets with high (M = 0.11, SD = 1.18)
rather than low academic achievement (M = -0.01, SD = 1.10; the main effect of competence: F
(1, 409) =5.79, p = .02, np?= 0.01). Without cultural consensus (the main effect of wealth: F (1,
409) = 1.00, p = .32, np*= 0.002), people from the two cultures assessed family income
information differently in their appraisal of selfish behaviors (the culture by wealth interaction: F
(1, 409) = 10.16, p = .002, np?= 0.02). Dutch participants condemned the transgressions more
when enacted by targets with high (M =-0.37, SD = 1.66) than low family income (M = 0.01, SD
= 1.46), F (1, 409) = 41.93, p <.001, np?= 0.09, while the difference was largely reduced among
Chinese participants (high income: M = 0.22, SD = 1.71; vs. low income: M =0.33, SD = 1.50; F
(1, 409) = 3.36, p = .07, np?= 0.01).

Crucial to our main hypothesis, we found a marginally significant three-way interaction
among culture, transgression type, and competence (see Figure S2), F (1, 409) = 3.50, p = .06,
np2= 0.01, but not among culture, transgression type, and wealth, F (1, 409) = 0.32, p = .57, np?=
0.001, or the four-way interaction (F (1, 409) = 1.49, p = .22, np?= 0.004). Targets’ academic

achievement influenced Dutch, F (1, 210) = 4.33, p = .04, np?= 0.02, but not Chinese, F (1, 198)
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=1.79, p = .18, np?= 0.01, students’ moral perception of contradictory (vs. non-contradictory)
transgressions. Chinese perceived contradictory transgressions more positively, regardless of the
targets’ high (Mcontradiction = 0.53, SD = 1.54; VS. Mnon-contradiction = 0.14, SD = 1.51) or low
academic achievement (Mcontradiction=0.33, SD = 1.50; VS. Mnon-contradiction=0.09, SD = 1.56). In
contrast, Dutch students evaluated contradictory transgressions more negatively, especially so
when the targets were high (Mcontradiction=-0.35, SD = 1.47; VS. Mnon-contradiction= 0.10, SD = 1.54;
F (1, 210) = 10.85, p =.001, np?= 0.05) rather than low (Mcontradiction = -0.39, SD = 1.49; vSs. Mnon-
contradiction=-0.07, SD = 1.30; F (1, 210) = 5.62, p = .02, np*= 0.03) on competence (i.e., academic
achievement).

There were also significant main effects of culture, F (1, 409) = 19.16, p < .001, np?=
0.05, and transgression type, F (1, 409) = 34.92, p <.001, np?= 0.08. People evaluated selfish
distributions as less moral when contradictorily claiming fairness (M = 0.03, SD = 1.36; vs. not,
M =0.07, SD = 1.36), or when they were Dutch (M =-0.18, SD = 1.44) rather than Chinese (M =
0.27, SD = 1.48). Replicating earlier findings (Effron, Markus, et al., 2018), a significant culture
by transgression type interaction effect, F (1, 409) = 10.91, p = .001, np?= 0.03, indicated that
Dutch evaluated selfish distributions as less moral when accompanied with (M =-0.34, SD =
1.90; versus without M = -0.01, SD = 1.90) claims of fairness, F (1, 409) = 7.21, p = .01, np?=
0.02, while Chinese evaluated contradictory (M = 0.40, SD = 1.97; vs. non-contradictory, M =

0.16, SD = 1.95) transgressions more positively, F (1, 409) = 4.04, p = .05, np?= 0.01). None of
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the other effects significantly predicted people’s moral appraisals of transgressions (ps > .50,

np2< 0.001).
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Figure S2. The culture by competence (as academic achievement) by contradiction three-way

interaction effect on moral judgment in Pilot Study 2.7 p <.10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Discussion of Pilot Studies 1 and 2. Both Pilot Studies revealed a marginal three-way
culture by competence by contradiction interaction effect, suggesting that only people from
independent cultures (e.g., the US and the Netherlands) — but not interdependent cultures (e.g.,
China) — judged high- (vs. low-) competence targets’ contradictory (vs. non-contradictory)
transgressions more harshly. However, the marginal findings should be interpreted with caution,
and may suggest a possible difference between competence and prestige-based status. High
competence is an essential foundation of social prestige (Magee & Galinksy, 2008). But without

their asymmetrical influence on social others (e.g., others’ stronger tendencies to defer to their
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preaching), high- (vs. low-) competence targets may not necessarily induce the culturally
divergent judgment of word-deed contradictions.

Moreover, our findings did not show significant influences of (1) toleration of
contradictions (as reflected with holistic thinking in Study 1) or (2) ascribed wealth (as
operationalized as student targets’ family income in Study 2) on the cultural evaluations of
contradictory (vs. non-contradictory) transgressions. (1) The culturally divergent judgment of
contradictions emerged despite a non-significant cultural difference on holistic thinking. And (2)
ascribed wealth did not influence the extent to which independent versus interdependent cultures
evaluate word-deed contradictions (i.e., a non-significant three-way wealth by culture by
contradiction interaction effect). The latter findings may also corroborate the non-significant
power by culture by contradiction interaction effect in Study 2 in the main text, by suggesting
that people from independent versus interdependent cultures evaluate status-based contradictions
differently, mainly given their cultural independence/interdependence but not vertical-

collectivistic endorsement.
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Within-Manuscript Meta-Analyses

We conducted two parallel meta-analyses (Goh et al., 2016), respectively with (1) the two
studies in the main text and (2) with four studies including the two pilot studies, using fixed
effects in which the mean effect size (i.e., mean correlation) was weighted by sample size. All
correlations were Fisher’s z transformed for analyses and converted back to Pearson correlations
for presentation.

Supporting our hypothesis, across the two studies (k =2, N = 1,374), we found a
significant three-way interaction effect among status, contradiction, and culture, rm =0.15, Z =
5.67, p <.001, 95% CI [0.100, 0.206]. The effect remained significant across the four studies (k
=4, N = 2,254), in both fixed-effect (rm=0.13, Z= 6.02, p <.001, 95% CI [0.086, 0.168]) and

fully random-effect tests (rm = 0.13, Z = 5.96, p < .001, 95% CI [0.085, 0.169]).
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Study 1 English Materials

Scenario 1
[High competence condition: between-participants]

Thomas is a high-ranked research director in a marketing research company. Asa high-

ranked research director, he coordinates his team in analyzing market data and presenting

market reports to meet client companies’ demands.

[Low competence condition: between-participants]

Thomas is an intern in a marketing research company. As an intern, he analyses market
data and presents market report to meet client companies’ demands.

After reading the above information, please answer:

What is Thomas’s position in the marketing research company?

High-ranked research director/Assistant investigator/Intern

[Behavior]

Recently, Thomas has undertaken a new project. After two-week preparation, Thomas
submitted a satisfactory marketing report and successfully reached a cooperation
agreement with the client company. However, Thomas falsified some data and exaggerated
the market prospect of the client’s product.

After reading the above information, please answer:

Did Thomas falsify his data report in this project?

Yes

No

[Contradiction: within-participants]

Months before Thomas falsified data, he once published a short essay in the company’s
internal magazine discussing the importance of research ethics in marketing research. In

his essay, he advocates that marketing investigators should always keep their integrity in
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data processing. He condemns those who present false results to meet clients’ expectations
or to reach a partnership.

Above is ALL information about Thomas. Afterreading all information, please answer:

Which of the following sentences can better represent Thomas’s opinion in the essay?
Falsifying data reports to clients is always acceptable.

Falsifying data reports is acceptable only when it is beneficial to our own company.

Falsifying data reports is unacceptable under any circumstances.

Scenario 2
[High competence condition: between-participants]

Ashley is an attending physician working in a hospital. As an attending physician, she also

takes charge of a regular meeting per month among medical staff in her hospital.
[Low competence condition: between-participants]

Ashley is a medical intern working in a hospital. Asa medical intern, she also helps

organize a regular meeting per month among medical staff in her hospital.

After reading the above information, please answer:

What is Ashley’s position in the hospital?

Attending physician /Nurse/Medical intern

[Behavior]

Recently, Ashley’s mother got sick and was sent to the hospital where she worked. Her
mother’s physician informed the families that her mother needed to have surgery to fully
recover. Ashley requested the physician to prioritize her mother’s treatment and schedule
the surgery as soon as possible.

After reading the above information, please answer:

Did Ashley request to give her relatives preferential treatment?

Yes

No
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[Contradiction: within-participants]

Weeks before Ashley’s mother got sick, Ashley gave a brief speech in the monthly meeting
of the medical staff. In her speech, she called on all the fellows to respect their profession as
physicians and to treat every patient equally and patiently. She also condemned those who
give their relatives preferential treatment and commit irregularities in the medical field.
Above is ALL information about Ashley. After reading all information, please answer:

Which of the following sentences can better represent Ashley’s opinion in the speech?

It is totally understandable for physicians to give their relatives preferential treatment.
Sometimes physicians can be allowed to give their relatives preferential treatment.

Physicians should never give their relatives preferential treatment.
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Study 1 Chinese Materials

Scenario 1

[High competence condition: between-participants]
FEER—EZTHRAMABENBEMAXE. F—2EEMAEE, hasThEE R
R EAEIIRITATIR G, RFRZ AT TR
[Low competence condition: between-participants]
ZR—ABWHRAATRNEIE. EA—RELIE, MATHTIHEEEHIRZ AT
W, RFEES AFHER.
RIELL EFrEE R, W HE.
DA WA f& 2 AE T R BIE 2 =) AR AL ?
e ST T I B 7 51 /5 20 A
[Behavior]
B, EEFBEAR—DHRE. IR ITENNHES, EERESRTTRE, F/
EBHE, 5EERARRIIZT T EEBR. RN, EEHETHIBEHFAS KT
&P RmERRT S SF .
WAL LA R, TR
TG HRE PG VB ERE? £25
[Contradiction: within-participants]
HEEZWEBEKIILNAZE, MEEAFTNABAY EARE—RXE, FitHat
ROEMOEEME. EMRSCES, MR TN R ERIE 2 o B = %] R sk 75
KRN . AhpISCE MBS T AR T kR IR EE A T B SRS S RIAT N

PAERGT E&NEMER. ML LA ER, R
N R AT AE R I IR T A S E A AL ?
FELE % 7 Bk D I K 2 T LA 2 AT N
Dyids Bodia 2 ol A2 1K, (HA AR A2 X 2wl Ao
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Scenario 2

[High competence condition: between-participants]

RN EBE I —4 EBEM. N —BEBEN, MANAFTARERESH —KKE
AN RBIIT o

[Low competence condition: between-participants]

KW R BN — R EKAIEE. EA—RBEIEE, MANAFHBARERERESA —K
KB N R H1T 2o

RIELL EFrEE R, W HE.

DA DB 2 5K N A B e BB 2

FIRBEITHP /S22 R AR

[Behavior]

B, KWHIBSRART, FHE T TENER. BERNEREIMEGFZBRITM &5
BEMFARALSER. KWHAETIREMLLNE CHEERIERIF BRI REZHF R
RIELL ERrEE R, i HE

SR A 15 BSR4 U (R BRFIR LA 7 2115

[Contradiction: within-participants]

FERIEERAR VAR, KWEES A RKFIS Bl — /M HiERE . EREF,

SHRMANRAEREREEEREXANR, FEMOMNRFEARE. ERF, bR
B T AR IRE R RINAFSERITA.

PAERGT IR ATA (S S RIELL LA EE, 1R

DU W A 3l e bR 1 K B AR S U P B A7

BB 25 H ORISR R IR DU A 58 4 T AR ) o

e AR AR T DL U VR B C ISR R IRAIL ST o

B AR A AN N 2 4 H O R B R A
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Study 2 English Materials

[Manipulations of power and status: between-participants]
Below you will read about four persons and their life episodes. They have different names,
different jobs, and live in different places. But they have something in common, specifically as
below:
[High status high power]
Among their work groups, families, friends, and other groups to which they belong, these
persons have a great deal of status. That is to say, they have prestige, are highly respected and
held in high esteem. People look up to them and value their opinions. At the same time, these
persons have a great deal of power. That is to say, they have a lot of control over important
resources and play a significant role in determining others’ outcomes. In our daily life, they can
be the manager of a company, the dean of a college, the team leader of a project, etc.
[High status low power]
Among their work groups, families, friends, and other groups to which they belong, these
persons have a great deal of status. That is to say, they have prestige, are highly respected and
held in high esteem. People look up to them and value their opinions. However, these persons
have very little power. That is to say, they basically have no control over important resources and
play an insignificant role in determining others’ outcomes. In our daily life, they can be an ex-
Olympic athlete, an emeritus professor of a university, an author of an online column, etc.
[Low status high power]
Among their work groups, families, friends, and other groups to which they belong, these
persons have very little status. That is to say, they lack prestige, are not very respected or held in
high esteem. People do not look up to them or value their opinions. However, these persons have

a great deal of power. That is to say, they have a lot of control over important resources and play
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a significant role in determining others’ outcomes. In our daily life, they can be a loan clerk of a

bank, a bouncer of a celebrity, the boss’s relative of a family business, etc.

[low power low status]

Among their work groups, families, friends, and other groups to which they belong, these

persons have very little status. That is to say, they lack prestige, are not very respected or held in

high esteem. People do not look up to them or value their opinions. At the same time, these

persons have very little power. That is to say, they basically have no control over important

resources and play an insignificant role in determining others’ outcomes. In our daily life, they

can be an intern who runs errands, a waiter in a restaurant, a front desk clerk in a hotel, etc.
[Manipulation of Contradiction: between-participants]

[Contradictory transgression]

Scenario 1:

John [Emma] seems to be very concerned about environmental protection. He often persuades

others to recycle and cut down uses of plastic goods.

John [Emma] often orders plastic-wrapped delivery food and asks for extra disposable

dinnerware to avoid doing the dishes.

Scenario 2:

Leo [Emily] seems to be very concerned about charity activities. When he knows about

volunteering and donation activities from reliable acquaintances, he often talks others into these

activities.

Leo [Emily] rarely volunteers in, or donates to, any charity causes, even though he learns about

these causes through reliable acquaintances.

Scenario 3:

David [Sophia] seems to be very concerned about driving safety issues. He often preaches to

others the importance of safe driving and the irresponsibility of drunk driving.
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David [Sophia] likes going to bars after work. He has been pulled over more than once because
of drunk driving or speeding after drinking with his colleagues or friends.

Scenario 4:

Thomas [Helen] seems to be very concerned about the dangers of second -hand smoking. He
oftentells his colleagues and friends to avoid smoking when others are around, and advocates
harsher penalties for smoking in public places.

Thomas [Helen] is a regular smoker. He sometimes smokes at friends’ house parties, and

complains about his experiences of being ticketed for smoking in public places.

[Non-contradictory transgression]

Scenario 1:

John [Emma] seems to be very concerned about charity activities. When he knows about
volunteering and donation activities from reliable acquaintances, he often talks others into these
activities.

John [Emma] often orders plastic-wrapped delivery food and asks for disposable dinnerware to
avoid doing the dishes.

Scenario 2:

Leo [Emily] seems to be very concerned about environmental protection. He often persuades
others to recycle and cut down uses of plastic goods.

Leo [Emily] rarely volunteers in, or donates to, any charity causes, even though he learns about
these causes through reliable acquaintances.

Scenario 3:

David [Sophia] seems to be very concerned about the dangers of second-hand smoking. He often
tells his colleagues and friends to avoid smoking when others are around, and advocates harsher

penalties for smoking in public places.
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David [Sophia] likes going to bars after work. He has been pulled over for a few times because
of drunk driving or speeding after drinking with his colleagues or friends.
Scenario 4:
Thomas [Helen] seems to be very concerned about driving safety issues. He often preaches to
others the importance of safe driving and the irresponsibility of drunk driving.
Thomas [Helen] is a regular smoker. He sometimes smokes at friends’ house parties, and
complains about his experiences of being ticketed for smoking in public places.

[Questions for each scenario]
How generous or selfish do you think [name]’s reasons are for preaching environmental
protection/charity activities/driving safety/the dangers of second -hand smoking?
Do you think that [name] preaches environmental protection/charity activities/driving safety/the
dangers of second-hand smoking because he [she] cares more about doing what is the best for
other people versus what is the best for himself [herself]?
To what extent do you think [name]’s use of disposable dinnerware/inaction in volunteering and
donation activities/driving offences/behavior of smoking in public places is moral?
To what extent do you think [name]’s use of disposable dinnerware/inaction in volunteering and
donation activities/driving offences/behavior of smoking in public places is ethical?
To what extent do you think [name]’s use of disposable dinnerware/inaction in volunteering and

donation activities/driving offences/behavior of smoking in public places is acceptable?
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Study 2 Chinese Materials

[Manipulations of power and status: between-participants]
AR R DU N CLRABATH AT B AITE B AR LES, ARPENY, AETELE
ANFIIITT o (HRABA T — S 3L [ R, BARIT
[High status high power]
FEABATH TARRIBN, XN, A, BARARATI P & (0 e A = e, X8 ARG AR st
fre B2, MM EAERENAEE, 2R EENS S AR R A &
AT N [FIRS, X ASHARKIA . i, MiTEEERLZ EEMEIEIEA
REAEAR KA b e HoAb NRIM B/ % . AR H ARG S, XL NATae A a1
e, BRI, EABHEE, %%,
[High status low power]
FEABATE TAERIBN, N, WA BLAABATIA s B A A A 2 oy, T e AR 1R i it
fr. B2, IS AERENAEE, 2R EENS S AR R A &
AR R . (S, XEE A IBUAR A Bl d, M ATxs T B SRR i) kb,
XA N BIR FAF R AR A AW /. FERATI B AR S, X2 N AT RE 2 AT
iBiEB 0, WA, WELEIER, F%.
[Low status high power]
FEABATHR TARRIBN, XN, A, BARARATT P i) At TR = vy, 3K 28 AR 0 2 AR AR
ik WU, MAIh=FE, NEAZINEMMELR . AMIANELAEHEMIHEN, =
AT . (Ho, XEANPIHRKEB 1. i, MAIEEERE HER T
JEIF HREEAR R E oo HoA NI 5% AERANTH H & A A, XL NrTRe 4R
FIGTEOL S 5, A NIIORER, SR ER R, 555,
[Low status low power]
FEABATI TARRIBN, XN, A, BARARATT P i) At R = vy, X 28 AR [ 2 AR AR
ik WHtRU, MAIh=FE, NEAZINEMMELR . AMIANELEHZMTHEN, =
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ASIAATABERE . RN, XL NI IR Wl e, AbATTXS T B S BT U5 ) B 4%
Wb, X TABNBIR FAFRABIEAR AT A 25000 ) AERATHY HH A 2, AR
SEHURAOSE >4, AT RIIRSS B, IS ROET AR, SRS

[Manipulation of Contradiction: between-participants]

[Contradictory transgression]

Scenario 1:
X D B RIR IO IR ) 8. At 285 8 8 B B N R R FH 020 4 i 581 1)

X RO SETIREHEA AN B T ABEIRE, il REIME — IR
H

>~No

Scenario 2:

skl Gk BRORIB GO, 2t W RTE B9 28NS 5L 0T i 25 R iR 55 B 4R IV )
I, Al S A N2 5 Hod

skl ki) ARSI 4 XN SRR S BB 18G5 3, BT Ly 32 AT SE AN
IR

Scenario 3:

T (FH) HBERRMCOLEELEET ., MFFERSURNRN, Zhweedpy EEE,
W2 JE Rl N 22 AR 5T AT .

T4 (EH) EXX YR . fh DA 1k — R R A Ak R = 30 5 25 4 B0 HE R
ek o

Scenario 4:

AN (FWH) BRI O ZFMGEE . F SR EBE MRS, REAZELEH
NG . AR B2 AE s 2 337 B m AT 9 (P& il o

A (TR 2NHAR. AN SERNRKF RSB il SR 7R A 3837 B m s 3
TR -

[Non-contradictory transgression]

Scenario 1:

XM GO BERIBIROEZF . St AT E 12T i 5 TR AR 55 B0 48 G 7 21
iF, A SR AR AN S 5 KA,

KR (XD ZH TR AR AN E Y. N T AT, il 2R BRI — IR
Scenario 2:

gkoE (5K FHEORIR IO R, 2w %5 R Bl 0 N R0 A 0/ A5 FH 58 ) )

A o
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sk Cikif) ARSI 4 X S B IR SS B 18G5 3, B Ly 32 B AT SE AN
AR

Scenario 3:

T4 (E#HD BRI O ZFMPGEE. w5 UFE B RSN, REANZELEH

T AT o AR FRAE N 2 353 i RO AT 9 B 457

T4 (B3 SEXNHEEEM . fh T2 A 1 — R 9 R I A Bk [R) = 0G0 5 2 47 B0

P A o

Scenario 4:

7*<7'<< ZIH) BERIBROEEZEHET., M FRSIAMAEE, B3 edpbHE,

RN LA ITAT A
7“7'< (M) MR a2 ER AR RS A8 2 HARAE A L1 BRI B
1'JFAEﬁé§:ro

[Questions for each scenario]
KA (eE4 Y EARMRAT N/ EEm 8/ B2 4/ T IaE 2 H TR RS2 BN
EHL?
TRoets (k4a ) EALORAT A/ 283505 3/ B Bk 22 4/ — 016 35 2 R D9 A0 i) N\ B i 1
FIE RO B CE I H?
2RI b, Rnts [ H— R R/ AS 5 EEEEE Sz /B i /e N
& WA AT RS E R ?
2 KL L, Ruefs (4] ] — ks B/ AS S SIS sdag s s/ & w5 S 5/
K EWIHIAT T S 1E R ?
FEZ R L, Rt (4 1 — ks R/ AS 5 SR BERE S 5) /G 25/ 1E A
e SR 47 e w] DLERA# ) 2

H.
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Pilot Study 1 Materials

Names in English: James Emma Leo Lily Simon Sophia Mike
Names in Chinese: 5Kig Mg T4 238 B4 BB Righ #hid
[Scenario 1]
[Between-participants: contradictory condition]
In his work, James as a magistrate advocates fairness in education systems.
In his life, he sends gifts to a high school principal to get his daughter enrolled.
FETAES, SREVE N — R HTVEE BB H A RN AZRIEAF .
FEATE T, AN T LA S P AR KIEAL
[Between participants: non-contradictory condition]
James sends gifts to a high school principal to get his daughter enrolled.
HRIGEDY T LT R AR K IEAL -
[Scenario 2]
[Between-participants: contradictory condition]
In her work, Emma as a nurse working in the emergency room advocates terminal patients to
donate their organs to save others’ lives.
In her life, she strongly objects to her parents’ decision for organ donation when they die.
FETAEH, MR — 4 BSR40 B3 Rmk s B B HoAd N 2R 4
e, R Z SO H O ARFR S IRERAS B
[Between participants: non-contradictory condition]
Emma strongly objects to her parents’ decision for organ donation when they die.
PSR ZN N B CACEREJE RIS B
[Scenario 3]
[Between-participants: contradictory condition]

In his work, Simon as a doctor claims that every life should be respected and treated equally.
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In his life, he requests another doctor to prioritize his mother’s treatment.
FETAES, BB — R EA LKA B8 #2915 2S5 1 5 B 5 R0A .
FEAEE T, AR AR AL N B SRR TR .
[Between participants: non-contradictory condition]
Simon requests a doctor to prioritize his mother’s treatment.
BB FEEANE O EH CREERIGE T .
[Scenario 4]
[Between-participants: contradictory condition]
In her work, Lily as a kindergarten teacher instructs other parents to be patient and reasonable
with their kids.
In her life, she sometimes punishes her children physically.
TR, FRAP A4 LR Z MBS X KR & T 2O, 5% TIHER.
FEANE T, WA I 2R H ST
[Between participants: non-contradictory condition]
Lily sometimes punishes her children physically.
AN AN EH ST
[Scenario 5]
[Between-participants: contradictory condition]
In his work, Mike as a firefighter pledges to serve public safety.
In his life, he promptly fled the scene alone when his residential building caught fire.
ETAES, SN — 2 HI REE AR L ERS -
A, e B QR ETHESE KR H 2 7 kR .
[Between participants: non-contradictory condition]
Mike promptly fled the scene alone when his residential building caught fire.
FREAE B O R K Bk kR .

[Scenario 6]
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[Between-participants: contradictory condition]

In her work, Sophia as a high school teacher condemns her students to plagiarize from the
Internet for homework assignments.

In her life, she sometimes copies online paragraphs to finish her reports.

FETAES, REHEN— 4w h HOTAE PR i 7 A AR 58 K RE VR B R b 2%
FEAES, AR SRR R AR SR E Rk .

[Between participants: non-contradictory condition]

Sophia sometimes copies online paragraphs to finish her reports.

REATIS I _E AR E SR o

[Measures in each scenario]

Do you think ...[Name] is capable/intelligent?

Do you think ...[Name]’s behavior of ... (e.g., [Scenario 1] sending gifts to a high school

principal to get his daughter enrolled) is moral/understandable/reasonable?
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Pilot Study 2 English Materials

The to-be-presented persons are student participants in a psychology lab experiment on campus.
They (as DISTRIBUTORS) were asked to assign €10 between themselves and others (as
RECIPIENTS).

-Below you should first know how the DISTRIBUTORS made their choices-
[Page break]
The DISTRIBUTORSs were seated in PRIVATE cubicles and were each provided with two six-

sided dice on a table.

That is to say, NO ONE ELSE except themselves knows how exactly they made decisions.

Each DISTRIBUTOR had two options:

(1) Giving €8 to the self and €2 to a RECIPIENT

(2) Giving €5 to the self and €5 to a RECIPIENT

The DISTRIBUTOR and the RECIPIENT then received the amount of money as indicated.

The DISTRIBUTORS could choose from (1) €8/€2 and (2) €5/€5 at their own will, OR roll two
six-sided dice ONCE to help them decide. The dice rolling required:

(@) IF bothdice show six (1/36 chance), the DISTRIBUTOR should (1) give €8 to the self
and €2 tothe RECIPIENT

(b) IF any of the two dice shows a number other than six (35/36 chance), the DISTRIBUTOR
should (2) give €5 to the self and €5 to the RECIPIENT

[Page break]
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The rules for DISTRIBUTORS can also be briefed below:

€8 to theselfand
€2 to RECIPIENT

- Roll two six-sided dice -
1 : : €5 totheselfand |
/- ¥ Other than six (35/36) €5 to RECIPIENT |

- " Both six (1/36)

€ DISTRIBUTOR

€8 totheselfand
| /~ €2to RECIPIENT
- Decide directly H

\ _ €5totheselfand
€5 to RECIPIENT

After reading the above instructions, please answer some questions accordingly:

Were DISTRIBUTORS free to choose by themselves, instead of rolling the dice, if they wanted?
Yes (1)

No (2)

Not sure (3)

Validation: (when choosing other than Yes) Your answer is not correct. DISTRIBUTORS were
free to choose from (1) $8/$2, or (2) $5/$5, and (3) rolling the dice.

What was the chance to win €8 for themselves if the DISTRIBUTORS rolled the dice?

1/6 (= 16.7%) (1)

1/9 (= 11.1%) (2)

1/12 (= 8.3%) (3)

1/36 (= 2.8%) (4)

Validation: (when choosing other than 1/36) Y our answer is not correct. DISTRIBUTORS could
gain $8 only when the two six-sided dice both showed six.

[Page break]
-Below please put yourself in the shoes of a JUDGE-
The DISTRIBUTORSs made choices PRIVATELY. AsaJUDGE, your information about each
DISTRIBUTOR is only an ANSWER SHEET including some demographic information
and his/her answers to two questions.
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An example is shown below. The DISTRIBUTORSs answered the questions with yellow
highlighter pens.

ANSWER SHEET
YOUR ROLE IN THE GAME: Distributor
YOUR PARTICIPANT NUMBER: D1_43

YOUR CHOICE OF DISTRIBUTION:
1. Giving €8 to yourself and €2 to a RECIPIENT
2. Giving €5 to yourself and €5 to a RECIPIENT

HOW DID YOU COME UP WITH THE CHOICE?
1. Irolled the dice once to make the above choice
2. 1did not let the dice decide

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

WHAT IS YOUR GROSS HOUSHOLD INCOME AS COMPARED TO THE GENERAL
DUTCH POPULATION?
1. Top 0.1%
Top 1%
Top 5%
Top 10%
Second 10%
60% to 80%
Middle 40%
Bottom 50%

0 N .oV UL i b

WHAT IS YOUR AVERAGE ACADEMIC GRADE?
1. Above 8.5

From 8.0 to 8.5

From 7.5 to 8.0

From 7.0 to 7.5

From 6.5 to 7.0

From 6.0 to 6.5

From 5.5 to 6.0

Below 5.5

NN

[Page break]
As a JUDGE, you need to evaluate the DISTRIBUTORs when you see his/her demographic
information together with his/her answers to the two questions.
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[Page break]
Next you will start to see the information of some different DISTRIBUTORS.

Please think carefully about each individual DISTRIBUTOR and his/her information on the
ANSWER SHEET, and make your evaluations based on your gut feelings.



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS, CULTURE, STATUS, AND HYPOCRISY 46
Pilot Study 2 Chinese Materials

BUHEZ 5SARRIAGHE . X0 NBRFISE 5 W I 7t . /R8s =E 2B AR
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WRSLHETIR T REDBT R, A2 RKMEREmMS8IT?

1/6 (= 16.7%) (1)

19 (= 11.1%) (2)

1/12 (= 8.3%) (3)

1/36 (= 2.8%) (4)
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RS BCE VI T RE ST SR, A2 KMERmAsIT?
1/6 (= 16.7%) (1)
19 (= 11.1%) (2)
1/12 (= 8.3%) (3)
1/36 (= 2.8%) (4)
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