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Pilot Study 1
Participants
Using Prolific’s inbuilt filters, we posted a study seeking 100 Muslim participants on Prolific. In response, 107 participants completed the study (age: M = 31.83, SD = 10.11; 49 women, 57 men, and 1 did not answer).
Procedure
We first asked participants whether eating pork was against Muslim values (yes, no). Next, we assessed whether participants sacralized the pork prohibition via the following statement: "Eating pork is never justified no matter what the circumstances" (Response options: Agree, Disagree). We then presented participants with two actions and asked whether they considered each to be a violation of Muslim values. The actions were (1) eating vegetable fried rice that is mixed up with pork pieces and (2) eating vegetable fried rice that has lightly come in contact with pork. Participants responded on a binary scale: against Muslim values or not against Muslim values. Following this, participants rated their confidence in their responses: "How confident are you that eating vegetable fried rice that has come in contact with pork/is fully mixed up with pork is against/not against Muslim values?" (Response scale: 1 = Not at all confident to 7 = Extremely confident). Lastly, we asked participants to evaluate how serious Muslims consider each of the actions as violations of pro-choice values: "How serious do Muslims like you consider the following actions as Muslim values, if at all?" (Response scale: 1 = Not at all serious to 7 = Extremely serious).
Results
We excluded N = 53 people that were Muslim but did not sacralize halal via the statement that tapped "sacralization." In total, 98.1% of participants indicated that they viewed eating vegetable fried rice that is mixed with pork as a violation of Muslim values. Furthermore, 87.0% of participants indicated they viewed eating vegetable fried rice that has lightly come into contact with pork as a violation of Muslim values.  
Participants reported significantly less confidence about their ratings when the rice had slightly come into contact with pork (M = 5.89, SD = 1.84, 95% CI [5.39, 6.39]) compared to when it was mixed with pork, M = 6.47, SD = 1.39, 95% CI [6.10, 6.84], t(52) = 3.257, p = .002, d = 1.30. Lastly, participants saw the action of eating rice that has lightly come into contact with pork (M = 6.07, SD = 1.540, 95% CI [5.66, 6.48]) as a less serious violation of Muslim values compared to eating a dish that was mixed with pork (M = 6.70, SD = .748, 95% CI [6.50, 6.90], t(52) = 3.134, p = .003, d = 1.43).

















Pilot Study 2
Participants
Using Prolific's inbuilt filters, we posted a study seeking 100 pro-choice US residents on Prolific. In response, 104 participants completed the study (age: M = 39.22, SD = 11.96; 56 women, 43 men, 2 prefer another term, and 3 did not answer).
Procedure
Participants first indicated their stance on abortion by selecting one of two options: Pro-life or pro-choice? ("Are you pro-life or pro-choice? Response options: Pro-life, Pro-choice. Next, we assessed whether participants sacralized their pro-choice stance using the following statement: "A woman’s right to make decisions about her own body must be protected at all costs" (response options: Agree, Disagree). We then presented participants with two actions and asked whether they considered each to be a violation of pro-choice values. The actions were: (1) Restricting elective abortion at 5 weeks of pregnancy (2) Restricting elective abortion at 25 weeks of pregnancy. Participants responded on a binary scale: against pro-choice values or not against pro-choice values. Following this, participants rated their confidence in their responses: "How confident are you that restricting elective abortion at 5 weeks/25 weeks is against/not against pro-choice values?" (Response scale: 1 = Not at all confident to 7 = Extremely confident). Lastly, we asked participants to evaluate how serious pro-choice individuals consider these restrictions as violations of pro-choice values: "How serious do pro-choice people like you consider the following action as a violation of pro-choice values, if at all?" (Response scale: 1 = Not at all serious to 7 = Extremely serious).
Results
We excluded 27 people that held a pro-choice stance but did not sacralize pro-choice values, as they did not agree with the statement that tapped sacralization. Moreover, N = 15 participants did not answer the questions about pro-life values and thus dropped out of the analysis. In total, 87.7% of participants indicated that they viewed prohibiting an elective abortion at 5 weeks of pregnancy as a violation of pro-choice values. Furthermore, 62.7% of participants indicated they viewed prohibiting an elective abortion at 25 weeks of pregnancy as a violation of pro-choice values.
Participants reported marginally less confidence about their ratings at 25 weeks (M = 5.19, SD = 1.63, 95% CI [4.77, 5.61]) of pregnancy compared to 5 weeks of pregnancy, M = 5.70, SD = 1.63, 95% CI [5.28, 6.12], t(56) =1.940, p = .057,d = 1.83. Lastly, participants saw the action of restricting an elective abortion at 25 weeks of pregnancy (M =4.53, SD = 1.91, 95% CI [4.03, 5.03]) as a less serious violation of pro-choice values compared to restricting an elective abortion at 5 weeks of pregnancy (M = 5.96, SD = 1.66, 95% CI [5.53, 6.39], t(56) = 2.130, p < p< .001, d = 2.60. 





Pilot Study 3
Participants
Using Prolific’s inbuilt filters, we posted a study seeking 100 pro-life US residents on Prolific. In response, 100 participants completed the study (age: M = 35.61, SD = 13.21; 50 women, 48 men, and 2 did not answer).
Procedure
Participants first indicated their stance on abortion by selecting one of two options: Pro-life or pro-choice? ("Are you pro-life or pro-choice? Response options: Pro-life, Pro-choice. Next, we assessed whether participants sacralized their pro-life stance using the following statement: "Abortion is never justified, no matter the circumstances" (Response options: Agree, Disagree). We then presented participants with four actions and asked whether they considered each to be a violation of pro-life values. The actions were: (1) Having an abortion at 25 weeks of pregnancy, (2) Taking a vaccine derived from aborted fetal cells (3) Donating to a stem cell research center that works specifically with aborted fetal cells. Participants responded on a binary scale: “Against pro-life values” or “not against pro-life values.” Following this, participants rated their confidence in their responses: "How confident are you that having an abortion at 25 weeks of pregnancy/taking a vaccine derived from fetal cells/donating to a stem cell research center that works with aborted fetal cells is against/not against pro-life values?" (Response scale: 1 = Not at all confident to 7 = Extremely confident). Lastly, we asked participants to evaluate how serious pro-life individuals consider the three actions as violations of pro-life values: "How serious do pro-life people like you consider the following action as a violation of pro-life values, if at all?" (Response scale: 1 = Not at all serious to 7 = Extremely serious).
Results
We excluded N = 40 that did not sacralize pro-life values, as they did not agree with the statement that tapped sacralization. In total, 95.00% of participants indicated having an abortion at 25 weeks of pregnancy as a violation of pro-life values. Furthermore, 80.3% of participants indicated that taking a vaccine derived from fetal cells was a violation of pro-life values, and 76.7% of participants indicated that donating to a stem cell research center that works with aborted fetal cells is a violation of pro-life values.
Participants reported significantly less confidence about taking vaccines derived from fetal cells (M = 5.10, SD = 1.74, 95% CI [4.66, 5.54]) compared to abortion at 25 weeks, M = 5.48, SD = 1.84, 95% CI [5.01, 5.95], t(59) = 2.153, p = .035, d = 1.37. Participants reported less confidence about their ratings on donating to stem cell research (M = 4.84, SD = 1.76, 95% CI [4.40, 5.28]), compared to abortion at 25 weeks (M = 5.48, SD = 1.83, 95% CI [5.02, 5.94], t(60) = 3.20, p = .002, d = 1.39). Lastly, participants saw the action of taking a vaccine derived from fetal cells, M = 5.45, SD = 1.54, 95% CI [5.05, 5.85], as less severe of a violation compared to having an abortion at 25 weeks (M = 6.34, SD = .920, 95% CI [6.10, 6.58], t(55) = 4.57, p < .001, d = 1.46). Participants also saw the action of donating to stem cell research, M = 5.26, SD = 1.55, 95% CI [4.86, 5.66], as less serious of a violation compared to having an abortion at 25 weeks, M = 6.31, SD = .959, 95% CI [6.06, 6.56], t(57) = 5.74, p < .001, d = 1.39.
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Study 4 Additional Analyses
	In addition to the continuous measure of sacralization in Study 4, we also assessed sacralization in binary terms. Participants indicated whether they agreed with the statement “Abortion is never justified, no matter the circumstances” (response options: agree, disagree). Participants who agreed with the statement were classified as sacralizers and those that disagreed with the statement were classified as non-sacralizers.
Analyses with political ideology as a covariate in the analyses.
	We ran an ANOVA with condition, sacralizer type, political party affiliation, and all two-way and three-way interactions between the predictors, along with willingness to take the vaccine derived from fetal cells as the dependent variable in the analyses. We found a significant effect of condition, F(1, 451) = 22.313, p < .001, np2 = .047; sacralizer type, F(1, 451) = 37.191, p < .001, np2 = .076; and political party affiliation, F(1, 451) = 38.001, p < .001, np2 = .078. Importantly, the condition x sacralizer type interaction remained significant, F(1, 451) = 5.927, p = .015, and np2 = .013. All other interactions were non-significant: sacralizer type x political party identification, F(1, 451) = 1.015, p = .314, np2 = .002; condition x political party affiliation, F(1, 451) = 2.287, p = .131, np2 = .005; political party identification x condition x sacralizer type, F(1, 451) = .002, p = .962, np2 < .001. See Table S1.







Table S1. Mean, SD, and 95% CI for willingness to take a vaccine by condition, political party, and sacralizer type (Study 2)
	Condition
	Sacralizer Type
	Democrats

	Republicans 

	Consensus 
Against
	Non-Sacralizer
	M = 7.33, SD = 1.313
95% CI [7.098,7.561]
	M = 5.88
SD = .538
95% CI [4.832, 6.927]


	Consensus 
Against
	Sacralizer
	M = 6.21, SD = 2.293, 
95% CI [5.409, 7.010]
	M = 5.4, SD = 2.718
95% CI [4.627, 6.172]

	Consensus 
For
	Non-Sacralizer
	M = 7.06, SD = 1.607
95% CI [6.751, 7.368
	M = 5.15, SD = 2.315, 95% CI [4.409, 5.890]

	Consensus 
For
	Sacralizer
	M = 4.85, SD = 2.769, 95% CI [4.095, 5.6043]
	M = 3.63, SD = 2.769, 95% CI [2.777, 4.482]



Study 5 Additional Analyses
Results including exclusions. An independent samples t-test found that participants donated more in the consensus for condition (M = 2.50, SD = 2.92, 95% CI [2.00, 2.99]) compared to the consensus-absent condition (M = 1.66, SD = 2.57, 95% CI [1.09, 2.22]), t = 2.216, p = .028, d = .30.
Distribution of donations across conditions. In the baseline condition (no consensus information), 66% of pro-life sacralizers donated $0 (M = 1.36, SD = 2.41), with the remaining 34% spread primarily across small amounts ($1: 4%, $2: 10%, and $5: 12%), with very few participants donating larger amounts. In the consensus-supporting-donation condition, the proportion donating $0 dropped to 27.5% (M = 2.86, SD = 3.21), with donations distributed more broadly across the range ($1: 19.6%, $2: 15.7%, $5: 15.7%, $10: 11.8%). These patterns suggest that the consensus effect is not driven by a small number of large donations. Rather, it reflects a broad shift in willingness to donate at all: the rate of non-donors fell by more than half between conditions. This pattern fits our theoretical account. If donating felt like a clear violation of the pro-life sacred value, the $0 rate should have been large and resistant to consensus information in both conditions. Instead, consensus produced a substantial shift in non-donors, suggesting participants faced genuine uncertainty about whether their sacred value was implicated, the defining feature of an edge case.
Verbatim Responses Excluded in Data Quality Check
Study 2
1. I support pro choice, but the abortion should happen way earlier than 5 weeks.
2. I don't know.
3. get people's viewpoin
4. Not sure to be honest
5. I was a good one
6. Thoughts on pro-choice for abortions.
7. Survey about even if you are prochoice there are still limits specifically when the fetus can survive after a certain amount of weeks and if there is no medical reason to have one.  Even though I am pro-choice, I do not believe abortions should be a form of birth control.
8. This study was designed to provide ridiculous hypothetical scenarios to push some kind of forced-birth agenda. People are not just randomly deciding to end their viable-fetus pregnancies because they feel like it and suggesting that is the case indicates serious issues with your methodology.
9. I am pro choice because My mom was terrible and she should have never been a mom she should have thought about the life of an unwanted child
10. to see how people can be manipulated into questioning their judgements. My grandson was born at 22 weeks and he survived with flying colors
11. I'm not sure.
12. i don't know
13. I thought the study was about the webpage activity.
14. THERE SHOULD HAVE BEEN MORE WARNING ABOUT THE CONTENT OF THIS SURVEY!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
15. I dont know.
16. Political
17. Pro Choice
18. Why? The researcher doesn't know? Shame!
19. Morality
20. opinion
21. 66abd3724838584b0da6231d
22. I am not quite sure.
Study 4
1. Nice
2. political
3. COVID 19 disease affected more than 200 countries and killed 4 million people
4. I UNDERSTAND AND I LIKE IT
5. study perpose only
6. I UNDERSTANDING IN THIS SURVEY AND I LIKE IT
7. I am very interested in admission to the graduate program in Economics. I know that research programs in Economics are very diverse and this is the main reason ...
8. I am very interested in admission to the graduate program in Economics. I know that research programs in Economics are very diverse and this is the main reason ...
9. USEFUL STUDY
10. I UNDERSTANDING SURVEY I LIKE IT
11. good
12. ABOUT RESEARCH SURVEY
13. nicely study
14. This task is covid-19
15. good
16. very
17. to understand the acceptance
18. preference
19. I thought it was fine to explore the idea.
20. vaccines
21. STUDY ABOUT OUR PREFERENCES AND CHOICES
22. How people react to some sensative things.

