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MORAL JUDGMENT AND BARGAINING POWER
Supplemental Material: Moral Judgment is Sensitive to Bargaining Power
Data, Code and Materials
Data, analysis scripts, and complete testing materials (including instructional diagrams) for all studies are available on OSF. 
Note on Outside Options
	In an earlier draft of this manuscript and in our preregistrations (studies 1 to 3), we were describing our manipulations of bargaining power as manipulations of “outside options”, understood in the game-theoretic sense of the payoff, utility, or value that each party would get in the absence of agreement i.e., the parties’ disagreement payoffs or utilities. For purposes of clarity, we have decided to drop the “outside options” terminology which can obscure the difference between manipulations of bargaining power via the value attributed to the outcome at stake by each party (also referred to as outcome value or stakes) or the alternatives available to each party. That’s because the term “outside options” tends to connote available alternatives but not necessarily stakes. And indeed, in the first set of vignettes (studies 1-4), the two parties mainly differ in their bargaining power due to different outcome values (except for Cab in which they have different alternatives), whereas in the second set of vignettes (studies 5a and 5b), the two parties mainly differ in their bargaining power due to different alternatives.
	Formally, however, these two types of manipulations can be treated equivalently if we focus on disagreement payoffs/utilities (i.e., “outside options”). In each case X (the party with lower bargaining power) is worse off than Y (the party with higher bargaining power) in case of disagreement but both X and Y would prefer to perform the unpleasant action to an absence of agreement. An example possible notation which is suitable to model both types of vignettes in terms of disagreement payoffs is shown below. Alternative notations are also possible. The main point that we want to convey is that manipulations of outcome value and outcome alternatives can both be viewed as manipulations of the disagreement payoff/utility for each party, and thus of bargaining power. 
Notation
We use the following notation as an example:
· X: party with lower bargaining power
· Y: party with higher bargaining power
· C: cost of performing the unpleasant action (C > 0)
· c: cost of performing the least unpleasant action (c  0; c < C)
· x: outcome value for X (x > 0) (-x refers to the value for X of a “loss” of a wedding ring (Well), high value painting (Paintings), deal and bonus (Deal), camera (Canoe), successful party and promotion opportunity (Boss), game and coupon (Stadium); x refers to the value for X of taking the train (Cab), or of a successful deal (Partners, Construction), registration (Project, Volleyball) or maintenance (Condo))
· Y: outcome value for Y (y > 0) (-y refers to the value for Y of a “loss” of a cheap watch (Well), low value painting (Paintings), deal without bonus (Deal), lunch bag (Canoe), successful party (Boss), game (Stadium); while y refers to the value for Y of taking the train (Cab), or of a successful deal (Partners, Construction), registration (Project, Volleyball) or maintenance (Condo))
· x  y (X’s outcome value is higher or equal to Y’s)
· ax: value of X’s best alternative (for the first set of vignettes (except Cab) the only alternative to an agreement available to X is no agreement so ax = -x  0 i.e., a loss of an item/opportunity; for the second set of vignettes (and Cab) at least one of the parties has concrete/tangible alternatives and x  ax  0)
· ay: value of Y’s best alternative (for the first set of vignettes (except Cab) the only alternative to an agreement available to Y is no agreement so ay = -y  0 i.e., a loss of an item/opportunity; for the second set of vignettes (and Cab) at least one of the parties has concrete/tangible alternatives and y  ay  0)
· ay  ax (Y has (a) better alternative(s) than X)
Outcome Value Vignettes
Disagreement
Neither X nor Y performs the unpleasant action, the items/opportunities (e.g., wedding ring vs cheap watch, bonus + deal vs deal, camera vs lunchbag, party + promotion vs party, game + coupon vs game) are lost:
· Disagreement utility (“outside option”) for X: uxd = ax = -x  0
· Disagreement utility (“outside option”) for Y: uyd = ay = -y  0
Agreement 1
X performs the unpleasant action, the items/opportunities are not lost, but the costs of performing the unpleasant/least unpleasant actions are incurred: 
· Agreement 1 utility for X: uxa1 = -C < 0
· Agreement 1 utility for Y: uya1 = -c  0
Agreement 2
Y performs the unpleasant action, the items/opportunities are not lost, but the costs of performing the unpleasant/least unpleasant actions are incurred:
· Agreement 2 utility for X: uxa2 = -c  0
· Agreement 2 utility for Y: uya2 = -C < 0
Available Alternatives Vignettes
Disagreement
Neither X nor Y performs the unpleasant action, the parties obtain their best alternatives, respectively:
· Disagreement utility (“outside option”) for X: uxd = ax  0
· Disagreement utility (“outside option”) for Y: uyd = ay  0
Agreement 1
X performs the unpleasant action, the parties obtain the value of the agreement (e.g., mutually beneficial cab journey, deal, project, team, repaired heating system) minus any costs incurred: 
· Agreement 1 utility for X: uxa1 = x - C  0
· Agreement 1 utility for Y: uya1 = y - c  0
Agreement 2
Y performs the unpleasant action, the parties obtain the value of the agreement (e.g., mutually beneficial cab journey, deal, project, team, repaired heating system) minus any costs incurred:
· Agreement 2 utility for X: uxa2 = x - c  0
· Agreement 2 utility for Y: uya2 = y - C  0
For both types of vignettes, Y’s disagreement payoff (“outside options”) is better than X, and therefore Y has higher bargaining power than X.
Detailed Results
Study 1
Detailed Results
Results of our preregistered statistical tests supported our hypothesis. The same request to perform a mutually beneficial but unpleasant action was perceived as more morally acceptable when the request was made by the character with higher bargaining power/a better outside option than when it was made by the character with lower bargaining power/a worse outside option for all vignettes: Well (linear regression b = -23.5, 95% CI [-28.7, -18.3]; p < .001; estimated marginal means: high: M = 62.1, 95% CI [58.4, 65.8]; low: M = 38.6, 95% CI [34.9, 42.2]; Cohen’s d = 0.91, 95% CI [0.70, 1.12]), Cab (b = -14.8, 95% CI [-19.9, -9.8]; p < .001; high: M = 62.9, 95% CI [59.3, 66.5]; low: M = 48.1, 95% CI [44.5, 51.6]; d = 0.59, 95% CI [0.38, 0.79]), Deal (b = -43.5, 95% CI [-49.2, -37.8]; p < .001; high: M = 73.3, 95% CI [69.3, 77.4]; low: M = 29.8, 95% CI [25.8, 33.9]; d = 1.52, 95% CI [1.30, 1.75]), Paintings (b = -4.8, 95% CI [-10.2, 0.7]; p = .08501; high: M = 53.3, 95% CI [49.5, 57.2]; low: M = 48.6, 95% CI [44.7, 52.4]; d = 0.18, 95% CI [-0.02, 0.38]), Canoe (b = -14.0, 95% CI [-19.2, -8.8]; p < .001; high: M = 55.6, 95% CI [51.9, 59.3]; low: M = 41.6, 95% CI [37.9, 45.3]; d = 0.54, 95% CI [0.34, 0.74]), Boss (b = -8.9, 95% CI [-14.0, -3.9]; p < .001; high: M = 60.7, 95% CI [57.1, 64.3]; low: M = 51.8, 95% CI [48.2, 55.4]; d = 0.35, 95% CI [0.15, 0.56]), Stadium (b = -17.8, 95% CI [-22.8, -12.9]; p < .001; high: M = 54.5, 95% CI [51.0, 58.0]; low: M = 36.6, 95% CI [33.1, 40.2]; d = 0.72, 95% CI [0.51, 0.93]). We also found support for our hypothesis after combining judgments for all vignettes and performing a mixed-effects linear regression with random intercepts per participant and vignette (b = -17.9, 95% CI [-19.9, -16.0]; p < .001; estimated marginal means high: M = 60.2, 95% CI [56.6, 63.7]; low: M = 42.3, 95% CI [38.7, 45.8]; Cohen’s d = 0.67, 95% CI [0.60, 0.75]).
Study 2
Detailed Results
Results of our preregistered statistical tests supported our hypothesis. The same refusal to perform a mutually beneficial but unpleasant action was perceived as more morally acceptable when the refusal was expressed by the character with higher bargaining power than when it was expressed by the character with lower bargaining power for all vignettes: Well (linear regression b = -26.8, 95% CI [-32.1, -21.6]; p < .001; estimated marginal means: high: M = 59.2, 95% CI [55.5, 63.0]; low: M = 32.4, 95% CI [28.7, 36.1]; Cohen’s d = 1.05, 95% CI [0.83, 1.27]), Cab (b = -12.4, 95% CI [-17.3, -7.5]; p < .001; high: M = 48.8, 95% CI [45.3, 52.3]; low: M = 36.4, 95% CI [32.9, 39.8]; d = 0.52, 95% CI [0.31, 0.73]), Deal (b = -48.1, 95% CI [-53.3, -43.0]; p < .001; high: M = 68.8, 95% CI [65.1, 72.4]; low: M = 20.6, 95% CI [17.0, 24.3]; d = 1.92, 95% CI [1.67, 2.16]), Paintings (b = -9.6, 95% CI [-14.9, -4.3]; p < .001; high: M = 45.7, 95% CI [41.9, 49.4]; low: M = 36.1, 95% CI [32.3, 39.9]; d = 0.37, 95% CI [0.16, 0.58]), Canoe (b = -14.8, 95% CI [-19.7, -9.8]; p < .001; high: M = 48.0, 95% CI [44.5, 51.5]; low: M = 33.3, 95% CI [27.9, 36.8]; d = 0.61, 95% CI [0.40, 0.82]), Boss (b = -17.4, 95% CI [-22.6, -12.2]; p < .001; high: M = 54.0, 95% CI [50.4, 57.7]; low: M = 36.7, 95% CI [33.0, 40.4]; d = 0.69, 95% CI [0.47, 0.90]), Stadium (b = -17.7, 95% CI [-22.9, -12.5]; p < .001; high: M = 48.1, 95% CI [44.5, 51.8]; low: M = 30.5, 95% CI [26.8, 34.1]; d = 0.70, 95% CI [0.49, 0.91]). We also found support for our hypothesis after combining judgments for all vignettes and performing a mixed-effects linear regression with random intercepts per participant and vignette (b = -21.2, 95% CI [-23.0, -19.4]; p < .001; estimated marginal means high: M = 53.3, 95% CI [50.7, 56.0]; low: M = 32.1, 95% CI [29.5, 34.8]; Cohen’s d = 0.81, 95% CI [0.73, 0.89]). 
Study 3
Detailed Results
While the results of our preregistered statistical test (mixed effects linear regression with condition (ordered factor) as our independent variable and random intercepts per participant and per vignette) were consistent with our predictions, they suggest that, contrary to our preregistered predictions, the influence of the strength of the bargaining position on moral judgments was negligible (b = -1.1, 95% CI [-2.0, -0.1]; p = .024; estimated marginal means high: M = 32.5, 95% CI [28.9, 36.1]; medium: M = 31.2, 95% CI [27.6, 34.8]; low: M = 31.0, 95% CI [27.4, 34.6]; comparison between high and low: Cohen’s d = 0.06, 95% CI [0.00, 0.13]). 
	We confirmed this by running exploratory linear regressions with condition (ordered factor) as our independent variable for each vignette: Well (b = -0.1, 95% CI [-3.2, 2.9]; p = .924; comparison between high and low: Cohen’s d = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.17, 0.18]), Cab (b = -0.4, 95% CI [-3.4, 2.6]; p = .785; comparison between high and low: Cohen’s d = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.15, 0.20]), Deal (b = -2.9, 95% CI [-5.9, 0.1]; p = .059; comparison between high and low: Cohen’s d = 0.16, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.34]), Paintings (b = -1.6, 95% CI [-4.7, 1.6]; p = .332; comparison between high and low: Cohen’s d = 0.09, 95% CI [-0.09, 0.26]), Canoe (b = -2.6, 95% CI [-5.9, 0.6]; p = .112; comparison between high and low: Cohen’s d = 0.14, 95% CI [-0.03, 0.32]), Boss (b = -0.34, 95% CI [-3.3, 2.6]; p = .818; comparison between high and low: Cohen’s d = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.15, 0.20]), Stadium (b = 0.46, 95% CI [-2.5, 3.4]; p = .760; comparison between high and low: Cohen’s d = -0.03, 95% CI [-0.20, 0.15]). The difference between conditions was negligible for all vignettes which suggests that, when the character with lower bargaining power explicitly refuses to perform the mutually advantageous but unpleasant action, the magnitude of the asymmetry in bargaining positions did not influence the moral appropriateness of the refusal.
Study 4
Detailed Results
Table S1.
Study 4 Additional Results
	Vignette
	High BP
	Low BP
	p-value
	Cohen's d
	95% CI

	Well
	50.4
	30.0
	< .001
	1.02
	[0.92, 1.12]

	Cab
	43.1
	35.7
	< .001
	0.36
	[0.27, 0.45]

	Deal
	56.4
	23.1
	< .001
	1.59
	[1.49, 1.70]

	Paintings
	41.1
	32.9
	< .001
	0.40
	[0.31, 0.49]

	Canoe
	44.0
	32.3
	< .001
	0.61
	[0.51, 0.70]

	Boss
	48.6
	35.6
	< .001
	0.67
	[0.57, 0.76]

	Stadium
	41.5
	30.2
	< .001
	0.55
	[0.46, 0.65]

	All vignettes
	46.4
	31.4
	< .001
	0.73
	[0.69, 0.76]



Note. Mean of five measures of moral judgment (0 to 100) for each condition (bargaining power (BP): high vs low). P-values from mixed effects linear regressions with random intercepts per participant and measure (for each vignette) and mixed effects linear regression with random intercepts per participant, vignette, and measure (all vignettes combined). CI: confidence interval.
Table S2.
Study 4 Additional Results




	
	Appropriate/
Inappropriate
	Good/
Bad
	Right/
Wrong
	Praiseworthy/
Blameworthy
	Good/
Bad Person

	Vignette
	High BP
	Low BP
	High BP
	Low BP
	High BP
	Low BP
	High BP
	Low BP
	High BP
	Low BP

	Well
	53.9
	28.6
	48.5
	30.4
	51.5
	30.0
	47.8
	28.0
	50.3
	33.2

	Cab
	45.5
	35.2
	42.2
	36.3
	43.5
	35.7
	40.6
	33.9
	43.6
	37.6

	Deal
	63.2
	22.5
	54.4
	23.5
	58.4
	22.9
	51.9
	21.5
	54.4
	25.3

	Paintings
	43.5
	31.7
	39.9
	32.3
	41.2
	33.3
	38.4
	31.0
	42.5
	36.0

	Canoe
	45.6
	31.5
	43.4
	31.9
	44.3
	32.4
	41.3
	31.1
	45.3
	34.6

	Boss
	52.0
	36.4
	46.8
	35.5
	50.4
	35.7
	44.9
	33.0
	48.8
	37.3

	Stadium
	42.6
	30.3
	40.9
	30.4
	42.2
	30.6
	40.5
	28.2
	41.4
	31.5



Note. Mean moral judgment (0 to 100) for each condition (bargaining power (BP): high vs low) for each measure of moral judgment and for each vignette. 
Study 5
Detailed Results
Table S3.
Study 5a Additional Results
	Measure
	High BP
	Low BP
	p-value
	Cohen's d
	95% CI

	Appropriate/inappropriate
	60.5
	54.8
	< .001
	0.24
	[0.16, 0.32]

	Good/bad
	53.3
	51.3
	.00718
	0.10
	[0.02, 0.19]

	Right/wrong
	55.0
	52.5
	< .001
	0.13
	[0.04, 0.21]

	Praiseworthy/blameworthy
	50.5
	49.0
	.0912
	0.08
	[0.00, 0.16]

	Good/bad person
	53.2
	51.7
	.135
	0.08
	[0.00, 0.16]

	All measures
	54.5
	51.9
	< .001
	0.13
	[0.09, 0.17]



Note. Mean moral judgment (0 to 100) for each measure (bargaining power (BP): high vs low). P-values from mixed effects linear regressions with random intercepts per participant and vignette (for each measure) and mixed effects linear regression with random intercepts per participant, vignette, and measure (all measures combined). CI: confidence interval.
Table S4.
Study 5b Additional Results
	Measure
	High BP
	Low BP
	p-value
	Cohen's d
	95% CI

	Appropriate/inappropriate
	42.8
	31.7
	< .001
	0.45
	[0.37, 0.53]

	Good/bad
	40.0
	31.4
	< .001
	0.40
	[0.32, 0.68]

	Right/wrong
	40.9
	31.7
	< .001
	0.41
	[0.33, 0.49]

	Praiseworthy/blameworthy
	37.9
	29.6
	< .001
	0.37
	[0.30, 0.45]

	Good/bad person
	43.0
	35.4
	< .001
	0.38
	[0.30, 0.46]

	All measures
	40.9
	31.9
	< .001
	0.40
	[0.37, 0.44]



Note. Mean moral judgment (0 to 100) for each measure (bargaining power (BP): high vs low). P-values from mixed effects linear regressions with random intercepts per participant and vignette (for each measure) and mixed effects linear regression with random intercepts per participant, vignette, and measure (all measures combined). CI: confidence interval.

