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Paper 2: Supplementary Information: Stimuli and Measures. 

Study 1

Stimuli.
[Example instructions and measures are from the "Other" condition]
	Please read the behaviors below and rate, in your opinion, whether the behavior is one that the average person would or would not do, or whether the behavior is one that depends on the situation or other circumstances.

[Harmful Acts]
	Kick someone in the shin
	Scratch someone on the arm 
	Prick someone's hand with a needle
	Poke someone in the eye
	Burn someone on the arm
	Hit someone's finger with a hammer
	Cut someone's cheek with a razor
	Pinch someone hard on the arm
	Whip someone with a belt
[Impure Acts]
	Lick someone's shoe
	Pour urine on oneself
	Pick up dog poop barehanded
	Step in vomit barefoot
	Taste earwax
	Drink cow blood
	Pick up a snot-filled Kleenex
	Pick up a used band-aid  
	Eat a worm

Measures. 
1. Attribution
Is this behavior one that the average person either would do, would not do, or is the behavior one that depends on the situation or other circumstances?	
The average person is the type to do this
	There are situations that could lead the average person to do this
	The average person is the type not to do this
	[Forced Choice]
2. Moral Severity
	Now please rate these behaviors again, indicating how morally wrong each is:
	"Not at all wrong" to "Extremely wrong" [5-point likert scale]



Study 2

Stimuli.
	Please read the behaviors below and rate, in your opinion, whether the behavior is one that the average person would or would not do, or whether the behavior is one that depends on the situation or other circumstances.

	[Items were identical to those in Study 1]

Measures.
1. Attribution
Is this behavior one that the average person either would or would not do, or is the behavior one that depends on the situation or other circumstances?
	There are situations that could lead the average person to do this
	The average person is either the type to do this, or the type to never do this
								[Forced Choice]
2. Abnormality
	Please read the behaviors below and rate, in your opinion, how weird (i.e., unusual, 	bizarre, odd) you find this behavior to be:
	"Not at all weird" to "Extremely weird" 		[5-point likert scale]
3. Moral Severity
	Please rate these behaviors, indicating how morally wrong each is:
	"Not at all wrong" to "Extremely wrong" 		[5-point likert scale]


Study 3

Stimuli.
	Please read the behaviors below and rate, in your opinion, whether the behavior is one that the average person would or would not do, or whether the behavior is one that depends on the situation or other circumstances.

	[Items were identical to those in Study 1 and 2]

Measures.
1. Attribution 1
Is this behavior one that a person either would or would not do, or is the behavior one that depends on the situation or other circumstances?
	There are situations that could lead a person to do this
	A person is either the type to do this, or the type to never do this
								[Forced Choice]
2. Attribution 2
Is this behavior primarily caused by the situation the person was in, or primarily caused by the person, regardless of the situation?	
	More caused by the situation
	More caused by the person
								[Forced Choice]
3. Moral Action
	How morally blameworthy or wrong is each behavior?
	"Not at all wrong" to "Extremely wrong" 		[5-point likert scale]
4. Moral Character
	If a person did each of the behaviors below, how “sick” or “screwed up” would they be?
	“Not at all screwed up” to “Extremely screwed up” 	[5-point likert scale]
5. Abnormality
	How weird (i.e., unusual, bizarre, odd) is each behavior?
	"Not at all weird" to "Extremely weird" 		[5-point likert scale]
6. Frequency
Is each behavior common or typical in the general population?
	“Not at all common” to “Extremely common” 	[5-point likert scale]
7. Disgust
Is each behavior gross?
	“Not at all gross” to “Extremely gross” 		[5-point likert scale]
8. Anger
	Is each behavior angering?
	“Not at all angering” to “Extremely angering” 	[5-point likert scale]



Study 4.

Stimuli.
1. Plane Crash.
	While flying over northern Canada, a small plane had an equipment malfunction and lost all engine power. The pilot aimed for a frozen lake, resulting in a bumpy but safe landing. However, the passengers were too isolated to use cell phones, and had to travel by foot to the nearest village, which was over 150 miles away through thick forest. After a week of hiking with no food, most of the passengers were extremely weak.      

[Impure Act]
	On the tenth day, nearly everyone in the group was at risk of dying of starvation. The pilot knew that if the group could get one good meal, they would have the strength to move on. The pilot asked the strongest passenger, Frank, to kill the weakest passenger (an elderly man), and feed him to the group. Frank did so, and the group was able to continue for a few more days and eventually all reached the nearest village safely.      

[Harmful Act]
	On the tenth day, a bear began to follow the group. The pilot knew that if the bear were fed, it would be busy enough to let the rest of the group move on safely. The pilot asked the strongest passenger, Frank, to kill the weakest passenger (an elderly man), and leave him for the bear. Frank did so, and the group was able to safely avoid the bear and eventually all reached the nearest village safely.

2. Truth or Dare.
	A small group of friends are taking a long weekend away from college and staying at a cabin in the woods. One night, everyone is a little bored, and Charlie (whose parents own the cabin) decides everyone should play "truth or dare." The game proceeds as usual, with everyone choosing 'dare,' and with each new dare a bit more extreme than the last. Eventually it is John's turn. He chooses 'dare.'

[Impure Act]
	Charlie immediately yells "you have to make out with Katie for two minutes!" John hesitates (Katie is John's sister, after all), but goes through with the dare. John and his sister Katie lie on the couch and kiss for the entire two minutes.

[Harmful Act]
	Charlie immediately yells "you have to punch and kick Katie for two minutes!" John hesitates (Katie is John's sister, after all), but goes through with the dare. John attacks his sister Katie for the entire two minutes. 

Measures.
1. Plane Crash.
	[Impure Act] Did the pilot force Frank to kill the passenger and feed him to the group?
	[Harmful Act] Did the pilot force Frank to kill the passenger and leave him for the bear?
	Should Frank be blamed for his actions?
	Should the pilot be blamed for his actions?
	Was Frank free to do otherwise?
	Was this situation morally upsetting?
2. Truth or Dare.
	[Impure Act] Did Charlie force John to kiss his sister Katie?
	[Harmful Act] Did Charlie force John to fight his sister Katie?
	Should John be blamed for his actions?
	Should Charlie be blamed for his actions?
	Was John free to do otherwise?
	Was this situation morally upsetting?

All responses were made on 7-point likert scales with anchors:
"Not at all" to "Absolutely"









Paper 3: Appendices: Stimuli and Measures.

Appendix A
Study 1 Scenarios
Harmful
	Frank is at his local bar. He walks over to a man sitting at the bar and punches him off 	his bar stool.
Sexual
	Frank has a sister. When nobody is around, Frank and his sister find a secret hiding 	place and kiss each other passionately on the mouth.

Study 1 Additional Measures
Factor loadings using Oblimax rotation
	
	Factor 1 (Deviant)
	Factor 2 (Harmful)

	Frank has deviant values.
	.941
	-

	Frank has deviant desires.
	.906
	-

	Frank has a deviant character.
	.906
	-

	Frank has a deviant personality.
	.880
	-

	Frank is abnormal because of what he did.
	.835
	-

	Frank as a person is tarnished in some way because of what he did.
	.684
	-

	Frank is a lesser human being because of what he did.
	.632
	-

	What Frank did was unjustifiable.
	.564
	-

	Frank has caused physical harm.
	-
	.955

	Frank is a threat to society.
	-
	.768

	Frank has caused psychological harm.
	.419
	.465


Note. This analysis revealed a two-factor solution (eigenvalues = 6.42, 1.55), explaining 72.42% of the total variance. Loadings below .400 are suppressed. “Deviant” items taken from Russell and Piazza (2014).







Appendix B

Study 1 Future behaviors: Means and standard deviations by action domain

	Domain of Future Behavior 
	Harmful
	Impure (Sexual)

	Sexual 
	
	

	Have sex with an elderly man/woman.
	3.78 (1.71)
	5.22 (2.31)

	Have sex with a dead animal, such as a dog or deer.
	2.19 (1.99)
	3.94 (2.60)

	Have an incestuous sexual relationship.
	3.21 (2.38)
	7.77 (1.37)

	Masturbate in public.
	3.16 (2.17)
	4.63 (2.56)

	Expose himself in public.
	3.75 (2.21)
	4.67 (2.71)

	Have sex with a corpse.
	2.24 (1.93)
	3.78 (2.65)

	Have sex with someone of the same gender.
	4.18 (1.98)
	5.00 (2.25)

	Have sex with roast meat, such as a chicken or pork tenderloin.
	2.29 (2.06)
	4.25 (2.82)

	Harmful
	
	

	Vandalize property.
	5.97 (1.77)
	4.22 (2.26)

	Start fires.
	4.19 (2.18)
	4.19 (2.45)

	Harm innocent animals.
	4.57 (2.29)
	4.25 (2.63)

	Tell lies to get ahead in his career.
	6.08 (1.73)
	5.11 (2.26)

	Get into fist fights.
	8.16 (1.06)
	4.36 (2.32)

	Drive under the influence of drugs or alcohol.
	6.40 (1.83)
	4.97 (2.32)

	Steal from a corporate organization.
	5.03 (1.80)
	4.67 (2.49)

	Cheat on an exam.
	5.65 (2.20)
	5.00 (2.13)






















Appendix C
Study 2 Scenarios
Harmful
	John once cut someone with a knife when he was upset.
	Robert once closed a door on someone's fingers when he was upset.
Disgusting
	John once found a dead dog on the road and cooked it up for dinner.
	Robert once smeared cat poop on his face for fun.
Neutral
	Ben took a slow, scenic drive for fun.
	Steven once cooked up a pot roast for dinner.

Study 2 Future Behaviors
Harmful
	Kick someone in the shin
	Scratch someone on the arm
	Prick someone's hand with a needle
	Poke someone in the eye
	Burn someone on the arm
	Hit someone's finger with a hammer
	Cut someone's cheek with a razor
	Pinch someone hard on the arm
	Whip someone with a belt
Disgusting
	Lick someone's shoe
	Pour urine on himself
	Pick up dog poop barehanded
	Step in vomit barefoot
	Taste his own earwax
	Drink cow blood
	Pick up a snot-filled Kleenex
	Pick up a used band-aid
	Eat a worm

Study 2 Additional Measures
Wrongness
	Were these actions morally blameworthy?
	Were these actions deserving of punishment?
	Were these actions immoral?
Deviant Character
	Is X "screwed up"?
	Is X "sick and twisted"?
	Is X likely to have normal human feelings? [r]

Note: Responses for all measures made on 100pt sliders with anchors “Not at all” and “Absolutely”
Appendix D

Study 3a Scenarios
Harmful
	John cuts his brother with a sharp knife
	John pours a cup of painfully hot water on his brother's lap
Disgusting
	John buys dog meat from a foreign grocery store and serves it to his brother
	John orders stir-fried rat for his brother at a small restaurant in a city in the United 	States

Study 3b Scenarios
Harmful 
	John slaps his brother’s face
	John hangs his brother by a rope for a few seconds then releases him
Sexual 
	John kisses his brother on the mouth
	John strokes his brother's bare inner thigh     

Study 3 Future Behaviors
Harmful
	Vandalize property
	Start fires
	Harm innocent animals
	Tell lies to get ahead in his career
	Get into fist fights
	Drive under the influence of drugs or alcohol
	Steal from a corporate organization
	Cheat on an exam
Sexual
	Have sex with an elderly man/woman
	Have sex with a dead animal, such as a dog or deer
	Have an incestuous sexual relationship
	Masturbate in public
	Expose himself in public
	Have sex with a corpse
	Have sex with someone of the same gender
	Have sex with roast meat such as chicken or pork tenderloin
Disgusting
	Eat a worm
	Pick up a used band-aid
	Drink cow blood
	Taste his own earwax 
	Step in vomit barefoot 
	Pick up dog poop barehanded 
	Pour urine on himself 
	Lick someone's shoe 

Study 3 Additional Measures

Wrongness
	John's behavior is wrong
	John's behavior is immoral
	John's behavior is deserving of condemnation
Bodily Corruption
	John has defiled himself by performing this action
	John has corrupted his body by engaging in this behavior
	John's body is impure or unclean as a result of engaging in this action
Deviant Character
	John is sick and twisted
	John is perverted.
Cruel Character
	John is dangerous.
	John is cruel.







Appendix E
Study 4 Scenarios
Other-directed Harmful
	John punched someone in the ribs
	John cut someone with a sharp knife
	John closed a door on someone’s fingers
	John poured a cup of painfully hot water on someone’s lap
Other-directed Impure
	John poured a cup of urine on someone’s lap
	John smeared cat poop on someone’s arm
	John bought dog meat at a foreign grocery store and served it to someone
	John ordered stir-fried rat for someone at a small restaurant in the city
Self-directed Harmful
	John punched himself in the ribs
	John cut himself with a sharp knife
	John closed a door on his own fingers
	John poured a cup of painfully hot water on his own lap
Self-directed Impure
	John poured a cup of urine on his own lap
	John smeared cat poop on his own arm
	John bought dog meat at a foreign grocery store and ate it
	John ordered stir-fried rat for himself at a small restaurant in the city


Study 4 Additional Measures
Disgust
	Is this behavior gross?
	Is this behavior physically disgusting?
Weirdness
	Is this behavior common in the general population? [r]
	Is this behavior abnormal or weird?
Confidence
	Is John’s likelihood behavior easy to predict?
	Are you confident in predicting John’s behavior?


Appendix F
Study 5 Scenarios 
Harmful Acts (Mwrong = 6.95; Mweird = 7.61)
	Mark cuts off his friend’s nipple
	Mark sticks the tip of a pencil in his friend's ear while he sleeps.  
	Mark hits his friend over the head with a textbook.     
Sexual Acts (Mwrong = 6.92; Mweird = 7.84)
	Mark sticks his penis in his dead girlfriend’s body.    
	Mark sucks on his sister’s fingers one at a time.  
	Mark kisses his sister on the mouth.     

Study 5 Future Behaviors
Mild Harm (Mwrong = 4.93; Mweird = 5.09)
	Wring his sister’s arm until it gives her an “Indian brush burn”
	Elbow his friend in the stomach
	Spank his brother on his bottom
	Pierce his partner’s belly button with a needle
Mild Sex (Mwrong = 4.08; Mweird = 4.50)
	Caress the genitals of a transgender friend
	Grope his friend’s bottom
	Have sex with his girlfriend in a public bathroom stall
	Have anal sex with his romantic partner who had gender reassignment surgery
Extreme Harm (Mwrong = 7.89; Mweird = 7.63)
	Superglue pennies and other small objects to a stray cat
	Pierce the webbed feet of his pet frog with earrings
	Smash a lizard with a hammer
	Choke his girlfriend for a few seconds then release her
Extreme Sex (Mwrong = 7.37; Mweird = 8.12)
	Fondle a goat’s genitals
	Tickle his son’s genitals with a feather
	Stroke his mother’s inner thigh
	Let his stepbrother fondle his genitals

Study 5 Additional Measures
Victimization
	Mark has victimized someone
	There is a clear victim to Mark's actions
	Mark is someone who victimizes people
Consent
	Mark most likely had the person's consent to perform this action 
Pleasure
	Mark gets pleasure from his action
	Mark gets sexual gratification from his action
	Mark enjoyed this action




















Paper 3: Supplementary Information. Additional Results.
Study 1
Anger and disgust. A 2 (emotion: anger vs. disgust) x 2 (action domain: harmful versus sexual) mixed-measures ANOVA revealed a significant interaction of emotion and action domain, F(1, 71) = 74.93, p < .001, 2p = .513, but no main effect of emotion, F(1, 71) = 1.63, p = .205, 2p = .023, or action domain, F(1, 71) = 0.44, p = .439, 2p = .0108. Follow-up simple-effects tests revealed that more anger than disgust was felt in response to harmful acts, t(36) = 6.63, p < .001, and more disgust than anger was felt in response to sexual acts, t(35) = 5.59, p < .001. We then conducted ANCOVAs for each emotion, controlling for the other emotion, as a function of action domain (as in prior work, e.g., Russell & Giner-Sorolla, 2011b; Russell & Piazza, 2014). As predicted, greater anger was experienced in response to harmful than sexual acts, F(1, 70) = 44.31, p < .001, 2p = .39, while greater disgust was experienced in response to sexual than harmful acts, F(1, 70) = 59.82, p < .001, 2p = .46.
Excuses.  Participants responded to an excuses probe assessing whether they thought Frank had a “good reason” for his actions: “How likely is it that Frank had a good reason to do what he did?”, rated on a 1 (Not at all likely he had a good reason) to 7 (Very likely he had a good reason) scale. Participants who selected 2 or higher on the scale were then prompted, “What are some good reasons why Frank might have done this? Please list three reasons.” They were given three separate text boxes to type in their answers.  
All 73 participants provided three responses, resulting in a total 219 responses. One of the authors and an independent rater, blind to the hypotheses, coded the responses to the justification probe using a five-category classification scheme (see Supplemental Table 1 for category definitions); each category was initially coded on a 1 Not at all to 9 Very much scale. Both coders tended to use the end points, or midpoint, of the scale; thus, the linear-level scores were rescored dichotomously (0 = Not at all; 1 = Midpoint or higher). For each category, scores ranged from 0.00 to 1.00 (i.e., percent of responses falling into that category).  Multiple classifications of a response were allowed. The interrater agreement levels for each category ranged from 96.2% to 100% in the harm condition, and 93.8% to 100% in the impure condition.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Agreement levels are reported rather than Cohen’s  because many of the cells of the contingency tables contained zero observations.] 

Treated as a continuous variable, there was no effect of action domain on participants’ ability to envision good reasons for Frank’s behavior, though there was a trend in the predicted direction (Mharm =  2.62, SD = 1.55 vs. Mincest = 2.25, SD = 1.69), F(1, 71) = 0.95, p = .33, 2p = .013. The dependent measure was rescored dichotomously in terms of participants who envisioned and offered some good reason (2-7 on the scale) vs. those who could not envision any good reason (1 on the scale) for Frank’s behavior. It was found that, as predicted, participants were more likely to envision a good reason for Frank to commit a harmful act than a sexual act (see Supplemental Table 2), Χ2(1) = 4.00, p < .05, φ= .234. 
We then examined the specific reasons that participants gave if they were able to envision any reason. Supplemental Figure 1 presents the percent of “good reasons” participants envisioned Frank had for committing harm and incest. The reasons participants envisioned Frank had for committing violence primarily involved mitigating circumstances. In fact, 97.4% of the reasons participants envisioned appealed to surrounding circumstances such as provocation (e.g., “The man had been having an affair with his wife”; “The man had stolen money from him”), while only 1.3% appealed to Frank’s disposition (e.g., “Frank has a bad enough temper to overreact”), 2.5% appealed to Frank’s inner passions or desires (e.g., “Frank didn’t like the guy”), and 2.5% appealed to his mental state (e.g., “He was drunk and angry and wanted to punch anyone”). There were 0% appeals to social context for harm. By contrast, only 31% of the reasons participants envisioned for incest appealed to mitigating circumstances (e.g., “Perhaps it was his adopted sister”; “Frank and his sister did not grow up near each other”), while 4.2% appealed to social context (e.g., “It could be acceptable in the society Frank lives in”), 27.1% appealed to disposition (e.g., “Frank has a disability”; “Frank is mentally unstable”), 37.5% appealed to his inner desires (e.g., “They love each other”) and 20.8% appealed to his mental state (e.g., “They’re crazy”; “Frank is sexually frustrated”). 
Study 3a
Anger and disgust. A 2 (emotion: anger vs. disgust) x 2 (action domain: harmful vs. disgusting) mixed-measures ANOVA revealed that the main effect of emotion was not significant, F(1, 122) = 0.18, p =.67, 2p = .001, but importantly the interaction of action domain and emotion was significant, F(1, 122) = 101.90, p <.001, 2p = .46. Simple effects tests indicated that the difference between anger and disgust was significant for both the harmful, F(1, 122) = 60.21, p <.001, 2p = .33 and disgusting conditions, F(1, 122) = 43.24, p <.001, 2p = .26. ANCOVA analyses revealed that there was a significant effect of action domain for anger whilst controlling for disgust, F(1, 121) = 73.45, p <.001, η2p = .38 (harmful: M = 5.13, SE = .19; disgusting: M = 2.66, SE = .21) and the main effect of action domain was also significant for disgust whilst controlling for anger, F(1, 121) = 62.66, p <.001, η2p = .34 (harmful: M = 2.82, SE = .17; disgusting: M = 4.98, SE = .19). Both main effects were in the predicted direction; the harmful acts elicited more anger than disgust and the disgusting acts elicited more disgust than anger. 
Internal vs. external causation. Participants were asked to consider the likely causes of the action: “Something internal to the person (e.g., personal desires, appetites)” or “Something external to the person (e.g., circumstances, provocation).” The same question was used for Study 3b. Participants thought the agent who engaged in harmful actions was marginally more likely to be motivated by external forces (61%) than internal forces compared to the agent who engaged in non-sexual disgusting acts (46%), 2(1) = 3.01, p = .08,  = .16 (see Supplemental Table 3). 
Excuses. Participants responded to a dichotomous excuse probe, “Can you think of any reason why Dexter would perform this action that would excuse his actions?” They could select Yes or No. If they selected Yes, they were instructed to list up to three reason that would excuse the agent’s actions (the same measure was used in Study 3b). Fifty-seven percent of participants thought the person who harmed someone else had no excuse for it, while 49% of participants thought the person who engaged in a non-sexual disgusting act had no excuse for it. These percentages were not statistically different, 2(1) = 0.71, p =.40,  = .08 (see Table 3).  Participants who reported that they could think of a reason were then prompted to give up to three separate reasons. Each reason was coded using our established coding scheme and these values were dichotomously transformed (1 on the scale became 0 and 2-9 on the scale became 1). The sum of three reasons for each of the five categories was then calculated, resulting in a score from 0-3.  When examining the reasons that were provided, there was a significant difference in the circumstances category, F(1, 56) = 20.59, p < .001, η2p = .27, the societal context category, F(1, 56) = 31.64, p <.001, η2p = .36, and the desire category, F(1, 56) = 25.62, p < .001, η2p = .31, revealing more focus on the circumstances and less focus on the societal context and desires for the harmful acts than the non-sexual disgusting acts. However, there was not a significant difference in the disposition category, F(1, 56) = 2.07, p = .16, η2p = .04, nor the mental state category, F(1, 56) = 0.57, p = .46, η2p = .01 (see Supplemental Figure 2 for means). 
Study 3b
Anger and disgust. A 2 (emotion: anger vs. disgust) x 2 (action domain: harmful vs. sexual) mixed-measures ANOVA was conducted, which indicated that the main effect of emotion was not significant, F(1, 129) = 0.23, p =.63, 2p = .002, but importantly the interaction of action domain and emotion was significant, F(1, 129) = 109.13, p <.001, 2p = .46. Simple effects tests indicated that the predicted difference between anger and disgust was significant for both the harmful acts (i.e., more anger than disgust), F(1, 129) = 61.07, p <.001, 2p = .32, and the sexual acts (i.e., more disgust than anger), F(1, 129) = 48.58, p <.001, 2p = .27. Additionally, there was a significant effect of action domain for anger whilst controlling for disgust, F(1, 128) = 89.17, p <.001, η2p = .41 (harmful: M = 4.70, SE = .17; sexual: M = 2.41, SE = .17). The effect of action domain was also significant for disgust whilst controlling for anger, F(1, 128) = 65.10, p <.001, η2p = .34 (harmful: M = 2.41, SE = .18; sexual: M = 4.61, SE = .19). Thus, as in Study 1, the harmful scenarios elicited more anger than disgust and the sexual scenarios elicited more disgust than anger. Additionally, more anger was elicited by the harmful actions than the sexual actions, and more disgust was elicited by the sexual actions than harmful actions.
Internal vs. external causation. Participants thought the person who engaged in harmful actions was more likely to be motivated by external forces (58%) than internal forces compared to the person who engaged in sexual deviance (28%), 2(1) = 12.05, p < .001,  = .30 (see Supplemental Table 3). 
Excuses. Fifty-three percent of participants thought the person who harmed someone else had no excuse for it; 50% of participants thought the person who engaged in sexual deviance with someone else had no excuse for it. These percentages were not statistically different, 2(1) = 0.18, p = .67,  = .04 (see Supplemental Table 3). Examining the excuses that were provided there was a significant difference in the circumstances category, F(1, 60) = 17.08, p < .001, η2p = .22, and the societal context category, F(1, 60) = 14.07, p <.001, η2p = .19, revealing more focus on the circumstances and less focus on the societal context for the harmful acts than the sexual acts. However, there was not a significant difference in the disposition category, F(1, 60) = 0.003, p = .96, η2p = .00, the desire category, F(1, 60) = 2.39, p = .13, η2p = .04, nor the mental state category, F(1, 60) = 0.01, p = .93, η2p = .000 (see Supplemental Figure 3 for means).
Prestudy for Study 5: Equating harmful and sexual acts on weirdness and wrongness
	We recruited 224 students from the University of Pennsylvania (78 male; Mage = 19.58 years, SD = 1.43), who participated in exchange for course credit. We developed an inventory of 37 harmful acts and 37 sexual acts. Roughly half (n = 18) of the acts involved male agents, while the remaining acts (n = 19) involved female agents – a different male or female name was used for each action.  We also systematically varied the target of the act: Eight of the harmful/sexual acts involved a friend, nine a romantic partner, six a family member, six an animal, and eight of the actions were directed at the agent’s self.  Participants were assigned a random set of twelve acts (six harms and six sexual acts). For each action, participants were asked to imagine that the agent “willfully and intentionally” engaged in the action described. Participants rated each of the twelve acts on 11 exploratory measures (please contact the authors for more information). For the present purposes, the measures of interest were: “This behavior is bizarre, weird”; and “This behavior is wrong, immoral.”  (The other measures were included for other purposes.) The statements were rated in terms of level of agreement or disagreement on a scale 1 (Strongly disagree) to 9 (Strongly agree). 
Analysis of measures from Study 5
Anger and disgust. A 2 (emotion: anger vs. disgust) x 2 (action domain: harmful vs. sexual) mixed-measures ANOVA was conducted, which indicated that the main effect of emotion was significant, F(1, 99) = 15.31, p <.001, 2p = .13, and the interaction of action domain and emotion was also significant, F(1, 99) = 55.55, p <.001, 2p = .36. Simple effects tests indicated that the difference between anger and disgust was significant for both the harmful acts, F(1, 99) = 6.21, p <.05, 2p = .06, and the sexual acts, F(1, 99) = 65.24, p <.001, 2p = .40. ANCOVA analysis revealed that there was a significant effect of action domain for anger whilst controlling for disgust, F(1, 98) = 36.17, p <.001, η2p = .27 (harmful: M = 4.62, SE = .20; sexual: M = 2.87, SE = .20). The effect of action domain was also significant for disgust whilst controlling for anger, F(1, 98) = 50.69, p <.001, η2p = .34 (harmful: M = 3.30, SE = .20; sexual: M = 5.32, SE = .20). Thus, similar to previous studies the harmful acts elicited more anger than disgust and the sexual acts elicited more disgust than anger. 
Internal vs. external causation. Participants thought the individual that engaged in a harmful action was just as likely to be motivated by external forces as internal forces, while for the sexual acts it was assumed that the transgressor was more likely to be motivated by internal forces than external forces, 2(1) = 22.12, p < .001,  = .47 (see Supplemental Table 5). 
Excuses. Sixty-six percent of participants thought the person who harmed someone else had no excuse for it; 73% of participants thought the person who had sex with someone else had no excuse for it. These percentages were not statistically different, 2(1) = 0.51, p = .52,  = .07, which suggests that for both types of acts it was largely assumed that the transgressor did not have a suitable reason for his action (see Supplemental Table 5). For individuals that thought there was an excuse, there was a significant difference in the circumstances category, F(1, 28) = 10.54, p = .003, η2p = .27, and the societal context category, F(1, 28) = 5.50, p = .03, η2p = .16, indicating greater attribution to circumstances for harm and greater attributions of societal context for the sexual acts (see Supplemental Figure 4). However, there was not a significant difference for the disposition category, F(1, 28) = 0.51, p = .48, η2p = .02, the mental state category, F(1, 28) = 0.88, p = .36, η2p = .03, nor the desires category, F(1, 28) = 0.22, p = .65, η2p = .008. 




















Supplemental Table 1
Study 1: Coding scheme used to score participants responses to the excuse probe.
	Category
	Definition

	Circumstances
	The circumstances leading to or during the behavior.

	Social context
	The societal or cultural context that the behavior occurs in.

	Disposition 
	The person’s disposition, character or trait.

	Desire
	The person’s desires or passions.

	Mental state
	The person’s mental state or state of mind.



















Suppleental Table 2
Study 1: Frequency (and percentage) of participants who reported that the agent likely had a good reason for committing the harmful or sexual act. 
	
	Harmful Act (n = 37)
	Sexual Act (n = 36)

	No good reason
	11 (30%)
	19 (53%)

	Good reason
	26 (70%)
	17 (47%)





















Supplemental Table 3
Study 3: Internal versus external attributions, and responses to the excuse probe.
	Study 3a
	Internal
	External
	Excuse
	No Excuse

	Harmful act
	26
	41
	29
	38

	Disgusting act
	31
	26
	29
	28

	Study 3b
	Internal
	External
	Excuse
	No Excuse

	Harmful act
	28
	39
	31
	36

	Sexual act
	46
	18
	32
	32




















Supplemental Table 4
Study 4: Disgust, weirdness, and confidence: F-statistics, estimated effect sizes, means, and standard errors..

	Disgust
	
	

	Action domain  
160.13***, η2p = .34   

Target 
8.56**, η2p = .03
	Harmful
M = 37.85; SE = 2.3

Other-directed
M = 62.33; SE = 2.29
	Disgusting
M = 77.61; SE = 2.14

Self-directed
M = 53.13; SE = 2.15

	
Action domain x Target
	
Harm Self
	
Harm Other

	1.31ns, η2p = .004
	M = 31.46; SE = 3.16
	M = 44.25; SE = 3.34

	
	Disgust Self
	Disgust Other

	
	M = 74.81; SE = 2.93
	M = 80.41; SE = 3.12

	Weirdness
	
	

	Action domain   
52.04***, η2p = .14

Target
1.38ns, η2p = .004
	Harmful
62.73; SE = 1.89

Other-directed
73.54; SE = 1.86
	Disgusting
M = 81.31; SE = 1.75

Self-directed
M = 70.51; SE = 1.77

	
Action domain x Target
	
Harm Self
	
Harm Other

	0.02ns, η2p < .001
	M = 61.39; SE = 2.59
	M = 64.07; SE = 2.74

	
	Disgust Self
	Disgust Other

	
	M = 79.62; SE = 2.40
	M = 83.00; SE = 2.56

	Confidence
	
	

	Action domain   
0.06ns, η2p < .001

Target 
7.48**, η2p = .02
	Harmful
M = 38.6; SE = 2.27

Other-directed
M = 42.47; SE = 2.25
	Disgusting
37.86; SE = 2.11

Self-directed
M = 34.00; SE = 2.12

	
Action domain x Target
	
Harm Self
	
Harm Other

	1.60ns, η2p = .005
	M = 32.40; SE = 3.12
	M = 44.80; SE = 3.29

	
	Disgust Self
	Disgust Other

	
	M = 35.59; SE = 2.88
	M = 40.14; SE = 3.08



Note. ** p < .01; *** p < .001



Supplemental Table 5
Study 5: Internal versus external attributions, and responses to the excuse probe.
	
	Internal
	External
	Excuse
	No Excuse

	Harmful act
	22
	28
	17
	33

	Sexual act
	45
	6
	14
	37





















Supplemental Figure 1 
Study 1: Percentage of participants reporting each reason category by action domain. The “good reasons” participants envisioned the agent had for performing the harmful act or the impure act.  











Supplemental Figure 2
Study 3a: Frequency of excuses participants envisioned the agent had for performing the harmful act or the impure act.  
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Supplemental Figure 3
Study 3b: Frequency of excuses participants envisioned the agent had for performing the harmful act or the impure act.  






Supplemental Figure 4  
Study 5: Frequency of excuses participants envisioned the agent had for performing the harmful act or the impure act.  



Circumstances	Harm 	Sex	2.44	1.36	Societal context	Harm 	Sex	0.0	0.5	Disposition	Harm 	Sex	0.06	0.14	Desires	Harm 	Sex	0.44	0.57	Mental State	Harm 	Sex	0.38	0.17	
Circumstances	Harm	Sex	0.974358974358974	0.3125	Social context	Harm	Sex	0.0	0.0416666666666667	Disposition	Harm	Sex	0.0128205128205128	0.270833333333333	Desire	Harm	Sex	0.0256410256410256	0.375	Mental state	Harm	Sex	0.0256410256410256	0.208333333333333	
Percent of responses


Circumstances	Harm 	Disgusting	2.21	1.35	Societal context	Harm 	Disgusting	0.0	0.69	Disposition	Harm 	Disgusting	0.07	0.0	Desires	Harm 	Disgusting	0.07	0.79	Mental State	Harm 	Disgusting	0.17	0.1	
Circumstances	Harm 	Sex	2.5	1.66	Societal context	Harm 	Sex	0.1	0.63	Disposition	Harm 	Sex	0.07	0.06	Desires	Harm 	Sex	0.2	0.41	Mental State	Harm 	Sex	0.2	0.19	




