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Frames are a powerful conceptual tool to influence people’s perceptions of issues. Previous literature
has shown that framing affects individuals’ opinions. We nonetheless know very little about the
particular factors that make a frame elicit large effects. Based on an online survey experiment, I
investigate whether moral frames elicit larger framing effects than pragmatic frames. I uncover no
significant evidence that moral frames outweigh pragmatic frames, perhaps because post-treatment
frame evaluations show that respondents do not perceive frames as inherently moral or pragmatic.
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Barack Obama presented the first outline of the Affordable Care Act in the summer of 2009.

The content of the reform was put online for everyone to see, but since the administration

was still working on details, it refrained from actively communicating it. Published press

releases simply stated that the ACA would expand coverage and lower health care costs for

everyone. This hesitancy turned out to be a big mistake. At the end of July, support for

the ACA hovered around 43 percent. Then Sarah Palin, John McCain’s choice for running

mate in 2008, posted the following statement on Facebook on August 7th: “The America I

know and love is not one in which my parents or my baby with Down Syndrome will have to

stand in front of Obama’s ‘death panel’ so his bureaucrats can decide, based on a subjective

judgment of their ‘level of productivity in society’ ” (Palin, 2009). Palin implied that federal

government workers would be able to refuse treatment to any patients and thus ‘decide their

fate’. Over the next two weeks, support for the ACA dropped to 35 percent while opposition

rose to 52 percent. Republican lawmakers jumped at the opportunity and repeated the claim

of ‘death panels’ whenever possible. The reform never recovered from this drop. In December

2009, four months after the statement, support and opposition were virtually identical to

August. While the public was still uncertain about the exact contents of the law, Palin had
∗Presented at SPSA, New Orleans, LA, 5 January 2018
1Department of Government, Washington D.C., sh6943a@american.edu

1

mailto:sh6943a@american.edu


asserted that it would include a Big Brother type panel that decided whether people would

live or die. This drowned out any efforts by the Obama administration to show the law as a

cost-reducing reform. Palin’s frame of the ACA, in other words, drastically influenced public

opinion of the reform.

Framing is the practice of presenting an issue to affect the way people see it (Aaroe,

2011; Druckman, 2001a; Gross, 2008). We learn about healthcare reform through articles,

reports, speeches, commercials and social media. This mediated communication possesses

tremendous potential influence on our perception of political issues (Iyengar, 1996; Kam and

Simas, 2010; Tversky and Kahneman, 1981). Framing research has established that a variety

of frames substantively influence how people view and think about issues, such as the ACA

(Andsager, 2000; Callaghan and Schnell, 2005; Entman, 1993, 2004; Gamson and Modigliani,

1989; Lahav and Courtemanche, 2012; Pan and Kosicki, 1993; Price et al., 1997; Slothuus

and Vreese, 2010; Sniderman and Theriault, 2004; Vreese, 2004). But we do not know why

these frames elicit these effects. A major challenge for framing research thus “concerns the

identification of factors that make a frame strong” (Chong and Druckman, 2007a, p. 116).

I conduct an online experiment which examines whether moral frames, argued to be

pervasive in human behavior, possess stronger influence on people’s issue positioning than

pragmatic frames on the issues of minimum wage, the federal government’s travel ban, and

the federal government’s confrontation with North Korea. I also test post-treatment whether

frames resonate with respondents in terms of moralism and pragmatism. Contrary to as-

sertions in moralization literature, I do not find evidence for a stronger influence of moral

frames. With few exceptions, the experiment reveals null results. The post-treatment eval-

uations also reveal that respondents do not perceive the presented framing arguments as

inherently moral and pragmatic overall. I suggest that these findings raise concerns whether

the whole idea of moralization as a predictor of issue positionings might be flawed.
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Theory

In order to test the effects of moralism and pragmatism, we first need to define moral and

pragmatic arguments. Three characteristics distinguish morally obtained attitudes from

pragmatically formed ones: Moral arguments are seen as (1) near-universal standards of

truth, (2) almost objective facts about the world, and (3) independent of institutional au-

thority (Skitka, 2010). Moralization theory holds that moral arguments are special and

distinct from other arguments.

Moral arguments are said to engage a distinctive mode of processing that invokes a

whole range of emotions and potentially elicits hostile opinions (Ryan, 2014b). Scholars

find that moral arguments are ubiquitous in political issues because they are essential to

how people perceive and make sense of the world around them (Frank, 2005; Mooney, 2001;

Tatalovich et al., 1994). Ryan (2014b) finds evidence that some people perceive distinctly

economic issues such as labor relations laws or social security reform in moral ways. Other

studies similarly assert that the strength of attitudes meaningfully differs when they are

held with moral conviction (Baron and Spranca, 1997; Bennis et al., 2010; Ditto et al., 2009;

Tetlock, 2003). It is also asserted that moral conviction represents an important force that

guides citizen behavior and development of public opinion (Converse, 1964; Skitka et al.,

2005; Skitka and Wisneski, 2011; Smith, 2002; Tatalovich and Daynes, 2011; Zaller, 1992).

This is said to be opposed to pragmatic arguments. Contrary to moral arguments,

pragmatic arguments function on a less energized and more detached level (Tatalovich and

Daynes, 2011). It is widely argued that people rely to a disproportionate extent on moral

arguments to form their opinions and apply this moralization to political issues (Ryan,

2014a,b; Smith, 2002). This is not the case for pragmatic arguments, which are considered

to be less influential and more limited in their applicability to opinion formation (Skitka

et al., 2005; Skitka and Wisneski, 2011). Whereas moral arguments are claimed to invoke

people’s values and feelings, pragmatic arguments are said to focus on material aspects and
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cost-benefit analysis (Ryan, 2014a,b). Most importantly, it is argued that moral arguments

possess the ability to override other, more objective (i.e. pragmatic) arguments as they can

achieve a much higher emotional connection with people (Haidt, 2003).

These claims in moralization theory have not been applied to experimental framing

research. There exists an abundance of framing research that has shown that frames elicit

significant changes in issue positionings (Chong and Druckman, 2013, 2010; Druckman et al.,

2013; Druckman, 2001b; Druckman et al., 2012; Nelson et al., 1997; Slothuus, 2008). Wise

and Brewer (2010), for instance, find significant effects for the frames ‘Replacing trans fat in

New York restaurants does not harm profits’ and ‘Replacing trans fat increases costs’. Brewer

and Gross (2005) show similar results for ‘School vouchers create an unfair advantage’ and

‘School vouchers provide help for those who need it’. Druckman et al. (2012) provide similar

evidence for ‘The Affordable Care Act gives more people equal access to health insurance’

and ‘The ACA increases government costs’, while Druckman et al. (2013) do so for ‘Oil

drilling provides economic benefits’ and ‘Oil drilling endangers marine life’. While we know

these frames elicit changes, we do not know why they do so. We do not know why these

frames ‘work’. I propose a way to understand why some of these frames work, which is

carried over from moralization theory: The distinction between moralism and pragmatism.

Both frames in Wise and Brewer (2010) could be categorized as pragmatic and both

frames in Brewer and Gross (2005) as moral. In a similar vein, ‘The Affordable Care Act gives

more people equal access to health insurance’ could be labelled a supporting moral frame

and ‘The ACA increases government costs’ an opposing pragmatic frame in Druckman et al.

(2012), while ‘Oil drilling provides economic benefits’ could be considered a supporting prag-

matic frame and ‘Oil drilling endangers marine life’ an opposing moral frame in Druckman

et al. (2013).

Simply applying this moralism / pragmatism framework to existing studies, however,

is not sufficient, as we need to distinguish between the directions in which the moral and

pragmatic frames act. A supporting moral frame and an opposing pragmatic frame act
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in opposite directions. One aims at eliciting support, while the other attempts to conjure

opposition. In the case of Druckman et al. (2012), ‘The Affordable Care Act gives more

people equal access to health insurance’ aims to elicit support based on a moral argument,

while ‘The ACA increases government costs’ aims to elicit opposition based on a pragmatic

argument. A comparison of these frames alone does not yield sufficient results as we would

not be able to identify the exact cause of the framing effect. Did ‘The Affordable Care

Act gives more people equal access to health insurance’ elicit a framing effect because it

supported the issue or because it was framed in a moral way? Similarly, did ‘The ACA

increases government costs’ elicit a framing effect because it opposed the issue or because it

was framed in a pragmatic way? This set-up cannot answer these questions. To establish

whether moral or pragmatic arguments are what makes a frame strong, we need a design

that assesses the strength of moral and pragmatic frames in terms of framing effects whilst

accounting for both signs, opposing and supporting, in both sets of frames. I provide such a

design.

Moralization theory claims the ubiquity and persuasiveness of moral arguments to

shape human behavior. It also asserts the superiority of moral arguments over pragmatic

arguments (Haidt, 2003) to influence public opinion. I apply these claims to framing research

and postulate the following hypothesis:

H. Moral frames elicit larger framing effects than pragmatic frames.

Experimental Design

I conduct an online survey of U.S. respondents and test the effects of moral and pragmatic

frames in juxtaposition. Respondents were randomly assigned to one of five treatment groups

with moral and pragmatic frames on three issues: minimum wage, the federal government’s

travel ban, and the federal government’s confrontation with North Korea. These issues were

chosen because they have been used in previous research (minimum wage) and are currently

in the public’s eye (travel ban, North Korea). This allows me to test the strength of frames on
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both well-known and very recent issues whilst at the same time ensuring that there is some

room for framing to take effect (Brewer, 2003; Chong and Druckman, 2013, 2010, 2007b;

Druckman, 2001a; Nelson et al., 1997; Slothuus and Vreese, 2010).

There are five treatment groups for each issue. In each treatment group, respondents

read one vignette on each issue. These vignettes featured either a supporting (‘pro’) or

opposing (‘con’) moral frame or a supporting or opposing pragmatic frame. In the control

group, respondents read vignettes that did not contain a frame. Each vignette consisted

of a general prompt introducing the issue, followed by one brief section with the embedded

frame. The following is the complete set of vignettes for the issue of North Korea, starting

with the prompt:

In recent weeks, the U.S. government has increasingly threatened North Korea.
International laws do not allow the development and testing of long-range inter-
continental missiles, yet its government has done so anyway. To get them to
change course, the U.S. government has threatened to conduct air strikes against
North Korea’s military facilities.

This is then followed by the respective embedded frame. The opposing moral frame reads:

Some people think it is a bad policy that the U.S. government has threatened
North Korea with military action. They argue that North Korea has not attacked
the U.S., and that the U.S. government should never use military force against a
country unless it has been attacked first. How do you feel?

This frame is moral because it invokes principles of fairness. A U.S. attack on North Korea

would be wrong and unfair as it would make the U.S. the prime aggressor without any prior

justifiable cause. It is morally objectionable to attack someone without justification.

The supporting moral frame reads:

Some people think it is a good policy that the U.S. government has threatened
North Korea with military action. They argue that the U.S. government must do
everything it can to prevent Americans from harm, even if that means striking
first. How do you feel?

This frame is moral because it invokes the feeling that American lives are sacred. A U.S.

attack on North Korea would be right because it protects millions of Americans from harm.
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Protecting American lives is always morally justifiable.

The opposing pragmatic frame reads:

Some people think it is a bad policy that the U.S. government has threatened
North Korea with military action. They argue that air strikes will not be effective,
and as a result it is impossible to take out a state-sponsored nuclear program with
them. How do you feel?

This frame is pragmatic because it invokes effectiveness. A U.S. attack on North Korea

would not achieve the desired result, so it is not worth doing. It would result in the pointless

spending of money and resources.

The supporting pragmatic frame reads:

Some people think it is a good policy that the U.S. government has threatened
North Korea with military action. They argue that air strikes can destroy North
Korea’s military facilities and are the U.S. government’s best chance to change
North Korea’s course. How do you feel?

This frame is pragmatic because it invokes cost-benefit analysis. A U.S. attack on North

Korea would represent the best practical option available. It would use the appropriate

military tools to bring about the desired change at the minimum cost to the U.S.

Finally, the control group reads:

Some people think it is a good policy that the U.S. government has threatened
North Korea with military action. Others think it is a bad policy. How do you
feel?

After reading a vignette, respondents were asked to report their opinion on all issues on

a Likert scale from 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly favor). The complete vignettes for the

other two issues can be found in the section Vignettes in the Appendix. A short description

of the frames in all vignettes is shown in Table 1 below.
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Table 1: Frames Used

Travel Ban North Korea Minimum Wage
Control NA NA NA
Moral Opposition Ban is unconstitutional U.S. not under attack Right to agree what is fair
Moral Support US lives are sacred Prevent U.S. from harm Deserve decent living
Pragmatic Opposition No added security Air strikes ineffective More people unemployed
Pragmatic Support Foreign police incapable Air strikes best chance Helps economy

Respondents were asked to provide demographic information on race, age, education,

income, party ID, political interest, news media consumption, and political participation

post-treatment2. They were also subjected to post-treatment evaluations of frames in order

to test whether the chosen frames did in fact represent the intended support, opposition,

moralism and pragmatism in people’s minds. This evaluation is an adjusted version of tests

developed by Ryan (2014b). Respondents were asked to indicate whether the argument they

just read was based on ethical rules or real-world practicalities. They were also asked to what

extent their opinion on the issues was a reflection of their core moral beliefs and connected to

their fundamental beliefs about right and wrong. These tests and the corresponding outcome

scales can be found in the section Post-Treatment Tests in the Appendix and in the footnotes

of table 2.

The survey was carried out in August 2017 on Amazon’s online platform MTurk. The

final number of respondents was 960. Each respondent received $0.40 in compensation for

the completion of the survey.

Results

The confidence intervals for the treatment groups are displayed in Figure 1 below (with the

baseline control group omitted) and are based on the following OLS model3:
2MTurk samples, while less representative than national probability samples, have been shown to be

more representative than in-person convenience or student samples used in most other experimental framing
studies (Berinsky et al., 2012). The selection of MTurk for data collection should thus not bias results.

3Since this is a randomized experiment, the data show overall balance across treatment groups. Figures
3 to 11 in the Appendix show, however, that this balance is not perfect. I use the OLS regression model to
correct for this. The regression results with all covariates can be found in Table 3 in the Appendix.
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Issuei = β0 + β1MoralOppositioni + β2MoralSupporti + β3PragmaticOppositioni

+ β4PragmaticSupporti + β5PartyIDi + β6Educationi + β7Incomei + β8Agei

+ β9−10Race
j
i + β11Interesti + β12Mediai + β13Participationi + µi

Pragmatic Support

Pragmatic Opposition

Moral Support

Moral Opposition

−.4 −.2 0 .2

Travel Ban

Pragmatic Support

Pragmatic Opposition

Moral Support

Moral Opposition

−.4 −.2 0 .2

North Korea

Pragmatic Support

Pragmatic Opposition

Moral Support

Moral Opposition

−.4 −.2 0 .2

Minimum Wage

Figure 1: 95 Percent Confidence Intervals of Treatment Group Estimates

If moral frames are stronger than pragmatic frames, the opposing moral frames (Moral

Opposition) should elicit higher opposition to the issues than the opposing pragmatic frames

(Pragmatic Opposition). This is the case for North Korea and Minimum Wage, but not

Travel Ban. If moral frames are stronger than pragmatic frames, the supporting moral
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frames (Moral Support) should also elicit higher support for the issues than the supporting

pragmatic frames (Pragmatic Support). This not the case for any issue. 10 out of 12

treatment groups across all issues show null results. The only notable exceptions are the

Moral Opposition groups for North Korea and Minimum Wage. The findings for opposing

and supporting moral and pragmatic frames thus do not support my hypothesis of moral

frame superiority.

The other predictors in the regression (see table 3 in the Appendix) behaved as we

would expect. Party ID, education and income represent driving, statistically significant

forces for all issues. Political interest, news media consumption and participation are also

each significant for at least one of the issues.

With the exception of Moral Opposition for two issues, moral frames do not appear

to be superior to pragmatic frames. To test whether the presented frames connected with

respondents, i.e. whether respondents perceived moral frames as moral and pragmatic frames

as pragmatic, the survey included post-treatment evaluations of the frames. Respondents

were asked to indicate whether the argument they just read was based on ethical rules or

real-world practicalities (columns Moral). They were also asked to what extent their opinion

on the issues was a reflection of their core moral beliefs (columns Beliefs) and connected to

their fundamental values about right and wrong (columns Values). Table 2 presents the

means of each evaluation for each treatment group for each issue.
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Table 2: Means of Post-Treatment Tests
Group Travel Ban North Korea Minimum Wage

Beliefs Values Moral Beliefs Values Moral Beliefs Values Moral
Control 3.457 3.371 0.362 3.377 3.222 0.183 3.886 3.697 0.415
Moral Opposition 3.548 3.836 0.465 3.342 3.579 0.222 3.787 3.763 0.407
Moral Support 3.839 3.721 0.297 3.411 3 0.169 3.836 3.774 0.406
Pragmatic Opposition 3.625 3.485 0.345 3.203 3.382 0.080 3.600 3.769 0.304
Pragmatic Support 3.571 3.790 0.294 3.269 3.559 0.120 3.484 3.531 0.348

Beliefs: To what extent is your opinion on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and convictions?
1 (Not at all) – 5 (Very much)
Values: To what extent is your opinion on this issue deeply connected to your fundamental beliefs about right and wrong?
1 (Not at all) – 5 (Very much)
Moral: Which of the two options below better describe the kind of argument you just read?
0 (It was an argument based on real-world practicalities); 1 (It was an argument based on ethical rules)

The question behind these evaluations is whether the frames are working. The answer,

based on these evaluations, is no. There is no statistically significant difference between the

vast majority of Core and Fund means for the treatment groups for all issues. Statistically

speaking, respondents evaluated all arguments to be equally reflective of their core moral

beliefs and equally connected to their fundamental beliefs about right and wrong. One could

make the argument that the moral and pragmatic frames worked based on the Check results

for Travel Ban, since the moral frame Moral Opposition was evaluated as the most moral

argument and the pragmatic frame Pragmatic Support as the most pragmatic argument.

Yet even here, less than half of all respondents who received the Moral Opposition frame for

Travel Ban evaluated it as a moral argument (.47), meaning a majority of respondents who

received this frame actually saw it as a pragmatic argument.

There are of course no clear-cut boundaries where pragmatic arguments end and moral

ones begin, but it would be very challenging indeed to make the case that a frame is clearly

identified as a moral argument when less then 50% of respondents believe so. Even stronger

reasoning applies to North Korea, where the highest-rated (i.e. most moral) frame showed

a mean of mere .22. For Minimum Wage, the most moral argument is deemed to be the

frame-less control group, which defies the theory of moral frame superiority all together.

Overall, then, the frames do not appear to be working.
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Discussion

In this paper, I introduced a potential distinction to uncover the source of frame strength,

namely the distinction between moral and pragmatic frames, stemming from moralization

theory. According to moralization theory, moral arguments should be stronger than prag-

matic arguments in terms of influencing public opinion. In my experiment, however, this is

not the case. While there is some selective evidence that confirms my hypothesis of moral

frame superiority, this is heavily outweighed by null results for most cases). Perhaps most

importantly, the post-treatment evaluations reveal that respondents did not perceive the

presented frames as inherently moral or pragmatic. What are we to make of these results?

It could be that issues are inherently moral, regardless of frames. Ryan (2014b) argues

that there are issues which the majority of people regard as moral or pragmatic, no matter

how they are presented. One would be hard-pressed to consider North Korea an inherently

moral or pragmatic issue, however, given its very recent appearance on the U.S. political

stage. The frames might also be poorly chosen. In this case, better, more appropriate

frames that accurately reflect moralism and pragmatism would resonate successfully with

respondents. I would, however, argue that a convincing case can be made that each moral

frame used in this experiment contains a moral argument and that each pragmatic frame

used in this experiment contains a pragmatic argument. People might also not be paying

attention. They see the issue and immediately respond, without actually reading the frame.

I also consider this unlikely because the experiment included an attention check to control for

precisely this problem. In addition, people might have strong, well-formulated opinions that

cannot be changed. This would go against the vast majority of the literature on the roots and

strength of political attitudes, however, which overwhelmingly suggests that the vast majority

of people know only very little about politics and do not have fixed opinions (Converse, 1964;

Feldman, 1988; Jacoby, 2011; Zaller, 1992; Zaller and Feldman, 1992). These points have

their merits but nonetheless provide only minor explanatory power. Much more important
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are the aspects of party ID and moralization.

The regression shows that party ID represents the major driving force behind all three

issues. In the current political climate of heightened party polarization, there might sim-

ply not be enough movement for moral and pragmatic arguments to take hold. Moral and

pragmatic lines of argument might simply ‘disappear’ behind the power of party lines. Re-

spondents perceive political issues majorly through the lens of their party ID, regardless of

the frame of the argument. Respondents who identify as Republicans see North Korea and

the Travel Ban positively but dislike Minimum Wage because those are their party’s posi-

tions. Respondents who identify as Democrats disapprove of North Korea and the Travel

Ban but are in favor of Minimum Wage. If the driving influence of party ID is played out to

the extreme, framing loses most of its persuasive power as the argument put forth becomes

meaningless. What decides people’s issue positioning is the party’s position on the issue, not

how the issue is presented or what arguments are employed. Ultimately, every issue would

then be decided on the basis of party ID alone. Such an assessment produces rather dire

forecasts for political communication. If all citizens are entrenched in their views and only

respond to party cues, then political persuasion in the form of advertising becomes irrele-

vant. It would be impossible to persuade someone with an argument or frame since people

only listen to the party cue and dismiss any argument or frame. In the long run, political

communication would then be reduced to pure partisan mobilization efforts. It would be a

far stretch to make such an argument based on this experiment, but the significance of party

ID behind these results cannot be overlooked.

These findings can also arguably be interpreted in a different, second way: Moralization

might be less powerful than claimed. These results can call into question the concept of

moralization as a predictor of issue positionings all together. Particularly, I suggest that there

is no general agreement on what constitutes a moral argument. What might be moral to some

is deemed pragmatic by others. A lack of general agreement on what constitutes a moral

argument explains why the frames in the experiment did not resonate with respondents. If
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there is no consensus as to what a moral argument is, then any evaluations of argumentative

moralism are bound to fail, just like the ones used here. In terms of moralization theory, this

would imply that moral arguments are not as central to the formation of beliefs and values

as scholars suggest. This would form a substantive overhaul in the way we believe humans

to build their opinions.

In either case, be it the dominance of party ID or flawed moralization, the null results

from this experiment should not be dismissed. If party ID is so dominant that it drowns out

all arguments and frames, this is surely worth noting and discussing. Likewise, if moralization

is indeed much less influential than we thought, this provides plenty of food for thought for

further research.
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APPENDIX

Regression

Table 3: OLS Regression Results
Dependent variable:

Travel Ban North Korea Minimum Wage
Moral Opposition −.144 (.123) −.256 (.128)∗∗ −.240 (.118)∗∗

Moral Support −.074 (.119) −.053 (.126) −.080 (.117)
Pragmatic Opposition −.083 (.119) −.097 (.129) −.169 (.120)
Pragmatic Support −.059 (.119) −.053 (.121) −.185 (.116)
Party ID .430 (.020)∗∗∗ .274 (.020)∗∗∗ −.281 (.019)∗∗∗

Education −.133 (.031)∗∗∗ −.082 (.032)∗∗∗ −.064 (.030)∗∗

Income .064 (.026)∗∗ .039 (.026) −.070 (.024)∗∗∗

Age .015 (.003)∗∗∗ .002 (.003) .004 (.003)
Black .090 (.152) .075 (.157) .056 (.146)
Hispanic .113 (.172) .262 (.177) .083 (.165)
Interest −.167 (.057)∗∗∗ −.127 (.058)∗∗ .101 (.054)∗

Media .061 (.042) .149 (.043)∗∗∗ −.023 (.040)
Participation −.133 (.043)∗∗∗ −.082 (.044)∗ .058 (.041)
Constant 1.765 (.231)∗∗∗ 2.478 (.242)∗∗∗ 5.035 (.229)∗∗∗

Observations 960 960 960
R2 .406 .208 .232
Adjusted R2 .398 .197 .222
Residual Std. Error (df = 946) 1.196 1.231 1.145
F Statistic (df = 13; 946) 49.722∗∗∗ 19.057∗∗∗ 22.031∗∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Party ID: 1 (Strong Democrat) to 7 (Strong Republican)
Political Interest: 1 (Hardly at all) to 4 (Most of the time)
Media Consumption: 0 (No news media activities) to 4 (Four news media activities)
Political Participation: 0 (No political participation activities) to 4 (Four political participation activities)
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Distribution of Outcome Variables
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Figure 2: Opinion distributions from 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly favor)
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Balance Across Covariates
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Figure 3: Means of respondents for covariates of Party ID, Ideology, Education and Income
for each treatment group
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Figure 4: Means of respondents for covariates of Race, Gender, Employment and Age for
each treatment group
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treatment group
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North Korea
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Vignettes

Travel Ban

Prompt for all groups:
In recent months, the U.S. government has tried to ban travel to the U.S. from several Middle
Eastern countries. These countries include Syria, Iran, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, and Yemen.
Under the ban, citizens of these countries would be blocked from obtaining visas to the U.S.
for at least 90 days. Permanent residents are exempted.

Some people think it is a good idea that the U.S. government attempted to ban travel from
some Middle Eastern countries. Others think it is a bad idea. How do you feel about the
proposed travel ban?

(Control)

Some people think it is a bad idea that the U.S. government attempted to ban travel from
some Middle Eastern countries. They argue that the ban is unconstitutional because it
discriminates on the basis of religion. How do you feel about the proposed travel ban?

(Moral Opposition)

Some people think it is a good idea that the federal government attempted to ban travel from
some Middle Eastern countries. They argue that American lives are sacred and Americans
need to be protected against foreign threats at all costs. How do you feel about the proposed
travel ban?

(Moral Support)

Some people think it is a bad idea that the U.S. government attempted to ban travel from
some Middle Eastern countries. They argue that there is no evidence that citizens of the
banned countries represent a credible threat to the U.S., and so the ban would not be effective
in providing added security. How do you feel about the proposed travel ban?

(Pragmatic Opposition)

Some people think it is a good idea that the federal government attempted to ban travel
from some Middle Eastern countries. They argue that the governments in these countries are
incapable of policing their own citizens and arresting potential terror threats. Until these
governments can assure this safety, the U.S. cannot allow their citizens into the country.
How do you feel about the proposed travel ban?

(Pragmatic Support)
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North Korea

Prompt for all groups:
In recent weeks, the U.S. government has increasingly threatened North Korea. International
laws do not allow the development and testing of long-range inter-continental missiles, yet
its government has done so anyway. To get them to change course, the U.S. government has
threatened to conduct air strikes against North Korea’s military facilities.

Some people think it is a good policy that the U.S. government has threatened North Korea
with military action. Others think it is a bad policy. How do you feel?

(Control)

Some people think it is a bad policy that the U.S. government has threatened North Korea
with military action. They argue that North Korea has not attacked the U.S., and that
the U.S. government should never use military force against a country unless it has been
attacked first. How do you feel?

(Moral Opposition)

Some people think it is a good policy that the U.S. government has threatened North Korea
with military action. They argue that the U.S. government must do everything it can to
prevent Americans from harm, even if that means striking first. How do you feel?

(Moral Support)

Some people think it is a bad policy that the U.S. government has threatened North Korea
with military action. They argue that air strikes will not be effective, and as a result it is
impossible to take out a state-sponsored nuclear program with them. How do you feel?

(Pragmatic Opposition)

Some people think it is a good policy that the U.S. government has threatened North Korea
with military action. They argue that air strikes can destroy North Korea’s military facilities
and are the U.S. government’s best chance to change North Korea’s course. How do you
feel?

(Pragmatic Support)

Minimum Wage

Prompt for all groups:
Congress is currently debating whether to raise the federal minimum wage. At the moment,
the minimum wage is set at $7.25 per hour. This was established in 2009. Under this law, it
is illegal for companies to pay their employees less than $7.25 per hour. They can voluntarily
choose to pay them more.

Some people think the U.S. government should raise the minimum wage for every working
citizen. Others disagree. How do you feel about raising the minimum wage?
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(Control)

Some people think the U.S. government should not raise the minimum wage for every working
citizen. They argue that employers and employees have the right to agree to whatever wage
they both feel is fair. How do you feel about raising the minimum wage?

(Moral Opposition)

Some people think the U.S. government should raise the minimum wage for every working
citizen. They argue that those who work hard deserve to earn a decent living. How do you
feel about raising the minimum wage?

(Moral Support)

Some people think the U.S. government should not raise the minimum wage for every working
citizen. They argue that such policies would force employers to pay more for workers and
make them hire fewer people, which means that more people will not have jobs. How do you
feel about raising the minimum wage?

(Pragmatic Opposition)

Some people think the U.S. government should raise the minimum wage for every working
citizen. They argue that this gives people more money to spend, which helps the economy.
How do you feel about raising the minimum wage?

(Pragmatic Support)

Likert Scale for All Treatment Groups

Not at all Slightly Moderately Much Very much
1 2 3 4 5

Post-Treatment Tests

Which of the two options below better describe the kind of argument you just read?

It was an argument based on real-world practicalities (0)
It was an argument based on ethical rules (1)

To what extent is your opinion on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
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Not at all Slightly Moderately Much Very much
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

To what extent is your opinion on this issue deeply connected to your fundamental beliefs
about right and wrong?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Much Very much
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
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