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ABSTRACT

We investigate the effects on the public of government and companies acting responsibly to a threat of an emerging pandemic by
use of an adaptation of the theory of dyadic morality. The effects of positive actions by government and companies are mediated
by gratitude, a positive moral emotion, en route to its impact on felt benefits. Benefits then influence positive word of mouth, a

kind of action tendency, but the effects are moderated by the degree of political ideology of the public. For the government, as

benefit perceptions increase, positive word of mouth is higher for liberals than conservatives. For companies, positive word of

mouth is greater for conservatives than liberals when benefits are perceived as low. These nuanced moderated effects reflect

differences between conservatives and liberals, where liberals value social responsibility more than conservatives, whereas con-
servatives value company profitability more than liberals. Hypotheses are tested experimentally on two random samples of US
adults (N, =177, N, =156). Results are discussed in the light of their implications for the theory of dyadic morality and responses
to a new pandemic by government and company organisations as regulated by political ideology.

1 | Introduction

Pandemics are seen as ongoing risks, influenced by globali-
sation, urbanisation and environmental degradation. While
predicting their timing is difficult (e.g., Heymann et al. 2024),
efforts to prevent and manage them must continuously adapt.
The lens of social cognition facilitates the interpretation of the
public coping with social uncertainty manifest in the emer-
gence of a new pandemic. We examine the consequences on
community functioning of sociopolitical norm fulfilment and
political ideology, framed within the perspective of motivated
social cognition. We draw from (a) the field of community psy-
chology by adapting the theory of dyadic morality to govern-
ment and companies acting positively to benefit the public and
(b) the field of political psychology to demonstrate the role of

political ideology as a moderator of the perceived benefit-to-
action-tendency relationship.

The theory of dyadic morality (TDM), building on the social
intuitionist model of morality (Haidt 2012), proposes that
moral judgements are functions of the violation of norms, me-
diated by negative moral emotions (e.g., social disgust) and
by perceived harm (Schein and Gray 2018). In our study, we
reconceptualise the TDM to apply to fulfilment of norms and
subsequent perceptions of benefits by the public. In addition,
we introduce a moderator, political ideology, to investigate the
conditions under which benefits influence action tendencies
in the form of positive word of mouth, a kind of praise ex-
pressed by the public towards government and companies for
good behaviour.
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2 | Theory of Dyadic Morality for Benefits

2.1 | Positive Moral Emotions Drive Moral
Judgements

Research in moral psychology has focused mostly on moral
violations where negative moral emotions and harm are pri-
mary mediators of these violations on immorality (e.g., Schein
et al. 2016; Bagozzi, Xie, et al. 2024). The TDM maintains that
norm violations directly lead to negative moral emotions and
perceptions of harm; negative moral emotions then influence
perceived harm, and perceived harm, in turn, affects moral
judgements (Schein and Gray 2018).

Emotions have an important role in the TDM and are frequently
the first reactions people have to norm violations. They rep-
resent intuitive responses and rest on the “view that there are
moral truths and that when people grasp these truths they do
so not by a process of ratiocination and reflection but rather by
a process more akin to perception, in which one ‘just sees with-
out argument that they are and must be true’ (Harrison 1967,
72)” (Haidt 2001, 814). More specifically, ‘...moral judgments
are like aesthetic judgment: they are gut feelings or intuitions
that happen to us quickly, automatically, and convincingly’
(Haidt 2002, 54). Three negative moral emotions have received
attention in moral psychology—contempt, anger, and disgust
(Rozin et al. 1999)—with disgust receiving special attention in
the TDM (Schein et al. 2016).

By contrast to basic emotions (e.g., happy, angry, sad, fear) and
self-conscious emotions (pride, shame, guilt, embarrassment,
envy, jealousy), which refer directly to an agent reacting to their
own behaviour or outcomes as agents, moral emotions apply
to reactions towards government, organisations, or persons as
agents, other than the self, doing good or bad (Gewirth 1984).
Moral emotions are thus other-regarding, instead of self-
regarding, emotions (Haidt 2003) and pertain to feelings with
social sensibilities involving culture, groups, institutions, and
social structure (Stets and Turner 2008, 2014).

Instead of moral violations, we investigate the under studied
phenomena of positive moral norms, where people fulfil beliefs,
expectations, rules, or values concerning how other people be-
have (e.g., descriptive norms) or should behave (e.g., injunctive
norms; see Cialdini et al. 1991, and Reno et al. 1993, for research
on such normative influence). Janoff-Bulman et al. (2009) discuss
two forms of morality related to norms and self-regulation: pre-
scriptive and proscriptive norms. Anderson and Dunning (2014)
review distinctions between descriptive and injunctive norms
and between social and moral norms. Any of these norms can
be fulfilled and induce positive moral emotions and perceived
benefits as developed below.

An important aspect of moral emotions to consider is how pos-
itive ones arise. Haidt (2003) identifies what he terms ‘other
praising’ emotions, and includes three positive moral emotions
in this category: awe, gratitude, and elevation. A fourth positive
moral emotion, admiration, has recently been studied with re-
gards to government acting responsibly (Bagozzi et al. 2023).
According to the TDM, negative moral emotions arise in a vul-
nerable agent or observers as a result of another agent acting

intentionally, and the action leads to injury to the vulnerable
agent (Schein and Gray 2018). In our investigation, we exam-
ine government and organisations taking laudatory actions to
benefit the public. Here, an agent or actor causes benefits to a
receptive agent, and the action is perceived to occur deliberately
by an observer.

Positive moral emotions are efficacious determinants of per-
ceived benefits and represent automatic, intuitive responses.
We chose gratitude as the focal positive moral emotion for
study. McCullough et al. (2001, 250) characterise gratitude as an
emotion occurring in response to benefits provided by another
person to the self: ‘.. people experience gratitude most typically
when they perceive that a benefactor has acted to promote their
well-being’ (see also McCullough et al. 2008). Regarding the
public seeing government and companies acting responsibly,
people become aware of this and gain knowledge through vi-
cariously imagining themselves as part of the public benefiting
from those responsible actions (Bandura 1977). Such a process
can be considered an instance of social cognition, but rather
than being a target recipient of benefits by government or com-
panies, observers of such positive actions involve judging other
agents or actors who provide benefits and feel a kind of satisfac-
tion through gratitude imagined in others benefiting from these
actions (Nanay 2020). Vicarious gratitude is a representation or
understanding of other-centred benefits. Thus, an observer who
sees an agent acting intentionally to provide benefits to other
recipients vicariously experiences gratification. In our study,
the government or companies act positively to protect the pub-
lic or employees, respectively, from danger occurring from a
new virus.

Consequently, we hypothesise that:

H1. An observer witnessing government or companies taking
positive actions to face a developing severe pandemic threat that
benefits the public or employees will lead to felt gratitude.

2.2 | Moral Benefit

We focus on moral benefits where an agent purposely causes
gain or advantage to an actor, and a sensitive observer instinc-
tively understands or realises the benefit vicariously. Following
the logic in the TDM for harm (Schein and Gray 2018), we posit
that a dyadic comparison is made between norm fulfilment or
realisation, perceived intuitively, that is morally endorsed or
encouraged. Benefit induction follows two distinct paths. On
the one hand, an indirect trajectory occurs where a benefit
is instinctively seen to accomplish a norm that induces grati-
tude, which, in turn, prompts perceived benefit. On the other
hand, a direct route happens straightaway when awareness of
government or companies doing good matches a benefit-based
cognitive template. We interpret perceived benefit as an eval-
uative reaction, which can be thought of as ‘a careful explana-
tion or overall appraisal of something to determine its worth,
value, or desirability’ (American Psychological Association
Dictionary of Psychology 2018). Such an evaluation need not
be deliberative or entail reflection but can be an automatic ap-
praisal like primary appraisals that happen in emotion the-
ory, where the significance or meaning of a stimulus event is
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ascertained (Lazarus 1991). Hence, awareness of benefits oc-
curring to others can lead spontaneously to perceived benefit
through the operation of a benefit-based cognitive template.
Arousal need not be necessary through the direct route to in-
duce such an evaluation, but in the event of vicarious feelings
of gratitude, perceived benefit can so be aroused parallelly
as well.

Similar to the processes proposed by Schein and Gray (2018)
for harm, we maintain that the benefit-based cognitive
schema has four components: (1) an agent (2) acts purpo-
sively to (3) benefit the well-being of a susceptible actor and
(4) an observer reacts intuitively or vicariously to the bene-
fit (Bagozzi, Xie, et al. 2024; Bagozzi et al. 2025). Miller and
Cushman (2019, 59) describe how the reward system in the
brain functions for moral values and motivation: ‘various as-
pects of moral value - including the subjective values of moral
actions, outcomes, and their integration - are supported by a
domain-general cognitive and neural architecture implicated
in reward-related processes’. We build on studies conducted
by Schein et al. (2016), who showed that perceived harm under
the TDM mediated the disgust to immorality link. Schein
et al. (2016) used a survey approach to demonstrate this in
three studies. We use an experimental method to test the me-
diation of the gratitude-to-morality link through perceived
benefit in two studies.

We propose that:

H2. An observer witnessing government or companies taking
positive actions to face a developing severe pandemic threat that
benefits the public or employees will lead to perceived benefit.

H3. The more gratitude an observer feels towards government
or companies taking exemplary actions benefiting the public or
employees, the greater the felt benefit by the observer.

2.3 | Transforming of Felt Benefits Into Action
Tendencies

We investigate the effects of felt benefits on morality. Gray
et al. (2012, 102) claim that ‘morality is essentially represented
by a cognitive template that combines a perceived intentional
agent with a perceived suffering patient’, and such a view can
be seen to underpin the TDM where harm has central focus
(Schein and Gray 2018). We prefer to reserve the term immoral-
ity for ‘the quality or state of being immoral; especially: unchas-
tity” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary 2024), where actions violate
moral norms and result in harm. Examples might include lying,
bribery, false or misleading advertising, incest, theft, and human
trafficking. In our study, we investigate positive moral actions,
which might refer to moral virtue and positive judgements (see
Gert and Gert 2020, for an overview of the history and nuances
of many definitions for morality).

Our focus is on felt action tendencies in response to felt bene-
fits. Action tendencies are ‘what links experience and behav-
ior: felt readiness can be considered a reflection of the actual
state of behavioral readiness...[a state] defined as the individu-
al's readiness or unreadiness to engage in interaction with the

environment’ (Frijda et al. 1989, 213). From this point of view,
action tendencies are automatic ways to act in a way in conso-
nance with one's feelings of benefits perceived. They express a
kind of praise or support of the sources of benefits. This might
be reflected in an impulse or spur to action directed at the agent
acting admirably. Drawing on research in the corporate social
responsibility literature, we identified three manifestations of
advocacy or ways to express positive word of mouth towards
government or companies: intent to say positive things about
the government/company to friends, relatives, and other people;
intent to recommend one's friends, relatives, and other people
work for the government/company; and intent to speak well of
the government/company to friends, relatives, or other people
(Xie et al. 2019).

Under the social intuitionist and theory of dyadic morality frame-
works, a particular sequence of reactions to government or com-
panies doing good is proposed. Initially, the public is expected
to act intuitively and automatically in an affective manner. Felt
moral emotions then provide a basis for evaluative judgement of
harm or benefit. Action tendencies are next thought to respond
to the nature and magnitude of evaluations. The direct, main
effect of evaluations on action tendencies has a longstanding
interpretation in attitude theory, where evaluations in the form
of attitudes are believed to activate or initiate volitions in the
form of intentions straight on (Eagly and Chaiken 1993; see also
Eagly 2007).

A question that could be raised is whether evaluations are suf-
ficient instigators of action tendencies. It might be argued that
evaluations of harm, which are a kind of attitude towards an
object, by themselves lack emotive power and the evaluations-
to-action tendencies link is correlational. Problems inherent in
attitudes towards objects, as opposed to behaviour, with respect
to instigating action have been acknowledged in the literature
(Ajzen 2005). For evaluations to influence action tendencies, a
specific motivation to act might also be needed, at least in cer-
tain contexts. Political ideology might provide such motivation.

Research to date into the effect of harm or benefit on morality (e.g.,
Schein et al. 2016; c.f., Bagozzi, Xie, et al. 2024) has proposed and
tested for main effects. Harm or benefit leads directly to immo-
rality or morality judgements. We suggest that political ideology
moderates the effects of perceived benefits on morality. Political
ideology is ‘a set of ideas, beliefs, values, and opinions, exhibiting
arecurring pattern, that competes deliberately as well as uninten-
tionally over providing plans of action ...’ (Freeden 2001, 7174; see
also Jost et al. 2009). Jost and Amodio (2012) view political ide-
ology as motivated cognition where it performs an uncertainty-
reducing function and also serves to provide existential security to
help people cope with anxiety related to one’s own mortality. Two
aspects of political ideology have been proposed: attitudes towards
inequality and attitudes towards social change versus tradition
(Jost, Glaser, et al. 2003a, 2003b). These facets are often captured
by the liberal-conservative continuum and a bipolar scale (Jost
et al. 2009).

Some research supports an interaction effect for political
ideology and trust on government support (Rudolph and
Evans 2005). Similarly, research finds political ideology af-
fects support for government and vaccine safety (Lim and
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government/company|
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Benefit Positive word

H3 of mouth

FIGURE1 | Moderated serial mediation model for mediation of manipulated effects on dependent variables (Hayes Model 87).

Moon 2023). Liberals generally support government pro-
grams, while conservatives oppose them. In the United States,
Democrats generally support government programs more than
Republicans for such areas as climate change (Kennedy and
Courtney 2020), and compliance with coronavirus counter-
measures (McLamore et al. 2022). With regard to corporate
leadership support of social responsibility in their operations,
greater liberalism has been found to lead to increased support
(Jeong and Kim 2020; Jiang et al. 2018).

We predict that as perceived benefits increase, so too will pos-
itive word of mouth. However, this should be quite different
for the government than for companies, depending on politi-
cal ideology. We expect that the effect of perceived benefits on
positive word of mouth occurring from responsible government
behaviours to increase, the greater the liberalism versus conser-
vatism. Liberals should value benefits produced by government
with respect to their response to an impending pandemic more
strongly than conservatives when benefits are perceived to be
high. Following the motivated cognition point of view on po-
litical ideology, liberals are anticipated to value and positively
assess the uncertainty-reduction and existential security as-
pects of combating a pandemic threat more than conservatives
(Jost and Amodio 2012). Research on cultural cognition, which
investigates how political and cultural commitments influ-
ence information processing, also supports this interpretation
(Rachlinski 2021).

By contrast, for corporations, the benefits occurring from re-
sponsible behaviours are expected to be valued more by con-
servatives than liberals when benefits are perceived to be low
(Ketron et al. 2022). This is because conservatives emphasise
stockholder wealth of companies more than social and stake-
holder wealth than liberals, when benefits of corporate social
actions are perceived small (Tetlock 2000). When benefits are
perceived larger, no differences are anticipated between con-
servatives and liberals with regard to urges to spread positive
word of mouth. Recognition of strong benefits should drive
urges to spread positive word of mouth because conserva-
tives and liberals both value the welfare of employees which
is further tied to the success of the company in combating the
pandemic.

Hence, we posit that:

H4. The effects of perceived benefits on positive word of mouth
are predicted to be dependent on political ideology (liberalism

versus conservatism). For government, the effects are expected
to be stronger for liberals than conservatives when the perceived
benefits are strong, but to not differ when perceived benefits are
weak. For companies, the effects are expected to be stronger for
conservatives than liberals when perceived benefits are weak,
but to not differ when perceived benefits are strong. For both
government and companies, as benefits increase, positive word
of mouth increases.

Figure 1 presents the model tested and the hypotheses.
Manipulated beneficial actions compared to a control for gov-
ernment and companies acting admirably influence gratitude
(H1) and perceived benefit (H2) directly. Gratitude affects bene-
fit (H3), and benefit, in turn, impacts positive word of mouth, as
moderated by political ideology (H4).

3 | Methods
3.1 | Procedure

We carried out two experimental studies with US participants.
Participants were randomly assigned to experimental and con-
trol conditions in both Study 1 and Study 2.

Our sample consists of adults between 20 and 65years old in-
clusive who were randomly selected across the United States.
Since some respondents might not be likely to be experienced
taking questionnaires that require relatively involved informa-
tion processing, narrative scenarios were created to engage and
involve respondents as much as possible. Each scenario was in-
troduced with the same introductory paragraph indicating that
a new viral pandemic was developing worldwide with a threat
to public health. Then, depending on the condition, in Study 1,
a second paragraph was presented with either the government
acting responsibly or a neutral condition for the government
condition; and in Study 2, the second paragraph in the scenario
was presented with the company acting responsibly or a neutral
condition for the company condition. The full scenarios are pre-
sented in the Appendix.

We used GPower to determine the a priori sample sizes for both
studies for our interaction. The a priori sample size required was
159 for an effect size of 0.05 and power of 0.80. We chose initial
samples of N=200 in each study to better ensure final sample
sizes of 159 or greater, where each study had separate experi-
mental and control groups.
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3.2 | Study 1: Government Acting Responsibly
3.2.1 | Participants

The sample for the government study (Study 1) consisted of 89
men (50%) and 88 women (50%). Respondents’ ages included the
following breakdowns: 6% between 20 and 25years old, 23% 26
to 35, 23% 36 to 45, 24% 46 to 55, and 24% 56 to 65, inclusive.
Education entailed 37% with a high school education, 4% less
than high school, and 59% with an undergraduate degree or
higher. This result is typical for data collected electronically in
the United States and was contracted by us with a professional
research firm. The final sample was arrived at after removing 23
participants responding either too quickly or providing the same
numbered responses for most items (straight-liners). The final
breakdown for the conditions was 85 in the manipulation con-
dition and 92 in the control condition. This is an original data
collection to test the hypotheses.

3.2.2 | Measures

Table 1 presents the questionnaire items, factor loadings of
items, and reliability of scales or correlations for two item
scales. The two items measuring gratitude correlated r=0.87.
Factor loadings for perceived benefits were between 0.79 and
0.88. The reliability for these items was 0.87. Factor loadings
for political ideology were between 0.82 and 0.89. The reliabil-
ity for these items was 0.88. Factor loadings for positive word
of mouth were between 0.86 and 0.92. The reliability for these
items was 0.91.

3.3 | Study 2: Company Acting Responsibly
3.3.1 | Participants

Similarly, participants were randomly assigned to experimen-
tal and control conditions in Study 2. The sample for the com-
pany study consisted of 67 men (43%) and 89 women (57%).
Respondent age comprised the following categories: 8% between
20 and 25years old, 26% 26 to 35, 26% 36 to 45, 28% 46 to 55, and
22% 56 to 65, inclusive. Education entailed 36% with a high school
education, 1% with less than high school, and 63% with an under-
graduate degree or higher. The final sample was arrived at after
removing 44 participants responding either too quickly or provid-
ing the same numbered response for most items, where final sam-
ple sizes included 74 respondents in the experimental condition
and 82 in the control condition. This is an analysis of data that
partially overlaps with one of three studies reported in Bagozzi
et al. (2025), wherein we examine a new dependent variable, pos-
itive word of mouth, and introduce a new moderator, political
ideology, to explain the benefit to word of mouth relationship,
thereby investigating the conditions under which benefit influ-
ences morality, which was not examined by Bagozzi et al. (2025).

3.3.2 | Measures

As shown in Table 1, the correlation between the two items
measuring gratitude was r=0.89. Factor loadings for perceived

benefits were between 0.75 and 0.92. The reliability for these
items was 0.87. Factor loadings for political ideology were be-
tween 0.76 and 0.92. The reliability for these items was 0.85.
Factor loadings for positive word of mouth were between 0.88
and 0.93. The reliability for these items was 0.93.

Table 2 presents the correlations, means, and standard devi-
ations for the variables shown in Figure 1. This is done sep-
arately for the manipulation and control conditions in both
studies.

3.4 | Analytical Model

Hypotheses H1-H4 in both studies were tested with Hayes'
(2022) Process Model 87 (see Figure 1). To test the modera-
tion of the effect of the manipulation on gratitude by political
ideology, we used Hayes' (2022) Model 84 (see Section 5.1).
Bootstrapping for confidence intervals was 10,000. We report
how we determined our sample sizes, all data exclusions, all
manipulations and all measures in the study. The study was
not preregistered. Data are available at the OSF data depos-
itory: https://osf.io/zwfm9/?view_only=9c9418375b3d424
687bce12d97837c0d.

4 | Results

We present the main findings for tests of the four hypotheses for
both studies, shown in Figure 1. The two studies share a similar
design but differ in the focal agent under investigation: either
the government or company acting responsibly with respect to
an impending pandemic. Government and company acting re-
sponsibly have different implications with respect to the mod-
eration of the effect of benefit on action tendencies by political
ideology. Hypothesis H1 show the results for the evocation of
gratitude by responsible actions by government and company,
respectively. Hypotheses H2 and H3 present the findings for the
direct and indirect effects of the experimental manipulation on
perceived benefits, respectively, under each manipulation, as
posited similarly by the TDM for disgust and harm (Schein and
Gray 2018). Hypothesis H4 demonstrate the moderation effect of
political ideology on the proximal effects of perceived benefit on
the action tendency of positive word of mouth, respectively, for
the two manipulations. These hypotheses test the role of norms
in the TDM for benefit (Schein and Gray 2018) and reveal the
central role of benefit as a mediator between gratitude and mo-
rality. In sum, the results confirm predictions of the TDM for
benefit and show the essential roles of gratitude, felt benefit, and
norms (political ideology).

4.1 | Studyl

Table 3 summarises the findings for Study 1 of government act-
ing responsibly. First, as shown in the first column, the manipu-
lation of government acting responsibly (x) induces the positive
moral emotion of gratitude (M,) (b=0.20, SE=0.09, t=2.12,
p<0.05, CI [0.01, 0.38]), supporting H1. Next, as shown in the
second column, gratitude (M,) has a significant effect on ben-
efit (M,) (b=0.47, SE=0.05, t=9.80, p<0.001, CI [0.38, 0.57]),
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TABLE 2 |

Correlations, means, and standard deviations for key variables.

A. Study 1: Government doing good (positive actions below diagonal®, control condition above diagonalb)

Means Standard deviations
1 2 3 4 Positive Control Positive Control
Gratitude 1.00 0.60 0.18 0.46 3.44 3.05 1.21 1.24
Benefit 0.60 1.00 0.14 0.58 3.50 3.39 0.90 1.03
Political ideology 0.29 0.40 1.00 0.13 2.96 3.19 0.97 1.03
PWOM 0.45 0.65 0.37 1.00 2.94 2.82 1.14 1.24

B. Study 2: Company doing good (positive actions below diagonal?, control condition above diagonal®)

Means Standard deviations
1 2 3 4 Positive Control Positive Control
Gratitude 1.00 0.59 0.06 0.55 3.52 2.70 1.30 1.17
Benefit 0.48 1.00 0.08 0.67 3.97 3.33 0.92 0.72
Political ideology 0.22 0.09 1.00 —0.05 2.99 3.07 1.06 0.94
PWOM 0.37 0.76 -0.07 1.00 3.86 3.02 0.97 1.05

Note: Study 1:a,, = 85,b, = 92. Study 2:a, = 74,b, = 82.

TABLE3 |

mediators of the effects of manipulated government actions on action tendencies towards the government.

Summary of findings for Process Model 87: Government doing good and political ideology as a moderator and gratitude and benefit as

Gratitude (M,)

Benefit (M,)

Positive word of mouth (Y)

Independent
variables b (SE) t(p) 95%CI Db(SE) t(p) 95% CI b (SE) t(p) 95% CI
Constant 3.25 35.07 3.06, —-1.53 -9.12 —1.85, 2.46 10.26 1.98,2.93
(0.09) (0.00)  3.43 0.17)  (0.00) -1.20 0.24) (0.00)
Manipulation 0.20 2.12 0.01, —-0.04 -0.62 —0.15,0.08 —-0.01 —-0.09 —0.15,0.13
X) (0.09) 0.04)  0.38 (0.06)  (0.54) 0.07) (0.93)
Gratitude (Ml) 0.47 9.80 0.38,0.57 0.12 1.65 —0.02, 0.26
(0.05)  (0.00) 0.07) (0.10)
Benefit (Mz) 0.63 6.98 0.45,0.81
(0.09) (0.00)
Political 0.10 1.35 —0.05,0.24
ideology (W) (0.07) (0.18)
M,*W 0.19 3.14 0.07,0.31
(0.06) (0.00)
R?=0.03 R?=0.36 R?=0.42

F(1,175)=4.93,

p<0.04

F(2,174)=48.42, p<0.001

F(5,171)=25.14, p<0.001

Conditional indirect effect of x on positive word of mouth x = Gratitude = Benefit = Positive word of mouth

Political ideology Effect Boot se Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
-1.08 0.04 0.02 0.002 0.091
—-0.08 0.06 0.03 0.004 0.119
0.92 0.07 0.04 0.006 0.156
Index of moderated mediation

Effect Boot se Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

Political ideology 0.02 0.01 0.0002 0.05
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FIGURE 2 | Moderating effects of political ideology on the effect of perceived benefit on positive word of mouth. (a) Government doing good

(Study 1). (b) Company doing good (Study 2).

supporting H3. But the manipulation (x) does not have a direct
effect on benefit (M), thus not supporting H2. Therefore, there
is full mediation of gratitude between manipulation and per-
ceived benefit.

Finally, in the third column, it can be seen that political ideol-
ogy (w) interacts significantly with benefit (m2) to influence ac-
tion tendency of positive word of mouth (y) (b=0.19, SE=0.06,
t=3.14, p<0.01, CI [0.07, 0.31]), as hypothesised. So, H4a is also
supported. This means that liberals are more likely to praise the
government's responsible actions towards a possible health cri-
sis than conservatives when they perceive that the government
acts positively to benefit the public.

A test of the conditional indirect effect of the manipulation (x)
on intentions (y) confirms the contingent effect of x on y when
political ideology (w) is low (effect=0.04, SE=0.02, CI [0.002,
0.09]), moderate (effect=0.06, SE=0.03, CI [0.004, 0.12]), and
high (effect=0.07, SE=0.04, CI [0.006, 0.16]). The Index of
Moderated Mediation is significant: index=0.02, SE=0.01,
CI [0.0002, 0.05]. Finally, because the direct effect of the ma-
nipulation (x) on positive word of mouth (y) is not significant
(b=-0.01, SE=0.07, t=—0.09, p=0.93, CI [-0.15, 0.13]), we
may conclude that gratitude and benefit fully mediate the effects
of xony.

The top panel in Figure 2 presents the moderating effect of polit-
ical ideology on the effect of perceived benefit on positive word
of mouth. It can be seen that, for people exposed to information
about the government acting responsibly towards the future
pandemic threat, liberals are more likely to praise the govern-
ment's responsible actions than conservatives, especially when
the perceived benefits are high.

4.2 | Study2

Table 4 presents the findings for Study 2 of the company positive
actions. First, as shown in the first column, the manipulation
of company responsibility (x) leads to the positive moral emo-
tion of gratitude (m1) (b=0.41, SE=0.10, t=4.15, p<0.001, CI
[0.21, 0.60]), supporting H1. Next, as presented in the second
column, the manipulation (x) has a direct effect on benefit (m2)
(b=0.17, SE=0.06, t=2.85, p<0.01, CI [0.06, 0.29]), supporting
H2. Gratitude (m1) also has a significant positive effect on ben-
efit (m2) (b=0.35, SE=0.05, t="7.68, p<0.001, CI [0.26, 0.44]).
So, H3 is also supported.

Last, in the third column, it can be seen that benefit (m2) interacts
significantly and positively with political ideology (w) to influence
positive word of mouth (y) (b=0.13, SE=0.06, t=2.13, p<0.05, CI
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[0.01, 0.25]), thus supporting H4. This interaction effect is plotted
in the bottom panel of Figure 2. The plot shows the moderating
effect of political ideology on the effect of perceived benefit on pos-
itive word of mouth. It can be seen that, when people perceive a
low level of benefit from company actions (which is actually harm,
given our mean-centering), conservatives are more likely to praise
the company than liberals. In other words, the effect of perceived
benefit on positive word of mouth is more positive for conserva-
tives than for liberals when people perceive a low level of benefits
from company acting responsibly to the health crisis.

A test of the conditional indirect effect of the manipulation (x)
on positive word of mouth (y) confirms the contingent effect of
x on y, when political ideology is low (effect=0.09, SE =0.03,
CI [0.04, 0.16]), moderate (effect=0.11, SE=0.03, CI [0.06,
0.18]), and high (effect=0.13, SE=0.04, CI [0.06, 0.21]). The
Index of Moderated Mediation is also significant: index=0.02,
SE=0.01, CI [0.003, 0.04]. Finally, because the direct effect
of the manipulation (x) on positive word of mouth (y) is not
significant (b=0.11, SE=0.06, t=1,86, p=0.06, CI [-0.01,
0.23]), and there is a significant direct effect from gratitude
to positive word of mouth (b=0.11 SE=0.05, t=1.98, p<0.05,
CI[0.00, 0.21]), we may conclude that gratitude fully mediates
the effects of x on y, and benefits partial mediates the effects
of xony.

5 | Could Political Ideology Moderate the Effect of
Government/Company Doing Good on Gratitude/
Benefits?

A reviewer suggested that political ideology could moderate
the effect of government/company doing good on gratitude
and on benefits. This seems to be plausible and deserves more
consideration. In one study that we found pertinent to this
question, Bagozzi et al. (2023) found that political ideology in-
deed moderated the effect of government doing good during
the COVID-19 pandemic on what they called the tranquillity
triad (an average of admiration, elevation, and gratitude re-
actions). Their study took place in Norway during the pan-
demic, where the government at the time was conservative.
The findings showed that conservatives were less tranquil
versus control, and liberals were more tranquil versus control,
as a function of the interaction between the manipulation and
political ideology. This reflects classic findings showing that
conservatives are less supportive of government social actions
than liberals. A recent study found that, among Democrats in
the United States, 60% trusted the government to do what is
right, while 38% did not; among Republicans, 27% and 71% an-
swered the same question with similar responses (Hitlin and
Shutava 2022). Bagozzi et al. (2023) did not study the TDM
and scrutinise benefits, and they did not investigate corporate
actions. The public generally differ in the nature of their sup-
port of corporations with conservatives favouring profitability
and disfavouring corporate social responsibility as drivers of
corporate behaviours, and liberals supporting social initia-
tives by corporations more than conservatives (Pomerance
and Zifla 2025).

We tested Hayes' (2022) model 84 as suggested by the reviewer
to provide an alternative interpretation of the role of political

ideology within government and corporations and concerning
the detection of a new unknown virus. Hayes' (2022) system
of models for moderation of serial mediation does not accom-
modate moderation at both the first and last stage of mediation
in serial mediation cases. One must test each stage separately.
Process Model 84 will be used to test the moderation of the path
marked H1 in Figure 1 when political ideology is introduced as
a moderator.

We do not propose a specific hypothesis for this alternative
analysis because we had not proposed it in our original study.
Rather, we regard it as a post hoc exploration.

We do not expect that political ideology will moderate the ef-
fect of good government/corporate behaviours on gratitude in
the context under study for the following reasons. Early re-
search with the social intuitionist model investigated moral
wrongs of an uncommon occurrence and startling magnitude.
For example, Haidt et al. (1993, 67) studied reactions of adults
to the following story to see its effect on felt (social) disgust:
‘A man goes to the supermarket once a week and buys a dead
chicken. But before cooking the chicken, he has sexual inter-
course with it. Then he cooks it and eats it’. Such seemingly
rare and shocking cases might be expected to induce strong
main effects.

Subsequent applied research with moral emotions proceeded
from the assumption that everyday moral situations may not
be strong enough to induce strong main effects but might need
the co-presence of a moderator that primes or sensitises respon-
dents to milder situations. So, several studies have found that
responses of moral emotions to moral violations or moral con-
formance include such moderators as empathy, moral identity,
and the collective self-concept (Xie et al. 2015), other regard-
ing virtues (Grappi et al. 2013a), beliefs in conspiracy theories
(Bagozzi et al. 2023), animosity (Grappi et al. 2020), and per-
ceived risk (Grappi et al. 2013b).

The study by Bagozzi et al. (2023) with political ideology mod-
erating the effect of government doing good on positive moral
emotions occurs for a relatively moderate moral context con-
cerning COVID-19. When COVID-19 first became a threat in
early 2020, it was a very consequential event. By the time of
the study by Bagozzi et al. (2023) in late 2020, the first vaccines
were about to be administered and public opinion differed con-
siderably overall and for Democrats and Republicans in the U.S.
Overall, in September 2020, 42% of the public felt things were
getting worse, which was down from a peak of 73% on July 13
(McCarthy 2020). But 84% of Democrats and 44% of Republicans
felt COVID-19 was a major threat to health in Autumn 2020
(Deane et al. 2021). This suggests that political ideology should
be taken into account. By contrast, the current study of a new
unknown virus described the threat as ‘spreading fast around
the world’” and causing ‘life-threatening respiratory problems
and danger to vital organs and leads to a high mortality rate’
(see Appendix). This pandemic threat might be thought of as
stronger than the declining and somewhat less consequential
COVID-19 pandemic studied by Bagozzi et al. (2023). As a con-
sequence, we suggest that the impact of the manipulation in the
current study might be expected to have a strong main effect
without the need for political ideology as a moderator.
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5.1 | Test of Hayes Model 84; Moderation
of Manipulation to Gratitude Path and Manipulation
to Benefits Path by Political Ideology

Table Al in the Appendix presents the findings for Model 84
applied to the manipulation of government doing good and its
effects on gratitude and benefits, as moderated by political ideol-
ogy. The interactions in both cases are nonsignificant (b=0.07,
CI [-0.11, 0.25] for gratitude; b=0.08, CI [-0.03, 0.20] for ben-
efits). The manipulation had a significant main effect on grat-
itude (b=0.23, CI [0.05, 0.41]) but not benefits (b=-0.02, CI
[-0.13, 0.10]). Political ideology had significant main effects on
gratitude (b=0.29, CI [0.11, 0.47]) and on benefits (b=0.13, CI
[0.001, 0.24]). Finally, benefits had a significant effect on posi-
tive word of mouth (b=0.64, CI [0.46, 0.83]).

Table A2 in the Appendix shows the findings for Model 84 ap-
plied to the manipulation of the company doing good and its
effects on gratitude and benefits, as moderated by political ide-
ology. The interactions in both cases are nonsignificant (b=0.10,
CI[-0.10,0.29] for gratitude; b= —0.02, CI [—0.14, 0.09] for bene-
fits). The manipulation had a significant main effect on gratitude
(b=0.42, CI [0.22, 0.61]) and benefits (b=0.17, CI [0.06, 0.29]).
Political ideology had nonsignificant main effects on gratitude
(b=0.16, CI [-0.03, 0.36]) and on benefits (b=0.01, CI [-0.10,
0.13]). Finally, benefits had a significant effect on positive word
of mouth (b=0.80, CI [0.64, 0.97]).

6 | Discussion

In our experiments, the positive moral emotion of gratitude and
perception of benefit mediated the link between the cognitive
template instantiating benefit and the action tendency of ex-
pressing positive word of mouth. Analogous to research on harm
under the theory of dyadic morality (Schein and Gray 2018; Gray
et al. 2012), we propose that benefit is created through a synthe-
sis characterised by an agent acting purposively in a way that
enhances or strengthens a receptive actor, whereby a witness
perceives the benefits and acts intuitively towards the agent. The
intuitive responses involve felt gratitude and sensed benefit ex-
perienced on a continuum. Felt benefit positively induces action
tendencies, as moderated by political ideology.

Under the TDM, social cognition initiates the response of the
public through the activation of a cognitive template or proto-
type with moral import. A comparison is made to normative exi-
gencies such as injunctive or descriptive normative expectations
and prescriptive or proscriptive norms. Two pathways transpire
from the cognitive template. One is a direct trigger of perceived
or felt benefit. The second is arousal of the moral vicarious emo-
tion of gratitude. Vicarious gratitude then induces felt benefits.
Thus, the TDM supplies a mechanism for the role of benefit:
norm realisation or fulfilment ‘x’ leads people to reflexively ask,
‘is x moral’, and an affirmative answer leads both directly to per-
ceived benefit and indirectly to benefit through gratitude (c.f.,
Schein and Gray 2015, 1149). Here activation of a benefit-based
template initiates dyadic morality.

The perception of benefit is therefore a subjective response
grounded in ambiguous perceptions of the minds of others: a

judgement of morality requires seeing a mind capable of doing
good, judgements of benefit require a mind capable of experi-
encing joy, delight, or pleasure in the outcomes of others (Schein
and Gray 2015).

Following Schein and Gray (2015), we suggest that liberals and
conservatives monitor or obey the same dyadic template. For
both conservatives and liberals, as perceived benefits increase,
so too do experiences of positive word of mouth. But effects are
nuanced depending on whether the government or companies
do good. When government does good, liberals provide greater
word of mouth than conservatives, although both liberals and
conservatives recognise benefits occurring to the public when
government does good responding to an impending pandemic;
liberals more than conservatives accept the supportive role of
government and value more the uncertainty-reduction and exis-
tential security function of government in times of a pandemic
danger (Jost and Amodio 2012). By contrast, when companies do
good, at high levels of benefits to employees, both liberals and
conservatives respond with stronger positive word of mouth.
Apparently, liberals and conservatives both acknowledge that
strong stewardship of employees during the threat of a pan-
demic is both admirable and expected. This may happen for dif-
ferent reasons. Conservatives see strong benefits as enhancing
profitability of the firm, which they value more than liberals.
Liberals see strong benefits as reinforcing their valuing of social
responsibility. But when benefit is perceived to be low, praise
in the form of positive word of mouth is low, too, but relatively
greater for conservatives versus liberals. Greater identification
and valuing of corporate focus on profits versus social benefits
leads to relatively more praise by conservatives, whereas liber-
als emphasise more social goals than conservatives, which are
thwarted when perceived benefits are low.

Future research could investigate the role of other positive moral
emotions beyond gratitude such as admiration, awe, and eleva-
tion. Although past research has found these to form distinct
emotions at a concrete level of abstraction yet comprise a triad
of reactions at a higher level of abstraction (Bagozzi et al. 2023),
admiration, awe, elevation, and gratitude might function differ-
ently and separately under some circumstances and are in need
of further research.

Benefits were conceived herein as overall or summary benefits.
Future research might investigate different kinds of benefits
and different conditions under which they might function. For
example, distinct physical, economic, psychological, and social
benefits might exist and be subject to unique cognitive templates
and positive moral emotions, with different effects on dependent
variables.

We investigated praise-related action tendencies as dependent
variables, where we considered three distinct intentions: inten-
tions to (1) say positive things about government/company to
friends, relatives, and other people, (2) recommend one's friends,
relatives, and other people consider working for the govern-
ment/company, and (3) speak well of the government/company
to friends, relatives, and other people. Other dependent variables
are worthy of study, too. For instance, writing letters directly to
benefactors thanking them for their actions, giving testimoni-
als to news media, supporting political parties in power, and
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patronising the products or services of admired companies
might be interesting action tendencies to explore.

We examined political ideology by measuring it with specific
questions regarding social and cultural issues and economic
issues, as well as the frequently used bipolar liberalism-con-
servatism item. Future research might study the two defining
qualities of political ideology mentioned by Jost et al. (2003a,
2003b): inequality and social change.

Other moderators should also be considered with regards to
benefits. For example, Bagozzi et al. (2023) found that collective
values moderated the tranquillity emotions-to-compliance link
in a study of government doing good during the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Research on corporate social responsibility shows that
social justice values (caring for the poor; correcting social injus-
tice) moderate the effects of the ethics of autonomy on positive
moral emotions and attitude (Xie et al. 2019). Other normative
variables related to the cognitive morals template are worthy of
study as well.

Moral harm and moral benefit have been investigated under con-
ditions when an agent commits acts intentionally, the acts dam-
age or benefit another actor, and an observer reacts vicariously
with moral emotions and perceptions of harm or benefit. Social
cognitive arguments might apply as well when a person, either on
their own or as an agent of government or organisations, commits
acts that have positive consequences for individuals, government,
the environment, or companies. Here, instead of moral emotions,
perpetrators of such beneficial actions should feel pride, and
pride might mediate the link from the cognitive template to moral
judgements and action tendencies (Tracy and Robins 2007).

An important issue raised by a reviewer is whether political ide-
ology regulates responses of positive moral psychology to percep-
tions of government or companies doing good. We argued that
the intensity of the stimulus manipulation might account for the
need of moderators to bridge the gap between conditions under-
pinning the manipulation and felt moral emotions. In contrast
to a recent study showing that political ideology moderated the
manipulation to moral emotion link for a moderately strong but
declining situation of COVID-19 (Bagozzi et al. 2023), our study
with a stronger stimulus of a new impending pandemic showed
that political ideology did not moderate the manipulation to
gratitude relationship, and the effect occurred without the need
of a moderator. But if this is true, why did Bagozzi et al. (2025)
recently find that moral identity moderated the effect of the ma-
nipulation on gratitude in three countries (Italy, Norway, and the
U.S.) for corporations doing good? It is possible that moral iden-
tity is a general personality trait that functions in most if not all
contexts and is not differentially sensitive to the strength of the
stimulus. This speculative interpretation needs further research.

There is another explanation for the differential role of politi-
cal ideology in the control of the effects of the manipulation
of good and bad behaviour on moral emotions. In the context
of climate change, it has been shown that liberals are more fa-
vourable than conservatives towards environmental initiatives
(Cheung et al. 2019). Protection of the environment requires
a certain amount of government regulation and added costs
occur to the running of businesses, which conservatives tend to

resist and liberals support (Liu et al. 2014). Bagozzi, Soscia, and
Babutsidze (2024) found that cultural differences underlay the
effects of liberals and conservatives on advocating environmen-
talism. In the United States, corporate misconduct concerning
the environment led to a higher level of contempt, anger, and
disgust for liberals versus conservatives, but in France, no dif-
ferences were found between liberals and conservatives. This
finding was explained by the presence of strong cultural differ-
ences where partisan differences between liberals and conserva-
tives in the United States account for the significant moderation
effects, whereas in France, although the left and right once
differed in their support of climate change initiatives (Aykut
et al. 2012), the right and left now equally support such initia-
tives (Kulin et al. 2021). Thus, the role of political ideology can
differ across countries due to historical development and social
change reflective of cultural differences (Rachlinski 2021).

A potential shortcoming of our research concerns the basis for
causal inference. Because gratitude (H1) and benefit (H2) are
directly influenced by the experimental manipulation, these
outcomes have relatively sound support for causal inference.
But the effects of gratitude on benefit (H3) and benefit on action
tendencies (H4) are only indirectly affected by the experimen-
tal manipulations and therefore cannot be considered to rest on
strong causal inferences but are more correlational. By directly
manipulating gratitude and benefit, stronger conclusions can be
made for causal inference and should be done in the future.

7 | Conclusion

We showed that the theory of dyadic morality, which has been
developed and tested to date for harm, can provide theoretical
grounding for the role that benefit plays in morality. We found
that a benefit template, manifest in the manipulation of respon-
sible actions performed by government and companies, directly
activates felt gratitude, experienced vicariously by observers
of the responsible actions, and directly induces felt benefit.
Gratitude, in turn, mediates the effect of the benefit template on
felt benefit. Likewise, felt benefit mediates the effect of gratitude
on action tendencies, but does so differently for government and
companies as a consequence of the different valuing of social
action and corporate action by conservatives and liberals.

In the face of the ever-present threat of a pandemic (Heymann
et al. 2024), our findings highlight the importance of gov-
ernments and companies acting responsibly to foster public
engagement and trust. Institutions and organisations can en-
hance public cooperation, promote positive word of mouth, and
strengthen their preparedness and response efforts by empha-
sising behaviours that elicit gratitude and tailoring messages to
align with different political ideologies.
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Appendix A

Experimental Scenarios

Study 1

Introduction to the Government Scenario

We would like you to think as vividly as possible about a developing
pandemic threat. A new, unknown virus that is similar to COVID-19
and SARS, but whose characteristics and evolution are not fully known,
is spreading fast around the world and has the possibility of developing
into a global pandemic. The virus causes life-threatening respiratory
problems and danger to vital organs and leads to a high mortality rate.
The elderly and people with ongoing health challenges are especially
vulnerable, but everyone is in danger of the health threat. Please try to
imagine and put yourself in this future situation as vividly and validly

as possible. And then read the following message from various govern-
ment institutions in our country as if it were conveyed accurately by
reporting in the press. After reading the message, we will ask you for
your personal opinions and reactions in this regard. Remember, we ask
that you put yourself in the place of someone facing a future pandemic
in our country and how you would react to this developing pandemic.

The Government Is Doing Positive Things to
Confront the Danger

As information was becoming available about the new unknown virus
contagion in some regions outside the United States and the occurrence
of initial infections in our country, our institutions initiated a coordi-
nated effort to prepare for, mitigate and recover from any negative con-
sequences of this new virus. Initial evidence is that this virus is both

TABLE Al

as mediators of the effects of manipulated government actions on gratitude and benefit.

| Summary of findings for Process Model 84: Government doing good and political ideology as a moderator and gratitude and benefit

Gratitude (M,)

Benefit (M,)

Positive word of mouth (Y)

Independent
variables b (SE) t(p) 95% CI b (SE) t(p) 95% CI b (SE) t(p) 95% CI
Constant 3.25 35.68 3.07,3.43 2.02 11.92 1.68,2.35 0.21 0.80 —-0.31,
(0.09) (0.00) 0.17) (0.00) 0.27) (0.42) 0.74
Manipulation 0.23 2.52 0.05,0.41 —0.02 —0.28 —0.13, -0.00 —-0.05 —0.15,
X) (0.09) (0.01) (0.06) (0.78) 0.10 0.07) (0.96) 0.14
Political 0.29 3.13 0.11,0.47 0.13 2.08 0.01,0.24 — — —
ideology (W) (0.09) (0.00) (0.06) (0.04)
X*W 0.07 0.79 -0.11, 0.08 1.42 —-0.03, — — —
(0.09) (0.43) 0.25 (0.06) (0.16) 0.20
Gratitude (M,) 0.44 9.09 0.35,0.54 0.14 1.90 —0.01,
(0.05) (0.00) 0.07) (0.06) 0.28
Benefit (M,) 0.64 7.06 0.46, 0.83
(0.09) (0.00)
R?=0.08 R?=0.38 R?=0.39
F(3,173)=4.96, p<0.01 F(4,172)=26.24, p<0.001 F(3,173)=36.13, p<0.001
TABLE A2 | Summary of findings for Process Model 84: Company doing good and political ideology as a moderator and gratitude and benefit as

mediators of the effects of manipulated company actions on gratitude and benefit.

Gratitude (M,)

Benefit (M,)

Positive word of mouth (Y)

Independent
variables b (SE) t (p) 95% CI b (SE) t (p) 95% CI b (SE) t(p) 95% CI
Constant 3.09 31.56 2.90, 3.29 2.55 16.50 2.24,2.85 0.21 0.79 —-0.31,
(0.10) (0.00) (0.15) (0.00) (0.26) (0.43) 0.72
Manipulation 0.42 4.25 0.22,0.61 0.17 2.93 0.06, 0.29 0.12 2.00 0.00, 0.25
X) (0.10) (0.00) (0.06) (0.00) (0.06) (0.05)
Political 0.16 1.63 —0.03, 0.01 0.23 —0.10, — — —
ideology (W) (0.10) (0.11) 0.36 (0.06) (0.82) 0.13
X*W 0.10 0.99 —0.10, —0.02 -0.43 —0.14, — — —
(0.10) (0.32) 0.29 (0.06) 0.67) 0.09
Gratitude (Ml) 0.35 7.54 0.26,0.44 0.10 1.77 —0.01,
(0.05) (0.00) (0.05) (0.08) 0.21
Benefit (M,) 0.80 973  0.64,0.97
(0.08) (0.00)
R?>=0.12 R?>=0.37 R?>=0.59

F(3,152)=7.17, p<0.001

F(4,151)=22.59, p<0.001

F(3,152)=71.48, p<0.001
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measurably more severe in its symptoms than seasonal influenza and
spreads much more readily. Indeed, the unknown virus is a clear and
present danger to all of us. As a consequence, the government will take
the following steps. When an outbreak is detected, all places of busi-
ness and employment will be temporarily closed, except for hospitals,
grocery stores, and other critical services. All schools will be suspended
temporarily and no public gathering points such as concerts, movies,
recreational facilities, or sport venues will be permitted to remain open
over the foreseeable future. Indeed, people are to remain in their homes
except to purchase food or to exercise and are expected to wear face
masks and maintain physical separation of two yards or more from
other people at all times. Our government institutions are actively pre-
paring and implementing the procedure needed to test, trace and iso-
late confirmed cases. Bed capacities in hospitals are being increased,
medical and homecare hygienic cleaning equipment, disinfectants, and
so forth are being procured for distribution to institutions and the pub-
lic. Loss of employment and loss of income for families and businesses
during this crisis will be compensated for as much as possible and de-
termined by the legislature and executive branch of the government at
a later time. In short, the new virus is a critical concern for worry, and
people are asked to cooperate and sacrifice for the common good. As
the government spokesperson said in newspaper interviews, ‘The new
virus danger for Americans is a great concern, and we will redouble
our efforts to be as prepared as possible, in the likelihood of epidemics.
Remain vigilant and cautious. But be assured that we are preparing our
institutions and caregivers to prevent this virus from becoming a signif-
icant health hazard.

Introduction to the Government Neutral Condition

We would like you to think as vividly as possible about a developing
pandemic threat. A new, unknown virus that is similar to COVID-19
and SARS, but whose characteristics and evolution are not fully
known, may be spreading fast around the world and has the possibility
to develop into a global pandemic. The virus could cause respiratory
problems. The elderly and people with ongoing health challenges may
be vulnerable, but of course, the virus could spread to a larger popula-
tion. Please try to imagine and put yourself in this future situation as
vividly and validly as possible. And then read the following message
from various government institutions in our country, as if it were con-
veyed accurately by reporting in the press. After reading the message,
we will ask you for your personal opinions and reactions in this regard.
Remember, we ask that you put yourself in place of someone facing a
future pandemic in our country and how you can react to this devel-
oping pandemic.

Neutral Condition for Government

To prepare the health system to possible incursion of the virus, the
government will send advisories throughout federal agencies, local
authorities and health care facilities to inform these institutions
of these developments. Feedback is welcome from the public. The
United States has an extensive network of government agencies,
which include capabilities and professional bureaucrats who moni-
tor health matters. Equipment and supplies for responding to health
problems are available. Many hospitals and many beds exist. Health
systems exist throughout the country, and most communities are
staffed with personnel working for the public good and ready to an-
swer any questions the public might raise. Medical caregivers have
education that is updated periodically. Information is available on
a wide range of health matters. Communication with the public is
available through various media. Health information is available to
the public. The United States participates in worldwide forums on
health matters and is a regular contributor to these. Health care is
a public priority. The United States continues to maintain a public
health system that is responsible and up to date. Medical care is com-
prehensive and efficient.

Study 2
Introduction to Company Manipulation

We would like you to think as vividly as possible about a developing
pandemic threat. A new, unknown virus that is similar to COVID-19
and SARS, but whose characteristics and evolution are not fully known,
is spreading fast around the world and has the possibility of developing
into a global pandemic. The virus causes life-threatening respiratory
problems and danger to vital organs and leads to a high mortality rate.
The elderly and people with ongoing health challenges are especially
vulnerable, but everyone is in danger of the health threat. Now we are
going to provide a description of Triangle Corporation and its actions in
this new situation. Take a moment to imagine, as you read it as vividly
as possible, this company in your mind. Then answer the questions that
follow as best you can. Please remember that we wish you to respond
to the questions as they apply to the company itself as you interpret it,
and not necessarily your belief in how the company could have acted
differently from the description you read. We want your frank responses
to the company and its actions.

The Company Is Acting Responsibly

Triangle Corporation, a large American manufacturer of agricultural
products and known as a low-cost producer, did much to mitigate the
spread of the new virus and protect its workers. The company provided
all supplies needed to protect employees such as masks and disinfectants,
and required that everyone use them diligently. Government and industry
guidelines for maintaining at least 2 yards (1 m) separation between em-
ployees were strictly enforced. Management advised employees to stay at
home at the slightest onset of feeling ill. To reduce exposure to the virus,
work load was shortened to 6h per day for a new work week of 4days in
the foreseeable future. Triangle Corporation made extraordinary efforts to
wash all surfaces that workers might touch each day before work began,
and again at the work breaks in the middle of the workday. The leader-
ship believed that the danger of infection from the new virus was a real
concern, and it was the responsibility of the company and management to
protect workers as a matter of top corporate policy. As a consequence, the
company engaged in dedicated planning and training so as to implement a
work environment that would be as safe and hygienic as possible. Worker
welfare is a very important goal for the company indeed.

Introduction to the Company Neutral Condition

‘We would like you to think as vividly as possible about a developing
pandemic threat. A new, unknown virus that is similar to COVID-19
and SARS, but whose characteristics and evolution are not fully known,
may be spreading fast around the world and has the possibility of devel-
oping into a global pandemic. The virus could cause respiratory prob-
lems. The elderly and people with ongoing health challenges may be
vulnerable, but of course, the virus could spread to a larger population.
Now we are going to provide a description of Triangle Corporation and
its actions in this new situation. Take a moment to imagine as you read
it as vividly as possible this company in your mind. Then answer the
questions that follow as best you can. Please remember that we wish you
to respond to the questions as they apply to the company itself, as you
interpret it, and not necessarily your belief in how the company could
have acted differently from the description you read. We want your
frank responses to the company and its actions.

Neutral Condition for the Company

Triangle Corporation, a large American manufacturer of agricultural
products, is known as a low-cost producer. The company has been in
business for 44years and is regarded as a nondescript manufacturer
of average reputation in the business world and the local community.
Business has been stable over the course of its existence. The company
has a varied product line and makes various consumer-related products.
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It also manufactures supplies products for animal consumption. The
company is considering increasing its overseas business. Its attention
to new technologies is adequate. Sales have not varied much over the
past few years. The value of the company has been steady over the past
decade. The company is basically valued by employees as simply an ad-
equate place to work and make a satisfactory living. Top management
meets normal requirements for maintaining the welfare of the work-
force. The company is currently reviewing its practices with respect to
how to respond to viruses.
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