
Results
Subjects	
   with	
   a	
   PV	
   tended	
   to	
   choose	
   the	
   No	
   Harm	
   op8on	
   that	
   honored	
   their	
  
protected	
  value	
  —	
   even	
   though	
   they	
   could	
   jus8fy	
   choosing	
   the	
  more	
  a?rac8ve	
  
desk	
  because	
  it	
  was	
  both	
  more	
  a?rac8ve	
  and	
  caused	
  less	
  harm	
  than	
  Desk	
  C.

Study	
  4
Method
Subjects	
   judged	
  which	
  of	
  two	
  companies	
  was	
  (depending	
  upon	
  condi8on)	
  more	
  
moral	
   or	
   more	
   immoral.	
   Similar	
   to	
   Study	
   2,	
   one	
   company's	
   ac8ons	
   embodied	
  
Impoverished	
  Harm	
  and	
  the	
  other	
  Enriched	
  Harm.

Results
Subjects	
   with	
   a	
   PV	
   were	
   more	
   likely	
   than	
   non-­‐PV	
   subjects	
   to	
   both	
   accept	
   the	
  
Enriched	
  op8on	
  as	
  morally	
  superior	
  and	
  reject	
  it	
  as	
  morally	
  inferior.

Conclusion
Consumers	
  with	
  a	
  PV	
  are	
  especially	
  likely	
  to	
  make	
  use	
  of	
  ethical	
  
a7ribute	
   informa9on.	
   If	
   at	
   least	
   one	
   op9on	
   sa9sfies	
   their	
  
proscrip9on	
   to	
   do	
   no	
   harm	
   —	
   even	
   when	
   that	
   op9on	
   is	
  
una7rac9ve,	
  and	
  other	
  op9ons	
  might	
  maximize	
   consequences	
  
—	
  they	
  tend	
  to	
  opt	
  for	
  the	
  No	
  Harm	
  choice	
  (Studies	
  1,	
  3,	
  and	
  4).	
  	
  
If	
   all	
   available	
   op9ons	
   cause	
   some	
   degree	
   of	
   harm,	
   however,	
  
subjects	
   with	
   PVs	
   choose	
   to	
   maximize	
   ethically-­‐relevant	
  
consequences,	
  regardless	
  of	
   their	
   ini9al	
  preferences	
   (Studies	
  2	
  
and	
   4).	
   Subjects	
   without	
   a	
   PV,	
   on	
   the	
   other	
   hand,	
   choose	
  
according	
  to	
  their	
  ini9al	
  preferences	
  for	
  each	
  op9on.
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Most	
   of	
   the	
   choices	
   people	
   make	
   reflect	
   a	
   desire	
   to	
   maximize	
  
consequences.	
   Moral	
   choices	
   involving	
   “protected	
   values,”	
  
however,	
  are	
   largely	
  mo9vated	
  by	
  proscrip9ons	
  on	
  ac9ons	
   (e.g.,	
  
“do	
   not	
   allow	
   companies	
   to	
   pollute	
   for	
   a	
   fee,	
   even	
   if	
   pollu9on	
  
credits	
  reduce	
  pollu9on”).	
  

In	
  four	
  consumer	
  choice	
  studies,	
  we	
  examine	
  how	
  thinking	
  about	
  
proscrip9ons	
   and	
   consequences	
   may	
   depend	
   on	
   the	
   decision	
  
maker’s	
   values	
   and	
   on	
   the	
   choice	
   context.	
   We	
   find	
   that	
   when	
  
presented	
  with	
  ethically-­‐relevant	
  informa9on,	
  par9cipants	
  with	
  a	
  
‘protected	
  value’	
  (PV)	
  are	
  both	
  more	
  and	
  less	
  consequen9alist	
  in	
  
their	
  consumer	
  choices	
   than	
  people	
  without	
  PVs.	
  Because	
   those	
  
with	
  a	
  PV	
  care	
  deeply	
  about	
  the	
  issue	
  at	
  hand,	
  their	
  choices	
  vary	
  
depending	
   upon	
   what	
   informa9on	
   they	
   a7end	
   to	
   (Bartels	
   &	
  
Medin,	
   2007)	
   and	
   what	
   reasons	
   are	
   available	
   for	
   making	
   a	
  
decision	
  (Shafir,	
  1993).

Study	
  1
Method

Results
Only	
  par8cipants	
  with	
  a	
  PV	
  were	
   likely	
   to	
  choose	
   the	
  more	
  una?rac8ve	
  desk,	
   and	
  
this	
  was	
   the	
   case	
   in	
   both	
   the	
   Impoverished	
  Harm	
   and	
   Enriched	
  Harm	
   condi8ons.	
  
When	
  the	
  choice	
  context	
  allows	
  for	
  one	
  to	
  honor	
  a	
  PV,	
  then	
  subjects	
  with	
  PVs	
  tend	
  
to	
  choose	
  on	
   this	
  basis,	
   regardless	
  of	
   the	
  consequences	
  entailed	
  and	
   regardless	
  of	
  
their	
  ini8al	
  preferences.

Study	
  2
Method
All	
  procedures	
  were	
   similar	
  to	
  Study	
  1	
  except	
   for	
  Step	
  2.	
  Desk	
  A	
  was	
  described	
  as	
  
causing	
  less	
  direct	
  harm	
  (Impoverished	
  Harm)	
  and	
  Desk	
  B	
  was	
  described	
  as	
  causing	
  
more	
  direct	
  harm	
  but	
  also	
  bringing	
  about	
  good	
  consequences	
  (Enriched	
  Harm).	
  

Results
Now,	
  subjects	
  with	
  a	
  PV	
  were	
  most	
  likely	
  to	
  choose	
  the	
  Enriched	
  Harm	
  op8on.	
  When	
  
the	
   choice	
   context	
   did	
  not	
   allow	
   for	
  honoring	
   a	
   	
   PV	
  —	
  with	
   both	
  op8ons	
   caused	
  
some	
   degree	
   of	
   harm	
   —	
   then	
   subjects	
   with	
   a	
   PV	
   made	
   more	
   consequen8alist	
  
choices,	
  regardless	
  of	
  their	
  ini8al	
  preferences.

Study	
  3
Method
The	
   procedure	
   was	
   similar	
   to	
   Study	
   1,	
   but	
   subjects	
   now	
   chose	
   between	
   three	
  
op8ons:

• Desk	
  A:	
  less	
  a?rac8ve,	
  No	
  Harm	
  op8on	
  

• Desk	
  B:	
  more	
  a?rac8ve,	
  Enriched	
  Harm	
  op8on

• Desk	
  C:	
  symmetrically-­‐dominated	
  op8on	
  —	
  very	
  una?rac8ve	
  and	
  very	
  harmful

Step	
  1:	
  IniGal	
  Preferences	
  

• Subjects	
  were	
  presented	
  with	
  pictures	
  and	
  
basic	
  descrip8ons	
  of	
  two	
  desks.

• They	
  then	
  rated	
  the	
  desirability	
  of	
  each	
  
desk.

• Desk	
  A	
  was	
  on	
  average	
  considered	
  more	
  
a?rac8ve	
  than	
  Desk	
  B.

Step	
  3:	
  Assessing	
  Protected	
  
Values	
  for	
  the	
  rainforest

Step	
  2:	
  Choice

• Subjects	
  then	
  read	
  addi8onal	
  informa8on	
  about	
  
each	
  desk.	
  The	
  crucial	
  manipula8on	
  involved	
  
the	
  desks’	
  wood	
  source.

• In	
  the	
  Impoverished	
  Harm	
  condi8on,	
  Desk	
  A	
  was	
  
made	
  from	
  endangered	
  rain	
  forest	
  wood.	
  

• In	
  the	
  Enriched	
  Harm	
  condi8on,	
  Desk	
  A	
  was	
  also	
  
made	
  from	
  endangered	
  wood,	
  but	
  that	
  “for	
  
every	
  rain	
  forest	
  tree	
  cut	
  down,	
  this	
  company	
  
invests	
  in	
  protec8ng	
  another	
  5	
  trees	
  from	
  being	
  
harvested	
  in	
  another	
  endangered	
  rain	
  forest	
  of	
  
equal	
  size.”	
  

• In	
  both	
  condi8ons,	
  Desk	
  B	
  was	
  described	
  as	
  
using	
  tree-­‐farmed	
  wood.

• All	
  	
  par8cipants	
  were	
  asked	
  which	
  desk	
  they	
  
would	
  be	
  more	
  willing	
  to	
  buy.

Table	
  1:	
  %	
  choosing	
  Desk	
  B

Ini8al	
  Preference Propor8on	
  with	
  PV No	
  PV PV

A	
  <	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  15) 0.60 0.50 0.78

A	
  =	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  8) 0.50 0.50 1.00

A	
  >	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  36) 0.58 0.13 0.48

Total 0.58 0.28 0.62

Table	
  2:	
  %	
  choosing	
  Desk	
  B

Table	
  3:	
  %	
  choosing	
  Desk	
  B

More	
  Moral? More	
  Immoral? Moral	
  +	
  Immoral

Protected	
  Value

Clothing 0.80 0.30 1.10*

Cosme8cs 0.92 0.29 1.21*

Tuna	
  Fishing 0.83 0.29 1.12*

No	
  Protected	
  Value

Clothing 0.71 0.12 0.83*

Cosme8cs 0.80 0.17 0.97*

Tuna	
  Fishing 0.77 0.23 1.00*

Table	
  4:	
  %	
  say	
  Enriched	
  Harm	
  was	
  more	
  moral/immoral

Impoverished	
  Harm	
  (A)	
  vs.	
  No	
  Harm	
  (B)Impoverished	
  Harm	
  (A)	
  vs.	
  No	
  Harm	
  (B) Enriched	
  Harm	
  (A)	
  vs.	
  	
  No	
  Harm	
  (B)Enriched	
  Harm	
  (A)	
  vs.	
  	
  No	
  Harm	
  (B) Both	
  Condi8ons	
  CombinedBoth	
  Condi8ons	
  Combined

Ini8al	
  Preference Propor8on	
  with	
  PV No	
  PV PV No	
  PV PV No	
  PV PV

A	
  <	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  23) 0.74 0.80 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.83 0.94

A	
  =	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  21) 0.57 0.50 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.38 1.00

A	
  >	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  75) 0.53 0.18 0.76 0.28 0.67 0.23 0.72

Total 0.58 0.35 0.83 0.30 0.82 0.33 0.82

Enriched	
  Harm	
  (A)	
  vs.	
  No	
  Harm	
  (B)Enriched	
  Harm	
  (A)	
  vs.	
  No	
  Harm	
  (B) No	
  Harm	
  (A)	
  vs.	
  Enriched	
  Harm	
  (B)No	
  Harm	
  (A)	
  vs.	
  Enriched	
  Harm	
  (B)

Ini8al	
  Preference Propor8on	
  with	
  PV No	
  PV PV No	
  PV PV

A	
  <	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  36) 0.50 0.88 0.75 0.78 0.40

A	
  =	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  18) 0.56 0.33 0.60 0.40 0.60

A	
  >	
  B	
  (n	
  =	
  83) 0.46 0.16 0.56 0.20 0.05

Total 0.48 0.37 0.62 0.36 0.22


