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ABSTRACT
Separate lines of research show that individualsnderstand immorality metaphorically as
physical contamination; b) project undesirable-aéifibutes onto others; and c) view
punishment as eliminating a transgressor’s immiyrdhtegrating these findings, we
hypothesized that individuals project guilt ovegittown immoral actions — experienced as
physical contamination — onto another transgrestmse punishment restores their own
perceived moral and physical purity. Study 1 shoted priming participants’ own immoral
actions decreased their felt physical cleanlinkessnot if they were presented with a punished
transgressor. Study 2 showed that participantsaatimith their own immoral actions viewed
another transgressor as physically dirtier as atrestheir own increased feelings of guilt.
Additionally, the subsequent punishment of the aomihated transgressor restored participants’
perceived personal morality and eliminated thesir@eto engage in moral restoration behavior.

These studies are the first to show that anotlpenrsshment can serve to “cleanse” the self.
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Another Wrongdoer’s Punishment Cleanses the Seiéidace for a Moral Cleansing Function
of Punishing Moral Transgressors

Members of many pre-modern cultures regularly pigndited in “rituals of purification”
in which a target individual or non-human animakvpainished to restore the community’s
moral purity (Victor, 2003). For instance, ancié&rielites placed their sins onto a goat that was
exiled to expunge their guilt (Allport, 1954/197@hile the Greeks stoned criminals burdened
with the transgressions of others in order to reenie community’s immorality (Frazer,
1922/2002). Although these purification practicétedin superficial respects, they are all based
on three interrelated beliefs: immorality existsagangible contaminant; it can be transferred
from the self to others; and it can be eliminatggbnishing those “contaminated” others
(Douglas, 1995).

Although these beliefs may sound archaic to modars, separate lines of research show
that they continue to shape people’s thinking alboortality: people understand immorality
metaphorically as a tangible contaminant (Rozirnyéxy, & Ebert, 1994); they project undesired
aspects of the self onto others (Schimel, GreenlgeMartens, 2003); and they view
punishment as a means of expiating the moral trassgns of the punished (Bastian, Jetten &
Fasoli, 2011). Integrating and extending theseitigsl we hypothesized that individuals
continue to believe that the punishment of othemdgressors can serve to atone for their own
immoral actions.

The current studies are the first to assess thpsthesis experimentally. Study 1 tests
whether a salient personal immoral action leadwiddals to feel physically dirtier unless they
are exposed to a punished transgressor. Studysawbsther individuals’ project felt

contamination elicited by their own salient immdosahavior onto another transgressor, and



whether the subsequent punishment of that transgresstores their own positive moral
identity. Study 2 also tests whether exposuregarashed transgressor eliminates individuals’
desire to engage in compensatory moral behaviggsponse to a salient personal transgression.
To frame these studies, below we provide more detaihe aforementioned lines of prior
research; then we discuss how the current studtiegrate and extend previous findings while
providing evidence of a novel moral cleansing pime@oon.

Overview of Previous Research
Moral and Physical Purity

According to conceptual metaphor theory (CMT; Ldkbflohnson, 1980), people use
metaphor to understand abstract concepts in tefiaissimilar concepts which are more
concrete and easier to understand. A conceptuaphet creates a mapping between
corresponding elements of the two concepts, whiolva people to use knowledge of the
concrete concept as a framework for interpretirdj@raluating analogous elements of the
abstract concept. This perspective suggests tiamom expressions likelirty deed” and
“cleanconscience” are more than ornamental figures acddmanstead, they reflect an
underlying conceptual metaphor that people usatizrstandanorality in terms ofphysical
cleanlinesgLakoff & Johnson, 1999).

Empirical evidence for this claim comes from recgmtdies showing that manipulating
people’s experience of physical cleanliness affégwts moral judgments in a metaphor-
consistent manner, even though they are unawareeahfluence of their physical surroundings.
In one such series of studies (Schnall, Haidt, &€l&rJordan, 2008), participants exposed to foul
odor (Study 1) and participants who were seatexhiaonclean physical environment (Study 2)

judged a variety of moral dilemmas (e.g., keepiranay inside a found wallet, putting false



information on a resume”) to be more immoral. helated study examining cleansing acts,
participants who washed their hands rated thesalrddemmas as less wrong than those not
given the opportunity to physically cleanse themselSchnall, Benton & Harvey, 2008).
Focusing on self-perceptions, Zhong, Strejcek, Sirdnathan (2010) showed that increasing
participants’ perceptions of their own physicalarieness led to increased ratings of their
personal moral character. These studies indicatelie abstract thought of morality is grounded
in and influenced by people’s concrete experierigengsical cleanliness.

Research has also shown that perceptions of mohealite reciprocal effects on
perceptions of physical cleanliness. Studies sl@awrnoral violations can elicit a disgust
response, commonly evoked by unclean physical enwients and associated with the
avoidance and expulsion of physical contaminankaf@an, Kim, Susskind & Anderson, 2009;
Haidt, Koller, & Dias, 1993; Moll et al., 2005; Rozet al., 1994). Related findings show that
people avoid contact with objects that have beeripusly owned by, or been in contact with,
immoral people (Rozin, Markwith, & McCauley, 1998&pecifically, Rozen and colleagues
found that participants were less willing to useohject (e.g., a sweater, a bed, an automobile) if
it was previously owned by a murderer. The autleagdain this effect as an attempt to avoid
“moral taint.” In line with CMT, this finding illstrates how people use their knowledge about
the spread of physical contaminates to judge tlpaahof actions on their own moral identity.

While the aforementioned research focuses on tbglance of external sources of
contamination, scholars have suggested that ingisdcan be “stained” by their own moral
transgressions (e.g., Ricoeur, 1967). Recent ecapstudies support the contention that
individuals can feel physically soiled by their ovmmmoral actions (Lee & Schwarz, 2010;

Zhong & Lilenquist, 2006). Zhong and Liljenquistosted that participants reminded of their



own unethical (vs. ethical) behavior showed a gre@désire to engage in physical cleansing
behavior. Specifically, they found that participamthose own immorality was made salient were
more likely to choose an antiseptic hand wipe @pencil when offered both products as a gift
for participating in the study. In another studiorg and Liljenquist manipulated whether or

not participants physically cleansed themselveh waiit antiseptic wipe after being reminded of a
personal moral transgression. They found that@pants who contemplated their own immoral
(vs. moral) actions reported increased feelingguilt and an increased desire to engage in moral
restoration behavior (e.g., volunteering to helpthar student in need), but both of these effects
were eliminated if participants physically cleanfieeimselves.

These findings illustrate an embodied cognitivecpss in which one’s own salient
wrongdoings elicit feelings of guilt which are umsk®od as both a moral and physical
contamination of the self. As such, the act of mérag the self of physical contamination
removes feelings of guilt and circumvents the @esirrestore one’s perceived moral identity
through other means. Of course, insofar as théaakhip between morality and physical
cleanliness is bidirectional (Lee & Schwarz, 20123, would also expect motivated efforts to
expel or deny one’s immorality to both physicalhdanorally “cleanse” the self. In the next
section we review research on defensive projecanptivated mechanism associated with the
expulsion and denial of undesirable aspects oéie
Projection

Defensive projection is commonly defined as “tihecess of perceiving one’s own
undesirable qualities in others as a way of protgaine’s self-image” (Govorun, Fuegen, &
Payne, 2006, p. 781). Sigmund Freud (1915/1953Y) described projection as a mechanism in

which the ego "expels whatever within itself beceraecause of displeasure" (p.136). Refining



her father’s theorizing, Anna Freud (1936) proposbdt is now considered the classic account
of projection. According to her formulation, wheagple are confronted with their faults, they
are motivated to deny them by seeing those fanltdéhers. In this account, projection is an
unconscious defensive mechanism that serves taabean individual’'s anxiety by facilitating
the denial of his or her own unacceptable thougtgsires, and impulses, ultimately maintaining
a positive self-image (see also Jung’s analysieefshadow,” 1968).

In a review of the early research literature Holrf# 369, 1978) concluded that there was
no empirical evidence to support the psychoanaiyicel of defensive projection. However,
other researchers have criticized Holmes’ conclub@sed on an overly stringent definition of
defensive projection (Newman, Duff and Baumeist®87; Govorun et al., 2006; Schimel et al.,
2003). First of all, Holmes assumed that defenpregection required that the individual be
unaware of possessing the traits he or she project® others. Second, Holmes assumed that
projection must effectively reduce an individuaisxiety stemming from the unwanted trait.

As a consequence of these unnecessarily narrowititaiial parameters, the topic of
projection was largely ignored by mainstream sgasgichology until Newman, Duff, and
Baumeister (1997) introduced a socio-cognitiveamriulation of the phenomenon. They posited
that projection emerges as a byproduct of anotefangive process, namely, the active
suppression of undesirable traits. They proposeatitkie thought of having an undesirable trait
poses a self-threat which the individual is mothto alleviate through a process of active
suppression. Research on ironic processing efébow that attempts to suppress a thought can
lead to its hyper-accessibility (for a review, $éegner, 1992). Drawing on this research,
Newman and colleagues posited that the heightermsbsibility of the individual’'s undesirable

trait resulting from the suppression process imftigs his or her perception of others. In support



of this model, they found that those with a gredispositional tendency to use suppression, as
well as those induced to suppress a specific trath) evidenced an increased tendency to project
onto another.

A number of more recent studies have provided cayivg evidence that the motivation
to maintain a positive self-image can lead indialduto project their own salient undesirable
traits onto others. Perhaps the strongest evidiemdhis phenomenon comes from research
conducted by Schimel and colleagues (2003). Irr flret experiment, participants were
randomly assigned to receive false feedback orgadpersonality test indicating that they
either had high or low levels of repressed hogtiftarticipants then read an ambiguous vignette
about a man named Donald whom they were askedalaae on an assortment of traits. Three
of those traits were related to hostility (hot-tesrgal, hostile, irate), whereas the remaining traits
were unrelated to anger or hostility (e.g., boringglligent, likable, narrow-minded, dependable,
lazy). As predicted, participants primed to thihky possessed high (vs. low) levels of latent
hostility rated Donald as being significantly amgrilmportantly, the bogus feedback had no
effects on evaluations of Donald on any of the otlegative or positive traits.

Govorun and colleagues (2006) extended this wgriesting the central role of self-
threat. In one study, participants were randomsygeeed to write about either an instance in
which they failed at an intellectual task, an ins&in which an acquaintance failed at an
intellectual task, or a typical day for either themtves or an acquaintance. Participants were then
asked to indicate whether a variety of stereotyfaits were consistent with a specific group,
student athletes. Six of the traits were relatedl limck of intelligence (e.g., incompetent, stupid)
whereas the remaining traits were not (e.g., mtgtacheerful, dishonest). Compared to

participants in the other conditions, participamt® recalled their own intellectual failure were



the fastest to endorse traits implying a lack télilgence to be stereotypic of student athletes.
Also, in line with Schimel et al.’s finding that gele project a particular salient undesired trait
and not global negativity, Goverun et al. found tha& salience of personal unintelligence did
not affect endorsement of negative stereotypitstthat were unrelated to intelligence (e.qg.,
arrogant). These results suggest that it is theatlof possessing an undesirable trait oneself, and
not simply exposure to that trait in another, #lavates one’s tendency to project that trait.
Govorun and colleagues (2006) also examined thectaistics that make someone an
acceptable projection target. They hypothesizetdgbaple can only project their own
undesirable traits onto a person who can be jabtifiseen as possessing the trait in question.
That is, people should be able to project their ovaral inadequacy onto a thief, but not a Good
Samaritan. In support of this hypothesis, they tbtirat reminding participants of their own
intellectual failings caused them to perceive aapfierson to be less intelligent, but only if that
person was a member of a group commonly stereogpechintelligent. The researchers
explained that the stereotype of low intelligenoavpded participants with the justification
necessary to project their own feelings of inteélilatinadequacy onto the target. Importantly, as
with their previous study, no effects were foundratings of stereotypic and non-stereotypic
traits unrelated to intelligence. These null eBestiow that the obtained effects represent the
projection of a specific self-threatening traitdarot merely a general tendency to activate
stereotypes or derogate stereotyped others inmesgo a self-threat (Fein & Spencer, 1997).
While the aforementioned research provides conmgedvidence for defensive
projection, evidence that projection effectivelyvs&s a self-protective function is mixed. On the
one hand, Schimel et al. (2003) showed that priojecan effectively restore a positive personal

identity. Specifically, participants told that thpgssessed an undesirable trait, and subsequently



given the opportunity to project that trait ontam#rer person, showed reduced accessibility of
trait-relevant words (Study 1) and were less likelyascribe the undesirable trait to the self
(Study 2). On the other hand, a number of othatietuhave failed to find evidence that
projecting an undesirable self-attribute onto aaotias any discernible effect on participants’
self-perceptions or felt anxiety (Govorun, Fuegeayne, 2005; Halpern, 1977; Holmes &
Houston, 1971).

In summation, the existing research on projectisggests that although people see their
own salient undesirable qualities in certain otlvenen the possession of these qualities
threatens the self, this process does not neclgsiarction to alleviate the underlying threat.
Thus, increasing the salience of one’s own immacébns may produce an increased tendency
to see immorality in another transgressor withadassarily alleviating one’s own perceived
immorality. According to the ancient rituals of gigation which form the anthropological
touchstone for the current research, a secondapeps is necessary to alleviate one’s moral
contamination, namely, the punishment of the pt@eadarget.

Punishment

Punishment has long been described as a meansnafigfor sin and alleviating the
stain of immorality. As the Judeo-Christian Bibtatss: “punishment cleanses away evil”
(Proverbs 20:30, NLT). Indeed, research showspbaple view punishment as atoning for
immoral behavior. Nelissen and Zeelenberg (2009hdathat when people were induced to feel
that they had harmed others but had no means ahmadparations, they administered more
self-punishment by denying themselves a pleasurabtard (Study 1) or giving themselves
point deductions on an ego-relevant task (Study2¢se self-punishment effects were

presumably motivated by participants’ desire te\alite their increased feelings of guilt.



Similarly, Bastian and colleagues (2011) found thiagn participants wrote about a time when
they had harmed another person, the participamisecto expose themselves to more physical
pain by submerging their hands in a bucket of ie¢ewfor an extended period of time. The
researchers also found that exposure to physicalyvaler these conditions served to reduce
participants’ feelings of guilt, but did not affemther negative emotions (e.g., angry, distressed
afraid).

More recently, Inbar, Pizzaro, Gilovich and AriéB013) examined whether guilt
specifically motivates self-punitive behavior. Fapants were randomly assigned to describe
either a time when they felt “most guilty,” a timdnen they felt “most sad,” or the last time they
went to the grocery store. A manipulation checkficored that participants in the guilt and
sadness condition reported feeling higher levelguilf and sadness, respectively. Two
electrodes were then attached to the participanists and they were given the opportunity to
control the intensity of five self-administeredaléc shocks. After the shock task, participants
reported the extent to which they felt a varietyositive and negative emotions. As predicted,
the mean voltage in the guilt condition was siguifitly higher than the sadness or control
condition. Self-reported feelings of guilt priorttee shock task were also correlated with higher
voltage intensity. Furthermore, a higher intensitgelf-administered shocks was associated
with a greater reduction in participants’ self-rapd guilt following the shocks. This study
provides more evidence that people are motivateddeive punishment as a means of removing
aversive feelings of guilt over their own immoratians.

Because the aforementioned research exclusivesass self-administered punishment,
it is not possible to disentangle the guilt-allewg effects of being punished from the potential

effects of administering punishmefitis distinction is important in light of recensearch



10

showing that punishing others can bolster feelwfgsorality. Adams and Monin (2013) found
that participants given the chance to punish a hiasgressor felt more “morally just”
compared to those who saw the transgressor go isifaeh(Study 1 & Study 2), and those who
witnessed the transgressor be punished by a thntg (Study 3). This research suggests that the
act of punishing others bolsters a punisher’s getteived moral identity. Importantly, this
effect is conceptually distinct from the idea thahishment serves to atone for the immorality of
the transgressor who is punished, regardless ofisvadministering the punishment.
Overview of Current Research

As noted earlier, many pre-modern cultures engagedrification practices to maintain
a positive moral identity, and while these practiaee diverse in appearance, they are typically
based on three beliefs: a) guilt over one’s immaddions is a tangible contaminant; b) one’s
own moral contamination can be placed onto othaard;c) immorality is eliminated through the
reception of punishment (Douglas, 1995). Althougbhsbeliefs may seem unusual today, the
three lines of research just reviewed suggest thelsefs continue in the modern era to shape
people’s moral judgments and perceptions. Thigsdise possibility that, even among modern
individuals, witnessing another person being puwdsior a moral transgression may serve to
“cleanse” the self of immorality. More specificallye hypothesized that when people feel
tainted by their immoral actions, they are motidai® see their own moral contamination in
another transgressor; furthermore, the punishniethiad transgressor serves to restore their own
moral and physical purity.

Two experiments tested variants on this broad thgsis. In Study 1, we predicted that
focusing participants on their immoral actions wbcuse them to report feeling physically

contaminated, and this effect would be attenudtdtey were presented with another moral
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transgressor who was punished (but not an unpuhishesgressor or a non-transgressor). In
Study 2, we predicted that participants whose awmoral actions were made salient would
perceive another target transgressor as more tlyscontaminated, and that this effect would
occur indirectly through participants’ own increddeelings of personal guilt. We also predicted
that participants primed with their own immoralians would report decreased perceptions of
personal morality and an increased desire to engaganpensatory moral behavior, but these
effects would be attenuated if the target transgnewas punished by a third party.
Study 1

Zhong and Liljenquist (2006) found that individualbo thought about their own
immoral actions showed an increased desire to palgicleanse themselves. Based on our
claim that the punishment of another moral trarsgpe“cleanses” the self of moral
contamination, we hypothesized that increasing#iience of personal immoral actions would
cause participants to feel physically dirtier, bat if they were additionally exposed to another
transgressor who is punished. Because of the unmorally cleansing effect of punishment, we
did not expect this effect to occur when one wasosgd to a non-punished transgressor, even
when the extent and severity of the target’'s wramgglwas the same as that of the punished
transgressor. By presenting equivalent transgressal manipulating punishment, Study 1
sought to rule out downward social comparison aslt@nnative explanation for the predicted
effects. If these effects were simply due to dowmscial comparison, we would expect
participants to feel less guilty about their owmuoral actions after observing another person’s

immoral action, regardless of whether that personieoral action was punished or not.
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Method

Participants and design. Participants were 153 American adults (76 femaaging in
age from 18 to 82 yearM(= 32.87,SD= 13.40) who received $0.35 for completing an anlin
survey made accessible through Amazon’s Mechaimiaodd (Mturk) service. The experiment
was described as three unrelated studies invastigdifferent aspects of memory, judgment,
and personality. Participants were randomly assigoeonditions in a 2 (personal immorality
salience: immorality salient vs. immorality-notigsak) x 3 (target type: non-transgressor vs.
non-punished transgressor vs. punished transgjdsstwreen-subjects factorial design, with
self-reported feelings of personal physical clesds serving as the dependent variable of
primary interest.

Personal immorality salience manipulation. As part of a supposed study on memory,
participants responded to a prompt that asked tbewcall and write about a specific time in
their life. Participants in thenmorality salientcondition responded to a writing prompt based on
Zhong and Liljenquist’s (2006) materials (see ApirrA). Specifically, they were asked to
describe a time when they acted “in an unethical.WRarticipants in themmorality-not-salient
condition responded to a parallel prompt that asketh to describe a time when they were
“very bored,” an aversive topic intended to confaslthe general negativity of the immorality
salience induction. All participants were instrutte write three to five sentences describing the
situation, how they acted, and how it made therh feen attempt to control participants’
temporal distance from the recalled event, theyevirgstructed to think of an event that occurred
at least one year ago, but after their childhood.

Target manipulation. As part of an ostensibly unrelated second studyiggzants were

then presented with a report from what was purplaidebe a university student misconduct
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hearing. The first half of the report, which was ame for all participants, provided a case
description of an incident in which a student wesuged of stealing money from a charity
donation box on campus (see Appendix B). The sebalfcf the report which described the
final judgment and disciplinary action taken by tmenmittee differed according to condition
(see Appendix C). Participants in then-transgressocondition read that the student was found
not guilty and that all the money was accountedParticipants in thaon-punished
transgressorcondition read that the student was found guiftthe offense, but no punitive
action could be taken because the individual walenger a student at the university.
Participants in theunished transgressaondition read that the student was found guitty a
was expelled for the offense. All participants thated the accused student on three negative
traits (i.e., stupid, lazy, close-minded) alongpdint scale (1 ot at all,6 =very muchp =
.67). These traits were assessed to ensure thetipamts perceived the punished and non-
punished targets as equally negative. Because tlegggive traits were not related to the target’s
moral standing, we did not expect them to be agf@tty the personal immorality salience prime.
Per sonal physical cleanliness measure. Next, as part of another ostensibly unrelated
third study, participants were given a questiormaistructing them to indicate their agreement
with four statements about their current feelinfparsonal physical cleanliness: “I feel
exceptionally clean”; “I feel very sanitary”; “| & filthy” (reverse scored); “I feel polluted”
(reverse scored). Responses were made on a 6sgalet(1 =strongly disagree$ = strongly
agreg and were averaged (after reverse-scoring ther lato) to form composite scordddang

=4.42,SD =.81;a = .76).
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Results

Target ratings. To test our assumption that the punishment ofresgnaessor did not
influence general negative attitudes toward thesieessor, we submitted negative trait ratings
to a 2 {(mmorality salientvs.immorality-not-salientx 3 (hon-transgressovs. non-punished
transgressows. punished transgresspANOVA. As expected, we observed only a main dffec
of target typeF(2, 148) = 18.26p < .001, such that the negative ratings for thaghed
transgresson = 4.52,SD =.84) and non-punished transgressis=(4.37,SD =1.03) were
higher than the negative trait ratings for the tr@msgressor = 3.29,SD =1.31;ps < .001).
Negative ratings of the two transgressor conditididsnot differ p > .41).

Personal physical cleanliness. To test our primary contamination and cleansing
hypotheses, we submitted ratings of personal palysieanliness to the same personal
immorality salience x target ANOVA. This analysevealed a main effect of immorality
saliencef(1, 148) = 4.68p = .03, which was qualified by the predicted twoyireraction,
F(2,148) =4.98p = .Ol,np2 = .06 (see Figure 1 for the pattern of means).

In line with previous research (e.g., Zhong & Ligist, 2006), pairwise comparisons
(Fisher’'s LSD) revealed that in the non-transgreseadition, participants primed with their
own immoral actions reported feeling significarldgs physically clearM = 4.07,SD=.73)
compared to participants whose personal immorelég not made salient{(= 4.60,SD= .67;
F(1, 148) = 5.63p =.02). Similarly, in the non-punished transgressmdition, participants
primed with their own immoral actions reported fieglsignificantly less physically cleaM(=
4.06,SD=1.08) compared to participants whose personalarality was not made saliel(=

4.67,SD= .69;F(1, 148) = 7.60p = .01).
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In contrast, in the punished transgressor condiparticipants’ feelings of personal
physical cleanliness did not differ according toet¥ter their own personal immorality was made
salient M = 4.62,SD=.50) or notiM = 4.32,SD=.93;F(1, 148) = 1.72p =.19). Also
supporting predictions, in the immorality saliennhdition, participants exposed to a punished
transgressor reported feeling significantly cleaghan those exposed to either a non-transgressor
or non-punished transgressbs (> 4.49ps < .04). No effect of target type on felt physical
cleanliness was found in the immorality-not-salieodition Es< 2.70,ps > .10).

Study 1 Discussion

Supporting predictions, the salience of personahamal actions led participants to report
feeling physically dirtier, but this effect wasralnhated if participants were additionally
presented with another transgressor who was puhidiug not a non-transgressor or a
transgressor who was not punished. These reseloassistent with Zhong and Liljenquist’s
(2006) research suggesting that people can begailyssoiled by their own immoral actions,
but they go further to support our claim that th@ighment of another moral transgressor by a
third party can effectively eliminate the feelingfspersonal physical contamination evoked by
one’s own salient personal transgressibns.

Study 1 also helps to rule out social comparis@tgsses as an alternative mechanism
behind our observed effects. If these effects wamnply due to comparing the self with someone
who is worse off, we would have expected that expo$o the same transgressor would
similarly influence participants’ self-perceptiomsgardless of whether or not that transgressor
was ultimately punished. Yet the results of Studhaw that punishment, and not simply
downward social comparison, is necessary to clethesself of immoral actions. Still, the social

comparison alternative has not been definitivelgduwut. It is possible that despite equivalent
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descriptions and non-moral negativity ratings @f ttansgressor across both the punished and
non-punished target conditions, participants juddpedpunished transgressor as dirtier or more
evil than the non-punished transgressor. This kapen the possibility that our effects are due
to downward social comparison on these dimensions.

Supplemental Study

To rule out this possibility, we randomly assigraeabther group of 65 participants to one
of the three target conditions used in Study 1asickd them to rate the extent to which the
target could be characterizeddijy and asvil (1 =not at all 6 =very much Dirty and evil
scores were submitted to separate ANOVAs by targedlition (see Table 1 for means and
standard deviations). Results showed that the mimisped transgressor target was rated as
dirtier and more evil than both the punished traesgpr targetps < .04) and the non-
transgressor targegpg < .02). Ratings of the punished transgressor tagéton-transgressor
target did not differ on either characterisfps ¢ .70). Additionally, replicating Study 1, an
ANOVA on composite hon-moral negative trait ratirfggipid, rude, conceited;= .77) found
that the punished transgressor taryet=(4.14,SD = .87) and non-punished transgressor target
(M =4.29,SD=1.15) were given greater negative trait scdnas the non-transgressor target
(M =2.76,SD=1.16;ps < .02), though ratings of the two transgressoratsdid not differf =
.34).

Although there were significant differences in glegceived morality and physical
cleanliness of punished and non-punished transgrésmgjets, the pattern of these differences is
inconsistent with a downward comparison accourthefresults obtained in Study 1. In fact,
based on these supplemental findings, a social aosgn perspective would predict that

participants exposed to a non-punished transgrémsigget should feel comparably cleaner than
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those exposed to a non-transgressor or punishesboessor target. In contrast, Study 1 found
that when primed with their own immoral actionsttiggpants felt less clean when exposed to a
non-punished transgressor and non-transgressorarechfp when exposed to a punished
transgressor. This provides further evidence thadys1's effects were not the result of
downward comparison processes.

The results of this supplemental study also proeiairical support for our claim that
punishment is perceived to expiate the moral tnassgons of the punished target, restoring the
target’s physical and moral purity. This moral dsag function of punishment is critical to our
claim that the punishment of another can servéganse the self when contamination elicited by
one’s own immoral actions is projected onto theighed target. While the results of Study 1 are
consistent with this explanation, because the pyratudy never assessed the perceived
cleanliness of the target, this study does notigeodirect evidence that participants primed with
their own immoral actions actually project theirrofelt contamination onto the target
transgressor. We test this directly in Study 2.

Study 2

Study 2 had three primary goals. The first goal wedirectly test whether people project
their own salient immorality, which is experiena@la physical contamination (Study 1), onto
another transgressor. To do this, we had all ppaints evaluate the same moral transgressor in
the absence of any punitive information followihg fpersonal immorality salience
manipulation. We hypothesized that participants whietemplated their own immoral actions
would perceive the transgressor as physicallyatigs the result of their own increased feelings
of personal guilt. Based on previous research ojegtion (Govorun et al., 2006; Schimel et al.,

2003), we also hypothesized that the personal irahtpprime would not influence ratings of
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the target transgressor on negative traits unckatéheir moral standing. Null results on non-
moral negative evaluations of the transgressor eveetve to rule out the possibility that rating
another transgressor as physically dirty is singpyattempt to derogate the target. This is an
important distinction since previous research lasve that derogating stigmatized others can
bolster threatened feelings of self-esteem (FeBp&ncer, 1997).

Study 1 found that exposure to a punished tragsgreeffectively restored participants’
perceived physical cleanliness following a salgernsonal transgression. The second goal of
Study 2 was to test whether this effect could Ipdicated for participants’ perceived personal
morality. We hypothesized that participants reméhdétheir own immoral behavior would
perceive themselves as less moral unless theydéanat the transgressor on whom they had
projected their own moral contamination was purdshes in Study 1, punishment of the
transgressor was always administered by a thiry p@his was done to ensure that any effects
of punishment could not be explained by the mowagizffects of administering punishment to
others (Adams & Monin, 2013).

The third goal of Study 2 was to investigate apontant potential downstream
consequence of the hypothesized moral cleansirgepso Previous research has shown that
people attempt to alleviate felt guilt over theivromisdeeds by engaging in compensatory acts
of prosocial behavior (Carlsmith & Gross, 1969; libaton & Macker, 1966; Regan, Williams,
& Sparling, 1972). As discussed in the Introductishong and Lilenquist (2006) found that the
act of physical cleansing ameliorated participaasire to engage in compensatory prosocial
behavior in response to a reminder of their own arahactions. Insofar as the punishment of
another transgressor serves to morally “cleanse$#if, we hypothesized that participants

primed with their own immoral behavior would repart increased desire to engage in prosocial
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behavior (i.e., volunteer in a local blood drivie)it this effect would be eliminated if they were
additionally presented with a punished transgressor
Method

Participants and design. Participants were 87 undergraduates (42 women) §om
Midwestern university ranging in age from 18 toygars M = 22.21, SD =3.57), who
participated in partial fulfillment of a course tegement. As with Study 1, the experiment was
presented as three unrelated studies investigdiffegent aspects of memory, judgment, and
personality. In private cubicles, participants cdetgd the first two of the purported three studies
on computers while the materials for the third putgd study were completed on paper and
pencil surveys. Participants were randomly assigoednditions in a 2 (personal immorality
salience: immorality salient vs. immorality-notisak) x 2 (target type: punished transgressor
vS. non-punished transgressor) between-subjediwri@adesign.

To test for projection, self-reported feelings efgonal guilt were assessed as the
hypothesized mediator with ratings of the perceiplgsical dirtiness of the target transgressor
as the primary dependent variable. To test the Inotgansing hypothesis, the primary dependent
variables were participants’ rating of their per@lamoral character and their reported interest in
engaging in prosocial behavior (i.e., joining adolood drive).

Personal immorality salience manipulation. As part of a supposed study on memory
and emotions, participants first responded to #mesimmorality salience manipulation used in
Study 1. Participants randomly assigned toitfmorality salientcondition were asked to
describe a time when they acted “in an unethical,iwahereas participants in th@morality-

not-salientcondition were asked them to describe a time whey were “very bored.”
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Guilt measure. Following this manipulation, participants were atke indicate the
extent to which they currently felt guilty usindggoint scale (1 wery slightly or not at aJI5 =
extremely. In addition to completing this single item me@saf personal guiltMgrana = 1.54,

SD =.86), participants also rated the extent to whingytfelt 19 other emotions included in
Watson, Clark and Tellegen’s (1988) Positive andadtige Affect Schedule (PANAS). Ten of
these items were positive emotion words (interestkit, excited, inspired, strong, determined,
attentive, enthusiastic, active, proud) and theaiamg nine were negative emotion words
(angry, distressed, upset, nervous, ashamed, s¢argtile, jittery, afraid). Separate composite
scores were computed for the positive emotion suegrana= 2.51,SD= .87;0 = .91) and

the negative emotion subscale excluding gil§;{na = 1.54,SD= .55;0 = .84).

Target manipulation. Next, participants were told that they would taketpn a
purportedly unrelated study on memory and judgntteattinvolved reading short news articles.
Participants were first presented with an experierefabricated news story about a hit-and-run
car accident in which a 25 year old man drove thhoa red light and hit a pedestrian before
fleeing the scene (see Appendix D). The articleckated by saying that the driver had been
identified but not yet apprehended. In additionétailing the crime, the article also included a
photograph of the driver who represented the targasgressor in the current stufdy.

After reading the article, participants were présd with an ostensible memory test that
asked them to recall information about the artiblsy had read. As part of this test participants
were asked to, “think back to the photograph ofgémpetrator (that is, the driver who hit
someone)” and rate their agreement with variougstants about his appearance. Two of the
items concerned the transgressor’s physical dgsinéhe perpetrator appeared to be dirty” ;

“The perpetrator appeared to have poor hygienespBeses were made on a 6-point scale (1 =
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strongly disagree§ =strongly agregand were averaged to form composite scdvkgdd =
3.39,SD=1.33;a = .87).

To assess participants’ general negative evaluatiohe transgressor, we also instructed
participants to respond to three items rating ttierd to which the transgressor was
“incompetent,” “stupid,” and “clever” (reverse sed). Responses were made on a 6-point scale
(1 =not at all,6 =very muchand were averaged to form composite negativedcares Mgrang
=5.15,SD =1.06;0 = .84). These traits were assessed to ensurththpersonal immorality
prime was not simply increasing participants’ gah&¥ndency to derogate the transgressor. As
in Study 1, given the specificity of the projectiphenomenon, we did not expect ratings of these
non-moral negative traits to be affected by thes@eal immorality salience manipulation.

Next, all participants were randomly assignedea@tesented with one or two possible
experimenter-fabricated news articles supposediyemré months after the first article that
provided updated information about the aforememtibinit-and-run accident (see Appendix E).
This article comprised our target type manipulat®articipants randomly assigned to the
punished transgress@ondition read that the driver had been apprehgrmmvicted of various
charges and was currently serving a three yeammpseentence. Participants randomly assigned to
thenon-punished transgressoondition read that the driver had not been aprééd, but if
caught, could face various charges and a threepyesaim sentence.

Personal morality measure. Participants were then presented with paper syraekets
purported to be part of another unrelated perstynstlidy. Included in this packet was a
modified version of a questionnaire constructed&bgng and colleagues (2010) which asked
participants to rank themselves in comparison hewntndergraduates at their university on eight

different dimensions (sense of humor, intelligemoeral character, creativity, physical
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attractiveness, physical fithess, social sensytiveadership). Participants responded to each item
by indicating the percentile that described thesipon relative to others, from 0 (worse than all
others) to 100 (better than all others). In lingwdhong et al. (2010), we used participants’
response to the moral character item as a measthreioperceived personal moralityl§rand =
80.24,SD=10.01).

Prosocial behavior intention measure. At the end of the study, participants read about a
community outreach program designed to engagegm#tudents in local volunteering
opportunities. Participants were asked to indigdtether or not they would be interested in
participating in a local blood donation drive bynkiag a Yes or No response box. Their
response to this item provided a categorical ass&#sof participant’s willingness to engage in
prosocial behavior.

Results

Guilt. We first conducted a univariate ANOVA on self-reqealrfeelings of guilt. We did
not include target type as an independent varialbtleis analysis because the target manipulation
came after assessing participants’ guilt. Howeaérevene'’s test for heterogeneity of variance
indicated that responses to our measure of pergoiialiolated the homogeneity of variance
assumptionf(1, 85) = 21.88p < .001. Accordingly, we conducted Welch’s altermatANOVA
procedure on personal guilt scores, which TomadgehSerlin (1986) identify as the optimal
procedure when the homogeneity of variance assompgiviolated. As predicted, this analysis
revealed that participants whose immorality was ensadient reported feeling significantly more
guilt (M = 1.88,SD = 1.00) compared to participants whose immorali&g not made salient/(
=1.20,SD=.51),F(1, 61.93) = 15.7Qy < .001. Importantly, no effect of personal immasali

salience was found on either subscale of the PAKpASItive subscaldé: < 1,p > .88; negative
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subscale without guilf < 1,p > .49). Furthermore, the primary effects of imntibyasalience
on guilt remained significant when simultaneousintcolling for the positive and negative
subscale scorep € .001).

Physical dirtiness of target transgressor. To test the prediction that participants
reminded of their own immorality will perceive ahet transgressor as more physically
contaminated, we conducted a univariate ANOVA onigpants’ ratings of the physical
dirtiness of the target transgressor. Once agargid not include target type in this analysis
because this manipulation came after participantgie their evaluations of the target. As
predicted, this analysis revealed that participantBe immorality salient condition rated the
transgressor as physically dirtidd € 3.77,SD = 1.19) than participants in the immorality-not-
salient conditionM = 3.02,SD= 1.35;F(1, 85) = 7.37p = .Ol,np2 =.08). To test whether this
effect reflects a tendency to globally derogatetéinget, we submitted general negative trait
ratings of the transgressor to the same ANOVA. ¥yseted, we observed no significant effect
of immorality salience on non-moral negative rasiod the transgressdf € 1,p > .53).

Mediation of personal immorality salience on perceived physical dirtiness of
transgressor by guilt. We conducted an indirect effect analysis to testnoediation hypothesis
that the increased perceived physical dirtinegsh@transgressor in the personal immorality
salience condition occurs through participantsteased feelings of personal moral
contamination.

Using Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) bootstrappingguho®, we regressed perceived
dirtiness of target transgressor onto the effeges§onal immorality salience (coded: immorality
salient = 1; immorality-not-salient = 0) with guditores entered as the proposed mediator. Five-

thousand bootstrap resamples were performed. Thec®fidence interval obtained for the
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indirect effects of immorality salience on perceiteansgressor dirtiness scores through guilt
did not contain zero (.07, .50). These resultarsistent with the mediation hypothesis that the
increase in participants’ ratings of the transgresgphysical dirtiness in response to
participants’ own salient transgressions occumeliréctly through a corresponding increase in
feelings of personal guilt (see Figure 2 for a greal depiction of the model).

Personal morality. We then tested the prediction that the punishmeattansgressor
imbued with one’s own felt contamination can restone’s positive moral identity. We
submitted participants’ self-reported ratings @ittown morality to a 2 (personal immorality
salience) x 2 (target type) ANOVA. This analysislgied significant main effects for both
immorality salienceR (1, 83) = 10.13p = .002) and target typ& (1, 83) = 9.50p = .003),
which were qualified by the predicted two-way iietion,F (1, 83) = 16.85p = .Ol,np2 =.16
(see Figure 3 for the pattern of means). Impornathis interaction remained significant when
controlling for participants’ comparative rankingfstheir standing on morally-irrelevant but
positive traits (e.g., creativity = .01).

Pairwise comparisons revealed that when exposadtm-punished transgressor,
participants primed with their own immoral actioeported lower ratings of their own relative
moral characteM = 70.71,SD= 8.98) compared to those whose personal immonabty not
made salient\] = 84.05,SD = 8.61;F(1, 83) = 25.68p < .001). In contrast, when exposed to a
punished transgressor, participants’ ratings af thwen moral character did not differ according
to whether their own personal immorality was maaleeat (M = 83.86,SD = 8.85) or not{l =
82.17,SD=7.66;F(1, 83) <1.00p =.51). Also, consistent with the primary predias, for
participants whose personal immorality was madesialexposure to a punished (vs. non-

punished) transgressor increased their ratingsesf bwn moral characteF(1, 83) = 25.56p <
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.001). No effect of punishment on personal morabtyngs was found in the immorality-not-
salient conditionk(1, 83) < 1.00p = .47).

Prosocial behavior intentions. See Table 2 for distribution of responses to the
opportunity to engage in prosocial behavior (locdlnteering). We regressed these responses
onto personal immorality salience (immorality saties. immorality-not-salient), target type
(punished transgressor vs. non-punished transgjeasa their interaction using a logistic
regression analysis. This analysis yielded a Samt two-way interactior = -2.48,SE= 1.02,
Wald =5.94p = .02 (see Figure 4 the pattern of odds ratios).

Follow-up analyses revealed that when exposecdchtingounished transgressor, the odds
of reporting an interest in joining a blood donatdrive (saying yes compared to no), when
participants’ personal immorality was made saligate 3.52 times the odds of expressing an
interest when their immorality was not made sajiBnt -1.26,SE= .67, Wald = 3.49% = .06.

In contrast, when exposed to a punished transgrediffierences in the odds ratios for those in
the immorality salient and immorality-not-salieminditions did not statistically diffeB(= 1.21,
SE=.76, Wald = 2.56p = .11).

Also consistent with the primary predictions, farficipants whose personal immorality
was made salient, the odds of expressing intemgetriing a blood donation drive when exposed
to a non-punished transgressor were 6.97 timesdtls of expressing interest in joining a blood
donation drive when exposed to a punished transgrds=-1.94,SE= .76, Wald = 6.53p =
.01. In contrast, for participants whose persomahorality was not made salient, the odds ratios
did not differ between those exposed to a punisiewn-punished transgress8r£ .54,SE=

.67, Wald = 0.63p = .43).
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Study 2 Discussion

Supporting our first primary prediction, the satierof personal immoral actions led
participants to feel increased personal guilt, Wwhicturn led them to perceive another moral
transgressor as physically dirtier. This findingwsis that guilt over one’s own immoral actions
is grounded in the concrete experience of physicatamination. Additionally, it shows that
participants are motivated to project this contaation onto another transgressor. The null
effects of immorality salience on both self-repdrteegative emotions (excluding guilt) and non-
moral negative ratings of the target transgreasleraut the possibility that the observed effects
simply reflect variation in negative affect or ghdlolerogation of a target in response to a self-
relevant threat.

The obtained effects on participants’ perceived@eal morality were consistent with
the effects obtained in Study 1 on participantstpered physical cleanliness. Supporting our
second prediction, the salience of personal immaxtbns led participants to rate themselves as
less moral compared to peers, unless they readhdbatansgressor who served as a projection
target had been punished for his crimes. Thesédtsgaovide evidence that the punishment of
another transgressor can function to alleviateo@/n felt immorality. Distinguishing this
phenomenon from more general self-esteem mainteranenhancement effects, the primary
findings remained significant when controlling fmarticipants’ self-evaluations in non-moral
domains. Additionally, the fact that participantsre explicitly asked to compare their own
moral character with that of their fellow studentakes it unlikely that the obtained results are
the result of a downward social comparison withtthesgressor.

Supporting our third prediction, the salience efgpnal immoral actions motivated an

increased willingness to express interest in va@enng in a local blood drive, unless the other
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transgressor was punished. These results mirrongbad Liljenquist’s (2006) finding that
physical cleansing alleviated people’s willingnessolunteer to help another student in need.
This suggests that like physical cleansing, thaegtument of a transgressor perceived to possess
one’s own felt contamination also serves a morsing function for the self. Furthermore,
although we did not directly measure participaattual prosocial behavior, the results of Study
2 suggest that the punishment of other transgressor, under certain conditions, have a
deleterious effect on people’s own expressiongasqxiality.
General Discussion

The two studies supported the broad hypothesissthah people feel tainted by their
immoral actions, they are motivated to see theiralnmontamination in another transgressor;
furthermore, the punishment of that transgressmeseo restore their own moral and physical
purity. Study 1 found that when participants conpéated their own immoral actions they felt
less physically clean, unless they were exposeadther wrongdoer who was punished for his
transgression. Study 2 found that participants edrtemplated their own immoral actions
perceived another wrongdoer as physically dirtiarincreased feelings of personal guilt, and
felt less moral and more willing to engage in moestoration behavior unless they learned that
the contaminated transgressor had been punishedrtiamtly, the increased feelings of physical
and moral contamination elicited by personal imrhtyraalience were not mitigated by
exposure to a moral transgressor who was not peaisfkhese studies suggest that personal
immoral actions induce feelings of contaminatioat tindividuals are motivated to project onto a
target whose punishment is perceived to remove thven contamination.

Social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) clainas people can restore or maintain a

positive self-image by comparing themselves witiecd who are worse off than themselves
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(i.e., making a downward social comparison). Sompahparison research shows that people are
motivated to engage in a downward social compangoen their self-image is threatened

(Wills, 1981). This raises the possibility that peothreatened with their own immoral behavior
in the current studies may have perceived themseaseleaner or less immoral by making a
downward social comparison with the target transgwewho was perceived to be dirtier and
more immoral than they were.

We attempted to rule out this possibility by expgsparticipants to equivalent
transgressors and only manipulating whether othetransgressor was punished. Although
perceptions of the transgressor were not direstgssed in Study 1, a supplemental study found
that participants rated the punished transgressoleaner and less evil than the non-punished
transgressor. Thus, if participants were engagedsocial comparison with the target
transgressor, they should have felt comparablyneleahen exposed to the non-punished (vs.
punished) transgressor. However, Study 1 foundgaicipants in the personal immorality
salience condition reported feeling physically olerawhen exposed to a punished (vs. non-
punished) transgressor. Study 2 attempted to etisar@articipants’ did not engage in
downward social comparison with the target transggeby having participants rate their moral
character in comparison with a different targegjrtistudent peers.

To further establish discriminant validity, we tostieps to distinguish the phenomenon of
projection from that of defensive derogation ofesth Previous research by Fein and Spencer
(1997) found that participants who received negateedback on a self-relevant performance
task were more likely to derogate a stereotypegktam what they described as a kind of
defensive prejudice. They also found that derogaditarget in response to negative self-relevant

feedback served to increased participants’ sefeest This raises the possibility that
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participants’ tendency to rate a target transgreas@hysically dirty when reminded of their

own immoral actions in the current studies may Haeen part of an effort to derogate the target
in order to bolster their own flagging self-estedinhis were the case, we would expect personal
immorality salience to increase general negatiauations of the target transgressor as well as
positive self-evaluations. In contrast to this pcedn, Study 2 found that personal immorality
salience had no effect on participants’ global tiggaatings of the target transgressor and no
effect on participants’ non-moral self-ratingsthms way, the current research meets an
empirical criterion established in prior researGoyorun et al., 2006; Schimel et al., 2003) for
distinguishing defensive projection from self-threaduced derogation: the increased salience of
an undesirable trait in the self, influenced eviuns of a target individual specifically with
regard to that trait, and not with regard to othegative traits as would be the case in global
derogation.

Taken together, the results of the present stymi®gde evidence for a moral cleansing
mechanism that guides moral attitudes and inteppatgerceptions in a similar manner today as
it appears to have done in pre-modern culturessadree world. While research on metaphor,
projection, and punishment have shown that the asseamptions of pre-modern cleansing
rituals remain relevant, our data show that moitiwvest to place one’s own immorality onto
others and see them punished may continue to play@ortant role in the pursuit and
maintenance of moral cleanliness. In addition twvling initial evidence for a practically
important self-serving process behind moral reagprithe current research broadens the
theoretical and empirical scope of the three researeas it builds upon, as described in the next
sections.

Advancing Conceptual Metaphor Theory and Resear ch
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Research investigating CMT has provided a wealtvalence indicating that people
draw on their knowledge of a familiar, concrete @gpt to understand superficially unrelated
abstract concepts (see Landau, Meier, & KeeferQR@tudies have shown that manipulating
experience with a concrete concept (e.g., indusergory and motor states) produces metaphor-
consistent effects on perceptions related to atradtsoncept (e.g., Lee & Schwarz, 2011;
Schnall et al., 2008; Zhong et al., 2010). Likewisanipulating representations of an abstract
concept can produce metaphor-consistent effecpemeptions and sensations related to a
concrete concept (Lee & Schwarz, 2010; Zhong &ehidjuist, 2006). Lee and Schwarz (2012)
claim that a juxtaposition of these separate lofesork reveals a bidirectional relationship
between the abstract and concrete which emergasgihithe co-activation of abstract and
metaphorically associated concrete concepts. Howswee investigations of concrete-to-
abstract effects and abstract-to-concrete effente enerally been studied in isolation, there is
a dearth of evidence directly assessing this ceaain hypothesis.

The present studies included measures assessimghieatbstract and associated
metaphoric concept. In support of Lee and Schwd2042) co-activation hypothesis, we found
that the manipulation of the abstract concept pcedyparallel effects on both morality-relevant
and cleanliness-relevant outcome measures. SgahifiStudy 2 found that a personal
immorality prime elicited both feelings of guilt dperceptions of physical contamination.
Additionally, Study 1 and 2 found identical intetiao effects on participants’ perceptions of
their own physical cleanliness and personal mardht support of a bidirectional relationship,
we found that the manipulation of an abstract cphfenmorality salience) produced a
complementary sensorimotor experience (decreasgsiga cleanliness), which was influenced

by a subsequent manipulation of the abstract car{egpiating punishment).
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The present studies directly contribute to researcthe specific metaphorical link
between morality and cleanliness by showing tmaaddition to cleansing oneself, the
punishment of others viewed as immoral represestsagegy for metaphorically “cleansing” the
self of moral wrongdoing. These studies also preddovel interpretation of previous research
showing that exposure to unclean physical condstcan motivate people to make harsher moral
judgments. Schnall and colleagues (2008) propdssdhis effect represents people’s tendency
to misattribute physical disgust induced by an eaclenvironment (Study 2) or a foul smell
(Study 1) as moral disgust caused by another traasgr. However, the present research
suggests that the harsh judgments of a moral trassgr may represent a motivated desire to
purge one’s own felt contamination by projectingnto a punishable transgressor. In contrast,
an attempt to explain the results of the curramndist as a tendency to misattribute the cause of
disgust over one’s own immoral actions to the ptglstontamination of a target transgressor
does not explain why the punishment of that traesgpr serves to morally and physically
“cleanse” the self.

Advancing Projection Theory and Research

After a long period of neglect, Newman and collezgj§1997) reintroduced the
phenomenon of projection as an acceptable topierfgoirical inquiry. A number of recent
studies investigating projection have found evidethat the desire to maintain a positive self-
image can motivate individuals to see in otherautindesirable traits they fear they themselves
possess. However, support for the defensive funaigrojection has been mixed. Some studies
have found evidence that projection can reduc@tbgctor’s perceived possession of the
undesired trait (Schimel et al., 2003); other stadiave not (Govorun et al., 2005; Halpern,

1977; Holmes & Houston, 1971). In light of theseansistent findings, the very existence of
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projection as envisaged by generations of psychgiamand existentially-oriented theorists as a
defensive mechanism seems to have fallen in doubt.

The present research sheds new light on this ceemsg by demonstrating that
attributing one’s own undesirable self-attributesoca target other is necessary but not sufficient
to restore one’s positive moral identity. In adutiti the person needs to observepgheishment
of the projection target. This is consistent witkl€d’s (1915/1957) observation that projection is
often characterized by a desire to aggress agai@gtrojection target. The present studies add to
Freud’s theorizing by showing that aggression tolwdhe projection target can be realized in
punishment meted out by a third-party which searegssential moral cleansing function.

This enhanced conception of defensive projectioithvimcludes both the ascription of
one’s immorality onto a projection target and thiphment of that target represents a
significant contribution to the existing theory ddlure research on projection. For one, this
proposed two-part process provides a useful walstinguish projection from two mechanisms
that are closely related on the surface: socialpaoimon processes and self-threat-induced
derogation. This enhanced conception of defengioggtion also highlights the need to
consider the role of post-projection processes asdhe punishment of a projection target.
Ultimately, the present research sets a new agiendaking a fresh empirical look at projection
as a unique and practically important processdghates moral attitudes and interpersonal
perception.
Advancing Moral Punishment Theory and Research

Recent studies have found evidence that punishim@etrceived to atone for one’s
immoral behavior (Bastian et al., 2011; Inbar et2013; Nelissen & Zeelenberg, 2009). This

research shows that when an individual’s own imiiegaavior is made salient, they are
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motivated to self-punish as a means of reducingeased feelings of guilt. However, as
discussed in the Introduction, because this liteeatocuses exclusively on self-punishment,
these studies confound the expiating effect of gpeumished with the act of administering
punishment. This is particularly problematic inhligof recent research showing that the
opportunity to administer punishment to anothanggaessor bolsters one’s own perceived moral
identity (Adams & Monin, 2013).

To our knowledge, the present research providesttbagest evidence to date that
punishment is perceived to alleviate the immoraidityhe punished target. These studies
accomplished this by exposing participants to getatransgressor who was punished by a third
party. Results of the supplemental study showedpduicipants perceived a punished
transgressor to be significantly less evil thareguaivalent non-punished transgressor, and on par
with a non-transgressor. The punishment of thesgyggssor not only reduced his perceived
immorality, but appeared to effectively absolve titamsgressor of sin. Study 2 also found
indirect evidence that punishment removes the pedisransgressor’s moral taint by showing
that the third-party punishment of the target tggassor on whom participants had projected
their own moral contamination served to vicariouslgtore participants’ perceived moral
identity. At the same time, consistent with Adamd 8onin’s (2013) findings, in the absence of
personal immorality salience, reading that a tatgetsgressor had been punished by a third
party had no effect on participants’ perceived rityta
Limitations and Future Directions

Although the current studies provide strong inieidence for the hypothesized moral
cleansing function of punishing moral transgressihiere are a few notable limitations that

should be addressed by future research. We prdapasthe punishment of a target transgressor
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metaphorically cleanses the self of moral contationgbecause the transgressor is seen as
possessing one’s own contamination. The presedtestmanipulated the punishment of a target
transgressor (Studies 1 & 2) and measured pamitspeendency to project their own felt
contamination onto the transgressor (Study 2). Asrsequence, these studies illustrate that
people project their own felt contamination ontoter transgressor and are cleansed by the
transgressor’s punishment. However, because weurgghsather than manipulated,
participants’ tendency to project onto the transgoe, these studies did not directly test the
hypothesized causal role of projection in the mol@hnsing process. It remains possible that the
punishment of a target other may bolster one’sgreed personal morality and physical
cleanliness in the absence of projection. Perhiamslys reading about another transgressor’s
punishment in the current studies increased thesadulity of morality- and cleanliness-relevant
thoughts which in turn influence participants’ spérceptions.

This explanation seems unlikely, given that expedara punished transgressor did not
affect participants’ physical cleanliness or peedanorality ratings in the absence of a personal
immorality salience induction. However, the hypailzed role of projection could be directly
assessed by manipulating whether or not particgarg able to project their own felt
contamination onto a another target. Govorun aidagues (2006) found that people are only
able to project onto a target who can be justifiaglen to possess the self-attribute people wish
to deny in themselves. This implies that partictpahould be unable to project their own felt
moral contamination onto a target perceived tonbecent of wrongdoing. Thus, we would
predict that participants reminded of their own ioral behavior would feel morally and
physically cleaner when exposed to the punishmiattarget transgressor (in whom they can

see their own moral taint), but not when exposetiégounishment of a patently innocent target.
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The moral cleansing phenomenon evidenced in theeptestudies is explained as a
motivated mechanism for eliminating a perceive@ahto one’s own moral identity. In support
of this conceptualization, the primary cleansinfg@s occurred in response to a personal moral
value threat. However, our ability to draw firm ctusions about the motivational roots of this
process is limited by various methodological fagtdior instance, these studies did not include a
comparison condition where participants were primvédd immorality salience independent of
their own behavior. Therefore, it remains possibé simply priming the concept of immorality
in the absence of a self-threat would produce @ineeseffects. Importantly, Govorun and
colleagues’ (2006) research on defensive projedisputes this claim. Specifically, these
researchers found that whereas participants whieevatoout their own intellectual failure
projected unintelligence onto an applicable targeiting about the intellectual failure of an
acquaintance produced no discernible effect.

Additionally, manipulating the third-party punishnief a transgressor allowed us to
isolate the unique moral cleansing effect of pumisht but did not allow us to assess whether
participants were actually motivated to see thesgaessor punished. Investigating this
possibility would require giving participants thppmrtunity to voice support for another
transgressor’s punishment. Insofar as participargsnotivated to see a moral transgressor
punished to eliminate their own felt moral contaation, we would expect a personal
immorality salience induction to drive increase@art for punishing a target transgressor via
increased feelings of personal guilt. We would &spect that having an alternative means of
alleviating one’s own felt moral or physical contiaation (e.g., physical cleansing, self-

punishment, engaging in compensatory moral behawiould eliminate this effect.
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Although the present studies investigated how tileghment of a moral transgressor can
ameliorate a salient individual-level threat to ‘srgersonal moral identity, the historic
purification rituals that inspired this researchrevaotably collective in nature. Such rituals
maintained the perceived moral purity of the gresteial community by transferring the
community’s sins onto a target that could be pudstr expelled. Recent psychological research
shows that people are strongly motivated to peectie social groups with which they identify
as moral (Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007). Themso a large body of research showing that
people can feel guilt over illegitimate harm peratgtd by their group, even when they bear no
personal responsibility for the harm done (see 8ambe & Doosje, 2004). This raises the
possibility that the phenomenon investigated indresent studies in response to an individual-
level morality threat may also operate in respdosgoup-level morality threat when people
self-categorize at the level of their group. If @@ would expect that reminding people of their
group’s immoral actions should motivate peopledge the group’s perceived moral
contamination in target transgressors who can besped to restore the group’s moral identity.
Given that the threat is provoked at the levehefgroup, it is possible that a stigmatized
subgroup, rather than an individual, may servédagtojection target under such conditions.
Acts of “ethnic cleansing” may represent an extréomm of this behavior.

Broader Theoretical and Practical Implications

In addition to integrating and extending previaungs$ of research, the current studies
also have broader implications about the motivationction, and consequences of punishing
moral transgressors. In particular, these studigs $hed new light on people’s age-old
fascination with punishment, ranging from publi@eutions (Foucault, 1977) to Court TV.

Much of the existing psychological literature sustgehat the urge to see a transgressor



37

punished is grounded in the desire to see the vesrla just place where people get what they
deserve (Lerner, 1980). From this perspective,rgrunished transgressor poses a threat to one’s
belief is a just world which is ameliorated by thensgressor’s punishment. This suggests that
underlying the desire to see a transgressor puishtbe desire to see justice done.

The current research offers a complementary petispgoointing to another motive
underlying people’s desire to see a transgressusped; the desire to expunge the taint of guilt
left by their own unethical behaviors. This is astent with Alexander and Staub’s (1956)
analysis of criminology and penology claiming thatividuals’ urge to see criminal offenders
punished can reflect their own internal moral ciatgl Supporting this contention, recent
research has shown that reminding people of thvemr group’s culpability for illegitimate harm-
doing increases support for punishing another pexdeharm-doer (Rothschild, Landau, Molina,
Branscombe & Sullivan, in press). Importantly, tuerent studies go beyond this research by
showing that the punishment of a moral transgreskeviates people’s feelings of physical and
moral contamination over their own immoral actiofiis process may have particularly serious
consequences in real-world contexts in which peoy&e punitive judgments of others, such as
in a court of law.

The current research also has important impbaoatfor people’s general willingness to
engage in both prosocial and antisocial behaviditafty of research has shown that threats to
people’s moral identity can motivate compensatdigres to engage in moral behaviors (e.g.,
Carlsmith & Gross, 1969; Darlington & Macker, 196&gan, Williams, & Sparling, 1972). The
current research found that exposure to a punishadgressor bolstered people’s perceived
personal moral identity in response to a moral @aluweat and reduced their willingness to

engage in such compensatory behavior. This sugtiegtthe punishment of a single moral
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transgressor may serve to reduce the willingnesswftless other people to engage in prosocial
behavior.

Other research has shown that boosting peopleteped moral self-concept can
provide them with the “moral license” to engageénmmoral behavior without experiencing
aversive feelings of guilt (e.g., Merritt, Effro&,Monin, 2010). If exposure to a punished
transgressor boosts people’s own perceived moy#ity suggests that the punishment of a
single moral transgressor may ultimately increamentiess others’ willingness to engage in
antisocial behavior. Thus, although institutionsyreeek to publicize the punishment of a moral
transgressor to promote moral behavior and debkaretfrom transgressing, in certain contexts,
this type of exposure may inadvertently have theosfie effect. In a world saturated with
sensationalized stories of crime and punishmeatpthsent research highlights the potentially
negative impact such information can have on pésgt@ughts and actions.

Conclusion

The current studies provide strong evidence linkiregmodern rituals of atonement with
a modern psychological phenomenon in which thegihument of a moral transgressor serves to
morally cleanse the self. Of course, these stualgsopen up a slew of additional questions.
Most notably, what are the boundary conditionsfiess phenomenon? Does the punished
transgressor’'s moral violation need to be morergeth&n one’s own? Is the cleansing effect
equally potent when the punishment is more ordesere? Does the punishment need to be
perceived to “fit the crime”? What would happeip&ople withessed the moral transgressor
administer self-punishment? Are there crimes foictvithis type of moral cleansing would be
ineffective? Under what conditions might peoplea$®this method of moral cleansing over

other non-punitive guilt reduction strategies? #here individual differences that may facilitate
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or inhibit this cleansing effect? Can this effeetdeneralized to different cultural and religious
contexts?

Importantly, the present studies do not reveal éjxady punishment is perceived to
cleanse a moral transgressor. Is a punished tressgrseen as more moral because he or she is
perceived to have learned his or her lesson, atidissless likely to act immorally? Or is the
punishment more broadly seen as a means of sqngldeviance and bringing the transgressor
back in line with social norms? Furthermore, reflegon the larger social implications of this
phenomenon, we might consider whether politicalléea might strategically provide scapegoats
to be punished as a means of giving their followespite from their immoral actions in order to
maintain social control? An investigation of thissgibility could provide insight into horrific
real world acts of “ethnic cleansing” or genociBlature research targeting such questions will

help to paint a more nuanced depiction of this phamnon and its relevance in the real-world.
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Footnotes
1. Itis also worth noting that these findings pdavwhat is, to our knowledge, the most
direct evidence to date that people can feel stijetiheir own moral violations. Zhong and
Lillenquist (2006) indirectly assessing participarielt physical contamination by measuring the
accessibility of cleaning-related words (Studydr)willingness to pay more for cleaning
products (Study 2). The current study directly ased participants’ self-reported feelings of

personal physical cleanliness.

2. Data for 11 participants was excluded from alllgses for failing to correctly identify

that the new article described a hit-and-run cardant.
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Table 1

Ratings of target as “evil” and “dirty” as a funabin of target type (Supplemental Study)

Target Type Evil Dirty

Non-Transgressor 2.468..39) 2.8](1.36)
Non-Punished Transgressor 3.95(1.33) 3.84(1.54)
Punished Transgressor 2.871.34) 2.981.22)

Note.Scale ranged from 1 to 6, with higher scores gy descriptor was more characteristic
of transgressor target. Means that do not shanescapt within the same column differa&

.05.
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Table 2
Reported interest in joining blood drive as a fumetof personal immorality salience and target

type (Study 2)

Personal Immorality Salience

Immorality |ieat ImmorgliNot Salient
Target Type

No Yes No Yes
Non-punished 10 (48%) 11 (52% 16 (76%) 392)
Transgressor
Punished 19 (86%) (18%) 15 (65%) 8 (35%)

Transgressor
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Figure 1.Ratings of personal physical cleanliness as a ifmctf personal immorality salience

and target type (Study 1).
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B = .40% Guilt p=.23"
Personal Immorality | R Physical Dirtiness of
Salience [ Target Transgressor

Total Effectp = .28**
Direct Effectp =.19 n.s.

Note Total adjusted Rfor the model = .105(2, 84) = 6.00p = .004. All path coefficients
represent standardized regression weights. Thetdiffect coefficient represents the effect of
personal immorality salience on the dependent bbiafter controlling for the effect of the
proposed mediator.

*p < .05; *p < .01; **p < .001

Figure 2.Indirect effect of personal immorality salienceparceived physical dirtiness of target

transgressor through feelings of personal guilid$t2).
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Figure 3.Ratings of personal morality relative to other sttd as a function of personal

immorality salience and target type (Study 2).
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Appendix A

Personal immorality salience primesused in Studies1 and 2

52

Take a few moments to recall a time when you aictesh unethical way. This should be an
action that you committed at least a year agoafiat your childhood.

Rather than think of a trivial action, think abaupersonally significant action.

In the space below, write about this time. Deschibe you acted unethically, what the
conseqguences of your actions were, and how it maddeel about yourself. Your personal,
honest responses are appreciated, and will beckempletely confidential. Continue writing
until the computer presents you with the next task.

Writing prompt for personal immorality salient cation

Take a few moments to recall a time when you werg faored. This should be a time that
happened at least a year ago, but after your aoldh

In the space below, write about this time. Descwhat the situation was like, how it made y
feel about yourself, and what actions you took. iymersonal, honest responses are appreci
and will be kept completely confidential. Continmgting until the computer presents you wi
the next task.

bu
ated,
th

Writing prompt for personal immorality-not-saliecdndition



Appendix B

Student misconduct report, case description seen by all participants (Study 1)

LE UNIVERSITY O MISCONDUCT REPORT SUMMARY
IQ_J KAINMAL CATEGORY: {Student Disciplinary Hearing
REPORT STATUS: :A'p_prnved

REPORT TITLE:

Disciplinary Action Hearing Board Report Summary: Case #789621

DATE: I
PURPOSE:

To describe and.record findings of disciplinary hearing involving. /N SN (r=ferred to hereafter as J. 5]

Case Description

According to filed report (#8185933) J. 5. was accused of taking money from a donations box set up outside the
Student Union. The donation box was set up by the organization Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD) for the
purpose of collecting funds for the victims of drunk driving accidents.
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Appendix C

Target type manipulation (Study 1)

Final Judgment

Verdict NOT GUILTY

Upon hearing all evidence and testimony the board unanimously found the defendant to be not guilty of
misconduct. Specifically, the investigation found no evidence that funds were stolen, and all donations were
accounted for.

Disciplinary Action

Disciplinary Action taken: NONE

In accord with the Student Code of Conduct guidelines (Section 3, paragraph 51 no disciplinary action was taken.

Non-transgressor condition

Einal Juidgment

Verdict: GUILTY

Upon hearing all evidence and testimony the board unanimously found the defendant ta be guity of misconduct.
Specifically, the investigation found that the defendant had stolen funds from a charitable organization on campus.

Disciplinary Action

Action taken: NONE

In accord with the Student Code of Conduct guidelines (Section 3, paragraph 5) misconduct was found, but no
disciplinary action could be taken because the defendant was no longer a KL student.

Non-punished transgressor condition

Final Judgment

Verdict: GUILTY

IIpon hearing all evidence and testimony, the board unanimously found the defendant to be guity of misconduct.
Specifically, the investigation found that the defendant had stolen funds from a chartable arganization on campus.

Disciplinary Action

Action taken: EXPULSION

In accord with the Student Code of Conduct guidelines (Section 3, paragraph 5) misconduct was found and the
student was expelled from the university.

Punished transgressor condition




Appendix D

Articleintroducing target transgressor (Study 2)

42-vear-old woman left fighting for her life;
hit-and-1un driver mows her down

Posfed: 11:23 pom. BAT, August 7, 2011

B P® wmcomments | 3 Rscshare 21 (41 ] 0 ¥ Tweet 40 B recommend

A rcareless motorist slarmmed mto a 42-vear-old woman

while blowing through a red light in Otlands Wednesday
might, witnesses and police said.

The driver ignored passerby s pleas to stop after
barreling mto the woman - whose name was not released
- and sped eastbound on Jackson St after hutting the
woman near 5. Magnolia, cops and witnesses said.

“The dnver was trying to beat the ight.” said eyvewitness
Femando Saez, 36, who was walking home when he saw
a sibver four-door sedan speeding along the avenue.

*The woman was trying to cross the street when the car hit
her. The impact was so hard it sent the woman up in the air
about 15-20 feet,” Saez said, still shaleen from what he saw
after the &:20 p.m. accident.

Emergency responders found the wictim lang on the ground a
the scene, having difficulty breathing, authonties said. She
was talcen in serious condition with head and neck trauma to

Thomas Carnahaw, Jr, 25 was lasf seen

Wednesday evening fleaing the scene of Lumeran_Med;u:al anter qust eight bl.ocks away where she
o Fif-and-run accident on Jackson and was fghting for her life Wednesday mght, police and fire
5 Magnolia officials said.

The dnver of the silver Missan — was identified earlier today as Thomas Carnahan, Ir., a 25-year-

old student who lives in the area. The perpetrator’s whereabouts are currently unknown. Police
have spent much of the week distributing photographs to local and state media asking the
cotnmunity to report any information that might lead to Carnahan’s arrest.
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Appendix E

Target type manipulation (Study 2)

Driver still ‘at-large’ after hit-and-run
accident that paralyzed woman

Posted: 8.5 am. EXT, Februgry 7, 2012

B a B Commenits b

Emma MNiman, vicfim of a
hif-and-run aecidant six month ago
that Ieft her paralpzed from éhe
waisf dowm.

&i share |32 || #1 | D ¥ Tweet <5 Eirecommend 412

sz months ago Emma MNyman a 42-year-old pediatnician was hit
by a car while wallung across the mtersection at Jackson and =,
Idagnolia.

Myman survived the accident but sustained sericus injuries
leaving her paralyzed from the waist down,

The driver who fled the scene of the crime after hatting Myman
was identified by traffic cameras as 25-year-old Thomas
Carnahan, Jr. a student at nearby Anthem Commumnty College.

Local police 1ssued a warrant for Carnahan’s arrest shortly after
the mcident, but have thus far faled to apprehend him,

If caught, Carnahan wall ikely face a senies of criminal charges
inchiding one count of assault with a motor velicle, one count of
reckless endangerment, one count of leaving the scene of an
accident wathout reporting as a felony, and resisting arrest.

If found guilty on all counts, Carnahan could serve up to 3 years

i prison,

Article used in non-punished transgressor condition
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Driver sentenced to 3 years of prison

for hit-and-run that paralyzed woman
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=i months age Emma Nyman a 42-year-old pediatnician was
hit by a car while walking across the mtersection at JTackson
and = Magnolia Street.

Myman surnved the accident but sustaned serious mjunes
leaving her paralyzed from the waist dowmn,

The driver who fled the scene of the crime after hatting Myman
was identified by traffic cameras as 25-year-old Thomas
Carnahan, Ir. a student at nearby Anthem Commmanity
College.

Local police 1ssued a warrant for Carnahan’s arrest shortly
after the accident and successfully apprehended him three days

later.

Fmma Nyman, vietim of @ iCarnahan was convicted on mumerous charges that included

hrt-gnd-run gecidant six monéh ago one count of assault with a motor wehicle, one count of reckless
that f;ﬂ.f her paralyzed from the endangerment, one count of leawing the scene of an accident
HRISF doWn,

without reporting as a felony, and resisting arrest.

Carnahan i currently serwving a 2 vear prison term for his
CTHTIES.
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