interpersonal moral disagreement _
Responses to moral disagreements depend on
situation-level cost-benefit analyses

Responses to moral disagreements cluster in ways that resemble common
emotion regulation strategies
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When two individuals disagree on a moral issue, they can
respond in many ways, for example:
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Three clusters of responses resemble the ER strategies of suppression, situation modification,
and cognitive change, respectively.
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Response strategies ~ Moral cost + Relational cost +
Social cost + (1|PID) + (1|partner)

e Moral cost (“How important is the moral issue?”)
e Relational cost (“How important is it to get along with

the other person?”)

e Social cost (e.g. “How would the rest of your social

circle respond if you change your mind?”)
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