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Abstract
We hypothesized that perceived intentionality is one of the factors explaining why terrorism is perceived to be a more important
problem than traffic accidents. In Study 1, we conducted an experiment on a large Turkish sample (N = 385) and found that
participants suggested allocating significantly more budget to prevent terror-related deaths, as compared to deaths caused by
traffic accidents, and this difference was fully mediated by perceived intentionality. In Study 2, which was pre-registered, we
hypothesized that American participants (N = 450) would similarly suggest allocating more budget to prevent deaths caused by
terrorist incidents, as compared to traffic accidents, but this difference would disappear when traffic accidents are portrayed as
involving a perpetrator consciously disregarding the safety of others. Our hypothesis was partially supported. We discuss the
potential implications for policy-makers and social psychological research.

Keywords Intentionality . Moral judgment . Traffic . Terror

It is not hard to guess the most important news of the day, if
there was a terrorist attack within the past few days. People all
around the globe are horrified by the atrocities committed by
terrorists and terrorism has been frequently named as one of the
most important problems in many different societies (e.g.,
Riffkin 2015). Terrorism seems to be a leading threat on safety
in the public eye; but is it really the most dangerous problem
people are faced with? Terrorism causes around 30,000 deaths
each year (LaFree et al. 2015). Compared to 1.3 million people
killed on roads in traffic accidents every year (ITF 2017), it does
not look like a very large number. Imagine a terrorist organiza-
tion that kills 1.3 million people each year (or 3,561 people per
day). It would probably be perceived as themost important issue
throughout the year. Then why do people tend to perceive ter-
rorism to be a more important problem than car crashes? Based

on past research (Ames and Fiske 2013; Schein andGray 2017),
we argue that it is because terrorist attacks, but not traffic acci-
dents, involve perpetrators who are intentionally causing harm.

Dyadic Morality and Perception of Harm

The dyadic theory of morality posits that the morality of ac-
tions is judged in terms of three contents, which are norm
violations, negative affect, and perceived harm (Schein and
Gray 2017). Harm seems to be the most important of the three,
for it is considered as an immoral act in all cultures (Graham
and Haidt 2011). Both liberals and conservatives were found
to use the harm foundation of morality as the basis of their
moral judgment processes, implying that harm is a strong
factor to consider in moral judgment research (Schein and
Gray 2015). However, the content of this harm can vary.
When defining harm, there is a perception of an intentional
agent and a suffering victim (Schein and Gray 2017). As
Schein and Gray (2017) have argued, there are two compo-
nents of this dyadic mechanism; the actor, whose actions are
intentional; and the patient, who is on the receiving end of the
said action. Actors and patients (or victims) have different
attributes; for instance, even though the wrongdoing is the
same, those who are perceived as agents may not escape the
blame of their wrongdoings, while those who are seen as
victims can (Gray and Wegner 2011).
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This perception of harm and victimization is of great im-
portance because even though there may be no victimization
to begin with, individuals might still perceive one (Gray et al.
2012). Murder, theft, rape and assault are obvious examples of
immoral actions in which a victim can be perceived, however,
acts such as flag burning or breaking promises to the dead do
not have a direct victim (Gray et al. 2012). The more individ-
uals think about these actions as immoral, more they see them
as harmful, and this loop continues until their opinions are
thoroughly polarized (Schein and Gray 2016). Previous re-
search shows that perceived immorality is indeed linked with
perceived harm, thus, it is not surprising to see that the
act of masturbation is met with such scorn because it is
perceived as harmful against the self: Here, agent is also the
victim (Gray et al. 2014).

Harm and Perceived Intentionality

If a harming behavior involves an agent, it means a perpetrator
is perceived to be intentionally harming others. Perception of
intention has been shown to be a vital process: The intentional
judgment begins at the age of three and continues in a rela-
tively similar pattern throughout adulthood; and while harm-
ful actions are perceived as intentional, good actions are not
(Leslie et al. 2006). Knobe (2003) too, has supported this
pattern, however, he has also argued that even if the outcome
is the same, the judgment would depend on the perceived
intention. Although the individual is blamed of wrongdoing,
if they show regret, the intentionality of the action decreases;
but if they show indifference, the perceived intentionality of
the action increases, which enhances the perceived harm of
the action in turn (Sverdlik 2004). As for intentionality itself,
if negative side effects are unintentional in nature, the blame
tends to be lower, however, if these actions are perceived as
intentional, the blame increases (Guglielmo and Malle 2010).
Even though the damage and the outcome are the same, indi-
viduals tend to see intentional harms as worse than uninten-
tional harms (Ames and Fiske 2013).

Past literature strongly suggests that perceived intention to
harm is of great importance when judging the perpetrator for
their supposed crime. As discussed, past literature suggested
that intentional acts are seen as more harmful, even when the
consequences do not differ (Ames and Fiske 2013). Based on
this perspective, we argued that terrorism is perceived to be a
more important societal problem than traffic accidents, be-
cause the former involves an intentional perpetrator whereas
the latter usually does not. As a measure of perceived impor-
tance of the problem, we asked participants to allocate budget
to prevent deaths that could be caused by terrorist incidents or
traffic accidents. Perceived importance can be measured by
asking the importance of the issue directly (Robin et al.
1996), asking the participants how much money would be

required to violate a moral value (Graham and Haidt 2011),
or whether they would comply to an organization that works
on preventing the issue (Kronrod et al. 2012). There is an
imminent threat in both traffic accidents and terrorist attacks
and allocation of budget can measure the perceived impor-
tance of these two incidents because it measures the amount
of resources that must be sacrificed to prevent the threat of
death in both scenarios. Thus, we expected that, even when
the expected number of casualties is the same, people would
allocate more budget to prevent terror-related deaths. We also
expected that such difference would be observed even after
controlling for ideological differences. Past research showed
that conservatives are more predisposed to perceive threat
(Jost et al. 2003) and perceived terrorism threat is associated
with endorsement of conservative and right-wing governmen-
tal policies (Hetherington and Suhay 2011; Huddy et al.
2005). So, as ideology is potentially an important confounding
factor, we also planned to control for ideological differences.
Furthermore, we hypothesized that this difference would be
mediated by perceived intentionality. In other words, terrorism
would be seen as a more important problem, because perpe-
trators in terrorist incidents would be perceived as intention-
ally causing harm. However, as we proposed that intentional-
ity is the key factor, we also hypothesized that if traffic acci-
dents are perceived as intentional, this difference in
budget allocation would disappear, thus confirming the medi-
ating effect of intentionality of the perpetrator’s actions.

Overview of the Current Research

There were two studies in the present research. Study 1 tested
the hypotheses that (1) people would allocate more budget to
prevent terror-related deaths, as compared to deaths caused by
traffic accidents, although the number of casualties is the same
in both conditions; and (2) this effect would be mediated by
differences perceived intentionality. Here, allocation of budget
was used as a proxy for perceived importance of the issue. We
also expected that such effect would remain even after con-
trolling for ideological differences. In Study 1, we recruited a
Turkish sample, as Turkey is a regular target for terrorist at-
tacks: It is by far the most impacted country in Europe and the
ninth country with the most terrorist incidents in the world
(Institute for Economics and Peace 2017). In 2016, 658 people
died due to terrorist incidents in Turkey (Institute for
Economics and Peace 2017). However, Turkey is also a hot
zone for road traffic deaths: Every year, approximately 10,000
people die in traffic accidents in Turkey (World Health
Organization 2015). So, we reasoned that a Turkish sample
would be ideal to examine the differences in perception of two
important societal problems, namely terrorism and traffic ac-
cidents. As discussed in detail below, findings in Study 1
supported both hypotheses.
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In Study 2, we planned to replicate the findings of Study 1
on an American sample (recruited via Amazon Mechanical
Turk) with an important alteration in study design: There were
three, instead of two, conditions which were compared in an
analysis of variance (ANOVA). In addition to terrorism and
traffic accidents conditions employed in Study 1, there was a
third condition in which the same number of people were said
to lose their lives in traffic accidents that are caused by inten-
tional agents. Although, at first glance, it might sound oxymo-
ronic to call an accident as “intentional”, it is in fact the case
that, rather than environmental factors, human error is the lead-
ing cause of traffic accidents: Behaviors such as speeding, dis-
tracted driving (usage of mobile phones or other digital devices
while driving), not wearing seatbelts, drinking and driving,
nonadherence to traffic rules are shown to be the lead causes
of traffic accidents (ITF 2017). Such behaviors typically in-
clude a perpetrator who had knowingly disregarded the safety
of others. Following this logic, third condition, named negli-
gent driver, was a duplicate of traffic accident condition, but
with some extra information: It was argued that most fatal
traffic accidents were caused by gross negligence of one of
the parties. Gross negligence is a legal term defined as “A
conscious, voluntary act or omission in reckless disregard of
a legal duty and of the consequences to another party” (Garner
2010, p. 1134). Participants in this condition were briefed about
the expected number of casualties in traffic accidents and that
most of these deaths would be caused by conscious, voluntary
acts that disregarded others’ safety, such as reckless driving or
driving under the influence. It was hypothesized that partici-
pants would allocate more budget to prevent terror-related
deaths than traffic-related deaths; but when the terrorism and
the third condition (deaths caused by negligence in traffic) are
compared, the difference would become nonsignificant. Such
result would further demonstrate that the difference in per-
ceived importance of terrorism and traffic accidents would be
due to intentionality, and there would be no difference when
both are presented as intentional acts. In addition, potential
findings would also illustrate that the hypothesized effect
would be observed not only in Turkey, but also in the US,
which is another country that is highly impacted by terrorism
(Institute for Economics and Peace 2017) and suffers from
large numbers of road traffic fatalities (World Health
Organization 2015). All measures, manipulations, and exclu-
sions in the studies are disclosed.

Study 1

Participants

The initial sample was consisted of 396 undergraduate stu-
dents (293 females, 94 males, 9 unreported; Mage = 21.29,
SD = 2.05) from Baskent University and Middle East

Technical University, both of which are located in Ankara,
Turkey. Eleven participants failed to follow the instructions
(see below for the explanation) which yielded a resulting sam-
ple of 385 participants who participated in exchange for extra
course credit. Using G*Power software (Faul et al. 2009), we
calculated that sample size was large enough to detect an
effect size as small as d = .29, assuming a two-tailed α of
.05 and a statistical power of .80.

Materials and Procedure

Participants were provided with a hyperlink directing them to
an online questionnaire hosted by Qualtrics. They completed
the materials in the enlisted order.

Experimental Manipulation First, participants were randomly
assigned to one of two conditions. In terror condition (n =
189), participants were given the following information:
“Governmental agencies predict that, in 2018, around 200
people will die due to terrorist incidents in Ankara.” In traffic
condi t ion (n = 196) , they were instead told that
“Governmental agencies predict that, in 2018, around 200
people will die due to traffic accidents in Ankara.” Thus, we
manipulated the reason behind deaths while keeping the num-
ber of people that will be affected as constant.

Perceived Intentionality Second, we led participants to think
of the perpetrators of these incidents and rate how intentional
their actions were. They were asked “In what percentage of
these incidents, the perpetrators will intentionally cause
deaths? 0 means 0%, or none; 100 means 100%, or all. Now
please write a number between 0 and 100.”

Allocation of Budget Third, we asked participants to decide
what amount of budget should be allocated to prevent deaths.
They were asked “Howmuch (in million Turkish liras) should
the government allocate to prevent the deaths that would be
caused by terrorist incidents [traffic accidents] in Ankara? For
example, if your answer is ‘1 million Turkish liras’, you can
write ‘1’ in the box below. Now please write a number be-
tween 0 and 100.”

Demographics and Ideology Lastly, participants stated their
sex, age, and ideology (1 = very liberal, 7 = very conservative).

Eleven participants in the initial sample entered scores higher
than 100 for the variables of perceived intentionality and/or
allocation of budget. Thus, they were removed from the analy-
ses. All measures, manipulations, and exclusions are disclosed.

Results

Participants in terror condition had significantly higher scores
for both perceived intentionality (Mterror = 83.19, SD = 25.57
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vs. Mtraffic = 32.82, SD = 25.80, t(383) = 19.23, p < .001, 95%
CI [45.22, 55.52], d = 1.97) and allocation of budget (Mterror =
24.95, SD = 31.51 vs. Mtraffic = 14.64, SD = 24.16, t(383) =
3.26, p = .001, 95%CI [3.69, 14.92], d = .37). Findings suggest
that perpetrators in terrorist incidents were perceived to be caus-
ing deaths more intentionally and participants allocated more
resources to prevent deaths caused by terrorist incidents as
compared to traffic accidents, although the number of people
expected to die was the same. An analysis of covariance further
illustrated that these observed effects were significant even after
controlling for differences in ideology. Ideology as a covariate
did not have any effect on perceived intentionality (F(1, 373) =
1.27, p = .260) and allocation of budget (F(1, 373) = .76,
p = .385).1 After controlling for ideology, participants in terror
condition reported significantly higher perceived intentionality
(F(1, 373) = 392.88, p < .001, η2 = .512) and allocation of bud-
get (F(1, 372) = 12.32, p < .001, η2 = .032) (Figs. 1, 2, 3 and 4).

Next, we examined whether perceived intentionality medi-
ated the relationship between experimental manipulation and
allocation of budget. Manipulation (1 = terror, 2 = traffic) sig-
nificantly predicted perceived intentionality (β = −.70,

t = −19.23, p < .001, η2 = −.701). Perceived intentional-
ity also significantly predicted allocation of budget
(β = .18, t = 3.58, p < .001, η2 = .180). When both ex-
perimental manipulation and perceived intentionality
were entered into regression as predictors, they ex-
plained 3.5% of the total variance (F(2, 382) = 6.97,
p = .001). But neither manipulation (β = −.08, t = −1.07,
p = .2686) nor perceived intentionality (β = .13, t = 1.80,
p = .073) had a significant effect on allocation of budget.
Thus, when controlling for perceived intentionality, the effect
of the manipulation on allocation of budget became nonsig-
nificant. Using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro, we calculat-
ed that the indirect effect mediated by perceived intentionality
was statistically significant (b = −7.15, 95% CI [−11.19,
−3.19], based on 10,000 Monte Carlo samples. Results
showed participants chose to allocate significantly larger bud-
gets to prevent terror-related deaths (as compared to deaths
caused by traffic accidents) and this effect was fully mediated
by the perception that terrorist incidents involved an intention-
al act of killing, unlike traffic accidents (Tables 1).

Study 2

Sample size estimation, exclusion criteria, hypotheses, study
design and analysis plan for Study 2 were preregistered prior
to data collection on Open Science Framework.

Participants

We recruited a convenience sample of U.S. Americans via
Amazon Mechanical Turk. The study was advertised on the
Amazon Mechanical Turk’s portal and the willing participants
could participate in the study in exchange for a small compen-
sation. We estimated that it would take approximately one min-
ute to complete, so participants were paid $0.12 (an equivalent
of $7.25/h which is the federal minimum wage in the US). In
Study 1, it was found a small effect size (d = .37) for the effect
of the manipulation on allocation of budget. A d of .37 trans-
lates into an f value of .185 (Cohen 1988). Using G*Power
software (Faul et al. 2009), we calculated that a sample of
450 participants would be sensitive to detect an effect size as
small as f = .147 for a one-way ANOVAwith three conditions,
assuming a two-tailed α of .05 and a statistical power of .80.
There was no exclusion criterion for those who completed all
materials of the study. The final sample consisted of 450 par-
ticipants (249 females; Mage = 37.42, SD = 11.82).

Materials and Procedure

Participants were provided with a hyperlink directing them to
an online questionnaire hosted by Qualtrics. They completed
the materials in the enlisted order.

1 Ten participants did not indicate their ideology which resulted inN of 376 for
analyses of covariance.

Fig. 1 Distribution of allocations of budget to prevent traffic- or terror-
related deaths for Study 1. Flat lines showmean scores for each group and
vertical bold line shows 95% confidence interval
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Participants were randomly assigned to one of the three
groups. In the terrorism condition, participants were told that
“Governmental agencies predict that, during 2018, around
200 people will die due to terrorist incidents in an undisclosed
city2 in the United States of America.” In the traffic accidents
condition, they were instead told that “Governmental agencies
predict that, during 2018, around 200 people will die due to
traffic accidents in an undisclosed city in the United States of
America.” In the negligent driver condition, participants were
briefed that “Governmental agencies predict that, during
2018, around 200 people will die due to traffic accidents in
an undisclosed city in the United States of America. A spokes-
person claimed that most of these fatal traffic accidents will be
caused by negligent drivers who will intentionally disregard
the safety of others while being aware of the potential conse-
quences of their recklessness.”

In the next step, all participants completed the measures of
perceived intentionality, allocation of budget, demographics
(sex and age), and ideology which were employed in Study
1. The only difference of Study 2 in terms of budget allocation
was that participants suggested the amount of money in U.S.
Dollar instead of Turkish Lira. Following the completion of
the study, participants were debriefed about the nature of the
numbers used in the study; they were told that the expected
number of casualties were not accurate, and this study was
designed to examine their responses to hypothetical scenarios.

Results

Manipulation Check Analysis of variance revealed that the
manipulation had a significant effect on perceived intention-
ality (F(2, 447) = 182.50, p < .001, ηp

2 = .450). Multiple com-
parisons using Bonferroni adjustment showed that partici-
pants in terror condition perceived more intentionality, as
compared to traffic (Mdifference = 65.14, SE = 3.53, p < .001,
95% CI [56.66, 73.63]) or negligent driver conditions
(Mdifference = 48.89, SE = 3.58, p < .001, 95% CI [40.27,
57.50]). Negligent driver condition also resulted in higher
perceived intentionality than traffic condition (Mdifference =
16.26, SE = 3.53, p < .001, 95% CI [7.77, 24.74]). Thus,

deaths by terrorist acts were perceived to be the most inten-
tionally caused, which was followed by negligent driver and
traffic accidents conditions, respectively (Tables 2).

Allocation of BudgetManipulation had a significant effect on
allocation of budget (F(2, 447) = 15.16, p < .001, ηp

2 = .064).
After controlling for differences in ideology as a covariate
(F(1, 446) = 1.46, p = .228, ηp

2 = .003), this effect still
remained as significant (F(2, 446) = 15.18, p < .001,
ηp

2 = .064). Multiple comparisons using Bonferroni adjust-
ment revealed that participants in terror condition suggested
allocating more budget than traffic (Mdifference = 14.66, SE =
3.01, p < .001, 95% CI [7.43, 21.90]) and negligent driver
conditions (Mdifference = 14.32, SE = 3.05, p < .001, 95% CI
[6.98, 21.65]). There was no difference between traffic and
negligent driver conditions (Mdifference = .35, SE = 3.01,
p > .999, 95% CI [−6.88, 7.58]).

Next, to check whether the effect observed in Study 1 was
replicated, we investigated whether perceived intentionality
mediated the relationship between experimental manipulation
and allocation of budget when only terror and traffic condi-
tions are considered, similarly to Study 1.3 Manipulation
(1 = terror, 2 = traffic) significantly predicted perceived inten-
tionality (β = −.77, t = −20.88, p < .001, η2 = −.769).
Perceived intentionality also significantly predicted allocation
of budget (β = .30, t = 5.45, p < .001, η2 = .300). When both
experimental manipulation and perceived intentionality were
entered into regression as predictors, they explained 9.1% of
the total variance (F(2, 300) = 15.11, p < .001). Only per-
ceived intentionality (β = .25, t = 2.93, p = .004), but not ex-
perimental manipulation (β = −.06, t = −.72, p = .471) predict-
ed allocation of budget. As a result, when controlling for per-
ceived intentionality, the effect of the manipulation on alloca-
tion of budget became nonsignificant. Using Hayes’ (2013)
PROCESS macro, we calculated that the indirect effect medi-
ated by perceived intentionality was statistically significant
(b = −13.03, 95% CI [−18.33, −7.84], based on 10,000
Monte Carlo samples. Results showed that perceived

2 As participants recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk will likely to be
living in different cities, we chose not to mention any detail on the location.

3 This mediation analysis was not included in the preregistration. We initially
planned to only manipulate perceived intentionality, but then reasoned that
performing the same mediation analysis on data collected from a distinct
culture would provide valuable insight regarding the reproducibility of our
key finding.

Manipula�on (1 = terror,  
2 = traffic)

Budget

-.70* .18*

-.16* (-.08)

Perceived inten�onality

Fig. 2 Standardized regression coefficients for the relationship between
themanipulation (terror vs. traffic-related deaths) and allocation of budget
as mediated by perceived intentionality for Study 1. The standardized

regression coefficient between the manipulation and budget, controlling
for perceived intentionality, is in parentheses. * p < .001
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intentionality mediated the effect of manipulation on alloca-
tion of budget, similarly to Study 1. So, our key hypothesis
was supported in both Turkish and American samples.

Discussion

The current study had two main aims: (1) Illustrating that
perceived intentionality fully explains the difference in em-
phasis placed on deaths caused by terrorism and traffic acci-
dents; and (2) increasing the budget allocated to prevent traffic
accidents by framing them as involving an intentional
perpetrator.

Our first hypothesis received strong support. Among both
Turkish and American samples, participants decided to allo-
cate significantly more budget to prevent terror-related deaths,
although the total number of lives that would be saved was no
higher than those that would be saved in traffic accidents. We
found that such difference could be attributed to the fact that
terrorist attacks were perceived as more intentional compared
to traffic accidents. It is probably no surprise that terrorist

attacks were considered as more intentional acts of harm,
but the fact that difference in perceived intentionality fully
explains the differences in budget allocation between these
two societal problems has important implications for both
social psychological research and application of dyadic mo-
rality in real-life contexts.

Past research found preliminary evidence that conse-
quences of actions are perceived to bemore severe when those
actions are intentional, even if the consequence is the same
(e.g., Ames and Fiske 2013). However, to our knowledge, the
current findings provided the first piece of evidence that per-
ceived intentionality also might affect the level of importance
given to two different societal problems, traffic accidents and
terrorist incidents. Accordingly, it was found that deaths
caused by terrorist incidents were perceived to be more im-
portant problems than those caused by traffic accidents (as
measured by level of budget allocated to each problem).

Such results were in consistence with past literature. It was
previously argued that the notion of harm necessarily requires
an emphasis on a perpetrator as well as a victim (Gray et al.
2014; Gray and Wegner 2011; Schein and Gray 2015, 2016,
2017). It was consistently demonstrated in the past research
that humans are wired to detect intention behind harmful be-
haviors (Hesse et al. 2016; Patil et al. 2017), assign more
blame to (Ames and Fiske 2013; Darley and Pittman 2003;
Goldberg et al. 1999) and (sometimes irrationally) magnifies
the consequences of intentionally conducted harmful behav-
iors (Ames and Fiske 2013). The current findings suggested
that the central role of intentionality not only alters the inter-
pretation of single incidents, but also affects the importance
given to societal problems.

In Turkey and the US, both traffic accidents and terrorism
are extremely salient subjects. Turkey is one of the hot zones
of terrorist attacks (Rodoplu et al. 2004) and the U.S. media
give extensive coverage to terrorist acts (e.g., Rothe and
Muzzatti 2004); thus, it would not be surprising that there is
an availability bias for acts of terrorism. However, traffic ac-
cidents are also very common occurrences in both countries
(World Health Organization 2015). Thus, we argue that the
potential role of availability bias would not be substantial and
the fact that the same effect was observed in two distinct
cultures provides a strong case for our hypothesis that per-
ceived intentionality has a mediating role that explains the

Manipula�on (1 = terror,  
2 = traffic)

Budget

-.77* .30*

-.26* (-.06)

Perceived inten�onality

Fig. 4 Standardized regression coefficients for the relationship between
themanipulation (terror vs. traffic-related deaths) and allocation of budget
as mediated by perceived intentionality for Study 2. Negligent driver

condition was not included. The standardized regression coefficient be-
tween the manipulation and budget, controlling for perceived intention-
ality, is in parentheses. * p < .001

Fig. 3 Comparison of distribution of budget allocations in different
conditions in Study 2
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difference in approaches to deaths caused by terrorism and
traffic accidents.

Our finding that the observed effect remains significant
when controlling for ideological differences was important
for two reasons. First, conservatives, compared to liberals,
are more likely to perceive terrorism as an important societal
problem and advocate stronger anti-terrorist action (e.g.,
Rothe and Muzzatti 2004). Second, especially in American
politics, there is a substantial difference between liberals and
conservatives in their attitudes toward government spending
(e.g., Faricy and Ellis 2014). As we used public spending as a
proxy for measuring how much value was given to a societal
problem, different attitudes toward public spending could be a
confounding variable. We tackled these potential problems by
controlling for ideological differences. Results showed that
terrorism was perceived to be a more important problem
because it involved intentional perpetrators, and this ef-
fect remained significant even after accounting for ideo-
logical differences.

The second hypothesis that more emphasis would be
placed on deaths caused by traffic accidents when those acci-
dents were framed as involving a negligent driver did not
receive support. It should be noted that, in Study 2, negligent
driver condition received significantly higher scores in per-
ceived intentionality, as compared to traffic accident condi-
tion. However, such difference was not enough to lead tomore
budget allocation. One potential reason could be the

potentially enormous difference in the level of intentionality:
Negligence in traffic could probably not be perceived as in-
tentional as deliberately killing someone in a terrorist attack.
In fact, our findings support such explanation: Although neg-
ligent driver condition received higher scores on perceived
intentionality than traffic accident condition, this difference
was relatively much smaller than the difference between terror
condition and other conditions. Implications of this finding are
twofold: On the one hand, it provides evidence that, it is in fact
possible, although with a small effect size, to depict traffic
accidents as not mere accidents, but as involving perpetrators
who knowingly put others’ life at risk. Governments may take
this knowledge into account and produce awareness programs
that can make people realize that traffic accidents are not as
coincidental as they seem. For example, considering a poten-
tial framing effect (Tversky and Kahneman 1981), the term
“car accident” might be swapped for different terms, such as
“traffic collision” or “car collision”. Same was proposed be-
fore by Stewart and Lord (2002) who argued that the word
“crash” should be used instead of “accident”; because such
incidents often involve negligent and/or intoxicated perpetra-
tors which should be personally taken as accountable for the
consequences. Such emphasis on responsibility might rela-
tively increase the perception of intentionality which would
in return magnify the importance given to such important
societal problem that causes millions of deaths every year.
On the other hand, findings also suggest that it is not an easy

Table 1 Correlational table and
descriptive statistics for study 1 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Condition (1 = terror, 2 = traffic)

2. Ideology −.013
3. Gender (1 = female, 2 =male) .030 −.001
4. Age .084 .070 .253**

5. Perceived intentionality −.702** .048 −.056 −.082
6. Allocation of budget −.172** .026 .130* .091 .188**

M 1.51 5.17 1.24 21.30 57.66 19.55

SD .50 1.31 .43 2.07 35.99 29.09

* p < .05, p < .001

Table 2 Correlational table and
descriptive statistics for study 2 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Condition (1 = terror, 2 = traffic)

2. Ideology −.005
3. Gender (1 = female, 2 =male) −.017 −.111*
4. Age −.034 .154* .033

5. Perceived intentionality −.479** .008 .059 .005

6. Allocation of budget −.215** .055 −166** −.063 .270**

M 2.00 3.73 1.55 37.42 45.90 16.57

SD .81 1.75 .50 11.82 41.31 27.01

* p < .05, p < .001
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task to depict traffic accidents as intentional as a terrorist in-
cident. However, future research can tap into finding
different strategies to frame traffic accidents as inten-
tional as possible which could lead the public to place
relatively more emphasis on deaths caused by traffic
accidents. Traffic accidents kill many more people than
terrorism and findings of the current research suggest
that one potential way of attracting attention to this
crucial societal problem is to depict it as involving conscious
perpetrators as much as possible.

Other Potential Limitations

In addition to the previously mentioned limitations, there are
also other potential limitations that should be further investi-
gated in the future research. First, reckless driving
might be widespread in certain cultures, especially
among young adults (e.g., Arnett et al. 1997). This
might lead to desensitization toward to potential dangers
of reckless driving in those cultures. Such alternative
explanation should be tested in future cross-cultural re-
search. Second, the samples in the current research
consisted of mostly young people and there was an
unintentional oversampling of women. Although we
have used samples from two different cultures to illus-
trate the robustness of the importance of perceived in-
tentionality, there is still need for future research to repli-
cate the same findings in more diverse and nationally
representative samples.
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