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ABSTRACT 

People judge others’ harmful effects to be more intentional than their helpful effects (Knobe, 

2003). The present work shows that two separate biases produce this side-effect effect: relative 

to morally neutral side effects, people judge immoral side effects to be more intended and 

morally good side effects to be unintended (Study 1). Past work on the intentionality of side 

effects has assumed the former bias, and not the latter bias, produces the side-effect effect. 

Existing theories explaining the side-effect effect would predict that only foreseen side effects 

could affect intention judgments. In Study 2, however, both expectations and the actual effects 

on the environment influenced judgments of intention. Harmful effects on the environment were 

judged as more intended than helpful effects, even when the CEO only foresaw helpful 

consequences of running the program.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 People everywhere believe that people who produce intended consequences deserve both 

more praise and blame than those who produce unintended and accidental consequences (Malle 

& Nelson, 2003). Thus, judging the intentions behind another person’s actions is an important 

part of deciding whether to assign praise and blame to him or her (Malle & Nelson, 2003). 

Normatively, praise and blame should be the result, not the cause, of intention judgments. 

Recently, however, Joshua Knobe (2003) presented evidence that the intentions behind bad side 

effects may be judged differently from the intentions behind good side effects.  

The proper interpretation of Knobe’s (2003) results is disputed (for a review, see Knobe, 

2010). This paper provides evidence from two studies in support of a blame-enhancing and 

praise-withholding interpretation (i.e., Alicke, 2000; Knobe, 2003; Nadelhoffer, 2004). The 

blame-enhancing interpretation holds that participants judge that bad side effects were intended 

in order to blame the actor who produced the bad side effects. The praise-withholding 

interpretation holds that participants judge that good side effects were unintended to withhold 

undeserved praise from the actor who produced the good side effects. The data presented here 

are not consistent with alternative interpretations of the “decisions-as-information” type (i.e., 

Guglielmo & Malle, 2010; Hughes & Trafimow, 2012; Knobe, 2010; Machery, 2008; Sripada, 

2010; 2012; Uttich and Lombrozo, 2010). The decisions-as-information interpretation holds that 

the way the actor makes a decision provides a cue to the participant about the actor’s intentions. 
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The Side-Effect Effect 

In the first study to demonstrate the side-effect effect, Knobe (2003) presented one of two 

versions of the following vignette to participants, in which the CEO
1
 of a company starts a 

program that either helps or harms the environment:  

The vice president of a company went to the [CEO] and said, “We are thinking of starting 

a new program. It will help us increase profits, but it will also help (harm) the 

environment.” The [CEO] answered, “I don’t care at all about helping (harming) the 

environment. I just want to make as much profit as I can. Let’s start the new program.” 

They started the new program. Sure enough, the environment was helped (harmed). 

(Knobe, 2003). 

Participants who read the harm scenario tended to treat the harm as intentional, but those who 

read the help scenario were less prone to view the help as intentional. 

 This pattern of results, termed the side-effect effect, is surprising from a purely logical 

standpoint because the CEO’s explanation of his intention in both cases was identical. The CEO 

stated that the effect on the environment did not affect the decision to run the program, which 

was based only on the profit it was expected to generate. The company ran the program and the 

program had its expected consequences: profit and an effect on the environment. Based purely 

on the logic of the scenario, people should say both harming and helping were equally intentional 

or unintentional—it is strictly irrational to say that one effect was intentional whereas the other 

was unintentional. Despite its irrationality, the side-effect effect is robust. It has been replicated 

numerous times, including in other cultures (Knobe & Burra, 2006), in children as young as four 

(Leslie, Knobe, & Cohen, 2006), and using a variety of different scenarios with different 

                                                 
1
 In the original scenarios used by Knobe (2003) the decision maker was “chairman of the board,” rather than CEO. 

Later versions, including all of the present work, involved a CEO making the decision, rather than the chairman of 

the board.  
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decision makers (e.g. Cova & Naar, 2012; Knobe, 2003, 2004; Knobe & Mendlow, 2004; 

Machery, 2008; Nadelhoffer, 2006). The original interpretation of these results was that blame 

influences intention judgments (Knobe, 2003). 

 While the effect is robust, Guglielmo and Malle (2010) objected to the interpretation that 

blame influences judgments of intention. They argued that the dependent variable used in prior 

studies incorporates more than mere intentions, but intentionality: “Did the CEO intentionally 

help/harm the environment?” An effect is intended if the agent decides to produce the effect. 

Merely intending to produce an effect does not make the effect intentional, however. To be 

intentional, an actor must desire and intend to produce the effect, believe his or her actions will 

produce the effect, be aware that his or her actions were done to produce the effect, and be 

sufficiently skilled to produce the effect (Malle & Knobe, 1997). For example, one could have no 

desire or intention to harm the environment, but nonetheless put a plan into action (in order to 

make money) that would harm the environment. In this case, one would have intentionally 

harmed the environment as a means to making money, but one would not have acted with a 

desire or intention to harm the environment. Guglielmo and Malle (2010) argued that differences 

in the CEO’s inferred desires, rather than differences in inferred intentions, may explain the 

differences in judged intentionality between the harm and help cases. I acknowledge this 

important critique, so the dependent variable in the current work asked specifically about 

intention, rather than intentionality: “Did the CEO intend to harm/help the environment?” In the 

current research I did find the side-effect effect even when participants were asked the intend 

question.  

People judged that harmful side effects were more intended than helpful side effects. 

Three patterns could explain these results. People could judge that, compared to a neutral 
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(neither helpful nor harmful) side effect, harmful effects were intended to an unusual degree, that 

helpful effects were unintended to an unusual degree, or both. To my knowledge, no one has 

compared intention judgments for harmful, helpful, and morally neutral side effects. In Study 1, I 

replicated the Knobe (2003) harm and help scenarios and included the crucial neutral condition 

to test which of these patterns produced the side-effect effect.  

Expectations vs. Actual Consequences and the Side-Effect Effect 

 Many of the theoretical models put forth to explain the side-effect effect propose that 

participants inferred the CEO’s intentions based on the way in which the CEO decided to run the 

program. Machery (2008) proposed that participants changed their judgments of the CEO’s 

mental state based on the fact that the CEO decided between two options in a tradeoff in the 

harm case (protect the environment vs. make profit) but not in the help case (protect the 

environment and make profit). Uttich and Lombrozo (2010) argued that because harming the 

environment violates a norm, the CEO’s decision to harm the environment provides more 

information about the CEO’s mental state than the decision to help the environment. Others 

(Guglielmo & Malle, 2010; Hughes & Trafimow, 2012; Sripada, 2010; 2012) argued that 

participants inferred the CEO’s negative global attitudes toward the environment from his 

callous statement that he doesn’t “care at all about…the environment” and judged whether the 

side effect he decided to allow is consistent with his desires. Knobe (2010) recently changed his 

position and argued that because the CEO’s callous statement violated the norm to be at least 

somewhat positive toward the environment, participants inferred the CEO’s attitude and 

intentions toward the environment to be negative.  

Consistent in all of the above explanations is the idea that participants infer key 

differences in intentions based on the decision that the CEO made and how the decision was 
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made. These models assert that decision provides information about the CEO’s mental state. 

These models will subsequently be referred to as decision-as-information models. Decision-as-

information models would predict that only consequences that the CEO could foresee would 

affect intention judgments. Consequences that the CEO did not foresee could not possibly 

influence intention judgments because presumably the CEO could not intend to produce a 

consequence of his decision that he did not anticipate. Conversely, under decision-as-information 

models, participants should judge that the CEO had identical intentions to harm the environment 

whenever he decides to run a program he expects to harm the environment, even if it does not 

have the expected effect. If the program unexpectedly did not harm the environment that should 

not alter judgments that the CEO intended the harm to occur. Regardless of the actual 

consequences of the program, participants should judge the CEO’s intentions based on the 

decision he made. 

In contrast to the predictions of the existing models, a blame-enhancing model (e.g., 

Alicke, 2000; Knobe, 2003) of intention judgments would predict that negative consequences 

would increase intention judgments. Under a blame-enhancing model, participants desire to 

blame the CEO for deciding to harm the environment and for actually harming the environment. 

Intentions are a key component of blame (Alicke, 2000; Malle, Guglielmo, & Monroe, 2012; 

Schlenker et al., 1994). Unintended effects are less blameworthy than intended effects (Malle & 

Nelson, 2003). Participants can enhance the blameworthiness of the CEO by judging that he 

intended to harm the environment. In contrast, participants who judged that the CEO did not 

intend to harm the environment would be exculpating him from blame.  

Praise-withholding (e.g., Nadelhoffer, 2004) could also explain the original pattern of 

data in Knobe (2003). Under a praise-withholding model, participants desire to withhold praise 
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from the CEO for helping the environment. The CEO stated that he did not care about helping 

the environment, so he is not properly praiseworthy (Nadelhoffer, 2004). Intentions are a key 

component of praise (Alicke, 2000, Schlenker et al., 1994). Unintended effects are less 

praiseworthy than intended effect (Malle & Nelson, 2003). Participants can withhold praise from 

the CEO by judging that he did not intend to help the environment. Note that praise-withholding 

and blame-enhancing are not mutually exclusive theories. Praise-withholding would only affect 

judgments of intentions to produce good consequences, whereas blame-enhancing would only 

affect judgments of bad consequences. Either or both could affect intention judgments to produce 

the side-effect effect.  

Summary of Studies 

  In Study 1, I tested whether the side-effect effect is produced by inflated judgments of 

intention to harm, deflated judgments of intention to help, or both. In Study 2, I tested whether 

the actual consequences of the program on the environment influenced intention judgments, or 

whether differences in the CEO’s expectations of the effect the program would have on the 

environment completely explained the intention judgments. Study 2 was conducted as a critical 

test pitting the decision-as-information models against the blame-enhancing and praise-

withholding model. 
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STUDY 1 

The purpose of Study 1 was to test the hypothesis that immoral effects would be judged 

as more intended than neutral effects, and to test the hypothesis that morally good effects would 

be judged as less intended than neutral effects. Participants read one of three versions of the CEO 

problem and judged the intentions of the CEO. In all cases the CEO decided to run a program 

because it would increase the company’s profit. The side effect of the program was immoral 

(harming the environment), morally good (helping the environment), or morally neutral 

(changing the company’s product packaging).  

Method 

 Participants in this and all of the present studies were people living in the United States 

recruited from Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk website. Use of this site for research purposes 

has been validated (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010).  

67 participants (29 female) completed the study. Two participants failed attention checks 

and were excluded from analyses. Each participant read one of three vignettes in which the CEO 

decided to start a program that would make profit and have a morally bad, good, or neutral side 

effect: harm the environment, help the environment, or change the company’s product 

packaging. Then, each participant answered questions about the CEO’s intentions to produce the 

side effect. The harm vignette and the help vignette were the same as the harm and help vignettes 

from Knobe (2003) shown at the beginning of this article. Below is the neutral condition 

vignette: 

The vice-president of a company went to the CEO and said, “We are thinking of starting 

a new program. It will help us increase profits, but it will also change our product's packaging.” 

The CEO answered, “I don’t care about the product packaging. Let's start the program.” They 



 

 

8 

 

started the new program. Sure enough, the packaging was changed and the company made a 

profit.  

The main dependent variable was a rating of the CEO’s intentions to produce the side 

effect. The wording of the question varied by vignette. In the harm condition, participants were 

asked: “Did the CEO intend to harm the environment?” In the help condition, participants were 

asked: “Did the CEO intend to help the environment?” In the neutral condition, participants were 

asked: “Did the CEO intend to change the packaging?” In all conditions, these ratings were made 

on a 0-to-100 scale labeled ‘no’ at 0 to ‘yes’ at 100. 

Results 

 A one-way ANOVA found a significant difference in intention judgments by condition, 

F(2, 62) = 33.03, p < .001, see Figure 1. Planned contrasts were conducted. Harming the 

environment (M = 67.68, SE = 5.41) was judged as more strongly intended than helping the 

environment (M = 5.91, SE = 5.41), F(1, 62) = 65.31, p < .001. Thus, the side-effect effect 

replicated. Participants judged that harming the environment was more strongly intended than 

changing the product packaging (M = 30.95, SE = 5.53), F(1, 62) = 22.55, p < .001. Thus, the 

immoral side effect was judged as more strongly intended than the morally neutral side effect. 

Helping the environment was judged as less strongly intended than changing the product 

packaging, F(1, 62) = 10.48, p < .01. Thus, the morally good side effect was judged as less 

intended than the neutral side effect. All of the above results remained significant or marginally 

significant (ps < .056) after controlling for participants’ ratings of the CEO’s desire to produce 

the side effect.  

 I computed the correlations between blame, praise, and intention judgments within each 

condition. In the harm condition, there was a significant correlation between blame and intention 
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judgments, r = .44, p < .05. In the harm condition, there was no significant correlation between 

praise and intention judgments, r = -.23, ns. In the help condition, there was no significant 

correlation between blame and intention judgments, r = .13, ns, nor was there a significant 

correlation between praise and intention judgments, r = .06, ns. The lack of correlations in the 

help case, however, can be partially explained by the lack of variance in judgments of intention. 

All but two participants rated the CEO’s intentions to help the environment as less than 15 out of 

100 points. In the neutral condition, there was a significant correlation between praise and 

intention, r = .53, p < .05, but not between blame and intentions, r = .25, ns.  

 

 

Figure 1. Judgments of intention for harming and helping relative to a neutral side effect. 

Participants judged that harming the environment was more intended than changing the product 

packaging, and helping the environment was less intended than changing the product packaging. 

 

 

Discussion 

 Consistent with blame-enhancing theory, immoral side effects were judged to be more 

strongly intended than morally neutral side effects. Study 1 also confirmed that morally good 

side effects were judged to be less strongly intended than morally neutral side effects. This latter 

effect was consistent with praise-withholding theory. The combination of these two effects 
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produced the side-effect effect. The original finding by Knobe (2003) that immoral side effects 

were judged to be more intentional than morally good side effects was actually the result of two 

separate biases. Not only were immoral side effects judged as intended relative to a neutral side 

effect, but morally good side effects were judged as unintended relative to a neutral side effect.  
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STUDY 2 

The purpose of Study 2 was to pit the predictions of the blame-enhancing and praise-

withholding model against the predictions of the decisions-as-information models. The blame-

enhancing model would predict that the mere occurrence of a negative event would induce 

blame-seeking and intention-inflation in participants. The decisions-as-information models 

would predict that unexpected consequences would not affect intention judgments.  

To test the different models, Study 2 varied both the CEO’s expectations about whether 

the program would harm or help the environment and the actual consequences of the program 

(help the environment, harm the environment, or no effect on the environment). Two of the 

conditions were identical to those used in Knobe (2003): in the expected harm/actual harm 

condition, the CEO expected the program to harm the environment and it harmed the 

environment. In the expected help/actual help condition, the CEO expected the program to help 

the environment and it helped the environment.  

In two new conditions, the CEO ran the program that was expected to harm (or help) the 

environment, but the program did not actually affect the environment. The decisions-as-

information models would predict no difference between these scenarios and the original Knobe 

(2003) scenarios because in each case the CEO made the same decision to run the program. 

However, the blame-enhancing model holds that participants should be more inclined to judge 

that the CEO intended harm when the harm actually occurred than if nothing bad actually 

happened. Of course, acting with bad expectations is somewhat blameworthy, so the blame-

enhancing model would not expect participants to judge that the CEO had absolutely no 

intentions to harm the environment in the expected harm/no consequences condition.  
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In the expected help/neutral consequences condition, the CEO expected the program 

would help but it had no effect. All of the models would predict intention judgments to remain 

low in this condition.  

There were two more new conditions in which the program had the opposite effect on the 

environment as expected. In the expected harm/actual help condition, the CEO expected the 

program would harm the environment but it helped the environment. All of the models would 

predict judgments of intention to help the environment to remain low in this condition. In the 

expected help/actual harm condition, the CEO expected the program would help the 

environment, but it harmed the environment. The decision-as-information models would predict 

that because the CEO did not expect the program to harm the environment, participants should 

judge that he did not intend to harm the environment. The blame-enhancing model would predict 

that because a negative event occurred, participants should judge that the CEO had some 

intentions to harm the environment. Clearly, this would be irrational, but it would consistent with 

the idea that participants assign intentions to the CEO to justify blaming the CEO for harming 

the environment. 

Method 

One hundred and sixty one people (93 female) participated. Six participants were 

excluded for failing attention checks. As in Study 1, participants were recruited from Mechanical 

Turk and read one of six CEO vignettes: the standard scenarios from Knobe (2003) (expected 

harm/actual harm condition, and expected help/actual help condition), the conditions in which 

the program was expected to harm or help the environment but did not actually affect the 

environment (expected harm/neutral consequences condition, and expected help/neutral 
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consequences condition), or the conditions in which the opposite effect occurred (expected 

harm/actual help condition, and expected help/actual harm condition).  

After reading the vignette, participants answered “Did the CEO intend to harm the 

environment?” in the expected harm/actual harm, expected harm/neutral consequences, and 

expected help/actual harm conditions. Participants answered “Did the CEO intend to help the 

environment?” in the expected help/actual help, expected help/neutral consequences, and 

expected harm/actual help conditions.  

Results 

 I conducted a 2 x 3 ANOVA with the same intention questions from Study 1 as the 

dependent variable, see Figure 2. Participants judged the CEO to have stronger intentions when 

the program was anticipated to harm the environment than when it was anticipated to help it, 

F(1, 146) = 70.89, p < .001. Participants judged that actual harm to the environment was more 

intended than actual help to the environment, F(2, 146) = 47.58, p < .001. There was a 

significant interaction between the expected effect on the environment and the actual effect on 

the environment, F(2, 146) = 22.35, p < .001. The main effect and interactions remained 

significant even after controlling for participants’ judgments of the CEO’s desire to harm or help 

the environment. 

I interpreted the interaction using planned contrasts. The CEO’s expectations did not 

affect judgments of intentions to help the environment. There was no difference in intentions for 

helping between the expected help/actual help condition (M = 5.59, SE = 4.76), the expected 

help/neutral consequences condition (M = 6.27, SE = 5.27), and the expected harm/actual help 

condition (M = 3.04, SE = 4.76), Fs > .25, ps > .64.  
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There were key differences between the harm conditions. Participants judged that the 

CEO intended to harm the environment more in the expected harm/actual harm condition (M = 

80.17, SE = 5.15) than in the expected harm/neutral consequences condition (M = 52.57, SE = 

5.15), F(1, 146) = 14.35, p < .001. Even though in both cases the CEO decided in the same way 

to run a program that was expected to harm the environment, participants judged that the CEO 

had stronger intentions to harm the environment if the environment was actually harmed than if 

it was not. The actual occurrence of harm significantly increased judgments of intention to harm, 

even though the CEO made the same decision in the same manner. This result supports the 

blame-enhancement model, but it is inconsistent with the decision-as-information models. 

Judgments of the CEO’s intention to harm the environment were lower in the expected 

help/actual harm condition (M = 22.00, SE = 4.51) than in the expected harm/actual harm and 

expected harm/neutral consequences conditions, Fs > 19.90, ps < .001. Not surprisingly, 

participants judged that the CEO who thought he was helping the environment had weaker 

intentions to harm the environment than the CEO who thought he was harming the environment. 

However, participants also judged that the CEO had greater intentions to produce the side effect 

(harm the environment) in the expected help/actual harm condition than to produce the side 

effect (help the environment) in each of the help conditions: the expected harm/actual help 

condition, expected help/neutral consequences condition, and even the expected help/actual help 

condition, Fs > 5.10, ps < .05. In other words, when the CEO started a program that was 

expected to help the environment, participants judged that harm of the environment as a result of 

that program was more intended than help of the environment. This judgment is clearly 

irrational. This pattern of results could be due to inflated intention judgments for harming the 

environment or to deflated intention judgments for helping the environment, or both. In any case, 
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this result is clearly inconsistent with the decision-as-information models. That pattern of results 

was consistent with both blame-enhancing and praise-withholding theories. 

 

Figure 2. The occurrence of harm increased intention judgments above the expectations of harm. 

Judgments of intention to help were lower than judgments of intention the harm even when the 

CEO expected the program to help. 

 

 

Discussion 

Consistent with the predictions of the blame-enhancing model, judgments of intention 

depended on both the CEO’s decision and the valence of the consequences. According to 

decision-as-information models, a participant’s judgments of the CEO’s intentions should not 

depend on whether the CEO’s expectations come to pass or something different happens. 

Participants should attend only to the way in which the person decided to act and whether the 

person followed through with the decided-upon action.  
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There were two main findings in Study 2 that contradicted the pattern of judgments 

expected by the decisions-as-information models. If the CEO decided to run a program that he 

expected to harm the environment, participants’ judgments of the CEO’s intentions depended in 

part on the actual outcome of the program. If the program actually harmed the environment, 

participants judged that the CEO had stronger intentions to harm the environment than if the 

program unexpectedly did not harm the environment. This finding is consistent with the idea that 

participants inflated judgments of intention to validate blaming the CEO for harming the 

environment. If the environment was not actually harmed, there was less need to blame the CEO, 

so participants inflated judgments of intention less. Each of the decisions-as-information models, 

however, would have incorrectly predicted that the consequences of the decision would not 

affect intention judgments because the CEO made the same decision using the same information 

in each of the harm vignettes.  

The other main finding was that participants judged that the CEO had greater intentions 

to harm than to help the environment, even when the CEO decided to run a program that was 

expected to help the environment. This was clearly not a rational pattern of judgments. However, 

it is consistent with the idea that participants are predisposed to assign intentions to bad 

consequences to facilitate blame. It is also consistent with the idea that participants are 

particularly unwilling to assign intentions that could invoke unwarranted praise (cf. Nadelhoffer, 

2004). It is not consistent with decisions-as-information theories, which would posit that 

unexpected consequences would not be judged as intended. But they were. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 The present work offered support for a two component model (blame-enhancing and 

praise-reducing) of intention judgments for side effects. Study 1 demonstrated that two 

differentiable effects produced the side-effect effect. Not only were harmful side effects judged 

as more intended than morally neutral side effects, but helpful side effects were judged as less 

intended than morally neutral side effects. These results suggest that researchers may have been 

misled in their approach to theorizing about the side-effect effect as a single phenomenon. Most 

researchers have sought explanations for the irrational judgments that harmful side effects are 

particularly intended (e.g., Cova & Naar, 2012; Guglielmo & Malle, 2010; Hughes & Trafimow, 

2012; Knobe, 2010; Machery, 2008; Sripada, 2010; 2012; Uttich and Lombrozo, 2010), but not 

for the seemingly rational judgments that helpful side effects were unintended (Nadelhoffer, 

2004). However, both judgments of the intentions behind harmful and helpful side effects were 

biased in different directions relative to neutral side effects.  

 Study 2 showed that the pattern found in Study 1 was better explained by blame-

enhancement and praise-reduction than by decisions-as-information. Participants’ intention 

judgments were influenced by both the CEO’s decision and the valence of the consequences the 

decision ultimately produced. This pattern of results was inconsistent with decisions-as-

information models. Those models predicted that because the CEO’s decision, but not the 

consequences of the decision, provided information about the CEO’s intentions only the CEO’s 

decision could have influenced the participants’ judgment about the CEO’s intentions. However, 

harmful consequences did increase intention judgments independently from the CEO’s decision. 

This probably occurred because participants wanted to blame the CEO for producing harmful 

consequences, but were not as motivated to blame the CEO for producing neutral or helpful 
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consequences. Additionally, helpful consequences decreased intention judgments to such a great 

extent that participants’ judgments formed the irrational pattern that the CEO had greater 

intentions to harm than to help the environment when the CEO decided to run a program that 

was expected to help the environment.  

 The current studies were also among the first studies on the side-effect effect to measure 

intentions, rather than intentionality, as the dependent variable. Thus, the current work provided 

evidence that harmful side effects are judged as more intended than helpful side effects. Contra 

Guglielmo and Malle (2010), increases in judgments of the CEO’s desire to harm the 

environment did not fully explain the increase in judgments of the CEO’s intention to harm the 

environment.  

 Together, the present work provided evidence in support of the idea that two separate and 

irrational biases affect intention judgments. Harmful consequences by themselves increased 

judgments that the CEO intended to produce those consequences and helpful consequences 

decreased judgments that the CEO intended to produce those consequences. These results are 

consistent with blame-enhancing and praise-withholding. Additional research is needed to test 

whether people always enhance blame and withhold praise in intention judgments or whether 

there are exceptions that might indicate a possible mechanism behind the biases. Another open 

question for future research is: How much harm or help is sufficient to bias intention judgments? 

Do terrible side effects inflate intention judgments more than slightly bad side effects?  

The present work presented evidence in support of a blame-enhancing and praise-

inhibiting theory of the side-effect effect (Knobe, 2003). Blame and praise both influence 

intention judgments in opposite, but irrational ways. 
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APPENDIX 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER 

The Florida State University 

Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

RE-APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 8/19/2013 

 

To: Andrew Vonasch [xxxxxxx@psy.fsu.edu]  

 

Address: 4301 

Dept.: PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Re-approval of Use of Human subjects in Research 

Free Will Scenarios 

 

Your request to continue the research project listed above involving human subjects has been 

approved by the Human Subjects Committee. If your project has not been completed by 

8/13/2014, you must request renewed approval by the Committee. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your renewal request, the approved stamped 

consent form is attached to this re-approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form 

may be used in recruiting of research subjects. You are reminded that any change in protocol for 

this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee prior to implementation of the 

proposed change in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required to be submitted 

for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal 

Investigator promptly report in writing, any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving 

risks to research subjects or others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor are 

reminded of their responsibility for being informed concerning research projects involving 

human subjects in their department. They are advised to review the protocols as often as 

necessary to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and 

with DHHS regulations. 

 

Cc: [] 

HSC No. 2013.10959 
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The Florida State University 

Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM (for change in research protocol) 

 

Date: 11/20/2013 

 

To: Andrew Vonasch [xxxxxxx@psy.fsu.edu]  

 

Address: 4301 

 

Dept.: PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Use of Human subjects in Research 

Project entitled: Free Will Scenarios 

 

Your request to continue the research project listed above involving human subjects has been 

approved by the Human Subjects Committee. If your project has not been completed by 

8/13/2014, you must request renewed approval by the Committee. 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the requested change/amendment to 

your research protocol for the above-referenced project has been reviewed and approved.  

 

Please be reminded that if the project has not been completed  by 8/13/2014, you must request  

renewed approval for continuation of the project.  

 

By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is  

reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 

human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 

the project is being conducted in compliance with our  institution and with DHHS regulations.  

 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The  

Assurance Number is IRB00000446.  

 

 

Cc:  

HSC NO. 2013.11774 
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Consent Form Information 

Current participants must be informed about any significant new findings, protocol or consent form 
changes that might relate to their willingness to continue participation. If any significant new findings, or 
protocol or consent form changes are described above, please describe how you have informed 
participants of this information, or how you propose to inform participants of this information. 

Was waiver of consent form granted by the IRB? 

Yes 
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