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Ever since Weinberg, Nichols, and Stich (2001), hereafter abbreviated as WNS, reported
significant cross-cultural differences in epistemic intuitions, the field of epistemology has
been haunted by the idea that epistemic intuitions are arbitrary. Epistemologists have relied
heavily on the assumption that epistemic intuitions serve as a point of departure. If
epistemic intuitions are contingent on people’s cultural background (among other arbitrary
factors), an epistemological theory informed by Westerners’ intuitions is analogous to an
anthropological report of Western table manners.? However, pace WNS, we provide new
evidence for cross-cultural convergences regarding people’s epistemic intuitions. 3
Specifically, we found that three surprising patterns of knowledge attribution converge
across three East Asian cultures, which are also similar to patterns found in the USA. Our
findings not only cohere with but also provide—at least moderate—support for the

existence of extensive convergences of important epistemic intuitions across cultures.

! For comments on earlier versions of this article, we are grateful to Dan Greco, Yao Lin, Lauro
Remmler, John Turri, two anonymous reviewers of the Review of Philosophy and Psychology, and
participants in our presentation at Buffalo Annual Experimental Philosophy Conference in 2015.
We are also grateful to Sungil Han, Sun-Joo Shin, and Jiewuh Song for their generous assistance
in recruiting Korean participants. Finally, we owe special thanks to Joshua Knobe for his
tremendous support throughout the process as we worked on this project.

? Though many epistemologists draw on epistemic intuitions in developing their theories, it is a
controversial question whether intuitions should play an evidential role in epistemology or
philosophy more generally. For metaphilosophical criticisms of the method of cases, which treats
intuitions as (at least prima facie) evidence, see, e.g., Williamson 2007, Cappelen 2012, Deutsch
2015, and Machery 2017.

3 Broadly speaking, epistemic intuitions include intuitions about knowledge attribution, epistemic
justification, and so forth. As the focus of this paper (as well in WNS) is on intuitive knowledge
attributions, for the sake of simplicity, we often employ the phrase “epistemic intuitions”
interchangeably with a more precise phrase “patterns of knowledge attribution.”



Part I recounts the findings and conclusion of WNS, as well as the theoretical and
empirical responses their work has generated. What emerges from this review is a
discrepancy between empirical findings to date and theoretical responses to WNS. On the
theoretical front, philosophers have hotly debated WNS’s philosophical claims. On the
experimental front, the total body of available evidence strongly suggests that the empirical
findings reported by WNS should be disregarded due to failure of replication. We conclude
Part I by reviewing two existing studies that provide initial evidence for cross-cultural
convergence regarding important epistemic intuitions.

Part II presents a series of studies that we conducted in South Korea, Taiwan, and
Mainland China. We purposefully selected three recent and surprising experimental studies
about patterns of knowledge attribution conducted on English speakers in the USA and
carried out the same studies among Mainland Chinese, Taiwanese, and Korean participants
in their native language. Our reasoning was that, if the same patterns emerged in these
communities, we would have evidence that people’s epistemic intuitions converge more
extensively than what the literature currently supports. That is indeed what we found. For
all three of our studies, the patterns of knowledge attribution among our Mainland Chinese,
Taiwanese and Korean participants were consistent with the patterns found among English
speakers.*

Part III first discusses the evidence we provide for cross-cultural convergence
regarding epistemic intuitions and emphasizes the ways in which our evidence is nuanced
and moderate. We then draw on recent empirical studies (including ours) to advocate for a
pivot in epistemological discourse. While existing discourses on cross-cultural studies
about epistemic intuitions predominantly focus on cross-cultural differences, we propose
three directions for future inquiries grounded on extensive cross-cultural convergences of

people’s epistemic intuitions.

1. Alleged cross-cultural divergences of epistemic intuitions
WNS tested several influential cases in epistemology (e.g., TrueTemp cases,

Gettier cases, and the case of a cleverly disguised mule) on a diverse group of participants

* See Part 2 for detailed reports of our findings, which complicate but cohere with this simplified
summary.



at Rutgers University who differed either in terms of cultural or socioeconomic background.
In those tests, they asked the participants to judge whether the protagonist in those cases
had knowledge or not. They reported statistically significant differences in knowledge
attribution patterns between contrasting demographic groups for a significant portion of
those tests.

Though WNS examined cultural and socioeconomic divergences in people’s
epistemic intuitions, the former received more attention from the philosophical community.
The most striking cross-cultural difference reported in WNS was about Gettier cases, the
types of cases introduced in Gettier (1963). While Westerners gave the standard answer in
the philosophical literature, viz., the agent only believes but does not know, East Asians,
in contrast, attributed knowledge to the agent. Given the prominence of Gettier cases in
epistemology, such a cultural divergence was deeply concerning. Drawing on their
empirical findings, WNS launched a novel criticism against the prominent practice in
epistemology of philosophers drawing on their intuitions about particular cases to develop
theories. The nexus of their sophisticated argument is the following: since intuitions were
shown to be contingent on arbitrary factors such as ethnicity, they should not be trusted as
evidence bearing on the nature of knowledge.

Unsurprisingly, WNS triggered fierce, divided responses among philosophers. On
the theoretical front, skeptics advanced several lines of objections. Some disputed the
effectiveness of WNS’s research methodology. Kauppinen (2007) argues that intuitions
gathered in surveys among laypeople are not the same sort of reflective intuitions that
philosophers are able to tap into as a result of their training and reflection. Sosa (2009)
argues that WNS’s results could plausibly be attributed to East Asians and Westerners
having different linguistic interpretations of the same case.

Others cast doubt on those cross-cultural divergences reported in WNS on theoretical
grounds. For example, Nagel (2012, 2013) appeals to a universal and arguably innate
human capacity for “theory of mind”—roughly the capacity to read other people’s mental
states—and argues that, because the concept of knowledge and the capacity for knowledge
attribution is a basic element of people’s theory of mind, we should expect epistemic
intuitions to converge among various cultural groups. In addition, Hannon (2015, 2019)

posits that concepts evolve to serve the communicative needs of a linguistic community.



He contends that we should therefore expect a concept as fundamental as knowledge to
serve some basic, crucial needs shared by all cultures, and thus those respective languages
each feature a word largely equivalent to the English word, “knowledge.”

Still, others more radically reject WNS’s argument by denying its first premise,
namely that epistemologists have been built theories based on epistemic intuitions. For
example, Cappelen argues that WNS “has been engaged in an attack on a strawman,”
because “philosophers don’t rely on intuitions” in the first place (Cappelen 2014: 269).

As debates on the theoretical front rage on, evidence for the dismissal of cross-
cultural differences alleged in WNS has been quietly accumulating on the experimental
front. Three independent replication studies (Nagel 2013, Kim & Yuan 2015;
Seyedsayamdost 2015) failed to find the alleged demographic effects.

The debate over WNS’s findings and argument has yielded an impressive 901
citations (as reported by Google Scholar in May 2020). However, not only have the cross-
cultural divergences reported in WNS failed to replicate, recent empirical findings have
offered initial positive support that critical epistemic intuitions converge across cultures.
Machery et al. (2017b) collected data from 24 sites located in 23 countries and across 17
languages. They found that participants worldwide, in responding to cases in their native
languages, share the Gettier intuition. Rose et al. (2019) collected data across 19 sites
located in 16 countries. They demonstrated that participants worldwide do not take
knowledge to be sensitive to practical stakes.’

While the above two studies show that cross-cultural convergences of important
epistemic intuitions exist, it remains an open question of how extensive those convergences
are. The goal of our studies is to further shed light on this question. We purposely selected
surprising patterns of knowledge attribution recently discovered among English speakers.
If these quirky effects are also found in other cultures, we have reason to believe that

people’s epistemic intuitions may converge extensively across cultures.

> Though Rose et al. (2019) found that lay people across cultures do not take knowledge to be
sensitive to practical stakes, their study provides evidence for a distinct form of demographic
variation: philosophers vs. lay people, as so many philosophers have the opposite intuition on this
issue.



2. Studies

We selected three effects concerning patterns of knowledge attribution: (1) the
perceptual vs. probabilistic evidence effect, namely that ceteris paribus people are less
willing to ascribe knowledge for true beliefs based on probabilistic evidence than for true
beliefs based on perceptual evidence (Friedman and Turri 2015); (2) the Gettierized
epistemic side-effect effect (GESEE), namely that ceteris paribus people are more willing
to attribute knowledge to a protagonist when she engages in harmful activities than when
she engages in beneficent activities even in Gettierized scenarios (Buckwalter 2014); and
(3) the knowing without believing effect, namely that in certain cases, people are willing
to attribute knowledge to a protagonist while denying her the corresponding belief (Myers-
Schulz and Schwitzgebel 2013). We first translated the vignettes and questions in the
original studies conducted in English into both Korean and Mandarin Chinese. We then
carried out the same studies among our Korean, Taiwanese, and Mainland Chinese
participants.®

In our Korean studies, we used the word “%31” to translate the English word
“know”. Though “%+31” can be used both as the factive “know” and the non-factive
“believe,” we do not think that this ambiguity of “%}+ 31> affects our studies. First of all, the
factive “know” is the dominant usage of “211,” as this word is much less frequently used
as the non-factive “believe.” Furthermore, despite the ambiguity of “%3L,” the design of
our studies constitutes a natural way to disambiguate this word. For example, in our
probabilistic vs. perceptual study and our knowing without believing study, after the
participants read the vignette, we ask them whether the protagonist &3 or ™ 3L (the latter
means “merely believes”) the proposition at issue. Given this binary choice, it only makes
sense for participants to understand “% 31 as “knows” rather than “believes;” otherwise,
the two options collapse into one. Finally, the results of our study strongly support our

assumption that participants would understand “%F31” as “know” rather than “believe.” If

articipants were to interpret “F 31" as “believe,” they cannot hold that a protagonist %! 2L
p p p y protag

® For those wanting to explore our studies in more detail, all of our stimuli and data can be found
on OSF (https://osf.io/wspvqg/?view_only=96elale94bac41ec986fd173d19f6135).



(believes) but not €31 a proposition. However, we observed significant discrepancies in
participants’ judgments about whether the protagonist & 3L (knows) or 2 31 (believes) the

pertinent proposition in cases of true beliefs based on probabilistic evidence and cases of

knowing without believing.’

2.1 The Probabilistic vs. Perceptual Evidence Effect
Philosophers have long discussed questions about the epistemic status of beliefs
based on probabilistic evidence in contrast with beliefs based on other sorts of evidence
(perceptual evidence as a paradigmatic example). Many hold that one’s belief that a lottery
ticket will be a loser is not an instance of knowledge, though the ticket has an
overwhelmingly low probability of winning the lottery.® This denial of knowledge seems
to signal an extremely high standard of knowledge attribution, according to which one only
knows a proposition when one’s belief in this proposition is extremely likely to be true (cf.
Hawthorne 2004). However, when confronted with beliefs based on perceptual evidence
(e.g., the striped animal I see in front of me is a zebra), philosophers do not seem to harbor
a similarly high epistemic standard. Though a perception-based belief that the striped
animal is a zebra may be more likely to be false than a probability-based belief that this is
a losing ticket, philosophers are undeterred to count this perception-based belief as
knowledge. Knowledge thus apparently requires something more than the high probability
to be true, though it is controversial what probability-based beliefs lack to render them
falling short of knowledge even if they are extremely likely to be true; or put the opposite
way, what special characteristic perception-based beliefs have that qualify them as
knowledge even when they have a comparatively low probability of being true.
While philosophers have tried to develop a systematic answer to such questions
(Dretske 1981; Lewis 1996; Neta 2011), Friedman and Turri (2015) have confirmed that
the lay concept of knowledge embodies this feature, i.e., it tracks something more than

high credence and is sensitive to the distinction between probabilistic and perceptual

" We would like to thank a reviewer of the Review of Philosophy and Psychology for urging us to
address this important feature of “ 31 in the Korean language.

¥ For a contrary, minority stand on the issue, see Turri 2011,



evidence. Their participants were found to be more willing to attribute knowledge to beliefs
based on perceptual evidence (78% and 73% did so in the Zoo and Farm cases, respectively)
than on probabilistic evidence (11% did so in the lotto case). The cases are as follows:
Lotto Case
Abigail is out shopping with her son. In a store, they see a man with a super lotto
ticket. Abigail’s son says, “I bet that ticket’s not a loser. It might win the jackpot!”
Abigail answers, “It is a losing ticket.” And Abigail is exactly right: the ticket is a
loser.

Question: Does Abigail know or only believe that the ticket is a loser?

Zoo and Farm Cases (Differences between the two stories are bracketed)

Abigail is [visiting the zoo/driving past a farm] with her son. In a [pen/field], they
see a black-and-white striped animal. Abigail’s son says, “I bet that’s not a real zebra.
It might be a painted mule!” Abigail answers, “It is a real zebra.” And Abigail is
exactly right: the animal is a zebra.

Question: Does Abigail know or only believe that the animal is a zebra?

The aim of our first study is to examine whether this observed phenomenon, i.e., perceptual
vs. probabilistic evidence effect, holds cross-culturally. We used the authors’ original
vignettes: Lotto, Zoo, and Farm. After translating them into Korean and Mandarin Chinese,
we administered the same study as Friedman and Turri to our Korean and Taiwanese

populations.

Korean Study
We recruited 241 Korean participants (mean age = 31, standard deviation = 12, 143
female) on the Korean social media platform “Kakaotalk.” Our participants agreed to fill

in a 2-minute survey on Qualtrics without compensation.® Participants were randomly

? The same was true for all of our studies presented in this paper: we recruited participants with the
notice that their contribution would facilitate philosophical understanding of the nature of
knowledge, and our participants willingly filled in a short survey without financial compensation.



assigned to one of the three cases and answered the following questions (response options

are bracketed).!”

1. The animal/ticket is a . [zebra/mule]/[loser/winner]
2. Abigail and her son were . [visiting the zoo/driving past a farm/out shopping]
3. Abigail that the animal/ticket is a zebra/loser. [knows/only believes]'!

4. How confident are you in the answer you just gave? [1(not at all confident) to 10
(completely confident)]

5. What did Abigail and her son see? [A black-and-white striped animal/A man with
a super lotto ticket]!?

Questions 1, 2, and 5 are check questions designed to exclude participants who
failed to comprehend the text properly. 31 participants failed at least one of those check
questions, and their data were excluded from our analyses.

As shown in Figure 1, we found that the perceptual vs. probabilistic evidence effect

emerged in our Korean population. A comparison of the 3 cases showed significant

' Our studies all have two versions, one in Korean and the other in Mandarin Chinese, except the
Chinese Third-person GESEE study which does not have a Korean counterpart. For studies that
have both the Korean and Chinese versions, the experimental design is the same in both versions.
After reporting the experimental design in the Korean version for each of our studies, we will omit
the information when we report the corresponding Chinese version.

' A reviewer of the Review of Philosophy and Psychology doubts whether it is felicitous for Abigail
to say “the ticket is a loser” without knowing the actual outcome and suggests that people may
interpret “Abigail knows that the ticket is a loser” in terms of “Abigail knows that the chance of
the ticket winning is very low.” We acknowledge the possibility that among those who attributed
knowledge to Abigail in Lotto, some may have interpreted “the ticket is a loser” as saying “the
chance of ticket winning is very low.” As the reviewer pointed out, this possibility cannot be
eliminated with the current experimental design that we borrowed from Friedman and Turri’s
original study. Nevertheless, most people—both in our study and in Friedman and Turri’s study—
did not ascribe knowledge in Lotto, which indicates that they did not interpret “the ticket is a loser”
in this deflationary manner; if they had, they would not hesitate to ascribe knowledge. More
importantly, assuming that among participants who ascribed knowledge in Lotto, some have done
so based on their deflationary interpretation of “the ticket is a loser,” we would expect the
probabilistic vs. perceptual evidence effect to be even stronger if the deflationary interpretation is
eliminated, because this change is likely to prompt those participants to withdraw their knowledge
ascription in Lotto. We would like to thank the reviewer for urging us to address this issue.

"2 Friedman and Turri (2015: 1066) asked three other questions in their original study, which we
also asked in our study. Since answers to those questions do not bear on the question of this paper,
we did not attend to them.



differences y*(2, N = 209) =31.27, p<.001, ¥'=0.55. In comparing the probabilistic case
results (Lotto) to each of the perceptual case results (Zoo and Farm), there was a significant
difference found in each comparison: between Lotto and Zoo y*(1, N =139)=30.97, p<.001,
¢=0.47; and Lotto and Farm y*(1, N = 131) =15.70, p<.001, ¢=0.35. There was no
significant difference between the two perceptual cases (Zoo and Farm): y*(1, N = 148)

=3.09, p=.08, ¢p=0.14.
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Figure 1: Percentage of Korean participants’ knowledge ascriptions in the probabilistic vs.

perceptual evidence study

Taiwanese Study

We recruited 84 Taiwanese participants (mean age = 34, standard deviation = 11,
58 female) on the Taiwanese social media platform “Line.” 6 participants failed at least
one of those check questions, and their data were excluded from our analyses.

As shown in Figure 2, we found that the perceptual vs. probabilistic evidence effect
emerged in our Taiwanese population as well. A comparison of the three cases showed
significant differences, x> (2, N = 76) =22.86, p<.001, V'=0.39. In comparing the
probabilistic case results (Lotto) to each of the perceptual case results (Zoo and Farm),

there was a significant difference found in each comparison: between Lotto and Zoo y? (1,



N=49)=19.71, p<.001, ¢=0.63; and Lotto and Farm y*(1, N =46) =17.34, p<.001, ¢=0.61.

There was no significant difference between the two perceptual cases (Zoo and Farm), y*(1,

N =57)=0.07, p=.08, ¢=.04. For the mean and standard deviation of both the Korean and

the Taiwanese participants’ answers to the confidence question, see Table 1.
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Figure 2: Percentage of Taiwanese participants’ knowledge ascriptions in the probabilistic

vs. perceptual evidence study

Table 1: Probabilistic vs. Perceptual: Means and standard deviations of confidence ratings

by condition

Korean Taiwanese

Only Believes  Knows Only Believes  Knows

M SD M SD M SD M SD
Total 5.74 136 5.82 149 |5.86 1.27  6.12 1.34
Lotto 5.83 142 427  2.05 5.89 132 7 N/A*
Zoo 5.70 147  5.86 1.43 622 0.67 6.14 1.56
Farm 5.65 1.17  6.22 1.06 |5.44 1.59  6.06 1.11

*not available as there was only I participant
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Discussion

In summary, our studies found that the probabilistic vs. perceptual evidence effect
observed in Friedman and Turri’s American population also emerged in Korean and
Taiwanese populations. Participants from all three populations were more likely to attribute
knowledge to beliefs based on perceptual evidence than beliefs based on probabilistic
evidence. Meanwhile, we also observe a potentially interesting cross-cultural difference in
this study. Across all the three populations, people overwhelmingly attributed knowledge
in Zoo. However, while people also overwhelmingly attributed knowledge in Farm in our
Taiwanese study and in Friedman and Turri’s American study, less than half of our Korean
participants did so. Despite that, we would note that the difference between the two

perceptual cases (Zoo and Farm) in our Korean study is not statistically significant.

2.2 The Gettierized Epistemic Side-Effect Effect (GESEE)

Knowledge is concerned with evidence, justification, reliability, the soundness of
deductive and inductive reasoning, and so forth—in other words, whatever faithfully leads
to truth at least in general. Many philosophers think of knowledge exclusively as a hallmark
of truth that must be acquired in the right ways. However, recently, an increasing number
of philosophers have started to look beyond factors that link knowledge to truth. They
observe that besides the tight conceptual link between knowledge and truth, knowledge is
also tightly linked to action, skill, norms of communication, and so forth (cf. e.g., Fantl and
McGrath 2010; Stanley 2005). This sheds light on an array of factors that have long been
ignored in epistemology and also raises empirical questions about whether the lay concept
of knowledge is sensitive to those factors (cf. e.g., Schaffer & Knobe 2010; Sripada &
Stanley 2012).

Beebe and Buckwalter (2010) introduced yet another layer of complexity when they
first reported empirical evidence that our concept of knowledge is responsive to moral
valence. They used a scenario adapted from Knobe (2003): The vice-president of a
company went to the chairman of the board proposing a new program. The new program
would increase profits and also help/harm the environment. The chairman replies that he
does not care about helping/harming the environment. After the company started the

program, the vice-president’s predictions were borne out. Beebe and Buckwalter found that
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participants were more likely to assert that the chairman knew how the program would
affect the environment in the harm vs. the benefit version of the case. They termed this
asymmetry in participants’ knowledge attributions the Epistemic Side-Effect Effect
(ESEE).!

Buckwalter (2013) further observed that moral valence would affect ordinary folk
knowledge attribution even in Gettierized cases. The following is a pair of cases (with
harm/benefit variants — the manipulated words in either variant are in the brackets) tested

in Buckwalter’s 2013 study:

Sam’s job is to pump water into the cistern, which then supplies the water to the
farms owned by several families in the community. One day, as Sam operates the
pump, he hears a broadcast on the radio. The radio report says that local officials
suspect a new chemical from a nearby factory, chemical X, may have found its way
into the local reservoir, and that there is a chance it will be very
[beneficial/poisonous] to all the local townspeople’s crops. Sam thinks to himself, “I
don’t care about their crops; I just want to earn my pay,” and continues pumping the
water. Sure enough, the crops started [thriving/dying]. It turned out that the local
officials were completely wrong about the chemical in the water. After analyzing the
water, they found no trace of chemical X. Scientific reports later confirmed that the
crops were all [thriving/dying] because of a fungus that had been secretly growing

inside Sam’s pump.

After participants read the case, Buckwalter asked them whether they agreed or disagreed
with the statement, “Sam knew that by pumping the water, the townspeople’s crops would
[thrive/die].” Responses were collected on a seven-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree). The Gettierized nature of the case would predict that the participants
deny knowledge to Sam in both cases. But Buckwalter’s results show this expected result
did not hold. Participants’ Gettier intuitions were overturned by their moral judgments of

Sam in the harm condition: participants thought that Sam knew his actions would bring

13 ESEE has recently been replicated in Kneer et al. 2020.
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about harm (M=4.86, SD=1.7). In contrast, responses for the benefit case were consistent
with traditional Gettier case results: participants claimed that Sam did not know (M=3.05,
SD 1.59). Thus, Buckwalter’s results indicate not only that the lay concept of knowledge
is sensitive to moral valence but also that the moral factor can sometimes even override the
Gettier intuition, which is generally considered a central aspect of our understanding of
knowledge. He refers to the robust impact of moral valence on people’s knowledge
attribution in Gettier cases'* as the Gettierized epistemic side-effect effect (GESEE).

In order to eliminate the worry that knowledge attribution in the harm case may be
rooted in the desire to blame the protagonist for wrongdoing, Buckwalter introduced a
third-person case, where the purported knower differs from the wrongdoer. Buckwalter
found that even in the third-person case, people were still much more likely to attribute
knowledge to the knower in the harm condition than in the benefit condition. This finding
suggests that moral valence indeed has a robust impact on the lay concept of knowledge.!>

Our second study examined whether GESEE appears across different cultures. We
translated the three vignettes (Pump, Mayor, Third-person Mayor) used in Buckwalter’s
paper into Korean and Mandarin Chinese and tested them with our Korean and Mainland

Chinese participants.'¢

' The essence of GESEE is the robust impact that moral valence has regarding knowledge
attribution. Following Buckwalter, we refer to the epistemic side-effect effect obtained in
Gettierized cases as GESEE, no matter whether the Gettier intuition is obtained in those cases.

' Potentially there are two major approaches to explain this observation: either moral valence
directly affects knowledge attribution, or moral valence affects some mediating factor(s) which in
turn affect(s) knowledge attribution. For example, Alfano, Beebe and Robinson (2012) argue that
differently valenced side-effects engender asymmetric attributions of beliefs, which in turn
generates asymmetric attribution of knowledge. Other mediating factors proposed to explain the
original side-effect effect on intentionality attribution might, mutatis mutandis, also help explain
GESEE (cf. Guglielmo & Malle, 2010; Uttich & Lombrozo, 2010; Sripada, 2012, and Scaife &
Webber, 2013). Cova, Lantian, and Boudesseul (2016) show that even when controlling for those
proposed mediators in mediation analyses, the direct impact of normative considerations remains
significant, which suggests that ‘moral evaluations still play an irreducible role in shaping our
judgments of intentionality’ (2016: 12). To sum up, it is still an on-going process investigating the
true mechanism behind the side-effect effect, including the epistemic side-effect effect. Since our
purpose is to investigate the patterns of knowledge attribution across cultures, we do not intend to
take a stance on what explanation of this family of effects is ultimately correct.

' Mayor and Third-person Mayor cases can be found in the appendix.
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Korean Study

We recruited 753 Korean participants (mean age = 42, standard deviation = 10, 378
female) on the Korean social media platform “IQEQCQ.” Adopting Buckwalter’s
experimental design, no check question was asked. Each participant was provided with one
variant (i.e., Harm or Benefit) of a vignette. In Pump, after participants read the vignette,

we asked them:

(1) Do you agree with the statement: “Sam knew that by pumping the water, the
townspeople’s crops would [thrive/die]”? (Yes/No)

(2) How confident are you in your answer above? (1-7 with increasing confidence)!”

The same two questions, mutatis mutandis, were asked in Mayor and Third-person
Mayor. As Figure 3 shows, GESEE appeared across all three vignettes with our Korean
participants. We analyzed the resulting data using binary logistic regression, entering as
predictors valence (Harm vs. Benefit), two dummy codes for vignette, and the interaction
of valence and each of the dummy codes. The results showed a main effect of valence, B
=-.69, SE= .11, p <001, OR = 0.50.

To determine whether valence interacted with vignette, we compared this model to
one that did not include the two interaction terms. A comparison of these models indicated
that valence interacted significantly with vignette, y* (2)= 6.42, p=0.015.

To explore this interaction, we looked at each vignette separately. Visual inspection
of the data indicated interaction was driven by a bigger contrast in the pump case than the

third-person mayor or mayor. However, the effect of valence was significant within each

'7 Note that while we separated the question of knowledge ascription and the question of confidence
level, Buckwalter (2014) only asked the question of knowledge ascription while allowing his
participants to answer the question on a seven-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). This difference in our experimental designs does not prevent us from observing whether the
GESEE pattern emerge among our participants but may render more detailed comparisons between
our results and Buckwatler’s inapplicable.
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vignette separately: Pump »?(1, N = 260) =31.37, p<.001, ¢=.35; Mayor x*(1, N =258)
=18.84, p<.001, ¢=.27; Third-Person Mayor y°(1, N = 235) =4.69 p=0.03, ¢=.14.
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Figure 3: Percentage of Korean participants’ knowledge ascriptions in the GESEE study

Chinese Study

We recruited 830 Chinese participants (mean age = 28, standard deviation = §, 318
female) on the Chinese social media platform “WeChat.”

We analyzed the resulting data using binary logistic regression, entering as predictors
valence (Harm vs. Benefit), two dummy codes for vignette, and the interaction of valence
and each of the dummy codes. The results showed no main effect of valence, B=-.11, SE
=.11, p=31, OR = 0.90.

To determine whether valence interacted with vignette, we compared this model to
one that did not include the two interaction terms. A comparison of these models indicated
that valence interacted significantly with vignette, y*(2) = 8.02, p=0.012.

To explore this interaction, we looked at each vignette separately. We found that the

effect was significant in Mayor, while not significant in Pump and Third-Person Mayor:
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Mayor y*(1, N =254) = 16.66, p<.001, ¢=.26; Pump »°(1, N = 299) = 1.12, p=.29, ¢=.06;
Third-Person Mayor y’(1, N = 277) = 0.14, p= 0.71, ¢=.02. See Figure 4. We further
summa