ONLINE APPENDIX B
Results of the alternative models (AM)
Study 1
Table B1: AM 1: Regression results, Study 1
	Dependent variable: Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	4.65***
	0.52

	Overall moral identity
	0.06
	0.11

	Gender
	-0.35*
	0.14

	Age
	-0.02**
	0.01

	Education
	-0.03
	0.04

	
	
	

	R2
	0.07
	

	F
	4.28**
	

	N = 238
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001



Table B2: AM 2/3: Regression results, Study 1 
	Dependent variable: Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	3.69***
	0.59

	Symbolization
	-0.12†
	0.07

	Internalization
	0.32**
	0.10

	Gender
	-0.25†
	0.14

	Age
	-0.02***
	0.01

	Education
	-0.02
	0.03

	
	
	

	R2
	0.11
	

	F
	5.77***
	

	N = 238
Unstandardized;coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001






Study 2
[bookmark: _Hlk91165914]Table B3: AM 1: Regression results, Study 2 
	
	Perceived corporate Hypocrisy
	Anger
	Willingness to sign a petition

	[bookmark: _Hlk82507240]
	b
	SE
	b
	SE
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	4.61***
	0.62
	-0.71
	0.70
	2.52*
	0.99

	Overall moral identity
	-0.11
	0.10
	0.18†
	0.10
	-0.15
	0.15

	Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	
	
	0.63***
	0.07
	0.14
	0.11

	Anger
	
	
	
	
	0.38***
	0.09

	Gender
	-0.07
	0.12
	0.18
	0.12
	-0.34*
	0.17

	Age
	-0.01*
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.01

	Education
	0.06*
	0.03
	-0.01
	0.03
	-0.01
	0.04

	Emotion regulation
	-0.11
	0.08
	-0.08
	0.08
	0.10
	0.12

	Social desirability bias
	0.01
	0.03
	0.04
	0.03
	0.01
	0.04

	Indirect effect
	
	
	
	
	-0.03
	0.03

	[LLCI, ULCI]
	
	
	
	
	[-0.08, 0.02]
	

	R2
	0.07
	
	0.30
	
	0.14
	

	F
	2.69*
	
	13.44***
	
	4.45***
	

	N = 230
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (model 6); 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported





Table B4: AM 2/3: Regression results, Study 2
	
	Perceived corporate Hypocrisy
	Anger
	Willingness to sign a petition

	
	b
	SE
	b
	SE
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	3.79***
	0.67
	-0.69
	0.74
	2.06*
	1.04

	Symbolization
	-0.22**
	0.08
	0.10
	0.08
	-0.20†
	0.11

	Internalization
	0.22*
	0.11
	0.08
	0.11
	0.12
	0.16

	Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	
	
	0.64***
	0.07
	0.11
	0.11

	Anger
	
	
	
	
	0.38***
	0.09

	Gender
	-0.04
	0.12
	0.18
	0.12
	-0.33†
	0.17

	Age
	-0.01**
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.01

	Education
	0.07*
	0.03
	-0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.04

	Emotion regulation
	-0.12
	0.08
	-0.08
	0.08
	0.09
	0.12

	Social desirability bias
	0.01
	0.03
	0.04
	0.03
	0.01
	0.04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indirect effect for symbolization
	
	
	
	
	-0.05
	0.02

	[BootLLCI, BootULCI]
	
	
	
	
	[-0.11, -0.01]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indirect effect for internalization
	
	
	
	
	0.05
	0.03

	[BootLLCI, BootULCI]
	
	
	
	
	[0.001, 0.12]
	

	R2
	0.10
	
	0.30
	
	0.15
	

	F
	3.57**
	
	11.72***
	
	4.20***
	

	N = 230
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (model 6); 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported
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Study 3
Table B5: AM 1: Moderation and moderated moderation, Study 3 
	Dependent variable: Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	Moderation
	Moderated moderation with extraversion
	Moderated moderation with neuroticism

	
	b
	SE
	b
	SE
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	3.23***
	0.64
	2.08
	1.54
	3.32*
	1.64

	CSR information (A)
	2.77***
	0.71
	3.12†
	1.79
	5.55**
	2.00

	Overall moral identity (B)
	0.02
	0.14
	0.25
	0.37
	0.02
	0.41

	A x B
	-0.32†
	0.19
	-0.37
	0.48
	-1.25*
	0.53

	Extraversion (C)
	
	
	0.39
	0.53
	
	

	A x C
	
	
	-0.28
	0.70
	
	

	B x C
	
	
	-0.11
	0.14
	
	

	A x B x C
	
	
	0.06
	0.18
	
	

	Neuroticism (D)
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	0.50

	A x D
	
	
	
	
	-1.11†
	0.64

	B x D
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.13

	A x B x D
	
	
	
	
	0.36*
	0.17

	Gender
	-0.13
	0.12
	-0.12
	0.13
	-0.04
	0.13

	Age
	-0.01†
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00

	Education
	0.00
	0.03
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.03

	Emotion Regulation
	-0.05
	0.07
	-0.01
	0.08
	-0.03
	0.08

	Social desirability bias
	-0.03
	0.03
	-0.05†
	0.03
	-0.04†
	0.03

	Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	-0.04
	0.05

	Neuroticism
	
	
	0.08
	0.07
	
	

	Agreeableness
	
	
	0.11†
	0.06
	0.11†
	0.06

	Consciousness
	
	
	-0.08
	0.07
	-0.11
	0.07

	Openness
	
	
	-0.04
	0.06
	-0.03
	0.05

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	0.51
	
	0.53
	
	0.55
	

	F
	31.09***
	
	15.93***
	
	17.77***
	

	N = 246
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (model 1 for moderation; model 3 for moderated moderation); 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported 




Table B6: AM 2: Moderation and moderated moderation, Study 3 
	Dependent variable: Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	Moderation
	Moderated moderation with extraversion
	Moderated moderation with neuroticism

	
	b
	SE
	b
	SE
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	2.82***
	0.64
	2.88***
	1.06
	2.19†
	1.16

	CSR information (A)
	2.83***
	0.40
	1.68†
	0.98
	4.40***
	1.17

	Symbolization (B)
	0.09
	0.09
	-0.01
	0.25
	0.32
	0.30

	A x B
	-0.42**
	0.13
	-0.04
	0.33
	-1.17**
	0.38

	Extraversion (C)
	
	
	-0.14
	0.30
	
	

	A x C
	
	
	0.46
	0.40
	
	

	B x C
	
	
	0.04
	0.10
	
	

	A x B x C
	
	
	-0.14
	0.12
	
	

	Neuroticism (D)
	
	
	
	
	0.22
	0.28

	A x D
	
	
	
	
	-0.66†
	0.37

	B x D
	
	
	
	
	-0.08
	0.09

	A x B x D
	
	
	
	
	0.29*
	0.12

	Internalization
	0.02
	0.10
	-0.01
	0.11
	0.02
	0.11

	Gender
	-0.07
	0.12
	-0.07
	0.13
	-0.01
	0.13

	Age
	-0.01*
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00

	Education
	0.00
	0.03
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.03

	Emotion regulation
	-0.06
	0.07
	0.00
	0.08
	-0.03
	0.08

	Social desirability bias
	-0.03
	0.03
	-0.03
	0.03
	-0.04
	0.03

	Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	-0.03
	0.05

	Neuroticism
	
	
	0.08
	0.07
	
	

	Agreeableness
	
	
	0.09
	0.06
	0.10
	0.06

	Consciousness
	
	
	-0.08
	0.07
	-0.10
	0.07

	Openness
	
	
	-0.03
	0.05
	-0.02
	0.05

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	0.53
	
	0.54
	
	0.56
	

	F
	29.38***
	
	15.84***
	
	17.01***
	

	N = 247
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (model 1 for moderation; model 3 for moderated moderation); 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported




Table B7: AM 3: Moderation and moderated moderation, Study 3 
	Dependent variable: Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	Moderation
	Moderated moderation with extraversion
	Moderated moderation with neuroticism

	
	b
	SE
	b
	SE
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	4.07***
	0.74
	0.14
	1.97
	5.70**
	1.85

	CSR information (A)
	0.54
	0.88
	5.75*
	2.38
	1.85
	2.53

	Internalization (B)
	-0.12
	0.15
	0.64
	0.42
	-0.48
	0.41

	A x B
	0.22
	0.19
	-0.86†
	0.52
	-0.21
	0.56

	Extraversion (C)
	
	
	1.43*
	0.68
	
	

	A x C
	
	
	-2.17*
	0.88
	
	

	B x C
	
	
	-0.31*
	0.15
	
	

	A x B x C
	
	
	0.45*
	0.19
	
	

	Neuroticism (D)
	
	
	
	
	-0.60
	0.62

	A x D
	
	
	
	
	-0.32
	0.80

	B x D
	
	
	
	
	0.13
	0.14

	A x B x D
	
	
	
	
	0.12
	0.18

	Symbolization
	-0.11
	0.07
	-0.09
	0.07
	-0.08
	0.07

	Gender
	-0.13
	0.12
	-0.12
	0.13
	-0.11
	0.13

	Age
	-0.01†
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Education
	-0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.03
	0.01
	0.03

	Emotion Regulation
	-0.05
	0.07
	0.00
	0.08
	-0.01
	0.08

	Social desirability bias
	-0.02
	0.03
	-0.04
	0.03
	-0.04
	0.03

	Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	-0.05
	0.06

	Neuroticism
	
	
	0.08
	0.07
	
	

	Agreeableness
	
	
	0.10
	0.06
	0.13*
	0.06

	Consciousness
	
	
	-0.08
	0.07
	-0.12
	0.07

	Openness
	
	
	-0.03
	0.05
	-0.02
	0.05

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	0.51
	
	0.54
	
	0.54
	

	F
	27.00***
	
	15.72***
	
	16.06***
	

	N = 247
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (model 1 for moderation; model 3 for moderated moderation); 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported






Table B8: AM 1: Moderated mediation analysis, Study 3
	Conditional indirect effects for mediators: perceived corporate hypocrisy and anger
	Willingness to sign a petition

	Level of overall moral identity
	Effect 
	BootSE
	[BootLLCI, BootULCI]

	− 1 SD
	0.60
	0.14
	[0.34, 0.90]

	Mean
	0.54
	0.12
	[0.31, 0.80]

	+ 1 SD
	0.47
	0.12
	[0.27, 0.72]

	Index of moderated mediation
	-0.11
	0.07
	[-0.27, 0.03]

	N = 246
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (model 83); 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported



Table B9: AM 2: Moderated mediation analysis, Study 3
	Conditional indirect effects for mediators: perceived corporate hypocrisy and anger
	Willingness to sign a petition

	Level of symbolization
	Effect 
	BootSE
	[BootLLCI, ULCI]

	− 1 SD
	0.63
	0.15
	[0.35, 0.95]

	Mean
	0.51
	0.12
	[0.29, 0.78]

	+ 1 SD
	0.40
	0.11
	[0.22, 0.64]

	Index of moderated mediation
	-0.14
	0.06
	[-0.26, -0.05]

	N = 246
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (model 83); 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported 




Table B10: AM 3: Moderated mediation analysis, Study 3
	Conditional indirect effects for mediators: perceived corporate hypocrisy and anger
	Willingness to sign a petition

	Level of internalization
	Estimate 
	BootSE
	[BootLLCI, BootULCI]

	− 1 SD
	0.47
	0.12
	[0.25, 0.71]

	Mean
	0.51
	0.12
	[0.29, 0.76]

	+ 1 SD
	0.54
	0.14
	[0.30, 0.82]

	Index of moderated mediation
	0.07
	0.08
	[-0.05, 0.24]

	N = 246
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (model 83); 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported
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ONLINE APPENDIX C
Robustness Checks
Study 1
Table C1: Frequencies of symbolization levels over, under, and in-agreement with internalization levels, Study 1
	Frequencies of symbolization levels over, under, and in-agreement with internalization levels

	Agreement groups
	Perc.
	Mean Symb
	Mean Inter
	Standard.
Mean Symb
	Standard.
Mean Inter

	Study 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Symb > Inter
	34.5%
	3.83
	3.87
	0.75
	-0.65

	Symb = Inter
	29.4%
	3.21
	4.43
	0.12
	0.17

	Symb < Inter
	36.1%
	2.30
	4.64
	-0.81
	0.48


Notes. As recommended by Shanock et al. (2010), we standardized the scores of each predictor variable. Then, we subtracted the score for symbolization from the score for internalization. We considered a participant to have a higher (lower) level of symbolization than internalization if the standardized score for symbolization was at least half a standard deviation above (below) the standardized score for internalization.

Table C2: Polynomial regression with surface analysis (H1), Study 1
	Effect
	Coefficient
	SE
	t
	p-value

	Study 1
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	3.01
	0.16
	19.15
	< 0.001

	Symbolization (b1)
	-0.28
	0.16
	-1.72
	0.09

	Internalization (b2)
	0.69
	0.26
	2.63
	0.01

	Symbolization squared (b3)
	0.05
	0.06
	0.82
	0.42

	Symbolization x internalization (b4)
	0.11
	0.11
	0.10
	0.32

	Internalization squared (b5)
	-0.21
	0.13
	-0.60
	0.11

	R2
	0.06
	
	
	0.01

	
	
	
	
	

	Surface test values
	
	
	
	

	a1: Slope along x = y (as related to Z)
	-0.41
	0.25
	1.60
	0.11

	a2: Curvature on x = y (as related to Z)
	-0.05
	0.13
	-0.40
	0.69

	a3: Slope along x = -y (as related to Z)
	-0.97
	0.35
	-2.74
	0.01

	a4: Curvature on x = -y (as related to Z)
	-0.26
	0.21
	-1.26
	0.21


Notes. Results are displayed without the inclusion of the control variables. When including the control variables, the same conclusions can be drawn. 
To run the polynomial analysis, we mean-centered the predictors around the midpoint of their scale, as Shanock et al. (2010) recommends. The polynomial regression equation is Y = b0 + b1S + b2I + b3S2 + b4(S x I) + b5I2 + e, where Y represents perceived corporate hypocrisy, S symbolization, and I internalization. However, it is not the coefficients of the above equation but the surface test values (a1, a2, a3, a4) that are interpreted in polynomial regression (Shanock et al., 2010). To do this, a significant R2 of the polynomial regression is necessary, which is the case (R2 = 0.06, p < 0.01).
Of particular importance for the current study was the interpretation of the slope of the line of incongruence related to perceived corporate hypocrisy (a3 = b1 – b2), which informs us about the direction of the discrepancy. Furthermore, additional insights can be obtained by looking at the curvature term (a4 = b3 – b4 + b5).
The negative significant slope of the incongruence line (a3 = -0.97, p = 0.01) indicates that perceived corporate hypocrisy was less when the discrepancy was such that symbolization was higher than internalization; The non-significant curvature (a4 = -0.26, p > 0.10) indicates that corporate hypocrisy perceptions decrease similarily as the discrepancy between I and S increases in either direction. This is an indication of an additive effect.  



Table C3: Regression analysis with a moral identity dummy (H1), Study 1
	Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	4.88***
	0.37

	Moral identity dummy
	-0.29*
	0.14

	Gender
	-0.31*
	0.14

	Age
	-0.02***
	0.01

	Education
	-0.02
	0.03

	
	
	

	R2 
	0.08
	

	F
	5.31***
	

	N = 238
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001  



Table C4: ANOVA analysis with a moral identity dummy (H1), Study 1
	Mean difference among moral identity category (symbolization > internalization vs. symbolization <= internalization) on perceived corporate hypocrisy

	
	1. Sym > Int
	2. Sym <= Int
	Pairwise comparisons of mean differences

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	F
	ηp2 
	1 vs. 2

	Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	3.32
	0.11
	3.61
	0.08
	4.16*
	0.018
	-0.29*

	N = 238 
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
95% lower (LLCI) and upper (ULCI) level confidence intervals are reported
Controlled for participants’ age, gender, and education
ηp2 (partial eta squared) is the effect size for analysis of variance tests across the two groups 






Study 2
Table C5: Frequencies of symbolization levels over, under, and in-agreement with internalization levels, Study 2
	Frequencies of symbolization levels over, under, and in-agreement with internalization levels

	Agreement groups
	Perc,
	Mean Symb
	Mean Inter
	Standard.
Mean Symb
	Standard.
Mean Inter

	Study 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Symb > Inter
	27.4%
	3.35
	3.99
	0.51
	-0.80

	Symb = Inter
	44.3%
	3.08
	4.60
	0.19
	0.22

	Symb < Inter
	28.3%
	2.24
	4.72
	-0.79
	0.42


Note. We applied the same procedure as in Study 1.

Table C6: Polynomial regression with surface analysis (H1), Study 2
	Effect
	Coefficient
	SE
	t
	p-value

	Study 2
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	3.41
	0.21
	16.44
	<0.001

	Symbolization
	-0.46
	0.21
	-2.25
	0.03

	Internalization
	0.59
	0.25
	2.39
	0.02

	Symbolization squared
	-0.10
	0.07
	-1.45
	0.15

	Symbolization x internalization
	0.18
	0.12
	1.43
	0.15

	Internalization squared
	-0.20
	0.10
	-1.90
	0.06

	R2
	0.05
	
	
	0.04

	
	
	
	
	

	Surface test values
	
	
	
	

	a1: Slope along x = y (as related to Z)
	0.13
	0.24
	0.55
	0.58

	a2: Curvature on x = y (as related to Z)
	-0.13
	0.12
	-1.01
	0.31

	a3: Slope along x = -y (as related to Z)
	-1.06
	0.39
	-2.71
	0.01

	a4: Curvature on x = -y (as related to Z)
	-0.48
	0.22
	-2.20
	0.03


Notes. We applied the same procedure as in Study 1; Results are displayed without including the control variables. When including the control variables, the same conclusions can be drawn.
The R2 of the polynomial regression is significant (R2 = 0.05, p < 0.04). Therefore, we can proceed with the analysis of the surface test values.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The negative significant slope of the incongruence line (a3 = -1.06, p = 0.01) indicates that perceived corporate hypocrisy was less when the discrepancy was such that symbolization was higher than internalization; The negative significant curvature (a4 = -0.48, p < 0.05) indicates that a greater discrepancy of symbolization and internalization is associated with lower levels of corporate hypocrisy perceptions. Overall, although the degree of the discrepancy mattered a bit, the direction of the discrepancy was important.












Table C7: Regression analysis with a moral identity dummy (H1, H2), Study 2
	
	Perc. corporate Hypocrisy
	Anger
	Willingness to sign a petition

	
	b
	SE
	b
	SE
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	4.48***
	0.56
	-0.23
	0.67
	2.30*
	0.93

	Moral identity dummy
	-0.43***
	0.13
	-0.05
	0.14
	-0.18
	0.19

	Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	
	
	0.62***
	0.07
	0.13
	0.11

	Anger
	
	
	
	
	0.36***
	0.09

	Gender
	-0.03
	0.12
	0.14
	0.12
	-0.31†
	0.17

	Age
	-0.01**
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.01

	Education
	0.06†
	0.03
	0.00
	0.03
	-0.01
	0.04

	Emotion regulation
	-0.13
	0.08
	-0.05
	0.08
	0.07
	0.12

	Social desirability bias
	0.00
	0.03
	0.05†
	0.03
	0.00
	0.04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indirect effect
	
	
	
	
	-0.10
	0.04

	[BootLLCI, BootULCI]
	
	
	
	
	[-0.19, -0.03]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	0.11
	
	0.29
	
	.14
	

	F
	4.55***
	
	12.83***
	
	4.43***
	

	N = 230
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro to assess the sequential mediation (model 6;  95% LLCI and ULCI are reported)



Table C8: ANOVA analysis with a moral identity dummy (H1), Study 2
	Mean difference among moral identity category (symbolization > internalization vs. symbolization <= internalization) on perceived corporate hypocrisy

	
	1. Sym > Int
	2. Sym <= Int
	Pairwise comparisons of mean differences

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	F
	ηp2 
	1 vs. 2

	Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	3.45
	0.11
	3.88
	0.07
	11.56***
	0.049
	-0.43***

	N = 230 for Study 2
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
95% lower (LLCI) and upper (ULCI) level confidence intervals are reported
Controlled for participants’ age, gender, education, emotion regulation and social desirability bias.
ηp2 (partial eta squared) is the effect size for analysis of variance tests across the two groups 



Table C9: Mediation effect using path analysis (H2), Study 2
	Model
	Indirect effect
	[LLCI, ULCI]
	χ2/df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA

	Hypothesized model
	-0.06
	[-0.12, -0.02]
	1.78
	0.99
	0.84
	0.06

	N = 230
Unstandardized coefficients are displayed
Bootstrap sample size = 5000.
95% LLCI and ULCI are reported




Study 3

Table C10: Moderated mediation with a moral identity dummy (H4), Study 3 
	Conditional indirect effects for mediators: perceived corporate hypocrisy and anger
	Willingness to sign a petition

	Level of moral identity dummy
	Effect 
	BootSE
	[BootLLCI, BootULCI]

	High (=1)
	0.39
	0.11
	[0.20, 0.63]

	Low (=0)
	0.60
	0.14
	[0.34, 0.90]

	Index of moderated mediation
	-0.21
	0.10
	[-0.43, -0.05]

	N = 246
Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro to assess the sequential mediation (model 83);  95% LLCi and ULCI are reported



Table C11: Moderation and moderated mediation with a moral identity dummy (H3, H5a/b), Study 3
	Dependent variable: Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	Hypothesis 3
	Hypothesis 5a
	Hypothesis 5b

	
	b
	SE
	b
	SE
	b
	SE

	(Constant)
	3.23***
	0.47
	3.12***
	0.72
	2.88***
	0.75

	CSR information (A)
	1.73***
	0.12
	1.37***
	0.32
	1.71***
	0.42

	Moral identity dummy (B)
	0.18
	0.15
	-0.90†
	0.49
	1.06*
	0.49

	A x B
	-0.60**
	0.22
	1.37*
	0.66
	-2.17**
	0.71

	Extraversion (C)
	
	
	-0.12
	0.08
	
	

	A x C
	
	
	0.15
	0.12
	
	

	B x C
	
	
	0.40*
	0.16
	
	

	A x B x C
	
	
	-0.70**
	0.22
	
	

	Neuroticism (D)
	
	
	
	
	0.08
	0.10

	A x D
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.13

	B x D
	
	
	
	
	-0.32†
	0.16

	A x B x D
	
	
	
	
	0.56*
	0.23

	Gender
	-0.07
	0.12
	-0.08
	0.12
	-0.09
	0.12

	Age
	-0.01†
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00

	Education
	-0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.03
	0.00
	0.03

	Emotion regulation
	-0.06
	0.07
	0.00
	0.08
	-0.01
	0.08

	Social desirability bias
	-0.03
	0.03
	-0.04
	0.03
	-0.04
	0.03

	Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	-0.04
	0.05

	Neuroticism
	
	
	0.07
	0.07
	
	

	Agreeableness
	
	
	0.09
	0.06
	0.11†
	0.06

	Consciousness
	
	
	-0.09
	0.07
	-0.10
	0.07

	Openness
	
	
	-0.02
	0.05
	-0.02
	0.05

	R2
	0.52
	
	0.55
	
	0.55
	

	F
	31.81***
	
	17.71***
	
	17.52***
	

	N = 247; Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
PROCESS Bootstrap sample size = 5000; 95% lower (LLCI) and upper (ULCI) level confidence intervals are reported
We used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro to assess the moderation (model 1) and moderated moderation (model 3)



Table C12: Simple slopes and slope differences with a moral identity dummy for interactions predicting perceived corporate hypocrisy (H3, H5a/b), Study 3
	Category
	Simple Slope
	t value

	Two-way interaction
	
	

	SYM < = INT
	1.73
	13.94***

	SYM > INT
	1.13
	6.06***

	Three-way interaction: INFO x HYP x EXT
	
	

	(1) SYM > INT, High EXT
	0.70
	3.01**

	(2) SYM > INT, Low EXT
	1.86
	5.96***

	(3) SYM < = INT, High EXT
	1.91
	10.31***

	(4) SYM < = INT, Low EXT
	1.60
	9.91***

	Three-way interaction: INFO x HYP x NEU
	
	

	(1) SYM > INT, High NEU
	1.88
	5.93***

	(2) SYM > INT, Low NEU
	0.74
	3.16**

	(3) SYM < = INT, High NEU
	1.74
	10.61***

	(4) SYM < = INT, Low NEU
	1.73
	9.08***

	t values for slope differences of three-way interaction
INFO x SYM-MI x EXT
	1
	2
	3

	(1) SYM > INT, High EXT
	
	
	

	(2) SYM > INT, Low EXT
	-2.93**
	
	

	(3) SYM < = INT, High EXT
	-4.00***
	-0.14
	

	(4) SYM < = INT, Low EXT
	-3.14**
	0.73
	1.25

	t values for slope differences of three-way interaction
INFO x SYM-MI x NEU
	1
	2
	3

	(1) SYM > INT, High NEU
	
	
	

	(2) SYM > INT, Low NEU
	2.95**
	
	

	(3) SYM < = INT, High NEU
	0.37
	-3.56***
	

	(4) SYM < = INT, Low NEU
	0.40
	-3.30**
	0.07


SYM <= INT balanced/internalized moral identity, SYM>INT symbolized moral identity, EXT extraversion, NEU neuroticism
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table C13: Moderated mediation using path analysis (H4), Study 3
	Version 1: without direct link of CSR information to anger and willingness to sign a petition

	Conditional indirect effects
	Willing. to sign a petition
	
	
	
	

	Level of SMI
	Estimate 
	[LLCI, ULCI]
	χ2/df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA

	− 1 SD
	0.79
	[0.55, 1.04]
	7.13
	0.96
	0.67
	0.16

	Mean
	0.30
	[0.12, 0.52]
	
	
	
	

	+ 1 SD
	0.45
	[0.30, 0.63]
	
	
	
	

	Index of moderated mediation
	-0.21
	[-0.34, -0.10]
	
	
	
	

	

	Version 2: with direct link of CSR information to anger and willingness to sign a petition 

	Conditional indirect effects
	Willing. to sign a petition
	
	
	
	

	Level of SMI
	Estimate 
	[LLCI, ULCI]
	χ2/df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA

	Level of SMI
	0.89
	[0.62, 1.21]
	1.90
	0.996
	0.95
	0.06

	− 1 SD
	0.34
	[0.14, 0.60]
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	0.51
	[0.33, 0.74]
	
	
	
	

	+ 1 SD
	-0.24
	[-0.40, -0.11]
	
	
	
	

	N = 246; Unstandardized coefficients are displayed
Bootstrap sample size = 5000; 95% LLCI and ULCI are reported
User defined estimands: simple slopes (SS) for X on mediators at low, and high points along the moderator: LowSS: a + c * (M – SD) = 0.74 * + (– 0.52)  * ( – 1.5341 – 0.807); MedSS: a; High SS: a + c* (M + SD) = 0.74 * + (– 0.52)  * ( – 1.5341 + 0.807); Conditional indirect effects at different levels of the moderator: LowCIE: LowSS * b * d = LowSS * 0.89 * 0.44; MedCIE: MedSS * b * d = MedSS * 0.89 * 0.44; HighCIE: HighSS * b * d = HighSS * 0.89 * 0.44; Index of moderated mediation: IndModMedi = c * b * d



ONLINE APPENDIX D
Manipulation Check

Table D1: Manipulation check 

	
	1. Inconsistent CSR information scenario
	2. Consistent CSR information scenario
	
	Pairwise comparisons
of mean differences

	
	M
	SE
	M
	SE
	F
	ηp2 
	1 vs. 2

	The information about Power-Mart in the newsletter is consistent with the information about Power-Mart in the local newspaper.
	1.19
	0.10
	4.63
	0.11
	537.38***
	0.90
	-3.44***

	Note. N = 61. df for F-tests = 1, 59, ηp2 (partial eta squared) is the effect size for analysis of variance tests across the three conditions. 
*** p < 0.001 





ONLINE APPENDIX E
Combinations of Two- and Three-Way Interactions and Four-Way Interaction for the Hypothesized Model

Table E1: Combinations of two- and three-way interactions, and four-way interactions with the symbolized moral identity measure (subtractive difference score), Study 3
	Dependent variable:
Perceived corporate hypocrisy
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	b
	B
	b
	b

	(Constant)
	3.28***
	3.07***
	2.88*
	2.73*

	Gender
	-0.11
	-0.02
	-0.01
	0.01

	Age
	-0.01
	-0.01
	-0.01
	-0.01

	Education
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Emotion regulation
	-0.02
	-0.01
	-0.01
	0.01

	Social desirability bias
	-0.05†
	-0.02
	-0.02
	-0.02

	Agreeableness
	0.10
	0.09
	0.08
	0.08

	Consciousness
	-0.11
	-0.08
	-0.08
	-0.07

	Openness
	-0.03
	-0.03
	-0.03
	-0.04

	CSR information (A)
	1.55***
	0.20
	0.30
	-0.93

	Symbolized moral identity (B)
	-0.06
	0.22†
	0.16
	0.10

	Extraversion (C)
	-0.06
	0.22
	0.09
	0.14

	Neuroticism (D)
	0.05
	-0.01
	0.11
	0.11

	A x B
	
	-0.49***
	-0.41
	-1.04

	A x C
	
	0.05
	-0.14
	0.37

	A x D
	
	0.16
	0.30
	0.74

	B x C
	
	-0.07
	-0.02
	-0.03

	B x D
	
	0.03
	-0.01
	-0.01

	C x D
	
	-0.02
	-0.01
	0.00

	A x B x C
	
	
	-0.13
	0.16

	A x B x D
	
	
	0.08
	0.31

	A x C x D 
	
	
	-0.01
	-0.19

	B x C x D
	
	
	0.01
	0.02

	A x B x C x D
	
	
	
	-0.11

	R2
	0.52
	0.56
	0.56
	0.57

	F
	21.02***
	15.91***
	13.10***
	12.63***

	N = 247; Unstandardized coefficients are reported
Significant levels: † p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001
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