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ABSTRACT 

 

 

SEARCHING FOR THE CONTENT AND SCOPE OF MORALITY  

WITH A FRAMEWORK OF MORAL FOUNDATIONS THEORY 

 

 

 

Yal­ēndaĵ, Bilge 

Ph.D., Department of Psychology 

Supervisor      : Assoc. Prof. Dr. T¿rker ¥zkan 

 

August 2015, 334 pages 

 

What does morality entail? This question has been answered with a rather narrow 

outlook in psychological literature for years that is not harming and being fair. With 

the advance of research on emotions and neuroscience and taking the contribution of 

anthropological data into account, the understanding of morality has been quite 

expanded. Recent advances in different fields enabled a more comprehensive outlook  

to morality, specifically, moral foundations theory (MFT) claimed the existence of 

other additional moral principles, such as loyalty, authrority and sanctity. The aim of 

this thesis is of threefold: a) adapting the two questionnaires of MFT and testing the 

theory in Turkish, b) explore lay peopleôs understanding of morality and MFT, c) in 

light of these, offer two new questionnaires and updates for the MFT. It is hoped that 

the study would contribute to the developments in morality with qualitative and 

quantitative techniques. The implications of the results will be discussed.  

 

 

 

 

Keywords: Morality, Moral Foundations, Lay Moral Theories, Liberty, Hierarchy, 

Values  
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¥Z 

 

 

MORAL TEMELLER KURAMI ¢ER¢EVESĶNDE  

MORALĶTENĶN Ķ¢ERĶK VE KAPSAMINI ARAķTIRMAK  

 

 

 

Yal­ēndaĵ, Bilge 

Doktora, Psikoloji Bºl¿m¿ 

Tez Yºneticisi     : Do­. Dr. T¿rker ¥zkan 

 

Aĵustos 2015, 334 sayfa 

 

 

Ahlak kavramēnēn i­eriĵi nedir? Bu soru yēllar boyu psikoloji literat¿r¿nde kēsmen 

dar bir bakēĸ a­ēsē ile zarar vermemek ve adil olmak ĸeklinde yanētlanmēĸtēr. 

Duygular ve sinirbilim hakkēndaki araĸtērmalarēn geliĸmesi ve antropolojik verilerin 

de hesaba katēlmasēyla ahlak/moralite hakkēndaki anlayēĸ olduk­a geniĸlemiĸtir. Bu 

konudaki son geliĸmeler moralitede daha b¿t¿nc¿l bir bakēĸ a­ēsē sunarken, ºzellikle 

Moral Temeller Kuramē (MTK),  sadakat, otorite, kutsallēk gibi baĸka moral ilkeler 

ºnermiĸtir. Bu tezin 3 temel amacē vardēr: a) MTKônin 2 temel ºl­eĵini T¿rk­eôye 

uyarlamak ve kuramē T¿rk­eôde test etmek, b) sēradan insanlarēn ahlak ve MKT 

algēsēnē incelemek, c) bu bilgiler ēĸēĵēnda, 2 yeni ºl­¿m ve MTK i­in g¿ncellemeler 

ºnermek. ¢alēĸmanēn moralite yazēnēna niteliksel ve niceliksel ­alēĸmalarla katkēda 

bulunmasē umulmaktadēr. Bulgular sonu­larē a­ēsēndan tartēĸēlacaktēr.  

 

 

 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler:  Ahlak/Moralite, Moral Temeller, Sēradan Ķnsanlarēn Moralite 

Algēsē, ¥zg¿rl¿k, Hiyerarĸi, Deĵerler
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CHAPTER I  

 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

The usual assumption about the development of the civilization is that after the last 

ice age, human beings started farming which caused hunter-gatherers settle, have 

plenty of food, reproduce and grow in number (Gºbeklitepe, 2012). During this time, 

people gained a mastery in pottery, discovered the wheel, and writing. These 

developments enabled humanity to think, plan and learn in groups; religions 

emerged. People built temples and then cities. It has been though that, most probably, 

social conventions, group rules, regulations also emerged during post-agricultural 

societies.  

However logical it may sound, recent findings indicate that this was not the case. Just 

after the last ice age, about 9600 BC, when people had been still hunter-gatherers, 

not domesticated any animal, have limited capacity and knowledge to use tools and 

build structures, when there is no structure built by human beings on earth and when 

there is thousands of years ahead to invent the wheel and writing; they built 

Gºbeklitepe. Gºbeklitepe is now an archeological site outside ķanlēurfa, Turkey 

where ñmassive stones had been cut using stones and engraved again using stonesò 

(Yeĸiltepe, 2014). Dating back to 5000 years earlier than farming, Gºbeklitepe 

consists of circular areas where the borders of the circles are marked by twelve large 

t-shaped stones, like pillars. In the middle of the circular area, there are two t-shape 

stones that are much larger than the others. Different symbols and animal figures 

(some of them are relief, i.e. 3-dimensional) had been carved on the surrounding t-

shaped stones indicating a fine understanding of aesthetics. The two massive t-

shaped stones (about 5-6 meters) in the middle, on the other hand, are like standing 

human beings with their hands above their belt. They have no faces; it is thought that 

they are human like deities representing a male and a female. Gºbeklitepe is unique 

in many ways, most importantly it is not a settlement area, but a sanctuary. People 
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visited it only for ritualistic and worship purposes, it is away from the nearest 

settlement area. In this temple, human beings are in the center (Schmidt, 2014), 

although in many oldest sanctuaries animals are dominant. Animals are used as 

attributes and guardians of the humans. For a few thousand years, Gºbeklitepe 

people have buried their temple and built new ones over the old temples, so the 

whole region is a multilayered artificial mount (Schmidt, 2014). Each new temple is 

smaller than the previous.  

It is probably more than a coincidence that the oldest known human-made structure 

is the oldest sanctuary. Why did they bother to build a massive structure when in fact 

they do not have enough food to eat, in the first place? The first structure people 

needed to build is a formidable temple. Both building such a huge structure and 

attending rituals require collective activity, organized human groups, and trust 

among the members of the group. It seems that it is the first time that human beings 

had some sort of control over nature, put themselves above other animals and nature. 

They first ñvisionedò their potential capacity over the world. People were 

questioning the position of human in the universe; trying to understand the world, 

give a meaning to it. Only after such a step, they domesticated animals, started 

farming, or building cities (Notroff et al., 2015).  

The aim of this introduction is not to emphasize the importance of religion to 

humanity, but to point out the fact that the urge to make sense of the world, control 

it, and regulate the environment date back to much earlier than we have been 

thinking.  

As a way to regulate social life and the world, morality has been associated with two 

concepts in the psychology literature: justice and care. Nevertheless, a wide array of 

subjects that are associated with morality to differing degrees have been frequently 

investigated especially within social psychology, such as altruism, prosocial 

behavior, aggressiveness, empathy, or prejudice (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010). Over the 

years, with the developments and changes in different areas of science such as 

psychology, anthropology, or neuroscience; it has been suggested that a wider 

perspective is needed to understand morality fully. Factors like intuitions, emotions, 

or the function of morality in human life have become increasingly important for the 



3 3 

field. Finally, the rise about morality resulted in having a place as a book chapter in 

the last edition Handbook of Social Psychology, for the first time (Chapter 22, Haidt, 

& Kesebir, 2010).  

The current thesis focuses on the recent advances about morality. Specifically, it 

aims to contribute to the understanding of morality by taking one of the most 

influential and recent theories as a basis. First, the developments about the 

understanding of morality, in particular recent theories will be covered. Secondly, a 

series of quantitative and qualitative studies will be presented. The studies will cover 

the testing of the current measurement devices in use, searching for the lay peopleôs 

conception of morality, and their understanding of the scholarly outlook. New 

measurement devices will be offered, hoping that previously unattended themes will 

be more prominent. Lastly, the current status of the literature and implications of the 

present study will be discussed.  

Literature  

 

Throughout history, the tendency of human beings to shape the self, groups, or social 

life has been referred with various names, such as virtues, morality, or social 

conventions. The examination of this tendency can be traced back to ancient 

philosophers (e.g., Aristotle, 2009). While early examinations  of morality have a 

broader outlook; within the psychological literature, for a long time, it has been 

understood rather by principles of justice.  

The justice based outlook toward morality stems from Kohlbergôs (Power, Higgins, 

& Kohlberg, 1989) work, in 1958. Based on the cognitive developmental theory of 

Piaget (1932 as cited in Kohlberg, 1973), Kohlberg claimed a developmental-moral 

trajectory common to all humans. He used different moral dilemmas with his 

participants; their moral reasoning in response to these moral dilemmas gave the way 

to stages of moral development. He determined three levels of moral development, 

each level having 2 stages in itself. From the first to the last stage, a personôs moral 

reasoning is liberated from the external standards and reaches universal abstract 

principles. In the early stages of moral development, avoiding punishment and 

getting rewards is the main motive for moral behavior. In the middle stages, the 
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individual tries to be in line with expectations of the society and follows rules and 

authority. The need to maintain the approval of others turns to a genuine defense of 

rules. In the last stages, the individual may question the laws and the system, think of 

alternatives and more fair procedures than existing ones. Lastly, freely chosen moral 

principles related to conscience are adopted. These abstract principles are free from 

laws and they are universal. Gilligan (1977, 1982) criticized Kohlberg due to 

overemphasis of justice and ignoring the role of care in moral judgments. Thus she 

contributed to the understanding of morality by adding the principle of care and 

responsibility. She pointed out that there are elements of ñcareò in moral dilemmas of 

Kohlberg, such as being a victim of exploitation by society and hurt. She argued that 

nonviolence, care, and responsibility are equally important elements of morality. 

Later, the duality in moral principles has been accepted in Kohlbergôs theory, too 

(Kohlberg, Levine, & Hewer, 1983 cited in Shweder, & Haidt, 1993). Thus the first 

two and by now, most widely known components of morality in psychological terms 

have been settled: fairness/ reciprocity (concerns about justice) and care (concerns 

about nurturance, welfare of people). Also, the widely supported belief is that moral 

judgment results after a long, conscious deliberation, and reasoning. Although 

justice-care duality and reasoning based outlook have been the domineering 

understanding of morality, alternative views about morality emerged in the beginning 

of 1990ôs, for instance Shweder and Haidt (1993) were discussing alternative 

explanations regarding the origin of morality, such as intuition and other additional 

components of morality (such as maintaining group harmony). 

Intuitions of Morality  

Studies beginning from 1980ôs increasingly showed the role and importance of 

emotions, intuitions, and automatic processes. Human beings are not always rational 

as once thought and there are limits to conscious reasoning. For instance people may 

not have an accurate and direct connection to the cause of their behavior (Nisbett & 

Wilson, 1977); the gut response is most likely to be affective and mental activity has 

an emotional component (Zajonc, 1980); our understanding of world depends mostly 

on implicit cognition in an automatic manner (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). 

Furthermore, the fact that brain damage in the emotional functioning related areas 
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results in impairment in moral judgments (Damasio, 2006) and brain imaging 

techniques showed that moral judgments differ in emotional processing (Greene, 

Sommerville,  Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2001) indicated the neurological bases of 

the effect of emotion in moral judgments. These studies show that human mind has 

the tendency to evaluate, evaluation is a crucial and primary part of judgment 

(Zajonc, 1980; Haidt, 2001).  Haidt (2001) argued for a gut response in an approval-

disapproval nature regarding any stimulus.   

The Social Intuitionist Model (SIM, Haidt, 2001) assumes that intuitions and 

emotions - not reasoning ï play the critical role in moral judgments. Accordingly, as 

soon as we come across with a morality concerning situation, we have a gut feeling 

even if we may not be able to articulate it with our reasoning. SIM argues that 

researchers of rational moral reasoning do not emphasize emotional processes in 

moral judgments sufficiently (Haidt & Bjorklund, 2008). Having a broader look, 

moral judgment takes place before moral reasoning and its articulation. 

Making an analogy with vision, Haidt and Joseph (2004) argue that just as we do not 

know the mechanism of vision, we know we see things; so too we may not know the 

reasons behind our judgment. But if it is asked, we will work on it to give an answer 

(whether it is correct or not, Nisbet & Wilson, 1977). In situations, where we cannot 

give a reason for our judgment and conlude with ñit is wrongò moral dumbfounding 

occurs (Haidt, 2001).  

The model sees moral intuitions at the heart of moral judgments. Accordingly, moral 

intuition is defined as ñthe sudden appearance in consciousness, or at the fringe of 

consciousness, of an evaluative feeling (like-dislike, good-bad) about the character or 

actions of a person, without any conscious awareness of having gone through steps 

of search, weighing evidence, or inferring a conclusionò (Haidt & Bjorklund, 2008). 

SIM does not exclude reasoning or rationalism; rather, according to the model, 

feelings and intuitions gain the upper hand over reasoning and reason (Haidt, 2001; 

Haidt & Bjorklund, 2008).  

The model offers six steps in a moral judgment. According to the model, a moral 

judgment is intuitive in that it is effortless, automatic and does not require any 
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conscious processing. It is a gut reaction to a moral stimulus (first step). Only after 

an intuitive judgment is made, the person engages in moral reasoning (second step). 

Therefore this reasoning is post-hoc. The person tries to support their judgment with 

related information. In the third step, this judgment is conveyed to others, with its 

reasoning behind. However, Haidt (2001) argues that affective arguments ïrather 

than reasoned ones- are more effective in persuading others about a moral judgment. 

As being social animals, individuals affect others through mechanisms such as 

gossip, conformity, need to belong, and so on. This sociality ends up with the effect 

of abstract judgments of society on an individual. Namely, othersô judgments are 

readily accepted by the individual (fourth step). The last two steps occur rarely 

according to Haidt (2001). After a person has a moral judgment, at the end of a 

reasoning process, the judgment may change (even if initial intuitive one may not). 

This my result with a dual attitude; for instance although a person articulates that  

discrimination against homosexuals is wrong, she/he may not be very comfortable 

with homosexual friends of her/his child. As the last step, post-hoc reasoning may 

change oneôs first intuition and activate a new intuition. This happens mostly when a 

person takes the perspective of an other, empathizes with others, or obtains new 

information. With having more than one intuition, the person engages in a new 

judgment and reasoning process. While rationalist models focus on last two links 

only (Haidt, 2001); SIm claims that most of the judgment process takes in the first 4 

steps. Also, SIM adds intuition (gut reactions) and sociality (interaction between 

individual and society each other) to moral judgment process.  

Different Moralities  

Another major breaktrough was the inclusion of new principles in the field of 

morality.  

Anthropologically, 3 discourses of morality were offered (Shweder, Much, 

Mahapatra, & Park, 1997): ethics of autonomy, community and divinity. Each type 

of ethic has the function of regulating, protecting and promoting different concepts. 

Ethics of autonomy regulates concepts such as harm, rights, and justice. The self is 

conceptualized in terms of individuality and distinctness. This type of ethics refers to 

the maximization of individualsô autonomy and protection of it. The principle is to 
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protect the individual will, their rights and responsibilities. Shweder (1990) 

interpreted that Kohlberg and Gilliganôs view of morality is just one type of moral 

discourse, ethics of autonomy. Ethics of community sees the world consisting of 

individuals as members of different groups and institutions. So, the self is an actor in 

different settings only and it is conceptualized in terms of statuses and relationships. 

The regulative moral concepts are duty, hierarchy, and interdependency. The purpose 

of moral regulation is to protect the group; therefore virtues such as obedience, 

loyalty, respect or interdependence are associated with this type of ethics. Lastly, 

ethics of divinity relies on regulatory concepts related to sacred orders, natural order, 

tradition, sanctity, sin, and pollution. It refers to realization of oneôs spiritual nature. 

Divinity ethics is concerned with protecting the soul and the spiritual aspect of 

human or nature, from degradation.  

Such a model paved the way to further enlargement of the morality research. The 

traditional moral emotions which are directed towards self (and therefore called self-

conscious emotions) make the individual to accommodate oneself with the social 

world. These can be listed as shame, embarrassment, and guilt. Some studies argued 

for an additional group of emotions that are other-condemning and that are specific 

for each ethics discourses (ñCAD triad hypothesisò, Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & Haidt, 

1999). These are contempt, anger and disgust, for violations of ethichs of 

community, autonomy, and divinity, respectively. These emotions can be seen as 

signs of disapproval of othersô actions. Other studies supported CAD triad hypothesis 

as well (Guerra, & Giner-Sorolla, 2010). At the same time, emotions may be 

permeable between violations (Russell, Piazza, & Giner-Sorolla, 2013).  

The number of morality related emotions can be increased by the addition of other-

suffering (e.g., compassion) and other-praising (e.g., gratitude, awe) emotions, or 

non classified emotions such as serenity, or love (Haidt, 2003).  

Another influential anthropological model is relational models by Fiske (1991). 

According to this model, there are 4 main relational models people engage in. 

Communal sharing relations refers to the type of relations in which people are 

equivalent. Treatment to each other is the same, and the commonalities between 

members of the group are more important than differences. In authority ranking, the 
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relationship is characterized by hierarchical relations. The relative standing of the 

people involved in the relation is asymmetrical. Equality matching relationships 

involve balanced, reciprocal, egalitarian exchanges. Last relationship model, market 

pricing involves proportionality and cost-benefit calculations. Stemming from this 

model, it is argued that morality is a type of relationship regulation (Rai, & Fiske, 

2011). Morality is the element to regulate and maintain the relations within four 

moral motivations: unity, hierarchy, equality, and proportionality.   

Moral Foundations 

Adopting a nativistic approach but also acknowledging the effect of learning (Haidt 

& Joseph, 2004; Graham et al., 2013) on morality, Haidt and his colleagues reviewed 

a number of works on morality, cultural and universal values (including work of 

Brown, Schwartz, de Waal, Fiske and Shweder). Mainly stemming from moral 

discourses (Shweder et al., 1997), Haidt and Joseph (2004) determined 4 moral 

foundations that are common to most of these works. Later one of the dimensions 

(hierarchy / respect) has been further divided into 2, constituting 5 moral foundations 

(Haidt, & Graham, 2007). Below the explanation of each foundation is reported 

(Haidt, & Graham, 2007; Haidt, 2012), with the previously used names for each 

foundation (foundations will be referred with the first part of their names hereafter).  

Care / harm (previously called suffering / compassion, harm / care): Care concerns 

about suffering, nurturance, welfare of people and animals. Generally, works on care 

involve altruism toward strangers, antisocial and prosocial behaviors. Virtues of 

kindness, compassion, nonviolence, and care are based on this foundation. It includes 

virtues of caring and compassion.  

Fairness / cheating (previously called reciprocity / fairness, ): Based on principles of 

justice, equity, and rights; Fairness foundation involves making sure that people get 

what they deserve and do not get things they do not deserve. Reciprocity (including 

exchanges, reciprocal altruism), equality, proportionality, unfairness, cheating are 

important notions for this foundation.  

Loyalty / betrayal (previously called ingroup / loyalty): Loyalty foundation refers to 

peopleôs gregarious nature: people live in groups, they value these groups, and they 
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sacrifice for their in-groups. Being loyal to the group is a virtue for this foundation. 

Loyalty related concerns are obligations of group membership, self-sacrifice, and 

being vigilant against betrayal.  

Authority / subversion (previously called hierarchy / respect, respect for authority): 

People live in groups and groups have a hierarchical structure in society. The 

hieararchical structure results in some virtues such as respect, obedience, and duty 

for the people in lower levels and magnanimity, fatherliness, wisdom, maintaining 

order and justice for the higher levels. Authority mainly refers to concerns about 

social order and the obligations of hierarchical relationships, such as obedience, 

respect, and the fulfillment of role-based duties. 

Sanctity / degradation (previously called purity, purity / sanctity): The last moral 

foundation, sanctity is specific to human beings and it refers to virtues regarding 

bodily and religious activities. It refers to concerns about physical and spiritual 

contagion, including virtues of chastity, wholesomeness, and control of desires. 

Although original triggers of emotion of disgust is smells, sights of pathogens, 

parasites and the like; at present, they are out-group members or sexual deviants. 

Sanctity has an impurity avoidance function. This foundation is used by the religious 

right and spiritual left (environmental movements criticizing industrial capitalism, 

natural products: humanity's original nature, and protecting nature).  

Sometimes, the five foundations have been grouped into two clusters of 

individualizing (care and fairness) and binding foundations (loyalty, authority, and 

sanctity) as well (e.g. Graham et al., 2009). Moral Foundations Theory (MFT) is 

flexible in that there may be other moral foundations such as efficiency / waste, 

ownership / theft, honesty / deception, or self control (Challenges, 2009; Graham et 

al., 2013; for the last two also, Hofmann, Wisneski, Brandt, & Skitka, 2014) as long 

as they meet the five criteria for being a moral foundation: common concern in third-

party normative judgments, automatic affective evaluation, culturally widespread, 

evidence of innate preparedness, and evolutionary adaptiveness (Graham et al., 

2013). Among the new candidates, liberty / oppression is the most powerfully 

offered one (Challenges, 2009; Haidt, 2012; Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, & Haidt, 

2012).  
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Liberty foundation evolved in response to the adaptive challenge of living in groups 

with individuals who would, if given the chance, dominate, bully, and constrain 

others. Those who cannot respect group norms, who acted like bullies, were removed 

from the gene pool by being shunned, expelled, or killed. Feelings of being 

dominated or oppressed by a bully evokes the liberty foundation, therefore liberty 

supports egalitarianism and antiauthoritarianism. Liberty foundation is specifically 

included in the theory mainly to understand the case of libertarians in the American 

political context (Iyer et al., 2012). Therefore congruent with the political attitude of 

libertarians, it is thought that liberty consists of two components: economic - 

governmental and lifestyle liberty.  

Mainly, MFT expanded and applied Shwederôs moral discourses to social 

psychology. As a successor of SIM, MFT offers an evolutionary root for each 

foundation, original trigger and modern triggers of the them. It is believed that every 

foundation is underneath a virtue (Haidt, & Joseph, 2004; Haidt, & Bjorklund, 2008); 

for instance, care foundation is conducive to kindness or fairness is conducive to 

justice. To measure moral foundations, methods such as content analysis (e.g., Haidt, 

& Graham, 2007; Graham et al., 2009), or questionnaires (e.g., Moral Foundations 

Questionnaire-MFQ, Graham et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2011; Moral Sacredness 

Questionnaire- MSQ, Graham, & Haidt, 2012) were used most frequently. MFQ has 

been translated in many languages (Questionnaires, 2013) and tested in different 

cultures (e.g., in Sweden; Nilsson, & Erlandsson, 2015).  

MFT has been most effective in predicting the political attitudes in American 

political context. Very shortly, findings indicate that political left (social democrats) 

values care and fairness, while political right (conservatives) values all five of them 

(e.g., Graham, & Haidt, 2007; Graham et al., 2009). The theory is also a vanguard in 

explaining the political position of libertarians whose major moral value is liberty 

(Iyer et al., 2012). It could also be a means to understand idealistic violence 

(Graham, & Haidt, 2012) of extreme political groups.  

The theory does not rank foundations, nor does it give precedence to any foundation 

over the others. Also, the prevalence and acceptance of foundations are dependent on 

the culture in question.  
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Premises of the Current Literature  

There are four main and interrelated premises of the current literature that are 

important in terms of aims the present thesis.  

The first premise is the contribution of taking intuitions into account regarding moral 

judgments. Human beingsô gut reactions to approval-disapproval situations indicate 

that intuitions rather than reasoning are more active (Haidt, 2001). Intuition plays a 

major role in evaluative judgment however the resulting reasoning of the individual 

does not necessarily have to be in line with the gut reactions (Haidt, 2007), therefore 

the major but flexible effect of intuitions is called ñintuitive primacy but not 

dictatorshipò principle. 

The second premise is the changing definition of morality. Previously, congruent 

with the domineering subjects of justice and care, morality referred to these subjects: 

ñthe moral domain refers to prescriptive judgments of justice, rights, and welfare 

pertaining to how people ought to relate to each otherò (Turiel, 1983, p. 3). While 

these subjects constitute morality, later suggested morality elements such as 

authority, sanctity, and the like have been accepted as social conventions. 

Rather than focusing on the content of morality, developments in the field indicated 

the necessity to emphasize the function of it. Therefore Haidt and Kesebir (2010) 

offered a new definition of morality: ñMoral systems are interlocking sets of values, 

virtues, norms, practices, identities, institutions, technologies, and evolved 

psychological mechanisms that work together to suppress or regulate selfishness and 

make cooperative social life possibleò (p. 800). Accordingly, morality is a good that 

is used to preserve and live in the social order. Also, the theory claims that morality 

has a function of binding people together and building new groups; these group level 

functions were ignored by psychology for a long time.  

The third premise, important for the current thesis, is that morality is not a unitary 

concept. An action can be evaluated in terms of different moralities. Regarding the 

triad of morality, Shweder and colleagues (1997) state that the morality discourse 

explaining an experience is not necessarily a single one, in fact it could be beneficial 

to use more than one discourse to have a thorough understanding. Although different 
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moral discourses may be in conflict or may not be maximized at the same time, they 

all enhance human dignity and self-esteem. An action can be conceptualized in 

multiple discourses, for instance caring about living things is related to ethics of 

autonomy and ethics of divinity, at the same time. Hurting a baby could mean a 

violation of care and sanctity foundations at the same, for the same or different 

people. The very same experience may have multiple meanings. A natural 

implication of this statement is that there are multiple moral principles. The plurality 

of morality has been supported by different scholars within different theoretical 

frameworks (e.g., Shweder et al., 1997; Rai, & Fiske, 2011; Sunar, 2009; Haidt, & 

Joseph, 2004). As stated previously, within the framework Moral Foundations 

Theory, there are at least three more moral principles (loyalty, authority, and 

sanctity) apart from justice and care.   

The last premise of the literature is rather a standing resulting from the first three 

premises: the more realistic outlook towards morality. With recent advances, the 

scholarly understanding of morality is more convergent with the lay understanding of 

good and bad.  

People like those who follow the rights (of themselves) and do not like those who 

follow the wrongs (of themselves). We easily decide that another person is bad if 

they are incongruent with our world view. We think, some behaviors or people are 

good; some others are bad. We do not elaborate on why some people or acts are bad 

or good, we just feel it.  

With the inclusion of gut reactions, it is now possible to include such judgmental 

evaluations in the morality literature. Also, it is possible to give a variety of answers 

to these questions owing to the plurality of morality. Specific to MFT, we think it is 

bad or there is something wrong, if an animal is tortured, if there is fraud in an 

organization, if there is treason, if someone swears an older person, there is an insult 

to the religion, or someone is bullying others. How is this psychologically explained? 

What makes them good or bad, what are the rights or wrongs? MFT explains the 

reason as morality. As compared to previous narrower understanding of morality, 

now it is more successful at addressing usual concerns of daily life.  
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An important point about the more realistic outlook towards morality is that the aim 

in adopting such a realistic outlook is not to define universal rights or wrongs or 

good and bad behaviors, but understand the so called right and wrong, good and bad. 

In other words, it is the descriptive view towards morality rather than normative. In 

fact, the descriptive characteristic liberates the previously dominant outlook, which 

could be evaluated as normative. The new definition of morality emphasizes the 

function of moral principles (as regulating selfishness and making social life 

possible), rather than defining the content of right and wrongs. Again, specific to 

MFT, the theory explicitly states that it is descriptive (e.g. Graham et al., 2013) and 

morality is related to acts of a social agent in a social order (Haidt, & Kesebir, 2010). 

Being ñmoralò or ñimmoralò depends on certain conditions and the current literature 

is more successful than ever to describe these conditions.  

In this study, the pluralistic and functionalistic outlook towards morality is adopted. 

With the intuitive primacy and the importance of peopleôs understanding of good or 

bad in mind, the representation of morality is investigated.  

Aim, Research Questions and Expectations of the Current Thesis 

Aim, Research Question and Hypotheses Related to Study 1 

In the first study, one of the aims is to test MFT in a Turkish sample. Another 

adjacent aim is to adapt the main measurement devices of the theory and determine 

their psychometric characteristics: Moral Foundations Questionnaire (including the 

main scale and later added Liberty scale) and Moral Sacredness Questionnaire in 

Turkish. Throughout the study, some studies (Graham et al., 2011; Graham et al., 

2009; Graham, & Haidt, 2012) will be taken as anchors and the same analyses will 

be carried out as long as possible, as these studies describe and test the MFQ and/or 

MSQ in detail. In general, congruent results with the literature are expected and some 

specific expectations are noted as follows: 

 In line with the literature, it is expected that care and fairness are more 

common concerns than loyalty, authority and sanctity.  

As a late addition, liberty is expected to be more closely related to care and 

fairness, rather than to binding foundations. At the same time, there may not be a 
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salient economic-governmental vs. life style liberty distinction; as such a distinction 

may not be a characteristic of Turkish political context.  

 It is expected that MFQ and MSQ maintain a flexible parallelism in their 

relations with each other and with other variables. That is, although they measure the 

same constructs, they point out different aspects of them, hence they are not 

redundant scales. Therefore variability is expected as well as parallelism.  

 The filler scale of MSQ may form significant relations with other items as it 

involves items related to self-harm or oneôs dignity.  

 It is expected that binding foundations would have positive relations with 

religiousness and right wing political orientation.  

 Liberty is expected to form strongest positive relations regarding questions 

related to freedom and locus of control.  

High scores on liberty and fairness are expected to be related with low 

satisfaction in current status of democracy in Turkey. In contrast, high scores on 

binding foundations are expected to have positive relations with satisfaction in 

democracy in Turkey.  

Generally, honesty is expected to be most closely related to fairness (as 

fairness foundation is related to cheating), disgust to sanctity and national 

identification, to binding foundations, in line with the literature.  

 

Aim, Research Question and Hypotheses Related to Study 2 

The second study looks for an answer related to the representation of morality in lay 

peopleôs minds, particularly moral person and immoral person. It will also explore 

the level of consistency between concepts of morality, moral person and immoral 

person. Another aim of the study is to determine the similarities and differences of 

mental representations of morality with the literature, particularly with MFT.  

 It is expected that notions of morality, moral person and immoral person will 

be parallel.  
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 It is possible that the expressions of participants may not be in complete 

congruence with the literature. They may stress more abstract and general notions of 

honesty, propriety, or politeness more.  

It is expected that notions of MFT related to care, fairness, and religion will 

be indicated as morality elements. However at the same time, group based elements 

of morality such as loyalty, treason or subversion may not be indicated. So, rather 

individual level elements are expected to form the concept of morality.  

 

Aim, Research Question and Hypotheses Related to Study 3 

What is the representation of each moral foundation in peopleôs minds? Are there 

any differences between scholarly defined moral foundations and lay peopleôs 

understanding of them? To what extent are these moral foundations considered 

moral? Study 3 aims to explore the answers of these questions.  

The expectation is that the perception of moral foundations is broader as 

compared to theoretical definitions. That is, participantsô understanding of moral 

foundations will contain theoretical notions, their own morality definition and non-

moral units as well.  

Respondentsô association of authority with morality would be weaker as 

compared to other moral foundations, mainly because other foundations would 

dominate.  

 

Aim, Research Question and Hypotheses Related to Study 4 

The last study aims to develop two new measurement devices based on Study 2, 

Study 3, and literature, particularly MFT. These two new measurements are planned 

to tackle morality related characteristics and values. It is anticipated that these two 

measures give more information about the nature of the moral foundations, for 

instance their transitional or overlapping features. Based on the Study 2 and 3, a) 

new foundations may be offered, b) broader spectrum of characteristics and values 

pertaining to individuation may emerge, particularly related to liberty and fairness. 
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For some items social desirability may come into play, nevertheless some values are 

expected to be shared more widely (e.g. honesty) than others (e.g. religious faith). 

 

In the following chapters (II to V), four studies are described to investigate the 

research questions. For all four studies, Human Subjects Ethics Committee approval 

was obtained before collecting the data. Participants were presented an informed 

consent form before taking part in the studies. The form included brief information 

about the consent and purpose of the study, states that the study is based on voluntary 

participation. The principles related to confidentiality and participant rights were 

reminded. Participants received a short debriefing form that explains the purpose and 

question of the study after the completion of each study. Approval form, informed 

consent and debriefing forms can be requested from the author.  
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CHAPTER II.  

 

 

STUDY 1 

 

 

Study 1 aims a) to test the structure of Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ), 

Moral Foundations Liberty Scale (MFQL) and Moral Sacredness Questionnaire 

(MSQ) in Turkish, b) to test moral foundation theory with a sample from Turkey. All 

analyses except for confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were carried out with SPSS 

20. All CFAôs were carried out with Lisrel 9.1, using covariance matrix and 

maximum likelihood of prediction unless otherwise indicated. 

Method 

Measurement Devices 

All measurement devices are presented in the same order in Appendix A. 

Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ): MFQ is one of the two questionnaires 

of the moral foundation theory (Graham et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2011). The 

questionnaire consists of two parts and 5 subscales. First part (ñmoral relevanceò) 

asks respondents the extent to which they take each item into account when deciding 

whether something is right or wrong. This section consists of 15 items and one filler 

item. An example item is ñwhether or not someone suffered emotionally (item 1, 

care). The second part (moral judgments) consists of statements that are supposedly 

related to each foundation. Respondents rate their level of agreement with each item. 

The section consists of 14 items and one filler item. An example item is ñchastity is 

an important and valuable virtueò (item 32, sanctity).  

The translation process has taken a number of steps. MFQ had a partial Turkish 

translation at www.moralfoundations.org. Taking this partial translation into account 

too, I translated the scale into Turkish. Then another bilingual psychologist checked 

the original and the Turkish version, corrections were made if necessary. A third 

bilingual psychologist back translated the Turkish version. Next, a tutor (a linguist) 

http://www.moralfoundations.org/
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at Academic Writing Center of Middle East Technical University and I checked 

original, Turkish and back-translated versions over a few sessions and made 

necessary corrections. Finally, I and another bilingual psychologist checked for the 

last time, corrections were made if necessary.
1
  

The characteristics of MFQ are explained in detail in the next section.  

Moral Foundations Questionnaire- Liberty (MFQ -L):  The liberty questionnaire 

was added later with the rise of the possibility that liberty might be an additional 

foundation (Iyer et al., 2012). Congruent with the MFQ, it consists of two parts and 

two subscales. The moral relevance section consists of two items; the moral 

judgment section consists of seven items. Liberty is comprised of two subscales: 

economic/government and life-style liberty.  

Economic liberty is represented with 6 items and refers to concerns related to 

economic and governmental liberty (e.g., item 4: ñPeople who are successful in 

business have a right to enjoy their wealth as they see fit.ò). Life-style liberty is 

represented with 3 items and is related to a more general concept of liberty (e.g., item 

3: ñI think everyone should be free to do as they choose, so long as they donôt 

infringe upon the equal freedom of others.ò).  

The translation steps were the same of those of MFQ. Detailed analyses concerning 

MFQ-Lôs psychometric properties are presented in the next section.  

Moral Sacredness Questionnaire: The second measurement tool of MFT is Moral 

Sacredness Questionnaire (MSQ) (Graham et al., 2009; Graham, & Haidt, 2012). 

MSQ measures the willingness of respondents to violate moral foundations in 

exchange for money. The rationale behind the questions is that the more the behavior 

is accepted as a moral sacred value, the harder to sacrifice it for money. Respondents 

can choose varying amounts of money (from 10 dollars to 1 million dollars) in 

exchange for violation of a moral foundation. There are two additional options, doing 

for free and never doing it for any amount of money. The increment in the amount of 

                                                 
1
 Despite these careful stages, the 14th item (whether or not someone showed a lack of loyalty- Birinin 

sadakatsizlik gºsterip gºstermediĵi) was translated incorrectly as whether or not someone showed 

loyalty (ñBirinin sadakat gºsterip gºstermediĵiò). See ñAnalyses Concerning MFQò and ñAppendix 

Bò for relevant information.  



19 19 

money (or choosing ñnever for any amount of moneyò) represents that the 

respondent has a hard time violating this particular foundation and sacralizes it. MSQ 

consists of 24 items (4 items for each moral foundation and 4 filler items). An 

example item for Loyalty foundation is ñburn your countryôs flag in private (nobody 

else sees you)ò. The translation steps of MSQ are the same with those of MFQ. 

Detailed information about the characteristics of it is presented in the following 

section.  

Disgust Scale: Originally, disgust scale has been developed by Haidt, McCauley and 

Rozin (1994) consisting of 32 items referring to seven components of disgust: food, 

sex, animals, body products, body envelope violations (violations of ideal body 

integrity), hygiene and death. After a series of revisions, the scale has been finalized 

(Olatunji, Haidt, McKay, & David, 2008) so as to consist of 27 items. The scale 

consists of two parts. The first part (14 items) asks to rate each statement to what 

extent they agree or disagree (0 = strongly disagree, very untrue about me, 4 = 

strongly agree, very true about me). The second part (13 items) consists of statements 

to be rated on a 5 point scale  to what extent they are disgusting (0 = not disgusting at 

all, 4 = extremely disgusting). Each part has one fille r item and 1
st
, 6

th
, and 10

th
 items 

are reverse scored. The subscales are core disgust, animal reminder, and 

contamination (Olatunji et al., 2008; Rozin, Haidt, & McCauley, 2008). The total 

disgust score is also calculated. Core disgust refers to the disgust feelings towards 

threatening food intake (such as spoiled milk, poisonous food), body products (e.g. 

feces), or potential food even if it briefly contacted a disgusting entity (such as food 

touched by an insect). An example item for core disgust is ñIf I see someone vomit, it 

makes me sick to my stomach.ò (item, 8). Animal reminder refers to disgust feeling 

towards anything that reminds our mortality, such as dead bodies, violations of ideal 

body integrity, or blood. An example item is ñIt would not upset me at all to watch a 

person with a glass eye take the eye out of the socket.ò (item 10, reverse). 

Contamination refers to the disgust feeling in the absence of hygiene, avoidance from 

strangeness and potential disease causing acts. An example item for contamination is 

ñYou take a sip of soda, and then realize that you drank from the glass that an 

acquaintance of yours had been drinking from.ò (item 18). The scale has been 
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adapted into Turkish by Ķnºz¿ and Eremsoy (2013). Their results indicate that the 

subscales and total scale have acceptable internal consistency and test re-test results. 

The scale can be used as 3 separate factors as well as a total disgust variable although 

3 factor structure yielded in better results.  In the current study, the internal reliability 

coefficients for the subscales are .80, .75, and .60 respectively. The total scaleôs 

alpha is .88.  

Attitudes Toward to Freedom and Democracy: Third wave (2008) European 

Values Survey (EVS, GESIS, 2010) provides a number of questions related to a wide 

range of topics such as politics, religion, family, and work aiming to measure human 

values. It is a multinational, large scale and longitudinal research. As the survey is 

applied in many countries, the Turkish version of it was ready to use. For this study, 

10 questions related to freedom and democracy, 5 for each, have been selected 

(questions 10, 17, 58A, 60, and 61 for freedom and 64, 67A-to-67D for democracy). 

Freedom related questions refer to belief in free will, freedom in job settings, 

individual-state responsibility for providing a living, and priorities of objectives for 

the countries. During analyses, question related to freedom in job settings was 

excluded due to large number of missing values (a combination of naturally 

occurring missing values and number of unemployed participants). Democracy 

related questions refer to the level satisfaction with the democracy in the country, 

belief in democracy as a suitable regime and beliefs related to the weaknesses of 

democracy in relations with economics, political stability and public order. The 

belief that democracy is weak in these relations (economics, political stability, and 

public order) has an internal consistency of .76 in this study.  

In -group Identification Items (Items related to National Identification): The 

literature approached identification with the in-group differently, such as in terms of 

emotional commitment or centrality. Leach, van Zomeren, Zebel, Vliek, Ouwerkerk 

and Spears (2008) tried to combine these different aspects of identification in a 

model. This model argues that in-group identification has 5 components under two 

main categories. Solidarity, satisfaction and centrality are elements of group level 

self-investment. Individual self-stereotyping and in-group homogeneity are elements 

of group level self-definition. The researchers selected best working items for each 
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component of identification. Solidarity refers to a psychological bond and 

cooperation with and also commitment to the in-group (3 items, ñI feel a bond with 

(in-group)ò).  Satisfaction is having positive feelings towards the in-group (4 items, 

ñI am glad to be (in-group)ò). Centrality refers to the extent that in-group identity is 

the in the center of oneôs self-concept (3 items, ñI often think about the fact that I am 

(in-group)ò). Individual self-stereotyping means the extent to which individuals 

perceive themselves similar to an average in-group member (2 items, ñI have a lot in 

common with the average (in-group) person.ò). In-group homogeneity refers to oneôs 

elaboration of in-group as homogeneous, sharing common characteristics, being 

different from out-group members (2 items, ñ(In-group) people have a lot in common 

with each other.ò). The whole scale consists of 14 items.  

In this study the in-group identification items are arranged so that they measure 

commitment to country and society. Instead of the ñin-groupò phrase, expressions 

such as ñmy countryò, ñTurkeyò ñcitizen of Republic of Turkeyò have been used. 

The internal consistency values of the scales are .91, .97, .70, .95, and .86 

respectively.  

HEXACO Honesty-Humility  Scale: Honesty-humility scale is one of the 6 

subscales of HEXACO Personali ty Inventory (Lee and Ashton, 2004). It consists of 

4 subscales and each subscale has 4 items. The scale in general measures the 

tendency to be honest, to avoid manipulating people and to break rules, to feel equal 

with others. Sincerity subscale refers to being sincere and not manipulative in 

relationships. An example item is ñIf I want something from a person I dislike, I will 

act very nicely toward that person in order to get itò (reverse item). Fairness subscale 

refers to peopleôs tendency to avoid fraud and corruption. An example item is ñI 

would never accept a bribe, even if it were very large.ò Greed avoidance subscale 

intends to measure oneôs unwillingness to possess different goods, high social status 

and wealth. An example item is ñI would like to live in a very expensive, high-class 

neighborhoodò (reverse item). The last subscale, Modesty refers to being humble and 

not pretentious, not claiming special treatment or superiority. An example item is ñI 

am an ordinary person who is no better than others.ò The Turkish version of the 

general HEXACO Personality Inventory has been adapted by Wasti et al. (2008). 
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The study reports that the internal consistency of the Turkish version of the Honesty-

Humility scale was .84. In the current study, the internal consistency coefficients of 

the subscales are .55, .71, .72, .47, respectively. The alpha coefficient for the total 

scale is .80. 

Portrait  Values Questionnaire 5X: Portrait Values Theory developed by Schwarz 

(1992) aims to determine the comprehensive and universal basic human values. The 

theory and the Portrait Values Questionnaire have been revised recently and 

accordingly 19 universal values have been determined (Schwartz, Cieciuch, 

Vecchione, Davidov, Fischer, Beierlein, Ramos, Verkasolo, Lºnnqvist, Demirutku, 

Dirilen-G¿m¿ĸ, & Konty, 2012, see table 1 for explanation of each value). PVQ5X 

has been used in Turkish in the same study. The scale consists of 57 items, and each 

value is measured by 3 items, with two exceptions (Benevolence-dependability value 

is measured by 2 items, Benevolence-caring value is measured by 4 items). In the 

current study, the internal consistency values of the subscales changed between .61 

and .90, except for Humility whose alpha value is .36.  

Table 1. Explanation of Values of PVQ5x, Study 1 

Value Conceptual definitions in terms of motivational goals 

Self-directionïthought  Freedom to cultivate oneôs own ideas and abilities  

Self-directionïaction  Freedom to determine oneôs own actions  

Stimulation Excitement, novelty, and change 

Hedonism  Pleasure and sensuous gratification 

Achievement  Success according to social standards 

Powerïdominance  Power through exercising control over people 

Powerïresources Power through control of material and social resources 

Face 
Security and power through maintaining oneôs public image and 

avoiding humiliation 

Securityïpersonal  Safety in oneôs immediate environment 

Securityïsocietal Safety and stability in the wider society 

Tradition Maintaining and preserving cultural, family, or religious traditions  

Conformityïrules  Compliance with rules, laws, and formal obligations 

Conformityïinterpersonal  Avoidance of upsetting or harming other people 

Humility  Recognizing oneôs insignificance in the larger scheme of things 

Benevolenceïdependability  Being a reliable and trustworthy member of the ingroup 

Benevolenceïcaring  Devotion to the welfare of ingroup members 

Universalismïconcern  Commitment to equality, justice, and protection for all people  

Universalismïnature  Preservation of the natural environment 

Universalismïtolerance Acceptance and understanding of those who are different from oneself 

Source: Schwartz, H. S., Cieciuch, J., Vecchione, M., Davidov, E., Fischer, R., Beierlein, C., Ramos, 

A., Verkasolo, M., Lºnnqvist, J. E., Demirutku, K., Dirilen-G¿m¿ĸ, ¥., Konty, M. (2012). Refining 

the theory of basic individual values. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 103, 663-688. 
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Attitudes toward Social Groups: Graham et al. (2011) evaluated the feelings of 

respondents towards various social groups on a 7-point scale [1= very cold 

(unfavorable), 7 = very warm (favorable)]. They hypothesized that feelings toward 

certain groups are related to moral foundations. In the present study, new social 

groups have been added to the scale, such as ñchildrenò or ñopponents of abortionò. 

Also, some social groups have been adapted to the Turkish context; for instance ñUS 

Militaryò has been  used as ñarmyò. In total, feelings related to 69 social groups were 

asked.  

Demographic Questions: To determine the demographic characteristics of the 

respondents, questions such as age, gender, education, settlement, religious feelings 

and political orientation were asked.  

Procedure  

600 questionnaire batteries were formed. The completion of battery lasted 

about 40-50 minutes.  

A group of participants were recruited via a group of psychology majors who also 

took part in data entry. Persons who would apply the questionnaires or enter data 

were informed about the steps carefully. Data files from different sources were 

merged when data collection finished.  

Sample Characteristics 

The fact that the participants would form a heterogeneous sample is important 

in terms of testing the Turkish use of the moral foundation theory scales. Therefore I 

tried to reach as many and various people as possible in terms of background, age, 

sex, education or occupation. 

The sample consisted of 493 participants whose age ranged between 15 and 74 (M= 

31.42, SD = 12.14) (see table 2, for a summary of demographic information). The 

majority of the sample (80 %) is between 15 and 35; and 64 respondents did not give 

any information related to their age. Gender distribution is comparable (females 56 

%, males 42.4 %). While the education range is from literate to graduate degree, the 

densest groups are high school and university graduates (142 and 183 people, 

respectively). As for the job status, most people selected ñotherò which included 
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Table 2. Demographic Information of Participants, Study 1  

 
Variable Frequency Percent 

Sex   

Female 276 56 

Male 209 42.4 

No information 8 1.6 

Education (Last Degree Completed)   

Literate 3 .6 

Primary School 27 5.5 

Elementary school 52 10.5 

High School 142 28.8 

Associate Degree 34 6.9 

University 183 37.1 

Graduate Degree 48 9.7 

No information 4 .8 

Student or Not   

Not student 309 62.7 

High School student 36 7.3 

University student 107 21.7 

Graduate student  30 6.1 

Degree not indicated 5 1.01 

No information 6 1.22 

Job Status   

Unemployed 57 11.6 

Blue-collar, Worker, craftsperson 55 11.2 

White-collar, small business owner 99 20.1 

High level bureaucrat, entrepreneur 17 3.4 

Other 218 44.2 

No information 47 9.5 

City status   

Village 26 5.3 

Town 29 5.9 

City 203 41.2 

Metropolis 231 46.9 

No information 4 .8 

Marital Status & Type   

Single 306 62.1 

Married 179 36.1 

            Prearranged 50 10.1 

            Self-initiated 108 21.9 

            Other 20 4.1 

            Not indicated 1 .2 

No information 8 1.6 

Number of Children    

Non 278 56.4 

1 42 8.5 

2 78 15.8 

3 26 5.3 

4-5 7 1.4 

Not indicated 1 .2 

No information 61 12.4 

Membership to NGO   

Yes 83 16.8 

No 396 80.3 

No information 14 2.8 
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unsorted jobs along with ñstudentò, ñhomemakerò, and ñretiredò. When asked for the 

specific occupations, 234 participants responded with a wide range of occupations 

from baker (pideci) to technical painter, from janitor to cleric (imam). Most frequent 

occupations are homemaker (24), engineer from various fields (23), public sector 

employee (21), teacher (19), student (18), psychologist (12), blue collar worker (9), 

technician from various fields (7), research assistant (6), administrative official/ CEO 

(6), and nurse (5).  Residency information participants provided indicates that most 

of them are of urban origin. With respect to current city they live in, participants 

indicated 19 cities of Turkey and one city of the U.S. They indicated 48 cities of 

Turkey as the city they spent most of their lives. In addition, 3 people indicated Baku 

(Azerbaijan), Germany and Refah (Palestine) (see table 3). While most of the 

participants were single, marital year of the married participants changed between 

one month and 52 years. Most participants live with their spouse and/or children 

(169 respondents) or parents and/or siblings (166 respondents). The rest live in dorm 

or live alone, with friends, extended family or other. As for the monthly income, 

most of the participants (280 persons) have an income of up to 2999 Turkish liras 

(TL) on a 9-point scale. 71 participants have an income up to 3999 TL, 42 

participants 4999 TL, 26 participants 5999 TL, 13 participants 6999 TL, 9 

participants 7999 TL and 25 participants 8000 and higher. 27 participants did not 

give information. Participants were asked indicate on a 7-point scale (1=not at all, 

7=very much) to what extent they feel religious. Results formed a relatively 

positively skewed distribution (M = 3.88, SD = 1.92). They also rated their political 

ideology on a 7-point scale (1 = radical left, 7 = radical right). Results of this 

question formed a positively skewed distribution, too: there were 272 participants, 

who described themselves as radical left, left, close to left, there were 103 

participants who described themselves radical right, right or close to right. There 

were 98 respondents who described themselves as center.  

Analyses Concerning MFQ 

Throughout the analyses concerning MFQ; the full MFQ, relevance, and judgment 

scales of it were analyzed separately.  
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Table 3. Settlement Information of Participants, Study 1 

 

City 
Number of Participants who spent 

most of their lives in 

Number of Participants 

currently living in 

Ankara 89 184 

Ķstanbul 71 101 

Aydēn 35 44 

Ķzmir 33 40 

Diyarbakēr 34 28 

Eskiĸehir 23 21 

Kocaeli 20 16 

Manisa 19 15 

Sakarya 8 12 

Bursa 11 4 

Samsun 5 2 

Mersin 7  

Amasya 6  

Muĵla 5  

Adana 5  

Mardin 4  

Konya 4  

Balēkesir 4  

Other 48 9 

 

Scale Means and Alpha Values: Relevance subscales have a relatively higher 

internal consistency compared to judgment subscales (except for the Sanctity 

subscale). The total subscalesô alpha is lower than the alpha value of Care and 

Fairness foundations while it is higher for the remaining three foundations (table 4).  

Table 4. Alpha Values, Means and Standard Deviations for Relevance and Judgment Scales of MFQ, Study1 

 
Foundation Subscale Alpha Mean (SD) 

Care 

Relevance .66 11.05 (3.04) 

Judgment .49 12.45 (2.53) 

Total .64 23.52 (4.49) 

Fairness 

Relevance .73 12.49 (2.64) 

Judgment .45 12.30 (2.26) 

Total .70 24.79 (4.09) 

Loyalty 

Relevance .63 9.73 (3.36) 

Judgment .44 8.83 (3.22) 

Total .66 18.55 (5.59) 

Authority 

Relevance .70 8.50 (3.50) 

Judgment .66 8.98 (3.62) 

Total .78 17.48 (6.33) 

Sanctity 

Relevance .65 8.26 (3.85) 

Judgment .67 9.71 (3.67) 

Total .79 17.94 (6.82) 

Total scaleôs alpha is shown in bold.  

The pattern of internal consistency coefficients is similar to the original results where 

MFQ was tested on a large sample (Graham et al., 2011). That is, in the original 
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study, relevance scalesô internal consistencies are slightly higher (except for 

Sanctity) than those of the judgment scales. The alpha coefficients of the total scales 

are lower for Care as compared to relevance scales, the same for Fairness and 

Loyalty and higher for Authority and Sanctity foundations.  

The means of Care and Fairness subscales are higher than Loyalty, Authority and 

Sanctity subscales, implying that the former subscales are a more common concern 

for morality. The least valued foundation is Authority. This pattern is in congruence 

with the Graham et al. (2011) study.  

Relations Between Relevance and Judgment Subscales: The relations between 

relevance and judgment subscales reveal that Relevance subscale of Care have a 

higher correlation with Judgment subscales of Care as well as Fairness than the 

remaining foundations (see table 5). Also Relevance subscale of Authority has the 

highest correlations with the Judgment subscales of Authority and Sanctity. As the 

bottom panel of the table shows, when the variance shared with political ideology is 

controlled, though not much affected in terms of magnitude, the highest correlations 

of relevance subscales of each foundation are with those of the judgment subscales, 

except for Authority subscale. Relevance subscale of Authority has higher 

correlations with Judgment subscales of Authority and Sanctity than with other 

foundations. Also, while Care and Fairness subscales have higher correlations with 

each other, Loyalty, Authority and Sanctity subscales have the lowest correlations 

with Fairness subscales. In other words, contrary to the literature, the structure of 

individualizing-binding foundations of morality did not occur. 

In the original study, the pattern is more congruent with the expectations (Graham et 

al., 2011), that is each relevance subscale has the highest correlation with the 

corresponding judgment subscale, thereby providing evidence for both convergent 

and divergent validity. Also the inter-correlations between subscales drew a clearer 

picture of individualizing and binding foundations.   

Reliability Analysis: The general reliability analysis of the scale indicated that five 

subscales have acceptable level of internal consistency scores, although some items 

have low item-total correlations (see table 6). 
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Table 5. Inter-correlations Between Relevance and Judgment Subscales of MFQ, Study 1 

 
 MFQ Relevance subscales 

 Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Sanctity 

MFQ Judgment subscales      

     Care .30
***  

.30
***  

.32
***  

.31
***  

.32
***  

     Fairness .31
***  

.39
***  

.12
**  

.00 .05 

     Loyalty .02 -.03 .44
***  

.51
***  

.49
***  

     Authority -.06 -.06 .39
***  

.57
***  

.54
***  

     Sanctity .05 .01 .41
***  

.57
***  

.63
***  

Controlling for Political Ideology     

     Care .33
***  

.34
***

 .30
***

 .28
***

 .30
***

 

     Fairness .30
***

 .38
***

 .15
**

 .05 .11
*
 

     Loyalty .05 .03 .40
***

 .43
***

 .38
***

 

     Authority -.02 -.00 .35
***

 .50
***

 .43
***

 

     Sanctity .09
*
 .08

À
 .37

***
 .50

***
 .55

***
 

À 
p< .10, 

*
 p< .05,  

** 
p< .01,  

***
p< .001.  The highest correlation is shown in bold. 

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA): Confirmatory factor analyses were 

performed on the relevance scales, judgment scales and the full MFQ. Single factor, 

two-factor (care-fairness, loyalty-authority-sanctity), three-factor (care-fairness, 

loyalty-authority, sanctity), and the five-factors (care, fairness, loyalty, authority, 

sanctity) models were compared. Following Graham et al. (2011), for the whole 

questionnaire, six factor (care, fairness, loyalty, authority, tradition, and sanctity; in 

which authority foundation is divided into two, i.e., authority and tradition) and 

hierarchical models (care-fairness as individualizing foundations, loyalty-authority-

sanctity as binding foundations) were also tested.  

Among the models constructed with Relevance and Judgment Scales, the five factor 

model was the best fitting one, though for both scales, they have relatively low fit 

indices and high error coefficients (see Table 7). The examination of the standardized 

loadings and t values indicated that magnitude of them were significant at p <.05. 

Similarly, the five-factor, six-factor and hierarchical models resulted in a relatively 

fair fit with the data, with the full MFQ (see Table 7). Standardized loadings were 

significant (see Figure 1). Among these models, the six-factor model has a lower 

ɢ
2
/df ratio and lower error coefficient. However, it has also quite high correlations 

among latent variables indicating a strong overlap. Due to high correlations among 

latent variables in the hierarchical model, five-factor model may be the best fitting 

one. However, it should be noted that none of the models reached a desirable and  
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Table 6. Reliability Analysis of MFQ Subscales, Study 1  

 

Scale/ Item Ŭ (N) 

Ŭ if 

item 

deleted 

Item 

total 

corr. 

M (SD) 

Care .64 (489)   3.91 (.75) 

1. someone suffered emotionally  .58 .40 3.52 (1.28) 

7. someone cared for someone weak or vulnerable  .56 .45 3.73 (1.32) 

12. someone was cruel  .56 .45 3.81 (1.34) 

17. compassion for sufferer most crucial virtue  .60 .36 3.90 (1.19) 

23. one of the worst things is hurt a defenseless 

animal 

 .60 .35 4.38 (1.09) 

28. never be right to kill a human being  .65 .22 4.18 (1.28) 

Fairness .70 (485)   4.13 (.68) 

2. some people were treated differently than others  .58 .46 3.84 (1.24) 

8. someone acted unfairly  .57 .51 4.34 (1.00) 

13. someone was denied his or her rights  .55 .56 4.31 (1.04) 

18. government ensure everyone treated fairly 

when making law  

 .60 .43 4.54 (.90) 

24. justice most important requirement for a 

society 

 .63 .36 4.59 (.72) 

29. that rich inherit a lot of money while poor 

nothing morally wrong 

 .73 .18 3.18 (1.65) 

Loyalty .66 (472)   3.10 (93) 

3. someoneôs action showed love for his or her 

country 

 .55 .57 2.69 (1.65) 

9. someone did something to betray his or her 

group 

 .63 .38 3.35 (1.50) 

14. someone showed a lack of loyalty  .62 .40 3.67 (1.28) 

19. proud of my countryôs history.  .61 .44 3.33 (1.71) 

25. loyal to the family members, even when they 

have done something wrong.   

 .63 .39 3.41 (1.43) 

30. more important being a team player than 

expressing oneself. 

 .68 .21 2.10 (1.55) 

Authority .78 (481)   2.91 (1.06) 

4. someone showed a lack of respect for authority  .73 .63 2.45 (1.54) 

10. someone conformed to the traditions of society  .73 .63 2.44 (1.61) 

15. an action caused chaos or disorder  .79 .37 3.60 (1.26) 

20. all children need to learn respect for authority   .74 .60 2.52 (1.68) 

26. men and women have different roles in society  .75 .56 3.41 (1.50) 

31. If I were a soldier and disagreed with my 

commanding officerôs orders, I would obey 

anyway because that is my duty. 

 .78 .42 3.05 (1.51) 

Sanctity .79 (476)   3.00 (1.13) 

5. someone violated standards of purity and 

decency 

 .76 .54 3.19 (1.56) 

11. someone did something disgusting  .78 .46 2.70 (1.60) 

16. someone acted in a way that God would 

approve of 

 .74 .61 2.27 (1.86) 

21. should not do disgusting things, even if no 

harmed. 

 .74 .61 3.44 (1.58) 

27. I would call some acts wrong on the grounds 

that they are unnatural. 

 .79 .42 2.70 (1.50) 

32. Chastity is an important and valuable virtue.  .74 .62 3.56 (1.63) 

Weakest items shown in bold.  
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Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analyses with MFQ Full Scale, Study 1 (C: Care, F: Fairness, L: 

Loyalty, A: Authority, S: Sanctity) 
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acceptable fit with the data. Co-occurrence of significant standardized loadings and 

low fit indices indicates a flaw or a short-coming in the five factor model. Results 

indicate a similarity with the Graham et alôs (2011) findings in that five factor 

models were comparatively the best fitting models. 

Exploratory Factor Analysis: An exploratory factor analysis was conducted as a 

result of the irregularities of the correlations between relevance and judgment 

subscales and relatively poor model fit indices in CFAôs. Correlation matrix of 32 

items showed that especially one of the filler items (item 22) is significantly related 

to other items. Therefore the exploratory factor analysis was run with 32 items, 2 of 

them being non-moral items.  

In the first phase, principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation was performed on the 

32 item MFQ to estimate factorability of the items and number of factors. Results of 

the KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .902 and Bartlettôs Test of Sphericity 

was significant, c
2
 (496) = 5752.56, p < .000.  

The examination of scree plot, eigenvalues and the results of parallel analysis 

showed three factors, in a converging manner. According to the eigenvalue-greater 

than-one criterion, the analysis revealed three factors explaining 41.13 % of the 

variance (eigenvalues are 7.75, 3.62, and 1.79, respectively). 

A second principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation with a three factor solution 

explained 40.69 % of the variance. A number of communalities were lower than .30 

(for the items 1, 6, 23, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30 and 31; .25, .14, .25, .28, .19, .21, .06, .09, 

and .26, respectively). Factor loadings and internal consistency information of these 

factors are presented in Table 8.  

The first factor was labeled as Binding Foundation because the items loaded on the 

factor consisted mostly of loyalty, authority and sanctity foundations, emphasizing 

the binding function of these foundations. It explained 24.09 % of the variance and 

had an eigenvalue of 7.71. The alpha value for the subscale was .90. The item-total 

correlations were acceptable.  
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Table 8. Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis of MFQ, Study 1 

 

Item 
Orig.  

Factor
a F-1 F- 2 F-3 

Item-

Total 

Corr. 

M (SD) 

20. Respect for authority is something all 

children need to learn. 
A .78   .69 2.54 (1.68) 

32. Chastity is an important and valuable 

virtue. 
S .77   .72 3.58 (1.61) 

10. Whether or not someone conformed to 

the traditions of society 
A .74   .71 2.45 (1.61) 

16. Whether or not someone acted in a way 

that God would approve of 
S .73   .68 2.24 (1.85) 

4. Whether or not someone showed a lack of 

respect for authority 
A .69   .65 2.44 (1.54) 

19. I am proud of my countryôs history. L .68   .63 3.33 (1.71) 

3. Whether or not someoneôs action showed 

love for his or her country 
L .66   .64 2.64 (1.65) 

26. Men and women each have different 

roles to play in society. 
A .65   .64 3.39 (1.52) 

21. People should not do things that are 

disgusting, even if no one is harmed. 
S .62   .62 3.44 (1.59) 

5. Whether or not someone violated 

standards of purity and decency 
S .55 .35  .57 3.19 (1.55) 

25. People should be loyal to their family 

members, even when they have done 

something wrong.   

L .50   .48 3.40 (1.44) 

31. If I were a soldier and disagreed with my 

commanding officerôs orders, I would obey 

anyway because that is my duty. 

A .49   .46 3.03 (1.51) 

11. Whether or not someone did something 

disgusting 
S .47 .37  .47 2.73 (1.60) 

27. I would call some acts wrong on the 

grounds that they are unnatural. 
S .45   .43 2.70 (1.50) 

30. It is more important to be a team player 

than to express oneself. 
L .32   .29 2.11 (1.55) 

12. Whether or not someone was cruel C  .74  .65 3.82 (1.33) 

7. Whether or not someone cared for 

someone weak or vulnerable 
C  .73  .62 3.73 (1.32) 

13. Whether or not someone was denied his 

or her rights 
F  .71  .67 4.30 (1.04) 

8. Whether or not someone acted unfairly F  .63  .59 4.35 (1.00) 

2. Whether or not some people were treated 

differently than others 
F  .62  .55 3.84 (1.23) 

14. Whether or not someone showed a lack 

of loyalty
*  L .32 .51  .52 3.70 (1.28) 

9. Whether or not someone did something to 

betray his or her group 
L .30 .49  .48 3.37 (1.50) 

1. Whether or not someone suffered 

emotionally 
C  .48  .48 3.51 (1.29) 

15. Whether or not an action caused chaos or 

disorder 
A .33 .48  .52 3.61 (1.26) 

29. I think itôs morally wrong that rich 

children inherit a lot of money while poor 

children inherit nothing. 

F      



35 35 

Table 8. (Continued) 

 

Item 
Orig.  

Factor
a F-1 F- 2 F-3 

Item-

Total 

Corr. 

M (SD) 

18. When the government makes laws, 

the number one principle should be 

ensuring that everyone is treated fairly. 

F   .69 .36 4.53 (.90) 

24. Justice is the most important 

requirement for a society. 
F   .62 .35 4.56 (.72) 

22. It is better to do good than to do bad. Filler .31  .52 .30 4.31 (1.06) 

17. Compassion for those who are 

suffering is the most crucial virtue. 
C .36  .44 .25 3.91 (1.19) 

23. One of the worst things a person 

could do is hurt a defenseless animal. 
C   .44 .21 4.37 (1.12) 

28. It can never be right to kill a human 

being. 
C   .37 .18 4.16 (1.30) 

6. Whether or not someone was good at 

math 
Filler    

  

Eigenvalue  7.71 3.55 1.76   

Variance Accounted for (%)   24.09 11.11 5.50   

Ŭ  .90 .85 .76   

N  454 479 484   
a 
Original Factors: C (Care), F (Fairness), L (Loyalty), A (Authority), S (Sanctity), & Filler  subscale. 

F: Factor. Loadings lower than .30 are not shown. No item caused an increment in alpha if deleted.  
* 
This item has been translated wrongly as ñwhether or not someone showed loyaltyò. When realized 

the mistake during analysis, all analyses were repeated without the item. Exclusion of this item caused 

a decrease in the reliability, however the general pattern remained unchanged. As for the correlations, 

Loyalty relevance subscale has the highest correlation with loyalty judgment scale (also after 

controlling for the political ideology). The EFA structure remained unchanged. Loyalty subscale 

without item 14 had a slight decrease in correlations with the other MFQ subscales. See Appendix B, 

for analyses without this item.  

 

The second factor, labeled as Preserve-Provide Foundation is related to preserving 

the balance or status quo, protection of those who are in need, keeping them safe and 

away from harm, and providing necessary means to restore balance. It included 9 

items and explained 11.11 % of the variance. Its eigenvalue is 3.55 and internal 

consistency coefficient is .85. 

The third and the last factor, included 6 items, was labeled as Humanistic Justice 

Foundation and explained 5.50 % of the variance. The factor implies a mixture of 

care and justice. Its eigenvalue is 1.76 and the related alpha value was .76. Some of 

the items in this factor had quite low item-total correlations.  

Care and fairness foundations are conceptualized as Individualizing foundations 

while the combination of loyalty, authority and sanctity are conceptualized as 

binding foundations. Sometimes a three-factor structure is used, by separating the 
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sanctity foundation. The current factor analysis indicates a three-factor solution 

which has not been suggested before. Contrary to the literature, the binding 

foundations stick together while care and fairness come together and divide into two. 

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of such a factor structure indicates a fair fit 

with the data (see Table 7 and Figure 1). All the standardized loadings are significant 

at p < .05 and there is only one indicator (item 30) whose standardized loading is 

below .40 (.29). Items 6 and 29 were not included in the confirmatory factor analysis 

as they were not loaded in the EFA.  

Correlations among MFQ subscales: The zero order correlations, the partial 

correlations (when political ideology and religiousness are controlled) among 

original and new subscales of MFQ are shown in Table 9. Particularly, when 

controlled for ideology or religiousness, the correlations of care and fairness with the 

other scales increase, suggesting a suppression effect. On the other hand when 

controlled for ideology or religiousness, the correlations of loyalty, authority and 

sanctity generally decrease. This pattern suggests influence of political ideology and 

religiousness on the relations among loyalty, authority and sanctity foundations.  

Table 9. Zero Order Correlations Among MFQ Subscales, Study 1 

 
 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Original MFQ 

Subscales 

1. Care -       

2. Fairness .66
***  

-      

3. Loyalty .41
***  

.21
***  

-     

4. Authority .31
***  

.07
 

.76
***  

-    

5. Sanctity .37
***  

.12
**  

.69
***  

.81
***  

-   

New MFQ 

Subscales 

According to 

EFA Results 

6. Binding F. .33
***  

.07
 

.84
***  

.94
***  

.92
***  

-  

7. Preserve & 

Provide F.  
.81

***  
.72

***  
.55

***  
.42

***  
.47

***  
.41

***  
- 

8. Humanistic 

Justice F. 
.73

***  
.55

***  
.37

***  
.34

***  
.36

***  
.37

***  
.46

***  

** 
p< .01,  

***
p< .001.   

 

 

Analyses Concerning MFQ Liberty Scale 

The Liberty scale was developed later than MFQ, with the emergence of Liberty as 

another possible moral foundation (Iyer et al., 2012). This scaleôs structure is 

consistent with that of the classical MFQ; that is, it contains both relevance and 
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judgment items. Also, it consists of two subscales: economic-government liberty and 

life style liberty scales
2
.  

Table 10. Partial Correlations Among MFQ Subscales Controlled by Political View & Religious Feeling, Study 1 

 
 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Original MFQ 

Subscales 

1. Care - .67
 

.40
 

.29
 

.38
 

.36
 

.81
 

.72
 

2. Fairness .67
 

- .27
 

.14
 

.21
 

.15
 

.74
 

.57
 

3. Loyalty .41
 

.28
 

- .68
 

.56
 

.79
 

.55
 

.31
 

4. Authority .32
 

.15
 

.72
 

- .69
 

.90
 

.42
 

.29
 

5. Sanctity .40
 

.21
 

.63
 

.75
 

- .87
 

.50
 

.31
 

New MFQ 

Subscales 

According to 

EFA Results 

6. Binding F. .36
 

.17
 

.82
 

.92
 

.90
 

- .42
 

.33
 

7. Preserve & 

Provide F.  
.81

 
.73

 
.57

 
.45

 
.51

 
.45

 
- .43

 

8. Humanistic 

Justice F. 
.74

 
.59

 
.35

 
.33

 
.35

 
.36

 
.46

 
- 

All correlations are significant at p < .001.   Left bottom indicates partial correlation scores when 

political orientation is controlled, right top indicates partial correlation scores when religious feeling is 

controlled. 

 

Scale Means and Reliability Analysis: The reliability analysis of the subscales of 

and total Liberty Scale indicates that while Life style Liberty and total Liberty scales 

have acceptable levels of internal consistency, Economic Liberty has a quite low 

alpha value. For the total Liberty scale, a number of items have low contribution to 

the overall consistency, specifically the exclusion of item 8 increases alpha value 

(see Table 11).  

Confirmatory Factor Analyses: Confirmatory factor analyses were performed on 

the liberty scale items. Single factor, two factor (economic-government liberty and 

life style liberty), and hierarchical models were compared (see Table 12 & Figure 2).  

Both single factor and two factor models yielded fair fit indices and high error 

coefficients. Also, item 8 is not predicted by latent variables, i.e. liberty and 

economic-governmental liberty respectively. Hierarchical model in which item 7 is 

not predicted by Economic-governmental Liberty displayed lower Chi-square and 

RMSEA coefficient, however CFI was also lower.  

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA):  As the CFAôs did not yield the expected 

results, an EFA was conducted (see Table 13). In the first phase, principal axis  

                                                 
2
 Liberty is still being tested as a candidate foundation, therefore as a scale it is thought to be separate 

from the MFQ (J. Graham, personal communication, November 24, 2014). For that reason, Liberty 

Scale is analyzed separately in the current study, too.  
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Table 12. Confirmatory Factor Analyses Results and Fit Indices of the MFQ Liberty Items, Study 1 

Liberty Models  c2 df c2
/df RMSEA GFI AGFI CFI NNFI 

95 % CI of 

RMSEA 

 Liberty Scale Original Structure 

1. Single factor 257.68
***  

27 9.54 .132 .87 .76 .79 .72 .118-.147 

2. Two factors 257.68
***  

26 9.91 .135 .87 .77 .79 .71 .120-.150 

3. Hierarchical 

model 
a 181.23

***  
26 6.97 .111 - - .70 - .096-.126 

 Results According to EFA and Reliability Analysis 

4. Two new factors 136.88
***  

26 5.26 .093 .94 .89 .90 .86 .078-.109 

5. Hierarchical, new 

factors, item 8 not 

reversed 
a 

96.06
***  

26 3.69 .074 - - .87 - .059-.090 

6. Single factor item  

8 not reversed 
264.51

***  
27 9.80 .134 .86 .77 .77 .69 .120-.149 

7. Single factor, item 

8 excluded 
169.17

***  
20 8.46 .124 .91 .83 .85 .79 .107-.141 

*** 
p< .001. For all models, N = 488. 

a
 conducted with MPlus, following the recommendations of 

Bentler about confirmatory factor analysis with two first order factors (2006, pp.43-45). 

factoring with oblimin rotation was performed on the 9 items of the MFQ-Liberty to 

estimate factorability of the items and number of factors. Results of the KMO 

Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .745 and Bartlettôs Test of Sphericity was 

significant, c
2
 (36) = 533.891, p < .000. According to the eigenvalue-greater than-

one criterion, the analysis revealed one factor explaining 19.10 % of the variance, its 

eigenvalue is 1.72. The second highest eigenvalue is .95, explaining 10.60 % of the 

variance. The scree plot, however, indicated two factors.  

A second principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation with a two factor solution 

explained 29.69 % of the variance. Factor loadings and internal consistency 

information of these factors are presented in Table 13. Although being a reverse 

item, Item 8 did load on the same direction with the other items in the factor. The 

internal consistency coefficients of the factors are .64 and .58 for the two factors 

respectively.  

A series of confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to see whether or not this 

new structure fits with the data (see Table 12, models 4 to 7; Figure 2). The two new 

factors obtained from EFA, hierarchical model with the new factors and single factor 

models (item 8 not reversed and without item 8) were tested. The two new factors  
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and the hierarchical models were best fitting models. As the study has no aim in 

producing new subscales of liberty, these variables were not formed.  

For the analyses, original liberty subscales and the total scale were kept. Additionally 

considering the problematic nature of item 8, a new liberty variable, excluding item 

8, was composed and used for the following analyses.   

Table 13. Exploratory Factor Analysis Result of MFQ-Liberty Items, Study 1 

 

Item 
Original  

Factor
a 

Factor  

1 

Factor 

 2 

Item-

Total 

Corr. 

Ŭ if 

item 

deleted 

6. People should be free to decide what group norms 

or traditions they themselves want to follow. 
L .603  .44 .55 

3. I think everyone should be free to do as they 

choose, so long as they donôt infringe upon the equal 

freedom of others. 

L .527  .44 .55 

7. The government interferes far too much in our 

everyday lives. 
E .502  .33 .60 

5. Society works best when it lets individuals take 

responsibility for their own lives without telling them 

what to do. 

E .479  .37 .57 

2. Whether or not everyone was free to do as they 

wanted. 
L .426  .35 .58 

1. Whether or not private property was respected E  .589 .42 .46 

4. People who are successful in business have a right 

to enjoy their wealth as they see fit. 
E  .524 .40 .47 

9. Property owners should be allowed to develop their 

land or build their homes in any way they choose, as 

long as they donôt endanger their neighbors. 

E  .509 .38 .49 

8. The government should do more to advance the 

common good, even if that means limiting the 

freedom and choices of individuals. (R) 

E  .450 .26 .59 

Eigenvalue  1.72 .95   

Variance Accounted for (%)   19.10 10.60   

Ŭ  .64 .58   

N  475 481   

a 
L: Life style liberty, E: Economic /governmental liberty. R: Reverse item 

Correlations among Liberty Scales: The correlation between original and new 

liberty scales is quite high (r = .91, p < .001) (see Table 14). The correlation between 

economic and life style liberty scales are moderate (r = .49, p <. 001). In the original 

study (Iyer et al., 2012) the correlation between these scales was .27. The controlling 

of the effect of political ideology and religiousness caused minor changes in 

correlations implying the relations are not affected by these variables (Table 15).  
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Correlations of Liberty Scales with MFQ Subscales: Relations between Liberty 

Scales and other subscales of MFQ is shown in Table 16. Accordingly, Liberty is 

most strongly associated with Fairness (r = .35, p < .001), and then Care (r = .31, p < 

.001). It is also weakly and positively associated with Loyalty (r = .11, p < .001). The 

new liberty variable (excluding item 8) draw quite different results than the original 

liberty scale. While it is expected that liberty is positively correlated with care and 

fairness, the new liberty scale has also positive correlations with the other subscales.  

Table 14. Inter-correlations Among Subscales and Total Scales of MFQ-Liberty, Study 1 

 
Variable 1 2 3 

1. Liberty    

2. Economic Liberty .94
***  

  

3. Life style Liberty .77
***  

.49
***  

 

4. New Liberty .91
***  

.82
***  

.74
***

 
*** 

p < .001.    

 

 
Table 15. Partial- correlations Among Subscales and Total Scales of MFQ-Liberty, Study 1 

 
Variable 1 2 3 4 

1. Liberty  .94
***  

.76
***  

.93
***  

2. Economic Liberty .93
***  

 .48
***  

.84
***  

3. Life style Liberty .75
***  

.46
***  

 .76
***

 

4. New Liberty .93
***  

.83
***  

.76
***

  
***

  p < .001. Left bottom indicates partial correlation scores when political orientation is controlled, 

right top indicates partial correlation scores when religious feeling is controlled. 

 

 
Table 16. Correlations of Liberty Scales with MFQ Subscales, Study 1 

 
Variable Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Sanctity 

1. Liberty .31
** * 

.35
***

 .11
*
 .04 -.05 

2. Economic Liberty .24
***

 .24
***

 .11
*
 .07 -.03 

3. Life style Liberty .37
***

 .44
***

 .08
À
 .00 -.06 

4. New Liberty .34
***

 .29
***

 .29
***

 .28
***

 .19
***

 
À 
p< .10, 

*
 p< .05, 

***
p< .001.  

Analyses Concerning MSQ 

Moral Sacredness Questionnaire (MSQ) measures five moral foundations in terms of 

to what extent the respondent is willing to violate each foundation for changing 

amounts of money. Besides money, the questionnaire has also two other options at 

the two ends of the scale, as acceptance of violation for free and refusal to violate for 

any amount of money. Participants also are assured that they will not get caught.  
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Scale Means and Reliability Analysis: The internal consistency of each subscale 

corresponding each moral foundation is acceptable (see Table 17).  

Higher mean values indicate the difficulty to violate that specific foundation. 

Accordingly, while the most taboo moral foundation is Care, the most easy to violate 

moral foundation is (Respect for) Authority, particularly the lowest mean score 

among the scale items belongs to an Authority item (ñthrow a rotten tomato at a 

political leader you dislikeò) in which the respondent reminded twice that they will 

not get caught. Surprisingly four filler items of the scale have an acceptable level of 

internal consistency, too. The filler subscale is the second taboo subscale after Care. 

While the internal consistency levels are acceptable and similar with the original 

study (Graham et al., 2009), the current participants differ from those of the original 

study in that the original study participants were most unwilling to violate Fairness 

foundation.  

Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA): Single factor, two factor (individualizing 

and binding), three factors (individualizing, loyalty-authority, sanctity) and original 

five factor models were tested and compared by testing the models a) with 20 item, 

(excluding non-moral items) b) controlling the 20 item scale using 4 non-moral items 

(see Table 18, Figure 3). The two, three and five factor models tested with 20 items 

controlled by 4 non-moral items were best fitting models although the fit indices 

were fair and RMSEA is higher than expected. The examination of the standardized 

loadings and t values indicated that magnitude of them were significant at p < .05. 

Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA): The fair fit indices and relatively high error 

coefficients of the models led the examination of the factor structure of the scale 

through exploratory factor analysis. Correlation matrix of 24 items showed that filler 

(non-moral) items have significant correlations with the other scale items. Therefore 

EFA was run with the 24 items, 4 items being non-moral filler items. 

In the first phase, principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation was performed to 

estimate factorability of the items and number of factors. Results of the KMO 

Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .933 and Bartlettôs Test of Sphericity was 

significant, ɉ
2
 (276) = 4162.697, p < .000. The examination of scree plot and the 
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Table 19. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results and Reliability Information of MSQ, Study 1 

 

  24 Item 20 Item 

Item (Short form) 
Original  

Factora 
Factor  

1 

Factor 

 2 

Factor  

1 

Factor 

2 

21. Burn your countryôs flag in private (nobody sees). L .77   .72 

20. Sign a piece of paper that says "I hereby sell my soul, 

after my death, to whoever has this paper". 
S .72   .75 

10. Say something bad about your nation (which you don't 

believe to be true) while calling in, anonymously, to a talk-

radio show in a foreign nation. 

L .63   .58 

22. Wear a sign on your back for one month that says, in 

large letters ñI am an idiot.ò 
Filler .60    

19. Throw a rotten tomato at a political leader you dislike 

(remember, you will not get caught). 
A .57   .55 

7. Cheat in a game of cards played for money with some 

people you don't know well. 
F .54   .47 

1. Make cruel remarks to an overweight person about his or 

her appearance. 
C .49   .38 

2. Get a blood transfusion of 1 pint of disease-free, 

compatible blood from a convicted child molester. 
S .49   .46 

24. Say no to a friend's request to help him move into a new 

apartment after he helped you move before. 
F .48   .44 

17. Make a disrespectful hand gesture to your boss, teacher, 

or professor. 
A .46  .34 .38 

8. Slap your father in the face (with his permission) as part of 

a comedy skit. 
A .43   .38 

3. Sit in a bathtub full of ice water for 10 minutes. Filler .40    

16. Leave the social group, club, or team that you most 

value. 
L 33  .33  

11. Lose your sense of hearing for one year. Filler  -.88   

9. Shoot and kill an animal that is a member of an 

endangered species. 
C  -.81 .88  

5. Get plastic surgery that adds a 2-inch tail to the end of 

your spine (you can remove it in 3 years). 
S  -.61 .66  

14. Sign a secret but binding pledge to only hire people of 

your race in your company 
F  -.57 .62  

13. Break off all communications with your immediate and 

extended family for 1 year. 
L  -.50 .50  

15. Kick a dog in the head, hard. C  -.48 .55  

12. Throw out a box of ballots, during an election, to help 

your favored candidate win. 
F  -.48 .50  

18. Experience a severe headache for 2 weeks. Filler .33 -.44   

6. Stick a pin into the palm of a child you don't know. C .37 -.41 .51  

23. Curse your parents, to their face (you can apologize and 

explain one year later). 
A .31 -.38 .43  

4. Attend a performance art piece in which all participants 

(including you) have to act like animals for 30 minutes, 

including crawling around naked and urinating on stage. 

S .34 -.34 .45  

Eigenvalue  8.31 1.22 6.92 .91 

Variance Accounted for (%)   34.63 5.07 34.58 4.57 

Ŭ  .87 .88 .87 .85 

N  440 463 466 446 
a C: Care, F: Fairness, L: Loyalty, A: Authority, S: Sanctity. 
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two factor model with 20 items originated from the second EFA, and two factor 

model with 20 items controlled by 4 non-moral items originated from the second 

EFA (Table 18, Figure 3). The latter two models had a fair fit with the data.  

Correlations among MSQ Subscales: The zero order correlations, and the partial 

correlations (when political ideology and religiousness are controlled) among 

original and new subscales of MSQ are shown in Table 21 and 22, respectively. The 

zero order correlations are quite high among subscales, the lowest being .59. Also, 

one should note that the filler subscale has high correlations with the other subscales. 

However when the non-moral subscale scores are subtracted from each subscale, the 

correlation coefficients decrease and they are in line with the literature mostly. 

Accordingly, Care and Fairness are highly and positively correlated (r = .50, p < 

.001). Although not clear cut, the subscales have a structure of individualizing and 

binding foundations in correlation.  

When controlled for ideology or religiousness, the correlations of care and fairness 

with the other scales increase, while the correlations of loyalty, authority and sanctity 

generally decrease. This pattern suggests influence of political ideology and 

religiousness on the relations among loyalty, authority and sanctity foundations. The 

increase in partial correlation indicates a suppression effect.  

Relations Among MFQ, MFQ Liberty and MSQ 

The relations among three measurement devices of MFT (MFQ, MFQL, and MSQ) 

is shown in Table 23. Three types of MSQ scales are depicted. First type of the MSQ 

is the average of items for all foundations (plus filler scale), the second type has been 

constituted subtracting non-moral subscaleôs scores from each foundation score. 

Third type of MSQ is scored according to ñneverò responses for each moral 

foundation. That is, following Graham and Haidt (2012),  to get a clearer picture of 

MSQ, respondents are grouped according to their tendency to answer ñneverò for the 

moral challenges. As each subscale consists of four behavior-money trade-offôs, the 

number of answers with ñneverò is 4 at most. In this way, the extreme responses (or 

respondents with highest concerns) can be detected in line with the sacralization. As 

liberty has been added later as a foundation, MSQ has no Liberty subscale.  
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Table 23. Relations Among MFQ and MSQ Subscales, Study 1 

 
  MFQ Subscales 

 Variables Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty 

MSQ Subscales 

Care .24
***  

.16
***

 .11
*
 .06 .14

**
 .07 

Fairness .21
***

 .14
***

 .19
***

 .16
***

 .19
***

 .04 

Loyalty .19
***

 .14
**

 .37
***

 .35
***

 .36
***

 .07 

Authority .17
***

 .08
À
 .32

***
 .34

***
 .40

***
 .02 

Sanctity .23
***

 .10
*
 .31

***
 .34

***
 .37

***
 -.01 

Filler .17
***

 .14
**

 .17
***

 .19
***

 .21
***

 .16
***

 

MSQ subscales  

non-moral items 

subtracted 

Care .12
**

 .04 -.05 -.13
**

 -.05 -.08
À
 

Fairness .09
*
 .04 .07 .01 .04 -.11

*
 

Loyalty .08
À
 .04 .31

***
 .27

***
 .26

***
 -.07 

Authority .05 -.04 .24
***

 .25
***

 .30
***

 -.12
**

 

Sanctity .11
*
 -.01 .21

***
 .23

***
 .26

***
 -.15

**
 

MSQ Subscales 

(Never) 

Care .26
***

 .15
***

 .18
***

 .13
**

 .19
***

 .11
*
 

Fairness .20
***

 .13
**

 .19
***

 .18
***

 .22
***

 .07 

Loyalty .19
***

 .11
**

 .39
***

 .39
***

 .39
***

 .11
*
 

Authority .22
***

 .10
*
 .31

***
 .36

***
 .37

***
 .08

À
 

Sanctity .25
***

 .17
***

 .29
***

 .30
***

 .35
***

 .02 

Filler .15
***

 .08
À
 .25

***
 .29

***
 .30

***
 .11

*
 

À
 p < .10,  

* 
p < .05,  

** 
p < .01,  

*** 
p < .001. 

 

The correlations between MFQ and MSQ indicate that the scales are to some extent 

parallel. MFQ Care and Loyalty scales have highest correlations with their 

corresponding counterparts in types of MSQ; however MFQ Care is also highly 

correlated with MSQ Sanctity. Moreover, Fairness, Authority and Sanctity have 

higher correlations with other subscales rather than their own counterparts. Although 

MFQ-Liberty diverges from other subscales of MFQ, surprisingly it is related to 

MSQ Filler subscale (r = .16, p < .001), MSQ Care-never (r = .11, p < .05), MSQ 

Loyalty-never (r = .11, p < .05), and MSQ Filler-never (r = .11, p < .05). The filler 

scale itself has significant correlations with all subscales of MFQ, especially with 

Sanctity. The magnitude of correlations increase with the Filler-never and binding 

foundations of MFQ. Filler subscale has items related to body and health, this may 

create a conceptual overlap with Sanctity.  

Although both scales measure moral foundations, they are different in that MFQ 

measures the relevance of each to morality and MSQ measures the easiness of 

violation of each foundation. Certainly, this would create a divergence. A strict 

matching between subscales of two questionnaires may not be a necessary condition 

for validity, however strongest relations between the same foundations  and a regular 
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pattern throughout the correlations would be needed. The partial correspondence 

among foundations between MFQ and MSQ accompany unexpected relations of 

filler and liberty scales with each other and with others. This pattern may be a 

shortage in terms of both converging and divergent validity of the scales. 

Relations of MFQ, MFQ-L, and MSQ with Demographic Variables 

The relations between MFQ, MFQ-L, MSQ and demographic variables are depicted 

in table 24. The MSQ with non-moral items subtracted is taken into account. 

According to the results, concerns over binding foundations (all three subscales of 

MFQ and Authority of MSQ) tend to increase as age increases, while the pattern is 

reverse for liberty. As the education level increases, the concern over binding 

foundations decreases and over liberty increases. Job status is related to liberty; 

specifically, high paying jobs are linked to liberty. On the other hand, for the MSQ, 

jobs with lower status are linked to loyalty (marginally) and authority. Similarly, as 

the settlement area gets urban, the concern over liberty increases. The scales are in 

general not related with income. However, for MSQ only, as the income increases, 

fairness and loyalty increase too. Regarding marital status, married respondents 

reported higher concerns about care, loyalty, authority and sanctity (of MFQ), loyalty 

and authority (of MSQ) than singles. Single people scored marginally higher on 

liberty (r = .09, p < .10). As marital year increases, loyalty (of MFQ) increases (r = 

.16, p < .05) and fairness (of MSQ) decreases marginally (r = -.13, p < .10). Having 

children is associated with high scores on care, loyalty, authority, and sanctity (of 

MFQ) and authority (of MSQ). Being a member of a political party, labor union, or 

an NGO is associated with lower concerns in loyalty and authority (of MSQ) only.  

To investigate the differences and similarities in detail; mean values of gender, 

religious feeling and political view is depicted in Table 25 and 26. For religious 

feeling, the seven point scale is decreased to a five point one. Both for political 

orientation and religious feeling, no significance testing has been carried out because 

the distributions are highly skewed.  

Accordingly, while women tend to score higher in Care and Fairness in MFQ and 

only marginally in Fairness in MSQ, there is no gender difference in binding 









59 59 

foundations (Table 24). On the other hand, if MSQ-never responses are taken into 

account, there is a clear gender difference in all of the five foundations (including 

non-moral subscale): women tend to reject money offers in exchange of a violation 

(Table 25). As for religious feeling, Loyalty, Authority and Sanctity scales of both 

MFQ and MSQ have positive relations, indicating higher concerns for these 

foundations are associated with higher scores on religious feelings. On the other 

hand, MFQ Fairness (r = -.08, p < .10) and Liberty (r = -.16, p < .001) have negative 

relations with religious feelings and Care has a positive relation (r = .10, p < .05). 

Similarly, as the political orientation tends to be right, concerns for Loyalty, 

Authority and Sanctity increase both for MFQ and MSQ. However, the relations of 

Care and Fairness are not parallel for both scales. MFQ Care, and MSQ Fairness 

have no relation with political orientation while MFQ Fairness and MSQ Care have a 

negative correlation. Lastly, Liberty has a negative relation with political orientation 

as well (r = -.26, p < .001).   

Relations of the scales with the demographic variables were mostly as expected. As a 

new contribution, liberty concerns decrease with age and religiousness. High income 

jobs and more urban areas are associated with higher liberty concerns. While a 

conservative political tendency is associated with binding foundations (especially 

with Authority), a left-leaning political orientation is associated with fairness, liberty 

or care. While care and fairness (and liberty) is not affected by political orientation 

and religiousness; loyalty, authority and sanctity do. The care and fairness is free 

from political effect in the current study which is different from MFT literature (e.g., 

Graham et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2011), in which all five foundations are affected 

especially by political orientation. 

Relations of MFQ, MFQ-L and MSQ with the Other Variables 

EVS Questions Related to Freedom and Democracy: 

As expected, Liberty is positively related to freedom item about locus of control 

implying that respondents who are high on Liberty have also high scores on the 

belief that people are free to control their lives (see Table 27). The scales have no 

consistent pattern regarding responsibility of individual-versus-state providing for  
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themselves / people. High scores on Care (marginally) and Fairness on MFQ are 

associated  with the idea that the state has the responsibility to ensure that everyone 

is provided for, on the other hand high scores on Loyalty (marginally) and Authority 

on MSQ are associated with the idea that the individuals should take more 

responsibility for providing themselves. High scorers on Loyalty, Authority and 

Sanctity on both scales are also satisfied with the development of democracy in the 

country. On the contrary, high scorers on Fairness and Liberty (on MFQ) are not 

satisfied with it. Belief in democracy as a regime is associated with high scores on 

Loyalty and Authority on both scales and high scores on Care, Sanctity, and Liberty 

on MFQ. High scores on MFQ subscales of Care, Fairness, Loyalty (also on MSQ), 

Liberty and on MSQ-Authority subscale are associated with disbelief in weaknesses 

of democracy related to economics, public order or indecisiveness.  

Lastly, respondents ranked the objectives of the country according to priority. Of the 

four objectives (maintaining order in the nation, giving people more say in important 

government decisions, fighting rising prices, and protecting freedom of speech), they 

listed the most and second important ones. Table 28 depicts the choices of the 

respondents (for MFQ scorers higher than mean and for MSQ respondents with four 

ñneverò answers).  

Accordingly, without exception, the first objective of the country should be freedom 

of speech and thought, for all groups high on different foundations of morality (also 

high on filler subscale of MSQ). For MFQ, the most coherently freedom demanding 

group is high scorers on Liberty (followed by Fairness, Care, Loyalty, Authority and 

Sanctity, in a decending order). Respondents high on binding foundations have a 

more balanced distribution among 4 objectives. Also, maintaining order and fighting 

rising prices is more important for respondents high on Loyalty, Authority, and 

Sanctity. The second most frequently selected first objective in order and more say. 

For MSQ, the most coherently freedom demanding group is high scorers on Fairness 

(followed by Loyalty, Care and Authoriy, Filler, and Sanctity, in a decending order). 

Maintaining order is more important for respondents high on Care, Authority, 

Sanctity, and Filler; while fighting against rising prices is more important  
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Table 28. The Number and Percent of Respondents Selecting Most and Second Important Objectives of the 

Country, Study 1 

 
Moral Foundations Objectives

*  

 
 

Order % 
More 

Say 
% Prices % 

Freedom  

of speech 
% 

MFQ 

Foundations 

Care 
59 21.4 59 21.4 14 5.1 144 52.2 

56 20.3 104 37.7 47 17.0 69 25.0 

Fairness 
62 20.7 60 20.0 15 5.0 163 54.3 

58 19.3 114 38.0 50 16.7 78 26.0 

Loyalty 
67 25.0 60 22.4 22 8.2 119 44.4 

78 29.2 78 29.2 42 15.7 69 25.8 

Authority 
72 28.2 61 23.9 23 9.0 99 38.8 

72 28.3 67 26.4 40 15.7 75 29.5 

Sanctity 
74 28.9 65 25.4 22 8.6 95 37.1 

71 27.7 67 26.2 42 16.4 76 29.7 

Liberty 
43 17.3 40 16.1 14 5.6 152 61.0 

55 22.1 98 39.4 37 14.9 59 23.7 

MSQ 

Foundations 

(Never) 

Care 
56 25.7 39 17.9 14 6.4 109 50.0 

57 26.1 77 35.3 31 14.2 53 24.3 

Fairness 
32 22.7 28 19.9 7 5.0 74 52.5 

39 27.9 50 35.7 19 13.6 32 22.9 

Loyalty 
33 22.1 27 18.1 12 8.1 77 51.7 

41 27.5 54 36.2 17 11.4 37 24.8 

Authority 
24 27.9 12 14.0 7 8.1 43 50.0 

28 32.6 30 34.9 10 11.6 18 20.9 

Sanctity 
35 26.7 29 22.1 11 8.4 56 42.7 

27 20.6 42 32.1 22 16.8 40 30.5 

Filler 
34 29.1 23 19.7 9 7.7 51 43.6 

30 25.6 39 33.3 20 17.1 28 23.9 

Political 

View 

Radical left 
1 3.1 4 12.5 1 3.1 26 81.2 

2 6.2 18 56.2 6 18.8 6 18.8 

Left 
9 7.6 27 22.9 4 3.4 78 66.1 

23 19.5 52 44.1 13 11.0 30 25.4 

Close to left 
12 9.8 22 18.0 7 5.7 81 66.4 

25 20.5 50 41.0 19 15.6 28 23.0 

Center 
24 25.0 26 27.1 13 13.5 33 34.4 

27 28.4 26 27.4 18 18.9 24 25.3 

Close to right 
22 44.0 13 26.0 4 8.0 11 22.0 

13 26.5 11 22.4 11 22.4 14 28.6 

Right 
26 59.1 5 11.4 4 9.1 9 20.5 

13 29.5 8 18.2 10 22.7 13 29.5 

Radical right 
2 33.3 1 16.7 0 0.0 3 50.0 

1 16.7 3 50.0 1 16.7 1 16.7 
* 
Order: maintaining order in the nation, More say: giving people more say in important government 

decisions, Prices: fighting rising prices, Freedom of speech: protecting freedom of speech.
               

Notes: Frequency of responses of participants scoring equal or higher than scale mean. First raw 

indicates the first objective, the second raw indicates the second objective for each subscale. The most 

frequent choices are shown in bold.   

 

for high scorers on Loyalty, Authority, Sanctity, and Filler, than others. The second 

most frequently selected first objective is maintaining order. 



63 63 

The second objective of the country is giving people more say in important 

government decisions, followed by freedom of speech and thought. For MFQ, high 

scorers on Loyalty value maintaining order and giving people more say equally. 

Also, high scorers on Authority and Sanctity rate freedom of speech as the second 

objective of the country, most frequently. Respondents high on binding foundations 

have again a more balanced distribution across 4 objectives. The second most 

frequently selected second objective is maintaining order for binding distributions, 

and freedom of speech and thought for Care, Fairness and Liberty. For MSQ, giving 

people more say in important government decisions is uniformly the second 

objective of the country. The second most frequently selected second objective is 

maintaining order in the country, except for high scorers on Sanctity. They rate 

freedom of speech and thought as the second most frequently selected second 

objective and they have a more balanced distributions across four objectives than 

high scorers on other foundations.  

In sum, according to the participants, the first objective of the country should be 

providing freedom of speech and thought; it should be followed by giving people 

more say in important government decisions. The pattern remains the same for all 

morality groups, except for MFQ Authority and Sanctity in which both objectives are 

the same: freedom of speech & thought. As the prioritization of state objectives is 

related to political view as well, the bottom part of Table 28  depicts the distribution 

according to political view. For left wingers and those describing themselves as 

center, freedom of thought is the first objective; for right-wingers it is order or prices. 

The second objective is giving people more say in important government decisions 

for most of the groups.  

HEXACO Honesty Humility Scale 

The relations of MFT questionnaires with HEXACO Honesty Humility Scale (and its 

subscales: sincerity, fairness, greed avoidance, and modesty) is depicted on Table 27. 

Although the total Honesty-humility scale is positively correlated with MFQ 

subscales (except for Liberty), it is positively associated with Care, Fairness and 

Loyalty of MSQ only. The detailed outlook to subscales reveals that while being 

sincere in relationships is linked to high scores on Care, Fairness and Liberty of 
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MFQ, and Care of MSQ only, Fairness (to avoid fraud and corruption) is related 

positively to all subscales except for MSQ-Care. High scores on Greed avoidance is 

positively related to Care and Fairness (of both scales) and Liberty. The fact that 

Modesty has generally weak correlations with the subscales may result from the low 

internal consistency of the Modesty.  

Relationships of moral foundations with honesty-humility scale indicate that while 

greed avoidance and sincerity is related to individualizing foundations, fairness is 

related to both individualizing and binding foundations, especially loyalty. One may 

expect that honesty scale and fairness subscale of it would have the strongest relation 

with the fairness foundation, since fairness foundation is related to not cheating. 

Different from the expectation, the total scale of honesty and its subscales are related 

to care rather than fairness. The connection between care and loyalty with honesty 

scale indicate the interpersonal nature of it. This is also an indicator of the overlap 

between moral foundations. Another finding related to honesty scale is that authority 

and liberty are least related foundations to honesty. While relatively lower 

correlations may be expected for authority, the absence of relation between liberty 

and honesty is confusing. As liberty is related to rights of people, the expectation is 

that fairness subscale is positively related to liberty. To understand its relations with 

honesty or fairness, further studies with an improved liberty scale would be helpful.  

Disgust Scale 

In line with the existing literature, disgust is most closely associated with Sanctity, 

followed by Care (for MFQ) (see Table 28). Liberty has no significant relations with 

components of disgust scale or the total scale. The MSQ subscales, however draw a 

different picture than expected. Care and Fairness subscales has no significant 

relations with subscales or total scale of disgust. On the other hand, Authority and 

Sanctity have positive relations with the scales.  

National Identification 

The identification items measure a number of components such as solidarity with the 

nation, satisfaction of being a member of the nation, the nationôs centrality in oneôs 

self-concept, whether one sees himself /herself as a typical member and whether one 
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sees in-group homogeneity in nationôs members. As expected, both MFQ and MSQ 

scales of binding foundations, Loyalty, Authority and Sanctity, have positive 

relations with the national identification (Table 28). Sometimes Authority is more 

strongly related to the component in question. Also, MSQ-Sanctity is not related to 

in-group homogeneity. As for the MFQ, liberty has no significant relations with the 

national identification components. Care is positively associated with Solidarity, 

Satisfaction, Centrality, and Self-stereotyping. Fairness is negatively related to 

Satisfaction and Self-stereotyping.  

PVQ5X 

Previous studies (e.g. Graham et al., 2011) tested MFQ with SVS (Schwartz, 1992) 

which is an earlier version of PVQ5X (Schwartz et al., 2012). Current study uses 

PVQ5X, nevertheless the parallelism between two versions (see table 29) gives the 

opportunity to compare the results. In line with Graham et al. study (see Table 30), 

benevolence caring and benevolence dependability is most strongly related to MFQ-

Care and MSQ-Loyalty. Additionally, benevolence-caring is most closely related to 

Liberty (which is not included in the Graham et al. study). While universalism 

concern (social justice in SVS) is related to Care and Fairness previously; in the 

current study, it is most strongly related to Care (of both MFQ and MSQ). Societal 

security (national security, social order in SVS) is related to Loyalty and Authority in 

Graham et al. study, it is related to Loyalty (of both MFQ and MSQ) and Authority 

(of MFQ) in the current study. While personal security (clean, family security in 

SVS) is related to Loyalty and Sanctity previously, it is most closely related to 

Authority (of both MFQ  and MSQ). Power dominance (authority in SVS) is related 

Authority in the Graham et al. study, it is related to MFQ-Authority scale only, in the 

current study. Also, it is negatively related to MSQ-Care. Conformity rules (self -

discipline and obedience in SVS) is related to Authority and Sanctity originally, it is 

most strongly related to Authority in the present study (of both scales). While 

interpersonal conformity is related  to Authority in Graham et al. study, it is related 

to Care (of MFQ) and Loyalty (of MSQ) in the current study. Tradition (devout and 

respect for tradition) is reported to be related to Authority and Sanctity in Graham et 

al. study, it is most closely related to Authority (of both scales) and Sanctity (of  
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Table 29. SVS Items Used to Predict MFQ by Graham et al. (2011) and Their Counterparts in PVQ5X, Study 1 

 
SVS Items PVQ5X Values 

Benevolence Benevolence-care, Benevolence-dependability 

Social Justice Universalism Concern 

Loyalty Benevolence-dependability  

National Security Societal-security 

Family Security Personal-security, Benevolence-care 

Social Order Societal-security 

Authority Power-dominance 

Respect for Tradition Tradition 

Honoring Parents Conformity-interpersonal 

Obedience Conformity-rules 

Self-discipline Conformity-rules 

Clean Personal-security 

Devout Tradition 

 

MFQ), in the current study. The results therefore indicate that to a large extent, the 

relationships are parallel taking the minor differences in both value measurements 

into account. 

As seen in Table 31, there is no on-to-one correspondence in correlations between 

MFQ and MSQ (non-moral items subtracted), especially for Care, Fairness and 

Sanctity. For both of the MFT scales, Care is mostly associated with humility, 

universalism-nature (preservation of environment, nature), and conformity 

interpersonal (avoidance harming others). Fairness is most strongly associated with 

benevolence caring (caring about welfare of in-group members) and universalism 

concern in MFQ and most strongly and negatively related to personal security, 

hedonism and power resources in MSQ. Loyalty is related to benevolence and 

security values, conformity values and tradition, humility and face value (public 

image). Both questionnaires of Authority and Sanctity subscales are related to 

conformity values (conformity rules and interpersonal), tradition, humility, social 

security, and face value. Authority scales are additionally related to personal security 

as well. Different from MFQ-Sanctity, MSQ-Sanctity is negatively related to 

Stimulation and Self-direction-thought. Liberty is most strongly associated with 

universalism concern, benevolence dependability, benevolence caring, self-direction-

thought and hedonism. 
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Social Groups 

Participantsô emotional reactions to various social groups have been measured. For 

moral foundations measured by MFQ correlations higher than °.20, for moral 

foundations measured by MSQ (non-moral scale subtracted) correlations higher than 

°.10 are depicted in Tables 32 and 33, respectively. Also, correlations in bold in each 

moral foundation indicate the most powerful relation with the social group and 

foundation, among all moral foundations.  

For MFQ subscales the social groups are listed as follows: Care is most closely 

related to  people accepting bribes (r), executioners (r), athletes taking steroids (r), 

pacifists and children. Fairness related groups are officials using torture during 

interrogation (r), executioners (r), and right wing people (r). Liberty is most closely 

related to people spanking their children (r), dictators (r), harassers (r), ascetics, 

highly religious people (r), people using animals in circuses (r), government officials 

(r), left wing people, opponents of nuclear plants, scientists, and people fighting for 

the independence of the country. Loyalty is most closely and distinctively related to 

upper management, only. Authority is most negatively related to unwed mothers, flag 

burners, hippies, protestors, feminists, illegal immigrants, socialists, Turkish 

expatriates, and opponents of nuclear plants; most positively related to hunters, sick 

people, world leaders, court judges, supreme court (Anayasa Mahkemesi, in 

Turkish), right wing people, government officials, soldiers, army, and Turks. 

Sanctity is most negatively related to anarchists, atheists, homosexuals, prostitutes, 

people having casual sexual relations, people who cheat on taxes, people with tattoos 

and piercings, left wing people, thieves, Jews, and disrespectful children; most 

positively related to poor people, nurses, sick people, people, world leaders, virgins, 

elderly, opponents of abortion, ascetics, highly religious people, police officers, 

people with high psychological power (spiritual), Muslims, and clerics.  

For MSQ subscales, Care is most closely related to harassers (r), opponents of 

nuclear plants, feminists, unwed mothers, socialists, hippies, Jews, homosexuals, and 

vegetarians. Fairness related groups are people using animals in circuses (r), athletes 

taking steroids (r), upper management (r), and poor people. Loyalty is most 

negatively related to flag burners, anarchists, unwed mothers, prostitutes, people who 
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unfavorite social groups (which has also been indicated by the EFA factor structure, 

too). Loyalty of MFQ does not particularly stand out, however the favorable and 

unfavorable groups are in the expected way. MSQ-Loyalty is more in line with the 

theoretical premises than MFQ-Loyalty. Surprisingly Authority and Sanctity 

dimensions are more acute about social groups than loyalty.  

Discussion 

The purpose of the Study 1 is to investigate MFT Questionnaires in detail and 

compare the pattern of results with the existing literature. For this purpose, the scales 

have been tested in Turkish with a community sample.  

For MFQ, the relevance subscales are better in terms of internal consistency than 

judgment scales. Also, different from the theoretical assertion, there is no 

correspondence between relevance and judgment subscales of each moral 

foundation. For both MFQ and MSQ, the reliability coefficients are satisfactory, 

however CFA results do not support a five-factor structure very firmly. Although 

paths are significant, model fit indices are not very promising, which indicates a 

possible deficit with the five-factor structure. This may be an artifact of a purposeful 

choice of items by the theoreticians of MFT as they would prefer to enrich the 

content and format of items in questionnaires in exchange of redundancy, hence 

alpha values (Graham et al., 2011). Whether this choice results in a content-validity 

problem or not should be investigated with further studies.  

Exploratory factor analyses indicated a three-factor structure for MFQ and two-factor 

structure for MSQ. For MFQ, binding foundations seem to form one factor, on the 

other hand care and fairness foundations split into two factors. Although a possible 

two factor (individualizing and binding foundations) and a three factor structure 

(stemming from two factor structure: individualizing, binding, and purity) are argued 

in the literature, the current studyôs 3 factor structure has not been suggested before. 

Conservative values of loyalty, authority and sanctity are perceived almost as an 

entity. One should also note that loyalty and care share some common grounds 

therefore loyalty has a transitory role between individualizing and binding 

foundations. Similarly for MSQ, the EFA resulted in a different structure than its 
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original. However, it was harder to interpret because individualizing-binding 

foundations distinction was not as clear as they were in MFQ. Graham et al. (2011) 

also found two-factor results (individualizing-binding) in the EFA rather than a five-

factor structure, indicating a converging evidence related to grouping tendency of 

various foundations by the respondents.  

The specific characteristics of MFQ and MSQ are the later-added Liberty scale of 

MFQ and filler subscale of MSQ. The internal consistency of the MFQ-Liberty scale 

should be enhanced with new items as the values are rather unsatisfactory. In terms 

of exploratory factor structure, the perception of liberty is not of two fold as 

governmental/economic and life style, different from the theory; rather governmental 

interventions/life style liberty and economic liberty. The reason behind such a 

structure may be current political conjuncture of the country as well as culture-

boundedness of the economy items. It is possible that economic liberty items did not 

address what they are theoretically should. Similarly, the benchmark of libertarians 

in the US context, i. e. economic liberty, may not be so salient in the Turkish context. 

Another reason may be a holistic perception of liberty. Under any circumstances, the 

revision and improvement of the existing liberty scale and also development of a 

Liberty scale for MSQ is a need for a thorough measure. The filler subscale of MSQ 

works like a regular subscale and has significant correlations with many variables. 

As the measurement is related to some amount of money, the filler scaleôs scores 

should be subtracted from the other subscales so that it can be controlled. This makes 

its existence crucial. Therefore the subscale may be revised so that it has minimal 

overlapping relations with other variables.  

The most valued foundations and foundationsô relations with each other are mostly in 

line with expectations. According to means, care and fairness (also liberty for MFQ) 

is valued more than the rest of the foundations, and consistent with some other 

studies (Graham et al., 2009), authority is the least important or easiest to waive.  

The correlations between subscales indicate that in general they are positively 

correlated with other. Different from the premise of moral foundations theory 

(excluding Liberty), the positive relation pattern expanded through the foundations, 

rather than accumulating on two blocks of individualizing and binding foundations. 
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For the MFQ, Care has stronger correlations with Fairness and Loyalty; Fairness has 

stronger correlations with Care and Liberty. Loyalty, Authority and Sanctity 

(especially the latter two) is quite strongly related with each other. Authority is not 

related to Fairness and Liberty, also Liberty is not associated with Sanctity either. As 

expected Liberty is most related to Fairness (positively). Counter to the expectation 

that Liberty is negatively related to Authority and Sanctity, it is not related to them. 

As for MSQ, while the positive pattern among foundations remains; different than 

MFQ, the correlations are much closer to each other. This may stem from the 

provocative nature of the scale; foundations may have different degrees of 

importance for respondents, however they may not be willing to violate any of them 

themselves.  

The expectation that same foundations of two scales would have the highest 

correlations is fulfilled with Loyalty subscales (and partially with Authority and 

Sanctity subscales) only. This may be another deficit about the measurement 

properties of the scales.  

As noted earlier, the two scales are not totally the same, so difference to some extent 

is acceptable and expected. However the pattern of relationships with various 

variables indicate that the parallelism between two scales of MFT is lower than 

expected. Further studies may improve the similarity between scales by adding new 

items or subtracting some of them. Another peculiar point about the similar patterns 

of the two scales is that, both scalesô binding foundations display a more similar 

relationship structure with various variables than individualizing foundations scales. 

This may be further support for the perception of conservative values as a block. On 

the other hand, the difference between individualizing subscales of MFQ and MSQ is 

larger. As the nature of the scales dictates, value of binding foundations (MFQ) and 

giving them up in favor of money (MSQ) are not much different, however valuing 

individualizing foundations and violation of them are perceived as more distinct. 

Scales of binding foundations seem to have better measurement qualities in this 

sense.  

Generally, all five foundations (and later the sixth foundation) are affected by 

political orientation (e.g. Graham et al., 2009; Graham et al. 2011.), but results 
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indicated that in the current context, religion and political orientation is especially 

related to three binding foundations. Additionally, low levels of religiousness is 

associated with being high on Liberty dimension, also left-wing political orientation 

is associated with being high on Fairness and Liberty. The rest of the relationships 

are generally in line with the expectation, except for honesty-humility and portrait 

values. Due to the emphasis on equity and cheating in Fairness foundation, one may 

expect that Honesty-humility is most closely related to Fairness. However results 

indicate that honesty is equally important for other foundations, especially for care 

and loyalty. Lastly, relations between portrait values and foundations indicate that, 

some values that are not necessarily considered ñmoralò are equally related to moral 

foundations. These values denote the development of self or individual in general 

(e.g. self-direction action). It seems that values regarding the development and 

flourishing of the self is important for individualizing and liberty foundations.  

All in all,  the flaws and weakness of the MFQ, MFQ-L and MSQ can be ruled out by 

strengthening both scales. Doing this, one should take a few points into account: a) in 

general, items of binding foundations generally meet the needs, however 

individualizing and liberty foundations are weaker, b) there are possible differences 

between definition of concepts (what we mean by them) and measurements (how we 

measure them) (definition vs. items) (for instance the definition of fairness 

emphasizes reciprocity, however the items tap into equality, unfairness as well), c) 

both loyalty and liberty may have both individualizing binding elements, d) a finer 

definition especially for fairness, liberty, loyalty and sanctity may be beneficial, e) 

the differences and similarities between fairness and liberty need to be made mora 

clearly, f) the overlapping nature of the foundations should be taken into account.  

The questionnaires can be utilized in the Turkish culture as well. Despite the 

weaknesses of the scales; considering a) the theoretical basis, b) different sets of 

questions (i.e., relevance and judgment) for MFQ and MFQ-L, c) acceptable internal 

consistency values, d) significant paths in the CFAôs, and e) the necessity of a filler 

scale with MSQ; scholars are advised to use the five-factor structure of the MFQ and 

MSQ, and total scale of MFQ-L (rather than its subscales). MSQ can be used by 
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subtracting the filler scores from each foundation or by calculating the never answers 

as in the present study, as well.  
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CHAPTER III  

 

 

STUDY 2 

 

 

The second study aims to a) explore the mental representation of morality via open-

ended questions and their content analysis and b) compare the similarities and 

differences of the representations with the literature.  

Method 

Participants  

The sample consisted of 41 (20 females, 18 males, 3 unknown) participants from 24 

different occupations (see table 34). Their age ranged between 18- 68 (3 unknown), 

most of them are between 20 and 40. Participants were residents of 10 different cities 

of Turkey; most of them are from Ankara and Ķstanbul. The education ranged 

between literate to graduate education, but 32 of them were at least high school 

graduates.  

Measurement Device  

Participants answered four questions: a) what is morality in your opinion, what 

comes to your mind when you hear the word ñmoralityò, b) what comes to your mind 

when you hear ñmoral personò, what are the adjectives that can describe a moral 

person, and c) how would you describe a person who is immoral and behaves 

wrongly? The fourth question asked them to d) give an example of an immoral act 

either they know, witnessed or heard of. Demographic questions (sex, age, education, 

city, occupation) were asked at the end (see Appendix C for questions of Study 2).  

Measurement Process  

Twenty-nine participants were approached, informed about the study and the 

confidentiality. Question sheets were given in a closed envelope. Twelve participants 

answered the questions online via the online survey service of the university. Some 

participants preferred not to answer some of the questions; nevertheless they were 
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not excluded from the analysis. At the end, they were given brief information about 

the purpose of the study.  

Table 34. Demographic Information of Participants, Study 2 

 
Education (Last Degree Completed) 

Literate 1 Open Uni. (Distance learning) 1 

Primary School 2 University 16 

Elementary school 3 Graduate Degree 5 

High School 7 No information 3 

Associate Degree 3   

                                                             Occupation 

Homemaker 4 Lawyer 1 

Engineer 3 Female hairdresser 1 

White-collar 3 Mosque attendant 1 

Teacher 2 Retired 1 

Academician 2 Worker at customs 1 

Baby-sitter 2 Vice customs consultant 1 

Worker 2 Silver Jewelry designer 1 

Doctor 2 Cosmetician 1 

Student 2 Export specialist 1 

Janitor 2 HR specialist 1 

Trainer 1 Employer 1 

TV program producer 1 Export import specialist in private sector 1 

No information 3   

Settlement (Number of Participants who spent most of their lives in) 

Afyonkarahisar 1 Ķzmir 2 

Amasya 1 Isparta 1 

Ankara 23 Ķstanbul 5 

Aydēn 1 Kērĸehir 1 

Bursa 2 Ordu 1 

No information 3   

 

Results and Discussion 

Qualitative Analysis 

Analysis Units: Thematic Units and Categories 

The data were saved and analyzed in MAXQDA 11.  The answers of the participants 

mostly consisted of one to three words (adjectives) or short explanations. The data 

were coded according to the smallest meaningful units, or thematic units.  A thematic 

unit consists of the words that are articulated once or repeated more than once, that 

are synonyms or whose meanings are as close as possible, articulated with varying 

frequencies. In other words, thematic units are defined as narrow as possible. Each 

thematic unit was recorded in terms of number of respondents and frequency of 

articulation. For instance the thematic unit ñd¿r¿st (15, 16)ò (honest) of Moral 
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Person (Question-2) consisted of words such as ñd¿r¿stò (honest) and ñ­evresine 

d¿r¿stò (honest to their social environment), ñd¿r¿st­e konuĸanò (someone who 

speaks honestly) and articulated by 15 participants, 16 times. As the answers were 

composed of short explanations, most of time the number of people and articulation 

times are the same. After all the content was designated for thematic units, the data 

were checked for any erroneous, conflicting or redundant coding, changes were made 

where necessary. In the second step, the thematic units were gathered together and 

categories were formed. A category, a higher order unit (of thematic units), consisted 

of thematic units a) whose meaning is semantically close, b) which express the same 

notion, c) which gained an extra meaning within the category context d) which has a 

close meaning ïto the category information- in the relevant subjectôs answers. In 

other words, categories are more abstract units. To give an example of a category, 

ñD¿r¿stò (Honest), a category of Moral Person, consists of the following thematic 

units: d¿r¿st, doĵru, d¿zg¿n, g¿venilir, adil, namuslu, yalansēz, saptērmadan, 

a­ēksºzl¿ce, temiz (honest, right, righteous, trustworthy, fair, upright/decent, without 

lying, without twisting words, forthright, clean, respectively). The category names 

are given a) according to the mostly used thematic unit/s (thematic unit/s with 

highest frequencies) or b) according to the meaning of the category in general. The 

words the respondents used, thematic units and categories were carefully investigated 

in terms of their dictionary meanings. Some of the thematic units were used in two or 

three categories due to their multiple meanings and/or due to their coherence with the 

context of the category. Such cases are denoted with an asterisk in the related figures 

and tables. Lastly, there were some thematic units that did not form a category. Such 

units are depicted under the title of ñungroupedò. 

Inter-coder agreement of the study has been tested on the question related to ñmoral 

personò. Two different coders coded the answers given to the second question. The 

results indicated that the coders used the same codes up to 93 %. The code agreement 

was 60 %. One respondent provided a definition of morality instead of moral person. 

The main disagreement stemmed from the fact that one coder did not included this 

response in the analysis, the other did. The rest of the disagreements were minor.  
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Below, most frequent thematic units for each question are presented. They are 

followed by explanation of categorical information. Considering the indigenousness 

of the qualitative information, the thematic units are not translated into English in the 

tables/figures. Category names are translated into English and all categories are 

explained in the following sections. While doing this, literal or free translation was 

pursued, depending on the context (also see Appendix D for all thematic units of four 

questions, in Turkish).  

Question 1: What is morality? 

When explaining what morality is, the most frequently used thematic units are 

honesty (d¿r¿stl¿k, 11, 14), societal rules (toplumsal kurallar, 11, 12), that morality 

is affecting behaviors (davranēĸ ve davranēĸē etkilemesi, 9, 11), that it is relative and 

variable (gºreceli, deĵiĸken, 5, 9). Participants also frequently indicated that morality 

is righteousness (doĵruluk 8, 8), kindness (iyilik, iyi 7, 7), beauty (g¿zellik 6, 6), and 

related to the rights of people (hak 5, 6).  

The categorical information is presented in Figure 4. The most powerful category is 

honesty. This category consists of thematic units such as honesty (11, 14), 

righteousness (8, 8), transparency (1, 1), uprightness (4, 4), not being hypocrite (2, 

2), sincerity (2, 2), and clean (1, 1). Participants articulated it with the following 

words:  

 Kiĸinin kendi ve ­evresi ile olan iliĸkilerinde, d¿r¿stl¿k ve samimiyet ­er­evesinde 

s¿rd¿rmesi (Kadēn, 38, Temizlik elemanē). Baĸkasēnēn ahlakē ile ilgili yorum yapmadan, kendi 

doĵru bildiĵini yapmak, yaĸamak (Kadēn, 26, Doktor). (Morality is) to keep the relations with 

oneself and others within the frame of honesty and sincerity (F, 38, Janitor). (Morality is) 

without criticizing othersô morality; living and acting, as one believes right (F, 26, Doctor). 

Another category describing morality is goodness. It is characterized by thematic 

units such as goodness-kindness (7, 7), beauty (6, 6), not harming (2, 2), not being 

selfish (1, 1), tolerance (1, 1), not being arrogant (1, 1), being useful to the society (1, 

1), not being mean (1, 1), and courteous (well behaved) (1, 1).  

 Ķyi, g¿zel huylardēr (Erkek, 29, G¿mr¿k elemanē). Toplumda, insanlara g¿zel davranēĸ 

ĸeklini benimsemesidir (Kadēn, 24, Ev hanēmē). It is good, beautiful attributes (M, 29, Worker at  
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Customs). It is internalizing/adopting the manner to treat others beautifully, in the society (F, 24, 

Homemaker). 

The category to know manners implies that morality is a set of social rules (11, 12), 

ethics, ethical values (5, 6), and that it is behavior and affects behavior (9, 11). It also 

refers to manners (1, 1), grace (graceful) (5, 5), being well behaved (courteous) (1, 1) 

and uprightness (4, 4).  

 Uzun yēllar i­inde geliĸmiĸ, insanlarēn hayatēnē denetleyen bir toplumsal denetim 

mekanizmasē (Erkek, 24, ¥ĵrenci). Kiĸiden kiĸiye, toplumlardan toplumlara gore deĵiĸen/ 

deĵiĸebilecek olan neyin iyi, neyin doĵru olduĵu kavram/ kavramlarē (Demografik bilgi bulunmuyor).  

It is a societal supervisory mechanism developed in long years and supervises peopleôs lives (M, 24, 

Student). Concept/concepts that show/s what is good and right and that changes ïor will be able to 

change- person-to-person, society-to-society (No demographic information).  

The nature of morality also formed a category. It explains that the morality is innate 

(1, 2); nevertheless it is relative and variable (5, 9). Participants also stated that 

morality is a societal concept (3, 3).  

 Ahlak, fētratta vardēr, yani kiĸiye potansiyel olarak verilen nitelikler. Bir insan hangi dil, 

hangi toplumdan olursa olsun, insan doĵuĸtan doĵruyu bilir. T¿m insanlēk i­in ortak ahlak var mēdēr, 

medeniyetlere gore farklē mēdēr? Farklēlēklar olsa bile, temel ĸeyler aynēdēr. (Erkek, 48, ¥ĵretim 

¦yesi). Kiĸiye gore deĵiĸir, tanēmlayana baĵlē (Erkek, 59, Emekli). Morality is nativistic, that is, it is 

given potentially to the individual. An individual knows what is right innately, no matter which 

society they belong which language they speak. Is there a common morality for humanity, or is it 

different in different civilizations? Even if there are differences, the basic things are common (M, 48, 

Academician). It changes person to person, depends on the person defining (M, 59, Retired).  

Some of the participants equated morality with Sanctity. This category refers to 

morality as an entity related to religion (3, 4), physical purity (1, 2), 

cleanliness/purity (1, 1) and uprightness (4, 4).  

 Ahlak = din (Erkek, 39, Memur).  Beden olarak saflēk, bir kiĸiye ait olma gibi (K, 38, 

Temizlik elemanē). Morality = religion (M, 39, Public Sector Employee). It is purity in terms of body, 

such as belonging to one person (F, 38, Janitor).  

The Freedom category entailed thematic units related to fairness/justice (3, 4), rights 

(of the person and others) (5, 6), not judging others or interfere with them and 

freedom(s) (2, 2).  



86 86 

  Ahlak kendi ­ēkarlarēnē koruyarak toplumda diĵer bireylerin haklarēna, ºzellerine, yaĸam 

kalitelerine tecav¿z etmemektir (36, E, TV Programē Yapēmcēsē). Adalet, kul hakkē ve ºzg¿rl¿ĵe saygē 

(26, K, ¥ĵretmen). Morality is not to invade othersô rights, privacy and life standards and to protect 

oneôs benefits (M, 36, TV Programmer). Justice, respect for freedom and rights people have on each 

other (F, 26, Teacher). 

Respect and self-esteem category refers to respecting others (4, 4) and oneself (1, 2).  

 ¥zsaygē geliyor aklēma, kendisini seven ve kendisine saygē duyan bir kiĸinin ahlaklē 

olacaĵēnē d¿ĸ¿n¿yorum (33, E, Ķhracat sorumlusu). I think of self-esteem (self-respect), I think one 

who is self-loving and has self-esteem is moral (M, 33, Export Specialist).  

The last category, loyalty, refers to thematic units such as honesty (11, 14), 

loyal/loyalty (3, 3) and trustworthy (1, 1).  

G¿venilir, sadēk, etik deĵerlere sahip, iyi (25, K, Avukat). Trustworthy, loyal, has ethical 

values, and good (F, 25, Lawyer).  

Question 2: Describing Moral Person 

Respondentsô most frequent descriptions of a moral person can be grouped in 

thematic units of honest (15, 16), kind/good (14, 15), respectful (8, 10), beautiful 

(someone who thinks/ speaks/ acts beautifully) (7, 7), righteous/decent (5, 6), 

trustworthy (5, 5), and fair (5, 5).  

The categorical information describing moral person is presented in Figure 5. As in 

the question one, the most powerful category is ñhonestò. The honest category 

consisted of the thematic units such as honest (15, 16), right/ righteous (5, 6), fair (5, 

5,), trustworthy (5, 5), upright/decent (4, 4), without lying, without twisting 

words/forthright (2, 2), and clean (2, 2). 

The second powerful category is good, kind. It is explained with thematic units such 

as kind, good (14, 15), helpful (3, 3), afraid of evil, not being self-interested (self-

seeking) (1, 1).  

The category respecting self and others refers to the idea that a moral person is 

respectful (8, 10) and has high self-esteem (2, 2).  
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Figure 5. Categorical Information of Moral Person & Immoral Person, Study 2
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Participants explained that a moral person is beautiful (someone who thinks/ speaks/ 

acts beautifully) (7, 7), graceful (1, 2), considerate (1, 1), someone who has 

principles (1, 1), therefore this category is named graceful, urbane, well mannered.  

The category beloved, socially integrated refers to the fact that a moral person is 

socially integrated with the society they live in (1, 1), beloved (3, 4), respected (2, 2), 

warm (1, 1), and useful/beneficial (1, 1).  

Another category describing a moral person is humane, caring. This category 

consisted of four thematic units: humane/caring/compassionate (merciful) (2, 2), 

understanding (2, 2), empathetic (1, 1), and does not cause harm (1, 1).  

Thematic units conscientious (2, 2), responsible (1, 1), and industrious (1, 1) 

constituted the category of conscientious.  

Another category is honorable (uprightness). It is explained with thematic units such 

as honorable/upright (4, 4), virtuous (2, 2), and clean (2, 2).  

Participants also added that a moral person is humble (1, 1), tolerant (1, 1) and not 

contemptuous (1, 1), hence the category is named accepting, not contemptuous.  

A moral person is seen as intelligent (1, 1), cultured (1, 1), wise (1, 1), cognizant (1, 

1), someone who knows right and wrong (1, 1). These units constituted the category 

of wise.  

Lastly, according to the exemplar, role model, ideal category, a moral person is an 

example (2, 2), their existence is necessary (1, 1), but at the same time impossible (1, 

1).  

Question 3: Describing Immoral Person 

Respondents used evil/malevolent (11, 12), disrespectful (8, 11), fraud (7, 9), and liar 

(7, 7) most frequently, when explaining an immoral person.  

According to the categorical information (Figure 5), the most powerful category 

describing an immoral person is not being honest. It is composed of thematic units 

such as fraud (7, 9), liar (7, 7), hypocrite (2, 2), not honest (1, 1), not trustworthy (3, 

3), and someone who abuses othersô trust (1, 1).  
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The second powerful category was ostracized, not integrated, separated along with 

separated, disconnected. Participants explained this notion with thematic units such 

as disrespectful to their environment (8, 11), ostracized/ away from society (3, 3), not 

liked (2, 2), not accepted (1, 1), not welcomed (1, 2), pervert (1, 1), deviant behaviors 

(1, 1). The closely related category separated, disconnected refers to does not care, 

unresponsive (2, 2), irresponsible (1, 1), maverick (baĸēna buyruk) (1, 1), vagabond 

(serseri) (1, 1), unprotected (sahipsiz) (1, 2).  

The evil, malevolent category refers to being evil/malevolent (11, 12), displaying 

trouble causing behaviors (1, 1) and damned (1, 1).  

The gossiper category is composed of gossiper (1, 1) and destroys the relationships 

(fesat) (2, 3).  

In another category, does not obey moral principles, the respondents described an 

immoral person who is not honorable, not upright (namussuz) (3, 3), immoral (4, 4), 

vile (al­ak) (1, 1), bad morality (kºt¿ ahlak) (1, 1). 

According to self-interested category, an immoral person is seen as selfish (4, 4), 

self-interested (self-seeking) (2, 2), and opportunist (1, 1).  

The category does not behave with propriety implies that an immoral person does not 

know any manners (1, 1) or how to talk in society (1, 2), is graceless (3, 3), ugly (2, 

2), rude (1, 1), and not well educated (1, 1), also uses swear words (2, 2) speaks 

without knowledge (2, 2).  

An immoral person is seen harmful (2, 2), brutal (1, 1), cruel / tyrant (1, 1), hurtful 

(1, 1), and unloving (1, 1). These thematic units are called inhumane, hurtful 

category.  

Thematic units inglorious (2, 2), wrong behavior (2, 2), oily (1, 1), jealous (1, 1), 

having low self-control on oneôs desires (1, 1) constituted vileness category of 

immoral person.  

The conscienceless, does no feel shame or guilt category refers to being content with 

oneself (1, 1), being shameless (1, 1), having no fear of God (1, 1) and having no fear 

of possessing/doing things forbidden by religion (1, 1).  
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Unfair category refers to an immoral personôs attitude toward justice: not being fair 

(1, 1) and denying rights of others (1, 1).  

Lastly, thematic units of pervert/deviant (1, 1), psychopath (1, 1), murderer /cruel (1, 

1) indicated the antisocial category.  

Question 4: An Example for an Immoral Behavior 

Participantsô answers to the fourth question related to example for an immoral 

behavior can be summarized in 6 categories (see Figure 4). The first category refers 

to general information related to immoral behaviors. Participants articulated that 

immorality is prevalent in everyday life (3, 3). Bad behaviors (1, 1) and 

gracelessness (3, 3) is immorality. One participant stated that individuals who are not 

fit in the society they live in are examples of immoral behaviors:  

 Faĸist bir devleti eleĸtiren bir insan veya demokratik bir ¿lkede monarĸiyi savunan bir insan 

(24, E, ¥ĵrenci). An individual criticizing a fascist state or a person defending monarchy in a 

democratic nation (24, M, Student).  

The second category of example behaviors is related to not being honest. Lying (2, 

2), cheating (2, 3), slandering (1, 2), not being honest (1, 1) being hypocrite (4, 4), 

disclosing a secret (1, 1), and abusing otherôs trust (1, 1) are examples of not being 

honest.  

 Kendisine emanet edilen herhangi bir malzemeyi korumayēp kendi iĸleri veya baĸkasēnēn 

iĸleri i­in kullanmak (41, E, Memur). Using a material that has been entrusted to you, for your own or 

othersô purposes (41, M, Public Sector Employee).  

Another category is contentment with immoral behaviors. This category included a 

kind of double immorality: it emphasizes narrating immoral behavior comfortably (1, 

1), being reckless when behaving immorally towards women (1, 1), trying to count 

the crime of rape excusable (1, 1).  

The next category is related to violation of rights. This category included units such 

as criticizing others unfairly (1, 1), attacks on personal rights (2, 3), unfairness, 

injustice (1, 1). The category of unfair advantage can be thought of a branch of 

violation of rights. Unfair advantage is explained through doing the job perfunctorily 

(1, 1), theft (1, 1), getting an advantage by being unfair (1, 1), taking advantage of 
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people who are in need (1, 1), being unfair towards woman (1, 1), and asking for 

favoritism/nepotism (1, 1).  

 Sērf mevki sahibi bir yakēnē olduĵu i­in ºncelik isteyen insan. Her g¿n ve her g¿n gºr¿yorum 

(26, K, Doktor). Demanding precedence because of solely having a significant other who has power. I 

see every single day (F, 26, Doctor).  

 Kiĸinin iĸini ºzveriyle deĵil de ºylesine, ñaman bu iĸ ­ok bileò diye d¿ĸ¿nerek, (iĸini 

(temizlik)) y¿zeysel yapmasē.  Toz alērken masanēn ¿st¿ndeki her ĸeyin tozunu almak yerine sadece 

masanēn ºnlerini ĸºyle bir ¿stten ge­mek gibi. O masanēn sahibi gºrmese de vicdanē nasēl rahat ediyor 

bilemiyorum. Ben yapamēyorum (38, K, Temizlik Elemanē). Doing oneôs job not with devotion but 

perfunctorily, thinking: ñthis is even too muchò. For instance, when dusting, instead of dusting 

everything on the table, wiping carelessly part of the table. Even if the owner of the table is not aware 

of it, I donôt know, how such a person does not feel guilt. I cannot do that. (F, 38, Janitor).  

The last category related to immoral behaviors is harming oneôs reputation. 

Participants explained the ways through which oneôs reputation is harmed. One way 

is to attack on personal rights (2, 3).  Another way is to ruin interpersonal relations 

by gossip (2, 2), slander (1, 2) or play people off against each other (1, 1). The last 

way is abusing oneôs position/exploiting by giving a hard work (to employees) (1, 1), 

mistreating the novice at work (1, 1), asking for favoritism/nepotism (1, 1), 

misbehaving the elderly (1, 2), harassing teenage girls (1, 2), getting advantage of 

people in need (1, 2) and raping young girls (1, 1).  

 Ķĸ yerinde ¿st-alt iliĸkisinde ­ºmeze kºt¿ davranēlmasē. T¿m angaryayē ona yaptērmak. Onun 

¿st¿nden kendi iĸlerini y¿r¿tmek. (26, K, Doktor).  In work settings, in hierarchical relations, treating 

the novice badly. Making the novice do all the work. Making the novice do all your own work or 

duties (F, 26, Doctor).  

The examples of immoral behaviors revealed an unexpected bonus category as well: 

immoral bheaviors that women face. Most frequent example themes were related to 

being female as an oppressed group of society. Such behaviors seem to be easily 

accessible when thinking of immoral behaviors. These immoral behaviors are mostly 

directly related to sexual assaults: harassing teenage girls (1, 2), verbal molestation 

of women (2, 2), raping young girls (1, 1), or trying to count the crime of rape 

excusable (1, 1). More general thematic units were graceless behaviors towards 

women (2, 2), swearing when there are women around (1, 3), being reckless when 

behaving immorally towards women (1, 1), and denying a womanôs rights (1, 1).  
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Gen­ kēzlarē taciz edenler. Mesela ben de gen­ kēzken baĸēma bºyle bir ĸey geldi. Yolda 

y¿r¿rken dondurma yiyordum 15 yaĸēndaydēm. ¢ok terbiyesiz laflar sºyledi. Daha da dondurma 

yemedim dēĸarda. Bence ahlaksēz onun gibi adamlar. (56, K, ev hanēmē). Those harassing young 

(teenage) girls. For instance, I myself experienced something like this. I was eating ice cream and 

walking, I was 15. That man used very dirty words. I have never eaten ice cream outside anymore. I 

think men like him are immoral (F, 56, Homemaker).  

¢evremizde duyduĵumuz, gºrd¿ĵ¿m¿z, bir ­ok ahlaksēz davranēĸ ºrnekleri vardēr. Ama ben 

gºrd¿ĵ¿m ve ¿z¿ld¿ĵ¿m bir olayē anlatmak istiyorum. ¢ok yakēn bir zamanda yan komuĸumun eĸi 

vefat etti. Hen¿z kendisi de 4 aylēk hamile. Yalnēz eĸinin babasē olacak kiĸi oĵlunun t¿m mallarēna 

ortak olmak istediĵi gibi bir de maaĸēnē istiyor. yani kēzcaĵēz o kadar periĸan bir duruma geldi ki ve o 

kadar ­aresiz ki hangi vicdan sahibi hangi ahlak sahibi bºyle bir duruma gelmesini ister ki gelinin (41, 

K, iĸ­i). There are many examples of immoral behaviors around us. But I would like to tell something 

I witnessed and feel sorry for. Recently, my neighborôs husband died. She is only 4 months pregnant. 

But that man who is supposed to be her husbandôs father wants all of his sonôs property as well as his 

wage. She is in such a miserable state; she is so miserable that what kind of a person who has 

conscience, who has morals wants his daughter-in-law to be in such a state? (F, Worker, 41).  

Consistency Throughout the Answers  

The outlook to morality, moral and immoral persons are consistent, overall (see table 

35). Firstly, honesty is a strong and common theme in morality; it is also strong as a 

characteristic in moral person (honest) and immoral person (dishonest). Also, 

respondents gave some example behaviors about not being honest. Honesty emerges 

as a strong notion and as an additional candidate foundation on its own. There are 

some views (Iyer, 2010) and preliminary studies (Hofmann et al., 2014) that support 

this claim as well. Secondly, participants mentioned that morality is a set of rules; it 

is to know how to behave. These notions are represented as graceful and wise in 

moral person and as not behaving with propriety in immoral person. The third 

common notion is kindness (goodness). A moral person is kind, altruistic, caring, 

tolerant, and empathetic whereas an immoral person is described as evil, inhumane, 

self-interested (self-seeking) and hurtful. Another common theme was freedom and 

respect (for others and oneself). While morality involves freedom such as rights, 

justice, liberties, the moral person involves respecting oneself and others, which can 

be interpreted in the same way. Correspondingly, an immoral person involves being 

unfair, disrespectful to the rights and dignity of people.   
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Table 35. Themes Emerged as a Result of the Correspondence of Categories of Four Questions, Study 2 

 

 

Theme Morality Categories Moral Person Categories Immoral Person Categories Example Categories 

Honesty Honesty Honest Not being honest Not being honest 

Manners To know manners Graceful, urbane, well-mannered 

Wise 

Does not behave with propriety Immoral behaviors women face 

 

Kindness Goodness Good, kind 

Accepting, not contemptuous 

Humane, caring 

Evil, malevolent 

Inhumane, hurtful 

Self-interested (self-seeking) 

 

Freedom and Respect Respect (for oneself and others) 

Freedom 

Respecting self and others Unfair 

Gossiper 

Immoral behaviors women face 

Violation of rights 

Harming Oneôs reputation 

Sanctity Sanctity Honorable (upright) Vileness 

Does not obey moral principles 

 

Loyalty Loyalty Honest Not being honest Not being honest 

Positive Social 

Relations 

 -  Beloved, socially integrated Separated, disconnected 

Ostracized, not integrated, 

separated 

 

Conscience  -  Conscientious Conscienceless, does not feel 

shame or guilt 

Antisocial 

Contentment with immoral 

behaviors 

Independent themes The nature of morality Exemplar, role model, ideal  General Information 
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The least frequent common notions were sanctity and loyalty. Morality entails 

religion, cleanliness and honor/chastity. Moral person is seen honorable, clean, and 

virtuous. On the contrary, an immoral person is dishonorable, indecent, and also vile. 

Lastly, the theme loyalty takes place as honesty, loyalty, and reliability under 

morality. With a loyalty theme, a moral person is described as being honest and 

trustworthy, on the other hand an immoral person is described as being dishonest.   

Honesty and dishonesty categories were used for honesty theme, too; nevertheless, 

this kind of a connection emphasizes loyalty, in terms of honesty and 

trustworthiness.  

There are some inconsistencies between representations of morality, moral and 

immoral persons, too. When asked about the im/moral person, participants 

mentioned the importance of being socially integrated, beneficial for the society, 

warm and being a beloved member of the society. They also associate being 

ostracized, not welcomed, and being unresponsive to the environment with 

immorality. A corresponding theme such as social integration did not occur in the 

definition of morality directly. Goodness and manners are close to having positive 

social relations however they are not direct correspondences. The fact that such 

categories did not come up in the morality question may be due to the more abstract 

nature of the question. It may be easier to picture a moral / immoral person than 

imagine what morality is. Nevertheless this emphasis indicates that living 

harmoniously in groups is one of the keys of morality. This is in accordance with 

binding function of morality stressed especially by MFT (e.g., Haidt & Kesebir, 

2010). Another inconsistency is related to conscience. Being conscientious / 

conscienceless, reference to shame or guilt, or being antisocial appeared as 

characteristics of an individual. Participants did not articulate conscience itself as an 

element of morality. Only one participant reported, ñbeing shy (ashamed/ 

embarrassed)ò as a thematic unit of morality, however it was not included in a 

category. The rest of the categories were relatively independent of each other. 

Emotions, Feelings, & Senses 

The role of emotions, feelings and senses in evaluating morality related phenomena 

is another aspect of the qualitative information. Having a comprehensive outlook and 
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reviewing emotions, feelings and senses and words used with ñto feelò in Turkish, it 

seems that empathy, trust (confidence, trustworthiness, reliability), tolerance, pity, 

compassion, respect / disrespect (respecting / not respecting one self, others, people), 

responsibility, honor, conscience, jealousy / envy, arrogance, shame and contempt 

are seen as related to morality.  

Possible Categorization in MFT 

As one of the aims of the study was to compare the similarities and differences of 

literature and respondentsô representation of morality, all the categories (the 

summary units of the responses) of four questions were considered in terms of 

possible notions of each moral foundation (see Figure 6). This tentative placement 

indicates two critical points: there may be additional foundations as well as there is 

permeability among foundations.  

The Care foundation mostly consisted of caring or brutal acts that are consisted with 

the definition. Additionally, as an extension of care, a tolerant and accepting attitude 

may be considered in this foundation as well. Considering loyaltyôs relation to 

building alliances and positive social relations, this last element may be considered 

under Loyalty, too. Fairness foundation consisted of violation of rights and being 

unfair, only. While the scholarly definition emphasizes reciprocity, the respondents 

did not mention it, but they emphasized violation of rights or gaining unfair 

advantages. This may be interpreted as a form of reciprocity (or lack of reciprocity), 

as well. The Loyalty foundation referred to being loyal in terms of being trustworthy  

and not cheating. Also, as the foundation symbolizes binding function of morality, 

being integrated (or not integrated) in the society can be thought as a reflection, too. 

Treason or betrayal did not come up in the answers however, living harmoniously in 

groups may be associated with loyalty.  

According to MFT, the trademark of Authority foundation is respect. Authority 

foundation did not appear as a category in the responses in terms of hierarchical 

relations and respecting authority figures. On the other hand, respect itself has been 

one of the most frequent themes throughout the study. As it did not include any 

specific authority figure and it included self-respect (self-esteem, self-worth) too, it is 

considered as another foundation. Being antisocial (considered under Care) or 
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Figure 6. Possible Categorization of Participantsô Answers According to MFT, Study 2
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elements of Immorality can be considered vices of Authority, too; due to their 

destructive function of social life. Sanctity foundation is represented by sanctity and 

religion itself. Also, vileness such as low self-control can be listed as a sanctity 

element because the bodily wishes, failure in resisting temptation, or greediness are 

considered vices of sanctity. Liberty foundation is represented by freedoms such as 

not interfering with othersô liberties, respect for freedom or violation of rights. As 

mentioned before, immoralities toward women as an oppressed group, are considered 

in liberty foundation. Also, harming oneôs reputation can be related to limiting oneôs 

liberty. The MFT specifically mentions tyranny as a vice of liberty. In the study, 

notions such as hard work, mobbing, abusing oneôs position can be close to tyranny 

and therefore can be considered within liberty. It should be noted that in participantôs 

minds, justice, rights, and fairness are closely related with liberty.  

The thematic units related to dishonesty / honesty are among the most frequent units, 

indicating their importance for participants. One should note that, the participants did 

not mention any specific circumstance considering honesty, therefore it is considered 

as a distinct group (or foundation). However this also indicates that there may be 

specific forms of honesty for each foundation. Also, honesty is important for both 

individualizing and binding functions of morality. It is important in terms of both 

being true to oneself and building reliable relations. Lastly, the MFT does not 

mention graceful behavior or being polite as a form of morality. However the data 

indicated a strong emphasis related to manners and propriety. This lead to another 

additional foundation: propriety. Nevertheless such behaviors may be thought as 

extensions of existing foundations as well. One last interesting implication is that 

respondents explain lack of morality with evil, gossip, being self-interested (being 

self-seeking), lack of conscience/shame/guilt, not obeying moral principles, and not 

being honorable. These general expressions may apply to any foundation MFT 

suggests. Looking from a different point of view, an immoral person is a general 

term; all ñimmoralitiesò are associated with each other.  

In general, this tentative taxonomy indicates there may be new moral foundations, 

such as honesty. Also, in the cognitive map of respondents morality may be a 
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complex entity, with its pillars overlapping with each other. It is not easy to define 

and detect separate foundations of it.  

Conclusion 

This study aimed at exploring the mental representation of morality, moral person, 

and immoral person. In general, morality is a positive, socially desirable 

phenomenon as well as complex and various in meaning. It is associated with 

honesty, societal rules and behaving in accordance with these rules, kindness, respect 

for others and self, freedom, and rights, primarily. Secondarily, it is associated with 

loyalty and sanctity. There is an overlap between current results and the classification 

of MFT to some extent, additionally data also suggest that foundations are closely 

related to each other and there may be additional foundations. The representations of 

morality, moral and immoral mostly overlap with each other. Morality is important 

in terms of honesty, manners, living harmoniously. In general, very frequently 

mentioned notions of honesty, kindness, conscience and the like are low in precision 

and quite abstract in terms of their meaning. Lastly, especially immoral 

characteristics & notions (or moral characteristics & notions) are perceived as one 

entity or block; each unit is closely associated with the others; as if one unit is 

attached to the other.  
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CHAPTER IV.  

 

 

STUDY 3 

 

 

The third study aims to a) explore the mental representation of moral foundations as 

defined by MFT (Haidt & Graham, 2007; Haidt, 2007), b) to compare the perception 

of the content and the mental representations of moral foundations, c) to obtain 

preliminary and direct information about the extent to which these foundations are 

seen related to morality.  

Method 

Participants 

The sample consisted of 47 participants, 4 of them did not answer questions related 

to demographic information. Therefore as for the 43 respondents (28 female, 15 

male), age ranged between 22 and 61 (M=35.93, SD= 8.25). Education level ranged 

between primary school and graduate degree, but 39 respondents were at least 

university graduates. Their residency and occupation information is given in Table 

36. The political self-positioning on a 9 point scale (1= left, 5=center, and 9=right) 

yielded a positively skewed distribution, with M= 3.53 (SD= 1.42). 

Measurement Devices 

Participants were given descriptions of each moral foundation, including liberty
3
. 

They were asked to write at most 5 words the definitions prime. Secondly, they were 

asked the specific words and adjectives they would use to define each concept 

(independent of the definition). They were free to use the words in paragraphs. Next, 

having read the definitions of foundations twice, participants rated  

                                                 
3
 Throughout data collection, care has been translated as ñilgi, ºzenò but later on, ñ(sosyal) bakēm, 

ilgi, ºzenò has been decided to be more suitable. Similarly fairness has been translated as ñadaletò, 

however ñadaletò is more suitable for justice and ñhakkaniyetò is more suitable for fairness.  
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Table 36. Demographic Information of Participants, Study 3  

 
Education (Last Degree Completed) 

Primary School 1 University 17 

Elementary school 1 Graduate degree 22 

High School 2 Missing 4 

Occupation 

Academician 4 Psychologist/ Interpreter 1 

Research Assistant 1 Public sector employee 2 

Dentist 2 Architect 1 

Doctor 2 Engineer 3 

Retired 1 Engineer/Artist 1 

Homemaker 1 Teacher 6 

Finance 1 Pilates Trainer 1 

Graphic designer 1 Psychologist/ Police officer 1 

Real estate 1 Psychologist 1 

Public relations 1 Sales specialist 2 

Law 1 Sales manager 1 

Interior Architect 1 Prosecutor 1 

Internet Tech. 1 International Relations 1 

PhD. in Statistics 1 Unemployed 1 

Author 1 Missing 4 

Settlement (Number of Participants who spent most of their lives in) 

Ankara 23 Afyonkarahisar 1 

Ķstanbul 7 Mersin 1 

Ķzmir 4 Diyarbakēr  1 

Bursa 3 Eskiĸehir 1 

Adana 1 Almanya (Germany) 1 

Missing 4   

 

the extent to which they relate each definition to the morality. Lastly, participants 

answered demographical questions (see Appendix E for questions of Study 3).  

Measurement Process 

An online data collection web site was used. 

Results and Discussion 

Qualitative Analysis 

Analysis Units of Qualitative Information : Thematic Units and Categories 

The data were saved and analyzed in MAXQDA 11.  Consistent with the instruction, 

the answers of the participants mostly consisted of words only. Participants rarely 

formed sentences or made explanations. The data were coded according to the 

smallest meaningful units, or thematic units, and then according to the categories, as 

in Study 2 (see Study 2 for explanation). This time, as the data consisted of words 
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only, the category information is more subjective and abstract. For instance, some 

thematic units of fairness were equality (eĸitlik), impartiality (tarafsēzlēk), balance 

(denge) and scale (terazi). They later constituted the category of ñequalityò. Another 

example is related to loyalty. Thematic units Galatasaray (a sports club) and knight is 

thought to constitute the category of ñsymbols of loyaltyò.  Also, for most of the 

cases, hierarchical (higher-level) categories were formed. For convenience, although 

categorical information was formed later then thematic units, below, categorical 

information is explained, by looking at the thematic units.  

Inter-coder agreement has been tested on the answers to definition of care and the 

concept of care. Two different coders coded the answers to the first and second parts 

of the ñCareò question. For the answers to the definition of care, the results indicated 

that the coders used the same codes up to 93 %. The different codes mostly stemmed 

from the fact that one coder used ñI do not agree with the definitionò code for a 

group of responses, while the other coder used some additional codes such as ñdo not 

agreeò, ñmeaninglessò, or ñlimitedò for the same answers. The code agreement was 

80 %. For the answers related to the concept of care, the results indicated that the 

coders used the same codes up to 90 %. The different codes mostly stemmed from 

the fact that 4 answers were represented with different codes by different coders. The 

codes on the other hand, mostly represent the same meaning indicating a redundant 

coding on the part of one of the coders.  For instance answers such as ñto loveò, ñfull 

of loveò was coded with ñloveò by one coder, ñto loveò and ñfull of loveò by a 

second coder. The code agreement was 70 %.  For both of the questions, 

disagreements were determined and discussed.  

Below, for each foundation, the information related to the scholarly definition and 

then free association is presented, under definition and conception titles. Each 

explanation starts with the most frequent thematic units
4
, proceeds with categorical 

information (also see Appendix F, for all thematic units of six foundations, in 

Turkish). The number of respondents and the frequency of articulation of each 

thematic unit is indicated in parenthesis. Considering the indigenousness of the 

                                                 
4
 As I believe that Liberty is both characterized by individualizing and binding functions, questions 

related to Liberty are followed by Fairness and precedes Loyalty. However throughout the text, I 

presented it as the last foundation.  
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qualitative information, the thematic units are not translated into English, in tables or 

figures. Category names are translated into English and all categories (depicted in 

italics) are explained in the following sections. While doing this, literal or free 

translation was pursued, depending on the context. Generally, for all moral 

foundations, an emotion category is formed. This category entails, emotions, senses, 

feelings and concepts used with ñto feelò in Turkish.  

Care 

Definition : The most frequent thematic units associated with the definition of care 

are feeling pity/mercy/sorry for someone, compassion (12, 12), affection (12, 12), 

compassion (11, 11), helping (9, 9), I do not agree with the definition (2, 7), 

preserve/protect (6, 7), goodness (7, 7), attention (5, 5), child (5, 5), parenting (4, 5), 

conscience (4, 4).  See Figure 7 for categorical information.  

Settings Where Care Does and Does not Exist: The thematic units order and 

essentiality are thought to be settings where care exists. On the other hand, settings 

where care does not exist are described as tyranny, mobbing, domestic violence and 

evil.  

Showing Care: The thematic units of conscience and patience are thought to be 

requirements for care. Also thematic units such as responsibility, sensitive, 

awareness, responsiveness, tolerance, justice, information and wish are possible 

characteristics of people who show care. There are a number of contexts, individuals, 

institutions and roles that care is shown (or individuals who show care) such as love, 

parenting, family, relationship, human being, and a nurturing attitude. 

People who are Cared: The thematic units of human being, elderly, post-war, child, 

illness, and weak can be grouped as to whom, when to show, who needs? On the 

other hand, vulnerability, neediness and requisite / need can be described as 

characteristics of the cared. The feelings of the cared are elegance and feeling 

special.  

Care Related Emotions: Compassion, love/affection, feeling pity/mercy/sorry can be 

summarized as care related emotions.  
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Figure 7. Categorical Information of Care, Study 3 
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The Process of Showing Care: This category indicates the ways to care. Care may 

involve affection (affection, intimacy), understanding (empathy, compassion, feeling 

pity), kindness (humanism, goodness, politeness), preserve (helping, protecting, 

possessiveness), attentiveness, meticulous care (attention, concern, detail, care, 

perfectionism), giving life, forming, promoting (giving life, reproduce, rearing, 

fostering), investment, effort (allocating time, investment, self-sacrifice), not being 

unresponsive or indifferent (to show, reaction), and mind, care (valuing, care about). 

Concept: The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of care are 

affection (20, 20); attention (10, 10); compassion (8, 8); value (7, 8); helping, being 

helpful (6, 7); self-sacrifice (5, 6); order, regularity (4, 5); protect/preserve (3, 4); 

interest (3, 4); and allocate time for (4, 4).  

The Background of Care: A number of thematic units are thought to indicate the 

background for care. The background may involve affection, commitment (affection, 

intimacy, loyalty), accepting as it is (tolerance, embrace, respecting others and 

oneself, family), valuing (valuing, caring about), enduring, being patient (being 

patient), and paying attention, being aware (detail, attention, meticulousness, 

sensitiveness, and awareness).  

Ways to Show Care: Some thematic units have been gathered to indicate ways to 

show care. These ways are investment (investment, care, concern, self-sacrifice), 

helping (being helpful, goodness, altruism), compassion, protection, preservation 

(compassion, protecting, possession, keeping safe, not hurting/nor harming, satisfy 

the needs, care), and constructive communication (communicate, allocating time, 

empathy, encourage, showing, trying to understand, listening to). Respondents also 

articulated some tangible, active ways to show care: giving ideas, talking, warning, 

guiding, or giving advice.  

Care Related Emotions: Compassion, love/affection, happiness, curiosity and 

respecting other & one self can be summarized as care related emotions. 

The Elements Related to Individual Showing Care: A number of thematic units can 

be interpreted as characteristics related to the person who cares about something. 

These can be specified as being neat and organized (orderliness, strategy, plan), 
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being gentle (educated, considerate, delicacy), being well groomed (cleanliness, 

dressing well, admiration), conscience (conscience, responsibility), essence and 

sincerity (essence of the humanity, sincerity, genuineness, respect others & one self). 

Justice, success, wish to reach a desired end state, make someone/something to live, 

curiosity and fulfill the duty properly can be listed as motivations to care. Family, 

work, marriage and needy can be listed as settings in which care is shown.  

Fairness 

Definition : The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of fairness 

are equality (19, 19); behaving honestly (7, 7); trustworthiness (7, 7); collaboration, 

cooperation, partnership (4, 7); I do not agree with the definition (2, 6); law (6, 6); 

right (5, 5); conscience (4, 4). See Figure 8 for categorical information. 

Ways to Achieve Fairness: The definition of fairness primed a number of thematic 

units that can be grouped as ways to achieve fairness. These ways are equality 

(equality, balance, impartiality, scale), being fair (treating fairly, fairness, rights, 

just), honesty (acting honestly, righteousness, right), reciprocity (collaboration, 

cooperation, partnership, expecting something in return, law, right, scale, equal 

share/ being in favor of sharing, to be recompensed for your efforts), protecting 

others (empathy, helpful, humanism, protection), protecting one self (survive, 

protecting one self), and reasoning about right and wrong (judging, acting 

reasonably, distinguishing good and bad, being able to select a person). Participants 

also indicated passive ways to achieve justice, that is, they described what not to do 

to achieve justice: not abusing, not to deny someoneôs rights, not to treat 

conditionally, not to be unfair, not to show favoritism/nepotism.  

Concepts Related to Judiciary: Respondents articulated some concepts related to law 

& sanction (law, court, punishment, to judge, prison, right) and judiciary (lawyer, 

courthouse, prosecution, judge).  

Injustice: Concepts related to injustice boil down to three points: unjust person 

(selfishness, untrustworthy, men, spy), actions of injustice (self-interest / (self-

seeking), unresponsiveness, nepotism, abuse) and result of injustice (overreaction, 

extremism, reaction to injustice / resistance to injustice).  
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Figure 8. Categorical Information of Fairness, Study 3 
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State When Fairness Achieved: Thematic units related to a fair state can be listed as 

gain, right, essentiality, order, seriousness/reality/reliability. 

Fairness Related Contexts: Some thematic units are thought to describe fairness 

related contexts, such as group, society, nation, world, relationship, men, there in 

none in this country (the fact that there is no justice in Turkey).  

Emotions, Intuitions & Cognitions Related to Fairness: There are some thematic 

units that can be listed as fairness related emotion, cognition or intuitions; for 

instance, trustworthiness, conscience, respect, hope, morality, self-respect/self-

esteem, affection, essence of humanity, friendship, emotion, personality, honor, and 

self-love.  

Absolute Justice/ Justice Belief Relying on Religious Faith: Some thematic units 

seem to relate fairness with religion and absolute fairness. These are world, god, 

after-world, and faith.  

Concept: The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of fairness 

are equality (17, 17); right (8, 8); fair (6, 6); society (3, 5); conscience (5, 5); law (5, 

5); trustworthiness (5, 5); honest (5, 5); the fact that it does not exist in countries like 

Turkey (3, 4); fairness (4, 4).  

Participants described fairness as an ideal one wants to achieve (abstract, not 

reachable, difficult, wish, ideal, utopia, lofty). Also it is associated with equality, 

(equality, impartiality, scale), honesty (not lying, trustworthiness, righteousness, not 

cheating, fairness, honest), essence, expressing one self (right/righteousness, 

austerity, freedom, being able to be an individual, fundamental to humanity-essence 

of humanity, be at peace with one-self, individual), being fair, fairness (right, 

fairness, just), sincerity, transparency (sincerity, being open, not being sneakiness), 

kindness, understanding (empathy, not harming, kindness, goodwill, fundamental to 

humanity-humanly), morality (virtue, morality), and fair distribution/sharing (rights, 

a fair distribution of effort/labor, value and love). Maturity, respecting and liking 

others, tolerance and not judging or not holding in contempt indicates the idea of 

ñaccepting as it isò. While contexts of justice can be gathered as interpersonal, 

mother-father, everyone, society, social state, and fundamental to humanity (basis of 
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humanity), justice system can be described with thematic units of punishment, law, 

an area of work, judging, system, authority, and judiciary. Some participants stressed 

the state factor in justice by referring to the facts that justice system is insufficient, 

justice should be just, the fact that it does not exist in countries like Turkey, that it is 

relative (changes person to person). Reaction, not accepting injustice and conscience 

can be grouped as ñwhen there is injusticeò. Emotions caused by fairness can be 

summarized as trustworthy/reliable, happy, composure, respect, and serenity. 

Participants also mentioned being knowledgeable, discerning right and wrong, giving 

the right decision, intellect, and consciousness referring to fairness is elaborating and 

deciding on what is right & wrong. There are some additional thematic units that did 

not form any category, such as the struggle of right and wrong, struggle of goodness 

and evil, order, and appropriateness. 

Loyalty  

Definition : The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of loyalty 

are honesty (7, 7); belongingness (7, 7); betrayal (6, 6); loyal (6, 6); trustworthiness 

(5, 5); unity/solidarity (5, 5); family (5, 5); fanaticism, fascism (1, 4); harmony, 

cohesiveness (3, 4).  See Figure 9 for categorical information. 

What is Loyalty? : Keeping promise and being honest (reliability, honesty, pacta sunt 

servanda/ keeping promise), commitment (loyal, commitment, loyalty), discipline 

(discipline, principled, education, order), investment/effort (investment, investing 

time), keeping a secret (secrecy, keeping a lot of secrets), and dedicate, sacrifice 

(dedicate, sacrifice, self-sacrifice) are thought to define loyalty.  

Contexts of Loyalty: A number of thematic units that are associated with loyalty are 

gathered as contexts of loyalty, that is women, family, marriage, spouse, identity, 

past, friends, friendship, nation, love, and soldier.  

Emotions Related to Loyalty: Emotions associated with loyalty are affection, 

reliable/confident, honor, self-esteem / self-respect, fear, trust, and respect for the 

group.  

Symbols of Loyalty: Galatasaray (a sports club) and knight can be grouped as 

symbols related to loyalty. 
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Figure 9. Categorical Information of Loyalty, Study 3 
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A Part of Life: Participants explained that loyalty is a must for life, a necessity for 

existence.  

Loyal Person: Some thematic units described a loyal person, that is honor, self-

esteem / self-respect, firm, principled, and respect for the group.  

Building Alliances & Its Results: Participants strongly referred to forming groups, 

creating belongingness (relations, uniting, belongingness, group, grouping). They 

also mentioned sincerity, fairness, trust, affection, reliable / confident, feeling good 

that may refer to an environment of affection, trust and justice. Harmony, extended 

self (harmony, sensitivity, seeing a part of self), being powerful and having power 

(power, uniting forces) are also related to building alliances.  

Abusing Loyalty: There are some negatively valenced thematic units that referred to 

several aspects of abusing loyalty. Building an oppressive regime is explained 

through prime minister (most probably referring to PM of Turkey during data 

collection, Recep Tayyip Erdoĵan), monotony, oppression, authoritarianism, 

fanaticism and fascism. The individual and/or society in an oppressive regime is 

explained through fear, sheep (referring to being docile, submissive), uncolored 

(dull), simplicity, uniformly, and obedience. Benefiting, a possible act of abusing 

loyalty, can be described as utilization and self-interest / self-seeking. The result of 

abusing loyalty is evil and punishment / penalization. As a part of abusing loyalty, 

participants also mentioned betrayal: disloyal people (murderer, thief, liar), treason 

(treason, stab in the back), and traitor (traitor, renegade).  

Some additional units such as romanticism or struggle did not form a category.  

Concept: The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of loyalty are 

trust (7, 7); group (3, 7); taking a joint action (6, 6); trustworthy (6, 6); honesty (6, 6) 

belongingness, feeling belonging to/ a bond between (6, 6); self sacrifice (5, 6); good 

communication (1, 4); affection (4, 4).  

Types of Loyalty: Participants explained different types of loyalty that boiled down to 

two groups. Restricting Loyalty refers to obedience culture, oppression, slavery, and 

nonexistence of risk. This type of loyalty is dependence and away from 

individualism. In this kind of loyalty, people cannot act independently and they are 
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just sheeps in a herd (are not able to leave the herd). On the other hand, optimum 

loyalty is constructed as a result of a choice, it is genuine. In a relation where there is 

optimum loyalty, obedience is negotiable; individual has freewill and is able to 

express herself/himself.  

Contexts of Loyalty: There are some thematic units that explained where loyalty is 

expected, such as family, love, faith, group, past, and homeland.  

Emotions Related to Loyalty can be listed as honor, respect, trust, love, and affection.  

Loyalty is associated with honesty, trustworthiness (trust, reliable, not betraying or 

cheating on, honesty), acting collectively (cooperation, acting collectively, acting 

together, forming association), commitment (commitment, being loyal, faithfulness / 

loyalty), constructive communication (good communication, sincerity, affection, 

harmony/congruence, consensus, delicacy), contributing to the group (in favor of the 

group, contributing to the group, sacrifice, defending the group), being able to live 

together (living together, togetherness/association, having a team spirit, unity, safety 

in numbers), belongingness and integration (belongingness, feeling belongingness, 

surrender/devotion, integration with the society), and having an active role in the 

group (decisiveness, being able to guide individuals). Participants mentioned that 

loyalty provides with a protective environment (possessiveness, the state of non-risk, 

supporting someone in dark days), brings discipline and responsibility (discipline, 

responsibility, principle), requires compromise (being able to give up own choices, 

waiving freedom half-willingly, disclaim), and respect for others and oneself 

(respect, honor).  

Thematic units such as necessity and conscience have not been included in a 

category.  

Authority  

Definition : The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of authority 

are order (8, 10); hierarchy, status (8, 8); obedience (6, 6); harmony (4, 5); 

position/rank (3, 4); and state (4, 4). See Figure 10 for categorical information. 

Examples of Authority: Law, state, regulation, supervisor, education, leader, prime 

minister, soldier and police are listed as examples of authority.  
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Figure 10. Categorical Information of Authority, Study 3 
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Symbols of Authority: Court / courthouse, father, uniform, chain of command, 

position, baton (nightstick).  

Emotions Related to Authority are respect, trust, anger, and fear.  

The Existence of Authority is Natural: This category indicates that authority is a 

natural part of life referred by thematic units of need and present everywhere.  

Condition Without Authority: Participants described a condition without authority 

with thematic units such as disorder, anarchy and without authority. 

Hierarchical Relations / Structure: Respondents referred to hierarchical nature of 

relationships with thematic units such as position, hierarchy, being led, and class 

characteristics.  

The Function of Authority: The thematic units referring to the function of authority 

boiled down to three types. Establishing rules involves discipline, prohibition, rule, 

and limits. The executive function refers to management and execution. The last 

function, establishing justice, maintaining order refers to order, public 

order/security, justice, fairness, and maintaining the order.  

Side Benefits of Authority: Apart from the function of authority, there are some side 

benefits, such as power, authority (capability), and power of execution.  

Authority & Follower: Respondents explained those who do not like authority with 

thematic units such as, if the conditions are not met, it is not a concept to respect, 

some people do not respect authority at all, and unconformity. They also described 

conditions under which authority can be respected for: legitimacy/ acceptance, 

reciprocal respect, reciprocal trust, information, justice, responsibility, maintaining 

the order, and deservable. Negative authority / negative follower refers to 

disrespectful and irresponsible which could be indicated either the authority or the 

follower. Similarly, characteristics an authority and follower should have is not 

discernible, therefore attributed to both: harmony / conformity, following rules, 

responsibility, duty, and appropriate behavior.  

Abusing the Position: Respondents described some conditions under which power is 

abused: slavery (slavery, slave-master rules, gratitude/negative feeling of being 
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indebted, the foolsô try to guide you), restricting liberties (being restricted or 

inhibited, oppression, prohibition) and not being developed (not being developed, not 

being cognizant).  

Attitudes Towards Authority: The outlook to authority boiled down to five types, that 

is loyalty to the leader (commitment, loyalty to the leader, and protecting the 

authority figure), deindividuation (obedience, dependence, blind obedience/trust, 

submissiveness), pro-power (defending the people on power, taking the powerfulôs 

side), subversiveness (revolt, uprising, rebels, rebellion), questionerness / 

questionicalness (taking a questioning attitude) (questioning, resistance).  

Concept: The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of authority 

are order (4, 5); respect (3, 3); if it is too much, it is not natural (2, 3), limits freedom 

(3, 3); obedience (3, 3); power (3, 3); fear (3, 3); submission (3, 3), and responsibility 

(3, 3).  

Contexts and Examples of Authority are school system, the societal order, state order, 

Atat¿rk
5
, law texts, leader, the system of chain of command, taboo, family and 

citizenship.  

Respect for Authority and Authority are Part of Life: This category consisted of 

thematic units of necessity, respect for authority, conformity with the hierarchy, 

hierarchical relations in daily life, professionalism, present everywhere and anytime, 

and need to be protected.  

Hierarchical Structure: Respondents referred to hierarchical structure with thematic 

unit such as hierarchy, status, position/level, and rank. 

Emotions for Authority are respect, fear, trust, awe, and respect for power.  

The Function of Authority is listed as following rules, providing with the protection 

of the feeling of unity/ wholeness, providing peace, order, needed for collective life, 

balancing group dynamics, internalizing group dynamics, and fairness, fair.  

Optimum Authority is described as with the following thematic units: approaching 

the society, responsibility, legitimacy, reinstatement (being fair, not denying rights), 

                                                 
5
 Mustafa Kemal Atat¿rk: the founder and first president of Republic of Turkey 
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respectful for individual liberties, knowledge, to be able to direct/manage in a 

tangible way, not using weapons, respect is not demanded it is deserved, having 

limits and rules, persuading with intellect and information/knowledge, and reciprocal 

respect.  

Authority is associated with having power (being able to make decisions, power, 

reasoning), and rules and discipline (rules, discipline, being limited). Some 

respondents think that respect for authority is wrong (unnecessary, ignorance, 

wrong), most probably because of misuse of authority (restricts freedom, tyranny, 

limiting, bullying, to be bullied, abuse, violence) or the possibility of being patterned 

or pacified (disability of personal decision taking skill, submission, obedient, not 

questioning, obedience, being passive, giving up / waiving yourself)
6
.  

The relation between authority and follower is explained through posses/protect, 

honesty, empathy, commitment, loyalty and acceptance, indicating a mutual nature. 

Some respondents think that using an appropriate language and dosage; one should 

criticize authority when necessary. They also mentioned when authority does not 

fulfill its functions, there would be loss of confidence, violence, and revolt.   

Sanctity & Purity  

Definition : The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of sanctity 

are religion (10, 10); child, baby (5, 6); cleanliness (5, 5); morality, moral value (4, 

4); nobility (4, 4); and spirituality (4, 4). See Figure 11 for categorical information. 

Sanctity in Different Bases: There are many bases with which sanctity/purity can be 

explained, these are religion based (religion, faith, god, religious belief, sacred, after 

world), child based (my childhood, a little girl, child, baby), home/family relations 

based (family love, family, mother, home), nature and natural cycle based (death, 

water, nature, life), homeland based (flag, homeland), body based (body, virginity, 

protection), and morality based (morality, moral value) sanctities.   

Negative Notions About Sanctity: The negative connotations about sanctity are listed 

as dogmatic, patterned (taboo, cannot be criticized, dogma), limits freedom (slavery, 

captivity), distant from human nature (artificialism, distant from  

                                                 
6
 The term (patterned) has been barrowed from Balance Model of self (Imamoĵlu, 1994, 2003).  
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Figure 11. Categorical Information of Sanctity / Purity, Study 3 
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humanity/humanism), unnecessary, wrong (wrong, unnecessary), constructed (being 

socialized; there is no sacred, this is made up by humans; using uprightness/honor in 

a wrong way), and radicalness (devoutness, deviance).  

The Regulatory Function of Sanctity: Participants listed two regulatory functions of 

sanctity. Inhibitory function refers to sin, avoidance, and forbidden things (by 

religion). The preservative function refers to protect, to be protected, sacred (things 

that are preserved), and untouchable.  

Emotions Related to Sanctity are disgust, love, pure love, family love, and happiness. 

The Factors of Sanctity: Respondents defined sanctity (and purity) with a wide range. 

Accordingly, sanctity refers to a value (valuable), cleanness, purity (cleanness, not 

being dirty, clean, bathroom, contamination, crystalline), pure, not changed (pure, 

not mixed, unadulterated, not changed), nobility (heroes, nobility, loftiness), 

naturalness (natural, genuine emotions, originality), affection (kindness, 

sacred/beloved, affect, pure love), perfection (perfection, divine), transcendence 

(psychological power, away from ambitions and bad thoughts, less earthly), and 

perfect, complete being (maturity, wisdom, being balanced, humbleness, high in 

ranking).  

Concept: The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of sanctity 

are child, children (5, 5); goodness (5, 5); an emotion (1, 4); and pure (3, 4).  

Sanctity in Different Bases: Religion based (religiosity, angel, faith, religion, holy 

book, divine power, god, sinless), body based (virgin, an ideaôs purity is more 

important than a bodyôs purity), investment based (effort), nature based (nature, 

animals, finding human being sacred), tradition based (tradition, grace), child centric 

(child, children, loving children), family based (mother, family), justice based 

(justice), self based (striving for being a good person, the search for self, being self, 

searching for the truth inside, not outside, staying away from evil) sanctity types are 

noted. 

Perceptions of Sanctity: Participants stated that sanctity is valued (special, valued, 

important, esteemed), ideal (does not exist in reality, not very probable; ideal; lofty; 

abstract, desirable to be), and a feeling (it is an emotion, to be felt). They also noted 
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that sanctity and purity remind different things. The attitudes towards the sacred 

indicate that sacred things are worth protection, indispensible, the common eternal 

and ultimate wish of humanity.  

Emotions Related to Sanctity and Purity are love, fear, composure, affection, respect, 

and feeling pity.  

Symbols Related to Sanctity and Purity are taboo, white, and milk.  

Definitions Related to Sanctity and Purity: Participants explained sanctity quite 

widely. Their answers are summarized as compassion (acting with good intentions, 

to be likeable, kindness, compassion), free thought (free thought, enlightenment), 

balance (balance, neutral), pure (pure; not mixed, unadulterated; not changed; 

pureness), being conscientious (moral, conscientious), simple, natural (natural, 

simple, just like the first day), pure love, loyalty, sacrifice (to love without an 

expectation in return, affection, sacrifice, not thinking any benefits, being altruistic, 

allocating time), spirituality, psychological power, transcendence (detachment from 

time, psychological power, be reset, beyond dimension), honesty (honesty, not lying, 

always true, genuineness), innocence (sinless, innocence, the innocence felt inside 

the self) and being clean, not contaminated (not contaminated by, cleanness, 

transparent, being very clean).  

Liberty  

Definition : The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of liberty 

are resistance (8, 8); equality, eliminating inequality, defending equality (7, 7); 

individual (7, 7); rebellion (4, 5); independence (4, 5); composure (2, 4); right (4, 4); 

unity (4, 4); respect (3, 4); opposition (4, 4); and oppression (4, 4). See Figure 12 for 

categorical information. 

Levels of Liberty: Participantsô perceptions of liberty can be grouped in three levels. 

Individual Level of Liberty refers to self (psyche, individual, self), staying authentic 

(not compromising on your beliefs, inner resistance) and expressing oneself 

(expressing self, freedom). Non-human Level of Liberty is indicated by nature. 

Societal and Interpersonal Level of Liberty refers to community, unity, peace, and 

human rights.  
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Figure 12. Categorical Information of Liberty, Study 3 
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Symbols Related to Liberty: This category refers to symbols of oppression (Tayyip 

Erdoĵan
7
, pharaoh) and symbols of liberty (nature, bird, monk, Atat¿rk

8
, ¢ēlgēn 

T¿rkler
9
, limitlessness, and Gezi Park

10
).  

Emotions Related to Liberty are respect, trust, happiness, and relaxation.  

Elements of Liberty: Respondents associated liberty with freedom of speech 

(opposition, objection), free thought (to be able to question, free thought, 

consciousness), democracy, free will (free will, democracy, opponent to 

authoritarianism), acceptance (accepting people as they are, empathy, not patterning 

or stereotyping), being active, agentic (to be able to interfere, being powerful), and 

fairness, equality (right, effort, justice, the right to elect and to be elected, equality, 

elimination of inequality, defending equality). The participants also mentioned that 

liberty requires rule and discipline, referring to rule, discipline, limits and trust. 

A Process Where Liberty is Restricted: Some thematic units can be grouped as to 

illustrate a process where liberty is restricted. States where liberty does not exist 

involve oppression, bullying and captivity. To obtain liberty, people would react, 

move, and take action, hence the category name is reacting, acting, getting started. 

The Course of Achieving Liberty would be difficult, may require heroism and 

courage. There may be active or passive strategies when achieving liberty. The 

passive strategy of liberty (flight) may involve escaping from tyranny, breaking the 

chains, and getting rid of the pressure. The active strategy of liberty (encounter) may 

involve rebellion, revolt, not submitting, struggle, opposition, resistance, and 

standing up against pressure/oppression. The result of achieving liberty would be 

salvation/liberation and independence.  

Concept: The most frequent thematic units associated with the concept of liberty are 

freedom of speech/thought (4, 11); individual, individualism, being an individual (9, 

                                                 
7
 Recep Tayyip Erdoĵan: prime minister of Turkey during data collection. 

8
 Mustafa Kemal Atat¿rk: the founder and first president of Republic of Turkey. 

9
 ¢ēlgēn T¿rkler (crazy, reckless Turks): ñķu ¢ēlgēn T¿rklerò (¥zakman, 2005) is a book narrating the 

struggle to gain indepence during World War I and Independence War of Turkey (1914-1922).  

10
 Gezi Park: refers to nation wide protests against government, started in June 2013 and lasted about 

one month and stemmed from the attempt of cutting down the trees in Gezi Park, a small park, in the 

center of Ķstanbul, Taksim and turning the area into a shopping center.  
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9); independence (8, 8); respect (4, 5); not being able to think (1, 4); society (2, 4); 

being able to make decisions (4, 4); boundaries (3, 4); courage (4, 4); justice (4, 4); 

and not being able to share thoughts/ to express (1, 4).  

Basic Liberty Domains: Freedom of speech and thought, human rights, and basic 

rights and freedoms can be summarized as basic liberty domains.  

Concrete Liberty Domains: The possibility to have the job one wants, to elect and be 

elected, freedom of association and flying can be listed as concrete liberty domains.   

Contexts Where Liberty Does not Exist: Some thematic units may refer to a context 

where liberty does not exist, such as abuse of liberty, infringe upon othersô rights, 

deficits.  

Nonexistence of Liberty Leads to feelings of threat, not being able to think, not being 

able to share the thoughts and express them, and not being able to decide.  

Liberty involves society, self, other, animal, and we.  

Ways and Means to Liberty: Some thematic units refer to ways or means to achieve 

liberty, that is togetherness, decisiveness, health, money and self-confidence.  

Emotions Related to Liberty are fearlessness, respect, composure, happy, relaxation, 

trust, and affection.  

Respondentsô perception of liberty refers to a number of various concepts and 

outlooks. These can be summarized as essential for life (must, basis for life); an open 

and secure attitude towards life (welcoming life as it is, the feeling of not being 

oppressed, not feeling evaluation apprehension); becoming an individual, self-

actualization (individual, individualism, to be able to be an individual, uniqueness, 

self-actualization, liberty should be inside oneself before outside); independence, free 

stance (free stance, independence, free, freedom, liberty); creativity (creativity, mad), 

equality, fairness (equality, rights, justice); agency (to be able to take decisions, to be 

able to execute the decisions); firm and robust attitude (smiling, courage, firm, 

hopeful, robustness); resistance and perseverance (resistance, reaction, standing up 

for/to, struggle); vitality (being full of life, taking action, energetic); love and 

acceptance (to be able to understand, tolerance, not judging, affection); conscience 
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(conscience, sensitive); valuing righteousness (truths/rights, being on the side of 

truths); resistance to tyranny and oppression (not submitting, one who is able to 

oppose/revolt, to be able to rise against oppression); reasoning (consciousness, being 

conscious, thinking, mind, one who questions); and unrelatedness and separateness 

(to go, maverick). Respondents also stated that liberty is a standard of life (to be able 

to live under favorable conditions, valuing the individual) and it requires rules and 

discipline (ruled, responsibility, limits).  

Quotations from Respondents 

Although most of the answers consist of one or two word explanations, some of them 

are longer than expected. Below extracts of the long answers for each question are 

depicted. For Care; 

Tanēm 

Baĸkalarēna verdiĵiniz deĵer ve ĸefkat (K, 61, 

¥ĵretmen). Bu ilgi ve ºzenin deĵil bencilliĵin 

tanēmē bence (Demografik bilgi bulunmuyor). 

Kavram 

Diĵerlerinden ayrē tutma (K, 22, Doktor). 

Ķ­tenlikle gºsterilen sevgi (K, 23, ¥ĵretmen). 

Ķnsan olmanēn ºz¿. Farkēndalēk ve dikkatli olmak 

yaĸamēn denge noktasēdēr (Demografik bilgi 

bulunmuyor). Yapēlan iĸi hakkēyla yapma (E, 30, 

Akademisyen) 

Definition 

The value and compassion you feel for others (F, 

26, Teacher). I think this is not the definition of 

care, but selfishness (No demographic info.).  

Concept 

Single out someone from others (F, 22, Doctor). 

Affection shown genuinely (F, 23, Teacher). The 

essence of being a human. Mindfulness and being 

attentive is the balance of life (No demographic 

information). Doing the job / fulfilling the duty 

properly (M, 30, Academician) 

 

For Fairness; 

Tanēm  

Otorite (nedense ilk olarak aklēma bu geldi) (K, 

31, Doktor). Bireyin devletten korunmasē (K, 30, 

Memur). Haksēzlēĵa tahamm¿l edememek (K, 41, 

Diĸ Hekimi) 

Kavram 

Ķ­ten pazarlēklē olmamak, Ķnsanlarē eĸit gºrmek 

(E, 29, Psikolog/polis). Sosyal bir devlette 

bireylerin hak ve ºzg¿rl¿klerini eĸit­e savunan 

sistem (E, 28, M¿hendis). Ķnsanlēĵēn temel 

niteliklerinden, vicdanla birlikte geliĸen bir tepki 

(K, 23, ¥ĵretmen), Aklēma hukuk gelmeli ama 

gelemiyor (K, 48, Finans) 

Definition 

Authority (somehow this was the first thing I 

could think) (F, 31, Doctor). The protection of 

individual from the state (F, 30, public 

employee). Not being able to bear to unfairness 

(F, 41, Dentist). 

Concept 

Not being sneakiness. Perceiving people equal 

(M, 29, Psychologist/police officer). In a social 

state, the system that defends individuals rights 

and freedoms equally (M, 28, Engineer). One of 

the basic characteristics of humanity, a reaction 

developing with conscience (F, 23, Teacher). 

Law should occur to me but it does not (F, 48, 

Finance). 

 

For Loyalty; 

Tanēm 

Kiĸinin kendisine ve bulunduĵu topluluĵa saygēsē 

Definition 

The respect one has for one self and for the group 
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(K, 61, ¥ĵretmen). Fanatizm! Fanatiklerin kimlik 

tanēmē bu yukarēda yaptēĵēnēz tanēmdēr. Ara 

renklere yer verilmez. ñHataòlē olana tahamm¿l 

yoktur. Faĸizm (Demografik bilgi bulunmuyor). 

Kavram 

Kendi tercihlerinden vazge­ebilmek (E, 41, 

Akademisyen). ¥nceliĵin grup olmasē (K, 22, 

Doktor). G¿venilir, sorunsuz bir yaĸama sahip 

olma (K, 25, Psikolog) 

she/ he is in (F, 61, Teacher). Fanaticism! The 

definition you made above is the definition of 

identity by fanatics. No place for intermediate 

colors. No bearing for ñdefectiveò. Fascism (No 

demographic information). 

Concept 

Being able to give up own choices (M, 41, 

Academician). Giving the priority to the group 

(F, 22, Doctor). Having a reliable, problem free 

life (F, 25, Psychologist).  

 

For Authority; 

Tanēm 

Akēlsēzlarēn sizi yºnlendirme ­abasē(E, 34, Satēĸ 

Yºneticisi). Pozisyonun gerektirdiĵi 

sorumluluklarē y¿klenme ve her kademede 

karĸēlēklē saygē ve g¿ven (K, 61, ¥ĵretmen). 

Otorite bilgi ve adalet konusunda uzmanlēk 

olmalē... Yoksa saygē duyulacak bir kavram deĵil 

(K, 48, Finans). 

Kavram 

(Otoriteye saygē) Otorite bireysel ºzg¿rl¿klere 

saygē gºsterdik­e uygulanmasē gereken bir tepki 

(K, 23, ¥ĵretmen).  

D¿zeni korumakla y¿k¿ml¿ kiĸi ve kurumlara 

g¿veni simgelemekte olup g¿venin sarsēlmasēyla 

bu otoriteye baĸkaldērma da sºz konusu olabilir 

(K, 25, Halkla Ķliĸkiler). 

Definition 

The foolsô effort to guide you (M, 34, Sales 

Manager). Taking the responsibilities of the 

position and reciprocal respect and trust in every 

level (F, 61, Teacher). The authority should have 

the mastery of knowledge and justiceé 

Otherwise it is not a concept to respect for (F, 48, 

Finance). 

Concept 

(Respect for authority is) A reaction to display as 

long as the authority respects for the individual 

freedoms (F, 23, Teacher). (Respect for 

authority) symbolizes the trust to individuals and 

institutions who are supposed to preserve public 

order, and if the trust is lost, revolt to this 

authority may be in question (F, 25, Public 

Relations) 

 

For Sanctity; 

Tanēm 

Eleĸtirilmez, dokunulamaz (K, 49, Emekli). Din 

ve kºlelik hikayeleri (K, 48, Finans) 

Kavram 

Ķyi bir insan olmak i­in ­aba gºsterme (K, 30, 

Memur). Ger­eĵi dēĸta deĵil i­te aramak (E, 41, 

M¿hendis/Sanat­ē). Zamandan sēyrēlabilme, 

sēfērlanma (E, 29, Psikolog/polis). Kiĸinin 

kendinde hissettiĵi masumiyet (K, 22, Doktor) 

Bedenden ­ok fikrin saflēĵēnēn ºnemi (K, 42, 

Satēĸ uzmanē) 

Definition 

Is not criticized, untouchable (F, 49, Retired). 

Tales of religion and slavery (F, 48, Finance). 

Concept 

Endeavor for being a kind person (F, 30, Public 

employee). Searching the truth inside rather than 

outside (M, 41, Engineer/Artist). Being able to be 

liberated from time, being reset (M, 29, 

Psychologist, Police officer). The innocence one 

felt within the self (F, 22, Doctor). The 

importance of purity of the thought rather than 

the body (F, 42, Sales specialist). 

 

For liberty, 

Tanēm 

Eĸitsizliĵin ortadan kaldērēlmasē (E, 33, Yazar). 

Ezilmiĸ halk (K, 22, Doktor). D¿ĸ¿ncenin 

ka­ēnēlmaz sonucu (K, 25, Halkla Ķliĸkiler). 

Kavram 

Kiĸinin kendini ger­ekleĸtirebilme ve 

yaĸayabilme kapasitesi, buna dair fērsatlarēn a­ēk 

Definition 

Eliminating inequality (M, 33, Author). 

Oppressed public (F, 22, Doctor). The inevitable 

result of thought (F, 25, Public Relations). 

Concept 

(Liberty is) is the capacity the self-actualize and 

live as one is, the state of existence of chances 
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olmasē halidir. Aynē ĸey toplumlar i­in de ge­erli. 

(Demografik bilgi bulunmuyor). G¿ven duygusu 

i­inde, korkusuz olabilmek (K, 42, Satēĸ 

Uzmanē), Minnete girmemek, d¿nyaya bel 

baĵlamamak (E, 29, Psikolog/polis) 

related to this. Same is true for societies (No 

demographic information). Being fearless in a 

state of trust (F, 42, Sales specialist). Not being 

indebted, not relying on the world (M, 29, 

Psychologist, police officer).  

 

On the Perception of Moral Foundations 

Participants provided a substantial amount of information. Below, congruence of the 

answers with the literature and some points the outside the regular description of 

foundations are summarized.  

The definition and conception of care is mostly in line with the understanding of the 

MFT. Different from the theory, feeling pity (mercy), love and tyranny are 

emphasized with the definition. As for the last factor, the root of the cruelty is 

indicated as tyranny (an oppressive authority). The theoretical definition does not 

emphasize the root of cruelty, as the reaction to the brutality is the focus of Care 

foundation. However in the present study, respondents also emphasized one source 

of cruelty as tyranny. This will create an overlap with the liberty foundation. The 

conception of care stressed positive relations with the social environment, paying 

attention, and being aware. Also, more general characteristics of care are noted, such 

as being neat. This shows that the general perception related to care includes moral 

as well as non-moral notions, therefore it is quite broad.  

Both definition and conception of fairness are broader than the MFT definition. Both 

of them include honesty as a strong factor. Also, concepts related to law and 

judiciary are perceived within the fairness context. Additionally, the conception 

includes fairness as an ideal, kindness, empathy, freedom, sincerity, transparency, 

essence of humanity and expressing one self. Such an outlook indicates the 

fundamental importance of the concept. Respondents placed it as a basis of 

humanity, both to be a human and to live humanly. The care over others, genuineness 

or empathy emerge as components of fairness, theoretically on the other hand, they 

are associated with care. Lastly, fairness is one of the two foundations where the 

words ñmoralò and ñmoralityò are thematic units (the other foundation is sanctity). 

As noted previously, the question used ñadaletò in Turkish (justice); it is possible that 
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if ñhakkaniyetò (fairness) were used, more answers related to reciprocity (the 

emphasis of MFT) would have been obtained. 

MFT refers to loyalty as a moral foundation, particularly within the context of being 

a traitor and betrayal as the abuse of loyalty. However, the respondents referred to a 

different kind of abuse: oppressive regimes and obedience. Also, submissiveness, not 

being able to develop as an individual and society, feeling of fear are emphasized. 

When it comes to the concept of loyalty, respondents stated an apparent distinction 

between a restricting and optimum loyalty. While the restricting loyalty is seen as 

slavery, oppression and the like, an optimum loyalty includes negotiable obedience 

where the individual does not lose his/her freewill. It is a pure genuine loyalty. 

Respondents also enlarged loyalty so as to include loyalty to oneôs past or to oneôs 

faith. They attributed some functions to loyalty such as providing protective 

environment that corresponds to a secure environment and social support. 

Additionally, compromise between parties for wishes and demands, having 

understandings are parts of loyalty.  

MFTôs emphasis in counting authority as a moral foundation is on the function of 

providing order, therefore vices related to authority are subversion of a legitimate 

authority and causing chaos in public. Acceptance of hierarchical relations, loyalty to 

authority figures are within the moral virtues related to authority foundation. On the 

other hand, in the present study, participantsô emphasis is on the misuse of authority 

by the authority figures. If the authority in question is a person, respondents 

acknowledge the loyalty to the leader. The additional attitudes towards authority that 

are not taken into account by MFT are deindividuation (blind obedience), taking the 

authorityôs side (pro-power), subversiveness, and questionacalness (questionerness, 

questioning the authority). Respondents defined some conditions under which 

authority is respected for (ñrespect cannot be demanded, it should be deservedò). The 

misuse of authority such as slavery and restriction of liberties is emphasized 

throughout the answers.  On the other hand, when the respondents explain their own 

view of authority, they admitted the functions of authority such as providing peace, 

fairness or the feeling of unity. They also described an optimum authority; one that 

does not use weapons, persuades with intellect and knowledge, and has limits and 
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rules, respects for individual liberties. The reciprocal relation between authority and 

follower relies on respect, honesty, loyalty, or empathy. Some respondents referred 

to criticizing authority when necessary using an appropriate language. Some other 

participants find respect for authority totally unnecessary and wrong. They stressed 

the misuse of authority such as restricting liberties, bullying, or violence. Also, 

obedience, loosing individuality, not questioning is associated with authority.  

Basically, there are similarities between loyalty and authority especially when talking 

about restricting and optimum types of both. This may indicate how hierarchy is 

perceived. Participants are inclined to see authority-follower relations in loyalty and 

equal relations and a questioning attitude in  authority.  Another point related to 

loyalty and authority is that although definitions of moral foundations do not state 

and although not asked, participants provided some answers related to restricting 

effects of loyalty and authority. I believe, this reactive attitude to loyalty and 

authority converges with the state of liberty as a candidate moral foundation. 

Respondents are sensitive about their liberty physically, mentally, and 

psychologically. Their acceptance of loyalty and authority as moral foundations 

subjects to the condition of existence of liberty. They also define some new vices 

related to loyalty and authority, such as utilization, self-interest / self-seeking 

(abusing loyalty), deindividuation, and taking the side of the powerful (being pro-

power).  

Both the definition and conception of sanctity / purity remind quite various and many 

things to participants. While the scholarly definition includes body, nature and 

religion within this foundation, participants included children, justice, family, 

homeland, traditions, and self as well. MFT asserts that common sacred things have 

the function to facilitate common social life (Graham & Haidt, 2012). In other words, 

each moral foundation is a sacred foundation. In the present study, different bases of 

sanctity give clues about what people think sacred. Another point about the 

perception of sanctity / purity is that it is one of the two foundations that is associated 

with words such as moral, or morality explicitly (the other one is fairness). Lastly, 

the description of sanctity includes factors related to mysticism, perfect complete 

being described by mysticism, transcendence, perfection, and psychological power 
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that may be one of the unique contributions of the data to the definition of moral 

foundations.  

The liberty foundation refers to reaction to dominating, bullying or constraining 

social agents, or authorities within the MFT context. The study on the other hand, 

proves a wider understanding as it is the case with the other foundations. There are 

traces of liberty at different levels: individual, societal and non-human. Secondly, 

liberty and fairness are quite related to each other, as they both refer to equality and 

rights. Additionally, the excess of liberty is seen as separateness and away from 

society. Lastly, participants acknowledge that liberty does require rules, limits and 

discipline.  

In general, the perception of each moral foundation is in line with the theory and 

MFT words extracted by Graham et al. (2009). Additionally, for all foundations the 

mental representation is wider than the scholarly definition; also, the understanding 

about these concepts contain both moral and non-moral elements. Similarly, fairness 

and care are closer as compared to scholarly definitions, they share various common 

elements in peopleôs minds. Loyalty, authority, sanctity and liberty have quite a wide 

understanding. The perception of loyalty and authority is quite close, largely 

overlapping each other. As one part of loyalty is closely associated with obedience to 

authority, another part is associated with care. The immorality about authority is 

tyranny contrary to the emphasis of subversion by the theory. Lastly, liberty is vital 

especially at societal and individual basis and needs to be investigated further.  

Emotions, Feelings & Senses 

As in Study 2, emotion categories refer to a range emotions, feelings, senses and 

words used with ñto feelò in Turkish. These categories are summarized and depicted 

together in Table 37.  

Emotions related to care are compassion and affection like. Pity is the important 

feeling distinguishing care from other foundations. Fairness seems to be associated 

with the widest range of emotions from affection to trust, from honor to composure. 

Self-love, hope and serenity are specific to fairness mostly. Loyalty is associated 

with reliability and affection. 
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Table 37. The N and Frequency of Thematic Units Related to Emotions, Feelings and Senses, Study 3 

 
Thematic Units Related to Emotions / Feelings / Senses Care Fairness Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Turkish Version English Version D/C D/C D/C D/C D/C D/C 

Merhamet, acēma Feeling of pity 12,12/ -  

   

 - /1,1  

Sevgi, saf sevgi Aff ection, Pure love 12,12/20,20
* 

1,1/ -  3,3/4,4   2,2/2,2
* 

-/1,1 

Aĸk Love 1,1/ -  

 

 - /1,1 

 

 - /1,1  

ķefkat Compassion 11,11/8,8 

    

 

Aile sevgisi Family love 

    

1,1/-  

¥zsevgi Self-love 

 

1,1/ -  

   

 

Saygē duyma (kendine, baĸkalarēna) Respect (for others and oneself)  - /2,2 2,2/ -   - /1,1 3,3/3,3
* 

 - /1,1 3,4/4,5 

¥zsaygē Self-respect (self-esteem) 

 

1,1/ -  1,1/ -  

  

 

Saygēlē Respectful 

 

 - /2,2 

   

 

Gruba saygē Respect for the group 

  

1,1/ -  

  

 

G¿ce saygē Respect for the power 

   

 - /1,1 

 

 

Merak Curiosity  - /1,1 

    

 

Mutlu(luk) Happy(iness)  - /1,1  - /1,1     1,1/ -  1,1/1,1 

G¿venilirlik Trustworthiness 

 

7,7/ - 
*  

   

 

G¿ven(li) Reliable (ity)    - /1,1 3,3/7,7
* 

1,1/1,1   1,1/1,1 

Emin Confident 

  

1,1/ -  

  

 

Onur / ķeref Honor 

 

1,1/ -   1,1 /1,1 

  

 

Umut (lu) Hope (ful) 

 

1,1/ -  

   

-/1,1 

S¿k¾net Serenity 

 

 - /1,1 

   

 

Huzur Composure 

 

 - /1,1 

  

 - /1,1  - /2,2 

Rahatlēk Relaxation 

     

2,4/2,2
* 

Korkusuzluk Fearlessness 

     

 - /3,3 

Korku  Fear     1,1/ -  1,1/3,3  - /1,1  

¥fke Anger 

   

1,1/ -  

 

 

Hayranlēk Awe 

   

 - /1,1 

 

 

Ķĵrenme Disgust 

    

1,1/ -   

D/C: Definition/ Conception, 
*
 denotes the most frequent item related to moral foundation.  
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Respect for the group is the loyalty specific item. Here too, it is apparent that loyalty 

and care overlap to some extent. Authority is related to respect and fear mostly. 

Respect for the power, awe and anger are specific to authority. Emotions associated 

with sanctity are mostly love and affection. Sanctity specific emotions are family 

love and disgust. Contrary to the literature, sanctity is only slightly associated with 

disgust. The wide understanding of sanctity approximated it with affection, fear, and 

composure. Liberty is specifically associated with respect, composure, relaxation and 

fearlessness. Fearlessness is a liberty specific item along with relaxation and hope. 

Thinking that liberty emerges where there is confrontation (with bullies, or tyranny), 

it is only natural to expect fearlessness, heroism or courage to be related with liberty. 

Overall, most frequently cited items are love, pure love, affection, respect, happiness, 

reliability / trust, and fear (fearfulness, fearlessness). Love and respect are the most 

commonly articulated items, across moral foundations. This categorization may be 

an additional attempt to detect some emotional factors related to moral foundationsô 

nature.  

Common Notions / Recurring Units Throughout The Foundations 

Throughout the answers to twelve questions (answers related to definition and 

conception of 6 foundations), there have been recurring notions gaining a same, 

slightly or totally different meaning within the specific framework. In other words, 

these themes have been repeated for different reasons or in different contexts. This 

may be an indication that there are common concerns for different foundations, as 

well as unique concerns. The common concerns appear the basic mechanisms behind 

different moral concerns. As they gain different meanings in different contexts, most 

of them are fuzzy and broad in description. The most common units are explained 

below (see Table 38).  

The Extent to Which Foundations Are Perceived Moral 

Participants were asked to rate the relevance of each moral foundation definition to 

morality (Table 39). Accordingly, the definition of fairness is most closely related to 

morality (M=5.72, SD=1.73) and respect for authority is least related to morality 

(M=2.97, SD=1.81). Keeping the skewed distribution of political view in mind, none  
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Table 38. Recurring Notions Throughout Different Moral Foundations, Study 3 

 
Notion 

TR 

Notion 

EN 
Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Adalet 
Fairness,  
Justice 

It is a characteristic 

of people who show 

care. Also a motive 

for care.  

The whole foundation.  An element where there 

is loyalty, alliance.  

One of the functions of 

authority. One of the 

conditions under which an 

authority is respected for.  

A basis for sanctity.  An element of liberty is 

equality and fairness.  

Aile Family 

A context where 

care is shown. 

Domestic  

violence happens 

where care does not 

exist.  

 -  A context loyalty is 

expected from.  

One of the authority 

contexts.  

A basis for sanctity. 

Family love is emotion 

of sanctity. 

 -  

Baĵlēlēk 

Loyalty,  

Commit

ment 

A background 

element for care.  

 -  The whole foundation. One of the characteristics 

of the relation between  

authority and follower. An 

attitude towards authority 

is  

commitment to the leader. 

An element of sanctity 

is to commit, be loyal.  

 -  

Baskē 
Oppressi

on 

 -   -  One of the misuses of 

loyalty, creating a  

restricting regime. Also 

characterizes restricting 

type of loyalty. 

Individual/society in such 

a context is described as 

submissive.  

The misuse of authority.   -  There are symbols of 

oppression / tyranny 

such as pharaoh.  

Oppression exists where 

there is no liberty. A 

strategy to  

achieve liberty is to 

getting rid of the 

oppression or 

confronting the 

oppression. Liberty is an 

open and secure attitude 

towards life,  

feeling that one is not 

under oppression.  
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Table 38. (Continued) 

Notion 

TR 

Notion 

EN 
Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Benlik,  

kendi, 
ºz 

Self, 
Essence 

Respect for one self 

and others. Care is  

the essence of 

humanity.  

An unfair person is 

selfish. Fairness is to 

express one self, to be at 

peace with one self, 

protecting oneself. 

Loyalty leads to extended 

self. At the same time, it 

is giving up your own 

choices and 

compromising.  

Also, optimum loyalty 

provides a setting where 

individuals express 

themselves. 

A result of commitment to 

the authority is giving up  

yourself, being pacified.  

A basis for sanctity. 

Searching for oneself, 

trying to be oneself is 

sacred. Sanctity is the 

feeling of innocence 

inside.  

Liberty involves self. 

Also, self/individual is a 

level of liberty.  

Liberty is to express 

oneself, self-

actualization, self-

confidence, staying 

authentic.  

Bilgi,  

bilgili 

olmak 

Informa 
tion, 

being 

Knowle
dgeable 

A characteristic of 

people who show 

care.  

Used when deciding 

about right and wrong.  

 -  A characteristic of 

optimum authority. An 

optimum authority  

persuades with 

knowledge. Also, a 

condition to be met to  

respect for authority.  

 -   

Bilin­ 
Conscio

usness 

 -  Used when deciding 

about right and wrong.  

 -  Not being developed, non-

consciousness is related to 

downside of authority.  

 -  An element of liberty 

along with free thought, 

reasoning.  

Birey 
Individu

al 

 -  Fairness is related to 

human beings' essence, 

 being an individual. 

Optimum loyalty 

provides a suitable 

setting for individual and 

her/his freewill. On the 

other hand,  

restricting loyalty is far 

from individuality, in fact 

destroys individual. 

Loyalty involves taking 

an active role in group, 

guiding individuals.  

An optimum authority is 

respectful to individual 

liberties.  

One of the attitudes 

towards authority is to 

lose individuation.  

Sanctity is the 

innocence felt inside of 

the individual. 

One of the liberty levels 

is individual. An element 

of liberty is to be an 

individual, self-

actualization.  
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Table 38. (Continued)  

Notion 

TR 

Notion 

EN 
Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Diren  

(diren­, 
direniĸ) 

Resist 

(resistan
ce) 

 -  A result of unfairness.  -  An attitude towards 

authority is to resist, 

question.  

 -  At the individual level, 

liberty is inner 

resistance. Two elements 

of liberty are resistance 

and perseverance; 

resistance to  

oppression & tyranny. 

An active strategy to 

obtain liberty.  

Disiplin 
Discipli

ne 

 -   -  Loyalty involves 

discipline and order. It is 

associated with 

responsibility and 

principles.  

An element of authority. 

Also, a function of 

authority.  

 -  An element of liberty: 

discipline along with 

limits, rules,  

and responsibility.  

Doĵrulu

k 

Righteo

usness 

 -  A way to achieve 

fairness. An element of 

fairness.  

 -   -  Sanctity is being right 

all the time.  

An element of liberty is 

to value righteousness, 

rights.  

Dostluk, 

dost 

Friend 

(ship) 

A background 

element for care.  

Cognition related to 

fairness.  

A context loyalty is 

expected from.  

 -   -   -  

D¿r¿stl¿
k,  

sºz¿n¿n 
eri 

Honesty 

 -  A way to achieve 

fairness. An element of 

fairness. A characteristic 

of fair people.  

A factor explaining 

loyalty, along with 

trustworthiness.  

An element related to 

reciprocal relation 

between authority and 

follower. 

An element of sanctity 

is to be honest.  

 -  

Emek, 

­aba, 

gayret 

Effort, 

investme

nt 

It is a way to show 

care. One allocates 

time and invests 

when showing care.  

An element of 

reciprocity, an element 

whose reciprocal 

equivalent should be 

returned for fairness. Its 

distribution should be 

fair.  

A factor explaining 

loyalty, along with 

allocating time.   

 -  An element and a basis 

of sanctity is effort/ 

investment. A basis for 

sanctity is self: sanctity 

is the effort to be a good 

person, to be oneself.  

An element of liberty 

along with, equality, 

eliminating inequality.  
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Table 38. (Continued)  

Notion 

TR 

Notion 

EN 
Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Empati Empathy 

A way for 

constructive 

communication,  

being 

understanding.  

A way to achieve 

fairness. An element of 

fairness. 

 -  An element related to 

reciprocal relation 

between authority and 

follower. 

 -  An element of liberty, 

along with acceptance, 

not patterning.  

Fedakar, 

ºzveri 
Sacrifice 

A way to show 

care. Investing on 

something.  

 -  A factor explaining 

loyalty, along with 

dedication Also,  

a factor for contributing 

to the group.   

 -  An element of sanctity 

is to commit, be loyal,  

allocating time and 

effort.  

 -  

G¿ven 

Trust, 

Rely on,  
Confide

nce, 

Secure 

 -  Reliability is a fairness-

related cognition. Also, 

an element of fairness. 

An unfair person is 

unreliable. Fairness 

makes people feel 

reliable, safe.  

A factor explaining 

loyalty, along with 

honesty  

(trustworthiness), also an 

emotion of loyalty.  

A setting of loyalty along 

with affection, fairness.  

A condition under which 

authority is respected. An 

emotion related to 

authority. Trust is lost 

when  

the authority does not 

fulfill its function. 

 -  An element of liberty is 

to have an open and 

secure attitude  

towards life. A means for 

liberty is self-confidence. 

A liberty  

related emotion: sense of 

security.  

Hak Right  

hakkēyla yapma The whole foundation.   -  A condition under which 

authority is respected 

(authority should be 

deserved). It should 

deserve the respect not 

demand. Authority should 

not deny people's rights, 

be fair.  

 -  A basic liberty domain: 

human rights, basic 

rights and freedoms. 

Liberty at societal level: 

human rights.  A context 

where liberty  

does not exist: there is 

infringement of others' 

rights. An element  

of liberty is fairness, 

rights, equality. Specific 

rights such as  

right to elect and be 

elected, freedom of 

association.  



134 134 

Table 38. (Continued)  

Notion 

TR 

Notion 

EN 
Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Hakkani

yet 
Fairness 

 -  The whole foundation.   -  One of the functions of 

authority is to secure 

justice, be fair.  

 -   -  

Hoĸgºr¿ 
Toleranc

e 

A background 

element for care, 

accepting as it is. A 

characteristic of 

caring people.  

An element of fairness.   -   -   -  An element of liberty: 

affection, acceptance, 

tolerance.  

H¿r Free 
 -   -   -   -  An element of sanctity 

is free thought.  

The whole foundation.  

Samimiy

et,  

Ķ­ten 

Genuine
ness 

A characteristic of 

caring people.   

An element of fairness, 

related to being genuine, 

open.  

A factor related to 

optimum loyalty. Also, 

loyalty provides a setting 

of genuineness, affection, 

trust. A factor of 

constructive 

communication.  

 -  An element of sanctity 

is naturalness, genuine 

feelings.  

 -  

Ķsyan,  
baĸkaldē

rē 

Revolt, 
Rebellio

n 

 -   -   -  An attitude towards 

authority is to revolt, 

rebel. A response if 

authority does not fulfill 

its functions.   

 -  An active strategy to 

gain liberty back. An 

element of liberty, to be 

able to defy.  

Ķtaat 
Obedien
ce 

 -   -  In the misuse of loyalty, 

people obey. On the 

other hand,  

in optimum loyalty, there 

is questionable 

obedience.  

An element of respect for 

authority is to obey, being 

pacified, patterned. An 

attitude towards authority 

is  

to lose individuality and 

obey.  

 -   -  
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Table 38. (Continued)  

Notion 

TR 

Notion 

EN 
Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Ķyilik 

Goodnes
s, 

Kindnes

s 

A way to show 

care.  

An element of fairness, 

related to empathy, 

understanding.  

  -  An element of sanctity 

is affection, goodness/  

goodness, mercy, good 

intentions. Sanctity is  

an effort to be a good 

person. 

 -  

Kabul 
Accepta

nce 

A background 

element for care.  

An element of fairness, 

accepting people, 

tolerance, maturity.  

 -  An element related to 

reciprocal relation 

between authority and 

follower. Accepting 

legitimate authority.  

 -  An element of liberty: 

acceptance, empathy, 

accepting people  

as they are, affection.  

Kork Fear 

 -   -  An emotion related to 

loyalty, specifically 

related to restricting 

loyalty.  

An emotion related to 

authority.  

An emotion of sanctity.  An emotion of liberty: 

fearlessness 

Koruma 
Protect, 

Preserve 

A way to show 

care.  

Ways to achieve fairness 

is protecting oneself, 

protecting others, 

protecting from the state.  

Loyalty provides a 

protective environment.  

A function of authority is 

to protect the status quo/ 

order. Also a condition 

under which authority is 

respected.  

Authority figure should be 

protected. Authority also 

protects the feeling of 

unity, wholeness.  

A function of sanctity is 

to protect what is 

sacred. It is worth 

protecting. A basis for 

sanctity is body based, 

protecting the body.  

 -  

Kºt¿, 

kºt¿l¿k 

Evil, 

Bad 

Setting where care 

does not exist.  

A way to achieve fairness 

is to distinguish good and 

bad. Fairness is the 

struggle between good 

and bad.  

There are results of 

misuse of authority, such 

as treason, creating a 

restricting loyalty. Evil is 

a result of misuse of 

loyalty. Being with 

someone in his/her bad 

day.   

Authority could be 

abused.  

A basis for sanctity is 

self based: being a good 

person, staying away 

from evil. An element 

of sanctity is 

transcendence, being 

away from bad 

thoughts.  

 -  
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Table 38. (Continued)  

Notion 

TR 

Notion 

EN 
Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Saygē Respect 

A characteristic of 

caring people.   

An element of fairness, 

accepting as it is.  

A feeling related to 

fairness.  

Emotions related to 

loyalty, self respect, 

respect in general  

and respect for the group.  

An element of optimum 

authority: reciprocal 

respect, 

 an authority deserving 

respect / respecting 

individual liberties. 

Respect, respect for 

authority are emotions  

related to authority. If the 

authority does not meet 

the conditions, it should 

not be respected. Some 

people do not respect 

authority at all. 

Disrespectful is an 

element of  

negative 

authority/negative 

follower. Respect for 

authority is a part of life.  

An emotion of sanctity. 

Sacred things are 

respectable.  

An emotion of liberty: 

respect.  

Sevgi, 

saf 

sevgi,  
aile 

sevgisi 

Love, 

Affectio
n, Pure 

love, 

Family 
love 

A background 

element for care. 

Caring  

involves showing 

affection/ love.    

Its distribution should be 

fair. Also, affection / self 

love is feelings related to 

fairness.  

Emotion related to 

loyalty. Loyalty provides 

an affectionate  

setting. Also a part of 

constructive 

communication.  

 -  An element of sanctity. 

Emotion related to 

sanctity (affection, love, 

family love, child love). 

An element  

of commitment.  

An emotion of liberty: 

love, affection.  

An element of liberty: 

affection, acceptance.  

Sorgu 
Question

ing 

 -   -  In an optimum loyalty, 

obedience should be 

questionable.  

An attitude towards 

authority is to question it. 

Another one  

is not to question it, 

becoming patterned and 

pacified.  

 -  An element of liberty: 

reasoning, questioning, 

thinking.  

An element of liberty: 

free thought, to be able 

to question.  
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Table 38. (Continued)  

Notion 

TR 

Notion 

EN 
Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty  Authority  Sanctity Liberty  

Sorumlu

luk 

Respons

ibility  

A characteristic of 

caring people.   

 -   -  Optimum authority takes 

responsibilities, also a 

condition to respect it. A 

negative authority is 

irresponsible.  

 -  An element of liberty 

along with limits, rules.  

Vicdan 

Conscie

ntiousne

ss 

One of the elements 

needed for care.  

A characteristic of 

caring people.  

An unfairness related 

reaction. Also a fairness 

related feeling. 

An element of loyalty.  An element of authority.  An element of sanctity 

is being 

conscientiousness.  

An element of liberty 

along with mindful, 

sensitive.  

Y¿ce 
Noble, 
lofty 

 -  A characteristic of 

fairness, being an ideal.  

 -   -  An element of sanctity 

is nobility, loftiness. 

Sanctity is an ideal, 

something lofty.  

An element of liberty 

(glorification).  
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of the moral foundations has a significant relationship with political view (there is a 

positive trend for sanctity, though). Political view is also related to gender positively 

(r = .35, p < .05; MFemale= 3.18, MMale=4.20) and to age negatively and marginally (r 

= -.27, p < .10). On the other hand, the interrelations between foundations indicate 

that care and fairness are related to each other, so are fairness and loyalty. As the 

binding foundations, loyalty, authority and sanctity are interrelated. As a late 

addition, liberty is positively related to care and authority.  

Table 39. Correlations between Moral Foundations, Study 3 

 

Variables M (SD) Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty 
Pol. 

View 

Care 5.04 (1.95) - .36
* 

-.02 .19 -.13 .58
***  

.00 

Fairness 5.72 (1.74)  - .38
* 

.21 .12 .27
À 

.06 

Loyalty 4.49 (1.79)   - .33
* 

.50
***  

.05 .14 

Authority 2.98 (1.82)    - .39
**  

.35
* 

.23 

Sanctity 4.86 (2.03)     - -.01 .26
À
 

Liberty 4.44 (2.16)      - -.11 

Pol. View 3.54 (1.42)       - 
À 
p < .10, 

* 
p < .05, 

**
 p < .01, 

***
 p < .001. N:43 

Conclusion 

This study aimed at exploring the perception related to moral foundation as defined 

by MFT and as participants define. Also, the extent to which each moral foundation 

is perceived to be moral was asked. The results indicate that the perception of each 

foundation is much broader than the definition of that foundation. Moreover, the 

close examination of the qualitative analysis indicates that the mental representations 

of moral foundations overlap with each other considerably. The qualitative analysis 

shows care and loyalty, loyalty and authority, and liberty and fairness are close. 

Some common notions reveal the source of the similarity among foundations. Each 

notion gains a new meaning with each foundation, therefore they are critical 

understanding the perception of morality in general. The quantitative analysis on the 

other hand showed that fairness is perceived as most moral and authority is perceived 

as the least moral, among moral foundations.   
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CHAPTER V.  

 

 

STUDY 4 

 

 

This study aims to a) compose two measurement devices using literature concerning 

morality and previously reported two qualitative studies, b) test these devices with 

the existing questionnaires of MFT and some variables related to morality.  

Method 

The Development of Measurement Devices 

Two measures of morality have been created. Moral Characteristics Inventory (MCI) 

aims to detect morality related characteristics of individual; Moral Values Survey 

(MVS) aims to determine morality related sensitivities human beings have. The 

items have been extracted as follows: a) the thematic units of Study 2 and 3, b) the 

categories of Study 2 and 3, c) the most frequently used words of study 2 and 3 d) the 

words related to morality as explained by MFT and extracted by Graham et al. 

(2009). As noted earlier, this list overlaps to a great extent with the contents of the 

Study 2 and Study 3, nevertheless a couple of items have been added. As for the fifth 

source, a small-scale study was conducted with 8 people. The participants listed 

words they associated with a number of words important to Moral Foundation 

Theory, such as theft, chastity, tradition, disgusting etc.  Lastly, emotions related to 

morality (Haidt, 2003) and words related to the discussion of possible new moral 

foundations (e.g., efficiency, industry) (Challenges, 2009; Graham et al., 2013) were 

reviewed and some items were added. The list contained the names of each 

foundation and ñmoral/moralityò as items, as well. Having reviewed all these 

sources, 262 root items have been extracted. After collapsing similar items, the 

number of items decreased to 221.  
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Each root item has been reviewed in terms of three characteristics, whether or not it 

a) describes a characteristic related to morality b) stands as a concept vital to 

morality c) creates uneasiness with its existence, absence, or violation (for a couple 

of examples, see table 40). Root items varied in terms of meeting all three criteria 

(none to three). Accordingly, necessary transformations on wording have been made, 

for instance the root item ñauthority should provide security and preserve orderò was 

rendered as ñAuthority providing security and preserving orderò as an importance 

item. Also, some items that are not suitable for the formats of the questions were 

eliminated. At the end, three types of items were formed: the characteristics, 

important concepts, and irritating phenomena.  

Table 40. Examples Pertaining to the Development of MCI and MVS Items, Study 4 

 
Root Item Characteristic Importance Uneasiness 

Tehlikeye atmak 

(Endanger) 
- - - 

Temiz kalplilik 

(Sincerity) 

Temiz kalpli 

(Sincere) 

Temiz kalplilik 

(Sincerity) 
- 

Gelenek 

(Tradition) 

Geleneklere baĵlē 

(Committed to 

traditions) 

Gelenekler 

(Traditions) 

Geleneklere 

uyulmamasē, 

geleneklerin bozulmasē 

(Not complying with 

the traditions, breaking 

traditions) 

Acē ­ekmek 

(Suffer) 
- - 

Acē ­ekenlerin varlēĵē 

(The existence of 

sufferers) 

 

Stemming from the three types of items, two questionnaires were formed. The first 

questionnaire, MCI, consists of 123 possible morality related adjectives that describe 

a person (see Appendix G and H, for Turkish and English, respectively), that is 

ñcharacteristicò items. It asks to what extent each item defines the respondent on a 7 

point scale (1= definitely disagree, 7 = definitely agree). The second questionnaire, 

MVS, consists of two parts (see Appendix I and J, for Turkish and English, 

respectively). The first part is composed of 139 items, and aims to measure the 

importance of each value to the participant on a 7 point scale (1= not at all important 

for me, 7 =very important for me). The question of this part is ñhow important is 

(honesty/ equality/ hierarchy etc) for you?ò. The second part is composed of 91 items 

and aims to measure the extent of uneasiness felt in cases where there is a 
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nonexistence, violation, neglect or extremity of each value, on a 7 point scale (1= 

does not give me uneasiness at all, 7= gives me uneasiness very much). The question 

of the second is ñhow much uneasiness (dishonesty / inequality / existence of the 

sufferers) would create for you? As the nonexistence, violation, neglect or extremity 

may arouse different feelings from disgust to anger; uneasiness seemed more suitable 

as a comprehensive word. Also, it is considered that using ñimportantò and 

ñuneasinessò as terms is in line with the legacy of moral judgments, especially 

according to SIM and MFT.  

Procedure 

Study 1 and Study 4 consist of the same participants. All participants received the 

questionnaires explained in Study 1. Additionally, half of the Study 1 participants 

received MCI; the other half received MVS; thus forming Study 4.  

The questionnaire booklets started with MCI or MVS respectively, the rest of the 

questionnaires were in the same order. As the MCI and MVS are long, 

counterbalancing had to be carried out to obtain a sound measure. Thus, MCI was 

presented in 2 different orders and MVS was presented in 4 different orders, 

constituting 6 different batteries. After the completion of the data, different batteries 

were merged in two data sets of MCI and MVS.  

As Study 1 requires a heterogeneous sample to test the scales in Turkish, so does 

Study 4 to test the new morality measurement devices. Therefore the heterogeneity 

of the sample in terms of demographic variables is suitable for the current studyôs 

aim, too.  

A. Results Concerning Moral Characteristics Inventory  (MCI) 

Sample Characteristics 

The sample consisted of 249 participants whose age ranged between 15 and 74 (M= 

30.68, SD = 11.24) (see table 41, for a summary of demographic information). The 

majority of the sample (83 %) is between 15 and 40 and 31 respondent did not give 

any information related to age. Gender distribution is comparable (females 54 %, 

males 45 %). The education range is from literate to graduate degree, the densest 

groups are high school and university graduates (69 and 96 people, respectively). As  
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Table 41. Demographic Information of Participants, Study 4A 

 
Variable Frequency Percent 

Sex   

Female 134 53.8 

Male 111 44.6 

No information 4 1.6 

Education (Last Degree Completed)   

Literate 2 .8 

Primary School 14 5.6 

Elementary school 18 7.2 

High School 69 27.7 

Associate Degree 23 9.2 

University 96 38.6 

Graduate Degree 25 10.0 

No information 2 .8 

Student or Not   

Not student 151 38.6 

High School student 13 5.2 

University student 64 25.7 

Graduate student  18 7.2 

No information 3 1.2 

Job Status   

Unemployed 26 10.4 

Blue-collar, Worker, craftsperson 30 12.0 

White-collar, small business owner 48 19.3 

High level bureaucrat, entrepreneur 11 4.4 

Other 114 45.8 

No information 20 8.0 

City Status   

Village 16 6.4 

Town 15 6.0 

City 86 34.5 

Metropolis 129 51.8 

No information 3 1.2 

Marital Status & Type   

Single 157 63.1 

Married 87 34.9 

            Prearranged 22 8.8 

            Self-initiated 53 21.3 

            Other 12 4.8 

No information 5 2.0 

Number of Children    

Non 153 61.4 

No information 27 10.8 

1 20 8.0 

2 37 14.9 

3 to 5 12 3.6 

Membership to NGO   

Yes 39 15.7 

No 205 82.3 

No information 5 2.0 
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for the specific occupations, 125 participants responded with a wide range of 

occupations, such as cleric, police officer, technician, actor/actress. Most frequent 

occupations are homemaker (16), student (9), public sector employee (9), 

psychologist (7), administrative official/ CEO (5), teacher (4), nurse (4), and retired 

(4). Residency information participants provided indicates that most of them are of 

urban origin. With respect to current city they live in, participants indicated 17 cities 

of Turkey. They indicated 36 cities of Turkey as the city they spent most of their 

lives (see Table 42). While most of the participants were single, marital year of the 

married participants changed between one month and 45 years. 

Table 42. Settlement Information of Participants, Study 4A 

 

City 
Number of Participants who spent 

most of their lives in 

Number of Participants 

currently living in 

Ankara 46 98 

Ķstanbul 43 58 

Ķzmir 16 23 

Aydēn 16 20 

Eskiĸehir 13 10 

Diyarbakēr 12 10 

Manisa 9 9 

Kocaeli 8 5 

Mersin 6 1 

Bursa 4 2 

Other 39 7 

Missing 37 6 

 

Most participants live with their spouse and/or children (82) or parents and/or 

siblings (99). The rest live in dorm or live alone, with friends, extended family or 

other. As for the monthly income, the distribution is a positively skewed one; about 

half of the participants (136 persons) have an income of up to 2999 Turkish liras 

(TL). Eighty participants have an income between 3000 TL to 5999 TL and 25 

participants have an income of 6000 TL or higher. Participants rated their level of 

religiosity on a 7-point scale (1=not at all, 7=very much) (M = 3.88, SD = 1.92). 

They also rated their political ideology on a 7-point scale (1 = radical left, 7 = radical 

right) (M = 3.28, SD = 1.38). Results of this question formed a relatively positively 

skewed distribution: there were 141 participants, who described themselves as 

radical left, left, close to left, there were 40 participants who described themselves 
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radical right, right or close to right. There were 55 respondents who described 

themselves as center. 

Item Characteristics & Factor Analyses  

The 123 item of the MCI has been investigated in terms of descriptive characteristics 

such as mean, standard variation, skewness or kurtosis. The mean values change 

between 1.21 (ñtraitor, betrayerò, item 40) and 6.43 (ñloves their familyò, item 54). 

Standard deviations of the items changed between .68 and 2.14. Items whose 

standard deviations are under 1.00 and whose kurtosis values are over 5 are noted in 

table 43 (there are no items whose skewness is higher than 5). Nevertheless, these 

items will be mostly kept in the end of analysis. In terms of standard deviation, items 

with a clear negative connotation, such as ñbetrayerò, ñhypocriteò or items with a 

general positive connotation, such as ñfairò, ñhonestò, or ñcleanò have the minimum 

variance, indicating a general agreement among respondents. On the other hand, 

items with the largest standard deviation are ñcommitted to the traditionsò, ñfaithfulò, 

ñrebelliousò, ñdisobedientò, ñjealousò, ñdefends people on powerò, indicating a 

general heterogeneity among respondents. One should note that most of the items  

Table 43. Some MCI Items with Extreme Descriptive Values Study 4A 

 
Item 

Nr 
Items N 

Max. 

Value 
Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

40 Hain, kalleĸ 248 7.00 1.21 .68 4.78 28.89 

45 Ķkiy¿zl¿, riyakar 249 7.00 1.29 .76 4.49 27.04 

13 Baĸkalarēnēn hakkēnē gasp eden 249 6.00 1.32 .84 3.29 11.31 

118 Vicdanlē 249 7.00 6.27 .89 -1.75 5.89 

2 Adil  249 7.00 6.17 .89 -1.33 3.77 

27 D¿r¿st, doĵru, g¿venilir 248 7.00 6.23 .93 -1.54 3.96 

119 Baĸkalarēna saygēlē 248 7.00 6.27 .95 -1.72 4.64 

99 Sahtekar 248 7.00 1.41 .98 3.32 12.20 

50 Temiz 249 7.00 6.19 .99 -1.88 5.69 

25 Duyarlē, farkēndalēk sahibi 249 7.00 6.07 .99 -1.38 3.23 

28 D¿ĸ¿nceli 249 7.00 6.12 1.00 -1.55 3.75 

42 Hoĸgºr¿l¿ 249 7.00 6.03 1.00 -1.21 2.38 

77 Kºt¿, kºt¿ niyetli 249 7.00 1.49 1.04 3.21 11.84 

100 Samimi, i­ten 248 7.00 6.10 1.06 -1.92 5.92 

82 Merhamet sahibi 249 7.00 6.13 1.10 -1.94 5.44 

14 
Baĸkasēnēn mutsuzluĵundan mutlu 

olan 

248 7.00 1.46 1.15 3.30 11.26 

60 
Katē gºr¿ĸl¿, dar kafalē, dogmatik, 

kalēp­ē 

248 7.00 1.66 1.32 2.61 6.91 

12 Baskēdan hoĸlanmayan 249 7.00 6.21 1.45 -2.33 5.06 

Note: Minimum value is 1 for all items. 
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with a relatively high standard deviation are related to conservatism.  

As the next phase, a series of factor analyses were carried out, to determine the factor 

structure and decrease the number of items. Firstly, each item was considered 

whether or not it is a possible item of a specific moral foundation. In other words, a 

backwards process was performed. For each item; Study 2, Study 3, and the literature 

were reviewed to determine a possible foundation. At the end of the process, I ended 

up with three kinds of items: common items (items common to three to six 

foundations, 28 items), unique items (items that belong to only one or two 

foundations, 74 items), and extra items (items that are not possible members of six 

moral foundations, mostly from Study 2, 21 items). From a different angle, each of 

the six moral foundations consisted of a group of common and unique items. For 

items gathered under each moral foundation, factor analyses were performed and a 

tentative factor structure was formed (for care 32 items, for fairness 32 items, for 

loyalty 36 items, for authority 26 items, for sanctity 35 items, and for liberty 41 

items). For factor analyses, principal axis factoring and oblimin rotation were used. 

In tables related to factor analyses, the items are presented in Turkish throughout the 

tables, English versions can be found in Appendix K.  

In the second step, common items (items that are common to three to six 

foundations) were factor analyzed (see Table 44). In the first phase, principal axis 

factoring with oblimin rotation was performed on the 28 items. According to 

eigenvalue-greater- than-one and scree plot criteria; two factors were extracted. A 

second principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation with a two-factor solution 

explained 32.70 % of the variance. The first factor consisted mostly items related to 

positive social relations. The second factor, on the other hand, was more related to 

internal qualities such as being peaceful, fearless, happy, having high self-esteem and 

free.  

Thirdly, to obtain a more refined and plain factor structure for each foundation, 

common items were excluded from each foundation (see Table 45). Accordingly, 

Care consisted of one factor. It represents being altruistic, helpful, gentle, caring, 

sensitive, compassionate, understanding, loyal and kind.  Fairness consisted of two 

factors. First factor referred to notions such as virtuous, someone who can  
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Table 44. EFA Result of Common Items (items common to three to six moral foundations) of MCI, Study 4A 

 

Common Items 
Foundations Item  

Loaded On
 F1 F2  

119. Baĸkalarēna saygēlē C, F, A, Li .90  

96. Sadēk C, Lo, A .70  

56. Ķyi C, F, S .68  

32. Fedakar C, Lo, S .66  

100. Samimi, i­ten C, F, Lo .66  

103. Sorumluluk sahibi C, A, Li .66  

42. Hoĸgºr¿l¿ C, F, Li .65  

118. Vicdanlē C, F, Lo, A, S, Li  .65  

27. D¿r¿st, doĵru, g¿venilir F, Lo, A, S, Li .56  

120. Yalan sºylemeyen F, Lo, S .51  

30. Empatik, anlayēĸlē C, F, A, Li .50  

39. G¿venli F, Lo, A, Li .49  

59. Kanun ve kurallara, d¿zene baĵlē Lo, A, Li .48  

 54. Ailesini seven C, Lo, S .46  

74. Koruyan, kollayan, sahip ­ēkan C, F, Lo, S .38  

1. Kiĸileri olduĵu gibi kabul eden, kucaklayēcē C, F, Li   

20. ¢ēkarcē F, Lo, S, Li   

43. Huzurlu F, S, Li  .60 

72. Korkak Lo, A, S, Li   -.58 

7. Korkusuz Lo, A, S, Li  .56 

 63. Kendine saygēlē C, F, Lo, Li  .56 

 85. Mutlu C, F, S, Li  .48 

 9. Asil, y¿ce F, S, Li .30 .47 

 44. H¿r iradeli, ºzg¿r, h¿r F, Lo, Li  .45 

 2. Adil C, F, Lo, A, S, Li  .41 

 5. Otoriter Lo, A, Li    

 102. Sorgulayan Lo, A, Li   

 12. Baskēdan hoĸlanmayan Lo, A, Li   

Eigenvalue  7.62 1.54 

Variance  27.21 5.49 

C: Care, F: Fairness, Lo: Loyalty, A: Authority, S: Sanctity, Li: Liberty. Items selected for the last 

factor analysis are bold. 

 

distinguish right and wrong, firm and resistant, moral, open, transparent, altruistic, 

and egalitarian. The second factor referred to notions that are opposites of fairness: 

hurtful (R), and ostracizing people (R), and selfish (R). Loyalty consisted of one 

factor. Items related to group membership (someone who is respectful to the group 

and defends their group), someone who loves his/her homeland, loyal, religious, 

loyal to family, loyalty to status quo (someone committed to status quo, laws, and 

regulations) are members of this factor. Authority consists of two factors: one factor 

refers to respect for the authority, following the rules, commitment to the leader; the 

other factor illustrates the state one step further, such as angry, respects for the power 

and stands for the powerful, and blindly trusts/ obedient. Sanctity refers to four 

different notions. First factor is composed of items related to conservative values,   



147 147 

Table 45. Exploratory Factor Analyses with Unique and Extra Items of MCI, Study 4A 

 

Care F 1 Fairness F 1 F 2 Loyalty  F 1 

93. ¥zgeci, diĵerk©m, 

yardēmsever 
.66 31. Erdemli .78 

 
35. Grubuna saygē gºsteren .66 

88. Nazik, ince, d¿ĸ¿nceli .63 24. Doĵru ve yanlēsē ayērt eden .66 
 

117. Vatansever .65 

106. ķefkatli, sevecen .62 21. Dayanēklē, diren­li  .61 
 

10. Baĵlē .65 

25. Duyarlē, farkēndalēk sahibi .62 3. Ahlaklē .59 
 

90. Ķnan­lē .63 

47. Ķlgili, ºzenli .61 11. Kendisini seven .48 
 

4. Ailesine baĵlē .62 

82. Merhamet sahibi .58 105. ķeffaf, a­ēk .40 
 

68. Kurulu d¿zene ve yapēya baĵlē .62 

50. Temiz .55 93. ¥zgeci, diĵerk©m, yardēmsever .40 
 

64. Grubunu savunan .57 

55. Ķtinalē .52 108. Tarafsēz, eĸitlik­i .30 
 

17. Bir arada olmayē ve yaĸamayē 

ºnemseyen 
.48 

15. Anlayēĸlē .52 122. Zarar verici, kērēcē  .70 88. Nazik, ince, d¿ĸ¿nceli .44 

52. Vefalē .51 23. Dēĸlayēcē  .64 52. Vefalē .44 

28. D¿ĸ¿nceli .48 65. Bencil  .55 66. Ķtaatkar .42 

76. Kºt¿ g¿n dostu .47 
71. Kimseyi yargēlamayan, k¿­¿msemeyen, tepeden 

bakmayan 
 - .38 76. Kºt¿ g¿n dostu .40 

122. Zarar verici, kērēcē -.47 8. Art niyetsiz  - .37 67. Kendini ifade eden .33 

95. Sabērlē .44 46. Paylaĸēmcē .32 - .35 77. Kºt¿, kºt¿ niyetli -.32 

77. Kºt¿, kºt¿ niyetli -.33 
 

 
 

73. Kendini bir ĸeye adamēĸ olan .31 

61. Kayētsēz -.31 Eigenvalue 3.40 1.11 115. Uzlaĸmacē .30 

81. Meraklē 
 

Variance 24.26 7.90 40. Hain, kalleĸ -.29 

Eigenvalue 4.50 
 

 
 

Eigenvalue 4.22 

Variance 26.49 
 

 
 

Variance 24.82 
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Table 45. (Continued) 

 

Authority  F 1 F 2 Sanctity F 1 F 2 F 3 F 4 

78. Kurallarē bilen, uyan ve onlara baĵlē .74 
 

117. Vatansever .74    

51. Ķsyankar, asi -.72 
 

3. Ahlaklē .70    

89. Otorite konumundaki insanlara saygēlē .63 .42 57. Kahraman, cesur, y¿rekli .68    

79. Liderine/yºneticisine baĵlē .58 .45 34. Geleneklere baĵlē .66  .35  

66. Ķtaatkar .57 
 

87. Namuslu .64 .31   

84. Muhalif -.53 
 

111. Terbiyeli .63 .57   

10. Baĵlē .43 
 

90. Ķnan­lē .60  .49  

91. ¥fkeli, kēzgēn  .61 41. Haramdan korkmayan -.59    

53. Ķktidarcē  .60 58. Kamil (bilge, olgun, tevazu sahibi) .59    

75. Kºr¿ kºr¿ne baĵlē  .56 50. Temiz .59 .34   

37. G¿ce saygē gºsteren, g¿­l¿n¿n yanēnda olan  .53 19. ¢alēĸkan, gayretli .49    

18. Boyun egen  .32 6. Al­akgºn¿ll¿, m¿tevazē, tevazu sahibi .44 .40   

Eigenvalue 3.30 1.61 82. Merhamet sahibi  .67   

Variance 27.50 13.39 110. Temiz kalpli .40 .65   

  
 

109. Kendini arayan, kendi olmaya ­alēĸan  .53   

  
 

97. Saf sevgi gºsteren, karĸēlēk beklemeden seven .30 .52   

  
 

80. Masum  .47  -.35 

  
 

60. Katē gºr¿ĸl¿, dar kafalē, dogmatik, kalēp­ē   .81  

  
 

101. Sofu, koyu dindar   .75  

  
 

38. G¿nahk©r    .74 

  
 

26. D¿nyevi hērslarē olan    .70 

  
 

Eigenvalue 6.52 1.81 1.33 1.28 

  
 

Variance 31.03 8.61 6.32 6.09 
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Table 45. (Continued)  

 

Liberty  F 1 F 2 Extra Items F 1 F 2 

98. Saĵlam ve dik duran .75 
 

70. Kibirli .65 
 

25. Duyarlē, farkēndalēk sahibi .62 
 

99. Sahtekar .65 
 

57. Kahraman, cesur, y¿rekli .62 
 

33. Fesat .62 
 

21. Dayanēklē, diren­li .62 
 

22. Dedikoducu .62 
 

24. Doĵru ve yanlēsē ayērt eden .61 
 

45. Ķkiy¿zl¿, riyakar .60 
 

67. Kendini ifade eden .58 
 

14. Baĸkasēnēn mutsuzluĵundan mutlu olan .49 
 

121. Yaratēcē .43 
 

36. Utanma su­luluk duymayan, utanmaz .46 
 

15. Anlayēĸlē .41 
 

86. M¿srif, savurgan .36 
 

108. Tarafsēz, esitlikci .40 
 

48. Ķliĸkileri zayēf, insanlardan kopuk, baĵsēz .35 
 

13. Baĸkalarēnēn hakkēnē gasp eden -.36 
 

116. ¦zg¿n, kederli .30 
 

49. Ķnan­larēndan odun vermeyen .32 
 

104. Su­lu hisseden  
 

94. Rahat, s¿k¾netli .32 
 

114. Utan­ hisseden  
 

17. Bir arada olmayē ve yaĸamayē ºnemseyen 
  

62. Kendi ile gurur duyan  .66 

113. Umutsuz 
  

16. Bilgili, akēllē, k¿lt¿rl¿, bilin­li, bilge  .58 

71. Kimseyi yargēlamayan, k¿­¿msemeyen, tepeden bakmayan 
  

92. ¥rnek kiĸi, rol model, ideal  .56 

78. Kurallarē bilen, uyan ve onlara baĵlē .29 -.66 112. Topluma faydalē  .56 

51. Ķsyankar, asi 
 

.53 107. ķ¿kreden, minnettar, memnun  .55 

84. Muhalif 
 

.41 83. Motive, coĸkulu  .51 

18. Boyun eĵen -.35 -.39 29. Edepli - .38 .50 

109. Kendini arayan, kendi olmaya ­alēĸan 
  

123. Zarif, gºrg¿l¿, kurala uyan  .35 

Eigenvalue 3.76 1.15 69. Kēskan­  .31 

Variance 18.78 5.73 Eigenvalue 3.75 2.13 

 
  

Variance 17.85 10.15 
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such as nationalism, morality, and traditions. Second factor refers to being merciful, 

open, in search for one self, trying to be self, and innocent. Third factor refers to 

being dogmatic, patterned and highly religious. Last factor is related to being sinful 

and having earthly ambitions. Liberty consisted of two factors. First factor refers to 

more personal items such as having a firm attitude, being sensitive and courageous, 

expressing herself / himself. The second factor refers to more societal level items 

such as knowing rules and following them (R), rebellious and opponent. Lastly, extra 

items that are not members of any moral foundations built up 2 factors. One consists 

of negative characteristics that can be summarized as evil, such as arrogant, fraud, 

gossiper. The other factor relates to wisdom, such as wise, self-proud, being an 

exemplar, and well-mannered. So far, it seems that there are some common notions 

to morality as well as distinctive features characterized by moral foundations. This 

structure can be depicted with a flower analogy in Figure 13.  

 

Figure 13. Common and Distinct Items of MCI, Study 4A 

In this structure, there are still common items for different foundations. With an 

overall factor analysis, it is possible that the scale will have a simpler structure. 

Therefore in the fourth step, items of the Moral Characteristics Inventory were 

selected. Unique moral foundation items and extra items whose loadings are above 
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loyal MALEVO 
LENCE 
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following rules, 
rebellious 

SANCTITY  

Committed to 
homeland, 

moral; merciful, 
in search for 

oneself; 
dogmatic, 

religious; sinful 

AUTHORITY  

Respects 
authority, 

committed to the 
leader; respects 
for the power, 
stands for the 

powerful 

LOYALTY  

Group 
membership, 

loyal to family & 
status quo 

FAIRNESS 

Resistant, 
distinguishes 
right-wrong, 

moral; hurtful, 
selfish 
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.55 and common items with loadings over .50 were selected (68 items). In the first 

phase, principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation was performed to estimate 

factorability of the items and number of factors. According to the eigenvalue-greater 

than-one criterion, the analysis revealed eight factors explaining 49.96 % of the 

variance. A second principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation with a five factor 

solution explained 43.70 % of the variance (see table 46, items selected for variable 

formation are bold.).  

The first factor refers to various positive qualities related to oneôs relations with 

others and oneôs self, such as respecting others, kind, gentle, merciful, genuine, 

honest, responsible and the like. As the items of this factor constitute the half of the 

items in the analysis and it is difficult to interpret, another factor analysis for the 

items of the first factor only were conducted separately (Table 47). Results revealed 

two factors as compassion & genuineness and decency. While compassion & 

genuineness refers to both a compassionate, merciful, conscientious attitude and 

being genuine or sincere; decency is related to being moral, honest, well-mannered, 

and upright. It should be noted that most of the items of these two factors are 

members of common items and noted in Table 43 for extreme descriptive values.  

The second factor was labeled as self-actualization since it refers to respecting and 

expressing oneôs self, being courageous, heroic, having a firm attitude and at the 

same time, being mature and exemplar, and defending his / her group.  

The third factor was labeled as conservative values. The factor includes loyalty to 

conservative values such as homeland, religion, and traditions.  

The fourth factor is interpersonal malevolence, mainly refers to selfishness. It is 

interesting that various negatively valenced items are perceived together such as 

arrogant, gossiper, selfish, having earthly ambitions, destroying social relations, 

hypocrisy, or sinful. Interpersonal malevolence indicates the absence of (various) 

moral characteristics, therefore as a moral characteristic, it should be conceptualized 

as ñabsence of interpersonal malevolenceò. 

The fifth factor is respect for authority. Mainly, it includes items related to respect 

for authorities, commitment to the leader, status quo, rules and regulations. 
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Table 46. Final Factor Analyses on MCI, Study 4A 

 
Items F 1 F 2 F 3 F 4 F 5 

119. Baĸkalarēna saygēlē .78     

110. Temiz kalpli .71     

111. Terbiyeli .69     

88. Nazik, ince, d¿ĸ¿nceli .68     

82. Merhamet sahibi .67     

106. ķefkatli, sevecen .66     

42. Hoĸgºr¿l¿ .66     

100. Samimi, i­ten .63     

118. Vicdanlē .63     

56. Ķyi .62     

99. Sahtekar -.60     

96. Sadēk .55     

30. Empatik, anlayēĸlē .54     

32. Fedakar .54     

103. Sorumluluk sahibi .53     

27. D¿r¿st, doĵru, g¿venilir .51 .35    

25. Duyarlē, farkēndalēk sahibi .47 .37    

10. Baĵlē .47     

29. Edepli .47     

93. ¥zgeci, diĵerk©m, yardēmsever .45     

122. Zarar verici, kērēcē -.44   .38  

87. Namuslu .40  .30   

23. Dēĸlayēcē -.38   .38  

3. Ahlaklē .38     

47. Ķlgili, ºzenli .38    -.32 

120. Yalan sºylemeyen .38     

50. Temiz .37     

107. ķ¿kreden, minnettar, memnun .36     

35. Grubuna saygē gºsteren .35     

112. Topluma faydalē .35 .30    

41. Haramdan korkmayan -33  -.32   

63. Kendine saygēlē  .68    

62. Kendi ile gurur duyan  .66    

57. Kahraman, cesur, y¿rekli  .65 .32   

67. Kendini ifade eden  .62    

16. Bilgili, akēllē, k¿lt¿rl¿, bilin­li, bilge  .61    

43. Huzurlu  .60    

98. Saĵlam ve dik duran  .57    

64. Grubunu savunan  .56    

92. ¥rnek kiĸi, rol model, ideal  .55    

21. Dayanēklē, diren­li  .55    

58. Kamil (bilge, olgun, tevazu sahibi)  .54    

24. Doĵru ve yanlēsē ayērt eden  .53    

31. Erdemli .33 .48    

7. Korkusuz  .46 .31   

72. Korkak  -.44    

90. Ķnan­lē   .63   

101. Sofu, koyu dindar   .59   

34. Geleneklere baĵlē   .49   

117. Vatansever .29  .46   

60. Katē gºr¿ĸl¿, dar kafalē, dogmatik, kalēp­ē   .43   

75. Kºr¿ kºr¿ne baĵlē   .30   

4. Ailesine baĵlē      
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