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ABSTRACT

SEARCHING FOR THE CONTENT AND SCOPE OF MORALITY
WITH A FRAMEWORK OF MORAL FOUNDATIONS THEORY

Yal - eBigkaj
Ph.D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor AssocC. Prof. Dr. T¢rker ¥zkan

August 2015334 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 o
anthropological data into account, the understanding of morality has been quite
expanded. Recent advangeglifferent fields enabled a more comprehensive outlook

to morality, pecifically, moral foundations theo§MFT) claimedthe existence of
otheradditionalmoral 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 | ayinpeopl eds
light of thesepffer two new questionnaireand updates for the METt is hoped that

the study wouldcontribute to the developments in moraligth qualitatve and

guantitative techniquesh€ implications of the results will be discussed.

Keywords: Morality, Moral Foundtions, LayMoral Theories Liberty, Hierarchy,
Values
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MORAL TEMELLER KURAMI ¢ERCEVESKNDE
MORALKTENKN KC¢ERKK VE KAPSAMI NI ARAK
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Ahl ak kavraméneén i-erifji nedir? Bu soru
dar bir bakék a-ésé ile zarar ver memek
Duygular ve sinirbilim hakkeé&ndaverilerinar akt é

de hesaba kat él maseéeyl a aohlldaukk/-nao rgadBuiitkel ehmai

konudaki somorgéitemel daha b¢gt ¢gncgl bir b
Mor al Temell er Kuramé (MTK), s akelerk at , o]
°nermi Ktir. Bu tezin 3 temel amaceé varde

uyarl amak ve kuramé T¢rk-ebde test et me |

algeséené bocbébl emeReryehke¢gdaMTGEn, i -i n g¢gnce
°ner ek eéxmanén moralite yazénéna nitelik
bul unmasé umul maktadér. Bulgular sonu-1 al
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The usual assumption about the development of the civilization is that after the last
ice age, human beings started farming which caused hgatieerers settle, have
plenty of food, reproduce and grow in numi§é&°® b e k | i t).eDpriag thiszide, 2
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 butikmples and then citiek.has been though that,ast probably,

social conventions, group rules, regulations also emedgeithg postagricultural

societies.

However logical it may sound, recent findings indicate that this was not theJuase.

after the last ice age, about 9600 B®hen people had been still huntgtherers

not domesticated any animal, have limited capacity and knowledge to use tools and
build structures, when there is no structure built by human bemgsrth and when

there is thosands of yearsheadto invent the wheel and writingthey built
G°bekli G peik hawtasmpear cheol ogi cal site outside
wherefimassive stones had been cut using stones and engrg&iedising stone®

(Yexki I t e pkating dadk io45D00 years earlier thafarming, G°® be k| i t ep e
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 areshape

stones that are much larger thtne othersDifferent symbols and animal figures

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

shaped stones indicating andi understanding of aestheticsheTtwo massive-t

shaped stone@bout 56 meter¥ in the midlle, on the other handire like standing

human beings with their hands above their belt. They have no faces; it is thought that
they are human like deitigepresenting a makend afemale G° b e k | iuigeegp e i s

in many ways, most importantly it is notsattlement area, but a sanctudgople

1



visited it only for ritualistic and worship purposes is away from the nearest
settlement arean this temple, bman beingsare in the centerSchmidt, 201

although in many oldest sanctuaries animals are mgmhi Animals are used as
attributes and guardians of the humahso r a few thousand yea
people have buried their temple and built new ones over the old temples, so the
whole region is a multilayered artificial mount (Schmidt, 2014). Eaehteenple is

smaller than the previous.

It is probably more than a coincidence that the oldest known humaade structure

is the oldest sanctuary. Why did they bother to build a massive structure when in fact
they do not have enoudgbod to eatin the first place?The first structure people
needed to build is #ormidable temple.Both kuilding such ahuge structure and
attending rituals require collective activityprganized human groups, aridist
among themembers of the groupt seemghatit is the frst time that human beings

had some sort of control over nature, put themselves above other amahalstare.
They first Avisionedo t hei r Peppbet weret i al
guestioning the pgition of human in the universéying to understad the world

give a meaning to itOnly after such a steghey domesticated animalstarted
farming, or building citiegNotroff et al., 2015)

The aim of this introduction is not temphasizethe importance of religion to
humanity, buto poirt out the fact that the urge to make sense of the world, control
it, and regulatethe environment date back to much earlier than we have been
thinking.

As a way to regulate social life and the world, morality has been associate@avith
concepts in the psycholgditerature: justice and carbleverthelessa 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, aggssiveness, emgdat, or prejudicg(Haidt & Kesebir, 2010)Over the

years, with the developments and changes in different areas of science such as
psychology, anthropologyor neuroscienceit has been suggested thatwider
perspective is need to understand morality fly. Factorslike intuitions, emotions,

or the function of morality in human lifeave become increasingly important for the
2



field. Finally, the rise about morality resulted in having a place as a book chapter in
thelast editionHandbook of Social Psychaly, for the first time (Chapter 22, Haidt,
& Kesebir, 2010).

The currentthesisfocuses on the recent advances about morality. Specifically,

aims to contribute to the understanding of morality by taking one of the most
influential and recent theoriessaa basis.First, the developmestabou the
understanding of morality, in particular recent theovidsbe covered.Secondly, a

series of quantitative and qualitative seglill be presented’he studies will cover

the testing of theumrent measurenm¢ devices in use, searching forthey peopl eds
conception of morality,and their understanding of the scholarly outlodkew
measurement devices will be offered, hoping that previously unattended themes will

be more prominentLastly, the current statud the literature and implications of the

present study will be discussed.

Literature

Throughout history, the tendency of human beings to shape the self, ,gmospsial

life has been referred with various names, such as virtues, morality, or social
conventions. The examination of thigendencycan be traced back to ancient
philosophers €.g., Aristotle, 2009) While early examinationsof morality havea
broackr outlook; within the psychological literaturdpr a long time,it has been

understoodather by principles of justice.

The justice basedutlook toward moralitystems fromKohlbergd $Power, Higgins,

& Kohlberg, 1989)work, in 1958 Based on the cognitive developmérteory of

Piaget (1932s cited in Kohlbergl1973), Kohlbergclaimeda devéopmentalimoral

trajectory common to all humansle used different moratlilemmas with his

participantstheir moral reasoning in response to these moral dilemmas gave the way

to stages of moral developmehte determined three lexeedf moral development,

each level having 2 stages in itself. From the first to the last,staggp er sondés mor al
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
3



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. Inthe 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 areuniversal. Gilligan (1977 1982 criticized Kohlbergdue to
overemfasis ofjustice and ignoring the role of care in moral judgmentais she
contributed to the understanding of morality by adding the principle of care and
responsibility. She@ointed outthatter e ar e e | e meraldilemmebf ficar e
Kohlberg such as being a victim of exploitation by society and I8Iré argued that
nonviolence, careand responsibility are equallynportant elements of morality

Later, the dualityn moral principleshas been accepted in Koh
(Kohlberg, Levine, & Hewer, 1983 cited in Shweder, & Haidt, 1998us the first

two and by nowmostwidely knowncomponents of mordy in psychological terms
havebeen settled: fairness/aiprocity (concerns about justice) and care (concerns
about nurturance, welfare of peoplé)so, the widely supported belief is that moral
judgment results after a long, conscious deliberateomd reasoningAlthough
justicecare duality and reasoning Is&d outlook havebeen the domineering
understanding of moralitglternative viewsbout moralityemergedn the beginning

o f 1 9férOirstance Shweder and Haidt (1993) were discussitgrnative
explanations regarding the origin of morality, suchrasition andotheradditional
components of morality (such as maintaghgroup harmony).

Intuitions of Morality

Studies beginning from 1980 dimporiante ofeasi n
emotions, mtuitions, and automatic processesinthin beings are halways 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 ardahactivity 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 the emotional functioning related areas

4



results in impairment irmoral judgments (Damasi®006§ and brain imaging
techniques showed that moral judgments differ in emotionatgssing Greene
Sommerville, Nystrom, Darley, & Coher2001)indicated the neurological bases of
the effectof emotian in moral judgments. These studies show that human mind has
the tendency to evaluate, evaluation is a cruara primary part of judgment
(Zajonc, 1980; Haidt, 2001)Haidt (2001) argued for a gut response in an approval

disapproval natureegarding angtimulus

The Social Intuitionist Model (SIM, Haidt, 2001gssumse that intuitions and
emotions- not reasoning playthe critical role in moral judgments. Accordingly, as
soon as we come across with a morality concerning situation, we have a qug feeli
even if we may not be able to articulatewith our reasoningSIM argues that
researchers of rational moral reasoning do not emphasize emotional processes in
moral judgments sufficiently (Haidt & Bjorklund, 2008jlaving a broader look,

moral judgmentakes place before moral reasoning and its articulation.

Making an analogy with vision, Haiénd 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. Blitiis 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 conl ude
occurs (Haidt, 2001).

The model seesoral intuitions at the heart of moral judgmemtscordingly, moral

intuition is defined as fAthe sudden appeara
consciousness, of an evaluative feeling (likslike, goodbad) about the character or

actions of gperson, without any conscious awareness of having gone through steps

of search, weighing evidence, or inferring &
SIM does not exclude reasoning or rationalism; rathecording to the model,

feelings and intuitiongain the upper hand over reasoning asmson(Haidt, 2001;

Haidt & Bjorklund, 2008).

The model offers six steps in a moral judgment. Accordinghe model, a moral

judgment isintuitive in that it is effortless, automatic and does not require any
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conscous processing. It is a gut reaction to a moral stim(fles step) Only after

an intuitive judgment is made, the person engages in moral reageacund step)
Therefore this reasoning is pdsic. The person tries to support their judgment with
relaed information. In the third step, this judgment is conveyed to others, with its
reasoning behind. However, Haidt (2001) argues that affective arguiiratier

than reasoned oneare more effective in persuading others about a moral judgment.
As being scial animals, individual affect othersthrough 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, abhjadgments are
readily accepted byhe 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 aftide; for instance although a person articulates that
discrimination against homosexuals is wrosge/hemay not be very comfortable

with homosexual friends dier/hischild. As the last step, pekbc reasoning may
change oneds f iatesatnewiintuitianiThis happensamodtly when ai v
person takes the perspective of an other, empath#bsothers or obtains new
information. With having more than one intuitiprthe person engages in a new
judgment and reasoning process. While rationatietlels focus on lagwo links

only (Haidt, 2001); SIm claims that most of the judgment process takes in the first 4
steps. Also,SIM adds intuition(gut reactbns) and sociality(interaction between
individual and society each othéo) moral judgment mcess.

Different Moralities

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

morality.

Anthropologically, 3 discourses of morality wereffered (Shweder, Much,
Mahapatra& Park, 1997): ethics of autonomy, community and diyirEach type
of ethic has the function of regulating, protecting and promoting different concepts.
Ethics of autonomyregulates concepts such as harm, rights, and justice. The self is
conceptualized in terms of individuality and distinctness. This tygehacsrefers to

the maxi mization of i ndi v itdlbeaptingifle iatot o n o m
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protect the individual will, their rights and responsibilitiesShweder (1990)
interpreted that Kohl ber gjusaometype®i niotali gands Vvi ¢
discourse ethics of autonomy. Ethis of community sees the world consisting of

individualsas members dlifferent groups and institutionSo, the self is an actor in

different settingo©nly and it is conceptualized in terms of statuses amdioakhips.

The regulative moral concepts are duty, hierarenginterdependencylhe purpose

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

loyalty, respect or interdependence are associatedtinightype of ethics. astly,

ethics of divinity relies on regulatory conceptslated tosacred orders, natural order,

tradition, sanctity, sin, and pollution.riéfers torealizat i on of oneds spiritu
Divinity ethics is concerned with protecting the soul atiek spiitual aspect of

humanor nature from degradation.

Such a model paved the way to further enlargement of the morality research. The
traditional moral emotions which are directed towards selfl therefore called self
conscious emotiongnake the individuato accommodate oneself with the social

world. Thesecan be listed ashame, embarrassment, and g@khmestudies argued

for an additional group of emotions that are otb@ndemning and that arpeific

for each ethics discourse8 CAD t r i as Rozn,fonverl, édrada, & Haidt,

1999). These are contempt, anger and disgfest violations of ethichs of
community, autonomyand divinity, respectively These emotions can be seen as
signs of di s appr Otheastudies supporteth ®riad dypahedisi on s .
as well Guerra, & GineiSorolla, 2010). At the same time, emotiomay be

permeable between violatio(Russell, Piazza, & GineBorolla, 2013).

The number of mordl relatedemotionscan beincreased by the addition of other
suffering (e.g., compassion) and othmaising (e.g., gratitude, awe) emotions, or
non classified emotions such as serenity, or love (Haidt, 2003).

Another influential anthropologicalmodel is relational models byidke (1991).
According to this model, there a# main relational modelspeople engage in.
Communal sharing relations refers to ttype of relations in which people are
equivalent. Treatment to each other is the saanéd the commonalitiebetween

members of the grougre moreimportant thardifferenees. In authority ranking, the
7



relationship is characterized by hierarchical relations. The relative standing of the
people involved in the relatiois asymmetrical. Equality mdimg relationships
involve balanced, reciprocal, egalitarian exchanges. ledationship model, market
pricing involves proportionalityand costbenefit calculationsStemming from this
model, it is argued that morality is a type of relationship regulation (Rai, & Fiske,
2011). Morality is the element to regulaa@d maintainthe relationswithin four

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

Adopting anativistic approach but also acknowledging the effect of learning (Haidt
& Joseph, 2004; Graham et al., 2013) on morality, Haidt andolisagues reviewed

a number of works on moigl, cultural and universabalues (ircluding work of
Brown, Schwartz,de Waal Fiske and ShwederMainly stemming from moral
discourses (Shweder el., 1997), Haidt and Joseph (2004) determined 4 moral
foundations that & common to most of these works. Latexe of the dimensions
(hierarchy / respect)as been further divided into &nstitutings moral foundations
(Haidt, & Graham, 2007)Below the explanation of each foundation is reported
(Haidt, & Gratam, 2007; Haidt, 2012)with the previously used names for each
foundation (foundations will be referred with the first part of their nameesaftey.

Care/ harm(previouslycalled suffering ompassion, harrhcarg: Care concerns
about suffering, ndurance, welfare of people and animals. Generally, works on care
involve altruism toward strangers, antisocial and prosocial behaviors. Virtues of
kindness, compassion, nonviolence, and aseebased on this foundation.ntiudes

virtues of caring andampassion.

Fairnesd cheating(previously called reciprocityfairness ). Based on principlesf
justice, equity, and right$zairness foundation involves making sure that people get
what they deserve and do not get things they do not deserve. Rigifradtuding
exchanges, reciprocal altruism), equality, proportionality, unfairness, cheating are

important notions for this foundation.

Loyalty / betrayal(previously called ingroup / loyalty).oyalty foundation refers to
peopl eds gr eapple liveorugsoups, aheywalue thesp groups, and they
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sacrifice for their ingroups. Being loyal to the group is a virtiee this foundation.
Loyalty related oncernsare obligations of group membership, sekHcrifice, and

being vigilantagainst betragl.

Authority / subversionpreviously called hierarchyréspect respector authority)
People live in groups and groups have a hierarchical struatusociety The
hieararchical structureesults in some virtues such as respect, obediemce duty

for the people in lower leveland magnanimity, fatherlinessjsdom maintaining
order and justicdor the higher levelsAuthority mainly refers to concerns about
social orderand the obligations of hierarchical relationships, such as obedience,
respectand the fulfillment of rolebased duties.

Sanctity/ degradation(previously calledpurity, purity / sanctity. The lastmoral
foundation,sanctity is specific to human beings andaters to virtues regarding
bodily and religious activitieslt refers b concerns about physical and spiritual
contagion, including virtues of chastity, wholesomeness, and control of desires.
Although original triggers of emotion of disgust sells, sights ofpathogens,
parasites andhe like; at presentthey are ougroup members or sexual deviants.
Sanctityhas 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 natuaedproteding 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., 2009pral Faunddions Theory (MFT) is
flexible in that there may be other mofalindations such as efficiencywaste,
ownership/ theft, honesty deceptionor 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 ir third
party normative judgments, automatic affective evaluation, culturally widespread,
evidence of innate preparedness\d evolutionary adaptiveness (Graham et al.,
2013). Among the me candidates, liberty oppressionis the most powerfully
offered ong(Challenges, 200%4aidt, 2012; lyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, & Haidt,
2012).



Liberty foundation evolved in response to the adaptive challenge of living in groups
with individuals who wald, if given the changedominate, 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 killegelings of being
dominated or oppressed by a bully evokies 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 (lyer et al., 2012). Tledore congruent with the political attitude of
libertarians, it is thought that liberty consists of two componeat&inomic -

governmental and lifestyle liberty.

Mainly, MFT expanded and applied Shweder 6s
psychology.As a succssor of SIM, MFT offersan evolutionary roofor each
foundation original trigger and modern triggers of titeem It is believed that every
foundation is underneath a virtue (HaidtJ&seph, 2004; Haidt, & Bjklund, 2008);

for instance, care fouatlon is conducive to kindness dairness is conducive to
justice.To measure moral foundations, methods such as content analgsjsldidt,

& Graham, 2007; Graham et al., 2008),questionnairege.g., Moral Foundations
QuestionnaireMFQ, Graham et al.,@9; Graham et al., 201I¥oral Sacredness
QuestionnaireMSQ, Graham, & Haidt, 2012were usednost frequentlyMFQ has

been translated in many languag€siestionnaires, 2013nd tested in different

cultures(e.g.,in SwedenNilsson, & Erlandsson, 2015

MFT has been most effective ipredicting the political attitudes in American
political context.Very shortly, findings indicate thaolitical left (social democrajs
values care and fairnessyhile political right conservativesvalues all five of them

(e.g., Graham, & Haidt, 2007; Graham et al., 2009). The theory is also a vanguard in
explaining the politicaposition of libertarians whose major moral value is liberty
(lyer 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 othersAlso, the prevalence and acceptance of foundations are dependent on

the culture in question.
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Premisesof the Current Literature

There are four mairand interrelatedoremises of the current literature that are

important in terms of aims the present thesis.

The first premise ighe contribution of taking intuitions into account regardimgyal

judgmentsHuman bei ngs 0 approvaldisp@oval sitwatioss indicate

that intuitions rather than reasoning are more active (Haidt, 20Qdition plays a

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

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

the major but flexible effect of I ntui tion

dictatorshipo principle.

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

with the domineering subjects of justice and care, ntgnadferred to thessubjects:

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

pertaining to how people ought to relate me@h ot her 0 ( T While el , 1983,
these subjects constitute morality, later suggested morality elements such as

authority, sanctityand the likehave beemccepted as social conventions.

Rather than focusing on the content of moralitgyelopments in the field indicated

the necessityto emphasize the function of iTherefore Haidt and Kesebir (2010)
offered a new definition of moralityi Mo r a | systems are interlocki
virtues, norms, practices, identities, institutions, technologies, and evolved

psychological mechanissrthat work together to suppress or regulate selfishness and

make cooperative social life possibigp. 800).Accordingly, morality is a good that

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

has a function of bising peopleagether and building new groughkgse group level

functionswere ignored by psychology for a long time.

The third premisgimportant for the current thesis that morality is not a unitary
concept.An action can be evaluated terms of diferent moralitiesRegarding the

triad of morality, Shweder and colleagues (1997) state that the morality discourse
explaining an experience is not necessayngleone in fact it could be beneficial

to use morehtan one discourse to have arthaghunderstanding. 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 sedteem. An action can be conceptualized in
multiple discourses, for instance caring about living thirsgselated to ethics of
autonomy and ethics of divinityat 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.plurality

of morality has been supported by different scholaithin different theoretical
frameworks(e.g., Shweder et al., 1997; Rai, & Fiske, 2011; Sunar, 2009; Haidt, &
Joeph, 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 thetdrature is rather a standimgsuling from the first three
premises: the more realistmutlook towardsmorality. With recent advances, the
scholarlyunderstandingf morality is more convergent with the lay understanding of

good and bad.

People like those who follow the rights (of thelwes) 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, solrehaviors or people are
good;some others are bad/e do not elaborate on why someopke or acts are bad

or good, we just feel it.

With the inclusion of gut reactiond, is now possible to include such judgmental
evaluations in the morality literature. Also, it is possible to give a variety of answers
to these questionswing to the pluality of morality. Specific toMFT, we think it is

bad or there is something wrong,ah animal is tortured, if there is fraud &m
organizationif there is treason, if someone swears an older person, there is an insult
to the religionor someone isullying others.How is this psychologically explained?
What makes them good or bad, what are the rights or wrdd§3? explains the
reason as moralityAs compared to previous narremunderstanding of morality,

now it is more successful at addressisga concerns of daily life.
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An important point about themore realistic outlook towards morality is that the aim
in adopting such a realistic outlook is rtotdefine universal rights or wrongs or
good and bad behaviors, but understand the so called ndhrang, 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 ouditadh
could be evaluated as normative. The new definition of ntpramphasizes the
function of moral principles (as regulating selfishness and making social life
possible),rather than defining the content of right and wrongain, specific to
MFT, thetheory explicitly states that it is descriptive (e.g. Grahani.e2@13) and
morality isrelated to acts of a social agent in a social order (Haidt, & Kesebir, 2010).
Being Aimoral 6 or Ai mmoral 6 depends on certai

is more successful than ever to describe these conditions.

In this study, the pluralisti@and functionalistioutlook towards morality is adopted.
With the intuitive primacy and the importanc

bad in mind, the represtation of morality is investigat.
Aim, Research Questions and Exgctationsof the Current Thesis
Aim, Research Question and Hypotheses Relat&dudy 1

In the first study,one of the aimss to test MFT in a Turkish sample. Another
adjacentaim is toadaptthe main measuremedetvices of the theory ardktermine
their psychometric characteristicMoral Foundations Questionnaitancluding the
main scale and later added Liberty scaayl Moral Sacredness Questionnaire in
Turkish. Throughout the study, some studigraham et al., 2011; Graham et al.,
2009; Graham, & Hidt, 2012)will be taken as anchors and the same analyses will
be carried out as long as possible, as these studies desulibesthe MFQ and/or
MSQ in detail.In generalcongruent results ith the literature are expected asmme
specific expectatias 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 tmato binding foundationsAt the same time, there may not be a
13



salient economigovernmentavs. life style liberty distinctionas such a distinction

may not be a characteristic of Turkish political context.

It is expected that MFQ and MSQ maintain exible parallelism in their
relations with each other and with other variablésat 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 weHradlelism.

The filler scale of MSQ may form significant relations with other itemst

involves items relatedtosdifar m or oneds dignity.

It is expected that binding foundat®mould have positive relations with
religiousness andght wing political orientation.

Liberty is expected to form stronggsositive 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 democracyTurkey. 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 cheg), disgust to sanctity and national

identification,to binding foundationsin line with the literature

Aim, Research Question and Hypotheses Relat&dudy 2

The second study looks for an answer related to the representation of moralty in
pepl eds mi nds,ral pesontandcimmomlrpérson. will also explore
the level of consistency between concepts of morality, npeesonand immoral
person. Aother aim of the study is to determine the similarities and differences of
mental repesentations 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 maybeoin complete
congruence with #n literature. They may stress more abstract and general notions of

honesty, proprietyor politeness more.

It is expected that nmins of MFT related to care, fairnesnd religion will
beindicated as morality elementdoweverat the same timegroup lased elements
of morality such as loyaltytreason 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 representatian f each mor al foundation in peop
any differences between scholarly defined moral foundations apdpéopké 6 s
understanding of thethTo what extent are these moral foundations considered

moral? Study 3 aims to explore the answers egehguestions.

The expectation is that the perception of moral foundatisrizoader as
compared to theoretical definitions. That i
foundations will contain theoretical notions, their own morality definition and non

moral units as well.

Respondentsd6 association of authority wi
compared to other moral foundation®ainly becauseother foundations would

dominate.

Aim, Research Question and Hypotheses Related to Study 4

The last study ans to develop two new measurement devices based on Study 2,
Study 3,and literature, particularly MFTThese two new measurements are planned

to tacklemorality relatedcharacteristics and values. It is anticipated that these two
measures give more infort@n 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 emergearticularly 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 I{ to V), four studies are described to investigate the
research questions. Fot &ur studies, Human Subjects Ethics Committee approval
was obtained before collecting the data. Participants were presented an informed
consent form before taking part in the studigse 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 déimgeform that explains the purpose and
question of the studyfter the completion of each studfpproval form, informed

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

STUDY 1

Study 1 aimsa) to test thestructure ofMora Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ)
Moral FoundationsLiberty Scale (MFQL)and Moral SacrednesQuestionnaire
(MSQ) in Turkish, b) to test moral foundation theory with a sample from TuAdey.
analyses except for confirmatory factor analyeSA) were caried out with SPSS
20. Al l CFAG0s were <carried out wi t h Lisrel

maximum likelihoodof prediction unless otherwise indicated.

Method
Measurement Devices
All measuremendevices are presentedthe same order in Appendix

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
guestionnaire consists of two parts and 5 s
asks respondentsdlextent 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

it em. An example item is HAwhether or not S G
care). The second part (nab 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 f il

an important and valuablei rt uedo (i tem 32, sanctity).

The translation process has taken a number of steps. MFQ hadia Purkish

translation atvww.moralfoundations.orglaking this partial translation into account

too, | transhted 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)
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at Academic Witing Center ofMiddle East Technical Universitgnd | checked
original, Turkish and backanslated versions over a few sessions and made
necessary corrections. Finally, | and another bilingual psychologist checked for the

last time, corrections were maifi@mecessary.
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 (lyer et al 2012). Congruenwith 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/governmerand lifestyle liberty.

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

economic and government al l i berty (e.g.

business have a right to enijshleglibathisei r we

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

3: A | think everyone should be free to

infringe upon the equal freedom of other:

The translation steps wetlee same of those of MFQ. Detailed analyses concerning

MFQ-L6 psychometric propertieare presented in the next section.

Moral Sacredness QuestionnaireThe second measurement tool of MFT is Moral
Sacredness Questionnaire (MS@raham et al., 2009; Gram, & 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 rRasppndents

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 nevedoing itfor any amount of money. The increment in the anh@din

! Despite these careful stages, the 14th feiether or not someone showed a lack of loyaBiyinin
sadakatsi zI| i k ¢wasttarslatédpncogectty asamhatnerari npt someone showed

| oyal inpmsaflafai° st eri p @)P.stReaneflAjal yses Concerning
Bo for relevant information.
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money (or choosing Anever for any amount
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
exampleitenf or Loyalty foundation is Aburn your
el se sees you)o. The transl ation steps of
Detailed information about the characteristics of it is presented in the following

section.

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

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

sex, animals, body products, body envelope violations (violationsleal body

integrity), hygiene ath death After a series of revisionshe scale has bedimalized

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

consists of two parts. The first pdft4 items)asks to rate each statement to what

extentthey agree or degree (0 = strongly disagreeery untrue about me, 4 =

strongly agreeyery true about me)rhe second part (13 items) consists of statesnent

to be rated on a 5 point scale to what extent éneydisgusting0 = not disgusting at

all, 4 = extremely disgsting) Each part has orféler item and1®, 6", and 10" items

are reverse scoredThe subscales are core disgust, animal reminder, and
contamination(Olatunji et al., 2008Rozin, Haidt, & McCauley, 2008 The total

disgust score is also calculatedore disgustefers tothe disgust feelings towards

threatening food intakes(ch asspoiled milk, poisonou$ood), body products (e.g.

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

touched by an insect). Anexamg it em f or If Iceesocneotda vengjtuits t i s i
makes me sick to my stomach. ( i t e m, 8). Ani mal reminder r
towards anythinghat reminds our mortality, such as dead bodies, violations of ideal

body integrity, or blood. Anexmp | e ilt wvauldhnot upsetfime at all to watch a

person with a glass eyeake the eye out of the socket.
Contamination refers tine disgust feeling in the absence of hygiewejdance from
strangeness and potential diseaseinguacts. An example item for contamination is
fiYou take a sip of soda, and then realize that you drank from the glass that an

acquaintance of yours had been drinking flam. (i t em 18 )sbeefhe scal e
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adapted into Turkish by Kn°z¢g and Er emsc
subscales antbtal scalehave acceptable internal consistency and tetdsteresults.

The scale can be used as 3 separate factors as well as a total disgustaltrialgh

3 factor structure yielded in better resulta.the current study, the internal reliability
coefficients for the subscales are .80,

alpha is .88.

Attitudes Toward to Freedom and Democracy:Third wave (2008) European
Values SurveYEVS, GESIS, 201Dprovides a number of questions related teide
range of topics such as politics, religion, family, and work aiming to measure human
values. It is a multinational, large scale and longitudinal reseAsthe survey is
applied in many countries, the Turkish version of it was ready toRasehis 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;t66YD for demoaicy).
Freedom related questions refer to belief in free will, freedom in job settings,
individualstate responsibility for providing a living, and priorities of objectives for
the countries.During analysesgquestion related to freedom in job settings was
excluded due toarge number of missing valug@ combination of naturally
occurring missingvalues and number of unemployed participants)Democracy
related questionsefer to the level satisfaction with the democracy in the country,
belief in democracy & a suitable regime and beligislated to the weaknesses of
democracy in relations witleconomics, political stability and public ordérhe
belief that democracy is weak in these relati@@sonomics, political stability, and

public order)has an interrlaonsistency of .76 this study.

In-group ldentification Items (Items related to National Identification): The
literatureapproacheddentification with thein-groupdifferently, such agn terms of
emotional commitment or centrality. Leach, van Zomei#ebel, Vliek, Ouwerkerk

and Spears (2008) tried to combine these different aspects of identification in a
model. This model argues thatgmoup identification has 5 componenisder two

main categoriesSolidarity, satisfaction and centrality asgements of group level
selfinvestment. Individual seltereotyping and igroup homogeneity arglements

of group level seldefinition. The researchers selected best workiegisfor each
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component of identification.Solidarity refers to a psychological bad and

cooperation with and also commitment to thegioup @ items,i | feel a bond wi
(in-g r o u pBatigfaction is having positive feelings towards thgnoup (4 items,

fil am glad to bd&in-group 0 ) . Centrality r-gdumicbrtityiso t he ext
the i n the c-eoncep(3itenosfil oftemthirkk abowg thd fdct that | am

(in-group 0 ) . | n d-stergotyping Imearghe |lextentto which individuals

perceive themselvesmilar to an average digroup memberZ items,fil havea lot in

common with the averagen-group)person 0 )-groud homogeneity e f er s t o oneds
elaboration of igroup as homogeneous, sharing common characterisisg

differentfromowg r oup me mb e r group)peoplethavena Iot in Bommon

witheachothee.) . The whol e scale consists of 14 i1t e

In this study the irgroup identification items are arranged that theymeasure

commitment to country and society.n st e ad -gorfo utphoe prhirmas e, exXpr e:
such as fAmy counrtmy ®,f MRlewprukdy dac di tTiur keyo
The internal consistency values of the scales are .91, .97, .70, .95, and .86

respectively.

HEXACO HonestyHumility Scale: Honestyhumility scale is one ofthe 6

subscales of HEXACO Pensality Inventory (Lee and\shton, 2004). It consists of

4 subscalesand each subscale has 4 iterie scale in general measures the

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

with others. Sincerity subscalerefers to being sincere and tnmanipulative in
relationshi ps. If Awanteometiimg froen a persenn dislike, | ill

act very nicelytowartl hat per son ienerseiteth)eRairnésslscglet it o (r
refers to pydogvdidérdaud and eormuptem A x ampl e li tem i s A
would never accept a bribe, even if it were very large.Gr e e d suksaale danc e
intendstomeasuene 6s unwillingness to possess diffe
and weal th. An exampl e i tem vs hightlassvoul d | i ke
neighborhood eyerse item). The lasubscale, Modesty refers to being humble and

not pretentious, natlaimings peci al treatment or superiority
am an ordinary person \Wieolurkisk vermioofthet t er t har

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 .84In the current study, the internal consistency coeffisierit

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

scale is .80.

Portrait Values Questionnaire5X: PortraitValues Theory developed [8chwarz

(1992)aims to determine the comprehensive and universal basic hurgs.vahe

theory and thePortrait Values Questionnaire have been revigedently and

accordingly 19 universal valueshave been determinedSchwartz, Cieciuch,

Vecchi one,

Davi dov, Fi scher, Bei er |

Dirilen-G ¢ m ¢& Konty, 2012 see tabld for explanation of each value?vQ5X

has been used in Turkish in thense studyThe scale consists of 57 itenagydead

value is measured by 3 items, witlo exceptiongBenevolencalependabilitywalue

IS measured by 2 itemBenevolencecaring value is measured by 4 itemi the

ei

n

current study,he 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 PVQ53tudy 1

Value

Coneeptual definitions in terms of motivational goals

Self-directiori thought
Self-directiori action
Stimulation
Hedonism
Achievement

Powei dominance
Powei resources

Face

Security personal
Security societal
Tradition

Conformiyi rules
Conformityi interpersonal
Humility
Benevolencedependability
Benevolencicaring
Universalisniconcern
Universalisni nature
Universalisnitolerance

Freedom to cultivate oneos
Freedom to determine oneb6s owt
Excitement, novelty, and change

Pleasurend sensuous gratification

Success according to social standards

Power through exercising control over people

Power through control of material and social resources

Security and power through maintaing oneds publ i
avoiding humiliation

Safety in oneds i mmediate envi
Safety and stability in the wider society

Maintaining and preserving cultural, family, or religious traditions
Compliance with rules, laws, and formal obligations

Avoidance of upsetting or harming other people
Recognizing oneb6s insignificart
Being a reliableand trustworthy member of the ingroup

Devotion to the welfare of ingroup members

Commitment to equality, justice, and protection for all people
Preservation of the natural environment

Acceptance and understanding of those who are different from on

Source:SchwartzH. S.,Cieciuch,J., Vecchione M., Davidov, E., Fischer,R., Beierlein,C., Ramos,
A., Verkasolo,M., L °© n n qWv k., ©émirutku,K., Dirilen-G ¢ m ¢¥k, Konty, M. (2012. Refining
the theory of basic individual valueurnal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1633-688.
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Attitudes toward Social Groups: Grahamet al. (2011) evaluated the feelings of
respondents towards various sdbcgroups on a -point scale[1= very cold
(unfavorablg, 7 =very warm(favorable)]. They hypothesized that feelings toward
certain groups are leed to moral foundations. In the presastidy new social
groups have beeaddedto the scale, such d@shildreno or fopponents of abortian

Also, some social groupsave been adapted the Turkisc ont ext ; f or |
Mi | it aryas b dasnmadble tbtal, feelings related to 69 social groups were

asked.

Demographic Questions: To determine thedemographic characteristics of the
respondents, questions such as age, gender, education, setttefiggotis feelings

andpolitical orientation were asked.

Procedure
600 questionnaire batteries were form&tle completion of battery lasted
about 4650 minutes.

A group of mrticipants wereecruitedvia a group of psychology majors wlabso

took part in data entryPersons who would apply the questionnaires or enter data
were informed about the steps carefulBata files from different sourcewere
merged when data collection finished.

Sample Characteristics
The fact thathe participants would forra heterogeneous samgamportant
in terms of testing the Turkish use of the moral foundation theory scales. Therefore |
tried to reach as many awmdriouspeople as possible in terms lodckground, age,

sex, education or occupation.

The sample consisted of 493 participants sehage ranged between 15 &ddM=
31.42,SD = 12.14) (see tabl@, for a summary of demographic informatioifhe
majority of the sample (80 %) is between 15 and &&d 64 respondesitlid not give

any information related ttheir age. Gender distribution is comparable (females 56
%, males 42.4 %). While the education range is from literate to graduate degree, the

densest groups @rhigh school and university graduates (142 and 183 people,

respectively)As f or the job status, mo s t peopl e
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Table2. 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
Studentor 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
Selfinitiated 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 Astudent o, ifhomemak

specific occupations, 234 participants responded with a widge rah acupations

from baker (pidegito 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), bllse earker (9),
technician from various fields (7), research assistant (6), administrative official/ CEO
(6), andnurse (5). Residency information participants provided indicates that most
of them are of urban origin. With respect to current city theg i, participants
indicated 19 cities of Turkey and owéy 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 (Palestifgg@e table3). While most of the
participants were singlenarital year of the married participants changed between
one month and 52 years. Most participainte with their spouse and/or children
(169 respondent®)r parents and/or siblings (1é€&sponden)s The rest live irdorm

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 toT28RB&h liras

(TL) on a 9point 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. Particignts were asked indicate on #dint scale (1=not at all,
7=very much) to what extenthey feel religious. Results formed a relatively
positively skewedlistribution M = 3.88,SD = 1.92). They also ratettheir political
ideology on a #oint scale (1 = radical left, 7 = radical right). Results of this
guestion formed a positively skewedstlibution toa there were 27articipants,

who described themselves as radical lédft, close to left, there were 103
participants who described themselves radical right, right or close to right. There

were 98 respondents who described themselvesrder.

Analyses Concerning MFQ
Throughout the analyses camning MFQ;the full MFQ, relevanceand judgment

scales of it were analyzed separately.
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Table3. Settlemeninformation ofParticipants Study 1

City Number of Participants who spent Number of Participants
most oftheir livesin currently living in

Ankara 89 184
Kstanbul 71 101
Aydeén 35 44
Kzmir 33 40
Di yarbakeéer 34 28
Eskikehir 23 21
Kocaeli 20 16
Manisa 19 15
Sakarya 8 12
Bursa 11 4
Samsun 5 2
Mersin 7

Amasya 6

Muj | a 5

Adana 5

Mardin 4

Konya 4

Bal ekesir 4

Other 48 9

Scale Means and Alpha ValuesRelevance subscales have a relatively higher
internal consistency compared to judgment subscales (excepthdoSanctity
subscale). The totad u b s cadphaeis Idower tharthe alpha value ofCare and
Fairness foundations while it is higher for the remaining three foundd(tiailed).

Table4. Alpha Values, Mass and Standard Deviations for Relevance and JudgnoatesSofMFQ, Studyl

Foundation Subscale Alpha Mean (SD)
Relevance .66 11.05 (3.04)
Care Judgment .49 12.45 (2.53)
Total .64 23.52 (4.49)
Relevance 73 12.49 (2.64)
Faimess Judgment .45 12.30 (2.26)
Total .70 24.79 (4.09)
Relevance .63 9.73 (3.36)
Loyalty Judgment 44 8.83 (3.22)
Total .66 18.55(5.59)
Relevance .70 8.50 (3.50)
Authority Judgment .66 8.98 (3.62)
Total .78 17.48 (6.33)
Relevance .65 8.26 (3.85)
Sanctity Judgment .67 9.71 (3.67)
Total .79 17.94 (6.82)
Total scalebs alpha is shown in bold.

The pattern of internal consisigy coefficients is similar to the originedsults where
MFQ was tested on &arge sample (Graham et al., 201T)hat is, n the original
26



study, relevances c al es 6 i nt e raneadlightlg dighsri (exteptnfori e s
Sanctity)than those of the judgmestales. The alpha coefficientsthe total scales
are lower for Careas compared to relevance scald®e same for Fairness and

Loyalty and higher for Authority and Sanctity foundations.

The means of Care and Fairness subscales are higher than Loyahgrit% and
Sanctity subscales, implying that the former subscales are a more common concern
for morality. The least valued foundation is Authorifiyhis pattern is in congruence

with the Graham et al. (2011) study.

Relations BetweenRelevance ad 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 Faihaesshe
remaining foundations (see tal® Also Relevance subscaté Authority has the
highest correlations with the Judgment subscales of Authority and Sanctity. As the
bottom panebf the tableshows, when theariance shared witpolitical ideology is
controlled though not much affected in terms of magnitude, thbdsigcorrelations

of relevance subscale$ each foundatiomre with those othe judgment subscales,
except for Authority subscale. elRvance subscale of Authority hakighe
correlations with Judgment subscales of Authority and Santttag with other
foundations Also, while Care and Fairness subscales have higher correlatitns

each other, Loyalty, Authority and Sanctity subscales have the lowest correlations
with Fairness subscales. In other wordsntcary to the literaturethe 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 subscathereby providing evidence for both convergent
and divergent validity. Also the inteorrelations between subscales drew a clearer

picture of individualizing and binding foundations.

Reliability Analysis: The general reliability analysis of the scaidicated that five
subscales have acceptable level of internal consistency scores, although some items

have low iteratotal correlations (see tab.
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Table5. Inter-correlations Between Relevance and Judgment Subscales of, Bfe@y 1

MFQ Relevance sudzales

Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Sanctity
MFQ Judgment subscales
Care 307 307 327 317 327
Fairness 317 397 12" .00 .05
Loyalty .02 -.03 44" 517 497
Authority -.06 -.06 397 57" 54"
Sanctity .05 .01 417 577 637
Controlling for Politicalldeology
Care 33" 347 307 28" 307
Fairness 307 38" 15" .05 AT
Loyalty .05 .03 407 43" 387
Authority -.02 -.00 357 50" 43"
Sanctity .09 .08 377 50" 55"

Ap< .10, p< .05,  p<.01,” p<.001.The highest correlation is shown in bold.

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) Confirmatory factor analyses were
performed onhe relevance scales, judgmt scales and the full MFQ. Single factor,
two-factor (carefairness, loyaltyauthoritysanctity), thredactor (carefairness,
loyalty-authority, sanctity), and the fiviactors (care, fairness, loyalty, authority,
sanctity) models were compared. Follavg Graham et al. (2011), for the whole
guestionnaire, six factor (care, fairness, loyalty, authority, tradition, and sairctity
which authorityfoundationis divided into two,i.e., authority and traditiongand
hierarchical models (caffairness as indidualizing foundations, loyaltauthority

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 relativefit low
indices and high error coefficients (see Taf)lelThe examination of the standardized

loadings and t values indicated that magnitude of them were signéigart05.

Similarly, the fivefactor, sixfactor and hierarchical models resulted in a ey

fair fit with the datawith the ull MFQ (see Tabler). Standardized loadings were
significant (see Figurd). Among these models, the dactor model has a lower
&°/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, fiaetor 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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Tabe 6. Reliability Analysis of MFQ @bscalesStudy 1

U ltem
Scale/ Item U (N item total M (SD)
deleted corr.
Care .64 (489) 3.91(.75
1. someone suffered emotionally .58 40 3.52 (1.28)
7. someone cared for someone weak or vulnera .56 45 3.73 (1.32)
12. someone was cruel .56 45 3.81(1.34)
17. compasion for sufferer most crucial virtue .60 .36 3.90 (1.19)
23. one of the worst things is hurt a defenseless .60 .35 4.38 (1.09)
animal
28. never be right to kill a human being .65 22 4.18 (1.28)
Fairness .70 (485) 4.13(.68
2. some people werestated differently than other: .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 .60 43 4.54 (.90)
when making law
24. jusice most important requirement for a .63 .36 459 (.72)
society
29. that rich inherit a lot of money while poor 73 .18 3.18 (1.65)
nothing morally wrong
Loyalty .66 (472) 3.10(93)
3. someoneb6s action s .55 .57 2.89 (1.65)
country
9. someone did something to betray his or her .63 .38 3.35(1.50)
group
14. someone showed a lack of loyalty .62 40 3.67 (1.28)
19. proud of my count. .61 44 3.33(1.71)
25. loyal to the family members, even when they .63 .39 3.41 (1.43)
have doe something wrong.
30. more important being a team player than .68 21 2.10 (1.55)
expressng oneself.
Authority .78 (481) 2.91(1.09
4. someone showed a lack of respect for author 73 .63 2.45 (1.54)
10. someone conforrddo 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 authorit 74 .60 2.52 (1.68)
26.men and women have different roles in socie 75 .56 3.41 (150)
31. If | were a soldier and disagreed with my .78 42 3.05 (1.51)
commanding officerds «
anyway because that is my duty.
Sanctity .79 (476) 3.00(1.13
5. someone violated standards of purity and .76 .54 3.19 (1.56)
decency
11. someone did something disgusting .78 46 2.70 (1.60)
16. someone acted in a way that God would 74 .61 2.27 (1.86)
approve of
21. should not do disgusting things, even if no 74 .61 3.44 (1.58)
harmed.
27. | would call some acts wrong on the grous 79 42 2.70 (1.50)
that they are unnatural.
32. Chastity is an important and valuable virtue. 74 .62 3.56 (1.63)

Weakest items shown in bold.
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MFQ Single Factor Model
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Figure 1. ConfirmatoryFactor Analysesvith MFQ Full Scale, Study (C: Care, F: Fairness, L:
Loyalty, A: Authority, S: Sanctity)
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acceptable fit with the data. €wmcurrence of significant standardized loadings and
low fit indices indicagésa flaw or a shortoming in the five factor modeResults
indicate a similarity witBinthdtdve factamham et

models were compatively the best fitting models.

Exploratory Factor Analysis: An exploratory factor analysisag conducted as a
reault of the irregularitiesof the correlationsbetweenrelevance and judgment
subscales and relatively poor model fit indices  C FCAréelation matrixof 32
items showed that esgally one of the filler items (item 22) iggnificantly related
to other itemsTherefore the exploratory factor analysis was run with 32 itero$, 2

thembeing noAmoral items.

In the first phase, principaixis factoring withoblimin rotation was performed on the

32 itemMFQ to estimate factorability ahe items and number of factors. Results of

the KMO Measure of Samplinddequacywas 902 andBar t | et t 6s Test of
was significantc? (496)= 5752.56p < .000.

The examination of scree plogigenvalues and the results of parallel analysis
showved three factors, in a converging manmeercording to theeigenvaluegreater
thanone criterion, the analysis revealethree factors explaining 41.1% of the

variance(eigenvalues are 7.75, 3.62, and 1ré8pectively).

A second principal axis factognwith oblimin rotation with a three factor solution
explained 40.69 % of the variance. A number of communalities wer lihan .30
(for the items 1, 23, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30 and 325, .14, .25, .28, .19, .21, .06, .09,
and.26, respectively. Factorloadings and internal consistency information of these

factors are presented in Talde

The first factorwaslabeled as Binding Foundation because the items loadebe
factor consisté mostly of loyalty, authority and sanctity foundatipmsnphasizig
the binding function of these foundationtsexplaned 24.09% of the valance and
had an eigenvalue of77L. The alpla value for the subscale was ..9be itemtotal

correlations were acceptable.
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Table8. Exploratory Factar Analysis and Reliability Aalysis of MFQ Study 1

Ori ltem-
Item 9 F1 F2 F3 Total M (SD)

Factof

Corr.

20_. Respect for authority is something all A 78 69 2.54 (1.68)
children need to learn.
\?;ift.uc(:ahasuty is an important and valuable S 77 72 3.58(1.61)
10. Wha.ther or not someone conformed to A 74 71 2.45(1.61)
the traditions of society
16. Whether or not someone acted in a wa
that God would approve of S 73 68 2.24 (1.85)
4. Whether or not'someone showed a lack A 69 65 2.44 (1.54)
respect for authority
19. I am proud of m L .68 .63 3.33(1.71)
3. Whether or not s | g 64 2.64 (1.65)
love for his or her country
26. Men and women each have different A 65 64 3.39 (152)
roles to play in society.
2;. Peqple shoul_d not do thlngs that are S 62 62 3.44 (1.59)
disgusting, even if no one is harmed.
5. Whether or nqt someone violated S 55 35 .57 3.19 (1.55)
standards of purity and decency
25. People should be loyal to their family
memberseven when they have done L .50 A48  3.40 (1.44)
something wrong.
31. If  were a soldier and disagreed with n
commanding officeroé A 49 46  3.03(1.51)
anyway because that is my duty.
1_1. Whgther or not someone did somethiny s 47 37 47 2.73 (1.60)
disgusting
27. 1 would call some acts wrong on the s 45 43 2.70 (1.50)
grounds that they are unnatural.
30.1t is more important to be a team playet L 30 29 2.11 (1.55)
than to express oneself.
12. Whether or not someemas cruel C 74 .65 3.82(1.33)
7. Whether or not someone cared for C 73 62 3.73(1.32)
someone weak or vulnerable
13. Wh(_ather or not someone was denied h = 71 67  4.30 (1.04)
or her rights
8. Whether or not someone acted unfairly F .63 .59  4.35(1.00)
2. Whether or not some people were treate
differently than others F 62 55 3.84(1.23)
14. Whet*her or not someone stemha lack L 32 51 52 3.70 (1.28)
of loyalty
9. Whether or not someone did something L 30 49 48 3.37 (1.50)
betray his or her group
1. Whether or not someone suffered C 48 48 3.51(1.29)
emotionally
15. Whether or not an action caused chaos A 33 48 52 3.61(1.26)
disorder
29. I think ités mo
children inherit a lot of money hile poor F

children inherit nothing.
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Table8. (Continued

Ori Item
Item 9 F1 F2 F3 Total M(SD)
Factof Corr

18. When the government makes laws

the number one principle should be F .69 .36 4.53 (90)
ensuring that everyone is treated fairly
24, Justice is the most important
requirement for a society.

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

17. Compassion for those who are

F 62 35  456(.72)

oo S C .36 A4 25 3.91(1.19)
suffering is the most crucial virtue.
23. One qf the worst things a person C 44 21 437 (1.12)
could do is hurt a defenseless animal.
ﬁgi.nlgtgcan never be right to kill a humar C 37 18 4.16 (1.30)
6. Whether or not someone was good . _.

Filler

math
Eigenvalue 7.7 355 1.76
Variance Accounted for (%) 24.09 11.11 5.50
U .90 .85 .76
N 454 479 484

Qriginal Factors: C (Care), F (Fairness), L (Loyalty), A (Authority), S (Sanctity), & Filler subscale.

F: Factor.Loadings lower than .30 are not show item caused an increment in alpha if deleted.

"This item has been translated wroyall tyyd.s Whwehretrheal ioz
the mistake during analysis, all analyses were repeated withoutrtheExelusion othis 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 scaleaftaelso

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

without item 14 had a slight decrease in correlations with the other MFQ subSzdeSppendiB,

for analyses without this item.

The secondactor, labeled as PreserfPeovide Foundation is related to preserving
thebalance 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 andexplained 1.11 % of the variancelts eigenvalue is 3.55 and internal

consistency eefficient is .85

The thirdand the last factorincluded 6 items, was labeled d@sumanistic Justice
Foundation and explained 5.80 of the varianceThe factor implies a mixture of
careand justice. Its eigenvalue is 1.@6d the related alpha value w@6. Some of
the items in this factor had quite low itdotal correlations.

Care and fairness foundations are conceptualized as Individualizing foundations
while the combination of loyalty, authority and sanctity are conceptualized as

binding foundationsSometimes a threfactor structure is used, by separating the
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sanctity foundation. The current factor analysis indicates a-tacter solution
which has not been suggested before. Contrary to the literature, the binding

foundations stick together whitare 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 Tableand Figurel). All the standardized loadings are significant

at p < .05 and there is gnbne 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 TabldParticularly, when
controlled for ideology or religiousness, the correlations of care and fairness with the
other scales imease, 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 theelations among loyalty, authority and sanctity foundations.

Table9. Zero Order Correlations Among MFQuBscalesStudy 1

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Care -
» 2. Fairness 66" -
OZQJEZ‘LQES 3. Loyalty 417 21" -
4. Authority 31 .07 .76 -
5. Sanctity 37 12 .69 .81 -
New MFQ s Elrgglenrg\;:& .33 .07 .84 .94 .92 -
Subscales t 81" 72" 557 427 A7 41" -
X Provide F.
According to 8. Humanist
EFA Results L 73 55 37 34 .36 37 46
Justice F.

“ 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 (lyer et,al. 201 2) . This scal

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: econgmrernment liberty and

life style liberty scale's

Tablel10. Partial Correlations Among MFQ Subscales Controlled by Politaw& Religious Feeling Study 1

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Care - .67 .40 .29 .38 .36 .81 72
Original MFQ 2. Fairness .67 - 27 14 21 .15 .74 57
Sgubscales 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 ? Elrrel(igg\;/g& .36 A7 .82 .92 .90 - 42 .33
Subscales t .81 .73 57 .45 51 .45 - 43
X Provide F.
According to 8. Humanistic
EFA Results - 74 .59 .35 .33 .35 .36 .46 -
Justice F.

All correlations are significant @t< .001. Left bottom indicates partial correlation scores when
political orientation is controlled, right top indicates partial correlation scores when religious feeling
cortrolled.

Scale Means andReliability Analysis: The reliability analysis of the subscales of
and toal Liberty Scale indicates thathile Life style Liberty and total Liberty scales
have acceptable levels of internal consisteriegpnomic Liberty has guite low
alpha valueFor the total Liberty scale, a number of items have low contribution to
the overall consistency, specificallige exclusion of item 8 increases alpha value
(see Tablell).

Confirmatory Factor Analyses: Confirmatory factor analyses weperformed on
the liberty scale items. Single factdwo factor (economigovernment liberty and
life style liberty), and hierarchical models were compdseg Tabld 2 & Figure 2.

Both single factor and two factor models yielded fair fit indices aigth lerror
coefficients. Also, item 8 is not edicted by latent variables,ei. liberty and
economiegovernmental liberty respectivelidierarchical model in which item 7 is
not predicted by Economigovernmental Liberty displayed lower Géguare and

RMSEA coefficient, however CFl was also lower.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA): As t he CFA6s did not
results, an EFAvas conducte(see Tabld 3). In the first phase, principalxis

% Liberty is still being tested as a candidate foundation, therefogescale it ithoughtto beseparate
from the MFQ {. Grahampersmal mmmunication, November 24, 2014). For that reason, Liberty
Scale is analyzed separately in the current study, too.
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Table 12 Confirmatory Factor Aalyses Results and Fit Indisof the MFQ Liberty Items, Study 1

. 95 % Cl of
2 2
Liberty Models C df cdf RMSEA GFI AGFI CFl NNFI “20 2
) Liberty Scale Original Structure
1. Single factor 257.68" 27 954 132 87 .76 .79 .72  .118.147
2. Two factors 25768 26 991 135 .87 .77 .79 .71  .120.150
3. Hierarchical 181.23" 26 6.97 .111 - .70 - 096126

model?

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, item8 not  96.06° 26 3.69 .074 - - .87 - .059.090
reversed
6. Single factor item
8 not reversed

7.Single factor, item 06 19 50 g45 124 91 .83 85 .79 107141
8 excluded

26451" 27 980 134 8 .77 .77 .69 .120.149

™ p< .001.For all models, N = 488.conducted with MPlus, following the recommendations of
Bentler about confirmatory factor analysis with two first order factors (2006, #B%3

factoring withoblimin rotation was performed on tBetems of the MFGLiberty to
estimate factorability othe items and number of factors. Results of the KMO
Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .745 &dr t | et t 6 s T aast of
significant, c® (36) = 533.891 p < .000.According to the eigenvalugreater than
onecriterion,the analysis revealashe facbr 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 twotdacsolution
explained 29.69 % of the variance. Factor loadings and internal consistency
information of these factors are presented in TdldeAlthough 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 fitsvith the data (seeable12, models 4 to 7Figure 3. 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 keptoralkiti
considering the problematic nature of item 8, a new liberty variable, excluding item
8, was composed and used for the following analyses.

Table13. ExploratoryFactor Analysis Result of MRQiberty Items Study 1

Item U i
Total item
Corr. deleted

Original Factor Factor

Item Factof 1 2

6. People should be free to decide what group norr
or traditions they themselves want to follow.

3. I think everyone should be free to do as they
choose, so | ong as eteduay L 527 44 .55
freedom of others.

7. The government interferes far too much in our

L .603 44 .55

: E .502 .33 .60
everyday lives.
5. Society works best when it lets individuals take
responsibility for their own lives without telling then E A79 37 57
what to do.
2. Whether or not everyone was free to do as they L 426 35 58
wanted.
1. Whether or not private property was respected E .589 42 .46
4. People who are successful in business have a ri E 524 40 47

to enjoy their wealth as they see fit.

9. Property owners should be allowed to develop tr

land or build their homes in any way they choose, i E .509 .38 .49
l ong as they dondt ende

8. The government should do more to advance the

common good, even if that means limg the E .450 .26 .59
freedom and choices of individua(R)

Eigenvalue 1.72 .95

Variance Accounted for (%) 19.10 10.60

U .64 .58

N 475 481

&L: Life style liberty, E: Economic /governmental liberB. Reverse item

Correlations among Liberty Scales: The correlation between original and new
liberty scales is quite high € .91,p < .001)(see Tablel4). The correldon between
economic and life style liberty scales are modenate.49,p <. 001). In the original

study (lyer et al., 2012) the correlation between these scales was .27. The controlling
of the effect of political ideology and religiousness caused mat@nges in

correlations implying the relations are not affected by these variables [Fble
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Correlations of Liberty Scales with MFQ SubscalesRelations between Liberty
Scales and other subscales of MFQ is shown in Table 16. Accordingly, Liberty is
mast strongly associated with Fairness (.35 p < .001) and then Carg = .31, p<

.001) It is also weakly and positively associated with Loyélty .11, p < .001) The

new liberty variable (excluding item 8) draw quite different results than tlyeati
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.
Tablel14. Inter-correlations Among Subscales and Totedl8s of MFQLiberty, Study 1

Variable 1 2 3
1. Liberty

2. Economic Liberty 94”

3. Life style Liberty 77" 497

4. New Liberty 917" 827 74"
™ p<.00L.

Tablel5. Partial- correlations Among Subscales and Totzdl8s of MFQLiberty, Studyl

Variable 1 2 3 4
1. Liberty 94" 76 937
2. Economic Liberty 93" 48" 84"
3. Life style Liberty 757 467 76"
4. New Liberty 93" 83" 76"

FHF

p < .001.Left bottom indicates partial correlation scores whelitical orientations controlled,
right top indicates partial correlation scores whaigious feelings controlled.

Tablel6. Correlations of Liberty Scales with MFQ Subscaf&sidy 1

Variable Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Sanctity
1. Liberty 31 35" AT .04 -.05
2. Economic Liberty 24" 24" AT .07 -.03
3. Life style Liberty 377 44" .o .00 -.06
4. New Liberty 347 297 297 28" 197

Ap< .10, p<.05,” p< .001.

Analyses Concerning MSQ
Moral SacrednesQuestimnaire(MSQ) measures five moral foundations in terms of
to what extent the respondent is willing ¥late each foundatiorfor changing
amounts of moneyBesides moneyhe questionnairehas also twatheroptionsat

the two ends of the scalasacceptace of violation for free antefusal to violate for

any amount of moneyRarticipants 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 foundationéseptablgsee Table 7).

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 thevdst mean score

among the scale items belongs to an Authori
political |l eader you dislikeo) in which the
not get caught. Surprisingly four filler items of the scale have an abbepael 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 thfoes 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, loyaliythority, sanctity) and original

five factor models were tested and compared by testing the models a) with 20 item,
(excluding noamoral items) b) controlling the 20 item scale using 4-mamal items

(see Tablel8, Figure 3. The two, three and five factor moddested with 20 items
controlled by 4 nommoral items were best fitting models although the fit indices
were fair and RMSEA is higher than expectédde examination of the standardized

loadings and t values indicated that magnitude of them were sighifitprx.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 shdveedilter
(nontmoral) items have significant correlations with the other scale items. Therefore
EFA was run with the 24 items, 4 items being-mooral filler items.

In the first phase, principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation was performed to
estimde factorability of the items and number of factors. Results of the KMO
Measure of Sampling Adequaayas .933 andBarl et t 6 s phedcetytwaso f S
significant,j 2 (276) =4162.697p < .000.The examination of scree plot and the
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Table19. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results and Reliability Information of MSQ, Study 1

24 Item 20 Item
Original Factor Factor Factor Factor
Item (Short form) Factof 1 2 1 2
21. Burn your countryobs f L 77 .72
20. Sign a piece of paper that says "I hereby sell my soul
; ; S 72 .75
after my death, to whoever has this paper".
10. Say something bad about your nation (which you don
believe to be true) while calling in, anonymously, to a-talk L .63 .58
radio show in a foreign nation.
22. Wear a sign on your back for one month that says, in .
o . . Filler 60
|l arge | etters Al am an idi
19. Throw a rotten tomato at a political leagleu dislike
. A .57 .55
(remember, you will not get caught).
7. Cheat in a game of cards played for money with some
. F .54 A7
people you don't know well.
1. Make cruel remarks to an overweight person about his
h C 49 .38
er appearance.
2. Get alood transfusion of 1 pint of diseaBee, S 49 26
compatible blood from a convicted child molester. ' )
24. Say no to a friend's request to help him move into a n
F .48 44
apartment after he helped you move before.
17. Make a disrespectful handgure to your boss, teacher A 46 34 38
or professor.
8. Slap your father in the face (with his permission) as pa
. A 43 .38
a comedy skit.
3. Sitin a bathtub full of ice water for 10 minutes. Filler .40
16. Leave the social group, cludr,team that you most L 33 33
value.
11. Lose your sense of hearing for one year. Filler -.88
9. Shoot and kill an animal that is a member of an
: C -.81 .88
endangered species.
5. Get plastic surgery that adds-mgh tail to the end of
. S S -.61 .66
your spne (you can remove it in 3 years).
14. Sign a secret but binding pledge to only hire people o = 57 62
your race in your company ' '
13. Break off all communications with your immediate anc
X L -.50 .50
extended family for 1 year.
15. Kicka dog in the head, hard. C -.48 .55
12. Throw out a box of ballots, during an election, to help
- . F -.48 .50
your favored candidate win.
18. Experience a severe headache for 2 weeks. Filler .33 -.44
6. Stick a pin into the palm of a child you ddaibw. C .37 -41 51
23. C_urse your parents, to their face (you can apologize ¢ A 31 38 43
explain one year later).
4. Attend a performance art piece in which all participants
(including you) have to act like animals for 30 minutes, S .34 -.34 .45
including cawling around naked and urinating on stage.
Eigenvalue 8.31 1.22 6.92 91
Variance Accounted for (%) 34.63 5.07 3458 457
V] .87 .88 .87 .85
N 440 463 466 446

2C: Care, F: Fairness, L: Laity, A: Authority, S: Sanctity.
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two fador model with 20 items originated from the second EFA, and two factor
model with 20 items controlled by 4 nomoral items originated from the second
EFA (Table 18, Figure 3). The latter two models had a fair fit with the data.

Correlations among MSQ Subsales: The zero order correlationandthe partial
correlations (when political ideology and religiousness are controlled) among
original and new subscales of MSQ are shown in Tablend?22, respectively. The

zero order correlations are quite high amaenfscales, the lowest being .59. Also,
one should note that the filler subscale has high correlations witthtbesubscales
However when the nemoral subscale scores are subtracted from each subscale, the
correlation coefficients decrease atitey are in line with the literature mostly.
Accordingly, Care and Fairness are highly and positively correlated.$0, p <

.001). Although not clear cut, the subscales have a structure of individualizing and

binding foundations in correlation.

When controlld 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 othe 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 amonthreemeasurement devices of MEMFQ, MFQL, and MSQ)

is shown in Table23. Three types of MSQ scales are depicted. First type of the MSQ

is the average of items for all foundatidptus filler scale)the second type has been

constituted subtracting nemo r a | subscalebébs scores from ea
Third type o f MSQ i s scored according to finever

foundation. That is, following Graham and Haidt (2012), to get a clearer picture of

MS Q, respondents are grouped according to th
moral challenges. As eh subscale consists of four behavimoney tradeo f f 6 s , t he
number of answers with finevero is 4 at most .

respondents with highest concerns) can be detected in line with the sacralization. As
liberty has been addedda as a foundation, MSQ has no Liberty subscale.
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Table23. Relations Among MFQ and MSQ SubscaBtady 1

MFQ Subscales

Variables Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty

Care 24 16" AT .06 14 .07

Fairness 21" 147 .13*: .12:: 197 .04

Loyalty 19 14 3 3 .36 .07

MSQ Subscales 5 inority 17" o8 32" 34" 40™ 02
Sanctity 23" 10 317 347 377 -.01

Filler A7 147 A7 19 217 16"

Care 127 .04 -.05 -137 -.05 -.08"

MSQ subscales Fairness .09 .04 .07 .01 .04 -11
nonmoral items  Loyalty .08 .04 317 27" 26" -.07
subtracted  Authority .05 -.04 24”7 25" 307 127
Sanctity AT -.01 217 23" 26" -15"

Care 26 157 187 137 197 171

Fairness 207 13" 197 18" 22" .07

MSQ Subscales Loyalty 197 A17 397 397 397 AT
(Never) Authority 227 10 317 36" 377 .08
Sanctity 257 7" 297 307 35" .02

Filler 157 .08 25" 297 307 AT

Ap<.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 byalty scales have highest correlations with their
correspondig counterparts inypes of MSQ;however MFQ Care is also highly
correlated withMSQ Sanctity. Moreover, Fairness, Authority andn&ity have
higher correlations with other subscales rather than their own counterparts. Although
MFQ-Liberty diverges from other subscales oF®, surprisingly it is related to
MSQ Filler subscaler(= .16,p < .001), MSQ Caraever ( = .11,p < .05), MSQ
Loyalty-never ( = .11,p < .05), and MSQ Fillenever ¢ = .11, p < .05).The filler

scale itself has significant correlations with all sabss of MFQ, especially with
Sanctity. The magnitude of correlations increase with the fidlger and binding
foundations of MFQFiller subscale has items related to body and health, this may
create a conceptual overlap with Sanctity.

Although both sdas 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 twasfionnaires may not be a necessary condition

for validity, however strongest relations between the same foundations and a regular

54



pattern throughout the correlations would be needdé partial correspondence
among foundations between MFQ and MSQ acamgpunexpected 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 relatios between MFQ, MFQ, MSQ and demographic variables are depicted
in table 24. The MSQ with normoral items subtracted is taken into account.
According to the resultg;oncerns overibding foundations (all three subscales of
MFQ and Authority of MSQ}endto 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 increadels. status is related to liberty;
specifically high paying jobsare linkedto liberty. On the other hand, for the MSQ,
jobs with lower status are linked to loyalty (marginally) and authority. Similarly, as
the settlement area geigban the concern over liberty increases. The scales are in
general not related with income. Hoveeyfor MSQ only, as the income increases,
fairness and loyalty increase toBRegardingmarital status, married respondents
reported higher concerns about care, loyalty, authority and sanctity (of MFQ), loyalty
and authority (of MSQ) than singles. Singleople scored marginally higher on
liberty (r = .09,p < .10). As marital year increases, loyalof MFQ) increasesr(=

.16, p < .05) and fairnesoo{ MSQ) decreases marginally € -.13, p < .10).Having
children is associated with high scores on cargalty, authority, and sanctity (of
MFQ) and authority (of MSQ)Being a member of a political partiabor union, or

an NGOis associated with lower concerns in loyalty and authority (of MSQ) only.

To investigate the differeees and similarities in detaimean values of gender,
religious feeling and politicaview is depicted inTable 25 and 26. For religious
feeling the seven point scale is decreased to a five point one. Bothofitical
orientationand religious feelingno significance testing hdgen carried out because

thedistributiors arehighly 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
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foundations(Table 24) On the other handf MSQ-never responses are taken into
accountthere is a clear gemrd difference in all of the fivéoundations(including
norrmoral subscale)vomen 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 relatis, indicating higher concerns for these
foundations are associated with higher scores on religious feelings. On the other
hand, MFQ Fairnesg =-.08,p < .10)and Liberty(r =-.16,p < .001)have negative
relaions with religious feelings and Care hagpositive relationr(= .10,p < .05).
Similarly, & the political orientation tends to be right, concerns for Loyalty,
Authority and Sanctity increase both for MFQ and M%{@wever, the relations of
Care and &irness are ngparallel for both scales. MFQare, and MSQ &rness
have no relation withglitical orientation while MFQ Fairness and MSQ@r€ have a
negative correlation. Lastly, Liberty has a negative relation with political orientation
as well ¢ =-.26,p < .001).

Relations of the scales withe 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 issociated with binding foundations (especially
with Authority), a leftleaning political orientation is associated with fairness, liberty

or care. While care and fairness (and liberty) is not affected by political orientation
and religiousness; loyalty, #ority and sanctity do. The care and fairness is free
from political effect in the current study which is different from MFT literature (e.qg.,
Graham et al.2009; Graham et al., 2011), in whiah five foundations are affected

especially by political aentation.
Relations of MFQ, MFQ-L and MSQ with the Other Variables
EVS Questions Related to Freedom and Democracy:

As expectedlLiberty is positively related tdreedom iem aboutlocus of control
implying that responehts who are high on Liberty hawso high scores onhe
belief that people are free to control their liese Table27). The scales have no

consistent patterregardingresponsibility of indvidualversusstate providing for
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themselves / people. High scores on Care (marginallg) FEirness 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 Idhtake 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 MS@®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 rhaintainng order in the natigrgiving people more say in important
government decisions, fighting rising pricasdprotecting freedom of speéeglihey

listed the most and secondhportant ones. Tabl@8 depicts the choices of the
respondents (for MFQ scorerggher than mean and for MSQ respondents with four

Anever o0 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 sioscale 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 ordeRRespondents high on binding foundations have a
more balanced distributicamong4 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 freedalemanding 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 againssimg prices is more important
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Table28. The Numbeand Percenbf Respondents Selecting Most and Second Important Objectives of the
Country, Study 1

Moral Foundations Objectives

Order o More % Prices 9,  Freedom ..
Say of speech

50 214 59 21.4 14 5.1 144 52.2

Care 56 203 104 37.7 47 17.0 69 25.0

Eaimess 62 207 60 200 15 5.0 163 543

58 193 114 380 50 167 78 26.0

Loyalty 67 250 60 224 22 82 119 444

MFQ 78 292 78 292 42 157 69 25.8
Foundations Authority 72 28.2 61 23.9 23 9.0 99 38.8
72 283 67 264 40 157 75 29.5

Sanciity 74 289 65 254 22 86 95 37.1

71 277 67 262 42 164 76 29.7

Liberty 43 173 40 161 14 56 152 610

55 221 98 394 37 149 59 23.7

Care 56 257 39  17.9 14 64 109 500

57 261 77 353 31 142 53 243

Eaimess 32 227 28 199 7 50 74 52.5

39 279 50 357 19 136 32 22.9

33 221 27 181 12 81 77 51.7

Fou'\:'jgions Loyalty 41 275 54 362 17 114 37 24.8
(Nover) . Authority 24 279 12 140 7 81 43 50.0
28 326 30 349 10 116 18 20.9

Sanciity 35 267 29 221 11 84 56 42.7

27 206 42 321 22 168 40 30.5

Filer 34 201 23 197 9o 77 51 436

30 256 39 333 20 171 28 23.9

~adical left 1 31 4 125 1 31 26 81.2

2 62 18 562 6 188 6 18.8

et 9 76 27 229 4 34 78 66.1

23 195 52 441 13 110 30 25.4

Close to left 12 98 22 180 7 57 81 66.4

25 205 50 410 19 156 28 23.0

Political 24 250 26 271 13 135 33 34.4
View 27 284 26 274 18 189 24 253
Closetoright 22 440 13 260 4 80 11 22.0

13 265 11 224 11 224 14 28.6

Right 26 591 5 11.4 4 91 9 20.5

13 295 8 182 10 227 13 29.5

o 2 333 1 16.7 0 00 3 50.0

Radical right 1 167 3 50.0 1 167 1 16.7

" Order:maintaining order in the natioore say:giving peofe more say in important government
decisionsPrices:fighting rising pricesFreedom of speeclprotecting freedom of speech

Notes: Frequency of responses of participants scoring equal or higher than scale mean. First raw
indicates the fit 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 otlEns. second

most frequently selected first objectivangintaining order
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The second objective of the country gsving people more say inmportant
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 seleetd 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 @and 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 disiobatacross 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 followediving people
more say inimportant gvernment 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 ell, the bottom part of Tabl28 depicts thalistribution
according to political view. For left wingers and those describing themselves as
center, freedom of thought is the first objective; for Agimigers it is order or prices.

The second objective @iving people more say iimportant government decisions

for most of the groups.
HEXACO HonestyHumility Scale

The relations of MFT questionnaires with HEXACO Hondsumility Scale(and its
subscales: sincerity, fairness, greed avoidance, and moded¢picsed on Tabl@7.
Although the total Honestliumility 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 \whiley

sincere in relatiortgps is linked to high scores on Care, Fairness and Liberty of
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MFQ, and Care of MSQ onlyrairness (to avoid fraud and corruption) is related
positively to all subscales except for M&Xare. High scores on Greed avoidance is
postively 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 honeltymility 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 itvaavke 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 betwaes 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 honeMhile relatively lower
correlations may bexpected for authority, the absence of relation between liberty
and honesty is confusing. As liberty is related to rights of petmeexpectation is

that fairness subscale is positively relatedilierty. Tounderstand its relations with

honesty or fairness, further studies with an improved liberty scale would be helpful.
Disgust Scale

In line with the existing literaturadisgust is most closely associated with Sanctity,
followed byCare (for MFQ)(see Tal# 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 scaledisgust. On the other handuthority and
Sanctity hae positive relations with the scales.

National Identification

The identification items measure a number of components such as solidarity with the
nation, satisfaction of beingrmember of the nation,theat i onds centr al i
self-concept, whether one sees himself /herself as a typical membethatiter one
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seesigr oup homogeneity in nationds members.

scales of binding foundations, Loyalty, Authority and Sanctitsgyeh positive
relations with the national identificatiofTable 28). Sometimes Authority is more
strongly related to the component in question. AM&Q-Sanctity is not related to
in-group homogeneity. As for the MFQ, liberty has no significant relatiatis the
national identification components. Care is positively associated with Solidarity,
Satisfaction, Centrality, and Sedfereotyping. Fairness is negatively related to

Satisfaction and SeHtereotyping.
PVQ5X

Previous studiege.g. Graham et al.,021) tested MFQ with SVS (Schwartz, 1992)
which is an earlier version of PVQ5X d8vartz et al., 2012)Current study uses
PVQ5X, neverthelesshe parallelism between two versions (see taB® gives the
opportunity to compare the results line with Gaham et al. study (see Tald6),
benevolence caring and benevolence dependabilihos strongly related to MFQ
Care and MS€QL.oyalty. Additionally, benevolencearing is most closely related to
Liberty (which is not included in the Graham et al. studighile universalism
concern (social justice in SVS) is related to Care and Fairness previously; in the
current study, it is most strongly related to Carkeboth MFQ and MSQ). Societal
security fational security, social order SVS) is related to Loyajitand Authority in
Graham et al. study, it is related to Loyalof both MFQ and MSQ) and Authority

(of MFQ) in the current study. While personal secufitiean, family security in
SVS) is related to Loyalty and Sanctity previously, it is most closelgted 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 MRQ@hority scale only, in the
current study. Also, it is negatively related to M&@re. Conformity rules (e
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 i®delat
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 Sandtity (o
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Table29. SVS Items Used tadlict MFQ by Graham et al. (2011) and Their Counterparts in PV@&Xdy 1

SVS ltems PVQ5X Values

Benevolence Benevolencecare, Benevolenedependability
Social Justice Universalism Concern

Loyalty Benevolencalependality

National Security Societalsecurity

Family Security Personakecurity, Benevoleneeare
Social Order Societalsecurity

Authority Powerdominance

Respect for Tradition Tradition

Honoring Parents Conformity-interpersonal
Obedience Conformity-rules

Selt-discipline Conformity-rules

Clean Personakecurity

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 Tabl&1, there is no otto-one correspondence in correlations between
MFQ and MSQ (nommoral items subtracted), especially for Care, Fairness and
Sanctity. For both of the MFT scales, Care is mostly associated with humility,
universalsmnature (preservation of environment, nature), and conformity
interpersonal (avoidance harming others). Fairness is most strongly associated with
benevolence caring (caring about welfare ofioup membersand universalism
concern in MFQand most stragly 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 Sepcsubscales 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 MF@sanctity, MSQ@Sanctity is negatively related to
Stimulation and Selélirectionthought. Liberty is most strongly associated with
universalism concern, benevolence dependability, benevolence carirgdjresetibn

thought and hedonism.
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Social Groups

Participanté emotional reactions to various social groups have been meabored.
moral foundabns measured by MFQ correlations higher tifaB0, for moral
foundations measured by MSQ (nomoral scale subtracted) correlations higher than
°.10 are depicted in Tald82 and 33respectively. Also, correlations in bali each
moral foundationindicae the most powerful relation with the social group and

foundation,among allmoral foundations

For MFQ subscales the social groups are listed as foll@ase is most closely
related to pople acceptindribes (r), executioners (r), athletes taking sids (r),
pacifists and childrenFairness related groups aréfi@als using torture during
interrogation(r), executioners (randright wing people (r)Liberty is most closely
related topeople spanking their childrer), dictators (r), harasserdr), ascetics,
highly religious peoplér), people using animals in circus@$, government officials
(n), left wing people, opponents of nuclear plantdestists,andpeople fighting for
theindependence of the countiyoyalty is most closeland distintively related to
upper managemeranly. Authority is moshegativelyrelated to nwed mothersflag
burners hippies protestors feminists illegal immigrants socialists Turkish
expatriatesand opponents of nuclear planthostpositivelyrelated tohunters sick
people world leaders court judges supreme court (Anayasa dvkemesi, in
Turkish), right wing people government officials soldiers army, and Turks
Sanctity is moshegativelyrelated toanarchistsatheists homosexualsprostitutes
pe@le having casual sexual relatippgople who cheat on taxgseople with tattoos
and piercings left wing people thieves Jws and disrespectful children; most
positivelyrelated topoor peoplenursessick people people world leadersvirgins,
eldaly, opponents of abortignascetics, highly religious peopl@olice officers

people with high psychological power (spiritydjuslims andclerics

For MSQ subscales, Care is most closely relatetha@ssers (r)opponents of
nuclear plats, feminist, unwed motherssocialists hippies Jews homosexualsand
vegetariansFairness related groups greople using animals in circuses, @hletes
taking steroids (r) upper management (rlJand poor people Loyalty is most

negatively related tag bumners anarchistsunwed mothergrostitutespeople who
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unfavorite social groups (which has also been indicated by the EF@k fucture,
too). Loyalty of MFQ does not particularly stand out, however the favorable and
unfavorable goups are in the expected waySQ-Loyalty is more in line with the
theoretical premisesghan MFQLoyalty. Surprisingly Authority and Sanctity
dimersions aremore 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 puthesscales

have been tested iruilkish with a community sample.

For MFQ, the relevance subscales are better in terms of internal consistency than
judgment scales. Also, different from théheoretical assertionthere is no
correspondence between relevance and judgment subscales of meaah
foundation.For both MFQ and MSQ, the reliability coefficients are satisfactory,
howeve CFA results do not support a fiactor structure very firmly. Although
paths are significant, model fit indices are mety promising, which indicates a
possble deficit with the fivefactor structureThis may be an artifact of a purposeful
choice ofitems by thetheoreticians of MFT as they would prefer to enrich the
contentand formatof items in questionnairesn exchange of redundanchence

alpha valuesGraham et al., 20)1Whether this choice results in a contealidity

problem or not should be investigated with further studies.

Exploratoy factor analyses indicated a thifaetor structure foMFQ and twefactor
structure for MSQ. For MFQ,iding foundations seem to form one fagton the

other handcare 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 structurmdividudizing, binding,andpurity) areargued

in the |literature, the current studyos
Conservative values of loyalty, authority and sanctity are perceived almost as an
entity. One should also note that loyalty acate 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 thés
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original. However it was harder to interpret because individzali-binding
foundations ditinction was not as clear as they werd/IFQ. Graham et al. (2011)
also found twefactor results (individualizindpinding) in the EFArather than a five
factor structureindicating a converging evidence related to groupingldeay of
various foundationby the respondents

The specific characteristics of MFQ and MSfpe the lateraddedLiberty scale of

MFQ andfiller subscale of MSQThe internal consistency of the MHGberty scale
should be enhanced with new items as tHaesare rather unsatisfactory. In terms

of exploratory factor structure, the perception of liberty is not of two fold as
governmental/economic and life stytéfferent fromthe theory; rather governmental
interventions/life style liberty and economic ditty. The reason behind such a
structure may be current political conjuncture of the country as well as eulture
boundedness of the economy items. It is possible that economic liberty items did not
address what they are theoretically should. Similarly,bégmechmark 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 scaie also development of a
Liberty scale for MSQ is a need for a thorough measihe.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 filec al eds sc
should be subtracted from the other subscales so that it can be confitokethakes

its existence crucialThereforethe subscale may be revised so that it has minimal

overlapping relations with other variables.

The most valued foundato ns and foundations® relati on:
line with expectationsAccording to means, care and fairness (also liberty for MFQ)
is valued more than the rest of the foundatiarsd consistent with some other

studies (Graham et al., 200@uthority is the least important or easiest to waive.

The correlations between subscales indicate that in general they are positively
correlated with otherDifferent from the premise of moral foundations theory
(excluding Liberty), the positive relatiopattern 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 Libertlyoyalty, Authority and Sanctity
(especially the latter two) is quite strongly related with each oghghority is not
relatedto Fairness and LiberpyalsoLiberty is not associated with Saity either.As
expected Liberty is most related to Fairnesssijvely). Counter tdhe expectation

that Liberty is negatively related to Authority and Sanciitys not related tahem

As for MSQ, while the podive pattern among foundations remaidgferent than

MFQ, the correlations are much closer to eatielo This may stem from the
provocative nature of the scaldpundations may have different degrees of
importance forespondentshowever theynay not be willing to violatany ofthem

themselves

The expectationthat same foundations of two scalemuld have the highest
correlationsis fulfilled with Loyalty subscales (and partially with Authority and
Sanctity subscalespnly. This may be anothedeficit about the measurement

properties of the scales.

As noted earlier, the two scales are not totaleygsame, so difference to some extent

is acceptable and expecteHlowever the pattern of relationships with various
variables indicate that the parallelism between two scales of MFT is lower than
expectedFurther studies may improve the similarity betwseales by adding new
items or subtracting some of them. Another peculiar point about the similar patterns
of the two scales is that, bot hsiméc al esd bir
relationshipstructurewith various variableshan individualizingfoundationsscales

This maybe further support for the perception of conservative values as a @lock.

the other hand, thdifferencebetween individualizing subscales of MFQ and MSQ is
larger. As the nature of the scales dictates, value of binding fdions (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 foundationrseemto have better measurement qualitieis 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 contergligion and political orientation is espaity

related to three binding foundation&dditionally, low levels ofreligiousness is
associated with being high on Liberty dimension, alsevafiy political orientation

is associated with being high on Fairness and Libdittg rest of the relationgs

are generally in line with the expectaticgxcept for honestiiumility and portrait
values. Due to the emphasis on equity and cheating in Fairness foundation, one may
expect that Honestlgumility is most closely related to Fairness. However results
indicate that honesty is equally important for other foundations, espeftinitare

and loyalty. Lastly, relations between portrait values and foundations indicate that,
some values that are not necessarily con
foundations. These values denote the development of self or individual in general
(e.g. seHdirection 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 MAQFQ-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 libert foundations are weaker, H)ere 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 thamtetap into equality, unfairness as well), c)
both loyalty and liberty may have both individualizing binding elemetfjts finer
definition especially for fairness, liberty, loyalty and sanctity may be benef&ial

the differences and similarities bewvefairness and liberty need to bede mora

clearly,f) the overlapping nature of the foundations should be taken into account.

The questionnairegan be utilized in the Turkish culture as wdllespite the
weaknesses of the scaleginsideringa) the treoretical basish) different sets of

guestions (i.e., relevance and judgment) for MFQ and MFE) acceptable internal
consistency valuesl ) si gni f i c ant angepthehnscessity of & filler CF A0
scale with MSQ; scholars are advised to usditleefactor structure of the MFQ and

MSQ, and total scale of MFQ (rather than its subscales)iISQ canbe 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 1lI

STUDY 2

The second study aims to ejplore he mental representation of morality via open
ended questions and their content analysis andob)parethe similarities and

differences of the representations with the literature.
Method
Participants

The samp consisted of 4120 females, 18 males, 3 unknowp@rticipants from 24

different occupations (see tald). Their age ranged between-1 (3 unknown),

most of them are between 20 and 40. Participants were residents of 10 different cities

of Turkey; mos t of them are from Ankara and K
between literate to graduate education, but 32 of them were at least high school

graduates.
Measurement Device

Participants answered four questions: djatvis morality in your opinion, what

comes to your mind when you hear the word
when you hear [liameoertddjeciivesrtratocanddescriemoral
person,and ¢) how would you describe a person who is immoral and behaves
wrongly? The fourth gestion asked them to d) give an example of an immoral act

either they know, witnessed or heafd 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 shestvere given in a closed envelope. Twelve participants
answered the questions online via the online survey seobitee university. Some

participants prefeed not to answer some of the questions; nevertheless they were
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not excluded from the analysiat the end, they were given brief information about

the purpose of the study.

Table34. Demographic Information of&ticipants Study 2

Education (Last DegeeCompleted)

Literate 1 Open Uni. Distancelearning) 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 programproducer 1 Export import specialist in private sectc 1
No information 3
Settlement lumber of Participants who spenbst of their livesn)

Afyonkarahisar 1 Kzmir 2
Amasya 1 Isparta 1
Ankara 23 Kstanbul 5
Ay deén 1 Kerkehir 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 The answers of thegpticipants
mostly consisted of one to three words (adjectives) or short explanations. The data
were coded according to the smallestamingful units, or thematic unit#\ thematic

unit consistsof the wordsthat arearticulated once orepeated more thaonce, that
aresynonyms owhose meanings ai@s close as possible, articulated with varying
frequenciesin other words, thematic units are defined as narrow as posSduté.
thematic unit was recorded in terms of number of respondents and frequency of
articulation. For instance the hemat i ¢ (5, 16p (Hormegt)of;Motal
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Person(Question2) consisted ofwords such asid ¢ r (hanéshdand efRr esi ne
d¢r¢sto (honest to their soci al environ
speaks honestlyand articulated by 15 participants, 16 timAs.the answers were
composed of short explanations, most of time the number of people and articulation
times are the sam@fter all the content was designated for thematic units, the data

were checked for amgrroneous, conflicting or redundant coding, changes were made
where necessaryn the second stephé thematic units were gathered together and
categories were formed category a higher order unit (of thematic units), consisted

of thematic units a) wree 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 to the category informatien n t he r el evantin subj e
other words, categories are raabstract unitsTo give an gample of a category,

AD¢r ¢ st 0 a ¢ateégory efsMonal,Person, consists of the following thematic

uni t s: de¢r ¢st, dojru, dé¢zgenaptg&rnvmanddn r
a-eks°zl|l ¢sgce, temi ztrusthodhy fais tprightdecegthwithoutr i g ht
lying, without twisting words, forthright, clean, respectivelylhe 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
wordsthe respondents used, thémanits andcategoriesverecarefully investigated

in terms of their dictionary meanings. Some of the thematic weitsused in two or

three categories due to their multiple meanings and/or due to their coherence with the
context of the category. Suchses are denoted with an asterisk in the refagaces

and tablesLastly, there were some thematic units that did not form a category. Such

units are depicted under the title of fAul

Inter-coder agreemertf the studyhas been tested dhe qustion related tgi mo r a |
persono. Two di ff er e mivento helsecorsd questiagheTde t h e
results indicated that the coders used the same codes up to 93 %. The code agreement
was 60 %. One respondent provided a definition of morality idstéanoral 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 presentey.afde
followed byexplanation ofcategorical informationConsidering the indigenousness
of the qualitative informatiorthe thematic units are not translated into Englistine
tables/figures Category names are translated intoghsh andall categoriesare
explained in the following section§Vhile doing this, literal or free translation was
pursued, depending on the context (also see Appdndix all thematic units of four

questions, in Turkish).
Question 1: What is morality?

When explaining what nrality is, the most frequently used thematic units are

honesty( d ¢ r ¢ s t |, sdcietal dulégfoplunda) kurallar, 11, 12}¥hat morality

is affecting behavior6 davr anék ve davrthatieigrelatietandi | e me si |,
variable( g° r ec el i , .Paracjpantalscefrequenty indicated that morality

is righteousnesé d o J r u | kinénes§iyilik, 81)7, 7), beauty( g ¢ z e | JJamdk 6, 6)
relatedto therights of peopléhak 5, 6)

The categorical information is presented in Figlirdhe most powerful category is
honesty This category consists of thematic units such as honesty (11, 14),
righteousness (8, 8), transparency (1, 1), uprightnes$),(4ot being hypocrite (2,

2), sincerity (2, 2)and clean (1, 1)Participants articulated it witthe following

words

Ki kinin kendi ve =-evresi ile olan ilikkilerinde,
s¢rdeKme€in 38, Te.mi Bd K kka sedreenma n&hl akée ile il gildi yor
dojru bildijini y a p ma k , (Moradity ia) noakkep théekatmres with 2 6 Doktor)

oneself and others within the frame of honesty and sincerity (F, 38, Janitor). (Morality is)
without cr i ti ci zi rdigng antldctmg,as éne Ibelleverght (Ft 26, ;Doctor).

Another caggory describing morality igoadness It is characterized by thematic
units such as goodnekmdness (7, 7)beauty(6, 6), not harming(2, 2), not being
selfish(1, 1) tolerancg1, 1), not being arrogant (1, 1), being useful to the society (1,
1), not being mean (1, 13ndcourteougwell behaved1, 1).

Kyi, ge¢zel huyl ardéer (Er kek, 29, Gemr ¢k el emaneé) .
Kekl ini beni msemesi dtisgood, BeautifiBatiriputeg (M, 29, BMorkeha n € meé )
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Customs). It is internalizing/adopting the manner to treat others beautifully, in the society (F, 24,
Homemaker).

The categoryo know mannergnplies that morality is a set of social rules (11, 12),
ethics, ethical values (5, ,8ndthat 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 yéellar i -inde gel i kmi kK, i nsanl ar én hayat é
mekani zmasé (Er kek, 24, ¥Trenci) . Ki Ki den kikiye,
dejikebilecek ol an neyin iyi, neyi n hdlonmayar). ol duju kavr
It is a societal supervisory mechanism devel oped in

Student). Concept/concepts that show/s what is good and right and that chamgds be able to
change personto-person, societyo-socigy (No demographic information).

The nature of moralitplso formed a category. It explains that the morality is innate
(1, 2} nevertheless it is relative and varialffe 9). Participants also stated that
morality is a societal concept (3, 3)

Ahlak,f et ratta wvarder, yani ki kiye potansiyel ol ar a
hangi toplumdan ol ursa ol sun, insan dojuktan dojruyu
medeniyetl ere gore farkleée medéraynkEdekl él(e&klkeaerk, o148 |
i yeXiikiye gore dejikir, t an &orhlityysaatiastichtleajidites ( Er k e k 59
given potentially to the individual. An individual knows what is right innately, no matter which
society they belongvhich language they speak. Is there a common morality for humanity, or is it
different in different civilizations? Even if there are differences, the basic thingem@man (M, 48,

Academician). Ithanges person to person, depends on the person d€fibg, Retired).

Some of the participants equated morality w8hnctity 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, Mmu). Beden ol arak safl ek, bir ki kKiye a
Temi zI| i k Madlitg =maligian YM, 39, Public Sectorrployee). It is purity in terms of body,
such as belonging to one person (F, 38, Janitor).

The Freedomcategory entailed thematic unnslated to fairness/justice (3, 4), rights
(of the person and others) (5, 6t judging othersor interfere with themand
freedom(s) (2, 2).
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Ahl ak kendi -ékarl aréné koruyarak toplumda d
kal it el e etmmektir(36,EarV Pragra@¥a p é mAa aé et , k ul hakkeée ve °©°
(26, K, Mpratmem)i s not to invade ot her et ri ghts
oneds benef irogamnieNl JustRdespeclfof frdd@dom andghts people have on each
other (F, 26, Teacher).

Respect and seHfsteentategory refers to respecting others (4, 4) and oneself (1, 2).

¥z7saygé geliyor akl éma, kendisininsawéenklve
ol acaj] éné d¢ K dragaysorumlusu). thiBk3of selflesteenkK (selfespect), | think one
who is selfloving and has selésteem is moral (M, 33, Exporp&cialist).
The last categoryloyalty, refers to thematic units such as honesty (11, 14),
loyal/loyalty (3, 3) and trustorthy (1, 1).

G¢evenilir, sadék, (251K, Avukat)eTrustwotthy,rloyal, has lkethiqal, iy
values,andgood (F, 25, Lawyer).

Question 2:Describing Moral Person

Respondentsmost 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, righteousdecent (5, 6),
trustworthy (5, 5)and fair (5, 5)

The categorical informatiodescribing moral persois presented in Figurg As in

the questionong the most powerful category ighonesb . The honest c
consistedf the thematic units such as honest, (16), right/ righteous (5, 6), fair (5,

5,), trustworthy (5, 5),upright/decent (4, 4), withoutying, without twisting
words/forthright (2, 2), and clean (2, 2).

The seconghowerful category igood, kind It is explained with thematic units such
as kind, good (14, 15), helpf@, 3), afraid ofevil, not beingselfinterested(sel&
seeking)1, 1).

The categoryrespecting self and othergfers to the idea that a moral person is
respectful (8, 10) and has high se$fteem (2, 2).
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Figure 5.Categorical Information of Moral Person & Immoral Pers@tudy 2
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Participants explained that a moral merss 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 namgeateful, urbane, well mannered

The categorybeloved, socially integratecefers 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 personhismane, caring This category
consised 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 obnscientious

Another category ifonorable (uprightnessjt is explained with thematic units such
as honorable/upright (4, 4), virtuous (2, @dclean (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 naatedpting, not contemptuaus

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 thexemplar, role model, ide@lategory, 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,(12), disrespectful (8, 11), fraud (7, 9), and liar

(7, 7) most frequently, when explaining an immoral person.

According to thecategorical informatiofFigure5), the most powerful category
describing an immoral personnst being honestt is composé of thematic units
such as fraud (7, 9), liar (7, Rypocrite (2, 2), not honest (1, 1), not trustthgr(3,

3)ad s omeone who abllses othersd trust
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The second powerful category wastracized, not integrated, separatdng with
separated, @connectedParticipants explained this notion with thematic units such
as disrespectful to their environment (8, Iiktracized/ away from society (3, 3), not
liked (2, 2), not accepted (1, hpt welcomed (1, 2), pervert (1, 1), deviant behaviors
(1,1). The closely related categmgparated, disconnecteefers to does not care,
unresponsive (2, 2), irresponsible (1, 1), mavefidk a k € n a(l, b)wagabank )
(serseri) (1, 1), unprotected (sahipsiz) (1, 2).

Theevil, malevolentategory refers to being evil/malevolent (11, 12), displaying

trouble causing behaviors (1, 1) and damned (1, 1).

Thegossipercategory is composed gbssiper (1, 1) and destroys the relationships
(fesat) (2, 3).

In another categoryloes not obey moral principlethe respondents described an
immoral person who is not honorapiet uprighttnamussuz) (3, 3), immoral (4, 4),
vile(@l!l J(@&H),badnorality(k °t ¢ )@H) ak

According toselfinterestedcategory, an immoral person is seen as selfish (4, 4),

selfinterestedself-seeking)2, 2), and opportunist (1, 1).

The categoryloes not behave with propriatyplies thatan immoral person doemt
know any manners (1, 1) bow to talk in society (1, 2), is graceless (3, 3), ugly (2,
2), rude (1, 1), and not well educated (1,al3puses swear words (2, 2) ss
without knowledge (2, 2).

An immoral person is seen harmful (2, 2), brutall(] cruel/ tyrant(1, 1), hurtful
(1, 1), and unloving (1, 1). These thematic units are caillmdmane, hurtful

category.

Thematic unitsnglorious (2, 2), wrong behavior (2, 2)ly (1, 1), jealous (1, 1),
havinglowsefic ont r ol o n @4)cenétimteddlenssgategmy of 1,

immoral person.

Theconscienceless, does no feel shame or gaiigory refers to being content with
oneself (1, 1)beingshameless (1, 1having no fear of God (1, 1) ah@ving no fear
of possessing/doinipings fabidden by religion (1, 1).
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Unfarc at egory refers to an i mmor al per sono:¢
(1, 1) anddenying rights of others (1, 1).

Lastly, thematic units of pervert/deviant (1, 1), psychopath (1, 1), murderer /cruel (1,

1) indicated theantisocialcategory.
Question 4:An Example for an Immoral Behavior

Parti ci pant s &ourth meestienr rslated ®xample dor an immoral
behavior can beummarizedn 6 categoriegsee Figuret). The first category refers

to general iformation related to immoral behaviar$articipants articulated that
immorality is prevalent in everyday life (3, 3). Bad behaviors (1, 1) and
gracelessness (3, 3) is immorality. One participant stateththaiduals who are not

fit in the society thejive in are examples of immoral behaviors:

Faki st bir devl eti el ektiren bir insan veya ¢
(24, E, ¥Trenci). An individual criticizing a f
democratic nation (24M, 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, Anda busi ng ot her 0 s ples ofuna beind 1, 1)
honest.

Kendisine emanet edileh er hangi bir mal zemeyi korumayép |
i Kl eri i -in kullanmak (41, E, Me mu r,fpryoulbgmnon g a mal
ot her sd puPylxSetoEMpldydd, M,

Another categorys contentment with immoral behaviorghis category included
kind of double immoralityit emphasizesarrating immoral behavi@omfortably (1,
1), being reckless when behaving immorally towards women (1, 1), trying td coun

the crime of rape excusable (1, 1).

The next category is related walation 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 olnfair adwantagecan be thought of a branch of
violation of rights.Unfair advantage is explained throughirty 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 unfaivards woman (1, 1), anasking for
favoritism/nepotism (1, 1).

Sérf mevki sahi bi bir yakénexwdgdpudru g é&n ng ®©rnegcyed ri kkm
(26, K, Dokor). Demanding precedence because of solely having a significant other who haslpower
see every single day (F, 26, Doctor).

Ki Kinin i kdaejii |° zd/eefia N h e Diuneiodi yek dbé ke e e k
(temizlik)) y ¢ zey s el yapmaseé. Toz al érken masanén ¢stegndeki
masanén °nlerini K°yl e bir ¢stten ge- meddiyogi bi . O masa
bilemiyorum. Beny apaméyor um ( 318e mah@i)higmiomleibls E ob not with de
perfunctorily, thinking: Athis is even too mucho. F
everything on the table, wiping carelessly part of #i#et. Even if the owner of the table is not aware
ofit,Idondt know, how such a person does not feel gui |l t.
The last category related to immoral behaviorshig r mi n g one.os reput a
Participants explained the waysdaughwhh ch oneds reputation is ha
is to attack on personal rights (2, 3). Another way igiio interpersonal relations
by gossip (2, 2), slander (1, 2) or play people off against each other (1, 1). The last
wayisa b usi ng o nxloitnghy giveng & hard warke employeesil, 1),
mistreating thenovice at work (1, 1), asking for favoritism/nepotism (1, 1),
misbehavingthe elderly (1, 2),harassing teenage girls (1, 2), getting advantage of
people in need (1, 2) and raping yowgigs (1, 1).

Kyeri nalet ¢islti kki sinde -°meze k°tg¢ davranél maseée. T
st ¢é¢ndieni kleedi ni y ¢ tory, tnwerk settinfsthtierardlical r@atidngreating
the novice badlyMaking the novice do all the work. Makirtge novice do all youown work or
duties (F, 26, Doctor).
The examples of immoral behaviors revealed aaxpacted bonus category as well:
immoral bheaviors that women faddost frequent example themes were related to
being female as an oppressed gradisociety. Such behaviorsseem to be easily
accessiblevhen thinkingof immoral behaviors. These immoral behaviare mostly
directly related tesexual assaults: harassing teenage girls (ye2pal molestation
of women (2, 2), raping young girls (11), or trying to count the crime of rape
excusable (1, 1). More genertilematic units were graceless behaviors towards
women (2, 2), swearing wheahere arevomenaround(1, 3), being reckless when

behaving immorally towards women (1, &hddenyingawemanés ri ghts (1, 1)
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Gen - kezlarée taciz edenler. Mesela ben de ge
yérée¢rken dondurma yiyordum 15 yakéndaydém. ¢ ok
yemedim dékarda. Bence (&l6l, akKs,é zelkhoseHamssiegniy@yng ada ml
(teenage) girls. For instance, | myself experienced something like this. | was eating ice cream and
walking, | was 15. That man used very dirty words. | have never eaten ice cream outside anymore. |
think men like him are immoral (F, 56, dinemaker).

¢tevremizde duyduj umuz, goerd¢] ¢mez, bir -o0ok ah
gerd¢j éem ve ¢zl de]l ém bir ol aye anlatmak istiyor
vef at etti. Hen¢z kendi si de 4 ayllakulmamicglme mayY a l:
ortak ol mak istedifiji gi bi bir de maakéné istiyor
kadar -aresiz ki hangi vicdan sahibi hangi ahl ak
K, i Therei aje mgnexamples of immoral behaviors around us. But | would like to tell something
I witnessed and feel sorry for. Recentl vy, my nei

But that man who is supwaané¢d @od lsprapértyasiwvsllhashsm@dnd 6 s
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 daughti&w to be in such a state? (Fovker, 41).

Consistency Throughout the Answers

The autlook 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,
responders gave some example behaviors about not being honest. Honesty emerges
as a strong notion and as an additional candidate foundatiots own There are

some views (lyer, 2010) and preliminary studies (Hofmann et al., 2014) that support
this claim aswell. 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 (gdness). A moral person is kind, altruistic, caring,
tolerant, and empathetic whereas an immoral person is described as evil, inhumane,
selfinterested (selfeeking) and hurtful. Another common theme was freedom and
respect (for others and oneself). Whiterality 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 digrof people.
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Table 35 Themes Emerged as a Result of the Correspondence of Categories ofiEstiog3 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, welhannered Does not behave with propriety Immoral behaviors women face
Wise
Kindness Goodness Good, kind Evil, malevolent
Accepting, not contemptuous Inhumane, hurtful
Humane, caring Selfinterestedselfseeking)
Freedom and Respec Respect (for oneself and other Respecting self and others Unfair Immoral behaviors women face
Freedom Gossiper Violation of rights
Har mi ng Oneéoés
Sanctity Sanctity Honorable (upright) Vileness
Doesnot obey moral principles
Loyalty Loyalty Honest Not being honest Not being honest
Positive Social - Beloved, socially integrated Separated, disconnected
Relations Ostracized, not integrated,
separated
Conscience - Conscientious Conscienceless, ds not feel Contentment with immoral
shame or guilt behaviors
Antisocial
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 lsnesty, loyalty, and reliabilityunder
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 connean 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 sdgidhtegrated, beneficial for the society,

warm and being a beloved member of the society. They also associate being
ostracized, not welcomed, andeing unresponsive to the environment with
immorality. A corresponding themsuch as social integration digthoccur 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 lostieca

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 iene of thekeys of morality. This is in accordance with

binding function of morality stressed especially by MFT (e.g., H&idKesebir,

2010). Another inconsistency is related to conscience. Being conscientious /
conscieneless, reference to shame guilt, or being antisocial appeared as
characteristics of an individuaParticipants did not articulate conscience itself as an

el ement of moral ity. Only one partici g
embarrassed)o as a thematic unit o f mo r

category. The rest of the categories weratratly 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 informatidaving a comprehensive outlook and
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reviewing emotions, feelngs and senses and words wused wi
seems that empathy, trust (confidence, trustworthiness, reliability), tolerance, pity,
compassion, respettlisrespecfrespecting not respecting one self, others, pegple)

responsibility, hoaor, conscience, jealousy / envy, arrogance, shame and contempt

areseen aselated to morality.

Possible Categorization in MFT

As one of the aims of the study was to compare the similarities and differences of
literature a n d respondent s dnoraitg @it thes eategoads i (then of
summary units of the responseas) four questionswere considered in terms of
possible notion®f each moral foundation (seégbre 6). This tentative placement
indicatestwo critical points: there may be additional foatidns as well as there is

permeability among foundations.

The Gare foundation mostly consisted of caring or brutal acts that are consisted with
the definition. Adlitionally, as an extension @fre, a tolerant and accepting attitude
may be considered ih hi s f oundation as welll. Consider
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 scharly definition emphasizes reciprocity, the respondents
did not mention it, but theyemphasized violation of rights ogaining unfair
advantages. This may be interpreted as a form of reciprocity (or lack of reciprocity)
as well. The Loyalty foundation fexred 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 cenup 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
relaions 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 sedfspect (selesteem, selivorth) too, it is

considered as another foundation. Being ant@dconsidered under Care) or
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elements of Immorality canebconsidered vices of Authorjtyoo; due to their

destructivefunction of social life Sanctity foundabn is represented by sanctity and

religion itself. Also, vileness such as low setintrol can be listed as a sanctity

element because the bodily wishes, failure in resisting temptatiogreediness are

considerd vices of sanctityLiberty foundation is represented by freedoms such as

not interfering with othersé | iberties, res
mentioned beforémmoralities towardvomen as an oppressed group, are considered
inlibetyfoundati on. Al so, harming oneds reputati
liberty. The MFT specifically mentions tyranny as a vice of liberty. In the study,

notions such as hard work, mobbing, abusing e Gsgion pam be close to tyranny

and thereforean be considered within libertif.should be noted thatn par t i ci pant 6 s

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 importace for participants. One should note that, the participants did
not mention any specific @aumstance considering honestyettefore it is considered

as a distincigroup (orfoundatior). However this also indicates that there may be
specific forms of horsty for each foundation. Also, honesty is important for both
individualizing and binding functions of moralityt is important in terms of both
being true to oneself and building reliable relatiobastly, he MFT does not
mention graceful behavior or ipg polite as a form of morality. Howevéne data
indicateda strong emphasilated to manners and propriety. Theadto another
additional foundation: propriety. Nevertheless such behaviors may be thought as
extensions of existing foundations as wélne last interesting implication ighat
respondents explain lack of morality with evil, gossip, beingistdfested(being
selfseeking) lack of conscience/shame/qguilt, not obeying moral principles, and not
being honorable. These general expressimay apply to any foundation MFT
suggests. Looking from a different point of view, an immoral person is a general

term; allfimmoralitie® are associated with each other.

In generalthis tentative taxonomy indicates there may be new moral foundations,

such as honesty. Also, in the cognitive map of responderdglity may be a
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complex entity, with its pillars overlappingith each other. Its not easy to define

and detect separafiundations of it.
Conclusion

This study aimed at exploring the mentalre@ntation 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 thesgkinéness, respect

for others and self, freedom, and rights, primarily. Secondarily, it is associated with
loyalty and sanctityThere is an overlap between current hssand the classification

of MFT to some extentadditionallydata also suggest thidundations are closely
related to each other and there may be additional foundations. The represeatation
morality, moral and immoral mostly overlap with each other. Morality is important
in terms of honesty, manners, living harmoniously. In genemly frequently
mentioned notions of honesty, kindness, conscience and the lilenaire precision

and quite abstractin terms of their meaning Lastly, especially immoral
characteristics & notions (or moral characteristics & notions) are perceiveceas on
entity or block eachunit is closely associated with the othees if oneunit is
attached tahe 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, 200Haidt, 2007)b) to compare the perception

of the content and the mental representations ofamfoundationsc) to obtain
preliminaryand directinformation about the extent to whithese foundations are

seen related to morality.
Method
Participants

The samp consisted of 47 participants, 4 of them did not answer questions related
to demographic information. Therefore as for therd8pondentg28 female, 15
male) age ranged between 22 and 81E85.93,SD= 8.25).Education levetanged
between primary school and graduate degrdmit 39 respondentwere at least
university graduatesTheir residency and ocpation information is given in dable

36. The political seHpositioning on a 9 point scale (1= left, 5=center, and 9=right)
yielded a positivelyskewed distribution, witiM= 3.53 (SD= 1.42).

Measurement Devices

Participants were given descriptions of each moral foundation, including fiberty
They were asked to write at most 5 words the defirgtijpmme Secondly, they were
asked the specific wosdand adjectives they would use to define each concept
(independent of the definitionThey were free to usbe words in paragraphs. Next,
having read the definitions of foundations twiparticipants rated

® Throughoutdata collection, care has beer ans| at ed as fii I(spsya) ba&@éem, but
fadal e

i 1 gi ¢hasbeertecided to be mersuitable. Similarlyffairness has beenr ansl| at ed as
however fiadaleto is more suitable for justice
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Table36. Demograpkt Information of Participnts,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
Dentig 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 managry 1
Interior Architect 1 Prosecutor 1
Internet Tech. 1 International Relations 1
PhD. in Statistics 1 Unemployed 1
Author 1 Missing 4
Settlementlumber of Participants who spanbst of their livesn)

Ankara 23 Afyonkarahisar 1
Kstanbul 7 Mersin 1
Kz mir 4 Di yarbaker 1
Bursa 3 Eskikehir 1
Adana 1 Almanya (Germany) 1
Missing 4

the extentto which they relate each definition to the moralitastly, participants
answered demographical questigese ApendixE for questionsf 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 Cbnsistentvith the instruction,
the answers of the participants mostly consistedvards only. Participants rarely
formed sentencesr made explanationsThe data were coded according to the
smallest neaningful units, or thematic unjtandthen according to theaegories, as

in Study 2 (see Study 2 for explanatiomhis time, as the data consisted of words
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only, the categorynformation is more subjective and abstract. For instance, some
thematic units of fairness were equalitye k i, impartidity ( t a r ld,fbalana!| é
(denge)and scaldterazi) They laterconstituted the category ééqualityd. Another
example is related to loyalty. Thematic units Galatasaray (a sports club) and knight is
thought to constitutehe category ofi s y mb ol s  oAiso, foronyost loftthe 0 .
caseshierarchicalhigherlevel) categories were forme&or convenience, although
categorical information was formed later then thematic units, below, categorical

information is explained, by looking at the thematic units.

Inter-coder ageement 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 thefi C a guestion. For the answers to the definition of care, the results indicated

that the codes used the same codes up to 93 %. The different codstly stemmed

from the fact t hat one coder used il do not

group of responses, while the other coder ssgde additionat o des such as
agreeo, Bmeamirndgillesmi tedo for the same
80 %. For the answers related to the concept of care, the results indicated that the
coders used the same codes upAd® The different codemostly stemmed from

the fact tha#t answers wereepresented with different codes by different coders. The
codes on the other hand, mostly represent the same meaning indicating a redundant
codingon the part of one ofthecoders For i nstance answer s
of |l oved was ocoldyedomwa t hodidrovefito | oveo
second coder. The code agreement was 70 %or both of the questions,

disagreements were determined and discussed.

Below, for each foundation, the information related to siebolarlydefinition and
then free association is presenfednder definition and conception titlegach
explanation starts with the most frequent thematic tnit®ceeds wittcategorical
information (also see Appendix F, for all thematic units of six foundations, in
Turkish) The rumber of respondents artle frequency ofarticulation of each

thematic unit is indicated in parenthes@@onsidering the indigenousness of the

4 As | believe thatiberty is both characterized by individualizing and binding functions, trest
related to Liberty are followed by Fairness and precedes Loyalty. However throughout the text, |
presented it as the last foundation.
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qualitative information, the thematic units are not translated into Englishbles or
figures Category name are translated into English and all categories (depicted in
italics) are explained in the following section&hile doing this, literal or free
translation was pursued, depending on the cont@&dnerally, for all moral
foundations, an emotion categosyformed. This category entails, emotions, senses,

feelings and concepts used with Ato feel
Care

Definition: The most frequent thematic units associated with the definition of care
are feelingpity/mercy/sorry for someone, compassion (12, BHijection (12, 12),
compassion (11, 11), helping (9, 9), | 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 Figuré for categorical information.

Settings Where Care Does and Does not Exi$te thematic units order and
essentiality are thought to be settings where care exists. On the other hand, settings
where care does not exete described agranny, mobbingdomestic violence and

evil.

Showng Care The thematic units of conscience and patience are thought to be
requirements for care Also thematic units such as responsibility, sensitive,
awareness, responshass tolerance, justice, information and wish are possible
characteristics of pedp who show careThere are a number obntexts, individuals,
institutions and roleshat care is showrof individualswho show care) such as love,
parenting, family, relationship, human being, and a nurturing attitude.

People who are Caredhe thematianits of human being, elderly, pestr, child,
illness, and weak can be groupedtasvhom, when to show, who negd3n the
other hand, vulnerability, neediness and requisiteeed can be described as
characteristics of the caredlhe feelings of the aad are elegance andeeling

specal.

Care Related Emotion€ompassion, love/affection, feeling pity/mercy/sorry can be

summarized as care related emotions.
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Sosyal Bakim, ilgi, Ozen: Kuramsal Tammin Kathmeilara Cagristrdifnn Sozciikler Sosyal Bakim, ilgi, Ozen: Kavramin Katthmalara Cagristirdif Sozciikler

(Care: The Words Particip i with the Theoretical Definition) (Care: Words Participants Associated with the Concept)
Tertip, diizen (2,3) Zorunluluk (1 1) Mezalim (3,3) Mobbing (1,1) Sevgi (20,20)* Yakinlik (3,3) Dostluk (2,2) Detay (2,2) Dikkat (10,10) Titizlik (3,3)
Olmadig: Durumlar : Dikkatini Verme, Farkinda Olma
Oldugu Durumlar 1d (o)} aml. 2 Sevgi, Baghlik - > A ne, .
(Settings Where = b O(Semugungsveth:l:.edlglCareogxxst:' < (Selt)ti:‘legssn\zhgﬁstc)are (Affection, Commitment)  » Soyal Ba}‘(nm], llalfli, Ozenin. 4 (Paying Attention, Being Aware)
Care Exists) & Does not Exist) (The Background of Care) Duyarlilik (2,2)
= A o - Sadakat (1,1) Vefa (1,1) s i Farkindalik (1,1)
Ebeveynlik (4,5)  lliski (1,1) T T Kotiliik (1,1)  (Aile igi) siddet (1,1) T A Sabirh olmak (1,1)
i i nac (1, Hosgori (1,1) ucaklama B
Ask (1,1)* Aile (2,2) Insan (1,1)* Vicdan (4,4) Sabir (1,1) Deger Vermek Daya:j—nmak, S?blrll Olmak
P = % § oy = (Valuing) (Endure, Being Patient)
_1lgi, Ozen Goster(il)en .~ llgi, Ozen Géstermek - ilgi, Ozen igin Gerekenler O'dugwGibi Kabul Bonek lyilik (1,1)
Kisi, Kurum, Baglam, Roller > (Showing Care) (Requircments for Caré) (Accepting As (It) is) Deger vermek (7,8)
(Individuals, Institutions, i a2 S - (kendi Onemsemek (1,1) Yardimsever olmak,
Contexts, Roles Ihtiyag (1,1) aygl duyma (kendine, i * Ozgeci, digerkam yardim etmek (6,7
_ ) istek (1,1) Sorumluluk (2,2) Hassas (2,2) baskalanna) (2.2)* Aile (2:2* Emek (2,2) gajam (1,1 glmak (gl i 6,7)
Incinebilirlik (1,1) Muhtaghk (3,3) Bilgi (1,1 < igi -
a.1 25 LKIE.3) &1 (1,1 ilgi, Ozen Gésterenlerin Ozellikleri = Sefkat (8,8)*  Koruma (3,4) llgi, alaka (3,4) Emek Fedakarlik, ¥ardin Efme
figi, Ozen Gésterilenlerin Ozellikleri Adalet (1,1) (Characteristics Who Show Care) Sakinmak (2,2) ' (Investment) ozveri (5,6)) (Helping)
(Characteristics of the Cared) R & Sefkat, Kollamak i Iifa, thtimam, 6zen (1,1)
el Sianctme : < e arkindalik (1,1) Hosgori (1,1) Duyarlilik (1,1) (Compassion, Protect, Preserve) - —— 3 2 s >
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& = Ask (1,1)* Tyilik = T Saygi duyma (kcndl,:lc, Sefiat (8,5)* Dinl . 1¢ i >
= : Sevgi (12,12)*  (Kindness) eger vermek (1,1) Kollama baskalarina) (2,2) SIS, inleme (2,2) Saygi duyma (kendine, :
: Sevgi (12,12)* g > : A Oz, igtenlik
= > . & i (Preserving) G Dy gl Sevgi (20,20)* baskalarina) (2,2)* (Essence, Sincerity)
= . . — nemsemel 1 = . >
= A?fzﬁ; " > Sosyal, Bakim, llgi, Ozen <4 (Mind, Care) Koruma (6,7) (Related Emotions) Mutluluk (1,1) Diizen, tertip (4,5) Basar (2.2)
£ ( ) Gosterilmesi Siireci T P Adalet (2,2)
E Py T 5 %
> Anlayis ¥The Process °f~Shq“y"¥$am) Onemsemek (1,1) Gostermek (1) Merak (1,1)* ateji (1,1) e g::?(l:,g:k'm' o
(Understanding) Merhamet, A Tepki (1,1) Diizenli, Planl1 Olma ile ilgili Unsurlar | Sonuca ulagma istegi (1,1)
acima (12,12)*  Kayugiz Kalmamak Emek (1,1) Plan(1,1) ~(Being Neat & Organized) (The Elements Related to
Empati (3,3) Sefkat (11,11)* (Not Being Unresponsive, Indifferent) > — = - ¥ “Individual Showmg Care) Moti\.'asyonlar
: Zatnevima(Ll), DraiGa)| | n | el Oz Goutls Muhtag (2,2) < A (Motivations to Care)
Miikemmeliyetgilik (1,1) - Dikkat Etmek, Titizlik Gostermek yurma (1, zveri (2,2)| | &3 Ortamlar, Baglamlar :
(Attentiveness, Meticulous Care) - = B (Settings & Contexts 5(2.3) Bakimh Ya 1,1
Yatirim, Uzerinde Emek = . : . satma (1,1) Merak (1,1)*
Tamma katilmiyorum (2,7) . Olmasi (Investment, Effort) < in/Which Care is: Shown) Vicdan (Well Groomed) (¢
g - Dikkat (5,5) ilgi (3.3) - - (Conscience) Hakkiyla yapma (1,1)
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‘(Ungrouped) itina (1,1) Detay (1,1) (Giving Life, Forming, Promoting) = du; Vicdan (1,1) Sorumluluk (1,1) | Begeni (1,1) (g::t,]t) ncelik (2,2)
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Kategori (1,1) insan kaynaklari (1,1 Varetme (1,1)  Cogaltma (1,1) Biyiitme (1,1) (Ungrouped) istek (1,1)  Giizel giyinme (1,1) Disiinceli (1,1) Egitimli (1,1)

Figure 7. Categorical Information of Care, Study 3
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The Process of Showing Carkhis category indicates the ways to care. Care may
involve affection (affection, intimacy)understandindempathy, compassion, feeling
pity), kindness(humanism, goodness, politenespfeserve (helping, protecting,
possessivenesspttentiveness, meticulous caxattention, concern, detail, care,
perfectionism), giving life, forming, promoting(giving life, reproduce, rearing,
fostering),investment, efforfallocating time, investment, sedfcrifice), not being

unresponsive or indiffereifto show, reaction), anaiind, care(valuing, care about).

Concept The mostfrequent thematic units associated with the conoémare are
affection (20, 20)attention (10, 1) compassion (8, 8); value (7, 8); helping, being
helpful (6, 7); seksacrifice (5, 6); order, regularity (4, 5); protect/preserve (3, 4);

interest (34); andallocate time for (4, 4).

The Background of CareA number ofthematic units are thought to indicatee
backgroundor care.The background may involegfection, commitmer{ffection,
intimacy, loyalty), accepting as it is(tolerance, embraceagspecting others and
oneself, family),valuing (valuing, caring about)enduring, being patien{being
patient), andpaying attention, being awarddetail, attention, meticulousness,

sensitivenesgndawareness).

Ways to Show Careésome thematic units ave been gathered to indicate ways to
show care. These ways airerestment(investment, care, concern, secrifice),
helping (being helpful, goodness, altruismjpmpassion, protection, preservation
(compassionprotecting possessiorkeeping safenot hurtingnor harming satisfy

the needscarg, and constructive communicatiofcommunicate, allocating time,
empathy, encourage, showing, trying to understand, listening to). Respondents also
articulatedsome tangible, active ways to show cajing ideas, talking, warning,

guiding, or giving advice.

Care Related EmotionsCompassion, love/affection, happiness, curiosity and

respecting other & one self can be summarized as care related emotions.

The Elements Related to Individual Showing C&eumberof thematic units can
be interpreted as characteristics related to the person who cares about something.

These can be spe@fi asbeing neat and organizefrderliness, strategy, plan),
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being gentle(educated, considerate, delicacheing well groomedcleanliness,
dressing well,admiration), conscience(conscience, responsibility)ssence and
sincerity(essence of the humanity, sincerignuinenessgespect others & one self).
Justice, success, wish to reach a desired end state, make ssomeeti@ngo live,
curiosity and fulfill the dutyproperly can be listed awotivations to careFamily,

work, marriage and needy can be listedettings in which care is shown
Fairness

Definition: The most frequent thematic units associated with the concépirrméss
are equality (19, 19); behaving honestly (7, 7); trustworthiness (7, 7); collaboration,
cooperation, partnership (4, 7); | do not agree with the definition (2, 6); law (6, 6);

right (5, 5); conscience (4, Jee Figure for categorical informabn.

Waysto Achieve FairnessThe definition of fairness primed a number of thematic
units that can be grouped as ways to achieve fairness. These waggualiéy
(equality, balance, impartiality, scalé)eing fair (treating fairly, fairness, rights,
just), honesty (acting honestly,righteousness, right)reciprocity (collaboration,
cooperation, partnership, expecting something in return, law, right, sgal
share/ being in favor of sharingp be recompensed for your effgrtprotecting
others (empathy, helpful, humanism, protectionprotecting one self(survive,
protecting one self), andeasoning about right and wrondjudging, acting
reasonably, distinguishing good and bad, being able to select a person). Participants
also indicategpassive way to achieve justigahat is, they described what not to do
to achieve justice: not abusing, not to desgme® ne 6 s noti tg Hreas ,

conditionally, not to be unfair, not to show favoritism/nepotism.

Concepts Related to Judiciarfgespondents articukedl some concepts relatedlaw
& sanction (law, court,punishmentto judge, prison, right) angidiciary (lawyer,
courthouse, prosecution, judge).

Injustice Concepts related to injustickoil down to three pointsunjust person
(selfishness, untrustwibty, men, spy),actions of injustice(selfinterest/ (self
seeking) unresponsiveness, nepotism, abuse) r@sdlt of injustice(overreaction,

extremism, reaction to injusticeésistanceo injustice.
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Figure 8. Categorical Information of Fairness, Study 3
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State When Fairness Achievdthematic unitselated to a fair state can be listed as

gain, right, essentiality, order, seriousness/reality/reliability.

Fairness Related ContextSome thematic units are thought to describe fairness
related contexts, such as group, society, nation, world, relatignsieip, there in
none in this country (the fact that there is no justice in Turkey).

Emotions, Intuitions & Cognitions Related to Fairne$tere are some thematic
units that can be listed as fairness related emotion, cognition or intuitions; for
instance, trustworthiness, conscience, respect, hope, morality;regbiect/self
esteem, affection, essence of humanity, friendship, emotion, personality, honor, and
self-love.

Absolute Justicé Justice Belief Relying on Religious FaittSome thematic units
seemto relate fairness with religion and absolute fairness. These are world, god,

afterworld, and faith.

Concept The most frequent thematic units associated with the concdpiroéss

are equality (17, 17); right (8, 8); fair (6, 6); society (3, 5); cmme (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 idral one wants to achiev@abstract, not
reachable, difficult, wishideal, utopia, lofty). Also it is associated wigguality,
(equality, impartiality, scalehonesty(not lying, trustworthiness, righteousness, not
cheating, fairness, honestgssence, expressing one sélight/righteousness,
austerity, freedom, beingple to bean individual,fundamental tdhumanityessence
of humanity be at peace with oreelf, individual), being fair, fairness(right,
fairness, just)sincerity, transparencysincerity, being open, not being sneakiness),
kindness, understandingmpahy, notharming kindness, goodwillfundamental to
humanityhumanly),morality (virtue, morality) andfair distribution/sharing(rights,

a fair distribution of effort/labor, value and loveaturity, respecting and liking
others, tolerance and not judg or not holding in contempt indicates the idea of
fiaccepting as it 8 . Wetontéxts of justicecan be gathered as interpersonal,
motherfather, everyone, society, social state, amtlamental to humanitypésis of
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humanity, justice systencan be dscribed withthematic unitsof punishmentlaw,

an area of work, judging, system, authority, and judici@ome participants stressed
the state factor in justicby referring to the facts that justice system is insufficient,
justice should be just, thediathat it does not exist in countries like Turkey, that it is
relative (changeperson to persQnReaction, not accepting injustice and conscience
can be g mwbeun thera is iajssti@gdiEmotions caused by fairnesan be
summarized as rastworthy/eliable, happy, composure, regp, and serenity
Participants also mentioned being knowledgeable, discerning right and wrong, giving
the right decision, intellect, and consciousness referring to fairnekssbrating and
deciding on what is right & wran There are some additional thematic units that did
not form any category, such as thruggleof right and wrong, strugglef goodness

and evil, order, and appropriateness.
Loyalty

Definition: The most frequent thematic units associated with the contdpyalty
are honesty (7, 7); belongingness (7,b8trayal (6, 6); loyal (6, 6); trustworthiness
(5, 5); unity/solidarity (5, 5); family (5, 5); fanaticism, fascism (1, 4); harmony,

cohesiveness (3, 45ee Figur® for categorical information.

What 5 Loyalty?: Keeping promise and being honéstiability, honesty, pacta sunt
servanda/ keeping promisegommitment(loyal, commitment, loyalty)discipline
(discipline, principled, education, orderpvestment/effortinvestment,investing
time), keepng a secret(secrecy, keeping a lot of secrets), aletlicate, sacrifice
(dedicate, sacrificeseltsacrificg are thought to define loyalty.

Contexts of LoyaltyA number of thematic units that are associated with loyalty are
gathered as contexts of mlyy, that is women, family, marriage, spouse, identity,

past, friends, friendship, nation, love, and soldier.

Emotions Related to LoyaityEmotions associated with loyalty are affection,

reliable/confidenthonor, self-esteem/ selfrespect, fear, trusgnd respect for the
group.
Symbols of LoyaltyGalatasaray (a sports club) and knight can be grouped as

symbols related to loyalty.
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Sadakat: Kavramm Katihmeilara Cagristirdig: Sozciikler

(Loyalty: Words Particip A iated with the C pt)
Kadnlar (1,1) Aile (5.5) Evlilik (2.2) Es(1.1) Galatasaray (1,1) Varolmamn geregi (1.1) Istek (1.1) Sorgulanabilir itaat (1,1) Ozgur irade, birey (1,2) Suariiden ayrilamayan (1,1) Tek basina hareket edemeyen (1.1)
Asker (1,1) < s " ‘I_\h Sovalye (1.1)  Olmazsa olmaz (1.1) Igten gelen (1.1) Optimum Sadakat Baghlik Tarleri . Kolelik (1.1)
T .T:‘l‘;:l\::\_l:;:i]?:\“;];;:\] km‘fllk (1.1 e T TSRO (Optimum Loyalty) (Types of Loyalty) (::;::_]::l':; Tz‘iaakl}t]\l) Bagiml (1.1)
Geemis (1.1) Symbols of Loyalty D,

(A Part of Life)

Millet (1,1 e Ask (1,1)* Kendini ifade etme (1.2) Risksizlik (2.2)*
et (LD fSostlar, dostlak (2.2) Emin (1.1)* Saglam (1.1) e LT Aile (2,2) § )

Sevgi (3.3)* . — Inang (2.2) Bask1 (1,1) Biroyselliktenyzakidl.1)
adakat ile Tlgili Duygular Ozsayg (1.)*  Kisilikli (1.1) Seref (1.1)* _Sadakat Beklenen Baglamlar Hastam Ly yok eden Giil) Biat kultura (2,2)
Emotions Related to Loyalty Gruba sayg (LD* (Contexts of Loyalty) s = TV Onur (1,1)*
T = Grup (3.7 RAYEL L e
Seref (1L1)* Guven (3,3)* Korku (1LD*  Sadik (6.6) Baghhk (3.3) ) p G0 Sadakat Ile Ilgili Duygular Saygr (1.1)*
57 2 = i fikeli (1.1) Vatan (1,1) Geemis (1.1)  Durustluk, séziintn eri olmak (6.6)  (Emotions Related to Loyalty)
Gruba saygi (LD* Durastluk (7.7) Ahde vefa (1.1) < & Vefa (1,1)] [Disiplin (1.1} 7R ¢ 3

Baghhk * Ihanet etmemek. aldatmamak (2.2) ts birligi (1.1 Baglihk (3.3)
4 - Bgiti § 21 (LD Ack (1.1)* i
T ]y il o, DR o ol o 44 Egitim (ogrenilebilir/ sk (1.1) Guven (7,7)*

e < egitimin ogrettigi?) (2.2) . s ilirli
Adamak (1,1 (Keeping Promise, Honesty) @iscipline) /g L= — Guvenilir (6,6) . @@DUrUSHUk, Guveniliiiyy o ERFERERPEMICk orrakiik kurmak (11 s
a.n = e (Honesty. Trustworthiness) . . aklik kurmak (1.1) " (Commitment)
A damak, Feda Etmek Sadakat Nedir? Diizen (order) (1.1)* (Acting Collectively)
l;cck)k.az'lzﬂ;.) P (Dedicate, Sacrifice) (What is Loyalty?) Emek < Emek (1D Guven (7.7) Birlikte harcket etmek (6.6) Vefa (3.3)
ozveri -
= e (Investment/Effort) TR Samimivet (2.2) T T RS T e 2 edaleatlie
Gug/la Olma < Gue .D Sir Tutma G v Iyi iletisim (1.4) amimiyet (2.2)  Topluca/beraber hareket etmek (2.2) Fedakarlik (5,6) Sadik olmak (2,2)
. < 3z 5 = 3
(Having/Being Power/ful) (Keeping A Secrel)' iliski (1.1) Zaman yatirmm (1.1) ol T Tetsn Gruba katkida bulunma (1.1) Grubu savunma (2.2)
Py Sir kapi (1.1) (Consts 3 ’Cy s~ tion) Grubun lehine (2,2)
Gig birli 1.1 3irlik Olusturmak ve Sonuglari T = onstructive Communication . s
20y buhil (4D s 3 Grup/Aidiyet Olusturma < Birlik (5,5) Incelik (1.1)

Uyum. harmoni (3.4) 3uilding Alliances & Its Resultg

9 7 3 Gruba Anlamh Katkida Bulunma
3 Eorming Groups!] '*e“’“li“g"c“k Aidiyet 7,7)] VB D*  Uyum (1,1)  Anlagma 2.3) ( AG:“P ;"‘Ff"“&fﬂ . (Contributing to the Group)
: ctive Role in Group
Uyum, Genislemis Benlik Sevgi. Guven, Adalet Ortam Grup, gruplasma (2,2) )
(Harmony, Extended Self) (An Environment of Affection, Trust & Justice) Beraber yasama (1.1) Birliktelik (1.1
: < peel) evIen o Yakamlalok (1,1)
| v ; A v ¥ ¢ Hog bir duygu yasama (1.1) Bireyleri yonlendirebilme (1.1) — .
tenlik (1.2
¢ e Adalet (1.1) Guven (3.3)* Sevgi (3.3)* Emin (1.D* Bir Arada Yasayabilme Kararhlik (2.2)

. Disiplin (1.1) Tlke (1.1

Hassasiyet (1.1) parcan olarak gormek (1.1) P (Being Able to Live Together) P! e (1.1)
aska (1, Otoriterlik (1.1)  Fanati fosiz

Diuizen (monotonluk) (1.1)* toriterlik (1.1)] [Fanatizm, fasizm (1.,4)

Takim ruhu tasiyan (1.1)
Basbakan (1.1)

v A 4 Koyun (1.1) Birlikten gu¢ dogmasi (1.1) @ SaldakBat' DlSl]];l-ln,' Ylﬁk & $uk Get.l:_ll-,t
ﬁ Kotitye Kullammmin Sonucu > Baski Rejimi Yaratma Korku (1,1)* Renksiz (1,1)) | Kota gande v dadl 11 Birlik (1.1) b mes e StponrOlbe
= » (Result of Abusing) (Building an Oppressive Regime) = st 6t ginde yamnida olma:(l.1)
% ] - ol Rcih:indc Trsan/Taphaa Sahiplenmek (1.1) Kendi tercihlerinden vazgegebilmek (2.3)
S Ceza. cezalandirma (3.3 o S I - = 2 Koruyucu Ortam ; .
¥ eza. ce (3.3) (Individual/ Soovle‘,‘ n Aa" UPT;SS“G Regime) (Protective Environment) Ozgurliukten kismi gonulli vazgegmek (1.1)
“ikarcilik (1.1) Faydale Sadaks < > Kulle Bl
(& »i d_\dal:ll’.llnﬂ > 1dakatin Kotaye Kullanim? Itaat (3.3) Basitlik (1.1) Risksizlik (2.2)* . ) - $m.
Faydalanma (1,1) » (Benefiting) (Abusing Loyalty) Tekanse 6D & T Teslimiyet (1.1) Feragat etmek (1,1) (Compromise)
3G . . 4 > mur (1.
fbne (1,1) ; (r“‘uln ) Saygi (1,1)* e e s RS Toplumla bitinlesme (1.1) Zorunluluk (1,1)
- < ikl Ihanet Sadakatsiz Insanlar Romantizm (1.1) i Gruplandirilmayan
Hain (1.1) T (Treason) (Disloyal People) - Viedan (1.1)
Dének (1.1) v 4 < A W Tuhaf (1,1)  Micadele (1.1) Digerine Saygi, Ozsayg Aidiyet. Butiinlesme (Ungrouped)
. (Respect & Self-Esteem) (Belongingness & Integration)
Arkadan vurma (1.1) [hanet (6.6) Katil (1.1) Hirsiz (1,1) Yalaner (1,1)  Tamma katilmiyorum (1.2)

I¢ten pazarhkh (1.1)  Anlatmak zor (1.3)

Figure 9. Categorical Ifiormation 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 Somethematic units described a loyal person, that is honor; self

esteem / selfespect, firm, principled, and respect for the group.

Building Alliances & Its ResultsParticipants strongly referred forming groups,
creating belongingnesérelations, unitig, belongingness, group, grouping). They
also mentioned sincerity, fairness, trust, affection, reliable / confident, feeling good
that may refer tan environment of affection, trust and justielarmony, extended

self (harmony, sensitivity, seeing a patt 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 loyal®uilding an oppressive regimis explained

through prime minister (most probably referring to PM of Turldeying data

collection RecepTayyi p Erdojan), monotony, opp
fanaticism and fascisniThe individual and/or society in an oppressive regisie
explained through fear, sheep (referring to being docile, submissive), uncolored
(dull), simplicity, uniformly, and oédience.Benefiting a possible act of abusing

loyalty, can be described as utilization and-gakrest/ selfseeking The result of

abusing loyaltyis evil andpunishment penalization. As a part of abusing loyalty,
participants also mentioned betrhydisloyal people(lmurderer, thiefliar), treason

(treason, stab in the back), amgitor (traitor, renegade).
Some additional units such as romanticism or struggle did not form a category.

Concept The most frequent thematic units associated wittctimeept oloyalty are
trust (7, 7); group (37); taking a joint action (6, 6); trustwortl{@, 6); honesty (6, 6)
belongingness, feeling belgimg to/ a bond between (6,; &elf sacrifice (5, 6); good
communicationl, 4); affection (4, 4).

Types of byalty. Participants explained different types of loyalty that boiled down to

two groupsRestricting Loyaltyrefers to obedience culture, oppressigayery, and

nonexistence of risk. This type of loyalty is depenéerand away from

individualism. h this kind of loyalty, people cannot act independently and they are
110



just sheeps in a her@re not able to leave the her@n the other handyptimum
loyalty is constructed as a result of a choice, it is genuma.relation where there is
optimum loyalty, obedience isnegotiable;individual has freewill and is able to

express herself/himself

Contexts of LoyaltyThere are some thematic units that explained where loyalty is

expected, such as family, love, faith, group, past, and homeland.
Emotions Relatetb Loyaltycan be listed as honor, respect, trust, love, and affection.

Loyalty is associated withonesty trustworthinesgtrust, reliable, not betraying or
cheating on, honestypcting collectively(cooperation, acting collectively, acting
together forming association);ommitmen{commitment,being loya] faithfulness/
loyalty), constructive communicatiofgood communicationsincerity, affection,
harmony/congruence, consensus, delicaoytributing to the grouin favor of the
group, contributig to the group, sacrifice, defending the groug@ing able to live
together(living together, togetherness/association, having a team spirit, unity, safety
in numbers) belongingness and integratidbelongingness, feeling belongingness,
surrender/devatin, integration with the societyand having an active role inthe
group (decisiveness, being able to guide individuaRarticipants mentioned that
loyalty provides with grotective environmer{possessiveness, the state of-nisk,
supporting someoni dark days) bringsdiscipline and responsibilitydiscipline,
responsibility, principle)requirescompromisgbeing able to give up own choices,
waiving freedom halvillingly, 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 conceptludrity
are order (8, 10); hierarchy, status (8, 8); obedience (6, 6); harmony (4, 5);

postion/rank (3, 4);andstate (4, 4)See Figurd 0 for categorical information.

Examples of AuthorityLaw, state, regulatignsupervisor, education, leader, prime

minister, soldier and police are listed as examples of authority.
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Otoriteye Saygi: Kuramsal Tanmimin Katithmecilara Cagristirdif Sozciikler »
(Respect for Authority: The Words Participants Associated with the Theoretical Definition)

Kanun (1,1) Devlet (4,4) Hukuk (1,1) Basbakan (1,1) Uniforma(1,1) Baba(1,1) Mahkeme (1,1)
Amir (1,1) w k[m > Asker (3,3) Emir komuta (1,1) Ok llﬂs l ““i
Egitim (1,1) (anmplos of Authority) Polis (1,1) ~ Makam (3,4)* (53’“‘""" of 4 “‘ﬂ“’m”
Lider (2,2) Giiven (1,1)* Sistem (1,1) Hiyerargi, asama, statii vb. (8,8) Y&netilme (1,1)  Cop (1,1)
Saygi (3,3)* Ofke (1,1) Makam (3,4)* Simifsal 6zellikler (1,1)
) T __ Korku (1,1) m Hiy.enx?:l‘li;hlerqls‘l"_apx 5 Yetke (3.3)
[ moﬁomkela&edmAuthnﬂty .~ Otoritenin Olmadiga Durum S Giig (3.3)
= * (Condition Without Authority) Anarsi (1,1) 1ktidar (1,1)
OtotiteumOlmasn Dogal ihti
yag (1,1) Diizensizlik (1.1 _Otoritenin Yan Kazanimlar
(Authority is Natural) - Otoritesiz (1,1) D2k (LD (e Benefits of Authority)’
Heryerde var (1,1) —ooon ®10) Asayis (1.1) _ s Disiplin (1,1) Yasak (1,1)*
)ﬁrhehmchon of Authority)y

Kural Koyma

Adaleti Saglama, Diizeni Koruma
(Establish Rules)

(Establish Justice, Maintain the Order) Yonetme (1,1)

icraat (1,1)
Kural (2,2) Smnirlar (3,3)

Sartlar saglanmiyorsa saygi duyulacak bir kavram degil (3,3)
Sorumluluk (3,3)*

Yiiriitme, Yonetme
Adalet (1,1)* (Execute, Manage)
Hakkaniyet (1,1)

Uyum (4.5) Kurallara uyma (1,1)

Diizeni koruma (2,2)*

Bazi insanlar otoriteye hi¢ sayg: gostermez (1,1)

Otorite ve Takipg¢ide Olmasi Gerekenler

(Characteristics An Authority & Follower Need to Have) Uyumsuzluk

1,1

Otoriteyi Sevmeyenler
(Those Who Do Not Like Authority)
Uygun davramis (1,1) - gayg-karsilikli (3,3)* Gorev (1,1) e
Kabul etme-mesruiyet (1,1) Giiven-karsihikli (1,1)*  Bilgi (1,1)
Olumsuz Otorite -Olumsuz Takipgi

(Negative Authority -Negative
Follower)

Kolelik (1,1)

Otoriteye Sayg: Duymanin Sartlar:
(Conditions Under Which Authority Can Be Respected)

Saygisiz (1,1)
Hak edilebilir (1,1)
Adalet (1,1)*
Sorumluluk (3,3

Zaman zaman otoriteye

m T i Diizeni koruma (2,2)* Sorumsuz (1,1)
ye sayg1 gostermemiz gerekir (1,1

: z iktidarcilik (1,1 itaat (6,6
Sorgulama (1,1) Direnis (2,2) LG, R S e 1
Giigliiniin yaninda iktidarcihik Bireyligi Yitirme  ysnlendirme Kolelik
Sorgulayicilik olmak (1,1) (Pro-Power) (Deindividuation) cabasi (1,1) (Slavery)
(Questionerness, - s Minnet (1,1)
tionical tayeKatalTvu'lm' », Koyunluk (1,1) Bagimhiik (1,1) > =<
Questionicalness) TA& T Auﬂmnty) - g-
Baskaldin (1,1) v 1S Sahip ¢ikma-lidere (1,1) MalmmmtatumarBdﬂm pay
Asiler (1,1 Geli lik (1,1 (‘““‘mm“mﬁmy} =
Sarsicilik siler (1,1) Lidere Baghlik elismemislik (1,1) T
(Subversiveness) (Loyalty to the Leader) Gelismemislik ()Lgurluklen Kisitlama

Baglilik (1,1)
Lidere baghlik (1,1)

(Not Being Developed) (Restricting Liberties)

Qmp]-ndmlmaym Dolayh (1,1) Baski (1,1)
- (Ungrouped) - Kisitlanma (2.2)

isyan (2,2) Bilingsizlik (1,1)

Asilik (1,1) Otorite figiirii korunur (1,1) Bilmiyorum (1,1)

Figure 10. Categorical Information of Authority, Study 3

Korii koriine inanma (1,1) Kodle efendi ahlak: (1,1)

Otoriteye Saygi: Kavramun Katthmcilara Cagristirdig: Sozciikler
(Respect for Authority: Words Participants A iated with the C pt)

Okul sistemi (1,1)  Toplum diizeni (1,1)

ailei2,2) Otorite Baglam ve Ornekleri
Tabu (1,1) (Contexts & Examples of Authority)
Gereklilik (1,1)

Devlet diizeni (1,1)
Atatiirk (1,1) Fazlaysa dogal degil (2,3)

Her yerde ve her zaman muhakkak bulunan (1,1)
Zorundalik (1,1)

Otorite ve Ona Saygi Hayatin Bir Pargas1

Vatandashk (1,1) (Respect for /Authority is Part of Life)
Lider (1,1) Hukuk metinleri (1,1)
Emir ve komuta

sistemi (1,1) Korunmasi gereken (1,1)

Somut bir sekilde yénetebilme (2,2) Makama hiirmet (1,1)

Hiyerarsiye uyum (1.1) Profesyonellik (1,1)

Ginliik hayattaki hiyerarsik iliskiler (1,1)

Bireysel dzgiirliiklere saygili (1,1)*  Silah kullanmayan (1,1)*

Hak teslimi (1,1) Sayg istenmez

hak edilir (1,1)*
Sinirlari, kurallar
olan (1,1)*

Akil, bilgisi ile
inandiran (1,1)*

Bilgi (1,1)

Karar verebilme (1,1) Kurallar (1,1)

Mesruiyet (1,1)

Sorumluluk (3,3) Optimum Otorite Giig (3.3)

Giig Sahibi Olmak
(Optimum Authority)

(Having Power)
Kural Disiplin
) (Rules & Discipline)

Topluma
yaklagmak (1,1) Biitiinliik duygusunun
korunmasim saglayan (1,1)

Karsilikli saygi (2,2) Muhakeme (1,1

Kurallara uyma (1,1) Disiplin (1,1)

Hiyerarsi (2,2)

Huzuru saglama (2,2) Simirhiik (1,1)

Otoritenin Islevi

(The Function of Authority) Hiyerarsik Yap1

Di 4,5 % 5
Hzen (4.9) (Hierarchical Structure)

Adalet, adil (2,2) Mertebe (1,1)

Bir arada yasam
igin gerekli (1,1) Diiristlik (1,1)

Grup iklerinin d. lenmesi (1,1) Makam (2,2)

Statii (1,1)
Korku (3.3)
Sayg (3,3)

Grup dinamiklerinin beni i(1,1) Sahiplenme (1,1) Empati (1,1)

Otorite ve Takipgi Iliskisi Giiven (1,1)

Uygun dil (2,2) (Relation between Authority & Follower)

Elestiri dozu (1,1)
Otoriteye Kars1 Duygular
(Emotions For Authority)
Baghilik, sadakat (1,2)

Gerektiginde Otoriteyi Elestirme
(Criticizing Authority When Necessary) Kabullenme (1,1)

Siddet (1,1)* Otoriteye baskaldir (1,1) Oftoriteye Saygiy1 Yanhs Bulmak Hayranlhk (1,1)
(Finding Respect for Authority Wrong) Giice sayg1 (1,1)

Otorite Islevini Yerine Getirmezse

(When Authority Doesn't Fulfill its Function) Yanhs (1,1) Gereksiz (1,1)

Cehalet (1,1)

Ozgiirliigii kisitlayic: (3,3)

Otoriteye giivenin sarsilmasi (1,1) Kétiiye kullanim (1,1)

Otoritenin Kétitye Kullanimi

Siddet (1,1)* (Misuse of Authority)

Kendinden vazge¢mek (1,1)
Sorgulamamak (2,2) ezian;n(el n

itaatkar (2,2)

itaat (3,3)  fgismar (1,1)

Kaliplagsmak, Pasifize Olmak

(Patterned, Pacified) Tahakkiim (baski, zorbalik) (1,1)  Simirlandinilma (1,1)

Boyun egme (3.3) Vicdan (1,1) Gruplandinlmayan

i F ngrouped
Kisisel karar alma yetisinin sakatlanmasi (1,1) Pasif olmak (1,1) Biling (1,1) (Ungrouped)
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Symbols of AuthorityCourt / courthouse, father, uniform, chain of command,

position, baton (nightstick).
Emotions Related to Authorigye respect, trust, anger, and fear.

The Existence oAuthority is Natural This category indicates that authority is a
natural part of fie 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 / StructureRespodents referred to hierarchical nature of
relationships with thematic units such as position, hierarchy, being led, and class

characteristics.

The Function of AuthorityThe thematic units referring to the function of authority
boiled down to three typeg&stablishing rulesnvolves discipline, prohibition, rule,
and limits. The executive functiorefers to management and execution. The last
function, establishing justice, maintaining orderefers to order, public

order/security, justice, fairness, and ntaining the order.

Side Benefits of AuthorityApart from the function of authority, there are some side

benefits, such as power, authority (capability), and power of execution.

Authority & Follower Respondents explaingdose who do not like authorityith
thematic units such aff 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 fegitimacy/ acceptance,
reciprocal respect, reciprocal trust, information, justice, responsibility, maintaining
the order, and deservabldegative authority / negative followerefers to
disrespectful and irresponsiblehich could be indicated either the authority or the
follower. Similarly, characteristics an authority and follower should haie not
discernible, therefore attributed to both: harmony / conformity, following rules,

responsibility, duty, and appropriate behavior.

Abusing the PositianRespondents described some ditions under which power is

abused:slavery (slavery, slavanaster rulesgratitude/negative feeling of being
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indebted, t he f o oregridtingtlibesties (being rgalricteldler y ou ) ,
inhibited oppression, prohibition) ambt being developeghot being developed, not

being cognizant).

Attitudes Towards AuthorityThe 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,
submissivenesspro-power( def ending the people on pow
side), subversiveness(revolt, uprising, rebels, rebellion)guestionerness /

guestionicalnes@taking a questioning attitudegyestioningresistance).

Concept The most frequent thematic units associated with the concejitiodrity
areorder @, 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); submig&§ipA),andresponsibility

(3, 3).

Contexts and Examples of Authomie schoosystem, the societal order, state order,
At at, daw kexts, leader, theystem ofchain of command, taboo, family and

citizenship.

Respect for Authority and Authority afeart of Life This category consisted of
thematic units of acessity, respect for authority, conformity with the hierarchy,
hierarchical relations in daily life, professionalism, present everywhere and anytime,

andneed to be protected.

Hierarchical Strut¢ure: Respondents referred to hierarchical structure with thematic
unit such adierarchy, status, position/levaindrank.

Emotions for Authaty are espect, fear, trust, awandrespect for power.

The Function of Authoritys listed adollowing rules, providing withthe protection
of the feeling of unity/ wholeness, providipgace order, needed for collective life,

balancing group dynamics, internalizing group dynamics, and fajrfa@ss

Optimum Authorityis described as with the following thetitaunits: approaching

the sooety, responsibility, legitimacyeinstatement (being fair, not denying rights),

*Mustafa Kemal Atatg¢rk: the foblukeder and first pre
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respedul for individual liberties, knowledge, to be able to difewinagein a
tangible way, not using weapongspect is not demanded it deserved having
limits and rules, persuading with intellect and informatioowledge and reciprocal

respect.

Authority is associated witlhaving power(being able to make decisions, power,
reasoning), and rules and discipline(rules, discipline, being limited). Some
respondents think thatespect for authority is wrong (unnecessary, ignorance,
wrong), most probably because misuse of authorityfrestricts freedom, tyranny,
limiting, bullying, to be bullied, abuse, violence) or the possibilithehgpatterned
or pacified (disability of personadecisiontaking skill, submission, olzkent, not

questioning, obediencbeing passive, giving up / waiving yoursglf)

The relation between authority and followisr explained througtpossegirotect,
honesty,empathy, commitment, loyalty and acceptanodicating a mutual nature
Some respondents think that wgian appropriate language and dosage; one should
criticize authority when necessaryhey also mentionedhen 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 concejinofity
arereligion (10, 10); child, baby (5, 6); cleanliness (5, 5); morality, moral value (4,
4); nobility (4, 4);andspirituality (4, 4).See Figurd.1for categorical information.

Sanctity in Different Base3here are many bases with which sanctity/purity can be
explainedthese areeligion basedreligion, faith, god, religious belief, sacrester
world), child based(my childhood, a little girl, child, babyhome/family relations
based(family love, family, mother, home)yature and natural cycle basddeath,
water, nature, life)homeland base(flag, homeland)body basedbody, virginity,

protection),andmorality baseqmorality, moral value) sanctities.

Negative Notions About Sanctifjhe negative connotations about sanctity are listed
asdogmatic, patterne@aboo, cannot be criticized, dogmbits freedom(slavery,

captivity), distant from human natur@rtificialism, distant from

® The term(patternedhas been barwedfrom Balance Model of self (Imam] | u , 1994, 2003) .
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humanity/humanism)ynnecessary, wrongvrong, unnecessarygponstructedbeing
socialized; there is no sacred, this is made up by humans; using uprightness/honor in

a wrong way)andradicalnesgdevoutness, deviance).

The Regulatory Function of Sanctifyarticipants listed two regulatory functions of
sanctity. Inhibitory function refers to sin, avoidance, and forbidden things (by
religion). Thepreservativefunction refers to protect, to be proted, sacred (things

that are preserved), and untouchable.
Emotions Related to Sanctaye disgust, love, pure love, family lomdhappiness.

The Factors of SanctityRespondents defined sanctity (and purity) with a wide range.
Accordingly, sanctity efers to avalue (valuable),cleanness, puritycleanness, not
being dirty, clean, bathroom, contamination, crystallipele, not changedpure,

not mixed, unadulterated, not changedpbility (heroes, nobility, loftiness),
naturalness (natural, genuine emotions, originality), affection (kindness,
sacred/beloved, affect, pure loveerfecton (perfection, divine),transcendence
(psychological power, away from ambitiomsd bad thoughtsless earthly and
perfect, complete bein@gmaturity, wisdom being balanced, humbleness, high in

ranking).

Concept The most frequent thematic units associated with the conceganatity
arechild, children (5, 5); goodness (5, 5); an emotion (1laddipure (3, 4).

Sanctity in Different Base®eligion based (religpsity, angel, faith, religion, holy

book, divine power, god, sinlesf)pdybased (virgin, an ideads
i mportant t h a n invastménthaked &(effortpnatura basgd (nature,

animals, finding human being sacreqdition based (tadition, grace)child centric

(child, children, loving children)family based (mother, family)justice based
(justice),selfbased (striving for being a good person, the search for self, being self

searching for the truth inside, not outside, stayngyafrom evi) sanctity types are

noted

Perceptions of SanctityParticipants stated that sanctity valued (special, valued,

important, esteemedyjeal (does not exist in reality, noery probable; ideal; lofty;

abstractdesirable to be), andfaeling (it is an emotion, to be felt). They also noted
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that sanctity and purity remind different thing¥he attitudes towards the sacred
indicate that sacred things are worth protectiadjspensible the common eternal

and ultimate wish of humanity.

Emotians Related to Sanctity and Purdyelove, fear, composure, affection, respect,
and feeling pity.

Symbols Related to Sanctity and Puatg tiboo, whiteandmilk.

Definitions Related to Sanctity and PuritParticipants explained sanctity quite
widely. Their answers are summarizedcasnpassior(acting with good intentions,
to be likeable, kindness, compassiofige thought(free thought, enlightenmeént
balance (balance, neutral)pure (pure; not mixed, unadulterateeiot changed
purenesg being cmscientious(moral, conscientious)simple, natural (natural,
simple, just like the first day)pure love, loyalty, sacrificdto love without an
expectationn return affection, sacrifice, not thinking arbenefits, being altruistic,
allocating time),sprituality, psychological power, transcenden(@etachment from
time, psychological power, be reset, beyond dimenskmonesty(honesty, not lying,
always true, genuinenessinocence(sinless, mnocence, the innocence fatiside
the selj and being clean, not contaminatednot contaminated by, cleanness,
transparent, being very clean).

Liberty

Definition: The most frequent thematic units associated with the concditeaiy
are resistance (8, 8); equality, eliminating inequality, defending equality7{;
individual (7, 7);rebellion (4, 5); independence (4, 5); composure (2, 4); right (4, 4);
unity (4, 4); respect (3, 4); opptish (4, 4);andoppression (4, 4). See Figuta for

categorical information.

Levels of LibertyPar t i c i p a n tofslibertypcanrbe grquped io three levels.
Individual Levelof Liberty refers toself (psyche, individual, selfstaying authentic
(not compromising onyour belies, inner resistance) anéxpressing orself
(expressing self, frem). Non-human level of Liberty is indicated by nature.
Societal and Interpersonal Levef Liberty refers to community, unity, peace, and
human rights.
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- Saglam ve Dayamkl Tutum
- (Firm & Robust Attitude) ¥
Hayat dolu olmak (1,1) Direnis ve Sebat
(Resxstence & Pemevemnee) i
Yasam igin Gerekh
(Essential for Life)

Harekete gegmek (1,1)
Canlilik Yargilamamak (1,1) Anlayabilmek (1,1)

Sorumluluk (1,1) QG Kuralli (1,1)

Sevgi (1,1)* Sevgi, Kabul 3 Boyun egmeme,
Suurlas (3.3) TR e 5 )" QNGRS A  minnet ctmems (1.1)
Ozgiir uxal, ktirir icdan — )
(Liberty R Rule & Di (C ience) Boyunduruk ve Zulme Direnme
= (Resistance to Tyranny&Oppression

Duyarh (1,1)

Kisiye deger verilmesi (1,1) Zulme kars: ¢ikabilmek (1,1) Bagkaldirabilen (1,1)

Her seyi yapabilmek (1,1)

Dogrulugu Onemseme
(Valuing Righteousness)

Diistinerek (1,1) Biling, bilingli olmak (1,1)
Rahat yasayabilmek (1,1) Calisilmasi 1karini

C
diisiinmeyen (1,1)

ik, Kopukluk e gerek (1,1)
- S e o M » Etmek :
Hayat Standard . (Un & Separateness) (Rensomng)
(A Standard of Life) landmlmayan
= = Gitmek (1,1) Basina buyruk (1,1) Zihin (1,1) Sorgulayan (1,1) (Ungrouped)
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Symbols Related to Libertyhis category refers teymbols of oppressiofTayyip
Er d o] paaraoh) andsymbols of libertyt nat ure, bir%, ¢cmomgln
T ¢ r K limitlessness, and Gezi Pa%k

Emotions Related to Libertye respect, trust, happiness, and relaxation.

Elements of Liberty Respondents associated fidye 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)acceptancdaccepting people as they are, empathy, not atpr

or stereotyping)being active, agenti¢to be able to interfere, being powerful), and
fairness, equalityright, effort, justice, the right to elect and to be elected, equality,
elimination of inequality, defending equality). The participants alsotimeed that

liberty requires rule and disciplineeferring to rule, discipline, limits and trust.

A Process Where Liberty is Restrict&&bme thematic units can be grouped as to
illustrate a processvhere liberty is restrictedtates where liberty doesiot exist
involve oppression, bullying and captivity. To obtain liberty, people would react,
move, and take action, hence the category nameaigting, acting, getting started
The Course of Achieving Libertyould be difficult, may require heroism and
courage. There may be active or passive strategiesn achieving libertyThe
passive strategy of liberty (flighthay involve escaping from tyranny, breaking the
chains,and getting rid of the pressufEheactive strategy of liberty (encounterjay
involve rebellion, revolt, not submitting, struggle, opposition, resistance, and
standing up against pressure/oppressidre result of achieving libertwould be

salvation/liberation and independence.

Concept The most frequent thematic units associated wi¢hconcept ofiberty are

freedom of speech/thought (4, 11); individual, individualism, being an individual (9,

"Recep Taly yprime niiniseroof Tarkeyluring data collectian
!Mustafa Kemal Atat¢rk: the founder and first pre

°¢elgén Terkler (cra@tgpenrd@ceckkéesoT(¥kakmamku2005)
struggle to gain indepence duritprld War | andndependence War of Turk€$9141922)
19 Gezi Park: refers to nation wide proteatginst government, started in June 2013lasied about

one monh and stemmed from the attempt of cutting dolatrees in Gezi Park, a smpdrk, in the
center of Kstanbul, Taksim and turning the area i
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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 (Xotrage (4, 4); justice (4, 4);

andnot being able to share thoughts/ to express (1, 4).

Basic Liberty DomainsFreedom of speech and thought, human rights, and basic
rights and freedoms can be summarized as basic liberty domains.

Concrete Liberty Domak The possibility to have the job one wants, to elect and be

elected, feedom of association and flying can be listed as concrete liberty domains.

Contexts Where Liberty Does not ExiSbme thematic units may refer to a context
where liberty does nagxist, such as abuse of libertynf r i nge wupon ot hersbo
deficits.

Nonexistence of Liberty Leads fieelings of threat, not being able to think, not being

able to share the thoughts and express them, and not being able to decide.
Liberty involvessociety, self, other, animal, and we.

Ways and Means to Libert$fome thematic units refer to ways or means to achieve

liberty, that is togetherness, decisiveness, health, money arambsétfence.

Emotions Related to Libergre earlessness, respecpngposure, happy, relaxation,

trust and affection

Respondent sdé percepti on oVariodscohceptstapd r ef er s t
outlooks. These can be summarizeéssential for lifgmust, tasis for life);an open
and secure attitude towards lifevelcoming life as it is, the feeling of not being
oppressed, notetling evaluation apprehensior)ecoming an individual, self
actualization(individual, individualism, to be able to be an individual, uniqueness,
self-actualization, liberty should beside meself before outsidelndependence, free
stance(free stance, independendree, freedonliberty); creativity (creativity, mad),
equality, fairnesgequality, rights, justiceagency(to be able to take decisions, to be
able to execute the decisiongiym and robust attitudgsmiling, courage, firm,
hopeful,robushes$; resistance and perseveran@resistance, reaction, standing up
for/to, struggle);vitality (being full of life, taking ation, energetic);love and

acceptancgto be able to understdntolerance, not judging, affectiongpnscience
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(conscience, sensitiveyaluing righteousnesgtruths/rights,being on the side of
truths); resistance to tyranny and oppressi@mot submitting, one who is able to
oppose/revolt, to bebte to rise againppression)reasoning(consciousness, being
conscious, thmking, mind, one who questiongnd unrelatedness and separateness
(to go, maverick). Respondents also stated that libegystandard of lifgto be able

to live under favorable conditionsaluing the individual) and itequires 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 expecteBelow extracts of the lananswers for each question are
depictedFor Care;

Taném Definition

Bakkal ariénmiaz vdeer]déKrj6l,v e | The value and compassion you feel for others
¥ retBenil gi veefAeaielnl |26, Teaher).l think this is not the definition of
tanémeée bence ( Demo)r al care,butselfishess (No demographic injo.
Kavram Concept

Diré erinden ayr é& t ut m Single out someone from others (F, 22, Doctor|
ktenlikleg® st er i |l en sev)gi Affection shown genuinely (F, 23, Teacher). T

Knsan ol naarnkéénn d°azl ;6. k Fv { essence of being a human. Mindfulness and b
yakamén denge nokt as g attentive ighe balance of life (No demographic
bulunmuyo). Yap €1 an i Ki hEa30,k| information).Doing the job / fulfilling the duty
Akademisyeh properly (M, 30, Academician)

For Fairness;

Definition
Taném Authority (somehow this &s the first thing |
Otorite (nedens i | k ol ar ak a Kk couldthink) (F, 31, Doctor). The protection of

31, Dokto).Bi r eyi n devl Kt3@, ¢ individual from the state (F, 30, public
Memul.Ha ks ézl €] a enmnek@ 4lm employee). Not being able to bear to unfairnes

Di k Heki mi (F, 41, Dentist).

Kavram Concept

Kt-ten pazar |,i€rkd &n lod ma m Not being sneakiness. Perceiving people equal
(E, 29, Psikolog/polis)Sosyal bir delette (M, 29, Psychologist/pole officer) In a social

bireylerin hak ve ©°z g state, the system that defends individuals right
sistem E 28, )Mnhseannd iésj & n | and freedoms equally (M, 28, Engineer). One ¢

niteliklerinden, vicdard b i r | i kt e ( the basic characteristics of humanity, a reactio

(K, 23, )Xk Ir éeudakgaimeliama | developing with conscience (F, 23, Teacher).

gelemiyor (K, 48, Finarns Law should occur to me but it does nbt 48,
Finance).

For Loyalty,

Taném Definition

Ki ki ni n kbeunlduinsdiunjeu vteo | The respect one has for one self and for the gr
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1, ). Eahatiznt Faretiklerin kimlik
€ bu yukaréda ya
ere yer éveliahme 2
r .(Demagnrafik bighbulunmuyo).

=~ ~
jm e

é
k
yokt
Kavram
Kendit er ci hl erinden vaz
Akademisyeh ¥ ncel i Jin grup
Doktor).G¢ venirluinrsuzsdir vy
olma (K, 25, Psikolop

K 6
a m
e |

u

she/ he is irfF, 61, Teacher). Fanaticism! The
definition you made above is the definition of
identity byfanatics No place for intermediate
colors. No bearing fo
demographic information).

Concept

Being able to give up own choicésl, 41,
Academician).Giving the priority to the group
(F, 22, Doctor). Having a reliable, problem free
life (F, 25, Psychologist).

For Authority;

Taneém

Ak el £@zlsarzi y° n(lE,n d3idr
Y% ne#d.Pocziissiyonun ger ek|
sorumlul ukl aré ydgd&l en
karkeleklée(Kayga,veEjag

O orite bilgi ve adal
ol mal é. . & Yalk udkasva yagmk
(K, 48, Finany

Kavram

(Otoritéoyeristag glei)r ey s
saygeée g°ywdwelranrkaé uge

Definition

The fool sd ef(M ®rSalest o
Manager) Taking the responsibilities of the
position and reciprocal respect and trust in eve
level (F, 61, Teacher)The authority shald have
the masteryok nowl edge and |
Otherwise it is not a concept to respect for (F,
Finance).

Concept

(Respect for authority is) A reaction to display
long as the authority respects for the individual
freedoms (F, 23, Teache(Respecfor

(DKz e ﬁ ? ’ I)< :éjr L ?nta rkn:a 2 K authority) symbolizes the trust to individuals ar|
¢ veni simael emek %’ g (‘)’ institutions who are supposed to preserve pub
gucotorite & axlkd g rma da s°z order, and if the trust isst, revolt to this
( K gS Hal kl a KI i kKi authority may be in question (F, 25, Public
' ' ’ Relations)
For Sanctity;
Taném Definition

El ekt idokunulamaz (K, 49, EmekliDin

ve k°lelik hikagyeleri
Kavram

Kyi @#@niomaknis-in -aba g
Memur).Ger - eJ i déekta dej

M¢hendi 9.Zsnathan - €eyr €l
séf ér | an nkaloglpdis. Ki2®i, niPs
kendinde hissettiji) mj
Bedenden ok f i krin safl é&]j
Saték)uzmaneée

Is not criticized, untouchable (F, 49, Retired).
Tales of religion and slavery (F, 48, Finance).
Concept

Endeavor fobbeing a kind person (F, 30, Public
employee). Searching the truth inside rather th
outside (M, 41, Engineer/ArtistReing able to be
liberated from time, being reset (M, 29,
Psychologist, Police officer). The innocence on
felt within the self (F, 22Doctor). The
importance of purity of the thought rather than
the body (F, 42, Sales specialist).

For liberty,

Taneém Definition

Ek i ztIsiigritnadan kal deér)el |Elimnating inequality (M, 33, Author).

Ezil mi k hal RRD¢ K¢ n2@nil| Oppressedyblic (F, 22, Doctor). The inevitable
ka-énél maz sonucu). (K,]|resultofthought (F, 25, Public Relations).
Kavram Concept

Ki kinin kendini g er - ¢ (Liberty is) is the capacity the selftualize and
yakayabil me kapasit es|liveasoneis, the state of existence of chance
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ol masé meal ikeepyr u mIAgr i | related to this. Same is true for societies (No
(Demografik bilgi bulunmuyor)G ¢ v e n @ | demographic irdrmation). Being fearless in a
i -inde, kor kusuz ol ab| state of trust (F, 42, Sales specialisidt being
Uz ma, Mianete girme me k, d ¢ ny a | indebted, not relying on the world (M, 29,
bajl amamak (E, )29, P s|Psychologist, police officer).

On the Perception of Moral Foundations

Participants provided a substantial amount of informat&how, congruence of the
answers with the literature and some points dbtside 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 agyranny (an oppressive authoritylhe theoretical definition does not
emphasize the root of crueltgs the reactio to the brutality is the focusf Care
foundation Howeverin the present studyespondents alsemphasizedne source

of cruelty as tyranny. This will create an overlap with the liberty foundafibe.
conception of care stress@ositive relations withthe social environment, paying
attention, and being aware. Also, more general characteristics of care aresncted

as being neat. This shows that the general perception related to care includes moral

as well as nomoral notions, therefongis quite broad.

Both definition and conception of fairness are broader than the MFT definition. Both
of them include honesty aa 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, loth to be a honan and to livdhumanly.The care over others, genuineness

or empathy emerge as components of fairness, theoretically on the other band, th
are associated with care. Lastlgirhess is one of the two fousttbns where the
wor ds @ mdémalk a leghedadic uaits (the other foundation is sanctity).

As noted previously, the question used
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I f Ahakkaniyeto (fairness) were used, mor e

emphasis of MFT) would have beetained.

MFT refers to dbyalty as a moral foundation, particularly within the contexbeing

a traitor and betrayal as the abuse of loyalty. However, the respondents referred to a
different kind of abuseoppressive regimes amdedienceAlso, submissigness, not

being able to develop as an individ@add society, feeling of fear asmphasied.

When it comes to the concegpt loyalty, respondents statexh apparent distinction
between a mgricting and optimum loyaltyWhile the restricting loyalty iseen as
slavery, oppression and the like, an optimum loyalty includes negotiable obedience
where the individual does notde his/her freewill. It is gure genuine loyalty.
Respondents also enlarged |l oyalty sso as to
faith. They attributed some functions téoyalty such as providingprotective
environment that corresponds to a secure environment and socipbrtsup
Additionally, compromise between parties for wishes andentands, having

understandings aars of loyalty.

MFT6s emphasis in counting authority as a m
providing order, therefore vices related to authority are subversion of a legitimate

authority and causing chaos in pubkcceptance of hierarchical relations, loyatid

authority figures are within the moral virtues related to authority foundation. On the

other handin the presentstudpar t i ci pant sd emphasis is on th
by the authority figures. If the authority in @gtion is a person, responten

acknowledge the loyalty to the leader. The additional attitudes towards authority that

are not taken into account by MFT are deindividuation (blind obedigtadé)g the

aut hor i (prgpgbwer) subwbreiveness, amliestionacalnesgjestionerness

questioning the authority)Respondents defined some conditions under which
authority iIis respected for (Arespect cannot
misuse of authority such as slavery and restriction of liberties is emphasized

throughout tle answers. On the other hand, when the respondents explain their own

view of authority,they admitted the functions of authority suchpasviding peace,

fairness or the feeling of unityrhey also described an optimum authority; one that

doesnot use wepons, 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 espect, honesty, loyalty, @mpathy. Someespondents referred

to criticizing autlority 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 indiduality, 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 riralicate how hierarchy is
perceived Participants are ifioed to see authoritfollower relations in loyalty and
equal relations and questioning attitude in authority. Another point related to
loyalty and authority is thaalthoughdefinitions of moral foundations do not state
and althoughnot asked partidpants provided some anskgerelated to restricting
effecs of loyalty and authorityl believe, this reactive attitude to loyalty and
authority converges with the state of liberty as a candidate moral foundation.
Respondents are sensitive about their rlibe physicaly, mentaly, 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, -setrest/ seltseeking
(abusing loyalty), deindividuatiorgnd taking the side of the powerful (being pro

power)

Both the definition and conception of sanctity / purity remind quargousand many

things to participants. While the scholarly definitiorcludes body, nature and
religion within this foundation, participants included children, justice, family,
homeland, traditions, and self as WeIFT asserts that common sacred things have
the function to facilitate common social lif&raham & 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 sacrgdother point about the
perception of sanctity / purity is that it is one of the two foundatioatsi$ associated

with words such as morabr morality explicitly (the other one is fairnesgpastly,

the description of sanctity includes factors related to mysticism, perfect complete

being described by mysticism, transcendence, perfection, and payiclablpower
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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 strdyhe other hand,
proves a wider understanding iass the caseavith the other foundation3.here are
traces ofliberty at different levelsindividual, societal and nehuman.Secondly,
liberty and fairness are quite related to each other, as theydfethio equality and
rights. Additionally, the excess of liberty is seen as separateness and away from
society. Lastly, participants acknowledge that libetbes requireules, limits and
discipline.

In generalthe perception of each moral foundatienim line with the theory and

MFT words etracted by Graham et.gR009. Additionally, for all foundations the
mental representation is widehan the scholarly definitiorglso, the understanding
about these concepts contain both moral andmoral elenents.Similarly, fairness

and care are closer as compared to scholarly definitions, they share various common
el ement s i n pyaly,adtheriyssanttityramd diherty bhave quite a wide
understanding. Ae perception of loyaltyand authority isquite close,largely
overlapping each otheAs one part ofdyalty is closely associated witthedienceo
authority another part is associated with caf@de immorality about authority is
tyranny contrary to the emphasis of subversion by the theasly, 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 Asecatefjorieslare summariZzBtideicied h. T h e
togetherin Table37.

Emotions related to care are compassion and affection like. Pity is the important
feeling distinguishing care from other foundatioRairness seems to lassociated

with the widest range afmotions from affection to trust, from honor to composure.
Selflove, hope and serenity are specific to fairness mostly. Loyalty is associated
with reliability and affection.
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Table 37 The N ad Frequency of Thematic Unitelgted toEmotions, Feelings ahSenses, Study 3

Thematic Units Related toEmotions / Feelingd Senses Care Fairness  Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty
Turkish Version English Version D/C D/C D/C D/C D/C D/C
Mer hamet, acéma Feeling of pity 12,12/- -/11,1
Sevgi, saf sevgi Aff ection, Pure love 12,12/20,20  1,1/- 3,3/4,4 2,22,2 /1,1
AK Kk Love 1,1/- -/11,1 -/11,1
kef kat Compassion 11,11/8,8
Aile sevgisi Family love 1,1
¥zsevgi Self-love 1,1/-
Saygée duyma ( kend Respect((for otrs and oneself) -12,2 2,2/- -11,1 3,3/3,3 -/11,1 3,4/4,5
¥zsaygeée Selfrespect (selesteem) 1,1/- 1,1/-
Saygeéel e Respectful -12,2
Gruba saygeée Respect for the group 1,1/-
G¢ice sayge Respect for the power -/1,1
Merak Curiosity -/1,1
Mutlu(luk) Happy(iness) -/1,1 -/1,1 1,1/- 1,1/1,1
Geveni lirlik Trustworthiness 7,71-"
Geven(li) Reliable (ity) -/11,1 3,37,7 1,1/1,1 1,1/1,1
Emin Confident 1,1/-
Onur /| keref Honor 1,1/- 1,141
Umut (lu) Hope (ful) 1,1/- -/1,1
S¢k¥net Serenity -/11,1
Huzur Composure -11,1 -/11,1 -12,2
Rahatl ék Relaxation 2,4/2,2
Korkusuzluk Fearlessness -13,3
Korku Fear 1,1/- 1,1/3,3 -/11,1
¥f ke Anger 1,V -
Hayranl ék Awe -/11,1
Kjrenme Disgust 1,1/-

D/C: Definition/ Conception” denotes the most fregnt 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 cae 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 disgst. Contrary to the literature, sanctity is only slightly associated with
disgust. The wide understanding of sanaipproximated it with affection, fear, and
composure. Liberty is specifically associated with respect, composure, relaxation and
fearlessnss. Fearlessness is a liberty specific item along with relaxation and hope.
Thinking that liberty emerges where there is confrontation (with bubietyranny),

it is only natural to expect fearlessness, heroism or cotodge related with liberty
Overall, most frequently cited items are love, ploee, affection, respect, happiness,
reliability / trust,andfear (fearfulness, fearlessnedsyve and respect are the most
commonly articulated items, across moral foundatidiss categorization may be

an additionalattempt to detectiomeemotionalf act or s r el ated to mor al

nature.
Common Notions / Recurring Units Throughout The Bundations

Throughout the answers to twelve questions (answers related to definition and
conception of 6 foundains), there have been recurring notions gaining a same,
slightly or totally different meaning within the specific framewark.other words,

these themes have been repeatediiiferent reasons or in different contexihis

may be an indicatiothat thee are common concerns for different foundations, as
well as unique concerns. The common concerns appear the basic mechanisms behind
differert moralconcerns. As they gain different meanings in different contexast

of themare fuzzy and broad in desdign. The most common units are explained
below(see Table8).

The Extent to Which Foundations Are Perceived Moral

Participants were asked to rate the relevance of each moral foundation defmition
morality (Table 39) Accordingly, the definition of faness 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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Table38. Recurring Notions Througholtifferent MoralFoundations Study 3

_Il\_lgtlon Eﬁ“on Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty
It is a characteristic The whole foundation. An element where there One of the functions of A basis for sanctity. An element of liberty is
Fairness, of people who show is loyalty, alliance. authority. One of the equality and fairness.
Adalet ) . - .
Justice  care. Also a motive conditions under which ar

for care. authority is respected for.

A context where - A context loyalty is One of the authority A basis for sanctity. -

care is shown. expected from. contexts. Family love is emotion

Al . Domestic of sanctity.
ile Family .

violence happens

where care does nc

exist.

A background - The whole foundation.  One of the characteristics An element of sanctity -

Loval element for care. of the relation between is to commit, be loyal.
_ Lovalty, authority and follower. An
Baj | é Commit . .
ment gttltude towards authority
is
commitment to the leader.

- - One of the misuses of ~ The misuse of authority. - There are symbols of
loyalty, creating a oppression / tyranny
restricting regime. Also such as pharaoh.
characterizes restricting Oppression exists where
type of loyalty. there is no liberty. A
Individual/society in such strategy to

Oppressi a context is described as achi_eve _Iiberty is to
Bask:é¢ on submissive. 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  Notion

R EN Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty

Respect for one sel An unfair pa&son is Loyalty leads to extendet A result of commitment to A basis for sanctity. Liberty involves self.

and others. Care is selfish. Fairness is to self. At the same time, it the authority is giving up  Searching for oneself,  Also, self/individual is a

the essence of express one self, to be at is giving up your own yourself, being pacified.  trying to be oneselfis  level of liberty.

Benlik, Self humanity. peace \_Nith one self, choices a_nq sac_red. Sanctity isthe Liberty is to express

kendi, Essence protecting oneself. compromising. feeling of innocence oneself, self

°z Also, optimum loyalty inside. actualization, self
provides a setting where confidence, staying
individuals express authentic.
themselves.

A characteristic of Used when deciding - A characteristic of -

Informa  People who show  about ight and wrong. optimum authority. An
Bilgi, tion, care. optimum authority
bilgili being persuades with
olmak Knowle knowledge. Also, a
dgeable condition to be met to
respect for authority.
Conscio Used V\{hen deciding - Not be_ing devke_ped, non - An elem_ent of liberty
Bilir HSness about right and wrong. consciousness is related t along with free thought,
downside of authority. reasoning.

- Fairness is related to Optimum loyalty An optimum authority is  Sanctity is the One of the liberty levels
human beings' essence, provides a suitable respectful to individual innocence felt inside of is individual. An element
being an individual. seting for individual and liberties. the individual. of liberty is to be an

her/his freewill. Onthe  One of the attitudes individual, self
Individu othe_r h_and, ' towa_rds_ a_uthority is to actualization.
Birey al restricting loyalty is far  lose individuation.

from individuality, in fact
destroys individual.
Loyalty involves taking
an active role in group,
guiding individuals.
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Table 38 (Continued

N?.ﬁ'?on Ncét;\? n Fairness/Justice Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty
A result of unfairness. - An attitude towards - At the individual level,
authority is to resist, liberty is inner
guestion. resistance. Two element
Diren Resist of liberty are resistance

(di r e (resistan
direrce

and perseverance;
resistane to
oppression & tyranny.
An active strategy to
obtain liberty.

Discipli

Disiplin ne

Loyalty involves
discipline and order. It is
associated with
responsibility and
principles.

An element of authority.

Also, a function of
authority.

An elament of liberty:
discipline along with
limits, rules,

and responsibility.

Do ] r u Righteo
k 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, Friend A background Cognition elated to A context loyalty is - - -

dost (ship) element for care.  fairness. expected from.

Der ¢ s A way to achieve A factor explaining An element related to An element of sanctity -
, Honesty fa!rness. An element_of_ loyalty, alc_)ng with reciprocal relatlc_)n is to be honest.

szt fairness. A characteristic trustworthiness. between authority and

of fair people.

follower.

Emek, Effort,

gayret nt

It is a way to show
care. One allocates
time and invests

- aba, investme when showing care.

An element of
reciprocity, an element
whose reciprocal
equivalent should be
returned for fairness. Its
distributionshould be
fair.

A factor explaining
loyalty, along with
allocating time.

An element and a basis
of sanctity is effort/
investmentA basis for
sanctity isself: sanctity
is the effort to be good
person, to be oneself.

An element of liberty
along with, equality,
eliminatinginequality.
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Table 38 (Continued

Notion  Notion

R EN Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty
A way for A way to achieve - An element related to - An element of liberty,
constructive fairness. An element of reciprocal relation along with acceptance,
Empati Empathy communication, fairness. between authority and not patterning.
being follower.
understanding.
A way to show - A factor explaining - An element of sanctity -
Fedakar care. Inyesting on ona]ty, .along with is to cqmm?t, be loyal,
o 5y e Sacrfice something. dedication Also, allocating time and
a factor for contributing effort.
to the group.
- Reliability is a fairness A factor explaining A condition under which - An elemant of liberty is
related cognition. Also, loyalty, along with authority is respected. An to have an open and
Trust, an element of fairness.  honesty emotion related to secure attitude
. Rely on, An unfair person is (trustworthiness), also ar authority. Trust is lost towards life. A means fol
¢ v er Confide . . L X . .
nce, unreliable. Fairness emotion of loyalty. when liberty is selfconfidence.
Secure makes people feel A setting of loyalty along the authority does not A liberty
reliable, safe. with affection, fairness. fulfill its function. related emotion: sense ¢
security.
hakkeyl a Thewhole foundation. - A condition under which - A basic liberty domain:
authority is respected human rights, basic
(authority should be rights and freedoms.
deserved). It should Liberty at societal level:
deserve the respect not human rights. A context
demand. Authority should where Iberty
not deny people's rights, does not exist: there is
Hak Right be fair. 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.
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Table 38 (Continued

_ll\_llgtlon Eﬁtlon Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty
. - The whole foundation. - One of the functions of - -
Hakkani . L
yet Fairness _authorlty IS t(_) secure
justice, be fair.
A background An element of fairness. - - - An element of liberty:
Toleranc elemeljt for care, affection, acceptance,
Hokg® g accepting as it is. A tolerance.
characteristi of
caring people.
oo - - - - An element of sanctity The whole foundation.
ér Free .
is free thought.
A characteristic of An element of fairness, A factor related to - An element of sanctity -
caring people. related to being genuine, optimum loyalty. Also, is naturéness, genuine
Samimiy - ine open. loyalty provides a setti.ng feelings.
et, ness of genuineness, affectior
K-ter trust. A factor of
constructive
communication.
- - - An attitude towards - An active strategy to
Ksy ar Revolt, authority is to revolt, gain liberty back. An
b a k k ¢ Rebellio rebel. A response if element of liberty, to be
re n authority does not fulfill able to defy.
its functions.
- - In the misuse of loyalty, An element of respect for - -
people obey. On the authority is to obey, being
Obedien _other_hand, pa_cified, patterned. An_
Ktaat - in optimum loyalty, there attitude towards authority
is questionable is
obedience. to lose individuaty and
obey.
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Table 38 (Continued

Notion  Notion

R EN Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty
A way to show An element of fairness, - An element of sanctity -
Goodnes care. related to empathy, is affection, goodness/
Kyili s, understanding. goodness, mercy, good
’ Kindnes intentions. Sanctity is
S an effort to be a good
person.
A background An element of fairness, - An element related to - An element of liberty:
element for care. accepting people, reciprocal relation acceptance, empath
Kabul Accepta tolerance, maturity. between authority and accepting people
nce !
follower. Accepting as they are, affection.
legitimate authority.
- - An emotion related to An emotion related to An emotion of sanctity. An emotion of liberty:
Kork Fear loyalty, specifiqal!y authority. fearlessness
related to restricting
loyalty.
A way to show Waysto achieve fairness Loyalty provides a A function of authority is A function of sanctity is -
care. is protecting oneself, protective environment. to protect the status quo/ to protect what is
protecting others, order. Also a condition sacred. It is worth
protecting from the state. under whichauthority is protecting. A basis for
Koruma ﬁrOtECt’ respected. sanctity is body based,
reserve . . .
Authority figure should be protecting the body.
protected. Authority also
protects the feeling of
unity, wholeness.
Setting where care A way to achieve fairness There are results of Authority could be A basis for sanctity is -
does not exist. is to distinguish goodnd misuse of authority, such abused. self based: being a goor
bad. Fairness is the as treasorgreating a personstaying away
Kot ¢, Evil struggle between good  restrictingloyalty. Evil is from evil. An element
k°t¢l Bad and bad. a result of misuse of of sanctity is

loyalty. Being with transcendence, being
someone in his/her bad away fran bad
day. thoughts.
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Table38. (Continued

Notion
TR

Notion
EN

Care

Fairness/Justice

Loyalty

Authority

Sanctity

Liberty

Say g ¢ Respect

A characteristic of
caring people.

An element of fairness,
accepting as it is.

A feeling related to
fairness.

Emotons related to
loyalty, self respect,
respect in general

and respect for the groug

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 emdion of sanctity.
Sacredhings are
respectable.

An emotion of liberty:
respect.

) Love, A background Its distribution shouldbe  Emotion related to - An element of sanctity. An emotion of liberty:
Sevglh,  affectio  element for care.  fair. Also, affection / self loyalty. Loyalty provides Emotion related to love, affection.
EZI/gi n, Pure  Caring love is feelings related to an affectionate sanctity (affection, lee, An element of liberty:
aile ' |0ve,_ involves showing fairness. setting. Also a part of family love, child love). affection, acceptance.
sevgisi IF amily  affection/ love. constructive An element
ove communication. of commitment.
- - In an optimum loyalty, An attitude towards - An element of liberty:
obedience should be authaity is to question it. reasoning, questioning,
Sorgu  Question questionable. Another one thinking.
ing is not to question it, An element of liberty:

becoming patterned and
pacified.

free thought, to be able
to question.
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Table 38 (Continued

Notion

Notion

R EN Care Fairness/Justice Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty
A characteristic of - - Optimum authority takes - An element of liberty
caring people. responsibilities, also a along with limits, rules.
Sorumlu  Respons " .
luk ibility condition to respect it. A
negative authority is
irresponsible.
c . One of the element: An unfairness related An element of loyalty. An element of authdty. An elemen of sanctity  An element of liberty
. ONSCI€  heeded for care.  reaction. Also a fairess is being along with mindful,
Vicdan ntiousne - ) 2 - .
ss A characteristic of  related feeling. conscientusness. sensitive.
caring people.
- A characteristic of - - An element of sanctity  An element of liberty
Yice Noble, fairness, being an ideal. is nobility, loftiness. (glorification).
¢ lofty Sanctity is an idda

something lofty.
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of the moral foundations has a significant relationship with political view (there is a
positive trend for sanctity, thougHJolitical view is also related tgender positively

(r =.35,p <.05; Mremaie 3.18,Muae=4.20) and taage negativelyandmarginally ¢

= -.27,p < .10).On the other hand, the interrelations between foundations indicate
that care and fairness are related to each osleegrefairness and loyalty. As the
binding foundtions, loyalty, authority and sanctity are interrelatdd. a late

addition, liberty is positively related to care and authority.

Table 39 Correlations between Moral FoundationStudy 3

Variables M (SD) Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Sanctity Liberty \/Pi(e)\li;/
Care 5.04(1.95) - .36 -.02 19 -.13 58" .00
Fairness 5.72 (1.73 - .38 21 12 27 .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
Liberty 4.44 (2.16) - =11

Pol. View 3.54(1.42) -

Ap<.10,p<.05 p<.01," p<.001.N:43
Conclusion

This study aimé atexploring the perception related to moral foundation as defined
by MFT andas participants define. Also, the extent to wheetthmoral foundation

is perceived to be moral was ask&tie results indicate that the perception of each
foundation ismuch broader than the definition of that foundatidvioreover, he
close examination of the qualitative analysis indicates that the meptakentations

of moral foundations overlap with each other consideralitg qualitative analysis
shows care and loyalty, loyalty and authority, and liberty and fairness are close.
Some common notions reveal theurce of the similaritamong foundationsEach
notion gains a ng meaning with each foundation, therefore they are critical
understanding the perception of morality in genérak quantitative analysis on the
other hand showed that fairness is perceived as most amatauthority is perceived

as the least moral, among mdi@indatiors.
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CHAPTER V.

STUDY 4

This study aims to a)omposgwo measurement deviseising lterature concerning
morality andpreviously reorted twoqualitative studies, b) test thes#evices with

theexisting quesbnnaires 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, Mo@u®&s Survey
(MVS) aims to determine morality related sensitivities human beings fédnee.
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 2i )tk 3
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 Addedthe fifh
source, a smaklcale study wagonducted with 8 people. The participants listed
words they associated with a number of words impmit to Moral Foundation
Theory, such atheft, chastity, tradition, disgusting ett.astly, emotions related to
morality (Haidt, 2003)and words related tthe discussion of possible new moral
foundationgle.g., efficiency, industryjChallenges, 2009Graham et al., 20)3vere
reviewed and some items were addedlhe list contained the names of each
foundati on and t % ing rasswellitdaang geviewed all these
sources, 262 root items have been extracted. After collapsing similar items, the

numberof itemsdecreased 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 uneasinesgwits existence, absenasr, violation (for a muple

of examples, see tab). Root items varied in terms of meeting all three criteria

(nore to three)Accordingly, necessary transfortrans on wording have been made

for instance the root item Aauthority sh
rendered as WAAuthority pr ovasan imgprtascec ur i t
item. Also, some items that are not suitable for the formats of the questions were
eliminated. At the endthree types of items were formed: the characteristics,

important conceptsndirritating phenomena.

Table 40 Examples Pertaining to theebebpment of MCI ad MVS lems Study 4

Root Item Characteristic Importance Uneasiness

Tehlikeye atmak

(Endangey i i i

Temiz kalplilik Temiz kalpli Temiz kalplilik

(Sincerity) (Sincere) (Sincerity) i
Geleneklere

uyul mama
Gel enekl e y

Gelenek (Committed to Gelenekler gel enekl er
(Tradition) o (Traditions) (Not complying with
traditions) ” :
the traditions, breakinc
traditiong
_ Acé -ekenl
Ace -ekmek - - (The existence of
(Suffer)
sufferers)

Stemning from the three types of itemisyo questionnaires were formed. The first
guestionnaire, MCI, consists of 1p8ssible morality relateddjectives that degbe

a person (see Appendi® and H for Turkish and Englishrespectively, thatis
Aichartaicd @ rtiatketowhat extent eadiem definesthe responderan a 7

point scale 1= definitely disagree7 = ddinitely agreg. The second questionnaire,

MVS, consists of two parts (see Appendixand J for Turkish and English
respectively. The first partis composed of 139 items, amims to measure the
importance of eachalueto the participant on a 7 point scale (1= aballimportant

for me, 7 =very important for mef. he question of this part
(honesty/ equality/ hierahy etc)f o r  .yTbewsécond pars composed of 91 items

and aims to measure the extent of uneasiness felt in cases wheeeisha
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nonexistence, violation, neglect extremity ofeachvalue, on a 7 point scale (1=
does nogive me uneasinest all, 7= gives me uneasiness very muchhe question

of the second i s (dishooesty /nnequality Uexistenceiohtlees s
sufferers) would create for yous the nonexistence, violation, neglect or extremity
may arouse differerfeelings from disgst to angeruneasinesseemed more suitable

as a comprehensive wordlso, it is considered thatsing fimportant and
funeasiness as terms is in line with the legacy of moral judgments, especially
according to SIM and MFT.

Procedure

Study 1 and Study 4onsist of the same participantsl] participants received the
guestionnaires explained in StudyAdditionally, half of the Study 1 participants
receivedVICI; the other half receiveMlVS; thus forming Study 4.

The questionnaire bookkestarted with MCI or MVS respectively, the rest of the
questionnaires were in the same ord&s the MCI and MVS are long,
counterbalancindnad to be carried out to obtain a sound measure. Wad$,was
presented in 2 different orders and MVS was presented in 4 differeets,
constituting 6 different batterieAfter the completion of the data, different batteries

were mergedh two data sets of MCl and MVS

As Study 1 requires a heterogeneous sample to test the scales in Turkish, so does
Study 4 to testhe new moraly measurement devicesShereforethe heterogeneity
of the sample in terms of demographic varia

aim, too.
A. Results Concerning Moral Characteristics Inventory (MCI)
Sample Characteristics

The sample consisted 849 participants whose age ranged between 15 anilZ4 (
30.68,SD = 11.24) (see tablél, for a summary of demographic informatioiihe
majority of the sample (83 %) is between 15 and 40 aneé§iondent did not give
any information related to age. Gend#stribution is comparable (females 54 %,
males 45%). The education range is from literate doaduate degredhe densest

groups are high sclband university graduates (69 and@#®ple, respectivelyps
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Table 41 Demographic Information of Pariigants Study 4A

Variable Frequency Percent
Sex
Female 134 53.8
Male 111 44.6
No information 4 16
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
Selfinitiated 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
3to5 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
occyations 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. Vith respect to current city they live in, participants indicated 17 cities
of Turkey. They indicated 36 cities of Turkey as the city thpgnt most of their

lives (see able42). While most of the participants were singlearital year of the

married paitipants changed between one month and 45 years.

Table 42 Settlemeninformation ofParticipants,Study 4A

City Number of Participants who spent Number of Participants
most of their livesn currently living in
Ankara 46 98
Kstanbul 43 58
Kzmir 16 23
Ay dén 16 20
Eskikehir 13 10
Di yarbaker 12 10
Manisa 9 9
Kocaeli 8 5
Mersin 6 1
Bursa 4 2
Other 39 7
Missing 37 6

Most participants live with heir spouse and/or children (82r parents and/or
siblings (99. The restlive in dorm or live alone, with friends, extended family or
other. As for the monthly incom#éhe distribution is a positively skewed one; about
half of the participants (13fersons) have an incomé @p to 2999 Turkish liras
(TL). Eighty participants hae an incomebetween 3000 TL to 5999 TL and 25
participants have an income of 6000 TL or higharticipantsrated their level of
religiosity on a 7point scale (1=not at all, 7=very muchyl = 3.88,SD = 1.92).
They also rated their political ideology an/point scale (1 = radical left, 7 = radical
right) (M = 3.28,SD = 1.38).Results of this question formed a relatively positively
skaved distribution: there were 14fparticipants, who described themselves as

radical left, left, close to left, there veed0 participants who described themselves
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radical right, rightor close to right. There were S®spondents who described

themselves as center.
Item Characteristics & Factor Analyses

The 123 item of the MCI has been investigated in terms of descrijptaracteristics

such as mean, standard variation, skewness or kurtosis. The mean values change
between 1.2 (fitraitor, betrayed, item 40) and 6.43Aloves thei familyo, item 59.
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 thaNeyertheless,hese

items will be mostly kept in the end of analydisterms of standard deviation, items

with a clear negative connotation, suchfastrayeo, fihypocrite or items with a
general positive connotatipsuch agifairo, fihonesb, o r cledo have the minimum
variance, indicating a general agreement among respondents. On the other hand,
items withthe largest standard deviation &oemmitted to the traditiosffaithfulo,
firebelliou®, Adisobedier, Aealou®, fdefends people on powgrindicating a

general heterogeneity among respondents. One should note that most of the items

Table43. Some MCltems with Extrem®escriptiveValuesStudy 4A

Item ltems N Max. Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Nr Value
40 Hai n, kall ek 248 700 121 .68 4.78 28.89
45 Kkiye¢zl ¢, riyaka 249 700 129 .76 4.49 27.04
13 Bakkal arénén hak 249 6.00 1.32 .84 3.29 11.31
118 Vi cdanl e 249 7.00 627 .89 -1.75 5.89
2 Adil 249 7.00 6.17 .89 -1.33 3.77
27 D¢r¢gst, dojru, g 248 7.00 623 .93 -1.54 3.96
119 Bakkal aréna sayg 248 7.00 627 .95 -1.72 4.64
99  Sahtekar 248 7.00 141 .98 3.32 12.20
50 Temiz 249 7.00 619 .99 -1.88 5.69
25 Duyarl e, farkénd 249 7.00 607 .99 -1.38 3.23
28 D¢kegnceldi 249 7.00 6.12 1.00 -1.55 3.75
42 Hokg°r ¢l ¢ 249 7.00 6.03 1.00 -1.21 2.38
77 Kot ¢ ,niydlP t ¢ 249 7.00 149 1.04 3.21 11.84
100 Sami mi , i -ten 248 7.00 6.10 1.06 -1.92 5.92
82  Merhamet sahibi 249 7.00 613 1.10 -1.94 5.44
14 Bla Kkasénén mut su 248 7.00 146 1.15 3.30 11.26
olan
60 Katée g°r ¢kl ¢, da 248 7.00 166 1.32 2.61 6.91
kal ep- ¢
12 Baskédan hokl anm 249 7.00 621 145 -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 nexphasea series of factor analyses were carried out, to determine the factor
structure and decrease the numberiteins. Firstly, each item was considered
whether or not it is a possible item o§pecificmoral foundation. In other words, a
backwards process was performedr each itemStudy 2, Study 3andthe literature

were reviewed to determine a possible fatiah. At the end of the process, | ended
up with three kinds of items: common items (items commonthree to six
foundations, 28 items), unique items (items that belong ¢oly one or two
foundations,74 items),and extra itemsitems that are not poss#bmembers of six
moral foundationsmostly from Study 221 items). From a different angle, each of
the six moral foundations consisted of a group of common and unique Fems.
items gathered undexach moral foundation, factor analyses were performedaa
tentative factor tsucture was formed (for care 3@&ms, for fairness82 items, for
loyalty 36 items, for authority 26 items, for sanctity i&ms, and dr liberty 41
items. For factor analyses, principal axis factoring and oblimin rotation wesd. us

In tables related to factor analyses, the items are presented in Turkish throughout the

tables, English versions can be found in Appehdix

In the second stgpcommon items ifems that are common to three to six
foundation$ were factor analyzed (s@eble 44). In the first phase, principal axis
factoring with oblimin rotation was performed on the 28ms. According to
eigenvaluegreater thanone and scree plot criterio factors were extracted
second principal axigactoring wth oblimin rotaion with a twefactor solution
explained32.70% 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 peacdkgylesshappy, having high sedsteermand

free

Thirdly, to obtain a more refined and plain factor structure for each foundation,
common items were excluded from each founda(see HRble 45). Accordingly,
Care consisted obne factor. It represents beimdfruistic, helpful, gentle,caring,
sensitive, compassionatenderstanding, loyahnd kind. Fairnessonsisted of two

factors. First factor referred tmtions such agirtuous,someone who can

145



Table44. EFA Resultof Commontems(items common to three $ix moral foundationsof MCI, Study 4A

Foundations Item

Common ltems Loaded On F1 F2
119. Bakkal aréna saygé C,F, A Li .90

96. Sadék C,Lo, A .70

56. Ky i C,FS .68

32. Fedakar C, Lo, S .66

100. Sami mi, i -ten C,F, Lo .66

103. Sorumluli sahibi C, A Li .66

42 . Hokgeoer ¢l ¢ C, F,Li .65
118. Vicdanl é C,F, Lo,A, S, Li .65

27 D¢reégst, dojru, gévVv F,Lo, A 'S, Li .56
120. Yalan s°yl emeyen F, Lo, S .51

30. Empatik, anlayéxl é C,F, A Li 50

39 G¢e¢venli F, Lo, A, Li 49
59.Kanun ve kurallara, ( Lo, A, Li 48

54. Ailesini seven C, Lo, S 46

7 4. Koruyan, kol l ayan, C,F Lo, S .38

1. Kikileri olduju gib C,F, Li

20. tékarceé F, Lo, S, Li

43. Huzurlu F, S, Li .60
72.Korkak Lo, A 'S, Li -.58
7. Korkusuz Lo, A 'S, Li .56
6 3. Kendine saygél é C,F, Lo, Li .56
85. Mutlu C,F S Li .48
9. Asil, yg¢ce F, S, Li .30 A7
4 4, H¢er iradel i, °Czge¢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. Baskédan hokl|l anmay Lo, A, Li

Eigenvalue 7.62 1.54
Variance 27.21 5.49

C: Care, F: Fairness, Lo: Loyalty, A: Authority, S: Sanctity, Li: Libettgms selected for the last
factor analysis are bold.

distinguish right and wrondirm and resistantmoral, open, transparerd|truistic,
and egalitarianThe second factor referred to notions that are opposites of fairness:
hurtful (R), and ostracizing peopléR), and selfish (R)Loyalty consisted obne
factor.Items related to group membership (someone who is respectful to the group
and defends their group¥omeone who loves his/h@lomeland, loyal, religious,
loyal to family, loyalty to status quo (someone committed to status lgmes, and
regulations)are members of this factohuthority consists otwo factors: one factor
refers to respect for the authority, following thies, commitment to the leadd¢he
other factor illustrates the state one step further, suah@y, respects for the power
ard stands for the powerfuand blindly trusts/ obedient. Sanctity refers to four
different notions. First factor is composed of items related to conservative values,
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Table45. ExploratoryFactor Analyses with Unique and Extra Items of M&tdy 4A

Care F1 Fairness F1 F2 Loyalty F1
93. ¥deC" di] .66  31. Erdemli .78 35. Grubuna saygé .66
yardémsever
88. Nazi k, ince 63 24. rDojve yanl é&sé ayért .66 117. Vatansever .65
106. kefkatl i, 62 21. Dayraaliek | e, di .61 10.B3 | é .65
25. Duyarl e, fe&e .62 3.Ahlakle .59 90. Knan-1 & .63
47 . KIgili, ©°ze .61 11. Kendisiniseven 48 4. Ailesine bajleée .62
82. Merhamet sahibi S8 105. keffaf, a-é€k 40 6 8. Kurulu d¢zene .62
50.Temiz 55 93. ¥zgeci, dijer ko©m, 40 64. Grubunu savunan 57
55. Ktinal @ 52 108. Tarafséz, exkitlik .30 7. Bir arada olm ,q

nemseyen

15. Anl ayeéexkl é 52 122. Zarar verici, kér .70 88. Nazi k, i nce, 44
52.vd al é b1 23. Déxklayeéecé 64 52. Vefale 44
28. Dée¢kenceldd .48  65. Bencil 55 66. Ktaatkar 42
76. ®on¢dost u 47 ;alkrﬁayaﬁ' mseyi yargelamay 238 76. K& cdost u 40
122. Zarar veri -47 8. Artniyetsiz -.37 67. Kendini ifade eden .33
95. Saberl é 44 46. Payl akémcé 32 -35 77. KOoniwtli kot ¢ -.32
77. Ko niyetli k°tg¢ -33 7 3. Kendi ni bir «k .31
61. Kayeéetséz -31 Eigenvalue 340 111 115. UzI|l akmaceé .30
81. Merakl é Variance 2426 790 40. Hain, kall ek -.29
Eigenvalue 450 Eigenvalue 422
Variance 2649 Variance 2482
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Table45. (Continued
Authority F1 F2 Sanctity F1 F2 F3 FA4

78. Kurall aré bilen, 74 117. Vatansever 74

51. Ksyankar, as -72 3. Ahl akl & .70

89. Otorite konumund .63 42 57. Kahr aman, cesur, yg¢rekl i .68

79. Liderine/y©°netic .58 45 34. Geleneklere bajl é .66 .35

6 6. Kt aatkar 57 87. Namuslu 64 31

84. Muhalif -53 111. Terbyeli .63 .57

10. Bajl e 43 90. Knan-1é& .60 49

91. ¥fkeli, kézgén .61  41. Haramdan korkmayan -.59

53. Kktidarce .60  58. Kamil (bilge, olgun, tevazu sahibi) .59

75. K®rgne bajl e 56 50. Temiz 59 A

37. G¢ce saygéng¥9ane 53 19. ¢alékkan, gayretli 49

18. Boyun egen 32 6. Al -akg°n¢ll ¢, m¢egtevazeée, t.44 40

Eigenvalue 3.30 161 82. Merhamet sahibi .67

Variance 2750 1339 110. Temiz kalpli 40 .65
109. Kendini arayan, kendiolmy a - al @k an .53
97. Saf sevgi g°steren, kar .30 .52
80. Masum A7 -.35
60. Kate go°or ¢kl ¢, dar kafal ¢ .81
101. Sofu, koyu dindar 75
38. G¢nahkor .74
26. D¢nyevi hérslaré ol an .70
Eigenvalue 652 181 133 1.28
Variance 3103 861 632 6.09
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Table45. (Continued

Liberty F1 F2 Extra ltems F1 F2
9 8 . la8 eejdik duran 75 70. Kibirli 65
25. Duyarl &, farkéndal ek s .62 99. Sahtekar .65
57. Kahramang e s ur yeéerekloi 62 33. Fesat 62
21. Dayaneéekl e, diren-1Ii .62 22. Dedikoducu .62
2 4. Dojru ve yanl ésé ayért .61 45, Kkiye¢gzl ¢, riyakar .60
67. Kendini ifade eden 58 14. Bakkasénén mutsuzl 49
121. Yaratéce 43 36.Utanmas u- |1 ul uk duymayan 46
15. Anl ayeéexl e 41 86 . M¢sri f, savurgan .36
108. Tarafséz, esitlikci .40 48. KlIi kkileri zayéef, .35
13. Bakkal arenéen hakkéené g -.36 116. lzgeé¢n, keder | i 30
49. Knan-1| ameyendan odun ve .32 104. Su-lu hisseden
94 . Rahat, s¢ck¥net | .32 114. Ut an- hisseden
17. Bir arada ol mayé ve ya 62. Kendi ile gurur duyan .66
113. Umutsuz 16. Bil gili akell e, k .58
71. Ki mseyi ¢y-agngsed menaeym,n,t ¢ 92. ¥rnek kiki, rol mo .56
78. Kurall arée bilen, wuyan .29 -.66 112. Topluma faydal é .56
51. Ksyankar, asi .53 107. ke¢kreden, minnett .55
84. Muhalif 41 8 3. Motive, cokkulu 51
18. Boynn ej -.35 -.39 29. Edepli -.38 50
1009. Kendi ni arayan, kendi 123. Zari f, gerge¢l ¢, k .35
Eigenvalue 3.76 1.15 6 9. Késkan - 31
Variance 1878 5.73  Eigenvalue 3.75 2.13
Variance 17.85 10.15
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such as nationalisnmorality, and traditions. Second factor refers to being merciful,
open, insearch 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 eartlglambitions. 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 tas 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 othefactor relates to wisdom, such as wise, -petfud, being an
exemplar, and wellnanneredSo far, it seems that there are some common notions
to morality as well as distinctive features characterized by moral foundations. This

structure can be depictedth a flower analogyn Figurel3.

CARE

Altruistic,
compassionate,
loyal

FAIRNESS

Resistant,
distingushes
right-wrong,

moral; hurtful,
selfish

MALEVO %\
LENCE

\  Arogant, fraud,
gossiper /
4

1
1
1
1

COMMON ITEMS

LOYALTY / WISbOM Y

Group Respects others, i ) \

membership, sincere, honest & ] Wise, selfproud, 1
\

exemplar, well :'

loyal to family & \ mannered /
\

peaceful, fearless,
status quo

respects her/himself

LIBERTY

Having a firm
attitude,
sensitive,

expresses self;
knowing-

following rules,
rebellious

AUTHORITY

Respects
authority,
committed to the
leader; respects
for the power,
stands for the
powerful

ANCTIT

Commited to
homeland,
moral; merciful,
in search for
oneself;
dogmatic,
eligious; sinf]

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 s&uctu
Therefore in the fourth steptems of the Moral Characteristics Inventory were

selectedUnique moral foundation itemand extra itemsvhose loadingsire above
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.55 and ommon itemswith loadings over .50 were selected (68ns).In the first
phase, pncipal axis factoring withoblimin rotation was performed to estimate
factorability of the items and number of factoAccording to the eigenvahgreater
thanone criterion, the analysis revealedight factors explaining 49.9% of the
variance A secad principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation with a five factor
solution explained 43.70 % of the variance (see td6létems selected for variable

formation are bold.

The first factor refers to varinowith positive
others and oneds self, such as respecting
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 interprafhother factor anasjs for the

itemsof the first factoronly were conductedseparately (ble47). Results revealed

two factors as compassion & genuineness and decéftyle compassion &

genuineness refers to both a compassionate, merciuiscientiousattitude and

beinggenuine or sincere; decency is related to being moral, honestnaetiered,

and upright. It should be noted that most of the items of these two factors are

members of common items and noted in Td@ér extreme descriptive values.

The second factowvas labeled aself-actualizationsince it refers taespecting and
expressing onebs sel f, bei ng caoduat thege ous, h e

same timebeing mature andxemplar, and defending his / her group

The third factor was labeled as senvative valuesThe factor includes loyalty to

conservative valuesuchas homeland, religion, and traditions.

The fourth factor isinterpersonal malevolencenainly refers to selfishnes#. is
interesting thatvarious negatively valenced items are paiwed together such as
arrogant gossigr, selfish having earthly ambitions, destroying satirelations,
hypocrisy, or sinful Interpersonal malevolence indicates the absence of (various)
moral characteristics, therefore as a moral characteristiuicghe conceptualized

as fAabsence of interpersonal mal evol enceo.

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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Table46. Final Factor Analyses on MCIStudy 4A

Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5
l19Bakkabaygahe .78

110. Temiz kalpli 71

111. Terbiyeli .69

88. Nazik,inced ¢ Kk ¢ nc el i .68

82. Merhamet sahibi .67

106.k e f ksavedem .66

42Hokg®r ¢l ¢ .66

100. Samimij - t en .63

118. Vicdanl e .63

56yi K .62

99. Sahtekar -.60

96. Sadek .55

30. Empatikanl|l ayéxkl é .54

32. Fedakar 54

103. Sorumluluk sahibi .53

27.D¢r dofl,gyvenilir 51 .35

25. Duyarl e, farkeéendal .47 37
10.Baj | é A7

29. Edepli A7

93.¥zgedij er kypansr démsever 45

122. Zarar verici, ker -44 .38
87. Namuslu 40 .30
23.Dékl ayéce -.38 .38
3.Ahl akl é .38

47. Kkgnli, .38 -32
120.Yalanss ° y | e mey en .38

50. Temiz 37

107.k ¢ k r ,emiheettar, memnun .36

35.Grubunas a WyPeEs t er en .35

112. Toplumd aydal é .35 .30

41. Haramdan korkmayan -33 -32
6 3. Kendine saygeéel é .68

62. Kendi ile gurur duyan .66

57. Kahraman, ceswy, ¢ r e k | i .65 .32
67. Kendini ifadeeden .62

16. Bilgili, a k &kl ¢ 1ét kyir Il ipibge | i .61

43. Huzurlu .60

98.S aj Iveadik duran .57

64. Grubunu savunan .56

92.¥ r nleik kol model, ideal .55

21. Daganeéehl!t Bj .55

58. Kamil (bilge, olgun, teazu sahibi) 54

24 Dojve yanl ésé ayeéert .53

31. Erdemli .33 48

7. Korkusuz 46 31
72. Korkak -44

90. IKaan- .63
101. Sofu, koyu dindar .59
34. Geleneklere bajl e 49
117. Vatansever .29 46
6 0. ogRxtleg dar kaf &laé gpd 43
75. K®rgagl é .30

4. Ailesineb aj | &
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http://www.europeanvaluesstudy.eu/









https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a2CDa5zRQR0




















































































































































































































































































































































