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CONTEXT OF STUDY




CONTEXT

* Criminological theorising

* “In the specification process (in the production of criminal behavior) so far,

morality has been relatively neglected” (Antonaccio & Tittle, 2008: p.479, but also see
Bottoms, 2002; Bottoms & Tonry, 2002; Messner, 2012)

* "An important starting point for this analysis is to recognise that the

concept of crime is intimately related to the notion of morality” (Durrant, 2021:
p.2) but also see SAT (Wikstrom, 2017), SCT (Agnew, 2014))

* Criminological research

» Measurement of "morality” (i.e. (dis)approval of particular acts of offending)
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CONTEXT

* A framework on the origins and nature of morality
(In offending) IS missing

* There Is more to morality than internalised moral
rules of conduct

=) MORAL FOUNDATIONS THEORY
— (Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Haidt, 2012)
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MORAL FOUNDATIONS THEORY (MET; HAIDT & JOSEPH, 2004)

Moral Foundations Theory:

» a cross-cultural psychological account of how five (six?) innately-
based* psychological systems form the foundation of an intuitive

ethics,

« attempts to explain how each culture constructs its own set of
virtues on top of these foundations.

* Innately: prewired in the brain, flexible and subject to change, rather than hardwired and immutable
(Haidt, 2012, see also Marcus, 2004)
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MORAL FOUNDATIONS THEORY (MET)

MFT holds a multidimensional and functional approach to
the moral domain

"....Interlocking sets of values, virtues, norms, practices,
Identities, Iinstitutions, technologies, and evolved
psychological mechanisms that work together to suppress or

requlate selfishness and make social life possible”
(Haidt & Kesebir, 2010: p.800)
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THE FIVE MORAL FOUNDATIONS (HAIDT, 2012, 2017)

1.

]
GHENT

Care/harm: Related to our long evolution as mammals with attachment systems and an abillity
to feel (and dislike) the pain of others. Underlies compassion, empathy, kindness,
nurturance.

Fairness/cheating: Related to the evolutionary process of reciprocal altruism. Generates
Ideas of justice, rights, and autonomy.

Lovyalty/betrayal: Related to our long history as tribal creatures able to form shifting
coalitions. Underlies virtues of patriotism and self-sacrifice for the group. “One for all, and
all for one!"

Authority/subversion: Shaped by our long primate history of hierarchical social interactions.
Underlies virtues of leadership and followership, including deference to legitimate
authority, respect for traditions and the fulfillment of role-based duties

Sanctity/degradation: Shaped by the psychology of disgust and contamination.

Underlies religious notions of striving to live in an elevated, less carnal, more noble way, idea
that the body Is a temple which can be desecrated by immoral activities and contaminants.
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CONSTRUCT MEASUREMENT WITHIN MFT (MORALFOUNDATIONS.ORG)

» Self-report surveys

* (Implicit measures)

* (Psychophysiological and neuroscience methods)

* (Text analysis)
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SELF-REPORT SURVEYS

 Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham et al., 2009; Haidt &
Joseph, 2004; Haidt & Graham, 2007)

« MFQ-30 items version & MFQ-20 items short version (available on
Moralfoundations.orq)

» 2 subscales: Relevance- and Judgment items for each foundation

 Moral Foundations Sacredness Scale (MFSS; Graham, Haidt & Nosek,
2009)

« MFSS-20 items (four items for each foundation)
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GOALS OF STUDY




GOALS OF THE STUDY

Assessment of the factor structure of the Dutch translation of the subscales
iIn MFQ-20 and MFSS among a large city-based sample of university students in

Belgium (n=2410)

(To contribute to the cross-cultural evaluation of MFT (Graham et al., 2011))

1) Assess scale reliability of five subscales in both questionnaires
2) Replicate the five-factor structure posited by MFT in MFQ-20 and MFSS

3) Explorewhetherthe optimal factor structure holds across males and
females
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PROPOSITION 1

GHENT
UNIVERSITY

PROPOSED Model 1
Five correlated factors
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H1: The five-factor model, posited by MFT, provides a better fitting model compared
to several competing models of morality in both MFQ-20 and MFSS.
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COMPETING MODELS

Competing Model
Single factor model

Competing Model 2
Two correlated factors
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PROPOSITION 2

... to test factorial invariance in the hypothesized
five-factor CFA model across gender to see
whether the proposed five factor structure holds

across males and females
(see Atari et al., 2020; Graham et al., 2011)

Previous studies found gender differences in endorsement of the
moral foundations:

« women scoring higher than men on Care, Fairness and Sanctity
 men scoring just higher on Loyalty and Authority
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METHOD




STUDY PARTICIPANTS

» Convenience sample of n=2410 undergraduates at
Ghent University

* Online survey (part of a larger study on human
cooperation in 2019)

* Dutch translation of the 20-item MFQ (Moralfoundations.org)

* Dutch translation of the 20-item MFSS

» 1/3 of sample were male subjects

/-\Mean age= 19.85 (SD=2.87)
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MORAL FOUNDATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE (MEQ-20)

Part 1. Moral relevance items (responded to using the following response options: 1=not at all relevant to 5= extremely relevant)

When you decide whether something is right or wrong, to what extent are the following considerations relevantto your thinking?
Please rate each statement using this scale:

Examples:

Care- Whether or not someone suffered emotionally

Fairness- Whether or not some people were treated differently than others

Loyalty- Whether or not someone’s action showed love for his or her country

Authority- Whether or not someone showed a lack of respect for authority

Sanctity- Whether or not someone did something disgusting

Part 2. Moral judgment items (responded to using the following response options: 1=completely disagree to 5= completely agree)

Please read the following sentences and indicate your agreement or disagreement
Examples:

Care- Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue

Fairness- Justice is the most important requirement for a society

Loyalty- | am proud of my country’s history

Authority- Men and women each have different roles to play in society

Sanctity- People should not do things that are disgusting, even if no one is harmed
L1111}
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MORAL FOUNDATIONS SACREDNESS SCALE (MESS)

Instructions: Try to imagine actually doing the following things, and indicate how much money someone
would have to pay you, (anonymously and secretly) to be willing to do each thing. For each action,
assume that nothing bad would happen to you afterwards. Also assume that you cannot use the money to
make up for your action.

Scale: 1) %0 (I'd doiit for free) - 2)$10 - 3)$100 - 4)$1000 - 5)$10,000 - 6) $100,000 - 7) NEVER
for any amount of money

Examples:

Care: Kick a dog in the head, hard

Fairness: Cheat in a game of cards played for money with some people you don’t know well

Loyalty: Break off all communications with your immediate and extended family for 1 year

Authority: Throw a rotten tomato at a political leader you dislike. (remember you will not get caught)
Sanctity: Get a blood transfusion of 1 pint of disease-free, compatible blood from a convicted child molester
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ANALYSIS PLAN

» All CFA In Mplus version 7.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012)
« WLSMV estimator (Kline, 2016)
 Model evaluation (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh et al., 2004; Yu, 2002)
« CFI =.95
« TLI >.95
« RMSEA <.05 (close fit), .05-.08 (fair fit)
« WRMR <1.00

* Chiz-DIFFTESToption iIn Mplus available for difference testing (Asparouhov
& Muthén, 2006; Muthén & Muthén, 2012)

« ACFI <-.002 (Meade et al., 2008)
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RESULTS




SCALE RELIABILITY

Care/harm A7
Fairness/reciprocity 41
Loyalty/betrayal 51
Authority/respect .53
Sanctity .50
= Full scale (20 items) .70
GHENT
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POOR ALPHA COEFFICIENTS for subscales !!

A1

.63

.59

.70

.53

.86
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CFA MODELS

(BASED ON PROCEDURES IN GRAHAM ETAL., 2009 AND GRAHAM ETAL., 2011)
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CFA MODELS

(BASED ON PROCEDURES IN GRAHAM ETAL., 2009 AND GRAHAM ETAL., 2011)

Competing Model 3
Three correlated factors —_—

Fit indices for the full MFQ-20:

WLSMVy? = 2348.279, df = 167
RMSEA = 0.081; 90% CI1 =0.078; 0.084
T WRMR = 2.979

GHENT CFI/TLI = 0.722/0.683.
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CFA MODELS

(BASED ON PROCEDURES IN GRAHAM ETAL., 2009 AND GRAHAM ETAL., 2011)

PROPOSED Model 1

Five correlated factors

Comonn ) (e

Fit indices for the full MFSS-20:

WLSMVy? = 1126.855, df = 160

— RMSEA = 0.059: 90% CI = 0.055: 0.062
Jm WRMR = 1.578
GHENT CFI/TLI1 =0.944/0.933
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TESTING MEASUREMENT INVARIANCE ACROSS GENDER
MFQ-20 : three factor baseline model

WLSMVX? df CFI/TLI RMSEA WRMR ACFI DIFFtest
Ax?

Three-factor model: FULL 20 items MFQ (N_females =1062; N_males =435)

Model 1: 2051.679 334 0.702/0.661 0.083 2.838
Configural 90%Cl
model (0.079 ; 0.086)
Model 2: 1965.531 351 0.720/0.696 0.078 2.908 -0.002 Ax*=54.157
Weak 90%Cl df=17
invariance (0.075; 0.082 p<.000
=
[}
GHENT
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TESTING MEASUREMENT INVARIANCE ACROSS GENDER

MFSS-20 : five factor baseline model

Five-factor model: Taboo trade-off items of MFSS (N_females=1060. Males=436)

WLSMVX? df CF1/TLI RMSEA WRMR ACFI DIFFtest
Ax?

Model 1: 1018.197 320 0.946/0.936 0.054 1.602

Configural 90%Cl

model (0.050 ; 0.058)

Model 2: 909.482 335 0.956/0.950 0.048 1.661 -0.01 Ax*=22.547

Weak 90%ClI df=15

invariance (0.044 ; 0.052) p<.094

Model 3: 1244.732 446 0.938/0.947 0.049 2.008 0.018 Ax*=379.076

Strong 90%Cli df=111
Tinvariance (0.046 ; 0.052) p<.000
GHENT
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DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

» Relatively poor internal consistencies (see also Graham et al., 2009;
Harper & Hogue, 2019)

 Comparison of several measurement models
* Hypothesized 5-factor model converged in MFSS
* But, problematic in MFQ-20
« Il'Low fit criteria (low CFI/TLI) (see also: lurino & Saucier, 2020;
Kivikangas, Lonngvist & Ravaja, 2017; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015;
Yilmaz et al., 2016)

 Measurement invariance across gender
 Weak MI for the MFSS
* But not for the MFQ-20 (see also, lurino & Saucier, 2020)
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CONCLUSIONS




CONCLUSIONS

« SO FAR... MFQ is used as the gold-standard measure of moral foundations (MFSS to much lesser extent)

« BUT... MFT has been criticized both theoretically and methodologically (e.g. Harper & Rhodes, 2021; Suhler &
Churchland, 2011)

 “Researchers are encouraged to use the MFQ30 instead of the short version, if at all possible, because it's
hard to get good measurement with just 4 items per foundation” (MoralFoundations.org)

- HOWEVER... MFQ tends to support two factors: individualizing and binding foundations (see Franks & Scherr,
2015, Harper & Rhodes, 2021)

« THUS... Future research may take a different approach to the hypothesized five factor structure of MFT

 IN ADDITION... Alternative questionnaires are proposed (e.g. Curry, Jones Chesters & Van Lissa, 2019;
LeitgOb, Eifler & Weymeirsch, 2020)

N

GHENT
UNIVERSITY 30



REFERENCES

Agnew, R. (2014). Social concern and crime: Moving beyond the assumption of simple self-interest. Criminology, 52(1), 1-32. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12031

Bottoms, A. (2002). Morality, crime, compliance and public policy. In A. Bottoms & Michael H. Tonry (Eds.), Ideology, crime and criminal justice: Asymposiumin honour of Sir Lean Radzinowicz. Willan.

Bottoms, A., & Michael H. Tonry (2002). Preface. In A. Bottoms & Michael H. Tonry (Eds.), Ideology, crime and criminal justice: Asymposiumin honour of Sir Leon Radzinowicz. Willan.

Curry, O. S., Jones Chesters, M., & Van Lissa, C. J. (2019). Mapping morality with a compass: testing the theory of ‘morality-as-cooperation’ with a new questionnaire. Journal of Research in Personality,
78,106-124. https://doi.org/10.1016/.;rp.2018.10.008

Franks, A. S., & Scherr, K. C. (2015). Using moral foundations to predict voting behavior: Regression models fromthe 2012 U.S. presidential election. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 15, 213-
232.

Graham, J., Nosek, B. A, Haidt, J., lyer, R., Koleva, S., & Ditto, P. H. (2011). Mapping the moral domain. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(2), 366-385.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0021847

Haidt, J. (2012). The righteous mind: why good people are divided by politics and religion. Penguin Books Ltd.

Haidt, J. (2017). Moral Foundations Theory. https://moralfoundations.org/

Haidt, J., & Graham, J. (2007). When morality opposes justice: conservatives have moral intuitions that liberals may not recognize. Social Justice Research, 20(1), 98-116. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-
007-0034-z

Haidt, J., & Joseph, C. (2004). Intuitive ethics: how innately prepared intuitions generate culturally variable virtues. Daedalus: Special Issue on Human Nature, 133(4), 55-66.

Haidt, J., & Kesebir, S. (2010). Morality. In S. T. Fiske, D. T. Gilbert, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (p. 797-832). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/9780470561119.s0cpsy002022

Harper, C. A., & Hogue, T. E. (2019). The role of intuitive moral foundations in Britain’s vote on EU membership. Journal of Community and Applied social Psychology, 29, 90-103.

Harper, C. A., & Rhodes, D. (2021). Reanalysing the factor structure of the moral foundations questionnaire. British Journal of Social Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjs0.12452

Hu, L-T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

lurino, K., & Saucier, G. (2020). Testing measurementinvariance of the Moral Foundations Questionnaire across 27 countries. Assessment, 27,365-372.

Kivikangas, J. M., Lonnqvist, J.-E., & Ravaja, N. (2017). Relationship of moral foundations to political liberalism-conservatism and left-right orientation in a Finnish representative sample. Social Psychology,
48, 246-251.

Kline, R. B. (2016). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. (Fourth edition). The Guilford Press.

Leitgdb, H., Eifler, S., & Weymeirsch, J. (2020). Ein Instrument zur Erfassung allgemeiner Moralvorstellungen (ALLMOR). Soziologische Forschungsberichte, 17. Katholische Universitat, Eichstatt-
Ingolstadt. http://www.ku.de/gdf/soziologie/eichstaetter-beitraege-zur-soziologie/

Marcus, G. (2004). The birth of the mind: how a tiny number of genes creates the complexities of human thought. Ingram Publisher Services US.

Messner, S. F. (2012). Morality, markets, and the ASC: 2011 presidential address to the American Society of Criminology. Criminology, 50(1), 5-25. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1745-9125.2011.00264.x

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2012). Mplus. Statistical analysis withlatent variables. User’s Guide. Seventh Edition.

Nilsson, A., & Erlandsson, A. (2015). The moral foundations taxonomy: structural validity and relation to political ideology in Sweden. Personality and Individual Differences, 76, 28-32.

Suhler, C. L., & Churchland, P. (2011). Can innate, modular “foundations” explain morality? Challenges for Haidt’s Moral Foundations Theory. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 23(9), 2103-2116.
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2011.21637

Wikstrom, P.O.H (2017). Character, circumstances, and the cause of crime: towards an analytical criminology. In A. Liebling, S.Maruna, & L. McAra (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of criminology, (pp. 501-
521). Oxford University Press.

Yilﬁﬁ)., Harma, M., Bahc¢ekapili, H. G., & Cesur, S. (2016). Validation of the Moral Foundations Questionnaire in Turkey and its relation to cultural schemas of individualismand collectivism. Personality
a ividual Differences, 99, 149-154.

GHENT
UNIVERSITY 31



https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2018.10.008
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0021847
https://moralfoundations.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-007-0034-z
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/9780470561119.socpsy002022
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12452
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
http://www.ku.de/ggf/soziologie/eichstaetter-beitraege-zur-soziologie/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2011.00264.x
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2011.21637

REFERENCES (RELEVANT TO CRIMINOLOGY)

Durrant, R. (2021). Evolutionary theory and the classification of crime. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 59, 101449.
https://doi.org/10.1016/|.avb.2020.101449

Fargher, C. (2019). Moral Foundations Theory and attitudes towards the punishment and criminalizations of drug offenders.
Giacomantonio, M., Pierro, A., Baldner, C., & Kruglanski, A. (2017). Need for closure, torture, and punishment motivations. Social
Psychology. 48(6), 335-347. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000321

Harper, C. A., & Harris, A. J. (2016). Applying moral foundations theory to understanding public views of sexual offending. Journal of
Sexual Aggression, 23(2), 111-123. https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2016.1217086

Pereira, A. (2017). The decision to participate in mediation and individual factors: the role of moral foundations and their relation to
restorative and retributive orientations. Restorative Justice, 5(2), 221-250. https://doi.org/10.1080/20504721.2017.1343420

Silver, E. (2020). Students’ attitudes toward college drinking: A moral intuitionist approach. Deviant Behavior, 41(8), 1033-1051.
Silver, E., & Silver, J. R. (2021). Morality and self-control: the role of binding and individualizing moral motives. Deviant Behavior,
42(3), 366-385.

Silver, E., & Abell, L. (2016). Beyond harm and fairness: a study of deviance and morality. Deviant Behavior, 37(5), 496-508.

Silver, J., & Silver, E. (2021). The nature and role of morality in offending: a moral foundations approach. Journal of Research in
Crime and Delinquency 58(3), 343-380.

Thompson, R., Newton, A., & Reeves, C. (2021). Exploring the relationship between morality and offending through the use of the
Moral Foundations Questionnaire. Crime Prevention and Community Safety, Accepted/In press.

Tyler, J. V., Holleran, L. B., & Silver, J. R. (2019). Applying Moral Foundations theory to the explanation of capital jurors’ sentencing
decisions. Justice Quarterly, 36(7), 1176-1205. https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2018.1537400

NOT CLAIMING EXHAUSTIVE — Apologies for anything omitted

N

GHENT
UNIVERSITY 32


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2020.101449
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000321
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2016.1217086
https://doi.org/10.1080/20504721.2017.1343420
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2018.1537400

www.ugent.be
Ghent University

ann.debuck@ugent.be
lieven.pauwels@ugent.be

N

GHENT
UNIVERSITY




PROPOSITON 2

H2: Substantial correlations are expected to be found among Individualizing (Care and
Fairness) and among Binding foundations (Authority — Loyalty and Sanctity) within each
scale and between equivalent subscales of both MFQ-20 and MFSS.
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CORRELATIONS AMONG AND BETWEEN MFQ-20 AND MESS SUBSCALES

40

MFQ20
Care-
Fairness

MFSS
Loyalty
Authorit

MFQ20 °
Loyalty
Authorit

.69 71
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DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

- Relatively poor internal consistencies (see also Graham et al., 2009; Harper & Hogue, 2019)

« Comparison of several measurement models
* Hypothesized 5-factor model converged in MFSS
« But, problematic in MFQ-20
« IlLow fit criteria (low CFI/TLI) (see also: lurino & Saucier, 2020; Kivikangas, Lonngvist &
Ravaja, 2017; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015; Yiimaz et al., 2016)

 Correlations among and between subscales in MFQ and MFSS
« Correlations between subscales as expected
« Correlations among MFSS subscales were very high (see also: Yalcindag et al., 2019)

« Measurement invariance across gender
« Weak MI for the MFSS
e But not for the MFQ-20 (see also, lurino & Saucier, 2020)
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