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A SYSTEMATIC ANALYSIS OF THE MORAL FOUNDATIONS OF RIGHT-

WING IDEOLOGY IN THE UK 

Abstract 

The purpose of this thesis was to investigate the relationship between right-wing 
ideology dimensions (RWA and SDO) and moral intuitions in the UK. The Moral 
Foundations Theory (MFT) is currently the most prominent theory on moral 
intuitions and defines five moral intuitions or foundations (care, fairness, loyalty, 
authority, and purity) which are further summarised into two broad moral domains 
(individualising and binding foundations). The first research line in this thesis 
assessed how RWA and SDO relate to individualising and binding foundations with 
a self-report measurement of moral foundations (Study One), hypothetical moral 
dilemmas (Study Two-Five), and a visual moral stimulus set (Study Six). Results 
indicated that while RWA was associated with a greater concern for binding 
foundations and SDO with a reduced concern for individualising foundations, these 
relationships did not generalise well beyond the self-report measure for moral 
foundations. The second research line in this thesis (Study Seven) explored the 
implications of self-reported concern for individualising and binding foundations on 
socio-political outcomes of RWA and SDO. It was found that individualising and 
binding foundations predicted how threatening immigrants are perceived and the 
willingness to engage in collective action in the context of immigration, although 
these effects were most consistent for binding foundations. Moral foundations also 
mediated the effect of RWA and SDO on perceived threat and collective action 
intent, suggesting that moral foundations can at least partly account for the socio-
political outcomes that are associated with right-wing ideology. Study One, Six, and 
Seven also evaluated the construct validity of current measures for moral foundations 
and overall found a poor performance of the self-report methods and the visual 
imagery set in British participants. Taken together, the studies in this thesis 
demonstrated that right-wing ideology dimensions (RWA, SDO) are associated with 
self-reported moral foundations in the UK and that these associations further predict 
relevant socio-political outcomes, but the findings cast doubt on the overall 
applicability of MFT to the UK context. These studies were carried out in 
convenience samples mostly recruited via online worker platforms which limits the 
generalisability of these results to the general population. Although additional 
research is necessary to evaluate the stability of the relationships between RWA, 
SDO, and moral foundations and the generalisability of MFT to the UK, the results 
from this thesis suggest that self-reported moral foundations are important to 
consider in the context of right-wing ideology and socio-political outcomes, and 
social and political polarisation more broadly. 
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General Introduction    

1.1 Social and political polarisation in the UK  

Political polarisation is becoming an increasing concern globally. Hunter (1991) 

famously introduced the notion of ‘culture wars’ to describe the ideological divides 

in the North American public on social, cultural, and political issues. Increasingly, 

evidence suggests that polarisation is becoming an important characteristic of the 

social and political landscape in European countries, including the UK, and the 

notion of a ‘Divided Britain’ has become widespread in recent years (Duffy, Hewlett, 

McCrae, & Hall, 2019).  

Political polarisation can refer to issue polarisation, which occurs when attitudes in 

the general public towards specific social and political issues diverge substantially 

(DiMaggio, Evans, & Bryson, 1996). Polarisation can also occur on the affective or 

social level, when those with opposing ideological viewpoints develop strongly 

negative feelings about each other (Duffy et al., 2019). Both forms of polarisation are 

harmful to political and social relations as they can challenge democratic systems 

(McCoy, Rahman, & Somer, 2018) and form the basis for antagonistic intergroup 

relationships (Duffy et al., 2019).  

One high-profile issue which has caused social fractures in the UK in recent years is 

the political debate on the UK’s membership of the European Union (EU). Opinions 

on whether the UK should ‘leave’ or ‘remain’ were highly polarised during the 2016 

Brexit referendum, as 52% of voters were in favour of leaving while 48% of voters 

preferred to remain in the EU. Recent evidence suggest that this polarised context 

still exists: those who voted ‘leave’ versus ‘remain’ are starkly divided on issues 

such as ethnic diversity and optimism about the country’s economic and cultural 

future (Curtice, Hudson, & Montagu, 2020; Schumacher, 2019; Sobolewska & Ford, 

2019). In addition, there is also social polarisation surrounding the UK’s membership 

of the EU. For example, a recent study found that those who voted ‘leave’ or 
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‘remain’ in the referendum consistently attribute negative traits, such as low 

intelligence, dishonesty, and closed-mindedness, to the opposing ideological side 

(Hobolt, Leeper, & Tilley, 2020).   

A second, but related issue that has engendered ideological divides over the past few 

years is immigration. Whilst immigration has been a salient subject in British politics 

for decades (Sobolewska & Ford, 2019), the recent migrant crisis which peaked in 

2015 has been a major source for renewed polarisation in the UK general public and 

Europe more broadly (Ravndal, 2018). Concerns about immigration played a 

significant role in public support for the UK to leave the EU (Meleady, Seger, & 

Vermue, 2017), and how the UK should manage immigration still remains a divisive 

issue (Blinder & Richards, 2020; Dempster & Hargrave, 2017). For example, polling 

data from the last year found that approximately 57% of the British public favoured 

more restrictive immigration policies whilst 42% of respondents disagreed with 

stricter measures (Schumacher, 2019). In addition, just over half (54%) of 

respondents to a recent poll indicated they wanted immigration levels into the UK to 

reduce, and a similar proportion of respondents (57%) reported to feel dissatisfied 

with the way the UK government is dealing with immigration (Ipsos MORI, 2019). 

As such, the issue of immigration is considered to have the potential to further 

facilitate ‘culture wars’ in the UK (Sobolewska & Ford, 2019).  

One characteristic of polarisation is that the political attitudes in the general public 

diverge to the extreme ends of the political spectrum, and this often coincides with 

support for radical political parties (Stansfield & Stone, 2018) or the adoption of 

more extreme standpoints by moderate parties (Dreyer & Bauer, 2019) which can 

further increase polarisation (Castanho Silva, 2017). The current political 

polarisation surrounding immigration and EU membership formed the basis in 

several European countries for growing support for radical right-wing parties 

(Castanho Silva, 2017; Ravndal, 2018) which are collectively dubbed as ‘the far-

right’ (Mulhall, 2019). As a result, far-right parties have been referred to as “the 

fastest-growing party family in Europe” (Golder, 2016, p. 477). The interplay 
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between far-right party success and polarisation on issues such as immigration and 

EU membership became visible in the UK for example by the electoral success of the 

United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) in the 2015 General Election (Evans & 

Mellon, 2019).  

Far-right parties often espouse nativist (Mudde, 2007) and anti-immigrant rhetoric 

(Davis & Deole, 2017), and prejudicial attitudes towards ethnic minority groups, 

such as immigrants, are also visible in the UK general population. In the 2014 wave 

of the British Social Attitudes (BSA) survey, a substantial proportion of Britons 

perceived immigrants as taking jobs away (36%), increasing crime rates (50%), and 

undermining cultural life (38%; Ford & Heath, 2014), and negative attitudes towards 

immigrants tend to be associated with those identifying on the political right 

(Gonzalez-Barrera & Connor, 2019). Although negative feelings towards immigrants 

in the UK have softened somewhat since the 2016 Brexit referendum (Curtice et al., 

2020; Ford, 2018), levels of anti-immigrant prejudice in the UK have overall 

remained stable over the past years (Evans & Kelley, 2019) and continued 

polarisation surrounding immigration could further facilitate anti-immigrant 

prejudice in the UK.  

The growth in far-right sentiment has further become increasingly visible in terms of 

politically motivated behaviour. Far-right protests in the UK have witnessed a record 

number of participants recently (Mulhall, 2019) and there has been a steady increase 

in hate crimes in the UK over the past five years, which are mostly targeted at ethnic 

minorities (Home Office, 2020). In addition, a substantial proportion of immigrants 

in the UK report feeling unsafe or having been harassed (Fernandez-Reino, 2020). 

There is also a rise in the number of right-wing paramilitary groups and right-wing 

terrorist attacks across Europe, with the UK reporting the largest number of planned 

and perpetrated right-wing terrorist attacks in 2019 (Europol, 2020).  

Political polarisation is likely to remain a feature of the British political landscape in 

coming years. Recent societal challenges such as concerns about racial equality and 
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climate change have elicited polarised opinions in the general public and culminated 

in socio-political movements such as Black Lives Matter and Extinction Rebellion. 

These societal challenges have the potential to further sustain ‘culture wars’ in the 

UK (Sobolewska & Ford, 2019). The management of the COVID-19 pandemic has 

also raised concerns about polarisation more recently, as attitudes in this context 

show signs of issue and social polarisation. A recent poll found that opinions about 

the efficacy of a second lockdown in the UK was split by 50% of respondents in 

favour and 41% feeling such measures would be ineffective (Pedley & Garrett, 

2020). In addition, nearly two thirds (68%) of Britons who reported adhering to 

lockdown rules also reported feeling strongly negative about or resented those who 

did not (Atay, Carr, Mackenzie, & Lasko-Skinner, 2020), whilst there have been 

reports of several protests against lockdown measures in the UK (Gayle, & Busby, 

2020).  

The global growth in polarisation and far-right sentiment has revived interest in the 

psychological factors that form the basis of socio-political attitudes and behaviours 

more broadly. One psychological attribute that has been increasingly researched is 

political ideology. Political ideology is a psychological motivator of support for 

political parties and voting behaviour (Jost, 2006), political partisanship 

(Abramowitz & Saunders, 1998), and attitudes towards specific social and political 

policy issues (Jost, Nosek & Gosling, 2008) in the general public. For example, self-

reported right-wing ideological orientations predict support for right-wing political 

candidates (Choma & Hanoch, 2017; Womick, Rothmund, Azevedo, King, & Jost, 

2019) and parties (Satherley, Sibley, & Osborne, 2020) and more radical right-wing 

political parties (Aichholzer & Zandonella, 2016; Van Hiel & Mervielde, 2002), 

including in the UK (Van Assche, Dhont, & Pettigrew, 2019). Right-wing 

ideological orientations have also been found to consistently predict increased 

prejudice against a variety of minority groups (Altemeyer, 1998; Duckitt, 2006; 

Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; McFarland & Adelson, 1996) and even support for violence 

against ethnic minorities (Thomsen, Green & Sidanius, 2008).  
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Another novel but thriving research line within this context is based on Moral 

Foundations Theory (MFT; Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004). MFT 

posits that political ideology is closely intertwined with the moral values or 

foundations that individuals rely on (Haidt & Graham, 2007). For example, 

individuals who identify as ‘Right-wing’ (or ‘Conservative’) value moral concerns 

about group loyalty, respect for authority, and piety, while those who identify as 

‘Left-wing’ (or ‘Liberal’) are more strongly invested in moral concerns about the 

protection and fair treatment of individuals (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Nilsson 

& Erlandsson, 2015). This moral lens subsequently affects more specific political 

attitudes such as opinions towards abortion, immigration, and gun control (Koleva, 

Iyer, Graham, & Ditto, 2012), and ideologically motivated behaviour (Graham & 

Haidt, 2012; Milesi & Alberici, 2018). A further important premise of MFT is that 

because different ideologies are associated with different moral values, individuals 

with opposing ideological viewpoints do not share a common moral belief system 

which subsequently amplifies political polarisation.  

Although MFT has been instrumental in developing psychological research on 

political ideology and polarisation in North America (Clifford & Jerit, 2013; Graham 

et al., 2009; Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, & Haidt, 2012; Koleva et al., 2012), it has 

not been frequently applied to the context of right-wing ideology, or political 

ideology more broadly, in the UK. A systematic investigation of the relationship 

between right-wing ideology and moral foundations would therefore facilitate the 

understanding of the moral correlates of right-wing ideology and right-wing oriented 

attitudes and behaviours in the UK, and current political polarisation more broadly.  

1.2 Right-wing ideology in the general public  

Political ideology is considered as one of the most “elusive” (McLellan, 1986, p. 1) 

and “versatile” (Gerring, 1997, p. 962) constructs in social sciences. The French 

philosopher Destutt de Tracy first made reference to the term political ideology as 

‘the science of ideas’ in Eléments d’Idéologie (Oliver & Johnston, 2000). Since then, 
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the term has been used in a variety of ways and little consensus has been reached on 

its definition. In an attempt to unify the diverse approaches to political ideology, 

Gerring (1997) proposed the following ‘core’ definition: “Ideology, at the very least, 

refers to a set of idea-elements that are bound together, that belong to one another in 

a non-random fashion.” (Gerring, 1997, p. 980). Political ideology is therefore often 

interpreted as a coherent or consistent set of ideas that are stable over time.  

One of the first systematic studies of political ideology found little evidence for the 

presence of coherent ideological belief systems in the general public. An analysis of 

responses to the American National Election Studies (ANES; 

www.electionstudies.org) from election campaigns in 1956 and 1960 found that a 

substantial proportion of respondents were unable to place their ideological beliefs 

on a Liberal-Conservative continuum or attach an accurate meaning to ideological 

labels such as ‘Liberalism’ or ‘Conservatism’ (Converse, 1964). Respondents’ 

ideological beliefs also lacked consistency, so that conservative views on one issue 

were often paired with liberal views on another. The conclusions from this study still 

resonate in the academic literature (Freeder, Lenz, & Turney, 2018; Kalmoe, 2020; 

Kinder & Kalmoe, 2017) although more recent findings suggest that there is at least 

some degree of ideological consistency in the general public (Abramowitz, 2010; 

Ansolabehere, Rodden, & Snyder, 2008; Feldman & Johnston, 2014; Jost, 2006; 

Treier & Hillygus, 2006), including in the UK (Evans, Heath, & Lalljee, 1996) .  

Political sophistication or knowledge is often required in order for individuals to 

form highly consistent ideological belief systems (Barber & Pope, 2018; Jewitt & 

Goren, 2016). The consistency criterion therefore limits the relevance of political 

ideology to a small subset of the population that is knowledgeable (Jost et al., 2008) 

and may obscure ideologies that exist in many ordinary and non-knowledgeable 

citizens (Gerring, 1997). A more inclusive approach is to consider political ideology 

as a basic and relatively implicit orientation towards the status quo which comprises 

broad values, principles, or worldviews (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & 

Sanford, 1950; Duckitt, 2001; Feldman, 2003; Jost et al., 2008; Rokeach, 1973; 



 

 

7 

 

Schwartz, 1992; Tedin, 1987). Ideology in this context does not require the 

conscious articulation or ‘full appreciation’ of ideological inclinations or preferences 

(Jost, Federico & Napier, 2009). A useful description of ideology in the general 

public was proposed by Jost (2006), who defines political ideology as “an 

interrelated set of moral and political attitudes that possesses cognitive, affective, 

and motivational components” (Jost, 2006, p. 653). 

Furthermore, even when individuals are not politically knowledgeable, their self-

reported ideology is a meaningful predictor of political attitudes and behaviour such 

as the political candidates that individuals vote for (Ansolabehere et al., 2008; 

Hennessy, Delli Carpini, Blank & Hall Jamieson, 2015; Jost, 2006; Tedin, 1987) and 

the political parties that they support (Evans et al., 1996; Feldman, 1988). Recent 

studies in the UK for example found that self-reported right-wing ideology was a 

significant predictor for the ‘leave’ vote in the 2016 Brexit referendum (Van der 

Vyver, Leite, Abrams, & Palmer, 2018) and the level of commitment to this vote 

after the referendum took place (Harper & Hogue, 2019). Self-reported ideology also 

forms the basis for other, non-political outcomes, such as the interpersonal style that 

individuals display (Carney, Jost, Gosling, & Potter, 2008) and even the hobbies 

(Jost, 2006), decorations (Carney et al., 2008), or the food, music, and art forms that 

they prefer (Neiman, 2012). Some forms of right-wing ideology are also predictive 

of increased prejudice towards minority groups (Altemeyer, 1998; Duckitt & Sibley, 

2007) such as immigrants (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010) and refugees (Cowling, Anderson 

& Ferguson, 2019), greater preferences for anti-democratic policies (Benjamin Jr, 

2006; Dunwoody & Funke, 2016), and increased support for political violence 

(Farago, Kende, & Kreko, 2019; Thomsen et al., 2008).  

1.3 The structure of right-wing ideology  

Political ideology is typically described on a broad continuum ranging from ‘Left’ to 

‘Right’. This description dates from the seating plan in the French National 

Assembly following the French Revolution, where supporters of the status-quo (the 
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monarchy and the Church) were seated on the right-hand side, while those arguing 

for social change were seated on the left (Caprara & Vecchione, 2018; Feldman & 

Johnston, 2014; Jost et al., 2009). The distinction between ‘Left’ and ‘Right’ remains 

a popular way to describe political ideology across the world. In the UK for example, 

the party-system is often described by a ‘Left’ pole promoting the interests of the 

working class (Labour Party) and a ‘Right’ pole representing capital (Wheatley, 

2016). The ideological labels of ‘Left’ and ‘Right’ are substituted by ‘Liberal’ and 

‘Conservative’ labels in countries which historically lack the presence of socialist 

parties (Duriez, Van Hiel, & Kossowska, 2005) but their meaning has gradually 

converged with the European Left and Right respectively (Caprara & Vecchione, 

2018). Political ideology is therefore often measured by a Left-Right (or Liberal-

Conservative) continuum, with higher scores indicating right-wing ideology. This 

remains the default operationalisation in public opinion polls such as the ANES 

(www.electionstudies.org) and the British Election Studies (BES, 

www.britishelectionstudy.com), and in academic research (Feldman & Johnston, 

2014). 

In addition to the Left-Right continuum, right-wing ideology can be further described 

by two separate constructs (Duckitt, 2001; Eysenck, 1954; Feldman & Johnston, 

2014). Socio-cultural conservatism or right-wing beliefs refer to a general preference 

for conformity and the status-quo (Duckitt, 2001) and taps into specific issues such 

as gender roles, family and race relations, immigration, and the role of religion in 

society. Economic conservatism or right-wing beliefs reflect a preference for social 

inequality or the economic status quo (Duckitt, 2001; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & 

Sulloway, 2003) and relates to issues such as government intervention and spending, 

redistribution of resources, social welfare, and free-market systems (Carmines & 

D'Amico, 2015; Feldman & Huddy, 2014; Malka, Lelkes, & Soto, 2019; 

Thorisdottir, Jost, & Liviatan, 2007). For example, those with socio-culturally 

conservative beliefs favour conventional gender and family roles and support for the 

‘war on terror’, and those with economically conservative beliefs are generally 
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supportive of capitalist ideology, free-market systems, and are opposed to EU 

expansion (Van Hiel & Kossowska, 2007).  

Socio-cultural and economic orientations tend to positively covary so that individuals 

who hold socio-culturally conservative attitudes usually have economically 

conservative attitudes also (Jost et al., 2003). For example, a study in Finnish 

political candidates showed that Conservative politicians consistently favoured right-

wing positions on both socio-cultural and economic issues (Lonqqvist & Kivikangas, 

2019). Similar results have been reported for respondents in the general public: for 

example, a recent large-scaled study found strong positive correlations between 

right-wing attitudes towards socio-cultural and economic issues in North American 

(rs = .48) and British (rs = .52) respondents (Azevedo, Jost, Rothmund, & Sterling, 

2019). As a result, socio-cultural and economic conservatism are often collapsed into 

a single index of right-wing ideology.  

One problem with this research practice is that socio-cultural and economic 

orientations are unrelated or negatively correlated in less modernised or progressive 

(Malka et al., 2019) and post-Communist (Duriez et al., 2005; Van Hiel & 

Kossowska, 2007) countries. Respondents in these contexts often combine right-

wing socio-cultural beliefs with left-wing economic beliefs or vice versa. 

Furthermore, a substantial proportion of citizens in Western countries such as North 

America (Carmines & Ensley, 2004; Carmines, Wagner & Ensley, 2012; Feldman & 

Johnston, 2014; Treier & Hillygus, 2009; Weber & Federico, 2012) and Western 

Europe (Lefkofridi, Wagner & Willman, 2014; Malka, Soto, Inzlicht, & Yphtach, 

2014; Van der Brug & Van Spanje, 2009) also harmoniously combine left- and right-

wing socio-cultural and economic orientations. A number of scholars have 

subsequently drawn attention to an emerging group of voters in Western Europe (‘the 

Authoritarian Left’; Lefkofridi et al., 2014) and North America (‘Communitarians’ 

or ‘Populists’; Carmines & Ensley, 2004; Carmines et al., 2012) who have socio-

culturally right-wing beliefs but support left-wing economic policies.  
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The idea that political ideology in the general public consists of two distinct 

ideological factors is further supported in studies applying factor-analysis to 

investigate the structure of socio-political attitudes. It has been consistently found 

that social and political beliefs converge on two latent factors, not one, even in 

Western countries (see Table 1 in Duckitt, 2001 for an overview; see Treier & 

Hillygus, 2009; Van der Brug & Van Spanje, 2009 for more recent findings). For 

example, a comparative study performing factor-analysis on ideological attitudes in a 

Western European country (Belgium) and two Eastern European countries (Poland 

and Ukraine) identified two separate latent socio-cultural and economic factors for 

both the Western and Eastern European samples (Van Hiel & Kossowska, 2007). As 

a result, there is an increasing consensus that socio-cultural and economic 

conservatism should be conceptualised and measured separately in research on right-

wing ideology and political ideology more broadly (Duckitt, 2001; Feldman & 

Johnston, 2014; Kerlinger, 1984; Lefkofridi et al., 2014; Saucier, 2000; Treier & 

Hillygus, 2009).  

A common approach is to define and measure socio-cultural and economic 

conservatism by using Right-wing Authoritarianism (RWA1; Altemeyer, 1981, 1996, 

1998) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & 

Malle, 1994) as their indicators respectively (Duckitt, 2001). RWA is described as a 

preference for social conformity and collective security at the expense of individual 

freedom and personal autonomy (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt, Bizumic, & Krauss, 2010; 

Feldman, 2003) and comprises three covarying social attitudes2 which each represent 

 

1 See appendix 31 for a glossary of frequently used acronyms in this thesis  

2 Other scholars define RWA as a cluster of personality traits rather than social attitudes. See Adorno 

et al. (1950) and Altemeyer (1981, 1996, 1998, 2006) for personality-based perspectives on RWA, 

and see Duckitt & Sibley (2010, p. 1864-1866) for a discussion in favour of the social attitude 

perspective. 
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a specific way of attaining collective security (Duckitt et al., 2010; Duckitt & 

Bizumic, 2013): attitudes in favour of traditional social norms, values, and lifestyles 

(authoritarian conventionalism), attitudes in favour of uncritical and submissive 

support for established group authorities and institutions or the status-quo 

(authoritarian submission), and attitudes in support of strict, punitive, and coercive 

control measures in response to those who challenge traditional values and do not 

submit to established authorities (authoritarian aggression; Altemeyer, 1981; 

Duckitt et al., 2010).  

Whilst RWA encompasses three clusters, authoritarian submission is often perceived 

as the core of RWA (Altemeyer, 1981, 1996; Feldman, 2003; Passini, 2017). RWA 

was originally introduced in psychological research after the Second World War in 

an effort to explain mass support for Fascist ideologies (Adorno et al., 1950) and the 

notion of blind compliance and submission has remained central to descriptions of 

RWA. Altemeyer’s conceptualisation of RWA for example was predicated on a 

passive obedience to authority (‘authoritarian followers’) as opposed to more 

dominant and aggressive displays of authoritarianism (‘authoritarian leaders’; 

Altemeyer, 1996). The RWA facets also vary in terms of how distinctive they are for 

socio-cultural conservatism: authoritarian submission (Duckitt et al., 2010) and 

conventionalism (Van Hiel, Duriez, & Kossowska, 2006) are considered as most 

prototypic of socio-cultural conservatism, while authoritarian aggression has been 

treated by some researchers as a fringe feature of RWA that is more closely 

associated with more dominant and aggressive forms of right-wing ideology, such as 

SDO (Passini, 2008, 2017).  

The default measurement for RWA is the RWA-scale (Altemeyer, 1981, 1998) or its 

more recent derivations (Altemeyer, 2006; Zakrisson, 2005). Scores on the RWA 

scales correlate positively with socio-cultural conservatism (Cornelis & Van Hiel, 

2006; Duriez et al., 2005; Van Hiel, Cornelis, Roets, & De Clercq, 2007) and right-

wing ideology-relevant constructs such as prejudice (Altemeyer, 1998; McFarland & 

Adelson, 1996), political intolerance (Dunwoody & Funke, 2016), and ethnocentrism 
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(Duckitt et al., 2010). More recently developed scales also provide separate indices 

for the RWA facets (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018; Duckitt et al., 2010; Dunwoody & 

Funke, 2016; Funke, 2005). Studies using these tripartite scales found that whilst all 

RWA facets are important for predicting RWA-relevant outcomes, there are slight 

differences in the relationships of each RWA facet to other ideology-relevant 

constructs (Dunwoody & Funke, 2016; Duckitt et al., 2010; Funke, 2005; Passini, 

2008, 2017).  

SDO (Pratto et al., 1994) originates from Social Dominance Theory (SDT; Pratto et 

al., 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 2012) and reflects a psychological orientation towards 

group-based hierarchies in society such as ethnic, religious, or national hierarchies 

(Pratto & Stewart, 2011). Specifically, individuals with high levels of SDO prefer 

social inequality while those with lower levels of SDO favour greater equality 

amongst social groups. SDO is typically higher in members of (perceived) high-

status groups (Lee, Pratto & Johnson, 2011; Sidanius, Levin, Liu & Pratto, 2000) 

because the maintenance of dominance is more relevant to those high in status 

compared to minority groups. SDO is measured with the SDO Scale (SDO5, SDO6 ; 

Pratto et al., 1994) or its shorter form (SSDO scale; Pratto et al., 2014) which 

measures how strongly respondents favour group-based hierarchies. Economic 

conservatism is a strong predictor for SDO (Duriez et al., 2005) and scores for SDO 

scales further correlate positively with beliefs that are supportive of inequality such 

as sexism (Lee et al., 2011; Sibley, Wilson & Duckitt, 2007) and prejudice against 

minority groups (Duckitt, 2006; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007), but negatively with pro-

egalitarian attitudes such as support for policies that promote greater equality (Pratto, 

Sidanius, & Levin, 2006; Pratto et al., 2014).  

There has been some debate on whether RWA and SDO are characteristic of right-

wing ideology or represent more extreme or aggressive ideologies on both ends of 

the political spectrum (Adorno et al., 1950; Altemeyer, 1996; Eysenck, 1954; Shils, 

1954). RWA, for example, has been found to correlate with self-reported left-wing 

orientations in post-Communist countries (de Regt, Mortelmans, & Smits, 2011) and 
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some researchers argue that some facets of RWA also exist in the political left 

(Costello, Bowes, Stevens, Waldman, & Lilienfeld, 2020). However, in Western 

countries such as the UK, RWA and SDO typically correspond to a right-wing 

political orientation. RWA and SDO are positively correlated with self-reported 

right-wing (Van Hiel et al., 2007) or conservative (Wilson & Sibley, 2013) 

orientations in Western countries, and both constructs predict support for right-wing 

political parties and policies in Western European countries such as Belgium (Van 

Hiel & Mervielde, 2002; Van Hiel et al., 2007), Germany (Aichholzer & Zandonella, 

2016), Italy (Pellegrini, Leone, & Giacomantonio, 2019), and the UK (Golec de 

Zavala, Guerra, & Simao, 2017; Van Assche et al., 2019). 

The covariation between RWA, SDO, and right-wing political orientations is 

attributed to the fact that political systems in most Western countries are predicated 

on a clear distinction between right-wing traditionalism and left-wing progressivism, 

so that RWA and SDO both refer to the political right. Countries that are politically 

organised along other divides, such as ethnicity, lack the distinction between left-

wing progressivism and right-wing traditionalism which means that RWA and SDO 

are not ideologised along ‘Left’ and ‘Right’ lines (Duckitt, Wagner, Du Plessis, & 

Byrum, 2002). In post-Communist countries for example, those who are 

psychologically conservative gravitate towards left-wing orientations because left-

wing politics in these contexts are perceived as ‘traditional’ (Duriez et al., 2005; 

Kossowka & Van Hiel, 2003). Because RWA and SDO are both expressions of 

right-wing ideology in most Western countries, respondents who score high on 

socio-cultural conservatism (RWA) also tend to score high on economic 

conservatism (SDO) in Western political contexts such as New Zealand (Duckitt, 

2001), Belgium (Duriez & Van Hiel, 2002), Italy (Mirisola, Sibley, Boca & Duckitt, 

2007; Roccato & Ricolfi, 2005), and the UK (Duckitt et al., 2002). 
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1.4 Cognitive profiles of right-wing ideology 

Psychological approaches have further focused on the underlying processes that 

underlie right-wing ideology. A series of hypotheses, collectively referred to as ‘the 

Rigidity of the Right’ model (Tetlock, 1989), suggests that socio-cultural and 

economic conservatism are the result of underlying psychological needs for security 

and certainty (NSC; Jost et al., 2003). The interplay between psychological needs 

and political orientations can be explained by a process of ‘elective affinities’ (Jost, 

2009): NSC are hypothesised to attract individuals to right-wing ideological 

orientations because support for traditional socio-cultural values and norms and the 

preservation of the economic status quo are particularly successful in satisfying NSC.   

As a result, right-wing ideology has been found to be associated with a series of 

cognitive biases related to NSC. For example, two comprehensive meta-analyses 

(Jost et al., 2003; Jost, Stern, Rule & Sterling, 2017) found right-wing ideology as an 

overall construct to be significantly associated with a tolerance for uncertainty (r = -

.27), openness to experience (r = -.32), intolerance of ambiguity (r = .34), needs for 

order, structure, and closure (r = .26), and threat perceptions (r = .12-.31). Research 

has further linked right-wing ideology to stronger defensive physiological responses 

to unexpected stimuli (noise bursts; Oxley et al., 2008), attentional biases for 

negative stimuli (Carraro, Castelli, & Macchiella, 2011; see Hibbing, Smith & 

Alford, 2014 for a review), and poor cognitive control of unexpected information 

(Amodio, Jost, Master, & Yee, 2007; see Jost & Amodio, 2012 for an overview of 

behavioural and neuroscientific findings). These cognitive biases further predict 

relevant outcomes of right-wing ideology, such as implicit and explicit negative 

attitudes towards immigrants (Stewart, Gulzaib, & Morris, 2019). 

More recent approaches have also uncovered meaningful differences in the 

psychological needs for socio-cultural and economic conservatism separately. For 

example, NSC is primarily associated with socio-cultural but not economic 

conservatism (Malka et al., 2014; but see Jost, 2003, p. 360). Similarly, socio-
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cultural and economic conservatism are associated with different cognitive biases: 

cognitive strategies such as intolerance of ambiguity, closed-mindedness, and the 

need for cognitive closure, order, and predictability are mostly associated with socio-

cultural, but not economic conservatism, in Western countries (Feldman & Johnston, 

2014; Kossowska & Van Hiel, 2003; Van Hiel, Onraet, & De Pauw, 2010). 

Economic conservatism on the other hand is linked to other distinct cognitive 

correlates such as lower levels of empathic concern (Hodson, Hogg, & MacInnis, 

2009; Sidanius et al., 2013).  

The Dual Process Model of Ideology and Prejudice (DPM; Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & 

Sibley, 2009) integrates the psychological needs of socio-cultural (RWA) and 

economic conservatism (SDO) in a comprehensive model and highlights the duality 

or distinctiveness of socio-cultural and economic conservatism in terms of their 

psychological underpinnings. According to the DPM, RWA is characterised by a 

need to reduce threat and maintain collective security, control, and stability, whilst 

SDO is associated with an underlying need to maintain group dominance and 

superiority. For example, individuals with high RWA are particularly susceptible to 

signs of threat to social cohesion but those with high SDO respond more strongly to 

indications of competitive threat (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; 

Thomsen et al., 2008). Furthermore, the effects of RWA on ideology-relevant socio-

political outcomes, such as prejudice, are mediated by feelings of perceived social 

threat (Cohrs & Ibler, 2009; Duckitt, 2006) whilst the effects of SDO are mediated 

by feelings of perceived competitiveness (Duckitt, 2006; Esses, Jackson, & 

Armstrong, 1998).  

The DPM further engrains the psychological needs of RWA and SDO in two distinct 

worldviews (see Figure 1.1). Specifically, RWA-based psychological needs are the 

result of a view of the world as dangerous, unpredictable, and threatening as opposed 

to secure, stable and safe (dangerous worldview). The psychological needs of SDO 

on the other hand are rooted in a worldview of the world as a ‘competitive jungle’ 

(competitive jungle worldview). These worldviews subsequently activate NSC 
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(RWA) or dominance needs (SDO) independently. The development of these 

worldviews is further preceded by underlying personality traits and exposure to 

social environments (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). There is a substantial 

research body to corroborate the proposed pathways of the DPM. Meta-analyses for 

example, support the relationships for personality traits and worldviews with 

increased threat perception and RWA/SDO (Onraet, Van Hiel, Dhont & Pattyn, 

2013; Perry, Sibley & Duckitt, 2013; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). Studies using SEM 

also report a good fit for the proposed causal relationships between personality, 

worldviews, and RWA/SDO across different cultural contexts (Duckitt, 2001; 

Duckitt et al., 2002; Van Hiel, Cornelis & Roets, 2007). In addition, longitudinal 

studies corroborate the idea that personality traits precede the development of both 

worldviews and RWA/SDO, and that worldviews in turn form the basis for 

expressions of RWA/SDO (Sibley et al., 2007; Sibley & Duckitt, 2010; Sidanius et 

al., 2012; see Duckitt & Sibley, 2017 for a recent overview).  
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Figure 1.1. A schematic overview of the DPM. Figure adapted from Duckitt & Sibley (2009, p. 101). 
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1.5 Right-wing ideology and moral cognition  

The interplay between the psychological needs of right-wing ideology and cognitive 

biases is known more broadly as ‘motivated social cognition’ (Jost et al., 2003; 

Kruglanski, 1996) which refers to the mutual influence that psychological 

motivations and cognitive processes exert on each other (e.g., Dijksterhuis, Van 

Knippenberg, Kruglanski & Shaper, 1996). As Jost and colleagues (2003) describe: 

“people are highly motivated to perceive the world in ways that satisfy their needs, 

values and prior epistemic commitments” (Jost et al., 2003, p. 341). As a result, 

right-wing ideological proclivities shape the perception of the social and political 

world more broadly (Carmines & D’Amico, 2015).  

The robust relationship between right-wing ideology and cognitive biases suggests 

that right-wing ideology may be associated with other aspects of social cognition. In 

this context, scholars have increasingly directed attention to the role of moral 

reasoning, or moral beliefs about what is ‘right’ or ‘wrong’. Research suggests that 

moral values are relevant to political ideology: an integrative analysis of several 

measures of moral values for example found that differences in moral values account 

for approximately 30% of the variance in conservative versus liberal orientations in 

members of the North American general public (Miles & Vaisey, 2015). The 

relationship between moral reasoning and political ideology was raised previously in 

theories focusing on broader value systems (Feldman, 2003; Hunter, 1991; Lakoff, 

2002; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992), but research on the relationship between 

moral values and political ideology has surged in recent years following the 

introduction of MFT (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004). 

Within this research line, individual differences in moral values or foundations have 

been found to predict variations in political orientations (Graham et al., 2009; 

Graham et al., 2011; Weber & Federico, 2012), attitudes towards specific policy 

issues (Clifford & Jerit, 2013; Koleva et al., 2012), and political behaviour such as 

voting (Harper & Hogue, 2019; Milesi, 2017) and activism (Milesi & Alberici, 
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2018). In addition, a small but growing research line has also distinguished specific 

moral profiles for socio-cultural and economic conservatism separately based on 

MFT (Federico, Weber, Ergun, & Hunt, 2013; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b; Kugler, 

Jost & Noorbaloochi, 2014; Milojev et al., 2014; Radkiewizc, 2016). As a result, 

MFT is currently considered as the most comprehensive and widely accepted 

framework for understanding the relationship between different political ideologies 

and moral reasoning.  

1.5.1 Moral Foundations Theory 

Morality is an essential part of human attitudes, behaviour, and social life (Ditto, 

Pizarro, & Tannenbaum, 2009; Smith, 2003). For example, individuals strive to 

behave in line with their own moral standards (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and evaluate 

the behaviour of others in moral terms. The terms ‘moral’ and ‘immoral’ refer to “an 

orientation towards understandings about what is right and wrong, good and bad, 

worthy and worthy, just and unjust … providing standards by which our desires, 

decisions and preferences can themselves be judged” (Smith, 2003, p. 8). As such, 

the function of morality is often interpreted as regulating behaviour by defining what 

is ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ or ‘good’ or ‘bad’ (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010).  

Moral orientations partly stem from the evolutionary necessity to coordinate social 

behaviour and maintain social order in large communities (Curry, 2016; Ellemers, 

2017; Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Tomasello & Vaish, 2013). Morality can therefore 

be understood as “interlocking sets of values, virtues, norms, practices, identities, 

institutions, technologies, and evolved psychological mechanisms that work together 

to suppress or regulate selfishness and make coordinated social life possible” (Haidt 

& Kesebir, 2010, p. 800). A large proportion of contemporary scholarship in moral 

psychology focuses on moral reasoning (Ellemers, van der Toorn, Paunov, & van 

Leeuwen, 2019) which aims to describe the moral values that individuals rely on to 

make specific moral evaluations. MFT was developed within this context in an effort 

to describe the variety of moral values that exist cross-culturally.  
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MFT is predicated on an intuitionist view of moral reasoning (Graham, Haidt et al., 

2012) and is an extension of an earlier prominent intuitionist model (Social 

Intuitionist Model, SIM; Haidt, 2001). Moral reasoning was traditionally considered 

to be the product of conscious and deliberative reflection (Kohlberg, 1971; Piaget, 

1932). For example, based on research with hypothetical moral scenarios, Kohlberg 

(1971) proposed that moral reasoning progressively develops through childhood 

towards a full capacity for abstract reasoning and reflection. This rationalist 

conception of moral reasoning is largely abandoned by more contemporary 

intuitionist perspectives which have started to emphasise the affective, intuitive, and 

motivated nature of moral reasoning (e.g., Ditto et al., 2009; Graham, Haidt et al., 

2012; Greene, Sommerville, Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2001; Greene, Nystrom, 

Engell, Darley, & Cohen, 2004; Haidt, 2001; Schein & Gray, 2018).  

The difference between rationalist and intuitionist models of moral reasoning can be 

understood from dual-process models proposed in the wider decision-making 

literature (see Table 1 in Haidt, 2001, and Evans & Stanovich, 2013 for a more 

recent overview). Dual-process models outline two modes of cognitive processing: 

an implicit, rapid and automatic affective system (System I) and a conscious, slow, 

and deliberative system (System II). Contemporary theories on morality view moral 

reasoning as the result of (intuitive) System I processes, although different 

frameworks vary in the degree to which they involve (deliberative) System II 

processes (e.g., Greene et al., 2001). Intuitionist models, such as the SIM and MFT, 

propose that moral reasoning is an implicit and intuitive process that involves little to 

no deliberative reflection and is largely driven by System I processes.  

The SIM (Haidt, 2001) and MFT purport that moral reasoning can be understood as 

the result of moral intuitions, or evaluative feelings about whether something is right 

or wrong. Specifically, moral intuitions are defined as “the sudden appearance in 

consciousness of a moral judgment, including an affective valence (good-bad, like-

dislike) without any conscious awareness of having gone through steps of searching, 

weighing evidence, or inferring a conclusion” (Haidt, 2001, p. 818). Haidt (2001) 
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refers to the phenomenon of ‘moral dumbfounding’ to illustrate the rapid and 

automatic effect of moral intuitions on moral reasoning. In experiments where 

participants decided on the moral permissibility of scenarios of incest, for example, 

most participants automatically feel that incest is morally wrong but are unable to 

deliberate on why they feel incest is wrong (Bjorklund, Haidt, & Murphy, 2000; 

McHugh, McGann, Igou, & Kinsella, 2020; but see Royzman, Kwanwoo, & 

Leeman, 2015). 

The SIM also articulates the specific mechanisms by which moral intuitions 

influence moral reasoning, most of which involve System I (see Figure 1.2). The 

basic process is intuitive judgment in which moral intuitions elicit an immediate, 

affective moral judgment. After a moral judgment is made, conscious post-hoc 

reasoning can occur but often constitutes a biased process which serves to justify 

intuitive-based moral judgments. Social contexts further influence moral judgments: 

social interaction can trigger new moral intuitions which lead to a different moral 

judgment (reasoned persuasion), or the mere awareness of the moral judgments of 

others may lead to relying on alternative moral intuitions and judgments (social 

persuasion). The SIM only describes two instances in which moral reasoning is led 

by System II: intuitive judgments can be suppressed by conscious reasoning 

(reasoned judgment) or conscious reflection may trigger new moral intuitions 

(private reflection), although both processes are presumed to be rare.  
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Figure 1.2. A schematic overview of the processes outlined in the SIM. A refers to ‘person A’ whilst B refers to ‘person B’. Processes 

displayed are intuitive judgment (1), post hoc reasoning (2), reasoned persuasion (3), social persuasion (4), reasoned judgment (5), and 

private reflection (6). Figure adapted from Haidt (2001, p. 815). 
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MFT builds further on the SIM by identifying a specific set of moral intuitions or 

foundations that drive moral reasoning. The taxonomy of MFT is based on the idea 

that moral reasoning is defined by a variety of moral values (pluralism) rather than 

one moral value in particular (monism). Monist theories of moral reasoning only 

focus on a single moral domain such as justice (Killen, 2018; Kohlberg, 1971; Turiel, 

1983) or harm (Gilligan, 1982). Pluralist perspectives, such as MFT, suggest that 

harm- and justice-centred moral values are limited to moral reasoning in 

Westernised, educated, industrialised, rich, and developed (WEIRD) cultures 

(Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010) and propose that a broader palate of moral 

values exists cross-culturally.  

One of the first systematic examinations of moral values beyond WEIRD cultures 

distinguished three broad moral domains (Shweder, Mahapatra, & Miller, 1987; 

Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997): ethics of autonomy (revolving around 

harm, justice, and autonomy) which protect individuals within communities; ethics 

of community (revolving around respect, loyalty, tradition, and duty) which protect 

groups and collective institutions; and ethics of divinity (revolving around sin and 

purity) which protect the ‘purity’ of individuals against hedonism. This taxonomy 

was initially based on research in non-WEIRD cultures, but subsequent studies 

suggested that moral concerns expand beyond considerations of justice or harm in 

WEIRD cultural contexts also. For example, studies using moral scenarios found that 

both North American and Brazilian participants consider disgusting or disrespectful 

actions (e.g., cleaning a toilet with the national flag) as morally wrong even when 

they are harmless (Haidt, Koller, & Dias, 1993).  

The moral domains outlined by MFT are largely based on the taxonomy proposed by 

Shweder and colleagues (1997), but MFT distinguishes defines five universal moral 

values or foundations:  

(1) the care foundation represents moral concerns about kindness, suffering and 

nurturance;  
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(2) the fairness foundation reflects moral concerns about equality, justice, and 

trustworthiness;  

(3) the loyalty foundation includes moral concerns about patriotism, group loyalty 

and self-sacrifice for the group;  

(4) the authority foundation represents moral concerns about obedience to legitimate 

authority and traditions;  

(5) the purity foundation reflects moral concerns about the body and bodily 

activities, such as piety, cleanliness and chastity.  

MFT makes a further distinction between ‘individualising’ (care, fairness) and 

‘binding’ (loyalty, authority, purity) foundations. Individualising foundations 

promote caring for individuals withing groups by valuing the protection of individual 

rights and the fair treatment of others. Binding foundations are oriented towards 

collective wellbeing by valuing loyalty to the ingroup, respect for authority and 

‘pure’ behaviours that protect against physical and spiritual contamination (Graham, 

Nosek, & Haidt, 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Smith, Aquino, Koleva, & Graham, 

2014). Individualising and binding foundations both serve the purpose of facilitating 

social coordination but do so in different ways: individualising foundations ensure 

the protection and fair treatment of others within the group by teaching individuals to 

respect the rights of others, whilst binding foundations maintain order and strengthen 

groups and institutions by proscribing clear roles and duties within communities 

(Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Haidt, 2008, 2012).   

MFT proposes that these moral foundations are applicable universally because they 

are innate and are rooted in specific evolutionary challenges or opportunities (see 

Table 1.1). The care foundation, for example, is considered as the result of an 

adaptive challenge for mammals to care for their offspring for an extended period of 

time, whilst the purity foundation is thought to stem from the need to avoid 

pathogens in the environment (Haidt & Joseph, 2004). As such, moral foundations 
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are considered as a part of cognitive adaptations that were required to deal with these 

evolutionary challenges effectively. MFT likens moral foundations to cognitive 

modules (Fodor, 1983; Sperber & Hirschfeld, 2007) which are specialised cognitive 

programmes that enable fast, automatic responses when triggered by signals in the 

environment (Haidt & Joseph, 2004, 2007). Moral foundations have therefore been 

described as “cognitive modules” that lead to “flashes of affect” (Haidt & Joseph, 

2004, p. 63) or “flashes of approval or disapproval” (Haidt & Joseph, 2004; p. 56) 

when individuals encounter relevant social stimuli. The innate and intuitive nature of 

this foundational system is compared to other predisposed responses to potentially 

threatening stimuli in the environment, such as snakes or mice (Haidt and Joseph, 

2004). 

Based on this principle, MFT associates each moral foundation with a set of 

environmental triggers. For example, the cognitive module for the care foundation   

was initially responsive to signals of suffering of their offspring (Haidt & Joseph, 

2007). There is also a distinction between ‘original’ and ‘current triggers’ of moral 

foundations: original triggers refer to the stimuli that initially activated a particular 

moral foundation, while current triggers refer to a wider set of triggers that expanded 

over time. For example, the cognitive module for the care foundation has likely 

evolved over time to respond to one’s own child suffering (original trigger) to a 

much larger set of triggers such as any child displaying signs of suffering (current 

trigger; see Table 1.1; Haidt & Joseph, 2007; Haidt, 2012). The triggering of moral 

foundations is further hypothesised to be closely associated with an affective 

experience. Seeing a child suffering, for example, activates the care foundation, 

which would then lead to an experience of compassion (Haidt & Joseph, 2007).  

The interaction between triggers, moral foundations and affective experiences is 

often compared to a ‘taste bud’ metaphor: moral foundations are the ‘moral taste 

receptors’ which elicit immediate, affective, and intuitive reactions in response to 

specific ‘tastes’ (triggers) in the environment (Haidt, 2012). Haidt and Joseph 

explain this metaphor as follows: “the taste buds on the tongue gather perceptual 
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information (about sugars, acid, etc.) whereas the taste buds of the moral sense 

respond to more abstract, conceptual patterns (such as cheating, disrespect, or 

treason). Nonetheless, in both cases, the output is an affectively valenced experience 

(like, dislike) that guides subsequent decisions about whether to approach or avoid 

the object/agent in question.” (Haidt & Joseph, 2007, p. 385).
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Table 1.1. Function and triggers of moral foundations. Table adapted from Haidt & Joseph (2007, p. 382) and Graham, Haidt et al. 

(2012, p. 58) 

 Care Fairness Loyalty Authority Purity 

Adaptive challenge Protect and care 

for young, 

vulnerable or 

injured kin 

Reap benefits of 

two-way 

partnerships with 

non-kin 

Form cohesive 

coalitions and 

reap benefits of 

group 

cooperation 

Forge beneficial 

relationships within 

hierarchies 

Avoid microbes and 

parasites 

Original triggers Suffering, 

distress, or threat 

to one’s kin 

Cheating, 

cooperation, 

deception 

Threat or 

challenge to 

group 

Signs of dominance 

and submission 

Waste products, 

diseased people 

Examples of 

current triggers 

Baby seals, cute 

cartoon 

characters 

Marital fidelity, 

broken vending 

machines 

Sports teams, 

nations 

Bosses, respected 

professionals 

Immigration, deviant 

sexuality, taboo ideas 

(communism, racism) 

Characteristic 

emotions 

Compassion for 

victim; anger at 

perpetrator 

Anger, gratitude, 

guilt 

Group pride, 

belongingness, 

rage at traitors 

Respect, fear Disgust 
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Although evolutionary processes are thought to define the initial set of moral 

foundations that exist, there is cultural and social variability in the specific moral 

foundations that individuals rely on. Cultural and social contexts can influence the 

reliance on moral foundations in several ways. For example, cultural contexts may 

expand or narrow the triggers that activate moral foundations and can influence the 

relative use of each moral foundation (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 

2004, 2007). Graham, Haidt and colleagues (2012, p. 64) for example suggest that 

those who are raised in religious and Eastern households learn to display authority-

related behaviours (e.g., bowing) in response to frequent authority-related 

environmental stimuli (e.g., respected elders). Through a process of cultural learning, 

these individuals therefore further develop the authority-module, and its triggers are 

expanded to other authority-related stimuli (e.g., respected politicians). Individuals 

raised in secular and Western families on the contrary often lack such experiences 

and therefore do not develop the authority-module to the same extent.  

The process of cultural learning implies that there will be differences between 

cultures in the extent to which individuals rely on particular moral foundations. For 

example, morality in WEIRD cultures would be mostly predicated on individualising 

moral foundations whilst morality in non-WEIRD cultures would incorporate the 

binding foundations more strongly compared to non-WEIRD cultures; consistent 

with the role of religion (purity foundation) and a greater emphasis on collectivism 

(loyalty and authority foundations) in Eastern cultures (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012). 

Cultural and social variability in the development of moral foundations means that 

moral foundation endorsement can also differ between groups within a specific 

culture such as religious (Bulbulia, Osborne, & Sibley, 2013) or political (Graham et 

al., 2009) subsets of the population. The cultural and social malleability of moral 

foundation endorsement is subsequently used to explain why different groups 

between and within societies disagree on moral issues, and why these groups find it 

difficult to understand the position of other, morally distinct, groups (Graham, Haidt 

et al., 2012).  
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1.5.2 Mapping moral foundations 

Current knowledge on the content and structure of moral foundations in individuals 

in the general public is primarily based on self-report questionnaires which measure 

how strongly individuals rely on each moral foundation. The most prominent of 

those is the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham, Haidt & Nosek, 

2008). The first version of the MFQ comprised 40 items (MFQ-40) which require 

participants to evaluate how morally relevant they perceive foundation-related 

concerns to be. For example, respondents are asked whether ‘someone shows love 

for their country’ is relevant to their moral reasoning process. A second version of 

the MFQ also included statements that were designed to elicit intuitive moral 

judgments related to each moral foundation. An example of such a statement is 

‘justice is an important requirement for a society’. These scales are typically 

combined to provide an overall estimate of how strongly individuals rely on each 

moral foundation. A validation process of the initial MFQ (Graham et al., 2011) led 

to two additional versions of the scale: the 30-item MFQ (MFQ-30; Graham et al., 

2008) which includes six statements for each moral foundation, and a shorter 20 item 

version (MFQ-20; Graham et al., 2008). Both the MFQ-30 and MFQ-20 maintain the 

same scale structure as the MFQ-40 and thus include a moral ‘relevance’ scale and 

‘judgment’ scale. Although these different versions of the MFQ exist, the MFQ-30 is 

currently the most commonly used self-report instrument to measure moral 

foundations whilst the MFQ-20 is used to a lesser extent (Tamul et al., 2020). 

The development of the MFQ has facilitated a great deal of research on the presence 

and structure of moral foundations. Findings on the underlying factor-structure of the 

MFQ can indicate whether its responses converge on the five-factor and the two-

factor individualising-binding model proposed by MFT, and therefore can provide an 

indication of how many moral foundations exist in a given culture (Dogruyol, Alper, 

& Yilmaz, 2019). In a seminal validation study of the MFQ, Graham and colleagues 

(2011) factor-analysed responses to the MFQ-30 in English-speaking and voluntary 

respondents across 12 world regions and found evidence for the presence of five 
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distinct moral foundations. Findings from more recent studies assessing the 

performance of the MFQ in more representative cross-cultural samples however are 

mixed: whilst one study found that responses to the MFQ converge on five distinct 

moral foundations as proposed by MFT (Dogruyol et al., 2019), a second cross-

cultural study found little evidence for its proposed five-factor structure (Iurino & 

Saucier, 2020). Furthermore, findings for the presence of five (or two) distinct moral 

foundations from studies in individual countries are also inconsistent. Responses to 

the MFQ have been found to map onto the five, or two, moral foundational 

categories that are proposed by MFT in some countries (Bobbio, Nencini & Sarrica, 

2011; Davies, Sibley, & Liu, 2014; Kim, Kang, & Yun, 2012; Métayer & Pahlavan, 

2014; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015), but the MFQ does not fit its proposed factor-

structure in other samples (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b; Yalçindag et al., 2019; Yilmaz, 

Harma, Bahcekapili, & Cesur, 2016), including in the UK (Curry, Jones, & Van 

Lissa, 2019).  

In addition, there are substantial cross-cultural differences in the performance of the 

specific MFQ items (Dogruyol et al., 2019; Iurino & Saucier, 2020). For example, 

some MFQ items perform poorly in non-WEIRD cultures (Dogruyol et al., 2019; 

Iurino & Saucier, 2020) suggesting that there is cultural variability in the 

performance of specific items in the MFQ. Similar results have been found for 

specific subsets of the population. A study in North American participants found that 

the MFQ items do not function similarly in Black compared to White individuals 

(Davis et al., 2016), and a second study found that there was evidence for metric 

invariance for the MFQ purity sub scale across religious and non-religious subsets of 

the North American population (Davis, Dooley, Hook, Choe, & McElroy, 2017). 

These findings therefore suggest that the interpretation of the MFQ items may also 

vary across different subsets of the population.   

The mixed results for the performance of the MFQ has subsequently led researchers 

to question whether MFT as a theory provides an accurate description of the moral 

values that individuals in the general population rely on (Curry et al., 2019; Iurino & 
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Saucier, 2020). In addition, the poor cross-cultural reliability of the MFQ has cast 

doubt on the generalisability of a five-factor model for moral foundations to different 

cultures (Iurino & Saucier, 2020) and specific subsets of the population (Davis et al., 

2016). As such, it is currently unclear whether the observed psychometric problems 

with the MFQ should be attributed to the functionality of the questionnaire, or a 

problem with the taxonomy of MFT itself.   

The MFQ is further frequently used to explore the extent to which individuals rely on 

moral foundations, and differences in relative moral foundation endorsement 

between cultures (Graham et al., 2011) and subsets of the population, such as males 

and females (Koleva, Selterman, Iyer, Ditto, & Graham, 2014; but see Du, 2019). 

Participants from Western cultures, for example, typically have higher MFQ scores 

for individualising foundations and those from Eastern cultures have higher MFQ 

scores for the binding foundations (compared to Western participants: Graham et al., 

2011). These cultural differences are consistent with the cultural variability proposed 

by MFT and are likely the result of culture-specific factors which shape the reliance 

on specific moral foundations. In addition, Graham and colleagues (2011) suggest 

that differences in moral foundations between cultures are generally smaller than 

differences within cultures. For example, effect sizes for differences in moral 

foundation endorsement between individuals with different political ideologies are 

larger in magnitude than effect sizes for differences in moral foundation endorsement 

between different cultures (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012).  

1.5.3 The moral foundations of political ideology 

Although MFT was not developed as a theory of ideology, it has been instrumental in 

research on the cognitive characteristics associated with different political ideologies. 

Haidt and Graham (2007) hypothesised that ideological differences are rooted in 

variations in the relative concern for individualising and binding foundations. 

Liberalism in North American culture is generally associated with the promotion of 

individual liberty, human and civil rights, and social equality, whilst Conservatism is 
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associated with traditionalism, resistance to change, and conformity. Haidt and 

Graham (2007) therefore proposed that Liberals would rely more strongly than 

Conservatives on moral intuitions about individual autonomy (individualising 

foundations). Conversely, Conservatives were hypothesised to place more emphasis 

than liberals on moral intuitions about social cohesion, order, and conformity 

(binding foundations). These moral differences are thought to form the basis for 

hostilities and misunderstandings between both groups, because the discrepancy in 

individual- and group-focused moral belief systems leads to a different perception of 

the political and social world and hamper a mutual understanding (Graham, Haidt et 

al., 2012; Graham, Motyl, Meindl, Iskiwitch, & Mooijman, 2018; Haidt & Graham, 

2007). 

Moral foundations along the Left-Right divide 

Graham and colleagues (2009) tested the above prediction in a seminal series of 

studies in a cross-cultural sample of respondents using different methodological 

approaches, including linguistic analysis and self-report questionnaires (MFQ). The 

results corroborated their prediction: Conservatives consistently relied more on the 

binding foundations compared to Liberals, while Liberals attached more importance 

to the individualising foundations compared to Conservatives. This moral-ideological 

pattern has been subsequently replicated in North America (Graham, Nosek et al., 

2012; McAdams et al., 2008; Weber & Federico, 2012) and in other countries 

(Davies et al., 2014; Graham et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2012) including the UK 

(Graham et al., 2011). For example, correlations between self-reported conservatism 

and moral foundations in a British sample (N > 2500) were found to range between r 

= -.25 (care foundation) and r = .51 (authority foundation; Graham et al., 2011). In 

addition, the individualising-binding distinction between different political 

ideologies has also been found for ideological scales ranging from Left to Right 

rather than Liberal to Conservative (Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015).  
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Whilst the relationships between individualising and binding foundations and 

political ideologies seem robust cross-culturally, other findings suggest that these 

relationships are conditional to culture-specific characteristics of political systems. A 

series of studies in Turkish participants for example, indicated that the fairness 

foundation was the only differentiator between those who identified as ‘Left’ or 

‘Right’ (Yalçindag et al., 2019; Yilmaz et al., 2016). These authors point to the 

absence of a traditional left- or right-wing political system in Turkey as a possible 

explanation: as a result, individuals in Turkey may endorse both ‘left-wing’ and 

‘right-wing’ moral foundations. The shared meaning of ‘Left’ and ‘Right’ 

orientations can also differ across cultures. For example, ‘Left’ is associated in some 

European countries with welfare for the group while the understanding of ‘Right’ can 

be associated with individual autonomy and liberty (see Graham et al., 2009, p. 1030 

for a brief discussion of this point). Cross-cultural corroborations of the presumed 

individualising/binding distinction between different political ideologies are 

therefore imperative in evaluating the applicability of MFT in different cultural and 

political contexts.  

Moral foundations and socio-cultural and economic conservatism  

One issue with current knowledge on the relationship between political ideologies 

and moral foundations is that most studies rely on a Left-Right conceptualisation and 

subsequently a linear measurement of ideology. However, right-wing ideology (and 

political ideology more broadly) is best conceptualised along socio-cultural and 

economic lines and linear self-placement scales do not allow to distinguish between 

both dimensions. This is particularly important in the context of MFT, because socio-

cultural (i.e., RWA) and economic (i.e., SDO) conservatism are associated with 

different psychological needs (Duckitt, 2001; Feldman & Huddy, 2014; Feldman & 

Johnston, 2014; Malka et al., 2014) and cognitive biases (Feldman & Johnston, 2014; 

Van Hiel & Kossowska, 2003). A small but growing research body has started to 

map moral foundation endorsement separately for RWA and SDO (Federico et al., 

2013; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b; Kugler et al., 2014; Milojev et al., 2014; 
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Radkiewizc, 2016), and the results from these studies suggest that RWA is primarily 

associated with an increased reliance on the binding foundations whilst SDO is 

associated with a decreased concern for the individualising foundations. In addition, 

these links have also been replicated for the worldviews underlying RWA and SDO 

(Federico et al., 2013; Van Leeuwen & Park, 2009).  

The distinct associations for RWA and SDO thus highlight that separating socio-

cultural and economic components of right-wing ideology provides a more accurate 

understanding of the relationship between right-wing ideology and moral 

foundations. An additional advantage of using two-dimensional measures of 

ideology is that they afford the identification of the moral foundations that are 

associated with more heterogeneous ideologies that consist of a mix of right-wing 

socio-cultural (high RWA) but left-wing economic (low SDO) attitudes or vice 

versa. This is an important issue in the contemporary political landscape because a 

growing proportion of citizens in Western Europe (Lefkofridi et al., 2014) and 

beyond (Carmines et al., 2012) combine right-wing socio-cultural attitudes with left-

wing economic attitudes.  

Conceptualising and measuring right-wing ideology by using scales without explicit 

ideological labels (such as RWA and SDO scales instead of linear self-placement 

scales) can also avoid measurement error associated with linear self-placement 

scales. The interpretation of scale labels such as ‘Left’ (or ‘Liberal’) and ‘Right’ (or 

Conservative’) can vary across respondents (Evans et al., 1996; Feldman & Huddy, 

2014; Feldman & Johnston, 2014) and cultural contexts (Graham et al., 2009), and 

thus likely introduces measurement error. Although moving beyond one-dimensional 

conceptualisations of ideology has been considered as an important future research 

direction for MFT (Graham et al., 2009), research using two-dimensional scales in 

the context of MFT is still comparatively lacking.  
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Moral foundations and socio-political outcomes of political ideology 

Research on the moral foundations of political ideologies has primarily focused on 

how individual differences in moral foundation endorsement relate to variations in 

political ideologies. There is also some research on the implications of moral 

foundations on outcomes that are relevant to different ideologies. For example, a 

large-scaled analysis of attitudes towards specific policy issues in North American 

respondents found that moral foundations were a stronger predictor of policy issue 

attitudes compared to age, gender, political interest, and religious affiliation (Koleva 

et al., 2012). Similarly, a content analysis of newspaper articles found that 

proponents and opponents of stem cell research significantly differ in their usage of 

language related to care and purity foundations (Clifford & Jerit, 2013). Moral 

foundations also predict political behaviour such as voting intention (Milesi, 2017). 

In the UK for example, moral foundation endorsement was found to significantly 

predict whether or not individuals voted ‘leave’ or ‘remain’ during the 2016 Brexit 

referendum (Harper & Hogue, 2019).  

In recent years, there has been increasing attention for the socio-political 

implications of ‘right-wing’ or binding moral foundations in particular. Smith and 

colleagues (2014) first pointed out that binding moral foundations may have a 

potential “dark side” (p. 1555) in intergroup contexts. Across two studies, Smith and 

colleagues (2014) found that binding foundations were positively associated with 

support for torture of outgroup members. In a third study, binding foundations were 

associated with refusing to offering help to foreigners in a fictitious scenario. These 

effects were further dampened by moral identity so that that participants with a 

strong sense of moral identity expanded their binding concerns to outgroup members 

which reduced outgroup hostility (Smith et al., 2014). Although Smith and 

colleagues (2014) concluded that binding foundations should therefore not be 

interpreted as de facto conducive to outgroup hostility, scholars have increasingly 

emphasised the negative effects of binding foundations on social relations.  
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Kugler and colleagues (2014) investigated the effect of moral foundations on 

attitudes and behavioural intentions towards minority groups, such as Muslims and 

immigrants, in North American participants. It was found that binding foundations 

augmented negative attitudes and discriminatory intentions towards minority groups 

while individualising foundations inhibited outgroup hostility. This ‘dual’ effect of 

binding and individualising foundations was subsequently replicated for attitudes and 

behavioural intentions towards immigrants (Baldner & Pierro, 2019; Van der Vyver, 

Houston, Abrams, & Vasiljevic, 2016), Muslims (Hadarics & Kende, 2018) and 

ethnic minority groups (Morris, 2017). This effect has also been found for measures 

of generalised prejudice (Forsberg, Nilsson, & Jorgensen, 2014; Hadarics & Kende, 

2017a) and attitudes towards other minority groups such as the poor (Low & Wui, 

2016). Although this remains a relatively small body of findings, they present a 

compelling suggestion that moral foundations affect the perception of the social and 

political world more broadly.  

1.6 A systematic investigation into right-wing ideology and moral foundations 

in the UK 

MFT has facilitated a great deal of research into political ideologies and moral 

foundations but has been less frequently applied to the moral correlates of political 

ideologies in the UK. Investigating the applicability of MFT to the context of the UK 

more thoroughly is important, because the cultural (and social) influences on moral 

foundation endorsement means that there may be variations in the presence and 

structure of moral foundations in the UK, and/or variations in how moral foundations 

relate to right-wing ideology in the UK.  

The aim of this thesis is therefore to apply MFT to right-wing ideology in the UK in 

a systematic way by integrating MFT with a comprehensive model of right-wing 

ideology (DPM). The present research therefore considers; (1) the applicability of 

MFT and its measurements to the UK, (2) the relationships between socio-cultural 

(i.e., RWA) and economic (i.e., SDO) conservatism and moral foundations, and (3) 
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the implications of ‘right-wing’ moral foundations for socio-political outcomes of 

right-wing ideology.  

1.6.1 The presence and structure of moral foundations in the UK 

Current knowledge on the presence and structure of moral foundations in the UK is 

limited. One way to explore whether the taxonomy proposed by MFT ‘fits’ the moral 

values that exist in a given culture is to investigate the underlying factor-structure of 

responses to the MFQ (Dogruyol et al., 2019). In their initial validation study of the 

MFQ, Graham and colleagues (2011) included a sample of British respondents for 

which it was found that the MFT five-factor model provided a good fit for the 

responses. However, they failed to report the range of fit indices necessary to 

accurately evaluate model fit, and model fit was only deemed ‘good’ based for one of 

the two indices they reported. In addition, the sample for this study consisted of 

participants who voluntarily accessed the MFQ out of personal interest which is 

likely only representative for a small subset of the UK population.   

Two recent studies provide more insight into the MFQ factor-structure in the UK. 

Curry and colleagues (2019) assessed model fit for the MFQ-30 in a large sample of 

British respondents. It was found that the five- and two-factor models proposed by 

MFT did not fit the responses to the MFQ-30 well, and an exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) identified latent factors that were inconsistent with MFT. More recently, a 

large-scaled cross-cultural factor-analysis of the MFQ-20 based on the Survey of 

World Views (SWV) also reported results for a smaller sample of British 

respondents. The results suggested that there was too much overlap between 

responses to extract a clear factor-structure in British respondents (Iurino & Saucier, 

2020). Based on these results, it is therefore unclear whether the MFQ functions 

appropriately in British respondents, and/or whether MFT accurately describes the 

moral values that exist in the UK, and further research on the presence and structure 

of moral foundations in the UK is needed.  
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1.6.2 Socio-cultural (RWA) and economic (SDO) conservatism and moral 

foundations in the UK  

The DPM (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009) affords the creation of specific 

predictions about the relationship between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations. 

RWA is characterised by an underlying need to maintain social order, security, and 

protect collective norms and values at the expense of individual freedom. Therefore, 

moral concerns about group cohesion and social order (binding foundations) should 

be more salient for individuals high in RWA. SDO on the other hand is anti-

egalitarian in nature and is associated with an underlying need to maintain group 

dominance and superiority. These motives are more closely associated with a 

devaluation of moral concerns about kindness and fairness (individualising 

foundations; Federico et al., 2013). 

There is a small but growing research line which corroborates the intuitive link 

between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations. An initial study in North American 

participants applied SEM to model the effects of RWA and SDO on moral 

foundation endorsement (Federico et al., 2013). It was found that individuals high in 

RWA primarily relied more strongly on binding foundations while those high in 

SDO mainly relied less strongly on individualising foundations. Subsequent 

correlational studies have replicated the same ‘moral signatures’ (Milojev et al., 

2014) for RWA and SDO in North American (Kugler et al., 2014), Hungarian 

(Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b), Dutch (Van Leeuwen & Park, 2009), New Zealand 

(Milojev et al., 2014), and Polish (Radkiewizc, 2016) samples. There are also some 

slight differences in the relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations 

from studies applying SEM: some studies additionally report a small but significantly 

negative (Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b) or positive (Federico et al., 2013; Radkiewizc, 

2016) relationship between RWA and individualising foundations. One study has 

also reported a small but significantly positive relationship between SDO and 

binding foundations (Kugler et al., 2014). 
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The relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations in the UK have not 

yet been thoroughly investigated. The relative reliance on moral foundations is 

shaped by cultural and social influences (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 

2007), and cultural or social factors may therefore influence the relationship between 

right-wing ideology and moral foundations. Specifically, country-specific political 

contexts may influence what is moralised along ideological lines (e.g., Yalçindag, et 

al., 2019; Yilmaz et al., 2016). Although the relationships between RWA, SDO, and 

binding and individualising moral foundations appear relatively robust across 

cultures, the cultural and social variability in moral foundation endorsement requires 

further cross-cultural validation prior to generalising findings from other cultural and 

political contexts to the UK.   

Existing research on RWA, SDO, and moral foundations relies almost exclusively on 

the MFQ. In addition to its psychometric problems, the MFQ may pose a particular 

problem in research on right-wing ideology. It has been suggested that the focus on 

ideologically divisive issues in the MFQ inflates statistical associations between 

moral foundations and right-wing ideology (Frimer, Biesanz, Walker, & MacKinlay, 

2013). For example, items for the ‘purity’ foundation describe issues of chastity and 

promiscuity which are relevant to conservatism but less so to more progressive 

ideological orientations (Frimer et al., 2013; Suhler & Churchland, 2011). Consistent 

with this idea, studies that have used ideologically neutral stimuli such as moral 

dilemmas (Bostyn, Roets, & Van Hiel, 2016) or moral vignettes about persons rather 

than moral foundation scenarios (Frimer et al., 2013) have reported far smaller effect 

sizes for the relationship between right-wing ideology and moral foundations. 

Moreover, the conceptual overlap between RWA and SDO scales and the MFQ 

could also artificially inflate statistical associations (Kugler et al., 2014). It is 

therefore important to investigate whether the relationships between RWA and 

binding foundations, and SDO and individualising foundations, generalise beyond 

the MFQ.  
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There is currently little to no research that has explored the relationships between 

RWA, SDO, and moral foundations using moral foundation measures alternative to 

the MFQ. Other measures for moral foundations have been explored in recent years 

(Clifford, Iyengar, Cabeza, & Sinnott-Armstrong, 2015; Crone & Laham, 2015; 

Crone, Bode, Murawski, & Laham, 2018; Frimer, 2018; Hopp, Fisher, Cornell, 

Huskey, & Weber, 2020). For example, a set of moral vignettes (Clifford, Iyengar et 

al., 2015) and visual images (Crone et al., 2018) have been published which describe 

or portray specific objects, behaviours and situations for each moral foundation. 

Although these methods have not been validated in British respondents, they could 

be valuable in the application of MFT to right-wing ideology in the UK. In addition, 

self-report questionnaires for moral reasoning (such as the MFQ) predominantly 

measure how much individuals rely on abstract moral principles but are less 

equipped to tap into intuitive and affective reactions (Clifford, Iyengar et al., 2015; 

Crone et al., 2018). Using moral stimuli such as vivid moral scenarios or images 

could therefore provide a better measurement of the affective and intuitive nature of 

moral foundations. 

Furthermore, the extant research literature has not yet considered how the separate 

RWA facets relate to moral foundations. Although RWA can be used as an overall 

index of socio-cultural conservatism, RWA is increasingly recognised as a 

multidimensional concept (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018; Duckitt, et al., 2010; Duckitt & 

Bizumic, 2013; Dunwoody & Funke, 2016; Funke, 2005) consisting of three facets 

that have different nomological networks (Passini, 2017) and even moral correlates 

(Bostyn et al., 2016). Authoritarian submission and conventionalism could be most 

strongly associated with binding foundations because of its emphasis on submission 

to authority and its preference for traditional and conventional values. For example, 

individuals with a strong willingness to submit to authority (authoritarian 

submission) would likely gravitate to moral concerns about deference to authority 

(authority foundation) and loyalty to one’s group (loyalty foundation). Similarly, 

those with a preference for traditional lifestyles (authoritarian conventionalism) 

would be attracted to moral concerns about traditional hierarchical relationships 
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(loyalty foundation) and chastity or piety (purity foundation). Authoritarian 

aggression on the other hand may have implications for both individualising 

foundations because of the willingness to harm others (individualising foundations) 

in order to maintain collective security. Investigating the relationships between moral 

foundations and the RWA facets separately would therefore constitute a significant 

empirical contribution to the extant literature because it provides a more nuanced 

understanding of the moral correlates of right-wing ideology.  

1.6.3 The implications of moral foundations for socio-political outcomes of 

right-wing ideology 

Research on political ideologies and moral foundations has mostly focused on how 

individual differences in moral foundation endorsement covary with self-reported 

political orientations. A small but growing research body has started to consider the 

broader implications of moral foundations for ideology-relevant outcomes. In the 

DPM, outcomes of right-wing ideology are framed as ‘socio-political outcomes’ and 

include both attitudes and behaviours such as outgroup attitudes, policy-issue 

preferences, political party support, and voting (e.g., Duckitt & Sibley, 2009; Duckitt 

& Sibley, 2010). The present research focuses on two socio-political outcomes of the 

DPM that are currently particularly relevant: perceived outgroup threat and collective 

action intent.  

Perceived outgroup threat  

RWA and SDO have important implications for social attitudes and behaviour 

directed towards outgroups. One socio-political outcome that has been extensively 

associated with RWA and SDO is generalised prejudice (Allport, 1954) which refers 

to a set of negative attitudes towards a collective of target groups (Duckitt & Sibley, 

2007). RWA and SDO are among the strongest psychological predictors of 

generalised prejudice (Altemeyer, 1998; McFarland & Adelsson, 1996) and prejudice 

towards specific minority groups such as immigrants (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010) and 

refugees (Cowling et al., 2019). One of the key components in the interaction 
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between RWA, SDO, and generalised prejudice is how threatening outgroups are 

perceived. Individuals with high RWA and SDO are particularly sensitive to groups 

that are perceived as threatening socio-cultural traditions and economic resources 

(Abusalok, Dahan, Ben Tovim, & Axelirud, 2020; Bollwerk et al., 2020; Caricati, 

Mancini, & Marletta, 2016) which subsequently increases levels of prejudice (Dru, 

2007; Duckitt, 2006; Thomsen et al., 2008; see Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006 for a 

meta-analysis).  

There is also evidence to suggest that moral foundations shape feelings of perceived 

threat. A study in Hungarian participants found that binding foundations increase 

how threatening immigrants are perceived whilst individualising foundations 

decreased perceived immigrant threat (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b). This is consistent 

with other studies that report a ‘dual’ effect of individualising and binding 

foundations on prejudice (Baldner & Pierro, 2019; Forsberg et al., 2014; Hadarics & 

Kende, 2017a; Kugler et al., 2014) including in the UK (Morris, 2017; Van der Vyver 

et al., 2016). Furthermore, there is also some evidence to suggest that moral 

foundations mediate the effect of RWA and SDO on perceived outgroup threat 

(Hadarics & Kende, 2017b) and generalised prejudice (Hadarics & Kende, 2017a), 

and similar findings have been reported in the UK for Liberal and Conservative 

ideology (Morris, 2017). Collectively, these findings suggest that the effects of RWA 

and SDO on outgroup perception could be enabled or inhibited by binding and 

individualising moral foundations.  

Research on the interplay between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations offers a 

substantial contribution to current knowledge because it shifts the focus from 

rational, reflective moral processes to affect-based and intuitive moral values as 

explanatory accounts for outgroup hostility. The role of moral reasoning in outgroup 

hostility has previously been interpreted as a deliberative or reflective process 

(McFarland, 2010) or a post-hoc process in which individuals disengage moral 

principles in order to justify outgroup violence (Bandura, 1999). The recent findings 

on moral foundations however offer a compelling nuance to this account: the 
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engagement of individualising foundations and binding foundations may represent a 

parallel intuitive mechanism which modulates outgroup perception and prejudice 

also.  

Collective action intent  

RWA and SDO are further associated with political attitudes and behaviour. For 

example, RWA increases support for anti-democratic policies such as warrantless 

wiretaps (Dunwoody & Funke, 2016), enhanced interrogation techniques 

(Dunwoody & Funke, 2016) including torture (Benjamin Jr, 2006), and policies 

restricting civil liberties (Crowson & DeBacker, 2008). SDO is associated with 

reduced support for egalitarian-oriented policies, such as protecting ethnic and 

religious minorities (Pratto et al., 2014). RWA and SDO also predict support for 

right-wing parties, political candidates, and policy issues in Western countries 

(Aicholzer & Zandonella, 2016; Choma & Hanoch, 2017; Craig & Richeson, 2014; 

Pellegrini et al., 2019; Van Hiel & Mervielde, 2002; Womick et al., 2019), including 

in the UK (Golec de Zavala et al., 2017; Van Assche et al., 2019).   

One political outcome that has been relatively neglected in the extant literature on the 

DPM however is collective action or political participation. Research on collective 

action has primarily focused on left-wing motivated behaviour although scholars 

have directed increasing attention in recent years to extending this research line to 

right-wing motivated forms of collective action (Choma, Hodson, Jagayat, & 

Hoffarth, 2020; Milojaczak & Becker, 2019). Within this context, a handful of recent 

studies in North American participants have found that RWA and SDO are predictive 

of the intention to engage in collective action for several political issues (Choma et 

al., 2020; Saeri, Iyer, & Louis, 2015).  

At the same time, moral reasoning has been increasingly researched as an underlying 

motivator for political behaviour (Milesi, 2017; Skitka, 2010), including different 

forms of collective action and activism (Baez et al., 2017; Mikolajczak & Becker, 

2019; van Zomeren, Kutlaca, & Turner-Zwinkels, 2018; Zaal, van Laar, Stahl, 
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Ellemers, & Derks, 2011). Although research on the role of moral foundations in 

collective action is comparatively lacking from this research line, a recent series of 

studies in Italian political activists found that moral foundation endorsement 

predicted the willingness to engage in collective action for activists in both left- and 

right-wing oriented movements (Milesi & Alberici, 2018). Findings from Hungarian 

(Hadarics & Kende, 2018) and North American participants (Morris, 2017) further 

suggest that moral foundations are associated with collective action intent in the 

context of immigrant rights in members of the general public. Further investigating 

whether moral foundations also mediate the effect of RWA and SDO on the 

willingness to engage in collective action provides an interesting way to uncover the 

moral motivations of right-wing motivated political attitudes and behaviour (Choma 

et al., 2020), but this hypothesis has not yet been empirically investigated.  

These parallel research lines therefore suggest that moral foundations could form an 

important psychological basis for the socio-political outcomes of RWA and SDO. 

However, there is currently little to no research on the effect of moral foundations on 

variables such as perceived threat and collective action intent in the UK. In addition, 

the effect of RWA and SDO on collective action intent, and the mediating role of 

moral foundations in the relationship between RWA, SDO, and socio-political 

outcomes has not been frequently considered. These are important research questions 

considering current anti-immigrant sentiment and far-right protests in the UK 

(Mulhall, 2019). As such, investigating the effects of RWA, SDO, and moral 

foundations on perceived threat and collective action intent would provide a better 

understanding of the moral values that motivate these socio-political outcomes.  

AIMS AND HYPOTHESES  

The overall aim of this thesis is to investigate the relationship between right-wing 

ideology and moral foundations in the UK. This is done in a systematic way by 

moving stepwise through the DPM (conceptual) and by using multiple 

methodological approaches which affords the triangulation of results (empirical).   
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The studies in this thesis are organised along two research lines. The first research 

line explores the presence and structure of moral foundations in the UK, and the 

relationship between right-wing ideology dimensions (RWA, SDO) and binding and 

individualising foundations. This is evaluated by using several methodological 

approaches to moral foundation measurement: self-report questionnaires (MFQ-20, 

MFQ-30; Graham et al., 2008), hypothetical moral dilemmas (Christensen, Flexas, 

Calabrese, Gut, & Gomila, 2014; Conway & Gawronski, 2013; Greene et al., 2001; 

Greene, Morelli, Lowenberg, Nystrom, & Cohen, 2008), and a visual stimulus set 

(Social Moral Image Database, SMID; Crone et al., 2018). The second research line 

moves beyond the relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations, and 

explores the implications of individualising and binding moral foundations for the 

socio-political outcomes of the DPM. Because the application of MFT to the UK 

requires further validation in British respondents of moral foundation measurement 

methods, and MFT more broadly, a validation of current methodological approaches 

to moral foundation measurement is also embedded within these research lines.   

Collectively, the studies in this thesis address three key research questions: (1) do 

MFT and its related measures provide a reasonable description of the moral values 

that exist in the UK? (2) are socio-cultural (i.e., RWA) and economic (i.e., SDO) 

conservatism associated with distinct ‘moral signatures’ in the UK? (2) are moral 

foundations predictive of socio-political outcomes of RWA and SDO in the UK?  

In addition, the current research takes the view that political ideologies are relevant 

to ordinary citizens and therefore the participants in the studies throughout this thesis 

consist of members of the general population. 

Research Question One 

The applicability of MFT and its measurement instruments to the UK is assessed in 

several ways throughout the current studies. Study One entails a validation of the 

MFQ-20 (Graham et al., 2008) in a large sample of British respondents using 

confirmatory and exploratory factor-analysis. Evaluating the underlying factor-
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structure of the MFQ-20 provides information on whether moral foundations can be 

accurately measured (throughout this thesis) via self-report but can also provide 

important indications on the presence and structure of moral foundations in the UK. 

This analysis was exploratory and therefore no specific hypotheses were put forward 

in terms of the underlying factor-structure of the scale. 

Study Six incorporates moral foundation stimuli from a recently developed visual 

imagery set (SMID; Crone et al., 2018) which are thought to elicit affective, intuitive 

processing more directly and therefore align more closely with the theoretical 

assumptions of MFT. Although the use of visual images offers a better ‘match’ 

between MFT and its measurement, few studies have applied visual methods to 

explore moral foundation endorsement. The SMID comprises images that depict 

scenes related to individualising and binding moral foundations, and non-moral (or 

neutral) images. Comparing responses to the moral foundation images with responses 

to non-moral images can subsequently indicate whether images related to the moral 

foundations are perceived as morally distinct from non-moral images. For this study, 

it was expected that images portraying violations of individualising and binding 

foundations would be perceived as less moral compared to the non-moral images. 

This study further includes responses to the 30-item MFQ (MFQ-30; Graham et al., 

2008) in an effort to evaluate the consistency between responses to the images from 

the SMID and the MFQ-30. For this analysis, it was hypothesised that a comparison 

of moral foundation scores for both instruments would generate an acceptable level 

of agreement.  

Research Question Two 

The relationships between socio-cultural (RWA) and economic (SDO) conservatism 

and moral foundations was empirically assessed in Study One, Two, Three, Four, 

Five, and Six using three distinct methodological approaches. Because the bulk of 

current evidence for the association between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations is 

based on the MFQ, the first study (Study One) measures moral foundations via self-
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report (MFQ-20) which affords clear comparisons with previous findings and 

extends these findings to the UK.  

Study Two, Three, Four, and Five measure moral foundation endorsement using 

hypothetical moral dilemmas. Moral dilemmas are a central methodological tool in 

the wider literature on moral decision-making (Christensen & Gomila, 2012) but 

have rarely been applied to the context of MFT (Crone & Laham, 2015; Koleva et 

al., 2014) or political ideology (Baez et al., 2017; Bostyn et al., 2016; Uhlmann, 

Pizarro, Ditto, & Tannenbaum, 2009). One advantage of this approach for the current 

research context is that moral dilemmas parallel the distinction between 

individualising and binding foundations but are thought to be ideologically neutral 

and share little conceptual overlap with RWA and SDO scales. Study Two-Five 

therefore used moral dilemmas as a more subtle proxy-measure of moral foundations 

in order to explore the associations between RWA, SDO, and moral foundation 

investment.  

Study Six investigated the relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations 

using the visual images from the SMID (Crone et al., 2018). These stimuli can be 

particularly useful in the context of research on right-wing ideology because they are 

relatively ideologically neutral (Crone et al., 2018). Compared to moral dilemmas, 

the images from the SMID also have higher ecological validity because they depict 

‘real-life’ moral stimuli as opposed to hypothetical scenarios (Crone et al., 2018) and 

were intentionally designed within the framework of MFT. Study Six therefore used 

responses to images from the SMID as a measure of moral foundations in order to 

assess the relationships between RWA, SDO, and individualising and binding moral 

foundations. 

The basic expectation for Studies One, Two-Five, and Six was to replicate the 

relationships that have been reported in other countries: it was hypothesised that 

RWA would be associated with a greater reliance on binding foundations, and SDO 

with a reduced reliance on individualising foundations. It was further initially 
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anticipated that the RWA facets would relate differently to individualising and 

binding foundations, with individuals high in authoritarian submission and 

conventionalism relying more on binding foundations while those high in 

authoritarian aggression relying less on the individualising foundations.   

Research Question Three  

Study Seven moves beyond the relationship between RWA, SDO, and moral 

foundations by exploring the implications of moral foundations for the socio-political 

outcomes of the DPM. This study tested several structural equation models for the 

effects of RWA, SDO, and individualising and binding foundations on perceived 

immigrant threat and the willingness to engage in collective action for (‘positive 

intent’) or against (‘negative intent’) the rights of immigrants in the UK.  

The general expectation for this study was that RWA and SDO would be associated 

with an increase in how threatening immigrants are perceived. It was also expected 

that RWA and SDO would be related to an increased willingness to engage in 

negative collective action but a decreased willingness to engage in positive collective 

action. In line with the previously reported ‘dual’ effect of binding and 

individualising foundations on socio-political outcomes, binding foundations were 

expected to be associated with increased immigrant threat perception and increased 

willingness to engage in negative collective action, but a decreased willingness to 

engage in positive collective action, whilst the inverse pattern was expected for 

individualising foundations. It was also hypothesised that the effects of RWA and 

SDO on these socio-political outcomes would be significantly mediated by binding 

(i.e., RWA) and individualising (i.e., SDO) moral foundations. It was difficult to 

make firm predictions for the RWA facets in terms of socio-political outcomes in the 

absence of previous evidence, but it was expected that moral foundations would also 

mediate their effects on perceived threat and collective action intent. Together, the 

evaluation of the statistical fit for the theoretical models in this study provides a 
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formal test of the integration of moral foundations as a cognitive mechanism within 

the wider framework of the DPM, applied to the UK context.     
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Study One 

Evaluating the factor-structure of the Moral 

Foundations Questionnaire Short Form (MFQ-

20) and its relation to right-wing ideology in a 
large British sample.  
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2.1 Introduction 

A growing research body suggests that the moral foundations that some people rely 

on differ across two core dimensions of right-wing ideology. RWA (Altemeyer, 

1981) is primarily associated with an increased reliance on binding relative to 

individualising foundations, and SDO (Pratto et al., 1994) is characterised by a 

reduced concern for individualising foundations (Federico et al., 2013; Hadarics & 

Kende, 2017a,b; Kugler et al., 2014; Milojev et al., 2014; Radkiewizc, 2016). 

Evidence for the relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations is almost 

exclusively based on responses to 30-item MFQ (MFQ-30; Graham et al., 2008). The 

MFQ was modelled on the theoretical framework proposed by MFT, with each scale 

generating a score that indicates how strongly an individual relies on the five moral 

foundations, and the individualising and binding foundations. Scores for both scales 

are subsequently collapsed to provide an overall indication of moral foundation 

endorsement. The MFQ items were designed with the aim to capture different 

aspects of each moral foundation, which means that the MFQ items have a relatively 

broad conceptual coverage and share little overlap (Graham et al., 2011). As a result, 

the MFQ often has a low internal consistency because its items do not intercorrelate 

strongly (see Tamul et al., 2020 for a recent review).  

 

A major issue with the MFQ is that evidence for the statistical fit of the theoretical 

models proposed by MFT is mixed. Studies assessing the fit of the MFQ typically 

evaluate at least two models proposed by MFT. The first is the five-factor model, 

which delineates the five moral foundations in separate clusters. The second 

theoretical model is the hierarchical two-factor model, which, in addition to the five 

moral foundations, includes the binding and individualising categories.  

A number of studies have used CFA to evaluate to what extent the MFQ measures 

five distinct moral foundations and the hierarchical categorisation comprising 

individualising and binding foundations. CFA assesses the fit of a theoretical model 

on the underlying factor-structure and observed data (Mueller & Hancock, 2008). A 

common fit index used to evaluate model fit is the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
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which provides a measure of how well the model of interest fits the data relative to a 

null model in which the variables are uncorrelated (Bentler, 1990). A CFI value close 

to .90 generally indicates an acceptable model fit (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). In a 

seminal study, Graham and colleagues (2011) evaluated the fit of the five-factor and 

hierarchical model for the English version of the MFQ-30 in a large cross-cultural 

sample. The findings suggested that although the five-factor model showed a better 

fit to the data compared to other models, such as a three-factor or single-factor 

model, the CFI for the five-factor model was well below the conventional threshold 

for all countries included in the study (all CFI’s £ .88; Graham et al., 2011). Findings 

from subsequent studies largely replicated these results, showing a poor fit for the 

five-factor and hierarchical models in countries such as New Zealand (Davies et al., 

2014), Italy (Bobbio et al., 2011), Turkey (Yalçindag et al., 2019; Yilmaz et al., 

2016), Sweden (Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015), France (Métayer & Pahlavan, 2014), 

Hungary (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b), and South Korea (Kim et al., 2012) based on 

the CFI (all CFI’s £ .86). 

 

Because the CFI is affected by the low overlap between the MFQ-items, some 

authors have pointed out that the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA) and the Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) are more 

useful fit indices to evaluate the construct validity of the MFQ (Davies et al., 2014; 

Yilmaz et al., 2016). The RMSEA measures the model fit whilst adjusting for the 

number of parameters included in the model. RMSEA values £ .01, £ .05, and £ .08 

represent an excellent, good, and mediocre fit respectively (MacCallum, Browne, & 

Sugawara, 1996). The SRMR provides a measure of how well the model reproduces 

the correlation matrix (Iurino & Saucier, 2020), and a good fit is typically indicated 

by a SRMR value smaller than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Based on these fit indices, 

model fit for the MFQ for the five-factor model is mediocre to good in some samples 

(Bobbio et al., 2011; Davies et al., 2014; Graham et al.., 2011; Kim et al., 2012; 

Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015; Yilmaz et al., 2016; all RMSEA values £ .08 and all 

SRMR £ .08), but poor in others (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b; Yalçindag et al., 2019; 
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RMSEA ³ .09, SRMR ³ .10). Moreover, some studies fail to report the minimum 

indices necessary to evaluate model fit (Graham et al., 2011; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 

2015). The hierarchical model shows a mediocre fit in most samples (Bobbio et al., 

2011; Davies et al., 2014; Graham et al., 2011; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015; all 

RMSEA between .05 - .08; SRMR £ .07), but not all (Yalçindag et al., 2019; Yilmaz 

et al., 2016; RMSEA ³ .08; SRMR ³ .09), and the five-factor model typically 

performs better compared to the hierarchical or other alternative models (Davies et 

al., 2014; Graham et al., 2011; Métayer & Pahlavan, 2014; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 

2015; Yalçindag et al., 2019; Yilmaz et al., 2016).  

Additional evidence for the underlying structure of the MFQ comes from EFA. EFA 

affords the extraction of underlying latent factors of the MFQ without pre-defining a 

theoretical model. Using EFA, Graham and colleagues (2011) initially identified two, 

but not five, underlying factors for the MFQ-30 which were consistent with the 

binding and individualising foundations. This factor-structure was subsequently 

corroborated in other samples using the MFQ-30 (Davies et al., 2014) and a subset of 

items from the MFQ-30 relevance scale (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b), but none of 

these studies identified five latent factors consistent with the five-factor model 

proposed by MFT. Moreover, factor-structures extracted with EFA from other 

samples do not resemble the binding and individualising foundations proposed by 

MFT either (Curry et al., 2019; Yalçindag et al., 2019). For example, Yalçindag and 

colleagues (2019) identified three latent factors for the Turkish version of the MFQ-

30 of which two consisted of a cross-over between items measuring the binding and 

individualising foundations.  

One of the key assumptions of MFT is that moral foundations are rooted in 

adaptations to evolutionary influences and are universal (Haidt & Joseph, 2004). An 

important implication of this assumption is that the structure and measurement of 

moral foundations should be applicable universally, although average scores for 

individualising and binding foundations can vary across cultures. Yet, the diverging 

results for the underlying factor-structure of the MFQ across countries suggest that 
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the underlying factor-structure of the MFQ depends on the cultural context it is being 

used in. Although Graham and colleagues (2011) initially assessed the performance 

of the MFQ in a large cross-cultural sample, this sample has been criticised because 

it mainly comprised highly educated, English-speaking and White participants from 

WEIRD (Henrich et al., 2010) cultures. Two more recent studies provide further 

evidence on the cross-cultural generalisability of the MFQ factor-structure. Dogruyol 

and colleagues (2019) assessed the model fit for the five-factor and hierarchical 

model for the MFQ-30 ‘relevance’ scale in a large sample of respondents from both 

WEIRD and non-WEIRD cultures. The results indicated that the five-factor model 

performed well (CFI = .95, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .04) and better than the 

hierarchical model, which suggests that the MFQ does measure five distinct 

foundations across a heterogeneous group of respondents. A recent study using the 

MFQ-20 however across 27 countries did not find any evidence for a good statistical 

fit of the five-factor model, even when the model was adjusted to improve model fit 

(Iurino & Saucier, 2020; CFI £ .86; RMSEA ³ .07, SRMR ³ .07 for all countries). 

Both studies also indicate that the item factor loadings for the MFQ differed across 

countries, so that some of the items designed to measure specific moral foundations 

perform worse in certain countries. Such metric invariance implies that direct 

comparisons for MFQ scores between cultures are likely to be invalid.    

Little systematic research exists on the construct validity of the MFQ in the UK, and 

available evidence is mixed. Some cross-cultural studies report fit indices for UK 

samples within cross-cultural samples. CFA results for a British subsample (N = 

1175) included by Graham and colleagues (2011) indicated an unacceptable fit for 

the five-factor model based on the CFI (.84) but a good fit based on the RMSEA 

(.05). Iurino and Saucier (2020) also included a small sample of British respondents 

(N = 218) and found that the five-factor model resulted in an invalid covariance 

matrix which suggests that there was too much overlap between responses to extract 

a clear factor-structure. Additional evidence for the construct validity of the MFQ in 

the UK comes from a recent study which included responses to the MFQ-30 from a 

large (N > 1000) sample of British participants (Curry et al., 2019). The results 
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suggested an unacceptable to mediocre fit for the five-factor model for both the 

judgment (CFI = .84, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .06) and relevance scale (CFI = .90, 

RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .06). A subsequent EFA generated an underlying two- and 

four-factor-structure for the relevance and judgment scales. The two-factor-structure 

for the relevance scale was reminiscent of the individualising-binding distinction and 

included items from the care and fairness foundations and authority and loyalty 

foundations respectively. Curry and colleagues (2019) identified a third factor 

reflecting purity concerns, but this factor arguably is unstable as only one item 

loaded on this factor (Costello & Osborne, 2005). The latent factors for the judgment 

scale were less consistent with the theoretical framework of MFT and included items 

describing; (1) moral concerns about care and fairness, (2) moral concerns about 

purity, (3) moral concerns about patriotism and authority, and (4) moral concerns 

about family loyalty. Again, Curry and colleagues (2019) identified an additional 

factor tapping into concerns about gender roles, but this factor only consisted of a 

single item and should thus be considered as unstable.  

Taken together, evidence for the underlying factor-structure of the MFQ in the UK is 

relatively scarce, and current findings only provide mixed evidence for the ability of 

the MFQ to distinguish between five moral foundations in British respondents. 

Additionally, none of these studies have investigated the validity of the two-factor 

hierarchical model in the UK. Investigating the applicability of a model that also 

considers individualising and binding foundations is particularly relevant to research 

on right-wing ideology and moral foundations since ideological differences mostly 

play out along the binding and individualising distinction. 

The present study has two key aims. A first aim was to investigate the underlying 

factor-structure of the MFQ-20 in British participants using a combination of CFA 

and EFA. The short version of the MFQ was selected for this study because shorter 

self-report questionnaires offer important advantages for psychological research. For 

example, shorter questionnaires reduce administration time, improve response rates 

both for offline (Roszkowski & Bean, 1990) and web-based studies (Deutskens, De 
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Ruyter, Wetzels, & Oosterveld, 2004; Fan & Yan, 2010; Galesic & Bosnjak, 2009; 

Roszkowski & Bean, 1990) and have been found to improve data quality (Galesic & 

Bosnjak, 2009). The use of shorter questionnaires is particularly relevant when 

considering recent recommendations of 10-15 minutes for the total length of online 

studies (Revilla & Höhne, 2020).  

The present study also aimed to investigate the relationship between self-reported 

moral foundations and right-wing ideology dimensions (RWA and SDO) in the UK. 

RWA and SDO have been associated with increased concern for binding (RWA) and 

reduced concern for individualising (SDO) foundations, but these findings have not 

yet been extended to the UK. Based on previous research in other Western and/or 

European countries, it was hypothesised that RWA would predict increased concern 

for binding foundations (H1) and SDO would predict a reduced concern for 

individualising foundations (H2). The relationship between RWA facets and moral 

foundations was also considered in this study. Based on the willingness to submit to 

authority and the preference for traditionalism, it was hypothesised that authoritarian 

submission (H3) and conventionalism (H4) would be associated with an increased 

reliance on the binding foundations. Following the increased willingness to aggress 

others that are perceived as threatening and non-conforming, it was hypothesised that 

authoritarian aggression would be associated with a reduced reliance on 

individualising foundations (H5).  

2.2 Methods 

Sample  

The dataset for this study consists of an aggregation of data from four separate 

studies (Study Two, Three, Four, and Five). Participants were recruited for these 

studies in various ways: Study Two and Four consisted of participants recruited via 
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online recruitment platforms (Amazon MTurk3, https://www.mturk.com/ and 

Prolific, https://www.prolific.co/ respectively). Study Five recruited participants 

from the general community and an online recruitment platform (Prolific), and Study 

Three included participants from the general community. All participants from the 

general community were recruited via word of mouth and advertisements. Inclusion 

criteria were age (≥ 18 years), nationality (British), and country of residence (UK). 

Participants who failed either of the attention checks for the MFQ-20 were excluded 

from this sample.   

The final sample consisted of 878 participants (523 female, mean age = 33.45, SD ± 

13.99). Over half of the sample were employed or self-employed (56.1%) and 

approximately one quarter of the sample were students (27.2%) at the time of the 

study. The remaining participants (16.7%) were unemployed, retired, or their 

employment status did not fall into any of these categories. Information on ethnicity 

was available for 594 participants. The majority of respondents identified as White 

(92.1%). The remaining participants identified as Asian or Asian British (2.9%), 

mixed ethnic groups (2%), Black, African, Caribbean or Black British (1.5%), 

Chinese (0.7%), Arab (0.3%) or another ethnic group (0.2%). Some participants 

preferred not to disclose their ethnicity (0.3%). Individual sample characteristics are 

described in the method sections for Study Two, Three, Four, and Five (for 

descriptions of individual samples, see p. 104 for Study Two, p. 110 for Study Three, 

p. 117-118 for Study Four, and p. 123-124 for Study Five).4  

 

 

3 Hereinafter referred to as ‘MTurk’ 

4 A comparison of the demographic characteristics of the participants recruited for the studies in this 

thesis with those in the general UK population in is briefly discussed in the general discussion on p. 

212-213. 
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Power calculation 

As a general rule of thumb, CFA and EFA require a minimum sample size of 200 

(Kline, 2016). Additional power calculations for the CFA’s were conducted in R (R 

Core Team, 2020) to evaluate the sample size of the present study in relation to 

statistical power. The minimum sample size needed for the CFA’s for the MFT 

models was N = 367 to detect effects with power (1-b) set at .80 and a set at .05 

(Kim, 2005). A power calculation for the effects of right-wing ideology on moral 

foundation endorsement using G-Power software (Version 3; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, 

& Buchner, 2007) indicated that a sample size of N = 878 would detect small (ƒ2 ³ 

0.02) effect sizes with power (1-β) set at .80 and α set at .05.  

Questionnaires 

MFQ Short Form (MFQ-20, see Appendix 1) (Graham et al., 2008). Moral 

foundations were measured using the 20-item MFQ. The MFQ-20 includes four 

items per moral foundation which are distributed across the relevance and judgment 

scales. In the relevance scale participants are asked to indicate how relevant each 

moral foundation is to their moral judgments, based on a series of statements. 

Responses are recorded on a 6-point Likert-scale ranging from 0 (not at all relevant) 

to 5 (extremely relevant). An example item of this scale for the care foundation is 

‘whether or not someone suffered emotionally’. The judgment scale elicits specific 

moral judgments pertaining to each moral foundation. Responses are recorded on a 

6-point Likert-scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An 

example item of this scale is ‘I am proud of my country’s history’, which taps into 

the loyalty foundation. The MFQ-20 also contains two catch items which function as 

an attention check. These items are ‘whether or not someone was good at math’ 

(relevance scale) and ‘it is better to do good than to do bad’ (judgment scale). 

Participants scoring on the higher and lower end for these respective items should be 

discarded from analyses (Graham et al., 2008). 
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The MFQ-20 generates an average score for each moral foundation and the 

individualising and binding foundations. Average scores range from 0 to 5, with 

higher scores indicating stronger endorsement of that particular foundation (means 

and standard deviations are displayed in Table 2.1). The internal consistency in the 

current sample of the MFQ-20 relevance, judgment, and full scale was good (w = 

.81), acceptable (w = .70) and good (w = .82) respectively. The internal consistency 

of the item groups for the care, fairness, loyalty, authority and purity foundation 

items was unacceptable (wcare = .57), unacceptable (wfairness = .48), poor (wloyalty = 

.62), poor (wauthority = .69), and good (wpurity = .72) respectively.  

Right-wing Authoritarianism scale (RWA scale; see Appendix 2) (Altemeyer, 2006). 

RWA was measured in two of the studies (N = 284) by the 20-item RWA scale. The 

RWA scale is a self-report questionnaire designed to measure RWA as a single, 

overall construct. The RWA scale consists of 20 test items and two practice items. 

The items in the RWA scale can tap into one, two, or all of the facets of 

authoritarianism. For example, the item ‘what our country really needs is a strong, 

determined leader who will crush evil, and take us back to our true path’ includes 

elements of both authoritarian submission (submission to leadership) and 

authoritarian aggression (aggress against those who are deviant). Participants are 

asked to respond to the items on a 9-point Likert-scale ranging from -4 (very strongly 

disagree) to +4 (very strongly agree), with total scores ranging from 20 to 180. 

Higher scores indicate higher levels of RWA (M = 57.78, SD ± 22.92). 

The RWA scale is the most commonly used measure for RWA (Dunwoody & Funke, 

2016). Although the 20-item scale has not been formally validated in the UK or 

elsewhere, its longer versions and derivations (Altemeyer, 1998; Bizumic & Duckitt, 

2018; Zakrisson, 2005) have shown acceptable or good internal consistency (Duriez 

et al., 2005; Golec de Zavala et al., 2017; Van Assche et al., 2019) and good 

construct and external validity (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018) in British respondents. 

The RWA scale showed excellent internal consistency in the current sample (w = 

.90). 
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Aggression-Submission-Conventionalism scale (ASC scale; see Appendix 3) 

(Dunwoody & Funke, 2016). RWA was measured in one study (N = 268) by the 

ASC scale. The ASC scale is a tripartite scale of RWA and was developed to provide 

a separate measurement for RWA facets, and to eliminate politically and religiously 

biased items, double-barrelled items, and items with too much overlap with outcome 

variables (e.g., generalised prejudice). The ASC scale consists of 18 items and 

includes six items for each RWA facet. Three items per facet are pro-trait and three 

items are formulated contra-trait and thus reverse scored. Example items of this scale 

are ‘our leaders know what is best for us’ (authoritarian submission, pro-trait), 

‘traditions are the foundation of a healthy society and should be respected’ 

(authoritarian conventionalism, pro-trait), and ‘strong force is necessary against 

threatening groups’ (authoritarian aggression, pro-trait). Participants are asked to 

indicate their agreement with each item on a 5-point Likert-scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with total scores ranging from 18-90 (M = 43.28, SD 

± 9.97). Higher scores reflect higher levels of RWA. Scores for RWA facets are 

calculated by summing item scores for the submissive, conventional, and aggressive 

items and range from 0-30, with higher scores indicating higher levels of the 

respective facets (Msubmission = 11.76, SD ± 3.40; Mconventionalism = 15.40, SD ± 4.45; 

Maggression = 16.12, SD ± 4.79). 

The ASC scale has been previously validated in North American respondents 

(Dunwoody & Funke, 2016) and shows good internal consistency, positive 

correlations with other RWA scales, and shows a good fit for an underlying three-

factor model structure. The ASC scale also shows better discriminant validity 

compared to other RWA scales, possibly because of the narrower conception of the 

sub scales (Dunwoody & Funke, 2016). The ASC scale showed good internal 

consistency in the current sample (w = .87).  

Very Short RWA scale (VS-RWA scale; see Appendix 4) (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018). 

RWA was measured in one study (N = 326) by the VS-RWA scale. The VS-RWA 

scale provides a measure of the three RWA facets using a small set of items which 
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avoids participant fatigue (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018). The VS-RWA scale was 

derived from an earlier tripartite measure of RWA (Authoritarianism-

Conventionalism-Tradition scale; Duckitt et al., 2010) and includes two items per 

RWA facet. Each facet is measured by one pro-trait and one contra-trait item. 

Example items of this scale are ‘what our country needs most is discipline, with 

everyone following our leaders in unity’ (authoritarian submission, pro-trait), ‘our 

society does NOT need tougher government and stricter laws’ (authoritarian 

aggression, contra-trait) and ‘God’s laws about abortion, pornography, and marriage 

must be strictly followed before it is too late’ (authoritarian conventionalism, pro-

trait). Participants are asked to indicate their agreement on a 9-point Likert-scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree). Total VS-RWA scores are 

calculated by averaging scores for all items and range from 1-9, with higher scores 

reflecting higher levels of RWA (M = 4.13, SD ± 1.60). Facet scores are calculated 

by averaging scores for the submissive, conventional, and aggressive items and range 

from 1-9, with higher scores reflecting higher levels of RWA facets (Msubmission = 

4.94, SD ± 2.10; Mconventionalism = 2.13, SD ± 1.79, Maggression = 5.31, SD ± 2.11). 

The VS-RWA has been validated in a general community sample in the UK 

(Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018). In this sample, the VS-RWA showed a good fit for a 

three-factor solution and was significantly associated with relevant constructs such as 

nationalism, ethnocentrism, and prejudice. The scale also demonstrated acceptable 

internal consistency. It can therefore be considered an efficient and reliable 

instrument to measure RWA in the UK. The internal consistency for the VS-RWA 

was good (w = .81) in the current sample.  

Short Social Dominance Orientation scale (SSDO scale, see Appendix 5) (Pratto et 

al., 2014). SDO was measured in all studies using the SSDO scale. The SSDO scale 

is a derivation of the 16-item SDO Scale (SDO6; Pratto et al., 1994) and was 

designed to capture SDO in a more efficient way using a smaller set of items. The 

SSDO includes four items on attitudes towards social equality. An example item of 

this scale is “we should not push for group equality”. Participants are asked to 



 

 

62 

 

respond to each item on a 10-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (extremely oppose) to 

10 (extremely favour). Total scores on the SDO scale range from 1-10, with higher 

scores indicating higher levels of SDO (M = 2.78, SD ± 1.73).   

The SSDO scale has been validated previously in a large cross-cultural sample which 

included a smaller sample of British respondents (N = 89; Pratto et al., 2014). The 

SSDO scale showed acceptable internal consistency in this sample and a good fit for 

a one-factor model, indicating that the SSDO measures a single construct (SDO). 

Mean inter-item correlations for the SSDO scale were small in this validation sample 

which suggests that each item taps into the same construct (SDO) but also captures 

different facets of SDO (Pratto et al., 2014). SSDO scores also reliably predicted 

opposition to protecting minorities, the poor, and more women in leadership 

positions. It can therefore be considered as an efficient and reliable way to measure 

SDO in the UK. The internal consistency for the SSDO scale was good in the current 

sample (w = .82). 

Self-reported political orientation. A one-dimensional measure for right-wing 

ideology was included in one study (N = 268) and was used to compare the 

predictive power of RWA and SDO scales with a one-dimensional measurement of 

ideology. This was a single item which asked participants to place their political 

orientation on a 9-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (very left-wing) to 9 (very right-

wing). Higher scores reflect higher levels of right-wing political orientation (M = 

3.62, SD ± 1.72).  

Demographic items (see Appendix 6). Basic demographic characteristics were 

measured including age, gender, nationality, country of residence, ethnicity, and 

employment status. The specific items differed across studies and are presented in 

Appendix 6. 
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Procedure 

All studies were conducted online and presented via the Qualtrics platform 

(Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Procedures for each study are described on p. 106 (Study 

Two), p. 112 (Study Three), p. 119 (Study Four) and p. 126 (Study Five). Each study 

involved the completion of self-report questionnaires, demographic items, and a 

moral decision-making task. Each study followed the same general order, with both 

the RWA and SDO scales and the moral decision-making task presented prior to the 

MFQ-20. The MFQ-20 was thus completed in each study after the moral decision-

making task and RWA and SDO scales. The MFQ-20 sub scales were presented in 

successive order, with the relevance scale followed by the judgment scale. The 

MFQ-20 items were not randomised. After completing all materials, participants 

were thanked and debriefed. All studies were approved by the University of 

Liverpool Ethics Committee Board. 

2.3 Results 

Statistical analyses were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics (IBM Corp, 2017) 

and IBM AMOS (Arbuckle, 2014) software.  

Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive statistics for each foundation are displayed in Table 2.1. To explore 

which moral foundations were perceived as most relevant to morality in the current 

sample, differences in moral relevance scores for the care, fairness, loyalty, 

authority, and purity foundations were evaluated using Wilcoxon signed rank tests. It 

was found that differences in the relevance scores between all moral foundations 

were statistically significant (all pairwise comparisons p < .001; see Appendix 7).  
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Table 2.1. Means (± SD) for care, fairness, loyalty, authority, and purity 

foundation scores for the total sample and split by gender (N = 878). 

 Male Female Total 

Care relevance 3.08 (1.08) 3.27 (1.03) 3.19 (1.05) 

Care judgment 3.68 (0.99) 3.99 (0.84) 3.87 (0.92) 

Care total 3.38 (0.85) 3.63 (0.70) 3.53 (0.81) 

Fairness relevance 3.26 (1.05) 3.43 (0.97) 3.36 (1.01) 

Fairness judgment 3.92 (0.82) 3.99 (0.82) 3.96 (0.83) 

Fairness total 3.59 (0.75) 3.71 (0.70) 3.66 (0.72) 

Loyalty relevance 2.06 (1.10) 1.84 (1.11) 1.93 (1.11) 

Loyalty judgment 2.58 (1.26) 2.27 (1.26) 2.39 (1.27) 

Loyalty total 2.32 (0.99) 2.06 (0.97) 2.16 (0.99) 

Authority relevance 1.49 (1.19) 1.38 (1.11) 1.42 (1.14) 

Authority judgment 2.91 (1.24) 2.67(1.24) 2.76 (1.25) 

Authority total 2.20 (1.04) 2.02 (0.99) 2.09 (1.02) 

Purity relevance 2.37 (1.34) 2.32 (1.34) 2.34 (1.34) 

Purity judgment 2.17 (1.41) 2.40 (1.33) 2.30 (1.37) 

Purity total 2.17(1.19) 2.36(1.13) 2.32(1.16) 

 

A correlational analysis was performed to evaluate the relationship between moral 

foundations and correlations were interpreted as small (r > .10), moderate (r > .30) 

or large (r > .50; Cohen, 1988) in effect. A p value of .005 was applied to correct for 

multiple comparisons. There were large positive associations between the care and 
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fairness foundations (individualising foundations), and the loyalty, authority, and 

purity foundations (binding foundations) respectively. The correlation coefficients 

between foundations in the individualising and binding cluster were small in 

magnitude (see Table 2.2.). All significant correlations remained significant after 

applying statistical corrections.  

Table 2.2. Pearson zero-order correlations between care, fairness, loyalty, 

authority and purity foundation scores (N = 878). 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

1. Care   .57*** .13*** .03 .18*** 

2. Fairness   - .20*** .12** .25*** 

3. Loyalty   
 

- .69*** .54*** 

4. Authority    - .64*** 

5. Purity     - 

** p < .01, ***p < .001.  

Evaluating the model fit of the five-factor and hierarchical models via CFA 

The factor-structure of the MFQ-20 was assessed using a two-step approach 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) as a backwards validation. The first step entailed a CFA 

on a random sample of 50% of the data. Model fit was evaluated for the five-factor 

model and the hierarchical model. The analysis was performed separately for the 

MFQ-20 full scale (all items), the relevance scale (relevance items only) and 

judgment scale (judgment items only). The models allowed for correlations between 

the latent factors in line with the theoretical assumptions of MFT. All models were 

estimated using maximum likelihood and factor loadings were estimated through 

1000 sample bias-corrected bootstrapping. Model fit was evaluated using the CFI, 
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the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the RMSEA, and the SRMR. Cut-offs for acceptable 

model fit were set at ³ .90 for the CFI (Bentler & Bonett, 1980), ³ .95 for the TLI 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999), and £ .08 for the SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Cut-offs for 

RMSEA were set at £ .01 (excellent fit), £ .05 (good fit) and £ .08 (mediocre fit) 

(MacCallum et al., 1996). 

The analyses indicated that model fit for some of the models would be improved by 

allowing some error terms within the same latent factor to covary. Results for the 

final models are displayed in Table 2.3. It was found that none of the models reached 

an acceptable fit, and the hierarchical factor-solution for the judgment scale did not 

converge in the number of iterations specified. Fit indices for the five-factor model 

showed “unacceptable” model fit for the relevance and full scale, and ranged from 

“unacceptable” (TLI, RMSEA, SRMR) to “acceptable” (CFI) for the judgment scale. 

Fit indices for the hierarchical model indicated “unacceptable” (CFI, TLI, SMREA, 

SRMR) fit for the full scale, and “unacceptable” (TLI, RMSEA) to “acceptable” 

(CFI, SRMR) fit for the relevance scale. b ³ .41, B ³ .61 (SE = .05; p < .001; 

relevance scale), B ³ .655 (SE = .07, p < .001; judgment scale), and b ³ .25, B ³ .44 

(SE = .10, p < .001; full scale). For the hierarchical model, b ³ .33, B ³ .64 (SE = 

.06, p < .001; relevance scale), b ³ .29, B  ³ .53 (SE = .13, p < .001; full scale). 

Figures for these models are displayed in Appendix 8. 

 

 

 

 

5 Standardised regression weights and the SRMR could not be computed for the five-factor CFA for 

the judgment scale due to negative variance of a standardised regression weight. 
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Table 2.3. Goodness-of-fit indicators of the theoretical models for the MFQ-20 

full scale, relevance, and judgment scales (N = 463). 

 c2/df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 

Relevance scale 

Five-factor 

model 

9.84 .84 .71 .14 .09 

Hierarchical 

model 

5.89 .90 .84 .10 .07 

Judgment scale 

Five-factor 

model 

4.10 .91 .85 .08 - 

Hierarchical 

model 

- - - - - 

MFQ-20 full scale (all items) 

Five-factor 

model 

5.71 .73 .67 .10 .10 

Hierarchical 

model 

4.09 .83 .79 .08 .09 

 

Evaluating the factor-structure of the MFQ-20 via EFA 

The second step of the analysis included an EFA as part of the backwards validation 

process. An EFA was performed on the remaining 50% of the cases for the MFQ-20 

full scale (all items), the relevance scale (relevance items only) and the judgment 

scale (judgment items only). Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with a direct 

oblimin rotation was applied to allow for interrelations between the components. 

Factor extraction was done using parallel analysis (Horn, 1965) which has been 

proposed as the best method to determine factor retention in EFA (Ledesma & 
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Valero-Mora, 2007; Thompson & Daniel, 1996; Zwick & Velicer, 1986). Parallel 

analysis compares the observed eigenvalues from the dataset with randomly 

generated eigenvalues, and factors for which the eigenvalues exceed the randomly 

generated eigenvalues are retained. Minimum factor-loadings for items were set at 

.40. Items were considered to cross load at > .35. Items showing cross loadings on 

other factors were dropped from the analysis. Factors with fewer than three items 

were considered unstable and also dropped from the analysis (Costello & Osborne, 

2005).  

Relevance scale 

The sampling adequacy was good (KMO = .81), and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

indicated that correlations between items were large enough for PCA, χ2(45) = 

1346.20, p < .001. The PCA revealed two components that had eigenvalues greater 

than those derived from randomly generated data. The two components explained 

55.05% of variance in the dataset (component one eigenvalue = 3.79, % variance 

explained = 37.94; component two eigenvalue = 1.71, % variance explained = 

17.11). Component one was made up of four items and was interpreted as a mix of 

moral intuitions relating to loyalty (patriotism), authority (deference and 

traditionalism), and purity (decency). This factor was therefore labelled as ‘Binding’ 

morality. Component two consisted of two items relating to care (emotional 

suffering) and fairness (equal treatment) and was labelled as ‘Nurturing-Equality’ 

morality. Because this factor only consisted of two items, it was considered unstable 

and dropped from further analyses (see Table 2.4).
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Table 2.4. PCA for the MFQ-20 relevance scale (significant loadings in bold; N = 415) 

Whether or not...  Binding  Nurturing-Equality  

Care    
Someone suffered emotionally  .02 .89 

Someone cared for someone weak or vulnerable  -.12 .14 

Fairness    

Some people were treated differently than others   .05 .90 

Someone acted unfairly  -.12 .07 

Loyalty    

Someone showed love for their country  .84 .04 

Someone did something to betray his or her group  .22 -.13 

Authority    

Someone showed a lack of respect for authority   .84 .11 

Someone conformed to the traditions of society  .79 -.06 

Purity   

Someone violated standards of purity and decency  .45 .04 

Someone did something disgusting   .37 -.04 
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Judgment scale 

The sampling adequacy was acceptable (KMO = .75), and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

indicated that correlations between items were large enough for PCA, χ2(45) = 

761.92, p < .001. The PCA revealed two components that had eigenvalues greater 

than those derived from randomly generated data. The two components explained 

46.34% of variance in the dataset (component one eigenvalue = 2.84, % variance 

explained = 28.42; component two eigenvalue = 1.79, % variance explained = 

17.92). Component one was made up of six items and can be interpreted as moral 

intuitions relating to authority (deference and traditionalism), purity (feelings of 

disgust and avoidance of ‘unnatural’ acts) and loyalty (to family members and one’s 

country). One item relating to fairness showed a cross loading on this component. 

This factor was therefore labelled ‘Binding’ morality. Component two was made up 

of three items which comprised moral intuitions relating to care (emotional suffering 

and caring for the vulnerable) and fairness (structural equality). This factor was 

labelled as ‘Individualising’ morality. The remaining items did not load onto a 

component or showed significant cross loadings (see Table 2.5).  
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Table 2.5. PCA for the MFQ-20 judgment scale (significant loadings in bold; cross loadings in grey; N = 415) 

 
Binding  Individualising  

Care   

Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue -.17 .75 

One of the worst things a person could do is hurt a defenceless animal .16 .59 

Fairness   

When the government makes laws, the number one principle should be ensuring that everyone is treated fairly -.09 .75 

Justice is the most important requirement for a society .49 .37 

Loyalty   

I am proud of my country’s history .70 -.18 

People should be loyal to their family members, even when they have done something wrong .51 -.11 

Authority   

Respect for authority is something all children need to learn .78 .04 

Men and women each have different roles to play in society .59 -.29 

Purity   

People should not do things that are disgusting, even if no one is harmed .58 .20 

I would call some acts wrong on the grounds that they are unnatural .72 .10 
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MFQ-20 full scale 

The sampling adequacy was good (KMO = .83), and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

indicated that correlations between items were large enough for PCA, χ2(190) = 

2562.32, p < .001. The PCA revealed three components that had eigenvalues greater 

than those derived from randomly generated data. The three components explained 

47.50% of variance in the dataset (component one eigenvalue = 4.69, % variance 

explained = 23.47; component two eigenvalue = 3.06, % variance explained = 15.28; 

component three eigenvalue = 1.75, % variance explained = 8.76). Component one 

consisted of five items and can be interpreted as moral intuitions relating to authority 

(traditionalism) and purity (feelings of disgust, opposition against ‘unnatural’ acts). 

This factor was labelled as ‘Authority-Purity’ morality. Component two consisted of 

two items for moral intuitions relating to fairness (equal treatment) and care 

(emotional suffering) and was labelled as ‘Nurturing-Equality’ morality. Component 

three consisted of two items relating to care (animal harm) and fairness (societal 

equality) and was labelled as ‘Protection-Equality’ morality. Components two and 

three were considered unstable and dropped from further analyses. The remaining 

items did not significantly load onto any of the components or showed significant 

cross loadings (see Table 2.6).  
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Table 2.6. PCA for the MFQ-20 full scale (significant loadings in bold; cross loadings in grey; N = 415) 

  Authority-Purity  Nurturing-Equality  Protection-Equality  

Care    

Whether or not someone suffered emotionally   .03 .86 -.10 

Whether or not someone cared for someone weak or vulnerable  -.26 .14 .10 

One of the worst things a person could do is hurt a defenceless animal  .15 .06 .62 

Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue  -.02 .56 .40 

Fairness    

Whether or not some people were treated differently than others  .01 .86 -.02 

Whether or not someone acted unfairly  -.01 .05 .06 

When the government makes laws, the number one principle should be 

ensuring that everyone is treated fairly  

.08 .42 .47 

Justice is the most important requirement for a society  -.11 -.12 .70 

Loyalty    

Whether or not someone showed love for their country  .30 .12 -.18 

Whether or not someone did something to betray his or her group  .03 -.08 .00 

I am proud of my country’s history  .23 -.23 .11 
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 Authority-Purity  Nurturing-Equality  Protection-Equality  

People should be loyal to their family members, even when they have 

done something wrong  

-.15 .16 .01 

Authority    

Whether or not someone showed a lack of respect for authority   .38 .15 -.16 

Whether or not someone conformed to the traditions of society  .47 .04 -.20 

Respect for authority is something all children need to learn  .37 -.15 .29 

Men and women each have different roles to play in society  .04 -.13 -.02 

Purity    

Whether or not someone violated standards of purity and decency  .45 .05 -.03 

Whether or not someone did something disgusting   .61 .01 .01 

People should not do things that are disgusting, even if no one is harmed  .83 .05 .10 

I would call some acts wrong on the grounds that they are unnatural   .56 -.07 .19 
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Comparing model fit for the EFA-based models and CFA-based models  

A second series of CFA’s was conducted to evaluate model fit for the factor-

structures extracted from the EFA. This was done for the random sample that was 

used for the initial CFA. The models tested were a; (1) single-factor ‘Binding’ model 

(relevance scale), (2) two-factor ‘Binding-Individualising’ model (judgment scale), 

and (3) single factor ‘Authority-Purity’ model (full scale). Model fit indices are 

displayed in Table 2.7 and models are illustrated in Figures 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3. 6 

All models showed an acceptable fit to the data. The single factor ‘Binding’ model 

(relevance scale) had a “mediocre” (RMSEA) to “acceptable” (CFI, SRMR, TLI) fit. 

The two-factor ‘Binding-Individualising’ model (judgment scale) showed 

“acceptable” (CFI, SRMR), “mediocre” (RMSEA), and “unacceptable” (TLI) fit. Fit 

indices for the single-factor ‘Authority-Purity’ model (full scale) ranged from 

“acceptable” (CFI, TLI, SRMR) to “mediocre” (RMSEA). b ³ .54, B ³ .71 (SE = .07, 

p < .001) for the ‘Binding model’, b ³ .42, B ³ .65 (SE = .07, p < .001) for the 

‘Binding-Individualising’ model, and b ³ .56, B ³ .81 (SE = .10, p < .001) for the 

‘Authority-Purity’ model.  

 

 

 

 

6 A power calculation in R (R Core Team, 2020) indicated that a minimum sample size of N = 1928 

was needed for the ‘Binding’ and ‘Authority-Purity’ morality models, and N = 434 for the 

‘Individualising-Binding’ morality model with power (1-b) set at .80 and a set at .05 (Kim, 2005)  
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Table 2.7. Goodness-of-fit indicators of EFA-based models for the MFQ-20 full 
scale, relevance and judgment scales (N = 463). 

 c2/df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 

 Relevance scale  

Binding model 6.66 .98 .94 .11 .03 

 Judgment scale 

Binding-Individualising model 1.98 .97 .96 .05 .04 

 MFQ-20 full scale (all items) 

Authority-Purity model 2.55 .99 .97 .06 .02 
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Figure 2.1. Results for the CFA for the ‘Binding-Individualising’ model (MFQ-20 judgment scale).  

Coefficients are unstandardised regression coefficients. Item labels are taken from Graham et al. (2008). 
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Figure 2.2. Results for the CFA for the single-factor ‘Binding’ 

model (MFQ-20 relevance scale). Coefficients are unstandardised 

regression coefficients. Item labels are taken from Graham et al. 

(2008). 

Figure 2.3. Results for the CFA for the single-factor model 

‘Authority-Purity’ model (MFQ-20 full scale). Coefficients are 

unstandardised regression coefficients. Item labels are taken 

from Graham et al. (2008). 
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Model fit for the MFT models was compared to the EFA-based models using the 

Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC). 

Differences between models in AIC and BIC values greater than 10 suggest the 

change in fit is substantial (Raftery, 1995). It was found that the EFA-based models 

showed a superior fit compared to the five-factor and hierarchical two-factor model 

proposed by MFT. This was found for the full MFQ-20 scale and the relevance and 

judgment scales (see Table 2.8).  

Table 2.8. AIC and BIC values for theoretical models proposed by MFT and 

factor-models based on the EFA. 

 AIC BIC 

 Relevance scale 

Hierarchical model 215.00 330.86 

Five-factor model 306.04 430.17 

Binding model 29.32 63.43 

 Judgment scale 

Hierarchical model 159.07 250.10 

Five-factor model 162.37 286.50 

Binding-Individualising model 71.59 72.27 
 Full MFQ-20 scale (all items) 

Hierarchical model 747.77 962.93 

Five-factor model 1010.57 1221.59 

Authority-Purity model 31.10 31.45 

 

Summary 

The present analysis investigated the underlying factor-structure of the MFQ-20 by 

applying CFA and EFA to MFQ-20 responses. It was found that the theoretical 

models proposed by MFT did not provide an acceptable model fit for the data. 

Instead, the latent factors extracted from the EFA pointed to one broad factor 
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measuring moral concerns of authority and purity for the full scale, two broad factors 

measuring binding and individualising moral concerns for the judgment scale, and 

one broad factor measuring binding moral concerns for the relevance scale. It was 

also found that the models based on the EFA provided a significantly better fit to the 

data compared to the theoretical models proposed by MFT, although interpretations 

of the CFA results for the ‘Binding’ (relevance scale) and ‘Authority-Purity’ (full 

scale) models are preliminary due to the low statistical power for these analyses (see 

Footnote Six).  

Because the distinction between binding and individualising foundations is most 

pertinent for the study of right-wing ideology, subsequent analyses relating to right-

wing ideology were based on the model that generated the best approximation of the 

distinction between binding and individualising foundations. The binding and 

individualising factors that were extracted for the judgment scale were therefore 

further compiled into two separate scales to develop an appropriate measurement of 

binding and individualising foundation endorsement respectively. This was done by 

averaging scores for the items with significant loadings on factor one (binding 

foundations composite scale) and factor two (individualising foundations composite 

scale). The internal consistency of the individualising composite scale was 

unacceptable (w = .57), and acceptable (w = .73) for the binding composite scale.    

Evaluating the relationship between right-wing ideology dimensions and moral 

foundations 

The second part of the analysis investigated the relationship between RWA, SDO, 

and binding and individualising foundation scores. This was done using the binding 

and individualising scales extracted from the previous analysis. To allow for 

comparison across the different participant groups in this study, scores for the RWA 

(RWA, VS-RWA, ASC) scales and the SSDO were first standardised.  

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral foundation endorsement 

Zero-order correlations between RWA, SDO, and the binding and individualising 

scores were calculated. A p value of .002 was applied to correct for multiple 
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comparisons. RWA and its facets were strongly positively correlated with the 

binding foundation scale and showed small or non-significant correlations with 

individualising foundation endorsement. SDO was moderately positively correlated 

with the binding foundation scale and moderately negatively correlated with the 

individualising scale (see Table 2.9).  

Table 2.9. Zero-order Pearson correlations between RWA, RWA facets, SDO, 

and binding and individualising moral foundation scores (N = 878). 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. SSDO - .44*** .30*** .35*** .41*** .37*** -.38*** 

2. RWA 
 

- .80*** .72*** .84*** .71*** -.14*** 

3. Authoritarian 

submission 

  - .37*** .55*** .61*** -.04 

4. Authoritarian 

conventionalism 

   - .38*** .49*** -.09* 

5. Authoritarian 

aggression 

    - .62*** -.18*** 

6. MFQ Binding      - -.04 

7. MFQ Individualising       - 

*p < .05 ***p < .001. SSDO= standardised scores for the Short Social Dominance Orientation scale; 

RWA, authoritarian submission, conventionalism, and aggression = standardised scores for the RWA 

scales. N = 594 for correlations for authoritarian submission, conventionalism and aggression. MFQ 

Binding/Individualising = binding/individualising composite scales. Correlations remaining significant 

after applying statistical corrections are indicated in bold.  

The effects of RWA and SDO on moral foundation endorsement  

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and binding and individualising moral 

foundations were assessed by a set of hierarchical regression analyses. The analyses 

controlled for age and gender because both are associated with RWA and SDO 

(Cornelis, Van Hiel, Roets, & Kossowska, 2009; Pratto, Stallworth, & Sidanius, 
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1997) and moral foundations (Friesen, 2019; Graham et al., 2011). Failing to control 

for these variables therefore means the correlations between RWA, SDO, and moral 

foundations could be artificially inflated.  

Two hierarchical regression analyses were conducted which included age, gender 

(block 1), and RWA and SDO scores (block 2) as predictors, and scores for binding 

(analysis 1) and individualising (analysis 2) foundations as dependent variables. Two 

additional hierarchical regressions were conducted with age, gender (block 1), and 

authoritarian submission, conventionalism, aggression, and SDO scores (block 2) as 

predictors, and scores for binding (analysis 3) and individualising (analysis 4) 

foundations as dependent variables. A Bonferroni correction of p = .013 (analysis 1 

and 2) and p = .008 (analysis 3 and 4) was applied to correct for multiple 

comparisons. Effect sizes for the regression models were calculated using Cohen’s ƒ2 

and interpreted as small (ƒ2 > 0.02), moderate (ƒ2 > 0.15), or large (ƒ2 > 0.35) (Cohen, 

1988). Effect sizes (b ) for the individual predictors were interpreted as small (b < 

0.20), moderate (0.20 < b > 0.50), or large (b  > 0.50; Acock, 2014). 

RWA and SDO as predictors of binding foundations (analysis 1). 26 cases were 

identified as having a considerable influence on the model (Cook’s distance greater 

than .005) and were removed from the analysis. The normality assumption for 

standardised residuals was satisfied. The final regression model for binding 

foundations was significant and explained 56% of variance (F(4, 842) = 262.51, p < 

.001, adj. R2 = .55, ƒ2  = 1.22). Step one predicted 8.6% of variance (F(2, 844)  = 

39.94, p < .001, ƒ2  = 0.09) and step two predicted 46.9% of variance (F(2, 842) = 

443.22 , p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.88). After controlling for age, gender, and SDO, RWA was 

a significant positive predictor of binding foundation endorsement (see Figure 2.5). 

SDO also significantly predicted binding foundation scores, but this effect became 

non-significant after applying statistical corrections (see Figure 2.4 and 2.5). 

Regression coefficients are displayed in Table 2.10.   

RWA and SDO as predictors of individualising foundations (analysis 2). 45 cases 

were identified as having a considerable influence on the model (Cook’s distance 

greater than .005) and were removed from the analysis. The normality assumption 
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for standardised residuals was satisfied. The final regression model for 

individualising foundations was significant and explained 16.7% of variance (F(4, 

823) = 41.16, p < .001, adj. R2 = .16, ƒ2 = 0.20). Step one predicted 3% of variance 

(F(2, 825) = 12.71, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.04) and step two predicted 13.7% of variance 

(F(2, 823) = 67.55, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.16). After controlling for age, gender, and RWA, 

SDO was a significant negative predictor of individualising foundation endorsement 

(see Figure 2.4). RWA did not significantly predict individualising foundation 

endorsement (see Figure 2.5). Standardised regression coefficients are displayed in 

Table 2.10.  

Table 2.10. Results for the hierarchical regression models for analysis 1 (N = 

846) and 2 (N = 827). 

 Binding foundations Individualising foundations 

Variable Cumulative Simultaneous Cumulative Simultaneous 

 R2 

change 

F change β p R2 

change 

F change β 

Step 1 .09 39.94***   .03 12.71***   

Age   .13 < .001   .19 < .001 

Gender   .02 .501   .06 .067 

Step 2 .47 443.22***   .14 67.55***   

RWA   .68 < .001   .01 .309 

SSDO   .07 .015   -.39 < .001 
*** p < .001. RWA = standardised scores for RWA scales; SSDO = standardised scores for the Short 

Social Dominance Orientation scale. 
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Figure 2.4 Average moral foundation endorsement across groups of 

standardised SDO scores. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 

As SDO scores increase, individualising foundation scores decrease. 

Figure 2.5. Average moral foundation endorsement across 

groups of standardised RWA scores. Error bars represent 95% 

confidence intervals. As RWA scores increase, binding 

foundation scores increase. 
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RWA facets and SDO as predictors of binding foundations (analysis 3). 21 cases 

were identified as having a considerable influence on the model (Cook’s distance 

greater than .007) and were removed from the analysis. The normality assumption 

for standardised residuals was satisfied. The final regression model for binding 

foundations was significant and explained 59% of variance (F(6, 561) = 134.29, p < 

.001, adj. R2 = .59, ƒ2 = 1.44). Step one predicted 9.3% of variance (F(2, 565) = 

28.98, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.01) and step two predicted 49.6% of variance (F(4, 561) = 

449.45, p < .001, ƒ2 = 1.00). After controlling for age, gender, and SDO, 

authoritarian submission, conventionalism, and aggression were significant positive 

predictors of binding foundation endorsement (see Figures 2.6 - 2.8). SDO also 

significantly predicted binding foundation scores but this effect became non-

significant after applying statistical corrections. Regression coefficients are displayed 

in Table 2.11.   

RWA facets and SDO as predictors of individualising foundations (analysis 4). 36 

cases were identified as having a considerable influence on the model (Cook’s 

distance greater than .007) and were removed from the analysis. The normality 

assumption for standardised residuals was satisfied. The final regression model for 

individualising foundations was significant and explained 19.2% of variance (F(6, 

546) = 21.64, p < .001, adj. R2 = .18, ƒ2 =  0.24). Step one predicted 3% of variance 

(F(2, 550) = 8.57, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.03) and step two predicted 16.2% of variance 

(F(4, 546) = 27.35 p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.19). After controlling for age, gender, and RWA 

facets, SDO was a significant negative predictor of the individualising foundation 

endorsement. Authoritarian submission was also a significant positive predictor for 

individualising foundation endorsement, but this effect became non-significant after 

applying statistical corrections. The remaining RWA facets did not significantly 

predict individualising foundation endorsement (see Figures 2.6 - 2.8). Standardised 

regression coefficients are displayed in Table 2.11. 
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Table 2.11. Results for the hierarchical regression models for analysis 3 (N = 

568) and 4 (N = 553). 

 Binding foundations Individualising foundations 

Variable Cumulative Simultaneous Cumulative Simultaneous 

 R2 

change 

F change β p R2 

change 

F change β p 

Step 1 .09 28.98***   .03 8.57***   

Age   .11 < .001   .19 < .001 

Gender   .00 .975   .05 .179 

Step 2 .49 169.65***   .16 27.35***   

Authoritarian 

submission 

  .35 < .001   .10 .041 

Authoritarian 

conventionalism 

  .22 < .001   .02 .619 

Authoritarian 

aggression 

  .29 < .001   -.08 .110 

SSDO   .08 .009    -.42 < .001 

*** p < .001. Authoritarian submission, conventionalism, and aggression = standardised scores for 

respective RWA sub scales; SSDO = standardised scores for the Short Social Dominance Orientation scale. 
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Figure 2.6. Average moral foundation endorsement across groups of 
standardised authoritarian submission scores. Error bars represent 95% 
confidence intervals. As authoritarian submission scores increase, binding 
foundation scores increase. 

Figure 2.7. Average moral foundation endorsement across 
groups of standardised authoritarian conventionalism scores. 
Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. As authoritarian 
conventionalism scores increase, binding foundation scores 
increase. 
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Figure 2.8. Average moral foundation endorsement across groups of standardised authoritarian aggression scores. Error bars represent 95% 

confidence intervals. As authoritarian aggression scores increase, binding foundation scores increase. 
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The relationships between RWA, SDO, and general political orientation 

Zero-order Pearson correlation coefficients between RWA, SDO, and the one-

dimensional scale for political orientation were calculated to ascertain whether RWA 

and SDO coincide with right-wing political orientations in the UK. RWA and SDO 

were positively correlated with self-reported political orientation (r(266) = .56, p < 

.001, r(266) = .38, p < .001 respectively) in the current sample, suggesting that RWA 

and SDO corresponded to a right-wing political orientation.  

The effects of RWA and SDO on moral foundation endorsement after controlling for 

general political orientation 

A final set of hierarchical regression analyses was performed to evaluate the effect of 

RWA and SDO after controlling for differences in general political orientation. 

Findings suggest that RWA and SDO eliminate the effect of one-dimensional scales 

of political orientation on moral foundation endorsement once they are included in 

the analysis, suggesting that RWA and SDO explain important variance in moral 

foundations which a single broad dimension of ideology cannot (Kugler et al., 2014). 

The hierarchical regression analysis consisted of age, gender (block 1), general 

political orientation (block 2), and standardised scores for RWA and SDO (block 3) 

as predictors. Binding (analysis 5) and individualising (analysis 6) foundation scores 

were the dependent variables. A Bonferroni correction of p = .010 was applied to 

correct for multiple comparisons. Effect sizes for the regression models were 

calculated using Cohen’s ƒ2 and interpreted as small (ƒ2 > 0.02), moderate (ƒ2 > 

0.15), or large (ƒ2 > 0.35) (Cohen, 1988). Effect sizes (b ) for the individual 

predictors were interpreted as small (b < 0.20), moderate (0.20 < b > 0.50), or large 

(b  > 0.50; Acock, 2014). 

RWA and SDO as predictors of binding foundations (analysis 5). 10 cases were 

identified as having a considerable influence on the model (Cook’s distance greater 

than .016) and were removed from the analysis. The normality assumption for 
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standardised residuals was satisfied. The final regression model for binding 

foundations was significant and explained 57.4% of variance (F(5, 248) = 66.77, p < 

.001, adj. R2 = .57, ƒ2 = 1.35). Step one predicted 0% of variance (F(2, 251) = .18, p 

= .833, ƒ2 = 0.00), step two predicted 28% of variance (F(1, 250) = 97.46, p < .001, 

ƒ2 = 0.39), and step three predicted 29.2% of variance (F(2, 248) = 85.02, p <. 001, 

ƒ2 = 0.39) After controlling for age, gender, general political orientation, and SDO, 

RWA was a significant negative predictor of binding foundation endorsement. SDO 

did not predict binding foundation endorsement. Regression coefficients are 

displayed in Table 2.12.  

RWA and SDO as predictors of individualising foundations (analysis 6). 17 cases 

were identified as having a considerable influence on the model (Cook’s distance 

greater than .016) and were removed from the analysis. The normality assumption 

for standardised residuals was satisfied. The final regression model for 

individualising foundations was significant and explained 25% of variance (F(5, 

241) = 16.04, p < .001, adj. R2 = .34, ƒ2 = 0.33). Step one predicted 7.8% of variance 

(F(2, 244) = 10.36, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.09), step two predicted 0% of variance (F(1, 243) 

= .002, p = .963, ƒ2 = 0.00), and step three predicted 17.1% of variance (F(2, 241) = 

27.53 p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.20). After controlling for age, gender, general political 

orientation, and RWA, SDO was a significant negative predictor of the 

individualising foundation endorsement. RWA did not significantly predict 

individualising foundations. Standardised regression coefficients are displayed in 

Table 2.12. 
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Table 2.12. Results for the hierarchical regression models for analysis 5 (N = 

254) and 6 (N = 247). 

 Binding foundations Individualising foundations 

Variable Cumulative Simultaneous Cumulative Simultaneous 

 R2 

change 

F change β p R2 

change 

F change β p 

Step 1 .00 .18   .08 10.36***   

Age   -.04 .349   .24 < .001 

Gender   .02 .620   .11 .066 

Step 2 .28 97.46***   .00 .002   

Political 

orientation 

  .16 .002   .17 .014 

Step 3 .29 85.02***   .17 27.53***   

RWA   .66 < .001   -.00 .958 

SSDO   .00 .981   -.45 < .001 

*** p < .001. RWA = standardised scores for RWA scales; SSDO= standardised scores for the Short 

Social Dominance Orientation scale.  

2.4 Discussion 

The present study investigated the underlying factor-structure of the MFQ-20 and the 

relationship between right-wing ideology dimensions (RWA, SDO) and moral 

foundation endorsement in British participants. MFT (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; 

Haidt & Joseph, 2004) proposes that morality consists of five moral foundations and 

two overarching foundational categories, which are measured with the MFQ. The 

present study therefore investigated whether the underlying factor-structure of the 

MFQ-20 resembles the five- and two-factor MFT-models using CFA and EFA. A 

growing body of research further suggests that RWA is primarily associated with an 

increased reliance on the binding foundations while SDO is related to a devaluation 

of the individualising foundations (Federico et al., 2013; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b; 
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Kugler et al., 2014; Milojev et al., 2014; Radkiewizc, 2016; Van Leeuwen & Park, 

2009) although these associations have not yet been assessed in the UK. The present 

study therefore also evaluated whether RWA and SDO scale scores were significant 

predictors for binding and individualising foundation endorsement as measured with 

the MFQ-20. 

Patterns for average scores for the MFQ-20 in the current sample were overall 

consistent with previous research: individualising foundations were found to be more 

relevant than binding foundations, which is typical for WEIRD cultures (Graham et 

al., 2011) and has been previously reported in the UK for the MFQ-30 (Curry et al., 

2019). Findings for the internal consistency of the MFQ-20 and its sub scales were 

also comparable with previous research. Findings from a recent review (Tamul et al., 

2020) indicate that the internal consistency for the MFQ item groups for each moral 

foundation separately are overall poor (average α ranging between .55 and .67 for the 

MFQ-20). The low internal consistency for the MFQ has been attributed to a 

deliberate trade-off between measurement accuracy and conceptual breadth (Graham 

et al., 2011), but Tamul and colleagues (2020) point out that internal consistency 

should not be compromised by measurement breadth. Therefore, the low internal 

consistency in the present study and elsewhere likely point to a wider problem with 

the MFQ items. The present study also followed a recommendation from Tamul and 

colleagues (2020) to report more accurate estimates of scale reliability such as 

Macdonald’s w. The application of this estimate in the present study did not hugely 

improve or decrease the estimates of internal consistency as compared to a more 

frequently used measure of internal consistency (see Appendix 9 for a side-by-side 

comparison).  

The findings from the CFA suggest that the MFQ-20 full scale is not an accurate 

measure of the theoretical models proposed by MFT in British respondents. These 

results converge on recent findings from a large cross-cultural study for the MFQ-20 

which included a smaller sample of British respondents (Iurino & Saucier, 2020), 

and results for MFQ-30 reporting poor construct validity in the UK (Curry et al., 

2019) and in other countries (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b; Yalçindag et al., 2019; 

Yilmaz et al., 2016). Graham and colleagues (2011) however previously reported a 
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‘good’ fit (RMSEA = .05, CFI = .84) for the MFQ-30 in a large sample of highly 

motivated British respondents which could suggest that response motivation may 

influence how well the MFQ measures the five moral foundations.  

The results for the EFA indicated that items for different moral foundations often 

loaded onto the same factor which suggests that the MFQ-20 does not differentiate 

well between the five foundations. Instead, the MFQ-20 probably functions best as a 

measure of binding and individualising foundations, at least in British respondents. 

The MFQ-20 items mapped onto a single ‘authority-purity’ factor for the full scale, a 

single ‘binding’ factor for the relevance scale, and a two-factor ‘individualising-

binding’ structure for the judgment scale; and these models provided a much better 

statistical fit compared to the models proposed by MFT. The two-factor solution for 

the judgment scale is reminiscent of the factor-structure reported by Curry and 

colleagues (2019) for the MFQ-30 relevance scale and is also consistent with results 

from EFA in earlier samples using the MFQ-30 (Davies et al., 2014; Graham et al., 

2011; Hadarics & Kende, 2017b). Furthermore, the single factor solution for the 

MFQ-20 full scale was surprising, particularly because this factor mostly consisted 

of purity items. These results therefore suggest that the MFQ-20 full scale primarily 

provides a measure of moral concerns about purity (moral values about bodily and 

religious practices) in British respondents. It is important to consider that these 

results may also provide some information about the validity of MFT as a theory 

rather than its measurement (with the MFQ). Model fit indices and EFA for the MFQ 

can provide a useful indication on the presence and structure of moral foundations 

that exist in a given context (Dogruyol et al., 2019). The present results therefore 

may also suggest that although two broad categories of moral foundations are useful 

to describe moral foundations in British respondents, there is no clear indication for 

the presence of five distinct moral foundational categories.  

In terms of right-wing ideology dimensions, it was hypothesised that RWA (H1) as 

an overall construct would be positively associated with binding foundation scores. It 

was also hypothesised that authoritarian submission (H3) and conventionalism (H4) 

would be associated with increased binding foundation scores. These hypotheses 

were supported as RWA, authoritarian submission and conventionalism were 
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positively associated with binding foundation endorsement with moderate to strong 

effect sizes. This is consistent with previous findings using the MFQ (e.g., Federico 

et al., 2013; Kugler et al., 2014; Milojev et al., 2014) and fits the psychological needs 

of maintaining collective security and social cohesion that are associated with RWA. 

The relationships for authoritarian submission and conventionalism with binding 

foundations are not surprising, as those who value deference to authority 

(authoritarian submission) and prefer conventional and traditional norms 

(authoritarian conventionalism) are expected to gravitate towards moral values that 

emphasise respect for hierarchy and conventional behaviours. It was also 

hypothesised that authoritarian aggression would negatively predict individualising 

foundation scores (H5), but this hypothesis was not supported. Instead, authoritarian 

aggression also predicted an increased reliance on binding foundations. One possible 

explanation for this effect is that the importance that binding foundations attach to 

social cohesion and the implied negative judgment on those who violate these rules, 

resonates with those with higher levels of authoritarian aggression.  

The association between RWA and binding foundations was supported even when 

using different RWA-scales. These scales differ in their conceptual underpinnings: 

the items in the 20-item RWA (Altemeyer, 2006) and the VS-RWA scale (Bizumic 

& Duckitt, 2018) are derived from Altemeyer’s (1981) original RWA scale while the 

items in the ASC scale (Dunwoody & Funke, 2016) were newly constructed in order 

to eliminate items that were explicitly political and religious. Previous studies 

suggest that different RWA scales can be used interchangeably (Van Hiel et al., 

2007) because they show similar associations with relevant outcomes, but there were 

some slight variations in the effect sizes across scales in the studies for this chapter.  

A post-hoc examination of separate regression analyses for the ASC and VS-RWA 

scale on binding and individualising foundations (see Appendix 10) found that there 

were small variations in the effect size for the RWA facets depending on which 

tripartite scale was used. This may be attributed to conceptual differences such as a 

greater emphasis on religious beliefs (VS-RWA) versus traditionalism in general 

(ASC). This comparison therefore suggests that differences between RWA scales can 

introduce some variation in the relationships between RWA facets and self-reported 
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moral values although they do not change the significance or direction of the 

associations with moral foundations.  

It was further hypothesised that SDO would predict a decrease in individualising 

foundation scores (H2). This hypothesis was fully supported as SDO showed a 

negative association with individualising foundations which was moderate in size. 

This devaluation of individualising foundations is consistent with previous studies 

using the MFQ (e.g., Federico et al., 2013; Kugler et al., 2014; Milojev et al., 2014) 

and the SDO-based psychological need to maintain dominance and inequality. SDO 

also had a weak, positive association with binding foundation endorsement, but this 

effect was small and disappeared once general political orientation was controlled for 

and when statistical corrections were applied. The results therefore generally align 

with the idea that a devaluation of individualising moral concerns is at the heart of 

the moral belief system of SDO. It is also important to note that floor effects for 

SDO may have occurred, as 22.3% of participants scored the lowest possible score 

on the SSDO scale. Floor effects can result in the prevention or misdetection of 

significant effects (Simkovic & Träuble, 2019). Future analysis from samples that 

include a wider range of SSDO scores on the higher ends of the scale may therefore 

reveal stronger relationships between SDO and moral foundations.  

The findings for RWA, SDO, and moral foundation endorsement are consistent with 

previous findings from other cultural contexts such as North America (Federico et 

al., 2013; Kugler et al., 2014), Hungary (Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b), Poland 

(Radkiewizc, 2016), and New Zealand (Milojev et al., 2014), and suggest that the 

interplay between RWA, SDO, and binding/individualising foundations can be 

extended to the UK. The statistical control for demographic variables further implies 

that the relationship between right-wing ideology dimensions and moral foundations 

cannot be explained away by differences in age and gender. In addition, RWA and 

SDO explained a considerable proportion of variance in moral foundation 

endorsement, although the effect of RWA on binding foundation endorsement was 

generally larger (larger effect size) than the effect of SDO on individualising 

foundations (small to moderate effect sizes) across the regression models. RWA and 

SDO were also significant predictors of moral foundation endorsement when self-
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reported Left-Right political orientation was controlled for and predicted 

considerably more variance in binding and individualising moral foundation scores 

compared to the one-dimensional scale. These results therefore support the 

conclusion of several scholars (Federico et al., 2013; Kugler et al., 2014) that a two-

dimensional measure of right-wing ideology can explain variation in moral 

foundation endorsement that a one-dimensional scale cannot. 

The present study also has a number of limitations. The MFQ-20 items were not 

randomised in this study following methodological oversight. A lack of item 

randomisation could inflate correlations between adjacent items and between factors 

(Iurino & Saucier, 2020), and therefore make it more difficult to distinguish between 

different moral foundational categories. Although it has been advised to randomise 

MFQ items by some researchers (Curry et al., 2019; Dogruyol et al., 2019; Graham 

et al., 2011; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015), not all studies report whether item 

randomisation has been applied which makes it difficult to assess whether 

randomisation leads to improved results for the MFQ factor-structure. In addition, 

Curry and colleagues (2019) applied item randomisation and still reported poor 

construct validity for the MFQ-30 in the UK.   

Data was collected across four separate studies and therefore over different time 

periods. Moral foundation endorsement can be influenced by external events, such as 

terrorist attacks (Van der Vyver et al., 2016), which can temporarily shift moral 

foundation endorsement for different groups of individuals. Although such effects 

are likely to be short-lived, average moral foundation scores did fluctuate across 

different time periods and thus samples (see Appendix 11). It is possible that 

differences in response patterns between samples subsequently affected model 

estimations for the CFA and factor solutions for the EFA. Also, differences in item 

factor loadings for MFT models between the current sample and EFA-based factor 

loadings from other countries were not explored. Differences in item factor loadings 

could inform whether the MFQ items are perceived to be equally relevant to the 

proposed underlying foundations (metric invariance; Dogruyol et al., 2019; Iurino & 

Saucier, 2020) and therefore improve the understanding of how the MFQ items 

perform in the UK.  
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To conclude, the present study represents the first large-scaled validation of the 

MFQ-20 in the UK and the findings suggest that the underlying factor-structure of 

the MFQ-20 does not resemble the theoretical models proposed by MFT. However, 

the present analysis provides some guidance for the use of the MFQ-20 in British 

respondents by identifying two composite scales which can be used to measure 

binding and individualising foundations. The findings from this study could further 

suggest that the five-factor model proposed by MFT does not provide a reasonable 

description of the moral values that exist in the UK, and therefore could point to a 

wider problem with the theory itself. The present analysis also offers the first large-

scaled analysis of the associations between RWA, SDO, and self-reported moral 

foundations, and found that the relationships previously reported in other cultural and 

political contexts extend to the UK.  

The present study used self-report measures for RWA, SDO, and moral foundations. 

Previous scholars have pointed out that conceptual overlap between RWA, SDO 

scales, and the MFQ (Kugler et al., 2014) and the focus on ideologically 

controversial items in the MFQ (Frimer et al., 2013) could inflate statistical 

associations between political ideology and moral foundation scores. It is therefore 

possible that the effect sizes obtained in this study do not accurately reflect the 

relationships between RWA, SDO, and binding and individualising moral 

foundations. To address these limitations, the studies in the following chapter 

included moral stimuli that share less conceptual overlap with the RWA and SDO 

scales and offer a more ideologically neutral measure of moral foundation 

endorsement.  
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Study Two, Three, Four, and Five  
Do the ends really justify the means? 

Investigating the relation between right-wing 

ideology and moral foundations in British 

participants using hypothetical moral 
dilemmas.  
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3.1 Introduction 

Most evidence for the relationship between right-wing ideology and moral 

foundations is based on responses to the MFQ-20 and MFQ-30 (Graham et al., 

2008). One issue with this approach is that evidence for the construct validity of the 

MFQ is mixed: findings from a number of countries suggest that the MFQ does not 

accurately measure the five moral foundations proposed by MFT (Hadarics & 

Kende, 2017b; Yalçindag et al., 2019; Yilmaz et al., 2016) including in the UK 

(Curry et al., 2019; Iurino & Saucier, 2020). This was largely corroborated in Study 

One, although the analysis afforded the identification of a small subset of items 

which reflected the distinction between individualising and binding foundations.  

One concern is that the MFQ may inflate ideological differences in moral 

foundations because its items target ideologically divisive content, such as gender 

roles and issues of chastity (Clifford, Iyengar et al., 2015; Frimer et al., 2013). For 

example, the MFQ-20 authority item ‘men and women each have different roles to 

play in society’ likely elicits diverging responses from those who have right- versus 

left-wing socio-cultural attitudes. RWA and SDO scales and the MFQ also share 

notable conceptual overlap (Kugler et al., 2014) because they both probe attitudes 

towards traditional values, gender roles, respect for authority, and social equality. 

For example, the MFQ fairness-item ‘when the government makes laws, the number 

one principle should be ensuring that everyone is treated fairly’ is conceptually 

similar to the SSDO item ‘group equality should be our ideal’. Similarly, the MFQ 

authority-item ‘respect for authority is something all children need to learn’ and the 

VS-RWA item ‘it’s great that many young people today are prepared to defy 

authority’ also seem to tap into the same construct.  

One way to assess the possible influence of conceptual overlap is to consider the 

effect sizes from Study One when using the ASC scale (Dunwoody & Funke, 2016) 

which is the least ideologically and religiously biased RWA scale that was included 

in this study. Effect sizes for the association between RWA and binding foundations 

were still large when using the ASC scale (see Appendix 10). However, the shared 

focus of the RWA scales and MFQ binding items on attitudes towards authority and 
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tradition; and of the SSDO scale and MFQ individualising items on issues of equality 

and fairness remains a concern for tautology. 

A potentially fruitful alternative approach to map the relationships between RWA, 

SDO, and moral foundations is to use standardised moral dilemmas. Moral dilemmas 

have been central to research on moral decision-making as a tool to investigate moral 

reasoning (Greene et al., 2001; Greene et al., 2004; Kohlberg, 1971; see Christensen 

& Gomila, 2012 for a review). For example, moral dilemmas were used as a measure 

of moral judgment in approximately 30% of studies on moral reasoning over the past 

eight decades (Ellemers et al., 2019). Despite their popularity in moral psychological 

research, moral dilemmas have rarely been used to investigate the relationship 

between political ideology and moral reasoning (Baez et al., 2017; Bostyn et al., 

2016; Uhlmann et al., 2009). An important advantage for research in the context of 

political ideology is that moral dilemmas are typically devoid of ideological content 

(Bostyn et al., 2016; Crone & Laham, 2015) and share little to no conceptual overlap 

with right-wing ideology scales, which reduces the likelihood of artificial inflation of 

the statistical associations under review. 

Moral dilemmas contrast two normative ethical theories which prescribe how moral 

judgments should be made. According to deontological ethics, actions are 

intrinsically right or wrong regardless of its outcomes (Bartels, Bauman, Cushman, 

Pizarro, & McGraw, 2015; Frischut, 2019). Deontological ethics specify guiding 

moral principles and rules based on specific duties or obligations, such as respect for 

autonomy and the humanity of actions (Kant, 2002/1785). In this view, actions are 

immoral when they violate such principles. An example of a duty-based moral 

principle is non-maleficence or the duty not to harm others (Ross, 2002). 

Consequentialism on the other hand bases the moral permissibility of an action on its 

consequences (Bartels et al., 2015). Perhaps the best-known form of 

consequentialism is utilitarianism which is predicated on utility. According to 

utilitarianism, actions are morally right when they increase overall wellbeing and 

promote general welfare (Frischut, 2019) such as maximising health, shelter, or 

money (Goodin, 1993 as cited in Bartels et al., 2015).  
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The tension between these opposing schools of thought has led to the development of 

thought experiments or moral dilemmas. The most prominent of those are trolley 

dilemmas (Foot, 1967; Thomson, 1985). Trolley dilemmas contrast deontology and 

utilitarianism by describing a trade-off between protecting an innocent individual and 

preventing the death of a larger group of people (Greene, 2016). In the ‘bystander’ 

dilemma (Foot, 1967) for example, a runaway trolley is on its way to crush five 

people. The only way to save them is to reroute the trolley to another track where it 

will kill a single individual but save the larger group of people. Participants are then 

asked whether or not rerouting the trolley is morally permissible. Harm-avoiding 

responses to trolley dilemmas are classed as ‘deontological judgments’ because duty-

based deontological principles would lead to a conclusion that harm is not morally 

permissible. Harm-approving responses are classed as ‘utilitarian judgments’ 

because utilitarianism would lead to the conclusion that harming someone to 

maximise welfare is morally good. Moral dilemmas therefore require the decision-

maker to choose between two courses of actions that are based on different moral 

values (i.e., moral trade-offs, Bartels et al., 2015).  

Deontology and utilitarianism show a striking resemblance to the distinction between 

individualising and binding foundations proposed by MFT. Binding foundations are 

focused on the wellbeing of the group and the maintenance of social cohesion. The 

prioritisation of group wellbeing for binding foundations is therefore conceptually 

similar to the utilitarian judgment because they aim to maximise group welfare. 

Individualising foundations on the other hand, revolve around the well-being of 

others and take into account individual suffering and unfair treatment. Therefore, 

individualising foundations are conceptually more similar to the application of 

deontological principles in trolley dilemmas as both prioritise the wellbeing of an 

individual vis a vis the larger group.  

There is some evidence to extrapolate deontology and utilitarianism to the moral 

foundational framework. Findings from two North American samples suggest that 

participants who rely more strongly on the care, fairness, and purity foundations give 

more deontological responses to trolley dilemmas (Crone & Laham, 2015; Koleva et 

al., 2014). Findings from one of these studies also suggest that participants with a 
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stronger reliance on the loyalty foundation give more utilitarian responses to trolley 

dilemmas (Crone & Laham, 2015). These findings are consistent with the idea that 

deontological judgments can be roughly equated to an increased moral concern for 

suffering (care) and equality (fairness), while utilitarian judgments are more closely 

associated with moral concerns about group cohesion (loyalty). However, they also 

suggest that deontological judgments could be interpreted as an expression of moral 

concerns about the sanctity of life (purity).  

It can thus be expected that the associations between RWA, SDO, and moral 

foundations would become apparent in moral dilemma tasks. Specifically, when 

responding to trolley dilemmas, socially dominant individuals should show a reduced 

concern for the wellbeing of others which would be expressed in an increase in 

utilitarian judgments. Correlational findings from studies in Belgian participants 

provide some evidence for this hypothesis (Bostyn et al., 2016). It was found that 

SDO was significantly positively associated with utilitarian responses to trolley 

dilemmas in a Belgian college sample. Findings from a second study in a Belgian 

community sample indicated that SDO was associated with a reduced preference for 

deontology rather than an increased preference for utilitarianism, which is also 

consistent with a devaluation of individualising foundations (Bostyn et al., 2016).  

Authoritarian individuals should also show an increased concern for the wellbeing of 

the overall group or collective when responding to trolley dilemmas due to their 

increased focus on binding foundations. At the same time, authoritarian individuals 

are more willing to submit to established authorities and laws (authoritarian 

submission) and conventional norms and values (authoritarian conventionalism) 

which may increase the affinity for duty- and rule-based moral principles and result 

in deontological judgments (Altemeyer, 2006; Bostyn et al., 2016). Findings from 

the studies by Bostyn and colleagues (2016) provide some support for the first 

hypothesis: RWA was positively associated with utilitarian judgment (Belgian 

college sample), and this effect could be attributed to a reduced preference for 

deontology (Belgian community sample). Findings from a third North American 

MTurk sample further found that authoritarian aggression, but not conventionalism 

or submission, was associated with lower preferences for deontology.   



 

103 

 

Although the findings reported by Bostyn and colleagues (2016) are promising, there 

is a significant risk of methodological artefacts in their findings. There is a well-

documented relationship between utilitarianism, age, and gender: male and older 

individuals tend to make more utilitarian judgments compared to female and younger 

participants (Fumagali, et al., 2010; McNair, Okan, Hadjichristidis, & de Bruin, 

2019). Similarly, males and older individuals typically score higher on SDO and 

RWA scales (Cornelis, Roets, Van Hiel, & Kossowska, 2008; Mazeikiené & 

Sulcaité, 2010; Pratto et al., 1997). The correlations reported by Bostyn and 

colleagues (2016) between RWA, SDO, and dilemma responses may therefore be 

partly or fully explained by age or gender. Autocorrelations between RWA and SDO 

could have further inflated correlation coefficients reported by Bostyn and colleauges 

(2016). RWA and SDO are strongly correlated in countries with a clear divide 

between ‘Left’ and ‘Right’ in the political landscape (Duckitt et al., 2002; Duriez et 

al., 2005; Rocatto & Ricolfi, 2005) such as Belgium and the UK, and failing to 

control for shared variance can affect estimates of their association with moral 

foundations. 

The aim of the present studies was to further investigate the relationships between 

RWA, SDO, and moral foundations by using hypothetical moral dilemmas whilst 

controlling for confounding variables. Four studies were conducted, each with 

slightly different methodological approaches. Study Two includes a moral dilemma 

task in which participants responded to a frequently used set of trolley dilemmas in a 

sample of British participants, whilst Study Three included a series of trolley 

dilemmas which affords distinguishing between preferences for deontology and 

utilitarianism separately (Conway & Gawronski, 2013). Study Four improves on the 

previous designs by reducing administration time, including a measurement of the 

three RWA facets, and recruiting a large sample. Finally, Study Five involved the 

same moral dilemma task but used a newly developed dilemma set which affords a 

higher degree of experimental control (Christensen et al., 2014). These four studies 

are further complemented by an internal meta-analysis to estimate average effect 

sizes and significances for the relationship between RWA, RWA facets, SDO, and 

dilemma responses.  
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3.2 Methods: Study Two 

The main aim of Study Two was to explore the relationships between RWA, SDO, 

and utilitarian judgment in British participants using trolley dilemmas. The 

hypotheses for this study were based on the theoretical underpinnings of SDO and 

RWA (Altemeyer, 1981; Duckitt, 2001; Pratto et al., 1994) and the findings reported 

by Bostyn and colleagues (2016). It was hypothesised that RWA would show a 

significant association with dilemma responses after controlling for age, gender, and 

autocorrelations with SDO, but the direction of this association was not specified 

(H1) because of its potential relationship to both deontology and utilitarianism. It 

was further hypothesised that SDO would show a significant positive association 

with utilitarian judgments after controlling for confounding variables (H2).  

Sample size calculation 

Power calculations using G-POWER software (Version 3; Faul et al., 2007) 

indicated that a sample size of N = 68 was needed to detect medium (Cohen’s ƒ2 ³ 

0.15) effects with power (1-β) set at .80 and α = .05.  

Sample 

Two hundred and ten participants were recruited from an online recruitment platform 

(MTurk, www.mturk.com). A larger sample was recruited than what would allow for 

medium effect sizes in order to increase the possibility to detect smaller effect sizes 

and account for participants who would not pass the attention checks. The inclusion 

criteria for this study were nationality (British), country of residence (UK), and age 

(≥ 18 years old), and participants were reimbursed in accordance with the platform 

payment guidelines. Participants who did not pass the attention checks incorporated 

in the moral dilemma task were removed from the sample. The final sample 

consisted of 154 participants (51 female, mean age = 33.49, SD ± 10.58). Most of the 

participants were employed or self-employed (68.8%) and a smaller proportion of the 

sample were students (19.5%) or unemployed (11.7%) at the time of the study.  
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Questionnaires 

RWA scale (see Appendix 2) (Altemeyer, 2006). RWA was measured with the 20-

item RWA scale which is described in full on p. 59. Total scores range from 20 to 

180 with higher scores indicating higher levels of RWA (M = 57.99, SD ± 24.29). 

The scale showed excellent internal consistency in the current sample (w = .92). 

SSDO scale (see Appendix 5) (Pratto et al., 2014). SDO was measured with the 

SSDO scale which described in full on p. 61-62. Total scores on the SSDO scale 

range from 1-10, with higher scores indicating higher levels of SDO (M = 2.96, SD ± 

1.75). The internal consistency in the current sample was good (w = .86). 

Materials 

Moral Dilemma Task (see Appendix 12). (Greene et al., 2008). Eight trolley 

dilemmas were selected that described scenarios which require a decision on whether 

to harm an innocent individual to save a larger group of people. All dilemmas 

contrasted deontological (protecting an innocent individual) and utilitarian 

(maximising overall group welfare) considerations. The dilemmas in this task 

described intentional harm, which is important because harm produced as a side-

effect of an action elicits a different proportion of deontological and utilitarian moral 

judgments compared to intentional harm (doctrine of double effect; Foot, 1967). The 

test dilemmas were selected based on the lowest level of inter-subject consensus 

reported in the original study (Greene et al., 2008) in order to avoid ceiling and floor 

effects. Eight additional moral dilemmas were randomly selected as filler dilemmas 

consistent with previous research (Greene et al., 2008). Filler dilemmas described 

scenarios in which the moral transgression did not benefit a larger group of people 

and therefore do not contrast deontological against utilitarian considerations (Greene 

et al., 2008). The dilemma task also included two dilemmas as an attention check. 

Scenarios in these dilemmas did not contain any moral content and participants were 

instructed to give a fixed response to these dilemmas. Participants who failed one or 

more of the attention checks were excluded from the sample. 
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The dilemmas were presented by first displaying the dilemma content. This 

information was then cleared and the question prompting the moral judgment was 

presented on a separate page. This order controls when participants are exposed to 

which information in the dilemma. Christensen and Gomila (2012) stress the 

importance of controlling for presentation order as previous research suggests that 

the presentation order can influence moral cognitive processes  (Young & Saxe, 

2008). Moral judgment was measured by asking participants whether it was morally 

appropriate to perform the described moral transgression. Participants gave a 

response on a 7-point Likert-scale ranging from -3 (no) to +3 (yes) in order to 

capture varying degrees of deontology and utilitarianism (Bartels, 2008; Christensen 

et al., 2014). Average scores for utilitarianism were calculated per participant, which 

ranged from 1 to 7 (M = 4.20, SD ± 1.40). Higher scores indicate a higher degree of 

utilitarianism and lower scores indicate a higher degree of deontology.  

Procedure 

The study was conducted online and all materials were presented using Qualtrics 

software (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Participants were informed that the study 

investigated the mechanisms underlying moral decision-making. Participants were 

first presented with the information sheet and consent form and were only allowed to 

proceed once consent was provided. The study consisted of three blocks. 

Demographic items were presented first, followed by self-report questionnaires for 

RWA and SDO. The second block consisted of the moral dilemma task for which the 

presentation of the dilemmas and attention checks was randomised. The third block 

consisted of the MFQ-20 as part of Study One. Once the study was completed 

participants were thanked and debriefed. The study was approved by the University 

of Liverpool Ethics Committee Board.  

3.3 Results: Study Two 

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and dilemma responses were first evaluated 

by calculating zero-order correlations. The distributions of the variables were 

checked, and skewed variables were transformed to allow for parametric 
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correlations. A hierarchical regression analysis was then conducted to control for 

age, gender, and autocorrelations between RWA and SDO. The statistical analysis 

was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics software (IBM Corp, 2017).  

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral dilemma responses 

A p value of .016 was used to correct for multiple comparisons. Zero-order Pearson 

correlations showed that RWA (r(152) = -.18, p = .028, two-tailed) was negatively 

associated with utilitarianism but this relationship was not significant after applying 

statistical corrections. SDO was not significantly associated with utilitarianism 

(r(152)= -.05, p = .288, one-tailed).  

The effects of RWA and SDO on utilitarian responses after controlling for age, 

gender, and autocorrelations 

A hierarchical linear regression was conducted with age and gender (block 1) and 

RWA and SDO (block 2) as predictors and utilitarianism as the dependent variable. 

A Bonferroni correction of p = .013 was applied to correct for multiple comparisons. 

Effect sizes for the regression model were calculated using Cohen’s ƒ2 and 

interpreted as small (ƒ2 > 0.02), moderate (ƒ2 > 0.15), or large (ƒ2 > 0.35) (Cohen, 

1988). Effect sizes (b ) for the individual predictors were interpreted as small (b < 

0.20), moderate (0.20 < b > .50) or large (b  > 0.50; Acock, 2014). 

Eight cases were identified as having a considerable influence on the model (Cook’s 

distance greater than .026) and were removed from the analysis. The assumption of 

standardised residuals was satisfied. The final regression model was significant and 

explained 23.6% of variance (F(4, 137) = 10.75, p < .001, adj. R2 = .21, ƒ2 = 0.27). 

Step one predicted 20.8% of variance (F(2, 139) = 18.80,  p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.23) and 

step two predicted 2.6% of variance (F(2, 137) = 2.35, p = .099, ƒ2 = 0.03). RWA 

was a small but significant negative predictor for utilitarianism after controlling for 

age, gender and SDO but this effect became non-significant after applying statistical 

corrections. SDO did not significantly predict utilitarianism (see Table 3.1).  
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Table 3.1. Hierarchical regression results for RWA and SDO as predictors of 

utilitarianism, after controlling for age and gender (Study Two, N = 146). 

Variable  Cumulative Simultaneous 

 R2 change F change ß p 

Step 1  .21 18.80***   

Age    -.41 < .001 

Gender    -.20 .009 

Step 2  .03 2.35   

RWA    -.17 .033 

SSDO    .05 .555 
***p < .001. RWA = Right-wing Authoritarianism scale; SSDO = Short Social Dominance 

Orientation scale. 

3.4 Discussion: Study Two 

The present study investigated the relationship between RWA, SDO, and responses 

to trolley dilemmas. It was hypothesised that RWA would significantly predict 

utilitarian responses although the direction was not specified (H1). This hypothesis 

was not supported: although participants with higher levels of RWA were less 

willing to sacrifice an innocent individual in light of group benefit, this effect was 

small and became non-significant after applying statistical corrections. It was also 

hypothesised that SDO would positively predict utilitarian responses (H2), and this 

hypothesis was not supported either. In addition, RWA and SDO did not 

significantly explain variance in utilitarian judgment additional to the demographic 

predictors. A comparison between zero-order correlations and the coefficients in the 

regression model also suggests that controlling for age, gender, and autocorrelations 

did not alter the significance of the relationships between RWA, SDO, and 

utilitarianism.  
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One limitation of this study is that the response format for the moral dilemmas did 

not distinguish between deontological and utilitarian preferences separately. 

Deontological and utilitarian judgments are considered to be two independent and 

competing principles rather than opposite ends of the same scale (Greene et al., 

2001; Greene et al., 2004). This means that responses to trolley dilemmas can be the 

product of strong deontological and weak utilitarian inclinations or vice versa, or a 

competition between strong deontological and utilitarian inclinations (Conway & 

Gawronski, 2013). Distinguishing between deontological and utilitarian inclinations 

separately could be particularly relevant when a construct, such as RWA, could be 

associated with both utilitarianism and deontology. To measure deontological and 

utilitarian inclinations separately, a subsequent study was conducted.  

3.5 Methods: Study Three 

The aim of this study was to investigate the relationships between RWA, SDO, and 

moral reasoning by measuring deontological and utilitarian inclinations separately. 

Conway and Gawronski (2013) developed a process dissociation approach to 

measure individual preferences for deontology and utilitarianism. This approach uses 

a mix of congruent and incongruent versions of moral dilemmas to disentangle 

deontological and utilitarian inclinations. Incongruent dilemmas are similar to 

traditional trolley dilemmas in that they contrast deontological (protecting an 

innocent individual) against utilitarian (maximising group welfare) considerations. In 

these dilemmas, deontological and utilitarian principles should result in polar 

responses. Congruent dilemmas describe scenarios in which deontological and 

utilitarian principles lead to the same moral judgment because the proposed harm 

does not lead to the maximisation of welfare. For example, in an incongruent version 

of the “crying baby” dilemma, smothering a baby would save a larger group hiding 

from enemy soldiers. In the congruent version of this dilemma, smothering the baby 

results in avoiding the larger group labouring in mines. The presentation of 

congruent and incongruent dilemmas subsequently affords the calculation of an 

overall preference for deontology and utilitarianism (see Appendix 13 for a 

schematic overview).  
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Bostyn and colleagues (2016) applied the process dissociation approach to the 

context of RWA, SDO, and trolley dilemmas and found that higher levels of 

authoritarian aggression and SDO were both associated with a reduced preference for 

deontological judgments. The process dissociation approach is particularly useful 

when a construct can be associated with both deontological and utilitarian 

inclinations, which could be the case for RWA. In a single scale approach, these 

effects would cancel each other out and result in a null effect (Conway & Gawronski, 

2013). For the current study, it was hypothesised that SDO would be negatively 

associated with deontological preferences (H1), but not associated with utilitarian 

preferences (H2). It was also hypothesised that RWA would be positively associated 

with both deontological (H3) and utilitarian preferences (H4).   

Sample size calculation 

Power calculations using G-POWER software (Version 3; Faul et al., 2007) 

indicated that a sample size of N = 68 was needed to detect medium (Cohen’s ƒ2 ³ 

0.15)  effects with power (1-β) set at .80 and α = .05. 

Sample 

Two hundred and thirty-two participants were recruited for this study. A larger 

sample was recruited than what would allow for medium effect sizes in order to 

increase the possibility to detect smaller effect sizes and account for participants who 

would not pass the attention checks. Participants were recruited from the general 

community via word of mouth and advertisements and could enter a prize draw for 

Amazon vouchers as compensation for their participation. The inclusion criteria were 

nationality (British), country of residence (UK), and age (≥ 18 years). A considerable 

proportion of the initial sample was removed because they did not finish the study, 

satisfy the inclusion criteria, or pass an attention check included in the moral 

dilemma task. The final sample consisted of 122 participants (83 female, mean age = 

27.30, SD ± 14.89). The majority of the sample consisted of students (67.2%), over a 

quarter of the sample were employees or self-employed (27.00%), and a small part of 

the sample was unemployed (0.8%) or retired (3.3%) at the time of the study. The 
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employment status of two participants did not fit any of the employment categories 

provided (1.6%).  

Questionnaires 

RWA scale (see Appendix 2) (Altemeyer, 2006). RWA was measured using the same 

scale as in Study Two (20-item RWA scale) which is described in full on p. 59. Total 

scores range from 20 to 180 (M = 59.37, SD ± 22.54) with higher scores indicating 

higher levels of RWA. The scale showed good internal consistency (w = .89) in the 

current sample. 

SSDO scale (see Appendix 5) (Pratto et al., 2014). SDO was measured using the 

same scale as in Study Two which is described in full on p. 61-62. Total scores range 

from 1 to 10 (M = 2.48, SD ± 1.43) with higher scores indicating higher levels of 

SDO. The internal consistency of the scale was poor (w = .63) in the current sample. 

Materials 

Moral Dilemma Task (see Appendix 14). (Conway & Gawronski, 2013). Ten trolley 

moral dilemmas were selected from the dilemma set developed by Conway and 

Gawronski (2013). Each dilemma had a congruent and an incongruent counterpart. 

The dilemmas developed for the process dissociation approach are derived from the 

stimulus sets developed by Greene and colleagues (2001) and all describe instances 

of physical harm. The moral dilemma task also included an attention check which 

was a non-moral scenario in which participants were instructed to give a fixed 

response to the dilemma. Moral dilemmas were presented in the same way as in 

Study Two: the dilemma content was first presented, and after clearing this 

information, the question prompting the moral judgment was presented on a separate 

page. 

Moral judgment was measured by asking participants how morally permissibly the 

described harm is with a dichotomous “yes” or “no” response as advised in the 

dilemma set by Conway and Gawronski (2013). The comparison of the proportion of 

deontological versus utilitarian responses between congruent and incongruent 
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dilemmas affords calculating an overall preference for deontological and utilitarian 

principles: if a reliance on utilitarianism drives the response, participants should 

support the proposed harm for incongruent dilemmas, but not congruent dilemmas. If 

a reliance on deontology drives the response, participants should disapprove of the 

proposed harm for incongruent and congruent dilemmas. If neither of those 

considerations underlie responses, participants would typically approve the harm for 

both congruent and incongruent dilemmas.  

Preferences for deontological and utilitarian principles are calculated based on 

formulas provided by Conway and Gawronski (2013). The preference for 

utilitarianism (“U”) was calculated by subtracting the probability of rejecting harm in 

incongruent dilemmas (i.e., proportion of deontological responses for incongruent 

dilemmas) from the probability of rejecting harm in congruent dilemmas (M = .43, 

SD ± .28). The preference for deontology (“D”) is calculated by dividing the 

proportion of deontological responses on incongruent dilemmas by 1 – U (i.e., the 

likelihood that utilitarianism does not drive the response; M = .69, SD ± .32). For six 

participants deontological preference scores could not be calculated because it 

required dividing by zero.   

Procedure 

This study was conducted online and all study materials were presented using 

Qualtrics software (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Participants were informed that the study 

investigated the mechanisms underlying moral decision-making. Participants were 

first presented with the information sheet and a consent form and could only proceed 

to the study once consent was provided. The study consisted of three blocks. The 

first block included the demographic items, and the second block consisted of the 

moral dilemma task. The moral dilemmas, attention check, and response options 

were presented in randomised order. The third block included the RWA and SDO 

scales and the MFQ-20 was also presented in this block as part of Study One. 

Participants were then thanked and debriefed. This study was approved by the 

University of Liverpool Ethics Committee Board.  
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3.6 Results: Study Three 

The distributions of variables were checked, and skewed variables were transformed 

to allow for parametric correlations. The relationships between RWA, SDO, and 

preferences for utilitarianism and deontology were first evaluated with zero-order 

correlations. Hierarchical regression analyses controlling for age, gender, and the 

autocorrelation between RWA and SDO were subsequently conducted. The 

statistical analysis was performed using IBM SPSS software (IBM Corp, 2017).  

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and utilitarian and deontological preferences 

Zero-order correlations were calculated between RWA, SDO, and preferences for 

deontology and utilitarianism. A p value of .009 was applied to correct for multiple 

comparisons. Pearson correlation coefficients showed that RWA (r(114) = -.21, p = 

.012, one-tailed) and SDO (r(114) = -.19, p = .023, one-tailed) were significantly 

negatively associated with preferences for deontology, but these associations were 

non-significant after applying statistical corrections. RWA (r(120) = .04, p = .349, 

one-tailed) and SDO (r(120) = .11, p = .117, one-tailed) were not significantly 

associated with preferences for utilitarianism. 

The effects of RWA and SDO on utilitarian and deontological preferences, after 

controlling for age, gender and autocorrelations 

Two hierarchical regression analyses were performed with age and gender (block 1), 

and RWA and SDO (block 2) as predictors and deontological (analysis 1) and 

utilitarian preferences (analysis 2) as dependent variables. A Bonferroni correction of 

p = .013 was applied to correct for multiple comparisons. Effect sizes for the 

regression models were calculated using Cohen’s ƒ2 and interpreted as small (ƒ2 > 

0.02), moderate (ƒ2 > 0.15), or large (ƒ2 > 0.35) following Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. 

Effect sizes (b ) for the individual predictors were interpreted as small (b < 0.20), 

moderate (0.20 < b > 0.50) or large (b  > 0.50; Acock, 2014). 

Preferences for utilitarianism (analysis 1). Five cases were identified as having a 

considerable influence on the model (Cook’s distance greater than .034) and were 
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removed from the analysis for utilitarian preferences. The normality assumption for 

the standardised residuals was met. The final regression model was significant and 

explained approximately 12% of variance in utilitarian preferences (F(4, 112) = 3.89, 

p = .005, adj. R2 = .09, ƒ2 = 0.14). Step one predicted 11.6% of variance (F(2, 114) = 

7.47, p = .001, ƒ2 = 0.13) and step two predicted 0.6% of variance (F(2, 112) = 0.39, 

p = .676, ƒ2 = 0.01). After controlling for age and gender, RWA and SDO did not 

significantly predict preferences for utilitarianism (see Table 3.2).  

Table 3.2.  Hierarchical regression results for RWA and SDO as predictors of 

preferences for utilitarianism, after controlling for age and gender (Study 

Three, N = 117). 

Variable  Cumulative Simultaneous 

 R2 change F change ß p 

Step 1  .12 7.46**   

Age    .20 .029 

Gender    -.23 .013 

Step 2  .01 0.39   

RWA    .01 .946 

SSDO    .08 .438 
**p < .01. RWA = Right-wing Authoritarianism scale; SSDO = Short Social Dominance Orientation 

scale. 

Preferences for deontology (analysis 2). Five cases were identified as having a 

considerable influence on the model (Cook’s distance greater than .036) and were 

removed from the analysis for deontological preferences. The normality assumption 

for the standardised residuals was met. The final regression model was significant 

and explained approximately 12% of variance in preferences for deontology (F(4, 

106) = 3.59, p = .009, adj. R2 = .09, ƒ2 = 0.14). Step one predicted 1.9% of variance 

(F(2, 108) = 1.03, p = .361, ƒ2 = 0.02) and step two predicted 10.1% of variance 
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(F(2, 106) = 6.06, p = .003, ƒ2 = 0.11). After controlling for age, gender, and SDO, 

RWA was a significant negative predictor for preferences for deontology but this 

effect became non-significant after applying statistical corrections. SDO did not 

significantly predict preferences for deontology (see Table 3.3).  

Table 3.3. Hierarchical regression results for RWA and SDO as predictors of 

preferences for deontology, after controlling for age and gender (Study Three, 

N = 111). 

Variable  Cumulative Simultaneous 

 R2 change F change ß p 

Step 1  .02 1.03   

Age    .15 120 

Gender    .10 .305 

Step 2  .10 6.06**   

RWA    -.23 .028 

SSDO    -.14 .202 
**p < .01. RWA = Right-wing Authoritarianism scale; SSDO = Short Social Dominance Orientation 

scale. 

3.7 Discussion: Study Three 

The present study investigated the relationships between RWA, SDO, and 

preferences for deontology and utilitarianism. Assessing preferences for deontology 

and utilitarianism separately can help elucidate whether responses to moral dilemmas 

are driven by an increased reliance on deontology, utilitarianism, or both. It was 

hypothesised that SDO would be negatively associated with deontological 

preferences (H1) but not associated with utilitarian preferences (H2). It was also 

hypothesised that RWA would be associated with both an increased preference for 

deontology (H3) and an increased preference for utilitarianism (H4).  
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The hypotheses for SDO were only partially supported, as it was found that SDO 

was not significantly associated with preferences for utilitarianism but neither with 

preferences for deontology. Comparison of the zero-order correlation coefficients 

with the regression model suggested that controlling for the effects of age, gender, 

and the correlation with RWA can alter the strength of the relationship between SDO 

and preferences for deontology. The hypotheses for RWA were not supported either: 

individuals with higher levels of RWA showed a reduced preference for deontology 

but this effect was not significant after applying statistical corrections, and RWA 

scores were not related to preferences for utilitarianism.  

Study Two and Three suffer from a number of limitations. Reading and responding 

to moral dilemmas is laborious, and so the use of a large set of dilemmas may induce 

participant fatigue which can subsequently affect responses and introduce 

measurement error. Although controlling for measurement error was partly addressed 

by the attention checks, reducing administration time could improve data quality. In 

addition, Study Two and Three did not distinguish between RWA facets. The 

distinction between those underlying factors may be important because they are 

conceptually different (Altemeyer, 1981; Duckitt et al., 2010; Dunwoody & Funke, 

2016; Passini, 2017) and previously reported findings from moral dilemma tasks 

show differential relationships with dilemma responses for separate RWA facets 

(Bostyn et al., 2016) which may cancel each other out when measuring RWA as an 

overall construct. In addition, the sample sizes for Study Two and Three were 

relatively small which reduces the likelihood of detecting significant effects. A 

subsequent study was therefore conducted to address these limitations. 

3.8 Methods: Study Four 

The aim of Study Four was to expand on the previous studies by reducing 

administration time, including a measurement of the RWA facets, and by recruiting a 

larger sample to increase statistical power. The characteristics of authoritarian 

submission and conventionalism are conceptually more closely related to 

deontological judgment (Altemeyer, 2006) whilst authoritarian aggression has been 

found to be associated with utilitarianism and reduced preferences for deontology 
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(Bostyn et al., 2016). The process dissociation approach requires the presentation of 

incongruent and congruent versions of each moral dilemma which increases task 

length considerably. The present study therefore used a regular moral dilemma set 

(rather than the dilemma set developed by Conway and Gawronski, 2013) to achieve 

a balance between measuring utilitarian and deontological judgment across a range 

of moral dilemmas whilst still reducing task length for participants. For this study, it 

was hypothesised that authoritarian submission (H1) and conventionalism (H2) 

would be negatively associated with utilitarian judgment (H1) and authoritarian 

aggression would be positively associated with utilitarian judgment (H3). It was also 

hypothesised that SDO would be positively associated with utilitarian judgment 

(H4).  

Sample size calculation  

Power calculations using G-POWER software (Version 3; Faul et al., 2007) 

indicated that a sample size of N = 64 was needed to detect medium (rs ³ .30) effects 

with power (1-β) set at .80 and α set at .05. 

Sample 

Three hundred and forty-seven participants were recruited from an online 

recruitment platform (Prolific). A larger sample was recruited than what would allow 

for medium effect sizes in order to increase the possibility to detect smaller effect 

sizes and to account for participants who did not pass the data quality check. In an 

effort to obtain a heterogeneous sample for RWA and SDO scores, participants were 

pre-screened based on their self-reported ideology so that half of the participants 

were selected from a left-wing pool and the other half from a right-wing pool. The 

inclusion criteria were nationality (British), country of residence (UK), and age (≥ 18 

years old). Participants were reimbursed in accordance with the platform participant 

payment guidelines. Because there was no formal attention check included in this 

study, a small proportion of the initial sample was excluded based on average 

reading time (2 SD > mean) for the moral dilemma task.  
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The final sample consisted of 335 participants (200 female, mean age = 37.19, SD ± 

13.83). The majority of the sample identified as White (92.8%). A smaller part of the 

sample identified as Asian or Asian British (2.4%), mixed (2.4%), or 

Black/African/Caribbean/Black British (1.2%), Chinese (0.3%), Arab (0.3%), or 

another ethnic group (0.3%). One participant preferred to not disclose their ethnicity 

(0.3%). Over half of the sample was employed or self-employed (68.7%), a smaller 

group of the sample were students (11.3%), and the remaining participants were 

unemployed (7.8%), retired (7.5%), or in other employment situations (4.5%) at the 

time of the study. One participant preferred to not disclose their employment status 

(0.3%).   

Questionnaires 

VS-RWA (see Appendix 4). (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018). RWA was measured with the 

VS-RWA scale. The VS-RWA scale was selected because it provides a measure of 

the three RWA facets using a small set of items, which avoids participant fatigue and 

thus increases measurement accuracy (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018). The VS-RWA 

scale is decribed in full on p. 60-61. Average scores range from 1-9, with higher 

scores indicating higher levels of RWA (M = 4.17, SD ± 1.61), and higher sub scale 

scores indicate higher levels of authoritarian submission, conventionalism, and 

aggression respectively (Msubmission = 4.96, SD ± 2.08; Mconventionalism = 2.22, SD ± 

1.84, Maggression = 5.31, SD ± 2.11). The VS-RWA showed good reliability (w = .80) 

in the current sample. 

SSDO scale (see Appendix 5). (Pratto et al., 2014). SDO was measured with the same 

scale as used in Study Two and Three and is described in full on p. 61-62. Total 

scores range from 1 to 10 (M = 3.18, SD ± 1.92) with higher scores indicating higher 

levels of SDO. The reliability of the scale in the current sample was good (w = .85).  

Materials 

Moral dilemma task (see Appendix 15) (Greene et al., 2001). Four moral dilemmas 

were selected from a stimulus set published by Greene and colleagues (2001). The 

dilemmas described a similar set of scenarios as the dilemma set in Study Two and 
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contrasted deontological and utilitarian considerations. Dilemmas were screened on 

inter-subject consensus reported in a previous study (Greene et al., 2001) which 

helps to avoid ceiling and floor effects in moral dilemma responses. Each moral 

dilemma was presented by first presenting the scenario or dilemma content. This 

information was then cleared and the question prompting the moral judgment was 

subsequently presented on a separate page.  

Moral judgment was measured with a dichotomous yes/no response option rather 

than a Likert-scale to facilitate comparisons with previous findings for RWA and 

SDO (Bostyn et al., 2016) and the wider literature on moral dilemmas, as 

dichotomous response options are the most frequently used in moral dilemma 

research (Christensen & Gomila, 2012). The proportion of utilitarian responses was 

calculated by dividing the number of utilitarian responses by the number of 

dilemmas and resulted in five proportional categories: 0 (11% of cases), .25 (13.1% 

of cases), .50 (29% of cases), .75 (32.5% of cases), and 1 (14.3% of cases).  

Procedure 

The study was conducted online and all study materials were presented via Qualtrics 

(Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Participants were informed that the study investigated the 

mechanisms underlying moral decision-making. Participants were first presented 

with the information sheet and consent form and were only allowed to proceed once 

consent was provided. The study consisted of three blocks. The first block consisted 

of the RWA and SDO scales. The second block consisted of the moral dilemma 

tasks. The presentation of the moral dilemmas and response options was randomised. 

The third block included the MFQ-20 as part of Study One and demographic items. 

Once the study was completed participants were thanked and debriefed. The study 

was approved by the University of Liverpool Ethics Committee Board. 

3.9 Results: Study Four 

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and the proportion of utilitarian responses 

were first evaluated by zero-order correlations. Partial correlation coefficients 

between the proportion of utilitarian responses and RWA, SDO, and RWA facet 
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scores respectively were then calculated to control for age, gender, and the 

autocorrelation between RWA and SDO7. The statistical analysis was performed 

using IBM Statistics software (IBM Corp, 2017). 

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and utilitarian responses 

Zero-order Spearman rank correlation coefficients between RWA facets, SDO, and 

the proportion of utilitarian responses were first calculated. A p value of .003 was 

applied to correct for multiple comparisons. SDO was significantly positively 

associated with the proportion of utilitarian responses (rs(333) = .10, p = .037, one-

tailed) but this effect was not significant after applying statistical corrections. 

Authoritarian submission (rs(333) = -.03, p = .293 one-tailed), authoritarian 

conventionalism (rs(333) = -.03, p = .308, one-tailed), and authoritarian aggression 

(rs(333) = .08, p = .067) were not significantly associated with the proportion of 

utilitarian responses.  

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and utilitarian responses after controlling for 

age, gender, and autocorrelations 

Partial Spearman rank correlation coefficients between the RWA facet scores, SDO 

scores, and the proportion of utilitarian responses were calculated, whilst controlling 

for age, gender, and RWA facet or SDO scores respectively. A p value of .003 was 

applied to correct for multiple comparisons. Correlations were interpreted as small 

(rs > .10), moderate (rs > .30) or large (rs > .50; Cohen, 1988) in effect.  

SDO was significantly positively associated with the proportion of utilitarian 

responses (rs(327) = .10, p = .032, one-tailed). The analysis for the RWA facets 

showed that authoritarian submission (rs(327) = -.13, p = .011, one-tailed) was 

 

7 It was also attempted to run an an ordinal regression analysis including age, gender, RWA, and SDO 

as predictors and the proportion of utilitarian responses as the dependent variable. The assumptions 

for this analysis were violated and results could thus not further be interpreted.  
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significantly negatively associated with the proportion of utilitarian responses, and 

the correlation between authoritarian conventionalism and utilitarian responses 

approached significance (rs(327) = -.09, p = .059, one-tailed). Authoritarian 

aggression was significantly positively associated with the proportion of utilitarian 

responses (rs(327) =.15, p = .004, one-tailed). All significant effects were small 

however and were not significant after applying statistical corrections.   

3.10 Discussion: Study Four 

The present study investigated the relationships between RWA facets, SDO, and 

responses to trolley dilemmas. Authoritarian submission (H1) and conventionalism 

(H2) were hypothesised to have a significant negative relationship to utilitarian 

responses, whilst it was hypothesised that authoritarian aggression (H3) and SDO 

(H4) would have a significant positive relationship to utilitarian responses. It was 

found that participants with higher levels of SDO and authoritarian aggression were 

more likely to give utilitarian responses, and participants with higher levels of 

authoritarian submission were less likely to give utilitarian responses. Effect sizes for 

these relationships were small however and none of the relationships remained 

significant after applying statistical corrections. The results therefore did not support 

any of the hypotheses.  

This study has a few limitations. The inclusion of a reduced dilemma set may reduce 

respondent fatigue and therefore improve measurement accuracy, but utilitarianism 

in this study was only calculated based on responses to four dilemmas which 

subsequently reduced statistical power. In addition, the moral dilemmas used in the 

current and previous studies were selected from a stimulus list that is frequently used 

in moral dilemma research. One advantage of using these stimulus materials is that 

they facilitate comparisons with previous studies (e.g., Bostyn et al., 2016). There is 

some evidence to suggest however that the content of the dilemmas in this stimulus 

list contain a series of confounding variables which can influence the baseline 

proportion of deontological and utilitarian responses (Christensen & Gomila, 2012). 

For example, whether the participant also benefits from the proposed harm or 

whether the proposed harm requires direct contact with the victim, can influence the 
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proportion of utilitarian and deontological responses to dilemmas (Christensen et al., 

2014; Greene, 2009). In addition, it is also possible that these confounding variables 

interact with RWA and SDO. To assess the relationship between RWA, SDO, and 

dilemma responses with a higher degree of experimental control, a final study was 

conducted using a standardised stimulus set.  

3.11 Methods: Study Five 

The aim of this study was to assess the relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral 

judgment using a standardised dilemma set to increase experimental control. A 

pertinent problem with research using moral dilemmas is that the majority of studies 

rely on two dilemma sets (Greene et al., 2001; Greene et al., 2008) which have not 

been formally validated. Researchers have subsequently expressed the need for 

standardised moral stimulus sets that control for confounding variables (Christensen 

et al., 2014; Lotto, Manfrinati, & Sarlo, 2013). Christensen and colleagues (2014) 

identified four relevant conceptual factors which vary across dilemmas and can 

influence the proportion of deontological and utilitarian moral judgments: whether 

the protagonist is actively involved in inflicting the harm (personal versus 

impersonal force), whether the harm is avoidable (inevitable versus avoidable death), 

whether the harm is intentional (instrumental harm versus collateral damage), and 

whether the protagonist is a recipient of the potential consequences of the scenario 

(self- versus other-beneficial). Although the dilemmas used in the previous studies 

controlled for intention, the lack of standardisation of these other factors may induce 

heterogeneity in dilemma responses. More problematically, it is possible that some 

of these confounding variables may interact with right-wing ideology dimensions. 

Specifically, it can be argued that psychological needs for security (i.e., RWA) and 

dominance (i.e., SDO) may lead to a more pronounced effect on utilitarian 

judgments in dilemmas where causing harm is beneficial for oneself in particular. 

The present study used a standardised moral dilemma set which controls for the four 

conceptual factors outlined above (Christensen et al., 2014). This dilemma set also 

standardised other factors which influence moral cognitive processes, including 

dilemma word length, the task instructions provided to the participants, the degree of 
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contextual information included for each dilemma, and the formulation of the 

question prompting moral judgment. It was hypothesised that SDO would be 

positively associated with utilitarian judgment (H1). It was also expected that 

authoritarian submission (H2) and conventionalism (H3) would be negatively 

associated with utilitarian judgment, and that authoritarian aggression would be 

positively associated with utilitarian judgment (H4).  

Sample size calculation 

Power calculations using G-POWER software (Version 3; Faul et al., 2007) 

indicated that a sample size of N = 64 was needed to detect medium effects (rs  ³ .30) 

with power (1-β) set at .80 and α set at .05.   

Sample 

Two hundred and seventy-nine participants were recruited for this study. A larger 

sample was recruited than what would allow for medium effect sizes in order to 

increase the possibility to detect smaller effect sizes and account for participants who 

would not pass the attention checks. Participants were recruited via an online 

recruitment platform (Prolific) and from the general community via word of mouth. 

The inclusion criteria were nationality (British), country of residence (UK), and age 

(≥ 18 years old). Participants recruited via Prolific were reimbursed in accordance 

with the platform payment guidelines. Participants recruited from the general 

community could enter a prize draw for Amazon vouchers. Five participants were 

eliminated from the initial sample based on their average reading time (2 SD > mean) 

for the moral dilemmas8.  

 

8 This study initially included comprehension questions for each dilemma as an attention check, but 

online and offline feedback from participants indicated that the comprehension questions were 

difficult to understand. There was an unusually large proportion of the sample giving false responses 

to the comprehension questions. Responses to the comprehension questions were therefore discarded 

and not used as an attention check.  
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The final sample consisted of 274 participants (184 female, mean age = 31.29, SD ± 

13.70). The majority of the sample (n = 183) was recruited via the recruitment 

platform (Prolific) and a smaller part of the sample was recruited from the general 

community (n = 91). Most participants identified as White (90.9%), 2.9% identified 

as Asian or Asian British, 2.2% identified as Black, African, Caribbean or Black 

British and a smaller part of the sample identified as Chinese (1.1%), Arab (0.4%), a 

different ethnic group (0.4%), or identified with multiple ethnic groups (1.8%). One 

participant (0.4%) did not disclose their ethnicity. Just under half of the sample was 

employed or self-employed (46.4%) and over a third of the sample was a student at 

the time of the study (32.5%). A smaller part of the sample was unemployed (9.9%), 

retired (4.4%) or did not fall into the employment categories provided (5.8%), and 

three participants (1.1%) did not disclose their employment status.  

Questionnaires 

 ASC scale (see Appendix 3). (Dunwoody & Funke, 2016). RWA was measured with 

the ASC scale. The ASC scale was developed in an effort to eliminate explicit 

political and religious bias and was used in this study to include a more politically 

neutral measure of authoritarianism. The ASC is described in full on p. 60. Total 

scores for the ASC range from 18-90 (M = 43.28, SD ± 9.92) and higher scores 

reflect higher levels of RWA. Sub-scale scores range from 0-30 (Msubmission = 11.75, 

SD ± 3.47; Mconventionalism = 15.34, SD ± 4.39; Maggression = 16.18, SD ± 4.84) and 

higher scores reflect higher levels of the respective facets. The ASC scale showed 

good internal consistency in the current sample (w = .86).  

 SSDO scale (see Appendix 5). (Pratto et al., 2014). SDO was measured with the 

same scale as used in Study Two, Three, and Four, and is described in full on p. 61-

62. Total scores range from 1 to 10 (M = 2.45, SD ± 1.51) with higher scores 

indicating higher levels of SDO. The SSDO scale showed acceptable internal 

consistency in the current sample (w = .76).  
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Materials 

Moral Dilemma Task (see Appendix 16). (Christensen et al., 2014). Eight moral 

dilemmas were initially selected from the stimulus set developed by Christensen and 

colleagues (2014) and were matched on the directness of the harm (direct, personal 

harm), intention of the harm (instrumental or intentional harm), and evitability 

(avoidable harm). These criteria were selected because personal, instrumental, and 

avoidable harm is most closely associated with the conceptual nature of 

utilitarianism. Half of the dilemmas involved harm which also benefited the 

participant (self-beneficial) and half of the dilemmas described harm which only 

benefited others (other-beneficial). This initial stimulus list was reduced to a final set 

of four dilemmas based on a pilot study in a small sample of undergraduate 

Psychology students (N = 27). The pilot study afforded the selection of dilemmas 

which; (1) generated the lowest degree of inter-subject consensus, to avoid ceiling 

and floor effects, and (2) scored above the scale midpoint for measures of ecological 

validity, including comprehensibility and imageability. These selection criteria were 

previously used to develop moral stimulus sets (Clifford, Iyengar et al., 2015). 

Results from this pilot study are presented in Appendix 17. 

Task instructions and the presentation of the moral dilemmas were based on 

guidelines proposed by Christensen and Gomila (2012). The task instruction 

followed a fixed instruction template to help put the moral dilemma task into context.  

The moral dilemma presentation followed the same presentation as Study Two, 

Three, and Four: first, the textual components of the dilemma were presented which 

explain the general situation and the proposed moral transgression. The question 

eliciting the moral judgment was then presented after clearing the previous 

information.  

Moral judgment was elicited by asking participants whether they would engage in 

the described harm, and responses were provided by a dichotomous “yes” or “no” 

option. The proportion of deontological and utilitarian responses were subsequently 

calculated as an indicator of deontological and utilitarian judgment and resulted in 
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five categories: 0 (24.5%), .25 (28.9%), .50 (23.4%), .75 (10.3%), and 1 (12.8%), 

with higher proportions indicating increased utilitarian judgment.  

Procedure 

This study was conducted online and all study materials were presented using 

Qualtrics software (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Participants were told that the study 

investigated the mechanisms underlying moral decision-making. Participants were 

first presented with an information sheet and the consent form and could only 

proceed after providing consent. The study consisted of two blocks. The moral 

dilemma task was presented in the first block and the order of the moral dilemmas 

and response options were randomised. The second block included the RWA and 

SDO scales. The MFQ-20 was also presented in this block the context of Study One, 

and demographic items were presented at the end of this block. Participants were 

then thanked and debriefed. This study was approved by the University of Liverpool 

Ethics Committee board. 

3.12 Results: Study Five 

Associations between RWA, SDO, and the proportion of utilitarian responses were 

first evaluated with zero-order correlations. Partial correlation coefficients9 were then 

calculated for the relationships between RWA, SDO, and the proportion of utilitarian 

responses while controlling for age, gender, and autocorrelations. The statistical 

analysis was performed using IBM Statistics software (IBM Corp, 2017). 

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and the proportion of utilitarian responses 

Zero-order Spearman rank correlation coefficients between ASC sub scale scores, 

SSDO scores, and the proportion of utilitarian responses were first calculated. A p 

 

9 It was also attempted to perform an ordinal regression analysis with age, gender, ASC facet scores, 

and SSDO scores as predictors and the proportion of utilitarian responses as dependent variable. 

Assumptions for this analysis were violated and results could therefore not be further interpreted.  
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value of .005 was applied to correct for multiple comparisons. SDO (rs(272) = .03, p 

= .324, one-tailed), authoritarian submission (rs(272) = -.06, p = .150, one-tailed), 

authoritarian conventionalism (rs(272) = .03, p = .311, one-tailed), and authoritarian 

aggression (rs(272) = .07, p = .124, one-tailed) were not significantly associated with 

the proportion of utilitarian responses. Analysis for self- and other-beneficial 

dilemmas separately did not significantly alter the relationships (see Appendix 18).  

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and the proportion of utilitarian responses 

after controlling for age, gender, and autocorrelations 

Partial Spearman rank correlation coefficients between ASC sub scale scores, SSDO 

scores, and the proportion of utilitarian responses were calculated, whilst controlling 

for age, gender, and the ASC sub scale scores or SSDO scores respectively. A p 

value of .005 was applied to correct for multiple comparisons. Correlations were 

interpreted as small (rs > .10), moderate (rs > .30) or large (rs > .50; Cohen, 1988) in 

effect. 

SDO was not significantly associated with the proportion of utilitarian responses 

(rs(262) = -.02, p =.179, one-tailed). The relationship with the proportion of 

utilitarian responses for authoritarian submission (rs(262) = -.08, p = .054, one-

tailed) and authoritarian aggression (rs(262) = .07, p = .062, one-tailed) approached 

significance, although these effects were not significant after applying statistical 

corrections. Authoritarian conventionalism (rs(262) = .04, p =.124, one-tailed) was 

not significantly associated with the proportion of utilitarian responses. Analysis for 

self- and other-beneficial dilemmas separately did not significantly alter the 

relationships (see Appendix 18).  

3.13 Discussion: Study Five 

This study investigated the relationships between RWA, SDO, and responses to 

trolley dilemmas. A standardised dilemma set was used in order to increase the level 

of experimental control. It was hypothesised that SDO would have a positive 

association with utilitarian judgment (H1). This hypothesis was not supported as 

SDO had no relationship with utilitarian judgment in this study. It was also 
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hypothesised that authoritarian submission (H2) and conventionalism (H3) would be 

negatively associated with utilitarian judgment, and that authoritarian aggression 

would be positively associated with utilitarian judgment (H4), but none of these 

hypotheses were supported since none of the relationships attained significance. In 

addition, it was also found that variations in whether the harm described in the 

dilemmas generated a benefit for the protagonist themselves did not impact the 

relationships between RWA, SDO, and the proportion of utilitarian responses.   

An important limitation of the present study pertains to the moral dilemma set. 

Similar to Study Four, utilitarianism was only calculated based on four dilemmas 

which reduces statistical power. Moral dilemmas were further split up in two 

categories, which means statistical power was even more reduced for the additional 

analysis for self- and other-beneficial dilemmas separately. This may have 

subsequently impacted estimates for the associations between RWA, SDO, and 

dilemma responses.  

3.14 Methods: Internal meta-analysis 

The findings from the studies presented in this chapter are inconsistent and the 

reported effects are generally small in magnitude. In addition, the studies were 

powered to detect medium effect sizes, which means that small effects could have 

been left undetected. Underpowered studies also increase the risk of type I errors 

(Christley, 2010), so that any small effect size that was detected in these studies 

could constitute false positives. A fruitful approach to summarise and compare the 

results from these studies is to conduct an internal or ‘mini’ meta-analysis (Goh, 

Hall, & Rosenthal, 2016).  

An internal meta-analysis affords increasing statistical power, which is particularly 

important for small effect sizes (Goh et al., 2016). This method can also provide 

more accurate estimates of the relationships between variables and a deeper 

understanding of unpredicted or inconsistent effects (Goh et al., 2016; Maner, 2014). 

An internal meta-analysis can further offer more convincing evidence for the 

reliability and replicability of effects or null effects (Braver, Thoemmes, & 



 

129 

 

Rosenthal, 2014; Goh et al., 2016). An internal meta-analysis was therefore 

conducted to investigate the reliability of the findings from Study Two-Five by 

increasing statistical power and calculating more accurate estimates of the 

relationships under review.  

3.15 Results: Internal meta-analysis  

Partial correlation coefficients were selected as the designated effect size to allow for 

comparison across studies. Partial correlation coefficients for Study Four and Five 

were already available. For Study Two and Three, partial correlation coefficients 

between RWA, SDO, and utilitarian judgment were calculated, controlling for age, 

gender, and RWA or SDO respectively.  

Meta-analyses can be based on a fixed or random effects approach (Borenstein, 

Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2010). The fixed effects approach assumes that there 

is one true population effect size and is relevant when studies are methodologically 

similar and when generalisation to new studies is not the primary goal. The random 

effects approach is more conservative but allows generalisation to new studies to a 

greater extent (Goh et al., 2016). The current analysis follows the guidelines 

provided by Goh and colleagues (2016) to report results for both approaches.  

Fixed effects approach 

The fixed approach requires the calculation of the weighted mean effect size to give 

more weight to larger studies. The weighted mean is calculated by transforming the 

correlation coefficient using Fisher’s z. The normalised correlation coefficients (rz) 

are subsequently combined (see formula five in Goh et al., 2016). All correlations 

were Fisher’s z transformed for analyses and converted back to Spearman rank 

correlations for presentation. Fisher’s z is usually applied to Pearson correlations, but 

can be applied to Spearman rank correlation coefficients when the sample size is 

sufficiently large (N > 10) and the population Spearman rho is not greater than .90 

(Zar, 1999 as cited in Sheskin, 2004). Correlation coefficients were interpreted as 

small (rs > .10), moderate (rs > .30) or large (rs > .50; Cohen, 1988) effects.  
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A summary p value is subsequently calculated using Stouffer Z-formula, which 

divides the sum of the standard normal deviate (Z) by the square root of the number 

of independent normal deviates being combined (k). The standard normal deviate for 

correlation coefficients is calculated by multiplying the correlation coefficient by the 

square root of the sample size. P-values for SDO and the RWA facets were estimated 

as one-tailed, in line with their directional hypotheses, while the p-value for RWA as 

an overall construct was estimated as two tailed.  

The results for the fixed effects approach indicated that the relationship between 

SDO and utilitarian responses approached significance, so that participants with 

higher SDO scores tended to make more utilitarian judgments in response to the 

dilemmas. The effect size for the relationship between RWA as an overall construct 

and utilitarian judgment was not significant. For the RWA facets, authoritarian 

aggression was the only variable that was significantly associated with moral 

judgment, with participants with higher levels of authoritarian aggression making 

more utilitarian judgments. The effect sizes for the relationship between authoritarian 

submission, conventionalism respectively and utilitarian judgment were not 

significant (see Table 3.4).  

Random effects approach 

For the random effect approach, the overall effect is the average of all the effect sizes 

(Goh et al., 2016). Equal weights are assigned to all effect sizes so that there is no 

weighting according to sample size. A one sample t-test is then applied to test 

whether the average effect size is greater than zero and N is the number of 

independent effect sizes.  

The average effect sizes calculated via the random effects approach are displayed in 

Table 3.4. One sample t-tests showed that the effect sizes for RWA (t(3) = -0.09, p = 

.937), SDO (t(3) = 1.54, p = .221), authoritarian conventionalism (t(1) = -0.39, p = 

.766), authoritarian submission (t(1) = 0.24, p = .851) and authoritarian aggression 

(t(1) = 2.75, p = .222) did not significantly differ from zero. 
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Table 3.4. Spearman rank partial correlation coefficients for RWA, RWA facets, SDO and utilitarian judgment, controlling for 
age, gender and RWA/SDO counterparts (N = 876). 

 
RWA SDO Authoritarian 

conventionalism 

Authoritarian 

submission 

Authoritarian 

aggression 

Study Two (N = 154)  -.14 .01 - - - 

Study Three (N = 122) .13 .13 - - - 

Study Four (N = 335) -.05 .10* -.09 -.13* .15** 

Study Five (N = 274) .04 -.02 .04 -.08 .07 

Average effect size  

(fixed effects approach) 

-.01 .05 -.03 -.05 .12 

Overall p  

(fixed effects approach) 

.779 

 

.064 .168 .089 < .001*** 

Average effect size  

(random effects approach) 

-.01 .06 -.03 .04 .11 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. N = 589 for the correlations for RWA facets.
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3.16 General discussion 

The current studies investigated the relationship between right-wing ideology 

dimensions (RWA, SDO) and moral foundations in British respondents using 

hypothetical moral dilemmas. Moral dilemmas were chosen as proxy-measure of 

moral foundations because they are considered to be ideologically neutral, share little 

conceptual overlap with RWA and SDO scales, and because utilitarianism and 

deontology conceptually parallel the distinction between binding and individualising 

foundations respectively. Despite the prominence of moral dilemmas in the wider 

literature on moral reasoning and their methodological advantages, moral dilemmas 

have rarely been applied to the context of political ideology (e.g., Baez et al., 2017; 

Uhlmann et al., 2009) or RWA and SDO in particular (e.g., Bostyn et al., 2016). The 

present studies therefore integrate these parallel research lines by investigating the 

association between RWA, SDO, and individualising and binding foundations, and 

provide some further indications on whether trolley dilemmas can be a useful 

methodological approach in the study of the moral correlates of right-wing ideology.   

Four studies were conducted which all included a moral reasoning task which 

required participants to make utilitarian (harm-approving) or deontological (harm-

rejecting) judgments in response to trolley dilemmas. The associations between 

RWA and SDO scores, and deontological and utilitarian judgments were 

subsequently investigated after controlling for statistical confounds. Each study 

entailed a slightly different methodological approach: Study Two and Four included 

a frequently used moral stimulus set which measured deontology and utilitarianism 

as two opposite poles. Study Three included an adapted moral dilemma set which 

distinguished between deontological and utilitarianism separately, and Study Five 

included a more standardised moral dilemma set. In addition, Study Two and Three 

evaluated the relationship between moral foundations and RWA as an overall 

construct whilst Study Four and Five focused on the RWA facets. It was 

hypothesised that SDO would be associated with an increased willingness to harm 

innocent individuals (utilitarian responses). For RWA, two hypotheses were 

considered. RWA was hypothesised to be associated with an increased willingness to 

harm innocent individuals in light of group benefit (utilitarian responses) based on its 
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need for group cohesion and security, but it was also considered that RWA could be 

associated with a reduced willingness to harm innocent civilians (deontological 

responses) due to its preference for established rules, laws, and traditional values.  

Across four studies, it was found that SDO had a small or non-existent relationship 

with moral reasoning. SDO was only associated with increased utilitarian judgment 

in Study Four, and this relationship was not significant after applying statistical 

corrections. At best, the results from the meta-analysis can be interpreted as a 

statistical trend for a small but positive association between SDO and utilitarian 

judgment. As such, these studies do not provide a convincing replication of 

previously reported results (Bostyn et al., 2016). One possible explanation that 

requires consideration is the distribution of the SSDO scores. Scores on SDO scales 

are typically skewed positively so that few people score at the midpoint of the scale 

or higher (Pratto et al., 2014), and this was true for SSDO scores in most of the 

current samples. Frequency analyses further revealed that a substantial proportion of 

participants scored the lowest possible score on the SSDO scale in all four studies, 

and particularly in Study Three and Five. This points to the presence of floor effects 

which limit the range of data and can result in the prevention of or misdetection of 

significant effects (Simkovic & Träuble, 2019). The low SSDO scores in the current 

samples were further confirmed by significant differences between the average 

SSDO scores in the current studies and those reported by Pratto and colleagues 

(2014) from a smaller, British validation sample. Low SSDO scores may also explain 

some of the divergent results between studies in this chapter, as SSDO scores in the 

study which detected stronger associations for SDO (Study Four) were significantly 

higher compared to the other studies included in this chapter (see Appendix 19 for 

comparisons between studies). It is therefore likely that floor effects prevented the 

detection of associations with moral judgments, especially considering that the 

relationships between right-wing ideology and moral reasoning was already expected 

to be smaller in magnitude when using an ideologically neutral stimulus set.  

It was also found that the relationships between RWA and dilemma responses were 

generally small and inconsistent. RWA was associated with increased deontology in 

Study Two but with a lower preference for deontology in Study Three, although 
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these effects were not significant after applying statistical corrections. Study Four 

and Five did not find meaningful relationships between RWA and utilitarianism. 

These effects further cancelled each other out in the meta-analysis, which indicated 

that there is no relationship between RWA and utilitarianism or conversely, 

deontology. There was some evidence, however, that moral dilemma responses 

fluctuated across RWA facets. Specifically, the meta-analysis found a notably small 

but significant relationship between authoritarian aggression and utilitarian responses 

across the studies. These findings converge on previous results showing that 

responses to trolley dilemmas vary across different levels of authoritarian aggression 

(Bostyn et al., 2016).  

The results from these studies are can also be extrapolated to findings in the context 

of MFT. A relationship between SDO and increased utilitarianism resonates with the 

general disregard for care and fairness foundations that is typically observed for 

individuals with high SDO (Federico et al., 2013; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b; Kugler 

et al., 2014; Radkiewizc, 2016). However, effect sizes were small, became non-

significant after corrections, and therefore the associations for SDO with moral 

foundations do not appear to translate well to responses to trolley dilemmas. 

Furthermore, the increased focus of those high in authoritarian conventionalism and 

submission on binding foundations (Study One) did not translate to the present 

findings either. Finally, the positive relationship between authoritarian aggression 

and utilitarian responses could be consistent with an increased concern for binding 

foundations (as reported in Study One) but could also be the result of a reduced 

concern for individualising foundations.  

It was unclear why the increased concern for binding foundations, which is generally 

associated with RWA and its facets, did not consistently translate to moral dilemma 

responses. To explore these possible parallels further, a post-hoc analysis of the 

relationship between individualising and binding foundation endorsement and the 

proportion of utilitarian responses was conducted (see Appendix 20). It was found 

that utilitarian responses to the dilemmas across all studies were only associated with 

individualising foundations, so that those who endorsed individualising foundations 

more strongly gave fewer utilitarian responses and vice versa. The trolley dilemmas 
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used in the present studies therefore appear to particularly revolve around 

individualising moral concerns, and the dependent variable in the present studies 

(utilitarian responses) can subsequently be interpreted as the willingness to violate 

individualising foundations. Importantly, this can explain the absence of a 

relationship between RWA and responses to the moral dilemmas, because RWA is 

typically not associated with individualising foundation endorsement (see Study 

One). In addition, a broader implication of the relationship between individualising 

foundations and dilemma responses is that trolley dilemmas may be used as an 

alternative measure of the reliance on individualising foundations in particular.  

The strength of the relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral dilemma responses 

was considerably smaller than relationships with moral foundations reported in Study 

One. This could be interpreted as the result of reduced conceptual overlap between 

RWA and SDO scales, and trolley dilemmas. In this sense, the associations found 

between right-wing ideology and moral reasoning in the current studies may be a 

more accurate approximation of the magnitude of this association. It is also of note 

that the strength of the relationships between RWA, SDO, and dilemma responses 

varied depending on whether age, gender, and autocorrelations were controlled for. 

This therefore confirms the initial assumption that controlling for these variables in 

the context of RWA, SDO, and moral dilemma responses is important to avoid 

conflation between the effects of confounding variables and RWA and SDO on 

dilemma responses.  

The current studies are not without limitations. The studies in this chapter were only 

powered for medium effect sizes which means that small effect sizes likely remained 

undetected. Another issue is that underpowered studies also increase the likelihood 

of a false positive effect (Christley, 2010). Therefore, the significant relationships 

observed in the individual studies could effectively constitute non-significant 

relationships.  This limitation was mitigated however by including an internal meta-

analysis which was sufficiently powered to detect small effect sizes. In addition, the 

different RWA scales used could have introduced variation in the relationships 

between RWA facets and dilemma responses for Study Four and Five. For example, 

the VS-RWA scale (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018) and the ASC scale (Dunwoody & 
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Funke, 2016) seem to measure slightly different aspects of authoritarian aggression, 

which could subsequently influence the strength or direction of the relationships with 

dilemma responses.  

In addition, most moral dilemmas were taken from pre-existing dilemma sets that 

were developed in North America. The language used in these dilemmas was 

therefore US-centric (e.g., “dumpster”, “trolley”). Although the dilemmas were 

examined on face-value for their applicability to the British language, the original 

wording was kept for most of the dilemmas to allow comparison with previous 

research. It is therefore possible that the use of North American words or expressions 

in the dilemmas influenced their validity in the current studies. It would thus be 

useful for future research to first adapt these stimulus materials to British English.  

The content of the moral dilemmas also varied substantially. Variation in the content 

of moral dilemmas can influence the base rate of the proportion of utilitarian 

judgments (Christensen et al., 2014), but less is known on whether and how 

variations in the content of moral dilemmas could interact with ideological 

proclivities. A post-hoc examination of the correlations between RWA, SDO, and 

dilemma responses for each dilemma separately (see Appendix 21) suggested that 

the relationships between RWA, SDO, and dilemma responses were not even 

consistent within studies, so that authoritarian and socially dominant individuals 

responded to specific dilemmas differently. For example, effects of right-wing 

ideology dimensions in Study Two concentrated on responses to a moral dilemma 

that involved the sacrifice of one’s own child, effects in Study Four were most 

visible for a dilemma involving the murder of one’s team members, and effects in 

Study Three only appeared for a moral dilemma involving the torture of a criminal.  

Although this analysis does not afford drawing firm conclusions based on 

correlations for each individual dilemma, one possibility is that some moral 

dilemmas tap into ideology-relevant content which could skew responses. For 

example, authoritarian aggression is associated with positive attitudes towards torture 

in the form of enhanced interrogation techniques (Benjamin Jr., 2016). Similarly, it is 

of note that the study which involved a more standardised stimulus set (Study Five) 
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found no effects of either RWA or SDO. It is possible that by eliminating such 

confounds (that may interact with right-wing ideology), the relationship between 

RWA, SDO, and responses to moral stimuli does not survive. Researchers wishing to 

use moral dilemmas in the context of right-wing ideology should therefore consider 

that trolley dilemmas may not be entirely ideologically neutral stimuli. 

Another possible limitation is that the moral dilemmas used in these studies did not 

consistently contextualise the ‘group to be saved’ which could have introduced 

variation in the associations for right-wing ideology dimensions. Some moral 

dilemmas explicitly describe the decision-maker as part of the larger group, while 

other dilemmas conceptualise the group more broadly. For example, in the “hostage” 

dilemma, the larger group consists of the protagonists’ fellow hostages, while in the 

“poison” dilemma the larger group refers to the world population. Similarly, the 

individual to be sacrificed refers to an ingroup member in some dilemmas (e.g., a 

fellow hostage), while the sacrificed individual is not explicitly part of one’s ingroup 

in other dilemmas (e.g., a biker on the road). A more direct emphasis on the larger 

group as the ‘ingroup’ could be particularly relevant for research on MFT, because 

this would give a clearer distinction between (and a more direct measure of) 

individualising and binding foundations. Adding an ingroup/outgroup layer to these 

dilemmas therefore allows for an interesting methodological exploration but requires 

a trade-off between group contextualisation and the insertion of content in the 

dilemma that is explicitly ideologically biased (e.g, Swann Jr., Gomez, Buhrmester, 

& Lopez-Rodriguez, 2014). (Swann Jr., Gomez, Buhrmester, & Lopez-Rodriguez, 

2014). 

Moral dilemmas have been criticised for a number of reasons. The most prominent 

criticism is that the life-or-death scenarios described in trolley dilemmas lack 

ecological validity (Bauman, McGraw, & Bartels, 2014; Feldman Hall et al., 2012; 

Gold, Pulford, & Colman, 2014; Knutson et al., 2010; Sommer et al., 2010). This can 

have serious implications, as moral dilemmas may not elicit the same cognitive 

processes that real-life moral problems do (Bauman et al., 2014; Knutson et al., 

2010). Moral dilemmas also tend to elicit humorous responses and scepticism from 

participants (Bauman et al., 2014) and its hypothetical nature likely reduces the 
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affective stakes for participants, which can further impact the cognitive strategies 

that participants use. Despite these drawbacks, the trade-offs described in trolley 

dilemmas are highly relevant in some contexts such as medical practice (Andrade, 

2019) or political decision-making, as many political issues involve weighing up 

individual rights against the greater good (Bostyn et al., 2016; Greene, 2009). For 

example, the 2015 immigration crisis in Europe was often portrayed as a dilemma 

between helping vulnerable people in need or protecting one’s country (Hadarics & 

Kende, 2017b). Similarly, current political discourse surrounding the management of 

the COVID-19 pandemic revolves around the tension between protecting a select 

number of vulnerable individuals and maximising different forms of welfare for the 

country, and presents difficult moral dilemmas surrounding clinical decisions to 

health care workers (Robert et al., 2020). These moral dilemmas are relevant to the 

general population and can have a profound impact: it was recently found that over 

half of UK citizens who support the imposed rules related to COVID-19 feel hate or 

resentment towards those who do not follow these rules, and label those as ‘bad 

people’ (Atay et al., 2020). Although moral dilemmas may thus not necessarily be 

applicable to everyday moral decision-making, they can generalise towards political 

decision-making contexts and are relevant to individuals in the general population.  

To conclude, the present studies suggest that there is no clear or consistent 

relationship between RWA, SDO, and responses to trolley dilemmas. The findings 

from these studies offer a more comprehensive overview of the relationships 

between RWA, SDO, and deontological and utilitarian judgment, and contribute to 

the integration of MFT-based research with other methodological approaches that are 

central to the wider literature on moral decision-making. However, the moral 

dilemma approach is inherently rooted in a monist perspective. Although several 

moral foundations have been found to predict moral dilemma responses (Crone & 

Laham, 2015; Koleva et al., 2014), the content of trolley dilemmas remains primarily 

focused on moral decisions about harm. Responses to trolley dilemmas may 

therefore not provide a fine-grained window into the plural nature of moral concerns. 

In this respect, responses to moral trolley remain a limited approximation of moral 

foundation endorsement. Moreover, responding to moral dilemmas, and utilitarian 
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judgment in particular, has been associated with deliberative and reflective reasoning 

rather than intuitive and affective processing (Bartels, 2008; Greene et al., 2008; 

Paxton, Ungar, & Greene, 2008; Suter & Hertwig, 2011). The study in the following 

chapter therefore aimed to map the moral correlates of RWA and SDO with an 

instrument that was designed in the context of MFT, and that is more suited to elicit 

affective and intuitive processing. 
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Study Six 
Mapping the relation between right-wing 

ideology and moral foundations in British 

participants using a visual imagery approach. 
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4.1 Introduction 

Self-report questionnaires to measure the relative investment in moral foundations 

are the ‘default’ measure in current research but have received increasing criticisms. 

As previously discussed, some of these criticisms focus on the construct validity of 

the MFQ in particular (Curry et al., 2019) and its cross-cultural applicability (Iurino 

& Saucier, 2020), and there is additional concern in the context of research on 

political ideology on the conceptual overlap between the MFQ and RWA/SDO 

scales (Kugler et al., 2014) and the focus of the MFQ items on ideologically divisive 

issues (Frimer et al., 2013).  

Alternative measurements for moral foundations have been developed in an effort to 

address some of the methodological issues associated with the MFQ. For example, a 

large dataset of Moral Foundation Vignettes (MFV; Clifford, Iyengar et al., 2015) 

has been constructed which contains short scenarios describing violations of the 

moral foundations. A series of statements about behaviours which relate to each 

moral foundation has also been used previously (Cannon, Schnall, & White, 2011). 

Other studies have used hypothetical moral scenarios to explore the influence of 

moral foundations in a more ideologically neutral way (Bostyn et al., 2016; Crone & 

Laham, 2015; see Study Two-Five).  

One disadvantage of these methods is that they may not tap into the intuitive 

processes that moral foundations are thought to elicit. Textual stimuli, such as self-

report questionnaires and moral scenarios, are associated with deliberative, slow, and 

effortful cognitive processing (Powell, Boomgaarden, De Swert, & de Vreese, 2019; 

Trope & Libermann, 2010). Crone and colleagues (2018) refer to the Construal Level 

Theory of Psychological Distance (CLT; Trope & Libermann, 2010) to explain the 

relation between moral textual stimuli and deliberative cognition. According to the 

CLT, people construe past and future experiences by making abstraction of objects 

as close or far away from the self or the present (psychological distance). The CLT 

distinguishes between different levels of abstraction: some objects are construed as 

abstract representations (high-level construal) while others are construed as more 

concrete concepts (low-level construal), with abstract representations inducing 
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feelings of greater psychological distance. For example, a ‘poodle’ is a concrete 

representation while a ‘dog’ is an abstract representation of the same information 

(Trope & Libermann, 2010). High-level construals, or abstract representations, 

involve the activation of brain regions which require cognitive effort, such as regions 

in the prefrontal cortex (PFC) (McGuire & Botvinick, 2010). The CLT further 

suggests that the level of abstraction depends on the stimulus modality the 

information is presented in. Words in particular are considered as high-level 

construals or abstract representations. Amit, Algom and Trope (2009) for example, 

found that participants respond quicker to words when they are presented as 

psychologically (e.g., spatially) distant than near while the inverse effect was found 

for pictures of the same objects. Because of the abstract nature of words, its 

processing therefore requires higher-order, effortful cognition compared to 

information presented in other stimulus modalities.  

Moral foundations are also considered to be closely intertwined with affective 

reactions (Graham, Nosek et al., 2012; Haidt, 2001). In a hypothesis preceding MFT 

(Contempt, Anger and Disgust hypothesis), Rozin, Lowery, Imada & Haidt (1999) 

suggested that violations of moral concerns of autonomy (care and fairness 

foundations), community (loyalty and authority foundations) and divinity (purity 

foundation) elicit moral emotions of contempt, anger, and disgust respectively. MFT 

later on connected each moral foundation to specific emotional reactions, and 

evidence suggests that descriptions of violations of moral foundations do elicit 

emotional responses in participants (Clifford, Iyengar et al., 2015; Landmann & 

Hess, 2017). Textual stimuli, however, are not well equipped to elicit affective 

processes. For example, affective distractors influence participants’ performance in 

categorising pictures but not words (de Houwer & Hermans, 1994). Studies using 

electro-encephalography (EEG) also suggest that words elicit less activation in 

affective brain regions (Kensinger & Schacter, 2006) or activate affective brain 

regions later (Bayer & Schacht, 2014) compared to pictures or faces. Powell and 

colleagues (2019) further point to previous findings that individuals with a higher 

need for cognition have a greater preference for learning via textual means, while 
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individuals with a higher need for affect prefer visual learning (Sojka & Giese, 

2006).  

A series of studies on the effect of framing in media articles provides further 

evidence for the associations between controlled processing for words and affect-

based processing for pictures respectively (Powell et al., 2019). In two studies, 

participants were asked to read an article about political conflict under conditions of 

cognitive load or in a control condition. Each article also contained either a visual 

manipulation (images emphasising different media frames) or a textual manipulation 

(text emphasising different media frames). Participants were then asked to indicate 

their behavioural intentions on supporting an intervention and donating to a charity 

related to the article. Results from the first experiments found that the textual 

manipulation affected behaviour significantly more when controlled processing was 

stimulated (control condition) compared to when controlled processing was 

compromised under cognitive load. Participants with a higher need for affect were 

also more strongly influenced by the visual manipulations. In a second experiment, 

visual manipulations influenced behavioural intentions more strongly under 

automatic processing conditions.  

The type of process elicited in moral tasks is important, because it can impact the 

moral strategies that people rely on. In moral dilemma experiments, harm is 

perceived as more morally permissible when decision time is increased (Suter & 

Hertwig, 2011) or when participants are instructed to apply deliberative reflection 

(Dellarosa Cummins & Cummins, 2012), while harm is perceived as less morally 

permissible when cognitive resources are truncated (Greene et al., 2008). Individual 

differences in preferences for controlled or intuitive processing are also associated 

with responses to moral dilemmas (Bartels, 2008) and moral foundation endorsement 

has been found to change depending on whether intuitive or deliberative processing 

is stimulated (Napier & Luguri, 2013; Wright & Baril, 2011). The relatively limited 

focus on textual stimuli in the moral decision-making literature has consequently 

been criticised because it may only provide a partial understanding of morality 

(Crone et al., 2018; Greene, 2014) 
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Visual stimuli, such as pictures, may be more effective in eliciting affective and 

(low-level) intuitive processing (Trope & Libermann, 2010). Few studies in the 

moral decision-making literature have applied visual methods and most available 

evidence is limited to the use of visual trolley dilemmas using virtual reality (VR) 

(Navarrete, McDonald, Mott, & Asher, 2011; Patil, Cogoni, Zangrando, Chittaro, & 

Silani, 2014; Skulmowski, Bunge, Kaspar, & Pipa, 2014; Sütfeld, Gast, König, & 

Pipa, 2017). More recently, researchers have developed a visual stimulus set drawing 

from MFT. The SMID (Crone et al., 2018) is a large database which includes 

approximately 3000 images that represent positive and negative expressions of the 

care, fairness, loyalty, authority, and purity foundations. Positive expressions depict 

adherences to a particular moral foundation while negative expressions represent 

violations of moral foundations. For example, a positive image expression of the 

loyalty foundation is an image of a team of players playing sports together while 

violations of this foundation are expressed by an image of someone burning the 

national flag.   

The SMID was developed using a crowdsourcing approach in which North American 

participants were asked to collect open-source images which they believed to 

represent the five moral foundations. Normative ratings for each image were 

obtained from a second sample including North American MTurk participants and 

Australian undergraduate psychology students. This resulted in a normative database 

which includes average ratings for; (1) valence (i.e., how unpleasant or pleasant the 

image was perceived), (2) arousal (i.e., how calming or exciting the image was 

perceived), (3) morality (i.e., how immoral or moral the image was perceived), and 

(4) moral relevance (i.e., how relevant the image was perceived to each moral 

foundation) for each image included in the SMID.  

An analysis of these normative ratings previously found that images that were 

perceived as relevant to one (or more) moral foundations (‘foundation’ images) 

received stronger morality, valence, and arousal ratings than images that were 

perceived as less morally relevant (‘neutral’ or non-moral images). For example, 

images with high moral relevance were perceived as either very moral or very 

immoral depending on whether the image represented a positive or negative 
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depiction of moral foundations. Images with low moral relevance were perceived as 

relatively morally neutral with average perceived morality scores around the 

midpoint of the scale. Images with high relevance scores were also consistently 

perceived as either very pleasant (positive depictions) or unpleasant (negative 

depictions) and elicited higher levels of arousal compared toimages with low moral 

relevance, which were perceived as neither particularly pleasant nor unpleasant. The 

results of this normative sample are consistent with previous studies reporting that 

descriptions of moral transgressions elicit feelings of arousal (Cheng, Ottati, & Price, 

2013; Christensen et al., 2014) and negative feelings (Christensen et al, 2014; de la 

Vina, Garcia-Burgos, Okan, & Gonzalez, 2017) in participants. The difference in 

perceptions of valence and arousal further suggests that the morally relevant images 

in the SMID can be interpreted as morally charged content whilst images with low 

moral relevance represent non-moral or neutral content.  

The main aim of the present study was to expand on the previous studies by 

investigating the relationship between right-wing ideology dimensions (RWA and 

SDO) and moral foundations using images from the SMID. Visual stimuli are 

advantageous in this research context because they increase the likelihood of 

eliciting affective and intuitive processes compared to textual information, which 

aligns more closely with the conceptual nature of moral foundations. Also, the use of 

the SMID can be particularly promising in the context of right-wing ideology 

research as an ideologically neutral measurement. Results from a preliminary 

analysis reported by Crone and colleagues (2018) suggest that only 25% of the 

SMID images were affected by political ideology (Liberalism-Conservatism scale), 

suggesting that 75% of the images are not ideologically divisive (Crone et al., 2018). 

The lower levels of ideological divisiveness for the SMID are thus helpful in 

triangulating previously reported associations between right-wing ideology 

dimensions and self-reported moral foundation endorsement. In addition, images 

from the SMID depict concrete objects and situations and therefore have greater 

ecological validity compared to the hypothetical trolley dilemmas that were used in 

Study Two-Five (Crone et al., 2018).  
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The present study involved a moral imagery task in which participants rated a subset 

of images from the SMID in terms of morality (with higher scores indicating higher 

morality), arousal (with higher scores indicating more arousal), and valence (with 

higher scores indicating positive valence). For the moral imagery task, a set of 10 

images from the SMID were selected which received high moral relevance ratings in 

the normative sample reported by Crone and colleagues (2018). These images 

depicted negative expressions or violations of the individualising (four images) and 

binding (six images) foundations. The current study only focused on negative 

expressions of moral foundations because negative stimuli are more likely to elicit 

affective processing compared to positive stimuli (Bayer & Schacht, 2014). 10 

additional images from the SMID with low moral relevance scores were selected as 

morally neutral (control) stimuli.  

Because SDO is associated with a reduced moral sensitivity for individualising 

foundations (see Study One), it was hypothesised that the difference in morality 

ratings between individualising and neutral images would increase as SDO scores 

increase. Specifically, morality scores for individualising images should be 

significantly higher than those for neutral images for individuals with higher levels 

of SDO (H1). Based on the increased moral sensitivity for binding foundations 

associated with RWA (see Study One), it was hypothesised that the difference in 

morality ratings between binding and neutral images would become larger as RWA 

scores increase. Specifically, morality scores for binding images should be 

significantly lower compared to neutral images for individuals with higher levels of 

RWA (H2). The same hypothesis was formulated for the RWA facets (H3), as the 

findings from Study One suggest that authoritarian submission, conventionalism, and 

aggression are most strongly associated with an increased concern for binding 

foundations.  

The present study also explored the performance of the subset of images from the 

SMID as a moral foundation stimulus set by evaluating the difference in perceived 

morality ratings between the moral foundation images and the neutral images. If the 

moral foundation images from the SMID are an accurate portrayal of individualising 

and binding moral concerns in the current sample, it follows that moral foundation 
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images would be perceived as significantly less moral compared to the control 

images. The image subset of the SMID was also evaluated by assessing the degree of 

measurement agreement between the SMID and the more commonly used self-report 

questionnaire measurement (MFQ-30) of moral foundations. This was done by 

comparing the average scores for binding and individualising foundations, and care, 

fairness, loyalty, authority, and purity foundations from the MFQ-30 to the average 

morality ratings for the corresponding images from the SMID. This analysis was 

exploratory and therefore no specific hypotheses were put forward.  

4.2 Methods 

Sample size calculation 

A power calculation using G-Power software (Version 3; Faul et al., 2007) indicated 

that a sample size of N = 53 was needed to detect a medium effect (Cohen’s ƒ ³ 

0.25), with power (1- β) set at .80 and α = .05 for the image manipulation. 

Correlations between repeated measures were set at .00 for this calculation. For the 

effect of RWA and SDO on morality ratings, a power calculation using G-Power 

software (Version 3; Faul et al., 2007) indicated that a sample size of N = 85 was 

needed to detect a medium effect (Cohen ƒ2 ³  0.15) with power (1- β) set at .80 and 

α = .05.  

Sample 

One hundred and thirty participants (95 female; mean age = 24.42, SD ± 15.52) were 

recruited for this study. Approximately half of the participants were recruited from 

the general community via advertisements (n = 75), and a smaller proportion of 

participants was recruited from the University of Liverpool using the university’s 

online Experiment Participation Requirement (EPR) system (n = 55). Inclusion 

criteria were age (≥ 18 years), nationality (British), and country of residence (UK). 

Participants from the general community were reimbursed with Amazon vouchers 

via a prize draw and participants from the student sample were reimbursed with 

course credits.  
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The majority of the sample consisted of students (78.6%), a smaller part of the 

sample reported to be employed or self-employed (17.5%) and a minority of the 

sample was unemployed (1.6%) or retired (2.4%) at the time of the study. The 

majority of the sample also identified as White (95.2%), and a smaller proportion of 

the sample identified as mixed ethnicity (3.2%), and Asian or Asian/British (1.6%). 

Most of the sample had completed A levels or an equivalent (49.3%) or a University 

undergraduate programme (32.9%). A smaller part of the sample indicated GCSEs or 

equivalent as highest qualifications (13.7%), and another smaller proportion of the 

sample had completed a University postgraduate programme (1.4%), a doctoral 

degree (1.4%), or a different form of education (1.4%).  

Materials 

Image Rating Task (see Appendix 22). (Crone et al., 2018). The image rating task 

followed the procedure described by Crone and colleagues (2018) and involved the 

rating of 20 images in terms of morality, valence, and arousal. Images were 

presented in the same format (400*400 pixels). All were rated with a 5-point Likert-

scale with perceived morality ranging from 1 (very immoral) to 5 (very moral), 

perceived valence ranging from 1 (very unpleasant) to 5 (very pleasant), and 

perceived arousal ranging from 1 (very calming) to 5 (very exciting). The 

presentation of images and rating scales was based on a template provided by Crone 

and colleagues (https://osf.io/j5mem/). On each trial, participants first viewed the 

image. Rating scales were presented immediately beneath each image.  

A power calculation for experimental designs (Westfall, Kenny, & Judd, 2014)  

indicated that a minimum of two images for each image category should be selected. 

This resulted in a stimulus set of 10 moral images (two for each foundation) and 10 

neutral images. A selection process was applied to select the images for this task. 

First, the dataset was filtered based on uniqueness scores gathered from the North 

American and Australian normative sample tested by Crone and colleagues (2018). 

Uniqueness scores quantify to what extent an image only represents a specific moral 

foundation as opposed to multiple foundations at once (Crone et al., 2018). The 

score is calculated by subtracting the images’ ‘matching’ score for a given 



 

149 

 

foundation from the maximum score that the image received on the other four 

foundations. Crone and colleagues (2018, p. 14) provide the following example: 

“consider an image for which the average relevance to ‘care’ = 5. If 

that image's highest average score on the other foundations is ‘purity’ = 3, we assign 

a ‘care’ uniqueness score of 5 − 3 = 2. A positive uniqueness score of x for a given 

foundation thus indicates that an image is on average rated at least x scale points 

higher on that foundation than all foundations.” Images with a positive uniqueness 

score for any of the moral foundations were retained based on this initial selection 

process.  

Control or neutral images were identified based on the moral relevance scores 

obtained from the North American and Australian norm sample (Crone et al., 2018). 

Scores of 1 indicated that the image was completely irrelevant to the foundation 

whereas scores of 5 indicated complete relevance. Neutral images were selected by 

retaining images that received a score of 2 or less on the relevance scale on 

every foundation in the initial rating task where participants were asked to what 

extent the image reflected each moral foundation. Selecting images with an average 

score of 2 or below ensured that these images were perceived to be relatively devoid 

of moral content.  

Images in the moral subset were then classified as ‘moral’ or ‘immoral’ based on the 

normative ratings presented by Crone and colleagues (2018). Participants in the 

original study by Crone and colleagues (2018) were instructed to allocate a score 

of 1 or 5 to extremely immoral or extremely moral images respectively; and a score 

of 2 or 4 to moderately immoral or moral images. A morally neutral image was 

instructed to receive a score of 3. Images which received an average scale score 

of 4 or 5 (i.e., moderately to extremely moral) were therefore classed as moral and 

images which received an average scale score of 2 or 1 (i.e., moderately to extremely 

immoral) were classed as immoral.  

From this stimulus pool, 10 immoral images were selected based on the highest 

uniqueness scores for each foundation. This ensured that the images selected were 

both highly relevant to a particular moral foundation and perceived as immoral by 
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the norm sample. Images for the neutral category were selected by a random draw 

from the neutral stimulus pool. After reviewing the final stimulus set, one of the 

images was found to portray a country-specific act (burning an American flag). This 

image was adapted to the UK context by selecting a very similar image from Google 

depicting the burning of the Union Jack. The image did not contain any other 

contextual information. The final stimulus set is presented in Appendix 22. 

Questionnaires 

VS-RWA scale (see Appendix 4) (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018). RWA was measured in 

this study with the VS-RWA and is described in full on p. 60-61. Total scores range 

from 1-9, with higher scores reflecting higher levels of RWA (M = 4.02, SD ± 1.07). 

Facet scores also range from 1-9, with higher scores reflecting higher levels of RWA 

facets (Msubmission = 4.54, SD ± 1.54; Mconventionalism = 1.97, SD ± 1.51, Maggression = 5.55, 

SD ± 1.48). The internal consistency for the VS-RWA scale was unacceptable (w = 

.57) in the current sample.  

SSDO scale (see Appendix 5) (Pratto et al., 2014). SDO was measured in this study 

with the SSDO scale which is described in full on p. 61-62. Total scores range from 

1-10, with higher scores indicating higher levels of SDO (M = 2.63, SD ± 1.63). The 

internal consistency in the current sample was acceptable (w = .78). 

Moral Foundations Questionnaire long form (MFQ-30, see Appendix 23) (Graham et 

al., 2008). Moral foundations in this study were measured using the 30-item MFQ. 

The MFQ-30 rather than the MFQ-20 was selected for this study in part to determine 

whether it could be used as a more valid measure of moral foundations compared to 

the MFQ-20, and in part because it is more frequently used in MFT-based research 

(Tamul et al., 2020). As the default and ‘optimal’ self-report measure for moral 

foundations, it therefore provides a good starting point to compare new measures to. 

The structure of the MFQ-30 is the same as that of the MFQ-20 but includes 30 test 

items rather than 20 (six items per moral foundation). The MFQ-30 generates an 

average score for each moral foundation and the individualising and binding 
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foundations. Average scores range from 0 to 5, with higher scores indicating a 

stronger concern for that particular foundation.  

The MFQ-30 has been previously administered in UK samples (Curry et al., 2019; 

Graham et al., 2011) and demonstrates a sub-optimal fit of the five-factor and 

hierarchical models proposed by MFT (Curry et al., 2019). The MFQ further tends to 

generate internal consistency coefficients that are lower than the acceptable threshold 

(see Table 2 in Graham et al., 2011). In the current sample, the relevance scale 

showed acceptable internal consistency (w = .79) but the judgment scale showed 

poor internal consistency (w = .67). The internal consistency of the overall scale was 

good (w = .81). The internal consistency for the care, fairness, loyalty, authority and 

purity foundation item groups were poor (wcare = .60), unacceptable (wfairness = .57), 

poor (wloyalty = .69), acceptable (wauthority = .71), and poor (wwpurity = .68) respectively. 

A PCA on the MFQ-30 (full scale) for the current sample showed that responses 

converged on three latent factors which reflected purity, individualising, and anti-

loyalty moral concerns respectively. The PCA results therefore suggests that the 

underlying factor-structure of the MFQ-30 does not accurately reflect the proposed 

models by MFT in the current sample (see Appendix 27).  

Demographic items (see Appendix 24). Demographic information about age, gender, 

ethnicity, employment, and education level was collected. Specific items are 

presented in Appendix 24.  

Procedure 

The study was conducted online via the Qualtrics platform (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). 

Participants were told that the study investigated the way people make moral 

judgments. Participants were first presented with the information sheet and consent 

form and could only proceed to the study when consent was provided. The study 

consisted of three blocks. The first block included the moral image rating task. 

Images were presented in randomised order after which morality, valence, and 

arousal ratings were presented in this respective fixed order. The second block 

consisted of the MFQ-30 for which the items were randomised. The third block 
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included the RWA and SDO scale in randomised order and items were also 

randomised within the scales. Demographic items were presented at the end of the 

study. Participants were then thanked and debriefed, and participants from the 

general community sample were redirected to a link to enter the prize draw. This 

study was approved by the University of Liverpool Ethics Committee Board.  

4.3 Results 

The statistical analysis for this study was performed using IBM Statistics software 

(IBM Corp, 2017).  

Descriptive statistics  

Data for two participants was excluded for the analysis because their average 

response time for the image rating task was a statistical outlier (> 83.36 seconds for 

the ratings on average per image). Average morality, valence, and arousal ratings 

were calculated for each image category. Descriptive statistics for the image rating 

task are displayed in Table 4.1. Planned t-tests were first conducted to assess whether 

the average morality ratings for the images were significantly different from the 

midpoint of the scale. Average morality ratings for binding (t(129) = -15.72, p < 

.001), individualising (t(129)= -10.74, p < .001), but also the neutral images (t(129) = 

-15.14, p < .001) were all significantly lower than the midpoint of the scale. 

Table 4.1. Means ±  SD for morality, valence, and arousal ratings for neutral, 

binding, and individualising images (N = 128). 

 Morality Valence Arousal 

Neutral images 2.58(0.32) 2.62(0.31) 3.16(0.43) 

Binding images 2.52(0.35) 2.60(0.33) 2.89(0.48) 

Individualising images 2.64(0.38) 2.63(0.33) 2.77(0.46) 

Morality, valence and arousal ratings are expressed on a Likert-scale ranging from 1 (very immoral; 

very unpleasant; very calming respectively) to 5 (very moral, very pleasant, very exciting 

respectively). 
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The effect of image content on morality ratings  

To evaluate the effect of the image manipulation on morality ratings, a repeated 

measures ANOVA was conducted with image content (individualising, binding, 

neutral image) as the within-subject variable and morality ratings as the dependent 

variable. Effect sizes were interpreted as small (hp2 > 0.01), moderate (hp2 > 0.06) or 

large (hp2 > 0.14; Cohen, 1988).  

The assumption of normality for the standardised residuals was satisfied. Mauchly’s 

test of sphericity was significant (p < .001), therefore degrees of freedom were 

corrected with Huynh-Feldt estimates. Image content had a small but significant 

main effect on morality ratings (F(1.74, 220.59) = 5.85, p = .005, hp2 = .044). Paired 

sample t-tests were conducted as planned comparisons to compare average morality 

ratings for the neutral images to morality ratings for the individualising and binding 

images respectively. It was found that the difference in perceived morality between 

binding and neutral images was marginally significant (t(127) = -1.97, p = .051, d = 

.19), with binding images being perceived as less moral compared to neutral images. 

There was no significant difference in perceived morality between neutral and 

individualising images (t(127) = 1.85, p = .067, d = .16; see Figure 4.1). Descriptive 

statistics for each image category are displayed in Table 4.1.  
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Figure 4.1. A comparison of perceived morality ratings between neutral images and 

binding and individualising images respectively. Error bars are 95% CI. 

The relationships between RWA, SDO, and perceived morality  

To evaluate the effect of RWA, RWA facets, and SDO on perceived morality, a set 

of hierarchical multiple regressions was conducted. Two sets of variables were 

controlled for in this analysis. First, the analysis controlled for age and gender 

because they are both associated with moral foundation endorsement and RWA and 

SDO. In addition, arousal and valence scores were also controlled for because they 

are associated with the perceived morality of moral foundation violations (Crone et 

al., 2018; Zhang, Kong, & Li, 2017).  

Multiple regression analysis was selected instead of a repeated measures ANCOVA 

because adding three (age, RWA, SDO) or five (age, RWA facets, SDO) covariates 

and one between-subject factor (gender) in a repeated measures ANCOVA 

considerably increases the risk issues of multicollinearity and overfitting (Hawkins, 

p = .051 p = .067 
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2004). Hierarchical multiple regressions therefore afford a more accurate control for 

the confounding variables in this analysis.  

Morality ratings for individualising and binding foundations were used as dependent 

variables for this analysis because the results from the repeated measures ANOVA 

showed that neutral images did not function as a control measure. The hypotheses 

were therefore adjusted to the following: it was expected that SDO would positively 

predict morality ratings for individualising images (H1) while RWA would 

negatively predict morality ratings for binding images (H2) after controlling for 

confounding variables. All three RWA facets were also expected to negatively 

predict morality ratings for binding images (H3).  

To test these hypotheses, two sets of hierarchical regressions were performed with 

arousal and valence ratings (block 1), age and gender (block 2), and RWA and SDO 

(block 3) as predictors. The dependent variables were morality ratings for 

individualising images (analysis 1) and morality ratings for binding images (analysis 

2). For the second set of regressions, arousal and valence ratings (block 1), age and 

gender (block 2), and RWA facets and SDO (block 3) were included as predictors, 

and morality ratings for individualising images (analysis 3) and binding images 

(analysis 4) were the dependent variables. A Bonferroni correction of p = .008 

(analysis 1 and 2) and p = .006 (analysis 3 and 4) was applied to correct for multiple 

comparisons. Effect sizes for the regression models were calculated using Cohen’s ƒ2 

and interpreted as small (ƒ2  > 0.02), moderate (ƒ2 > 0.15), or large (ƒ2 > 0.35) 

(Cohen, 1988). Effect sizes (b ) for the individual predictors were interpreted as 

small (b < 0.20), moderate (0.20 < b > 0.50) or large (b  > 0.50; Acock, 2014). 

Individualising images (analysis 1). 14 cases were identified as having a significant 

influence on the model (Cook’s distance .033) and were removed from the analysis. 

The final regression model was significant and predicted 40.7% of variance (F(6, 

106) = 12.11, p < .001,  adj. R2 = .37, ƒ2 = 0.59). Step one predicted 36.6% of 

variance (F(2, 110) = 31.74, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.58), step two predicted 2.5% of variance 

(F(2, 108) = 2.18, p = .118, ƒ2 = 0.03), and step three predicted 1.6% of variance 

(F(2, 106) = 1.43, p = .243, ƒ2 = 0.02). After controlling for valence, arousal, age, 
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and gender, and RWA, SDO did not significantly predict morality ratings for 

individualising images. Regression coefficients are displayed in Table 4.2. 

Binding images (analysis 2). Four cases were identified as having a significant 

influence on the model (Cook’s distance .033) and were removed from the analysis. 

The final regression model was significant and predicted 41.6% of variance (F(6, 

116) = 15.51 p < .001, adj. R2 = .42, ƒ2 = 0.72). Step one predicted 41.4% of variance 

(F(2, 120) = 41.93, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.71), step two predicted 2.1% of variance (F(2, 

118) = 2.23, p = .112, ƒ2 = 0.02), and step three predicted 1.6% of variance (F(2, 

116) = 1.29, p = .280, ƒ2 = 0.02). After controlling for valence, arousal, age, and 

gender, and SDO, RWA did not significantly predict morality ratings for binding 

images. Regression coefficients are displayed in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2. Hierarchical regression results for individualising (N = 114; analysis 
1) and binding (N = 124; analysis 2) images. 

 Binding images Individualising images 

Variable Cumulative Simultaneous Cumulative Simultaneous 

 R2 

change 

F change β p R2 

change 

F change β p 

Step 1 .41 41.93***   .37 31.74***   

Valence   .68 < .001   .59 < .001 

Arousal   .05 .668   .12 .122 

Step 2 .02 2.23   .03 2.18   

Age   .06 .779   .12 .129 

Gender    .17 .025   .08 .323 

Step 3 .01 1.29   .02 1.43   

VS-RWA   -.11 .140   .14 .096 

SSDO   -.02 .839   -.03 .699 

*** p < .001. VS-RWA = Very Short RWA scale; SSDO = Short Social Dominance Orientation scale.  
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Individualising images (analysis 3). 10 cases were identified as having a significant 

influence on the model (Cook’s distance .034) and were removed from the analysis. 

The final regression model was significant and predicted 41.6% of variance (F(8, 

108) = 11.35, p < .001, adj. R2 = .37, ƒ2 = 0.59). Step one predicted 37.9% of 

variance (F(2, 114) = 34.74, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.61), step two predicted 3.9% of variance 

(F(2, 112) = 3.79, p = .026, ƒ2 = 0.04), and step three predicted 3.9% of variance 

(F(4, 108) = 1.92, p = .113, ƒ2 = 0.04). After controlling for valence, arousal, age, 

and gender, and RWA facets, SDO did not significantly predict morality ratings for 

individualising images. Regression coefficients are displayed in Table 4.3. 

Binding images (analysis 4). Five cases were identified as having a significant 

influence on the model (Cook’s distance .034) and were removed from the analysis. 

The final regression model was significant and predicted 45.6% of variance (F(8, 

118) = 14.20, p < .001, adj. R2 = .46, ƒ2 = 0.85). Step one predicted 41.7% of 

variance (F(2, 124) = 44.40, p < .001, ƒ2 = 0.72), step two predicted 1.5% of variance 

(F(2, 122) = 1.64, p = .198, ƒ2 = 0.02), and step three predicted 5.8% of variance 

(F(4, 118) = 3.35, p = .012, ƒ2 = 0.06). After controlling for valence, arousal, age, 

and gender, and SDO, authoritarian submission was a significant negative predictor 

for morality ratings for binding images. Authoritarian conventionalism was also a 

significant positive predictor for morality ratings for binding images, although this 

effect was not significant after applying statistical corrections. Authoritarian 

aggression did not significantly predict morality ratings for binding images. 

Regression coefficients are displayed in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3. Hierarchical regression results for individualising (N = 118; analysis 

3) and binding (N = 123; analysis 4) images.   

 Binding images Individualising images 

Variable Cumulative Simultaneous Cumulative Simultaneous 

 R2 

change 

F change β p R2 

change 

F change β p 

Step 1 .42 44.40***   .38 34.74***   

Valence   .68 < .001   .59 < .001 

Arousal   .09 .206   .15 .043 

Step 2 .02 1.64   .04 3.79*   

Age   .03 .684   .17 .025 

Gender    .15 .046   .06 .446 

Step 3 .06 3.35*   .04 1.92   

Submission    -.27 .001   -.02 .777 

Conventionalism   .17 .024   .21 .009 

Aggression   .06 .416   .06 .449 

SSDO    .02 .768   -.10 .216 

***p < .001, *p < .05. Submission, Conventionalism, and Aggression = Very-Short RWA submission, 

conventionalism, and aggression sub scales respectively; SSDO = Short Social Dominance 

Orientation scale. 

Evaluation of the agreement between the image rating task and moral foundation 

self-report questionnaire responses 

The agreement between self-report measures of moral foundations (MFQ-30) and the 

visual imagery measure of moral foundations (SMID) was evaluated using the 

Bland-Altman method (Bland & Altman, 1996, 1999, 2003). This method offers a 

more accurate reflection of the agreement between two instruments than other 

commonly used analyses, such as correlation coefficients and regression analysis 

(e.g., Bland & Altman, 1996). The Bland-Altman method involves the calculation of 

a ‘95% limits of agreement’ interval, which is based on the difference for each 
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participant between scores for both instruments. The lower limit of the 95% of 

agreement interval is calculated by subtracting 1.96*SD from the mean, and the 

upper limit is determined by adding 1.96*SD to the mean. The 95% limits of 

agreement interval can be interpreted as the range in which 95% of the differences 

between both instruments lie.   

The interval can be interpreted as follows: a measurement for a subject using 

instrument A (MFQ-30) would lie ‘X’ units lower (lower limit) or ‘X’ units higher 

(upper limit) than a measurement for the same subject using instrument B (SMID). 

Agreement between instruments is then visualised by plotting the difference scores 

against the scores averaged across both instruments. Prior to calculating the interval, 

the Bland-Altman method involves assessing how large the differences in scores 

between instruments for each participant are. If the average difference between both 

instruments is significantly larger than 0, the agreement between the instruments is 

considered too low and the 95% limits of agreement interval should not be 

calculated.  

Participants who did not pass one or more of the MFQ-30 attention checks were 

excluded from this analysis. Prior to computing difference scores between responses 

to the MFQ-30 and the visual imagery task, morality ratings for the visual imagery 

task were reverse scored so that higher scores indicated higher endorsement of those 

respective foundations. The Bland-Altman technique is only appropriate for 

measures expressed in the same units. Because MFQ-30 responses are measured on a 

6-point Likert-scale, while SMID morality ratings are measured on a 5-point Likert-

scale, morality ratings were rescaled to the same units as the MFQ-30 scale to allow 

for an accurate calculation of difference scores. Difference scores were then 

calculated by subtracting mean morality ratings from mean MFQ-30 scores, for 

binding and individualising foundations, and care, fairness, loyalty, authority, and 

purity foundations respectively. A pre-requisite for the Bland Altman analysis is that 

the mean difference scores between both measures are not significantly different 

from 0. This is assessed by a one-sample t-test with 0 as the reference point.  

Binding and individualising foundations  
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A one sample t-test indicated that the mean difference scores for binding (M = -0.40, 

SD ± 0.82) and individualising (M = 0.67, SD ± 0.63) foundations were significantly 

different from 0 (t(118) = -5.41, p < .001; t(118) = 11.61, p < .001 respectively). This 

indicates that there is not sufficient agreement between both instruments to proceed 

with the Bland-Altman analysis. Further results were therefore not interpreted.  

Care, fairness, loyalty, authority, and purity foundations  

One sample t-tests indicated that the mean difference scores for care (M = 0.41, SD ± 

0.88), fairness (M = 1.27, SD ± 0.86), loyalty (M = -0.57, SD ± 0.86), authority (M = 

-0.22, SD ± 1.05), and purity (M = -0.91, SD ± 1.04) foundations were all different 

from 0 (t(118) =  5.09, p < .001; t(118) = 16.10, p < .001; t(118) = -7.28, p < .001; 

t(118)= -2.32, p < .001; t(118) = -5.41, p < .001 respectively). This indicates that 

there is not sufficient agreement between both instruments to proceed with the 

Bland-Altman analysis, and further results were therefore not interpreted. 

4.4 Discussion 

The aim of the present study was to investigate the relationships between right-wing 

ideology dimensions (RWA, SDO) and moral foundations by using a visual imagery 

approach to moral foundation measurement. Using visual images as a way to 

measure moral foundations offers a number of methodological advantages in the 

current research context including an increased likelihood to elicit intuitive and 

affective processing, a lower degree of ideologically divisive moral stimuli, and 

enhanced ecological validity. Despite these advantages, visual images have not yet 

been used to evaluate the moral correlates of RWA and SDO. To this end, a set of 

moral and neutral images from the SMID (Crone et al., 2018) was selected which 

portrayed violations of the binding and individualising foundations or non-moral 

content. Differences in the perceived morality of the images across RWA, RWA 

facets, and SDO were assessed.  

It was initially hypothesised that RWA and SDO would predict the differences in 

morality ratings between neutral images, and binding (RWA) or individualising 

(SDO) images. Because the image manipulation was not found to be successful, the 
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relationship between RWA, SDO, and the perceived morality of binding (RWA) and 

individualising (SDO) images was directly evaluated. It was expected that SDO 

would positively predict morality ratings for individualising images (H1) while 

RWA would negatively predict morality ratings for binding images (H2) after 

controlling for confounding variables. These hypotheses were not supported, as 

RWA and SDO did not significantly predict the perceived morality of binding and 

individualising images respectively. 

The lack of relationship between SDO and morality ratings for the individualising 

images was surprising, because individuals with higher levels of SDO tend to be less 

sensitive to individualising foundations (see Study One), which would be expected to 

translate to visual portrayals of violations of the individualising foundations. A 

possible explanation for this result lies in the quality of the stimulus content. A post-

hoc comparison of average morality ratings for the five moral foundations indicated 

that fairness images performed particularly poorly as stimuli in the current study (see 

Appendix 25). The low effectiveness of fairness images in the current study may 

have impacted the effects of SDO on perceived morality, as visual portrayals of 

fairness violations are likely to relate most strongly to SDO. The poor functionality 

of 50% of the stimuli in the individualising image category would therefore reduce 

statistical power for the effect of SDO considerably. In addition, SSDO scores 

showed evidence of floor effects as 27% of participants scored the lowest possible 

score on the SSDO scale. Floor effects seriously limit the data range and can result in 

the prevention or misdetection of significant effects (Šimkovic & Träuble, 2019).  

It is further unclear why there was no significant relationship between RWA and the 

perceived morality of binding images. Individuals with high RWA tend to rely more 

strongly on binding foundations (see Study One), which should make them more 

sensitive or reactive to violations of the binding foundations. It is however possible 

that the effect of RWA was obscured by the bidirectional effects of its facets. 

Authoritarian submission and conventionalism had effects in the opposite direction 

on the perceived morality of binding images, which may have cancelled out effects 

for RWA as an overall construct. For the RWA facets, it was hypothesised that all 

three facets would negatively predict morality ratings for binding images (H3), 
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because of their increased emphasis on binding foundations (see Study One). This 

hypothesis was only partially supported. Authoritarian submission was associated 

with lower morality ratings for binding images, and this effect was moderate in size. 

Authoritarian submission is associated with a submission to established authorities, 

laws, and rules (Altemeyer, 2006) and a general opposition to changes in the status 

quo (Duckitt et al., 2010). The binding images used in this study could have 

particularly triggered reactions in those with higher levels of authoritarian 

submission. For example, the illustrations of flag-burning and prisoners for the 

loyalty and authority foundations could have triggered those with high levels of 

authoritarian submission to perceive those binding violations as more negatively.  

Authoritarian conventionalism however was initially associated with higher morality 

ratings for both individualising and binding images, but these effects became non-

significant after applying statistical corrections. Finally, authoritarian aggression was 

not significantly associated with morality ratings for binding images. Both 

authoritarian conventionalism and aggression were unrelated to the perceived 

morality of the binding foundation images, and the lack of effect of these RWA 

facets is more puzzling. Authoritarian conventionalism is associated with a 

preference for traditional norms and values, and the items for conventionalism in the 

VS-RWA scale focus heavily on attitudes towards religious principles and sexual 

promiscuity. This should particularly interact with binding images portraying 

violations of purity concerns related to ‘chastity’ or promiscuity. Similarly, images 

of authority violations (e.g., prisoners) were expected to interact with the willingness 

to punish those who threaten conventional norms (authoritarian aggression). It is 

important to note that there was strong evidence for floor effects for authoritarian 

conventionalism: 51% of the sample scores the lowest possible score on the VS-

RWA conventionalism sub scale. Possible floor effects could therefore have 

contributed to the misdetection of effects, at least for this RWA facet in particular. 

Whilst an extensive validation of the SMID was beyond the scope of the present 

study, the construct validity of the stimulus set should also be considered. The 

images used in this study were taken from a stimulus set that was developed and 

validated in North American and Australian participants. If the images represent 
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moral content that is relevant to British participants, it follows that images portraying 

moral violations should be perceived as significantly less moral compared to morally 

neutral images. The present analysis indicated that there was a significant effect of 

the image manipulation, and this effect appeared to be driven by a marginally 

significant difference in the perceived morality of foundation images compared to 

neutral images, but only for binding foundation images. The lack of difference in 

perceived morality between individualising and neutral images therefore suggests 

that the individualising images in this study performed poorly. In addition, a 

comparison of the average morality ratings to the scale midpoint suggested that the 

neutral images were not entirely devoid from moral content. This is difficult to 

explain, because the portrayals in these images have no obvious ties to popular moral 

concepts, such as harm, justice, fairness, or disgust, and this effect may indicate 

participant response bias.  

It is also possible that the moral foundation images included in this study were not 

perceived as highly morally relevant by participants in this sample. For example, 

although average morality ratings for binding and individualising images were 

significantly lower than the midpoint of the scale, none of the average morality 

ratings for the moral images fell on the lower ends (< 2) of the morality rating scale. 

To explore this possibility, a post-hoc comparison for the average morality ratings 

for each image in the stimulus set between the current sample and data from the 

North American and Australian original norm sample (Crone et al., 2018) was 

conducted (see Appendix 26). The results from this comparison indicated that some 

moral foundation images were perceived as significantly less moral in the current 

sample, whilst other moral foundation images were perceived as significantly more 

moral compared to the norm sample. As such, these findings suggest that the SMID-

images selected for this study may not trigger similar reactions cross-culturally.  

This means that there could be cross-cultural differences in the scenarios that trigger 

moral foundations. MFT lists a number of original and current triggers of each moral 

foundation. For example, MFT proposes that the care foundation was initially 

activated when individuals perceived one’s own child in need (Haidt & Joseph, 

2004). This original trigger expanded to many other stimuli, so that the care 
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foundation presently can be activated by seeing any child in need. There are also 

cross-cultural differences in the kinds of objects or scenarios that trigger moral 

foundations as the result of cultural learning (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Haidt & 

Joseph, 2004, 2007), although MFT remains relatively vague on how triggers would 

differ cross-culturally. The idea that moral foundation triggers differ cross-culturally 

is also corroborated in findings that point to metric invariance for the MFQ-items 

across cultures (Dogruyol et al., 2019; Iurino & Saucier, 2020), suggesting that some 

of the MFQ items do not elicit the same responses in different countries.  

The present study also evaluated the agreement between responses to the moral 

foundation images and self-report responses for moral foundations. The comparison 

indicated a poor agreement in measurement between the MFQ-30 and the SMID 

foundation images that were used in this study. This was true for both the binding 

and individualising foundational categories and the five separate moral foundations. 

Simply put, the MFQ-30 and morality ratings for the SMID images do not generate 

similar scores. This is not necessarily problematic. For example, implicit and explicit 

measures of other psychological constructs, such as prejudice, do not correlate 

strongly (Hofmann, Gawronski, Gschwendner, Le, & Schmitt, 2005). Measures also 

tend to increase in agreement when they are closely conceptually related, are similar 

in task format and thus engage the same cognitive processes (Hofmann et al., 2005; 

Payne, Burkley, & Stokes, 2008). The MFQ-30 may involve more deliberative 

processing than visual imagery tasks based on the SMID, which can subsequently 

alter patterns of moral foundation endorsement (Napier & Luguri, 2013; Wright & 

Baril, 2011). Moreover, self-report questionnaires such as the MFQ-30 may contain a 

stronger element of social desirability bias which may alter responses (Krumpal, 

2013) and explain a divergence between both methods.  

The present study also included the MFQ-30 in an effort to incorporate a version of 

the MFQ that may have better construct validity than the MFQ-20. Results from the 

PCA however indicated that the MFQ-30 measured three, rather than five or two 

latent factors. This is consistent with previous results challenging the MFQ-30 

factor-structure in British participants (Curry et al., 2019). Interestingly, the latent 

factors identified in the current sample slightly differed from those identified in 
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Study One. Purity concerns mapped onto a distinct moral concern separate from the 

other binding foundations (also see Curry et al., 2019) while the care and fairness 

foundations could be grouped together as one category of moral concerns. The 

emergence of the purity foundation as a distinct factor therefore suggests that moral 

concerns about ‘divinity’ or ‘piety’ should not be dismissed in Western contexts 

(Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Shweder et al., 1997) and coincides with the 

predominance of purity items for the latent factor for the full MFQ-20 scale 

identified in Study One. The third ‘anti-loyalty’ factor on the other hand was 

surprising and has not been reported elsewhere in the literature. These findings 

therefore suggest that the use of the MFQ-30 as an accurate measure of moral 

foundations in British participants is questionable, although these findings and 

interpretations should be considered as preliminary due to the small sample size for 

the current study.  

This study is not without limitations. Firstly, the stimulus set used in this study only 

included a handful of images from the SMID and therefore does not allow for a 

thorough validation of the SMID in the UK. This limits any conclusions about the 

construct validity of the SMID-images in the UK. A larger stimulus set would also 

increase statistical power in relation to the analysis for right-wing ideology because it 

allows for a broader range in morality rating scores for each foundational category. 

Also, the images in this study were not subjected to a pilot study. Pre-testing could 

aid in selecting an optimal stimulus set which balances moral relevance of the 

images with perceived morality within a specific culture such as the UK. Ideally, 

future studies should pre-test a wider range of images from the SMID in British 

participants to construct tailored stimulus sets for research in the UK.  

The majority of the sample consisted of young adult and students, which likely 

impacted the distribution of RWA and SDO. RWA and SDO are assumed to form in 

young adulthood (Duckitt, et al., 2002; Sibley & Duckitt, 2013) but average scores 

for RWA, for example, tend to be higher in older compared to younger adults 

(Cornelis et al., 2008; Heyder & Schmidt, 2003; Ruffman et al., 2016) and in non-

student samples (Altemeyer, 2006). The demographic characteristics of the current 

sample could have contributed to floor effects observed for the SSDO scale and 
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authoritarian conventionalism. A non-student sample covering a wider distribution of 

age groups could thus subsequently increase statistical power to detect effects of 

RWA and SDO.    

Taken together, the present study is the first to apply visual methods to study the 

relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations and contributes to the 

existing literature in a significant way by applying a measurement approach that was 

designed to elicit affective and intuitive moral responses to the study of right-wing 

ideology. The results from this study however suggest that the perceived morality of 

individualising and binding violations as measured via visual images does not 

consistently fluctuate across RWA and SDO. The results from this study further 

point to cross-cultural differences in the perception of SMID images, at least for the 

subset of images selected for this study. As such, the present findings also provide 

some indications on the cross-cultural applicability of a subset of images from the 

SMID.  

Collectively, the results from the present study and Study One, Two, Three, Four, 

Five, and Six suggest that there is a relationship between the dimensions of right-

wing ideology (RWA, SDO) and moral foundation endorsement, but the strength and 

direction of this relationship depend on the measurement instrument used. It is 

unclear whether the variations in these relationships are the result of poor validity of 

the instruments for moral foundations, cross-cultural differences in how well moral 

stimuli relate to moral foundations, differences in how ideologically controversial the 

moral stimuli are, and/or variations in how strongly moral stimuli conceptually 

overlap with RWA and SDO scales. Moreover, the studies in these chapters all suffer 

from low scores for some of the right-wing ideology dimensions, particularly for 

SDO (all studies) and authoritarian conventionalism (Study Six). As a result, the best 

conclusion based on these studies is that RWA and its facets are primarily associated 

with an increased reliance on binding foundations, while SDO is primarily associated 

with reduced reliance on individualising foundations, when measured with self-

report instruments (MFQ) for moral foundations. 
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A compelling implication of these findings is that self-reported moral foundation 

endorsement could be associated with socio-political outcomes of RWA and SDO. 

There is a nascent research line which suggests that moral foundations are associated 

with socio-political outcomes of right-wing ideology, such as prejudice (Forsberg et 

al., 2014; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a, 2018; Kugler et al., 2014; Morris, 2017; Van der 

Vyver et al., 2016), perceived outgroup threat (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b; Morris, 

2017), and political engagement (Milesi, 2017; Milesi & Alberici, 2018), although 

little is known on whether this translates to the UK (e.g., Morris, 2017). Moreover, 

only two studies to date have explored whether moral foundations mediate the effect 

of RWA and SDO on socio-political outcomes (Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b). The 

study in the following chapter therefore aims to build on this growing body of 

research by applying MFT to the socio-political outcomes of RWA and SDO.  
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Study Seven 
Exploring the implications of right-wing 

ideology and moral foundations on perceived 

immigrant threat and collective action intent in 

British participants.  
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5.1 Introduction 

The UK has witnessed an increase in immigration over the past two decades, with 

figures from the most recent Census indicating that the foreign-born population 

nearly doubled between 1993 and 2011 (Duffy & Frère-Smith, 2011). In 2015, 

Europe experienced an exponential influx of refugees as a result of the Syrian 

conflict, leading to controversial societal debates about immigration and how it 

should be managed. Immigration has subsequently become a salient and divisive 

political issue in the UK (Blinder & Richards, 2020; Dempster & Hargrave, 2017; 

Duffy & Frère-Smith, 2014) and Europe more broadly (Bridges & Mateut, 2014; 

Ponce, 2017). Following the 2016 Brexit referendum, polarisation on the issue of 

immigration still prevails in the UK (Blinder & Richards, 2020) and is larger 

compared to other countries in Europe (Ford & Lymperopoulou, 2017).  

A proportion of individuals in the general public also hold negative attitudes towards 

immigrants themselves (Ford & Heath, 2014; Holloway, Smart, Foresti, & Leach, 

2019; Stansfield & Stone, 2018). Although levels of anti-immigrant prejudice are 

similar to other countries in Europe (Evans & Kelley, 2017) and attitudes towards 

immigration have softened somewhat since the 2016 Brexit referendum (Curtice et 

al., 2020; Ford, 2018), polarisation surrounding immigration remains an important 

concern for the UK (Sobolewska & Ford, 2019).    

Right-wing ideology forms an important basis for the negative perception of 

immigrants, and outgroups more broadly. RWA (Altemeyer, 1981) and SDO (Pratto 

et al., 1994) are among the most powerful predictors of negative attitudes towards 

outgroups, including immigrants (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010), and refugees and asylum 

seekers (Cowling et al., 2019). In a seminal study in North American participants, 

McFarland and Adelson (1996) explored the predictive power of RWA and SDO for 

generalised prejudice alongside a number of other individual difference variables 

including world beliefs, need for structure, and personality traits. The findings 

indicated that RWA and SDO were consistently the strongest predictors for 

generalised prejudice. Similarly, Altemeyer (1998) found RWA and SDO to be 

strong predictors of prejudice against a range of ethnic and religious minority groups 
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in Canadian participants. The effect of RWA and SDO on prejudice has been 

replicated in a variety of individual studies (e.g., Craig & Richeson, 2014; Duckitt, et 

al., 2002; Duckitt, 2006; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; Hodson et al., 2009; Sibley, 2008; 

see Duckitt & Sibley, 2017 for an overview) and cross-cultural samples (Cohrs & 

Stelzl, 2010; Cowling et al., 2019).  

Feelings of perceived intergroup threat form a second important basis for negative 

attitudes towards outgroups (e.g., Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010; Stephan, Ybarra, & Rios, 

2016; Riek et al., 2006). Intergroup threat is experienced when “members of one 

group perceive that another group is in a position to cause them harm” (Stephan et 

al., 2016, p. 2) and research shows that feelings of perceived threat can foster 

negative attitudes towards immigrants (Bollwerk et al., 2020; Caricati et al., 2016; 

Esses, Hamilton, Gaucher, 2017; Stephan et al., 2005), increased opposition to 

immigration (Roberto Pereira, Vala, & Costa-Lopes, 2010), and reduce the levels of 

contact individuals have with immigrants (Salvati, Carone, De Cristofaro, 

Giacomantonio, & Baiocco, 2020). The Integrated Threat Theory (ITT; Stephan, 

Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999; Stephan et al., 2016) distinguishes between two types of 

perceived threat which are presumed to facilitate outgroup hostility. Realistic threats 

refer to material threats, or direct threats to an individual’s physical or material 

status, or a group’s power, resources, and welfare. For example, some outgroups may 

be perceived as a threat because they compete in the same job market (Esses et al., 

1998). Symbolic threats are threats to a group’s collective values and culture, such as 

religion, morality, and belief system, and/ threats to an individual’s self-identity or 

self-esteem. This occurs, for example, when outgroups are perceived as culturally or 

morally distinct from the ingroup.  

Immigrants tend to elicit both types of perceived threat (Asbrock, Sibley, & Duckitt, 

2010; Bollwerk et al., 2020; Caricati et al., 2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017b; Stephan 

et al., 1999; but see Ben-Nun Bloom, Arikan, & Lahav, 2015). This is evidenced in 

media portrayals, for example, which often describe immigrants as a threat to 

national security, economic welfare, public resources, and health systems (Berry, 

Garcia-Blanco, & Moore, 2015; Duffy & Frère-Smith, 2014). In the UK, part of the 

political discourse frames immigrants as threatening to British culture, public 
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services, and security (Dempster & Hargrave, 2017). Immigrants are therefore often 

perceived by the members in the UK general public as relying on the welfare system, 

undermining cultural life, and increasing crime rates (Duffy & Frère-Smith, 2014; 

Ford & Heath, 2014; Holloway et al., 2019). For example, evidence from the 2013 

BSA wave indicated that immigrants were perceived as posing both criminal and 

economic threats by those in the general public (Stansfield & Stone, 2018).  

In addition, feelings of perceived threat play an important role in the relationship 

between RWA and SDO and negative outgroup attitudes. According to the DPM, 

RWA is primarily associated with negative attitudes towards outgroups because they 

are perceived as a threat to security, social order, and collective cultural norms and 

values (social threat), while SDO is mainly predictive of hostility towards outgroups 

that are perceived as a threat to economic resources, or as inferior and low in status 

(competitive threat) (Cantal, Milfont, Wilson, & Gouveia, 2014; Duckitt, 2006; 

Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; Thomsen et al., 2008; but see Cohrs & Asbrock, 2009). The 

types of threat described in the DPM correspond roughly to the threat types 

described in the ITT: RWA seems to be mainly related to symbolic threat while SDO 

is primarily susceptible to realistic threat (Stephan et al., 2016). There is some 

evidence to suggest, however, that individuals high in RWA and SDO are susceptible 

to experiencing both types of threat (Bollwerk et al., 2020; Caricati et al., 2016).  

Research in the context of anti-immigrant prejudice and right-wing ideology 

dimensions further highlights the interplay between RWA, SDO, and perceived 

threat. For example, RWA and SDO have been found to predict anti-immigrant 

prejudice indirectly through feelings of intergroup threat (Hodson et al., 2009). 

However, RWA is associated with outgroup hostility when immigrants are perceived 

as culturally threatening (Cohrs & Asbrock, 2009; Thomsen et al., 2008), as a 

security risk (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010), or when cultural norms and values are primed 

(Dru, 2007). SDO is primarily associated with anti-immigrant prejudice when 

immigrants are perceived as an economic competitor (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010; 

Thomsen et al., 2008) or when economic competition is made salient (Esses, 

Dovidio, Jackson, & Armstrong, 2001). A study in New Zealand participants 

manipulating the descriptions of bogus immigrant groups, for example, found that 
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individuals with high RWA are more prejudiced against immigrants that are 

described as socially or culturally threatening, while individuals with high SDO hold 

negative attitudes towards immigrant groups that are described as economically 

threatening (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). Similarly, a study in North American and 

Swiss participants describing a bogus immigrant group as either non-assimilating 

(culturally threatening) or assimilating (economically threatening) found that 

participants with high RWA were more willing to support the violent persecution of 

immigrants described as culturally threatening, while this effect was only found for 

SDO for immigrants that were described as economically threatening (Thomsen et 

al., 2008).    

Moral foundations have been considered more recently as another psychological 

factor in outgroup perception. A study in Hungarian participants indicated that a 

stronger endorsement of the binding foundations was predictive of increased 

symbolic and realistic immigrant threat perception, and a stronger reliance on 

individualising foundations predicts reduced immigrant threat perception (Hadarics 

& Kende, 2017b). The modulating effect of binding and individualising foundations 

on negative outgroup perception is consistent with previous findings reporting the 

same pattern when predicting prejudice towards a range of social outgroups 

(Forsberg et al., 2019; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a), such as the poor (Low & Wui, 

2016), Muslims (Van der Vyver et al., 2016), and immigrants (Baldner & Pierro, 

2019; Van der Vyver et al., 2016), including research in British respondents (Morris, 

2017). 

The effect of moral foundations on outgroup perception also extends to behavioural 

intentions towards ethnic minorities (Hadarics & Kende, 2018) and immigrants 

(Kugler et al., 2014). For example, Hadarics and Kende (2018) found in a Hungarian 

sample that individuals who relied more strongly on binding foundations were more 

willing to support collective action against the rights of Muslims and reported to be 

more socially distant towards Muslims, while individuals who relied more strongly 

on individualising foundations were more willing to support collective action in 

support of Muslims and showed greater intentions to help Muslim individuals. 

Together, these findings suggest that the relative influence individuals place on 
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moral foundations that prioritise the wellbeing of the larger group (binding 

foundations) or others (individualising foundations) play a role in how threatening 

outgroups are perceived, but also shapes attitudes and behavioural intentions towards 

these outgroups.  

In addition, recent evidence suggests that moral foundations facilitate the effect of 

RWA and SDO on outgroup perception. Specifically, the effect of RWA and SDO 

on perceived immigrant threat is mediated by a stronger reliance on binding 

foundations (RWA) and a reduced reliance on individualising foundations (RWA 

and SDO; Hadarics & Kende, 2017b). The same mediational effects were found 

when moral foundations were considered as a mediator for the relationship between 

RWA, SDO, and negative attitudes towards a wider range of social groups (Hadarics 

& Kende, 2017a). As such, moral foundations seem to work in tandem as a cognitive 

mechanism which facilitates the effect of RWA and SDO on perceived threat, and 

prejudice more broadly. This effect may be explained by the cognitive accessibility 

of binding and individualising moral foundations (Hadarics & Kende 2017a,b, 2018). 

Authoritarian individuals rely on a moral belief system which prioritises moral 

concerns on the safety and wellbeing of ingroup members and the ingroup as a 

whole. This moral focus may lead authoritarian individuals to increased threat 

perceptions of culturally distinct outgroups (immigrants) and justify negative 

evaluations of outgroup members. Socially dominant individuals are characterised by 

a moral belief system which devalues moral concerns about individual autonomy and 

the wellbeing of others. The reduced moral focus on others’ wellbeing may lift the 

inhibiting effect individualising foundations have on perceived threat and justify 

negative evaluations of outgroups that are perceived as an economic threat.  

The present study builds on this recent body of work by investigating the interplay of 

RWA, SDO, and moral foundations on a socio-political outcome (i.e., perceived 

outgroup threat) that has been previously researched in this context but not in the 

UK, and by extending these findings to a relevant socio-political outcome (i.e., 

collective action intent) that is less frequently researched in the context of right-wing 

ideology. The first part of this study investigates the effect of RWA, SDO, and moral 

foundations on perceived immigrant threat. Perceived immigrant threat is a robust 
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correlate of right-wing ideology, and moral foundations have been implicated more 

recently in the threat perception of immigrants, although research is limited. 

Although there are different categories of immigrants in the UK, the present study 

focuses on immigrants as a broad category as is customary in large-scale surveys on 

socio-political attitudes and in the wider literature on RWA, SDO, and anti-

immigrant prejudice (e.g., Asbrock et al., 2010; Van Assche et al., 2019). Moreover, 

only two studies to date have explored the mediating role of moral foundations in the 

relationship between RWA, SDO, and outgroup perception. The present study 

therefore investigates the relative importance of moral foundation endorsement as a 

predictor of perceived immigrant threat in the UK, and whether they can be 

considered as a cognitive mediator of the effect of RWA and SDO on perceived 

immigrant threat.  

The second part of the study extends these hypotheses to the willingness to engage in 

collective action in support of, or against, the rights of immigrants in the UK.  

Collective action can be defined as “any action that individuals undertake as group 

members to pursue group goals such as social change” (van Zomeren et al., 2018, p. 

122). Collective intent therefore reflects the degree of intention or willingness to 

engage in group-level political action. This is a relevant political outcome currently: 

the UK has witnessed a resurgence of far-right groups in recent years, such as the 

English Defence League, the Football Lads Alliance, or the Generation Identity 

Movement, which often target immigrants and ethnic minorities in their public 

discourse. Collective action initiatives from these groups, such as street protests, 

have seen an unprecedented number of protesters in recent years (Lee, 2019; 

Mulhall, 2019).  

Right-wing ideology has been largely overlooked in the literature on collective 

action, but an emerging body of research suggests that RWA and SDO predict the 

willingness to engage in collective action depending on the political issue at hand. 

For example, RWA and SDO have been found to predict a reduced willingness to 

engage in collective action in support of minority rights in New Zealand (Osborne, 

Jost, Becker, Badaan, & Sibley, 2018) and for socio-political issues such as climate 

change and race-based equality in North America (Choma et al., 2020). RWA and 
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SDO have also been found to predict an increased willingness to engage in collective 

action targeting the ‘moral breakdown’ of society (Choma et al., 2020) and have 

been implicated in modulating support for pro-government protests (Saeri et al., 

2015) although these findings are limited to North-American samples.  

There is also growing interest in the role of moral foundations in this context: moral 

foundation endorsement has been found to predict the willingness to engage in 

collective action in left- and right-wing political activists in Italy (Milesi & Alberici, 

2018). In the context of immigration, moral foundations have been found to predict 

the willingness to engage in collective action for or against ethnic minorities in 

Hungarian participants (Hadarics & Kende, 2018) and are associated with collective 

action intent for immigrant rights in North American respondents (Morris, 2017). 

Within this research line, the need for further exploration of the role of moral 

foundations in the effect of right-wing ideology dimensions on collective action 

intent has been emphasised (Choma et al., 2020). The second aim of the study was 

therefore to investigate whether RWA, SDO, and moral foundations predict the 

willingness to engage in collective action in support of, or in opposition to, the rights 

of immigrants, and whether moral foundations are a cognitive mediator between 

RWA, SDO, and collective action intent. Together, both research questions aim to 

explore the integration of MFT (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004) 

into the wider framework of the DPM.  

The current study involved the collection of self-report responses from a non-

immigrant British sample. Participants were asked to complete self-report 

questionnaires on right-wing ideology (RWA and SDO), moral foundations, 

perceived immigrant threat (realistic and symbolic), and intentions to participate in 

collective action (e.g., joining a protest or voting for a political party) in support of, 

and in opposition to, the rights of immigrants in the UK. Moral foundations were 

measured with a self-report questionnaire in the current study in the absence of valid 

alternative measurements. To mitigate problems with the construct validity of the 

MFQ, the analysis in the current study used the individualising and binding scales 

developed in Study One as an indicator of moral foundation endorsement. It was 

hypothesised that RWA and SDO would positively predict perceived symbolic 
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(RWA) and realistic (SDO) immigrant threat (H1). It was also predicted that RWA 

and SDO would positively predict the willingness to engage in collective action 

against immigrant rights, and negatively predict the willingness to engage in 

collective action in support of immigrant rights (H2).  

Making solid predictions for the relationship between RWA facets and the dependent 

variables is more complex. All three RWA facets could theoretically contribute to 

perceived immigrant threat and collective action intent: individuals high in 

authoritarian conventionalism may be particularly prone to increased threat 

perception and anti-immigrant collective action when immigrants are perceived as 

threatening traditional norms and values. Individuals high in authoritarian 

submission may perceive immigrants as threatening and are willing to engage in anti-

immigrant collective action when an anti-immigrant narrative is supported by 

established authorities. Authoritarian aggression may also be more predictive of anti-

immigrant attitudes and behavioural intentions due to its punitive nature towards 

those that threaten social cohesion. Whilst all three RWA facets have been 

empirically linked to ethnocentric prejudice (Duckitt, et al., 2010; Dunwoody & 

Funke, 2016), a recent study in Italian participants found that authoritarian 

aggression was the only RWA facet that significantly predicted anti-immigrant 

prejudice (Passini, 2017). Due to the lack of clear evidence and the complexity of the 

interaction between RWA facets and outgroup perception, the current analysis was 

aimed to be exploratory and therefore no specific hypotheses were put forward.  

The hypotheses for the mediational effects were based on the findings from Study 

One which indicated that RWA is associated with an increased reliance on the 

binding foundations. It was therefore further hypothesised that the effect of RWA on 

perceived (symbolic) immigrant threat (H3) and both forms of collective action 

intent (H4) would be mediated by binding foundations. Because all three RWA 

facets were found to be associated with an increased concern for self-reported 

binding foundations (see Study One), it was also hypothesised that binding 

foundations would mediate the relationship between RWA facets on perceived 

(symbolic) threat (H5) and both forms of collective action intent (H6). It was also 

found in Study One that SDO is associated with a reduced reliance on individualising 
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foundations. Therefore, it was hypothesised that the effect of SDO on perceived 

(realistic) immigrant threat (H7) and both forms of collective action intent (H8) 

would be mediated by individualising foundations.  

5.2 Methods  

Sample size calculation  

Sample size calculations for the SEM analysis were performed in R (R Core Team, 

2020). Sample size calculations indicated that sample sizes of N = 194 (RWA and 

SDO) and N = 170 (RWA facets and SDO) were needed for the SEM for perceived 

immigrant threat to achieve power (1-b) of .80 with a set at .05. Sample sizes of N = 

316 (RWA and SDO) and N = 286 (RWA facets and SDO) were required for the 

SEM for collective action intent with power set at .80 with a set at .05 (Kim, 2005).  

Sample 

Three hundred and nine participants (199 female; mean age = 34.78, SD ± 12.06) 

were recruited via an online recruitment platform (Prolific). Inclusion criteria were 

age (≥ 18 years old), nationality (British), country of residence (UK), and country of 

birth (UK). Participants were reimbursed via the Prolific platform in line with 

Prolific payment guidelines.  

In terms of ethnicity, 70.9% of the sample identified as White, 1.9% as mixed 

ethnicity, 0.3% as Black, 2.3% as Asian, and 0.3% as Chinese. 12.3% of the sample 

did not disclose their ethnicity, and part of the sample reported national 

identifications for their ethnicity (12.8%). The majority of the sample was employed 

(64.7%), while a smaller proportion of the sample indicated to be students (11.7%), 

unemployed (5.8%), self-employed (6.1%), homemaker (4.9%), retired (2.6%), 

unable to work (1.9%), and another employment status which did not fit the 

categories provided (1.3%). Three participants preferred not to disclose their 

employment (1%). Most participants had completed a University undergraduate 

programme (41.1%) or A-levels (28.2%), while a smaller part of the sample obtained 

GCSEs or an equivalent (13.6%), a doctoral degree (1%), a specific degree, such as 
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vocational training (1.3%), or primary school (0.3%). Annual income was further 

distributed in the sample as follows: 30.7% indicated they earned between £10,000 

and £30,000, 25.6% between £30,000 to £50,000, and 32.7% over £50,000 per year. 

A smaller part of the sample (6.1%) earned below £10,000 pounds per year, and 

4.9% of the sample preferred not to disclose their annual household income. For 

religious preferences, approximately one fourth of the sample identified as Christian 

(28.8%), 38.8% identified as Atheist, 17.2% as Agnostic, 1.6% were Muslim, and 

2.1% identified as Sikh, Judaic, Hindu or Buddhist. 6.1% reported a different 

religion, such as Pagan (not listed), and 5.2% of the sample preferred not to disclose 

their religious preference.  

Questionnaires 

VS-RWA (see Appendix 4) (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2018). RWA was measured in this 

study by the VS-RWA scale (see p. 60-61 for full description). Total scores range 

from 1-9, with higher scores reflecting higher levels of RWA (M = 4.12, SD ± 1.39). 

Facet scores also range from 1-9 with higher scores reflecting higher levels of RWA 

facets (Msubmission = 5.03, SD ± 1.88; Mconventionalism = 2.17, SD ± 1.54, Maggression = 5.16, 

SD ± 1.90). The VS-RWA showed acceptable internal consistency (w = .77) in the 

current sample.  

SSDO (see Appendix 5) (Pratto et al., 2014). SDO was measured using the SSDO 

scale which is described in full on p. 61-62. Total scores on the SSDO scale range 

from 1-10 with higher scores indicating higher levels of SDO (M = 2.62, SD ± 1.57). 

The internal consistency in the current sample was good (w = .80). 

MFQ-20 (see Appendix 1) (Graham et al., 2008). Moral foundations were measured 

using the 20-item MFQ which is described in full on p. 58-59. Because the MFQ-20 

has demonstrated poor construct validity in British participants (Study One), 

individualising and binding foundation endorsement was calculated using the 

individualising and binding composite scales identified in Study One. Scores for 

these items were calculated to create an index of individualising and binding 

foundations with total scores ranging from 0 to 5. Higher scores indicate higher 
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endorsement of the respective foundations (Mindividualising = 4.18, SD ± 0.64; Mbinding = 

2.74, SD ± 0.99). The internal consistency of the composite scale for individualising 

foundations was unacceptable (w= .53) and the reliability of the composite scale for 

binding foundations was acceptable (w = .75). The reliability of both scales 

combined was poor (w = .63).  

Perceived Immigrant Threat (see Appendix 28) (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005). 

Symbolic and realistic threat perceptions of immigrants were measured by 10 items 

previously developed by Cottrell & Neuberg (2005). Participants were asked to 

respond to each item on a Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree). An example item of this scale is, ‘immigrants threaten our jobs and economic 

opportunities’. Total scores for symbolic and realistic threat are calculated by 

averaging the scores for the respective items and range from 1 to 7. Higher scores 

indicate higher levels of perceived immigrant threat. This item set has been 

previously used in the UK and resulted in an overall index of perceived threat, 

combining symbolic and realistic threat. The item set has also demonstrated good 

reliability and significant relations to relevant constructs, such as RWA and voting 

behaviour, in British participants (Golec de Zavala et al., 2017).  

A PCA for the current sample using direct oblimin rotation resulted in one factor 

with eigenvalues larger than randomly generated data (factor 1 eigenvalue = 7.88, % 

variance explained = 78.81). All items significantly loaded on this factor (factor 

loadings ranging from .78 to .93). The item scores for this scale were thus averaged 

to form a total score for perceived immigrant threat (M = 2.26; SD ± 1.34). The 

internal consistency of this scale was excellent (w = .97).  

Collective Action Intent (see Appendix 29) (Hadarics & Kende, 2018). Collective 

action intent was measured using six items previously formulated 

by Hadarics and Kende (2018). Three items in this scale measure collective action 

intent in support of immigrants (for example, ‘I would join an online 

campaign against the discrimination of immigrants). This was called ‘positive’ 

collective action intent because it measures collective action intent in support of 

immigrant rights. Three items measure collective action intent against immigrant 
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rights (for example, ‘I would share posts on Facebook or other social media sites that 

go against the demands and actions of immigrants’). This was called ‘negative’ 

collective action intent because it indicates a collective action intent in opposition of 

immigrant rights. Responses to the items are recorded with a Likert-scale ranging 

from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely). Total scores for positive and negative 

collective action intent are calculated by averaging scores for their respective items 

and range from 1 to 7. Higher scores indicate a stronger willingness to engage in 

collective action. 

A PCA for the current sample using direct oblimin rotation resulted in two factors 

with eigenvalues greater than those from randomly generated data (factor 1 

eigenvalue = 2.92, % variance explained = 48.74%; factor 2 eigenvalue = 1.62, % 

variance explained = 26.93%). All three positive collective action intent items loaded 

on factor one (factor loadings ranging from .90 to .93), and all three negative 

collective action intent items loaded on factor two (factor loadings ranging from .78 

to .84). Item scores for items 1-3 were thus averaged to calculate an index for 

positive collective action intent (M = 3.85, SD ± 1.89) and item scores for items 4-6 

were averaged to calculate an index for negative collective action intent (M = 2.31, 

SD ± 1.37). The internal consistency of the positive scale was excellent (w = .90), 

and the internal consistency of the negative scale was acceptable (w = .74).  

Demographic items (see Appendix 30). The demographic items included age, gender, 

ethnicity, employment status, education level, annual income, religious preference, 

and political views.  

Procedure  

This study was conducted online and all materials were presented using the Qualtrics 

platform (Qualtrics Provo, UT). Participants were informed that the study 

investigated the relationship between political ideology, moral beliefs, and 

intergroup attitudes. Participants were first presented with the information sheet and 

consent form and could only proceed to the study once consent was provided. The 

study consisted of two blocks. The first block included the demographic items in 
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randomised order. The second block included all other self-report questionnaires. 

The presentation order of the questionnaires was randomised and the items within the 

questionnaires were randomised as well. Participants were then thanked and 

debriefed. This study was approved by the University of Liverpool Ethics Committee 

Board.  

5.3 Results  

The statistical analyses for this study were performed with IBM SPSS Statistics 

(IBM Corp, 2017) and IBM AMOS software (Arbuckle, 2014). Relationships 

between all variables were first evaluated by calculating zero-order correlations. The 

distribution of the variables was investigated and indicated that some of the variables 

were skewed. Because transformations did not reduce skewness sufficiently for some 

of the variables, Spearman rank correlation coefficients were used. A p value of .002 

was applied to correct for multiple comparisons. Correlations are displayed in Table 

5.1.
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Table 5.1. Zero-order Spearman rank correlation coefficients between RWA, RWA facets, individualising and binding 

foundation scores, perceived immigrant threat, and collective action intent (N = 309). 

 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. SSDO .37*** .29*** .33*** .26*** .29*** -.43*** .58*** -.46*** .44*** 

2. VS-RWA - .56*** .86*** .83*** .66*** -.08 .56*** -.50*** .43*** 

3. VSA-RWA submission  - .27*** .68*** .63*** -.14* .53*** -.54*** .40*** 

4. VS-RWA conventionalism   - .21*** .34*** -.03 .30*** -.23*** .21*** 

5. VS-RWA aggression    - .56*** -.04 .48*** -.40*** .37*** 

6. MFQ Binding     - -.01 .50*** -.44*** .40*** 

7. MFQ Individualising      - -.34*** .31*** -.18** 

8. Perceived Threat       - -.61*** .59*** 

9. Collective Action Intent – Positive         - -.26*** 

10. Collective Action Intent – Negative          - 

*p < .05, *** p < .001. VS-RWA= Very Short RWA scale; SSDO= Short Social Dominance Orientation scale; MFQ Binding/Individualising = binding and 

individualising composite scales (Study One). N = 288 for correlations with moral foundation scales. Correlations remaining significant after applying statistical 

corrections are indicated in bold. 
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To assess the direct and indirect effects of RWA, SDO, and moral foundations on 

socio-political outcomes, a series of multiple mediation models was tested in AMOS 

(Arbuckle, 2014). RWA and SDO were included as independent variables. 

Individualising moral foundations were included as mediators for SDO, and binding 

moral foundations were included as mediators for RWA. Perceived threat of 

immigrants was included as the dependent variable, based on the scores for the 

perceived threat scale. Model fit of the mediation models was evaluated using the 

CFI, the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the RMSEA, and the SRMR. Cut-offs for 

acceptable model fit were set at ³ .90 for the CFI (Bentler & Bonett, 1980), ³ .95 for 

the TLI (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and £ .08 for the SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Cut-

offs for RMSEA were set at £ .01 (excellent fit), £ .05 (good fit) and £ .08 (mediocre 

fit) (MacCallum et al., 1996). 

An inspection of the standardised residuals of the independent causal paths included 

in the model indicated that not all residuals were normally distributed. Although 

maximum likelihood estimation in SEM is relatively robust for skewed data 

(Reinartz, Haenlein, & Henseler, 2009), bootstrapping methods which do not assume 

normal distribution are advised for mediation analysis on non-normally distributed 

data (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Therefore, a bias-corrected bootstrap (Efron, 1987) 

with 1000 bootstrap samples was applied.

Modelling RWA, SDO, and Moral Foundations on Perceived Threat 

The model for perceived threat overall showed a good fit (c2/df = 2.07, CFI = .98, 

TLI = .98, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .03). RWA (b  = .29, B = .38, SE = .05, p < .001) 

and SDO (b  = .48, B = .42, SE = .05, p < .001) were significantly positively 

associated with perceived threat. RWA was also significantly positively associated 

with binding foundations (b  = .68, B = .48, SE = .03, p < .001) and SDO was 

significantly negatively associated with individualising foundations (b  = -.48, B = -

.21, SE = .02, p < .001). Binding foundations also had a significant positive direct 

effect on perceived threat (b  = .16, B = .22, SE = .07, p = .002), but individualising 

foundations did not (b  = -.08, B = -.16, SE = .09, p = .088). Results for the mediation 
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showed that the indirect effect of RWA on perceived threat via binding foundations 

was significant (B = .11, SE = .04, p = .004, 95% CI = [.038, .183]). Results for the 

model are illustrated in Figure 5.1. 

 

Figure 5.1. Results for the multiple mediation model showing the direct and indirect 

effects of RWA and SDO on perceived immigrant threat. Regression coefficients are 

standardised. Non-significant paths displayed in grey. PT1-10 refer to the items for 

the Perceived Immigrant Threat scale. 

Modelling RWA facets, SDO, and Moral Foundations on Perceived Threat 

 The model for perceived threat overall showed a good fit (c2/df = 1.99, CFI = .98, 

TLI = .97, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .029). Authoritarian submission (b  = .15, B = 

.11, SE = .04, p = .014), authoritarian aggression (b  = .21, B = .15, SE = .04, p < 

.001), and SDO (b  = .48, B = .43, SE = .05, p < .001) were significantly positively 

associated with perceived threat, but authoritarian conventionalism (b  = -.02, B = -

.02, SE = .04, p = .633) was not. Authoritarian conventionalism (b  = .15, B = .10, 

SE = .03, p < .001), submission (b  = .45, B = .23, SE = .03, p < .001), and 

aggression (b  = .23, B = .12, SE = .03, p < .001) were also significantly positively 
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related to binding foundations, while SDO was significantly negatively associated 

with individualising foundations (b = -.48, B = -.21, SE = .05, p = .002). Binding 

foundations were further significantly associated with perceived threat (b = .20, B = 

.20, SE = .07, p = .007), but individualising foundations were not (b = -.07, B = -.16, 

SE = .09, p = .100).  

Results for the mediation showed that the indirect effects of authoritarian aggression 

(B = .02, p = .003, 95% CI = [.008, .049]), submission (B = .05, p = .005, 95% CI = 

[.014, .091]), and conventionalism (B = .02, p = .006, 95% CI = [.004, .045]) on 

perceived threat via binding foundations were significant. Results for the model are 

illustrated in Figure 5.2.  

 

Figure 5.2. Results for the multiple mediation model showing the direct and indirect 

effects of RWA facets and SDO on perceived immigrant threat. Regression 

coefficients are standardised. Non-significant paths displayed in grey. PT1-10 refer 

to the items for the Perceived Immigrant Threat scale. 
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Modelling RWA, SDO, and Moral Foundations on Collective Action Intent 

The model for collective action intent overall showed a good fit (c2/df = 2.15, CFI = 

.98, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .06). RWA and SDO had significant direct 

effects on negative (b  = .27, B = .25, SE = .07, p < .001; b  = .40, B = .33, SE = 0.06, 

p < .001 respectively) and positive (b  = -.27, B = -.37, SE = .09, p < .001; b  = -.26, 

B = -.34, SE = .07, p < .001 respectively) collective action intent. RWA was also 

significantly positively associated with binding foundations (b  = .68, B = .48, SE = 

.03, p < .001) while SDO was significantly negatively associated with 

individualising foundations (b  = -.48, B = -.21, SE = .02, p < .001). Binding 

foundations had a significant effect on negative (b  = .19, B = .24, SE = .10, p = .014) 

and positive (b  = -.21, B = -.42, SE = .13, p < .001) collective action intent, and 

individualising foundations had a significant effect on positive (b  = .19, B = .57, SE 

= .16, p < .001), but not negative (b  = 0.03, B = .05, SE = 0.13, p = .687), collective 

action intent. 

The mediation analysis showed that the indirect effects of RWA on negative (B = 

.11, SE = .06, p = .002; 95% CI = [.020, .236]) and positive collective action intent 

(B= -.20, SE = .07, p = .022, 95% CI = [-.334, -.072]) via binding foundations were 

significant. The indirect effect of SDO on positive collective action intent via 

individualising foundations was also significant (B = -.12, SE = .04, p = .002, 95% 

CI = [-.197, -.046]). Results for the model are illustrated in Figure 5.3. 



 

187 

 

 

Figure 5.3. Results for the multiple mediation model showing the direct and indirect 

effects of RWA and SDO on positive and negative collective action intent. Regression 

coefficients are standardised. Non-significant paths displayed in grey. Pos1-pos3 

and neg1-neg3 refer to the positive and negative items for the Collective Action 

Intent scale respectively. 

Modelling RWA facets, SDO, and Moral Foundations on Collective Action Intent 

The model for collective action intent overall showed a good fit (c2/df = 1.93, CFI = 

.98, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05). Authoritarian submission (b  = -.34, B 

= -.35, SE = .08, p < .001) and SDO (b  = -.26, B = -.34, SE = .07, p < .001) were 

significantly associated with positive action intent, but authoritarian conventionalism 

(b  = .01, B = .02, SE = .06, p = .774) and aggression (b  = -.01, B = -.01, SE = 0.07, 

p = .559) were not. SDO (b  = .40, B = .33, SE = .06, p < .001) was significantly 

associated with negative action intent, and the effect of authoritarian submission 

approached significance (b  = .17, B = 0.11, SE = .06, p = .058). Authoritarian 

aggression (b  = .14, B = .09, SE = .06, p = .098) and conventionalism (b  = .03, B = 

.02, SE = .05, p = .648) were not significantly associated with negative action intent. 

Authoritarian conventionalism (b  = .15, B = .10, SE = .03, p < .001), submission (b  
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= .45, B = .23, SE = 0.03, p < .001), and aggression (b  = .23, B = .12, SE = .03, p < 

.001) were all significantly associated with binding foundations, and SDO was 

negatively associated with individualising foundations (b  = -.48, B = -.21, SE = 

0.02, p < .001). Binding foundations significantly predicted positive (b  = -.17, B= -

.34, SE = .13, p =.007) and negative (b = .17, B = .22, SE = .10, p = .026) collective 

action intent. Individualising foundations significantly predicted positive (b  = .16, B 

= .49, SE = .16, p < .001), but not negative (b  = .03, B = .06, SE = .13, p = .624), 

collective action intent.  

The mediation analysis showed that the indirect effects of authoritarian aggression, 

conventionalism, and submission on negative (B = .26, SE = .02, p = .023, 95% CI = 

[.003, .071]; B = .22, SE = .02, p = .026, 95% CI = [.002, .066]); B = .05, SE = .03, p 

= .030, 95% CI = [.004, .106] respectively ) and positive collective action intent (B = 

-.21, SE = .02, p = .007, 95% CI = [-.089, -.011]; B = -.21, SE = .02, p = .011, 95% 

CI = [-.975, -.006]; B = -.21, SE = .04, p = .011, 95% CI = [-.157, -.018] 

respectively) via binding foundations were all significant. The indirect effect of SDO 

on positive collective action intent via individualising foundations was also 

significant (B = -.10, SE = .04, p = .008, 95% CI = [-.185, -.030]). Results for the 

model are illustrated in Figure 5.4. 
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Figure 5.4. Results for the multiple mediation model showing the direct and indirect 

effects of RWA facets and SDO on positive and negative collective action intent. 

Regression coefficients are standardised. Non-significant paths displayed in grey. 

Pos1-pos3 and neg1-neg3 refer to the positive and negative items for the Collective 

Action Intent scale respectively. 

5.4 Discussion 

The present study investigated whether moral foundation endorsement mediated the 

effect of right-wing ideology dimensions (RWA and SDO) on perceived immigrant 

threat and collective action intent. Prejudicial attitudes and behaviours towards 

immigrants are often based on how threatening immigrants are perceived (Riek et al., 

2006). Individuals high in RWA and SDO generally perceive immigrants as more 

threatening (Bollwerk et al., 2020; Caricati et al., 2016; Jedinger & Eisentraut, 2020), 

and moral foundation endorsement has also been found to influence perceived 

immigrant threat (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b). However, few studies have explored 

whether moral foundation endorsement can help explain the increased feelings of 

perceived immigrant threat that are associated with RWA and SDO. In addition, 
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recent evidence suggests that RWA and SDO are meaningfully associated with the 

willingness to engage in collective action, depending on the political issue at hand 

(Choma et al., 2020), and moral foundation endorsement has been implicated in 

collective action intent (Milesi & Alberici, 2018; Morris, 2017). The present study 

expands on this growing body of work by investigating whether RWA, SDO, and 

moral foundations are predictors of perceived immigrant threat and collective action 

intent in the UK, and whether moral foundations mediate the relationship between 

RWA, SDO, and these socio-political outcomes.  

It was hypothesised that RWA and SDO would positively predict perceived 

immigrant threat (H1). This hypothesis was supported, and these results are 

consistent with previous findings in Germany (Bollwerk et al., 2020; Jedinger & 

Eisentraut, 2020), Italy (Caricati et al., 2016), the UK (Golec de Zavala et al., 2017), 

and cross-cultural analyses (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010). These findings therefore further 

highlight the role that right-wing ideology plays in outgroup perception. It was also 

hypothesised that RWA and SDO would positively predict the willingness to engage 

in collective action against immigrant rights, and negatively predict the willingness 

to engage in collective action in support of immigrant rights (H2). This hypothesis 

was fully supported, as participants with higher levels of RWA and SDO were more 

willing to engage in collective action opposing immigrant rights and were less 

willing to engage in collective action in support of immigrant rights. This finding 

complements a small and novel research line citing RWA and SDO as negative 

predictors for collective action in support of minority groups (Obsorne et al., 2018) 

or race-based equality (Choma et al., 2020) and as positive predictors for collective 

action in support of issues that align with their motivational underpinnings, such as 

the preservation of traditional norms (Choma et al., 2020) and the defence of 

established authorities (Saeri et al., 2015). These results thus add to growing 

knowledge on the relevance of the right-wing ideology dimensions for collective 

action intent and political engagement more broadly.  

Analysis on the RWA facet-level revealed an interesting pattern: whilst authoritarian 

submission and aggression were associated with perceiving immigrants as more 

threatening, authoritarian conventionalism was not. This is surprising because 
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conventionalism is an expression of traditional values and lifestyles (Bizumic & 

Duckitt, 2018; Duckitt, et al., 2010) and immigrants are often framed as a threat to 

cultural traditions (Berry et al., 2015; Duffy & Frere-Smith, 2014). The lack of 

association between authoritarian conventionalism and perceived immigrant threat is 

therefore peculiar. Similar to the previous studies however, there was strong 

evidence of floor effects: 46.2% of participants in this sample scored the lowest 

possible score on the conventionalism VS-RWA sub scale which may have 

prevented the detection of statistical effects on the higher ends of the 

conventionalism scale.  Collective action intent was only predicted by authoritarian 

submission, and this facet was only associated with a reduced willingness to engage 

in collective action intent in support of immigrant rights. Authoritarian submission 

reflects attitudes that are supportive of established authorities and their related 

institutions, and preferences to maintain the status quo (Duckitt et al., 2010) which 

means that the consideration of participating in collective action targeting a change 

in the status quo could be particularly triggering for individual with high levels of 

authoritarian submission. However, it is currently unclear why authoritarian 

submission was the only predictor for collective action intent amongst the RWA 

facets, and why it did not predict negative collective action intent. 

Moral foundations were also associated with perceived immigrant threat. 

Specifically, individuals with a stronger reliance on binding foundations perceived 

immigrants as more threatening. These results therefore suggest that binding 

foundations may create a cognitive lens which frames immigrants as threatening 

through its moral focus on social cohesion, collective values, norms, and social order 

(Hadarics & Kende, 2017b). The direct effect of binding foundations on perceived 

threat corresponds with previously reported findings from Hungarian (Hadarics & 

Kende, 2017b) respondents and therefore suggest that binding foundations may be an 

effective explanatory factor for outgroup perception cross-culturally. Contrary to the 

findings reported in Hungary (Hadarics and Kende, 2017b) however, individualising 

foundations did not influence how threatening immigrants were perceived. Moral 

foundations were also associated with collective action intent in the current sample: 

those who endorsed individualising foundations more strongly were more willing to 
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engage in collective action in support of immigrant rights, and those with a stronger 

concern for binding foundations were more willing to engage in collective action in 

support of immigrant rights, and less willing to engage in collective action against 

immigrant rights. These effects are consistent with previous findings for collective 

action intent both in individuals in the general population (Hadarics & Kende, 2018) 

and political activists (Milesi & Alberici, 2018). These results therefore suggest that 

the relationships between moral foundations, perceived threat, and the willingness to 

engage in collective action can be extended to the UK, although there are slight 

nuances in whether it both individualising and binding foundations predict perceived 

outgroup threat, and which forms of collective action intent are associated with 

moral foundations. 

Although RWA, SDO, and moral foundations have been empirically linked to socio-

political outcomes, few studies have considered whether moral foundations function 

as a cognitive mediator for the effect of RWA and SDO on these outcomes. For the 

present study, it was hypothesised that binding foundations would mediate the effects 

of RWA (H3, H4) and RWA facets (H5, H6) on perceived threat and collective 

action intent. Hypotheses 3 and 4 were full supported: binding foundations 

significantly mediated the effect of RWA on perceived threat and on the willingness 

to engage in collective action for and against immigrant rights. Hypotheses 5 and 6 

were also fully supported, despite the absence of an initial relationship between the 

RWA facets and perceived threat or collective action intent. It was also hypothesised 

that individualising foundations would mediate the effect of SDO on perceived threat 

(H7) and collective action intent (H8). These hypotheses were only partially 

supported due to the limited effect of individualising foundations on socio-political 

outcomes: participants with higher levels of SDO relied less on the individualising 

foundations, which subsequently decreased the willingness to engage in collective 

action in support of immigrant rights. It is further important to note that all of the 

models tested in the present analysis showed a good statistical fit which suggests that 

the interplay between RWA, SDO, and binding and individualising foundations 

provides a good explanatory framework for perceived immigrant threat and 

collective action intent. 
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These mediational effects complement findings that were previously reported in 

Hungarian (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b, 2018) participants and collectively provide 

compelling evidence for the idea that moral foundations function as a cognitive 

mediator between RWA, SDO, and their socio-political outcomes. These results 

therefore suggest that differences in the relative reliance on moral intuitions, which 

are intertwined with variations in RWA and SDO, affect the social perception of, and 

behavioural intentions towards, immigrants. This idea of moral reasoning mediating 

the effects of RWA and SDO is not new: McFarland (2010) reported a study in 

which scores on a principled (abstract) moral reasoning test attenuated the effects of 

RWA and SDO on generalised prejudice. McFarland (2010) subsequently suggested 

that moral reasoning may offer a “rational basis” (p. 470) to reduce prejudice. 

Another research line in the extant literature has implicated strategies of moral 

disengagement in negative attitudes and behaviour towards outgroups. Moral 

disengagement (Bandura, 1999) refers to a set of post-hoc cognitive strategies which 

justify outgroup hostility by disengaging from moral principles, and individuals with 

high RWA and SDO are particularly reliant on moral disengagement strategies when 

justifying violence towards outgroups (Jackson & Gaertner, 2010).  

The present results suggest that this view should be expanded to include intuitive, 

affective, and engaging moral processes also. Specifically, the engagement of 

binding foundations can contribute to how threatening outgroups are perceived, and 

the engagement of binding and individualising foundations influence the willingness 

to engage in collective action intent. Interestingly, the results reported by Hadarics 

and Kende (2018) offer some additional indications on the nature of this effect. In 

this study, the tendency to exclude other groups from moral consideration (moral 

exclusion) mediated the effects of moral foundations on collective action intent 

(Hadarics & Kende, 2018). These findings therefore suggest that moral foundations 

may expand (individualising foundations) or narrow (binding foundations) the scope 

of the groups on which moral foundations are applied to.  

An important caveat, which has been highlighted in the previous chapters, should be 

discussed here. The present findings show that responses to a small subset of MFQ-

20 items predict socio-political outcomes and mediate the effects of RWA and SDO. 
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The question, however, remains whether these variables are mostly intertwined 

because of conceptual overlap. The MFQ-20 items used in the current study, albeit a 

reduced set, may still share variance with RWA, SDO, and outgroup hostility 

because they tap into conceptually similar attitudes and behavioural intentions. It is 

therefore imperative that further research investigates the corroboration of these 

findings using different measurement methods. For example, previous studies have 

applied linguistic analysis (Harper & Hogue, 2019) and writing tasks (Leidner & 

Castano, 2012) to measure moral foundations, and similar measures could be used 

here. It is of note that the MFQ-20 items that were used in the present study and the 

scales for perceived threat and collective action intent share little conceptual overlap 

which makes it less likely that the relationships reported here could be the result of 

artificial inflation.    

The present study included a measure of symbolic and realistic threat, but it was 

determined that the measure could not distinguish between both types of threat. The 

strong correlations between items for realistic and symbolic threat could be attributed 

to the fact that immigrants in the UK are perceived as strong realistic and symbolic 

threats simultaneously (Stephan et al., 2016). Although RWA and SDO have been 

found to relate to both symbolic and realistic threat (Bollwerk et al., 2020; Caricati et 

al., 2016), there are other indications to suggest that RWA is more closely affiliated 

to symbolic or cultural threat while SDO is particularly conducive to realistic or 

economic threats (Duckitt, 2006; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; Esses et al., 2001). It may 

therefore be advantageous to use measures that can accurately distinguish between 

symbolic and realistic threat in the UK in order to explore the distinct effects of 

RWA, SDO, and moral foundations on different types of perceived threat. 

Alternatively, experimental manipulations that vary whether immigrants are 

described as a socio-cultural or economic threat (e.g., Duckitt, 2006; Thomsen et al., 

2008) could help explore how RWA and SDO interact with moral foundations when 

confronted with outgroups that are perceived as threatening.  

Perhaps more importantly, the measurement of binding and individualising moral 

foundations was only based on a small set of items and demonstrated poor internal 

consistency. The measurement was based on the results from Study One in an effort 
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to use a measurement for moral foundations that is appropriate for British 

respondents. The use of the MFQ-30 and visual imagery was explored in Study Six, 

but the findings indicated that neither functioned as appropriate alternative 

measurements for binding or individualising moral foundation endorsement. 

Although the measurement of moral foundations in the present study is arguably 

flawed, the consistency of the present results with previous findings using the MFQ-

30 (Hadarics & Kende, 2017b, 2018) suggests that the current measurement may 

capture the essential hallmarks of moral foundations that interact with RWA and 

SDO in the context of outgroup hostility.    

In addition, the current study measured collective action intentions, not behaviour. 

According to the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1985), behaviour can be 

predicted by measuring behavioural intentions such as attitudes towards the 

described behaviour. Based on a seminal meta-analysis, Sheeran (2002) reported that 

behavioural intentions show large correlations with future behaviour, and that they 

explain approximately 28% of variance in behaviour. At the same time, evidence 

also suggests that there is a considerable discrepancy between intentions and actual 

behaviour. Sheeran and Llewelyn Webb (2016) suggested more recently that 

intentions are only translated into action approximately in 50% of observations, and 

the relationship between intentions and behaviour depends on other mediating factors 

(see Sheeran & Llewelyn Webb, 2016 for an overview). Some evidence, however, 

indicates that behavioural intentions are a more useful predictor of future behaviour 

when this behaviour is consistent with participants’ moral norms (Godin, Conner & 

Sheeran, 2005), although studies on the consistency between moral judgment and 

behaviour have generated mixed results (Bostyn, Sevenhant & Roets, 2018; 

Navarette et al., 2012; Nilsson, Erlandsson, & Västfjäll, 2020; Patil et al., 2014). The 

relationship between behavioural intentions and future behaviour can therefore not 

be assumed. To measure behaviour more directly, this study could for example have 

benefited from a retrospective question on self-reported past behaviour to measure 

the political behaviour (i.e., participation in collective action) in participants. 

Finally, the current study measured the perception of and behavioural intentions 

towards immigrants as a broad category. Although this is consistent with the wider 
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literature on right-wing ideology, different types of immigrants exist in the UK, such 

as those who migrate for economic or study reasons, to join family, or those who 

apply for asylum. Two commonly used immigration categories are migrants and 

refugees: migrants are defined as persons who immigrate for economic or family 

reasons, while refugees are considered as individuals who forcefully fled their home 

country as a result of direct threat (United Nations, n.d). These terms are not mere 

theoretical distinctions but are present in the public discourse in the UK (Anderson & 

Blinder, 2019). By failing to distinguish between these categories, participants’ 

interpretation of who immigrants actually are may differ (Anderson & Blinder, 2019; 

Blinder, 2013), and this could affect outgroup attitudes. For example, evidence 

suggests that Britons are typically more strongly opposed to immigrants who are 

culturally distinct and low-skilled (Blinder & Richards, 2020; Dempster & Hargrave, 

2017; Ford, 2012; Heath & Richards, 2016) while attitudes are more favourable 

towards those who are perceived as at risk of persecution (Duffy & Frère-Smith, 

2014). Outgroup attitudes may further be influenced by the ethnicity of immigrants. 

There is a historical preference for White over non-White immigrants in the UK, and 

this preference still exists (Blinder & Richards, 2020; Duffy & Frère-Smith, 2014; 

Ford, 2008). Immigrants that are ethnically dissimilar are also perceived more 

negatively: cross-national data from a range of European countries for example 

suggest that immigrants of a different ethnicity are perceived as relying more 

strongly on public funds compared to those who are not ethnically distinct (Bridges 

& Mateut, 2014).  

Other attributes, such as religion (Blinder & Richards, 2020; Evans & Kelley, 2017), 

cultural, and political links to the UK (Ford, 2011), also play a role in attitudes 

towards immigrants. In addition, the distinction between EU and non-EU immigrants 

is also an important factor to consider in UK-based research. EU immigration was a 

hotly debated topic in the months prior to the 2016 Brexit referendum, and there is 

some evidence to suggest that this distinction matters when studying outgroup 

perceptions. For example, a study based on the 2013 wave of the BSA found that 

individuals were more willing to curtail the rights (e.g., benefit or voting rights) of 

EU-based migrants when they were perceived as criminally threatening, while there 
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was a greater willingness to limit the rights of non-EU immigrants because they were 

perceived as an economic threat (Stansfield & Stone, 2018). It would therefore be 

useful in future designs to provide participants with a clear definition of what 

constitutes ‘immigrants’ or distinguish between different immigrant categories to 

avoid uncontrolled variation in the various meanings that participants may attach to 

the term ‘immigrant’.  

To conclude, the findings from the present study suggest that self-reported moral 

foundations are relevant predictors for two specific socio-political outcomes 

(perceived immigrant threat and collective action intent) of RWA and SDO. The 

results are in line with, and contribute to, a nascent but compelling research line 

indicating that individualising and binding foundations at least partly mediate the 

effect of RWA and SDO on socio-political outcomes. However, there appear to be 

slight differences in the predictive power of individualising and binding foundations 

across cultural contexts or depending on the specific items by which moral 

foundations are measured.     
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General Discussion 
6.1 Outline 

The overall aim of this thesis was to investigate the relationships between right-wing 

ideology and moral foundations in the UK. This was done systematically by 

assessing the associations between socio-cultural (i.e., RWA) and economic (i.e., 

SDO) conservatism and moral foundations, and investigating the implications of 

moral foundations for socio-political outcomes of RWA and SDO. In addition, the 

present research aimed to introduce a systematic approach by applying different 

moral foundation measurement methods throughout.  

The general introduction described right-wing ideology as a two-dimensional 

construct encompassing socio-cultural conservatism, or RWA, and economic 

conservatism, or SDO. The theoretical basis for the present work was based on the 

DPM (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009) which outlines distinct psychological 

needs and socio-political outcomes for RWA and SDO. The research in this thesis 

was also predicated on the assumption that right-wing ideology is a form of 

‘motivated social cognition’ (Jost et al., 2003) which implies that the psychological 

needs of right-wing ideology are closely intertwined with affective and cognitive 

processes. Socio-cultural (i.e., RWA) and economic (i.e., SDO) conservatism are 

associated with different psychological needs (Duckitt & Sibley, 2009; Feldman & 

Huddy, 2014; Malka et al., 2014), which are further associated with distinct 

cognitive processes (Feldman & Johnston, 2014; Kossowska & Van Hiel, 2003; 

Duckitt, 2006), including moral reasoning (Bostyn et al., 2016). 

MFT was further described as an intuitionist and pluralist model of moral reasoning 

which outlines five moral domains or foundations: ‘care’, ‘fairness’, ‘loyalty’, 

‘authority’ and ‘purity’. These are further summarised in the broader categories of 

individualising (care and fairness) and binding (loyalty, authority, and purity) 

foundations. Individualising foundations are focused on individual autonomy and 

promote the protection and fair treatment of individuals, and binding foundations are 

oriented towards the collective group and help to unite individuals into cohesive 
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groups through moral principles of loyalty, obedience, and purity. Moral foundations 

are the product of both evolutionary processes and cultural or social influences, and 

therefore the relative importance of individualising and binding foundations varies 

across cultures and subsets of the population. In this context, research on MFT has 

found that individuals with left-wing or liberal political orientations primarily rely on 

individualising foundations, while those with right-wing or conservative orientations 

rely more strongly on binding foundations, although MFT-based research 

distinguishing between RWA and SDO is comparatively lacking.  

A small but growing research line was subsequently identified which revealed 

distinct moral foundational ‘signatures’ (Milojev et al., 2014) for RWA and SDO 

(Federico et al., 2013; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b; Kugler et al., 2014; Milojev et al., 

2014; Radkiewizc, 2016). However, there were no studies available for the UK, and 

cross-cultural verification of these relationships is important because of the cultural 

variability in moral foundations (Haidt & Joseph, 2004, 2007) and the possible 

influence of country-specific political systems on the relationship between political 

ideology and moral foundations (e.g., Yilmaz et al., 2016). It was also found that 

independent relationships with moral foundations for different facets of socio-

cultural conservatism or RWA (authoritarian submission, conventionalism, and 

aggression) have not yet been considered in current research even though RWA 

facets differ in terms of their psychological bases (Altemeyer, 1998; Duckitt et al., 

2010).  

Moral foundation endorsement is usually measured with self-report questionnaires 

(i.e., different versions of the MFQ), and most findings pertaining to right-wing 

ideology (and political ideology more broadly) and moral foundations are based on 

the MFQ. To allow for comparisons with previous findings, the present research 

therefore first aimed to conduct a large-scaled evaluation of the relationship between 

RWA, SDO, and self-reported moral foundations (MFQ-20; Graham et al., 2008) in 

British respondents. Because the MFQ has been suggested to inflate statistical 

associations because its items appear ideologically biased (Frimer et al., 2013; Suhler 

& Churchland, 2011) and share conceptual overlap with RWA and SDO scales 

(Kugler et al., 2014), alternative measures for moral foundation investment were also 
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incorporated in the present research. Two alternative measurements were selected: 

hypothetical moral dilemmas and a recently developed visual stimulus set (SMID; 

Crone et al., 2018). Both methods are considered as relatively ideologically neutral 

and share much less conceptual overlap with RWA and SDO scales. Furthermore, 

the visual stimulus set is a particularly promising alternative to the MFQ because it 

increases the likelihood of eliciting intuitive and affective responses which are 

central to the construct of moral foundations, and therefore provides a better 

measurement ‘match’ to MFT. 

The literature review also suggested that the MFQ does not always translate 

accurately to other cultures, including the UK (Curry et al., 2019), which could point 

to a problem with applying the wider theory (i.e., MFT) cross-culturally (Iurino & 

Saucier, 2020). The contextual relevance of each moral foundation can fluctuate 

across cultures (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004, 2007), and 

therefore any research into right-wing ideology and moral foundations in the UK 

would also need to evaluate the applicability of the MFQ, and MFT more broadly, to 

the UK. Evaluating the factor-structure of the MFQ can provide indications of the 

presence and structure of moral foundations in a specific cultural context (Dogruyol 

et al., 2019). The present research therefore included an evaluation of the construct 

validity of the MFQ-20 in British respondents. Because this analysis indicated that 

the MFQ-20 was not an optimal measure of moral foundations, the present research 

further explored the validity of the 30-item MFQ (MFQ-30; Graham et al., 2008) and 

the visual stimulus set (SMID; Crone et al., 2018) in an effort to elucidate whether 

the five and two moral domains proposed by MFT translate to the UK context.   

The literature review further highlighted that research on the implications of moral 

foundations for socio-political outcomes of right-wing ideology was relatively 

limited. RWA and SDO are robust predictors for prejudice (Altemeyer, 1998; Cohrs 

& Stelzl, 2010; Cowling et al., 2019; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; McFarland & Adelson, 

1996; Thomsen et al., 2008) and political attitudes and behaviour (Choma et al., 

2017; Dunwoody & Funke, 2016; Farago et al., 2019; Funke, 2005; Van Assche et 

al., 2019). A small but growing research body has started to explore the implications 

of moral foundations on these socio-political outcomes: the relative reliance on 
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binding versus individualising foundations has been found to predict outcomes such 

as prejudice (Forsberg et al., 2014; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a; Kugler et al., 2014; 

Van der Vyver et al., 2016), outgroup hostility (Smith et al., 2014), and political 

attitudes and behaviour (Harper & Hogue, 2019; Milesi, 2017; Milesi & Alberici, 

2018). The literature review subsequently identified perceived outgroup threat and 

collective action intent as two outcomes of right-wing ideology to prioritise for 

further research. RWA and SDO have been linked extensively to perceived outgroup 

threat, while moral foundations have been considered far less as a psychological 

basis for perceived threat. In contrast, research on RWA, SDO, and collective action 

is only nascent, while moral foundations (Milesi & Alberici, 2018) and moral beliefs 

(Skitka & Bauman, 2008; van Zomeren et al., 2018) have been cited more frequently 

as a facilitator of collective action and more extreme forms of political engagement 

(Alizadeh, Weber, Cioffi, & Fortunato, 2019; Graham & Haidt, 2012; Hahn, 

Tamborini, Novotny, Grall, & Klebig, 2019). Furthermore, the possible interplay 

between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations in the context of socio-political 

outcomes has rarely been evaluated.  

Participants in the present studies consisted of individuals from the general 

community. Some scholars suggest that political ideologies are not relevant to the 

majority of individuals in the general public (Converse, 1964; Kalmoe, 2020) 

because they are not able to fully articulate ideological viewpoints, are not politically 

knowledgeable, or do not have consistent ideological attitudes. The present work is 

critical of this view and considers right-wing ideology as a constellation of relatively 

implicit, broad, social attitudes (Duckitt, 2001; Jost, 2006) which shape political 

attitudes and behaviours of ordinary citizens.  

Overall, the themes in this thesis can be distilled into three key research questions: 

(1) does MFT provide a reasonable description of the moral values that exist in the 

UK?, (2) are socio-cultural (i.e., RWA) and economic (i.e., SDO) conservatism 

associated with distinct ‘moral signatures’ in the UK?, and (3) are moral foundations 

predictive of socio-political outcomes of right-wing ideology in the UK? 
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6.2 Main findings 

Consistent with the above research questions, the main findings for the present 

research are summarised into three themes: findings on; (1) the presence and 

structure of moral foundations in the UK, (2) the ‘moral signatures’ of socio-cultural 

(RWA) and economic (SDO) conservatism in the UK, and (3) the associations 

between moral foundations and socio-political outcomes of right-wing ideology in 

the UK.  

6.2.1 The presence and structure of moral foundations in the UK 

The first study in this thesis (Study One) evaluated the underlying factor-structure of 

the MFQ-20 in a large sample of British respondents. Previous studies in the UK 

found that the underlying MFQ structure corresponds relatively well (Graham et al., 

2011) or very poorly (Curry et al., 2019; Iurino & Saucier, 2020) to the five-factor 

model as proposed by MFT. Consistent with the findings by Curry and colleagues 

(2019) and Iurino & Saucier (2020), Study One found that the five- and two-factor 

model proposed by MFT did not provide a good fit for the data. A further 

exploratory analysis resulted in the identification of a small subset of MFQ-20 items 

that could be interpreted as ‘binding’ and ‘individualising’ foundations. The results 

from Study One therefore suggest that although the full MFQ-20 does not reliably 

discriminate between five (care, fairness, loyalty, authority, and purity) or two 

(individualising and binding) moral domains in British respondents, responses to a 

small set of items from the MFQ-20 judgment scale did correspond to a clear 

distinction between individualising and binding moral concerns. The findings from 

this analysis therefore suggest that a distinction between moral concerns about group 

loyalty, respect for authority, and piety (binding foundations), and moral concerns 

about the protection and fair treatment of individuals (individualising foundations) 

can be an accurate description of the moral foundations that apply to the UK.  

The results from Study Six also provide some evidence on the applicability of MFT 

to the UK. Study Six used a subset of images from a visual stimulus set (SMID; 

Crone et al., 2018) which reflected either moral foundation violations (e.g., burning 
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the Union Jack) or non-moral objects or scenes (e.g., a mountaintop). This stimulus 

set was expected to provide a more appropriate measurement of moral foundations 

because it is well suited to elicit intuitive and affective responses, or the moral ‘gut 

feelings’ that MFT describes. It could therefore be argued that by tapping into 

intuitive and affective processing, responses to the moral foundation stimuli should 

contrast clearly with responses to non-moral stimuli. It was found that there was only 

a small effect of the image manipulation on participants’ responses which pointed to 

a good performance for the binding foundation images but not the individualising 

images. Responses to the foundation-related images were also compared with scores 

on the MFQ-30, and it was found that there was little measurement agreement 

between both instruments. At this point, it is unclear whether the low levels of 

agreement should be attributed to the poor validity of the MFQ-30, the SMID, or 

both.  

Although this study did not include an extensive validation of the SMID, they point 

to cross-cultural differences in the moral perception of foundation violations. This is 

reminiscent of recent findings for the construct validity of the MFQ which suggest 

that some MFQ items that describe foundation-related scenarios do not function 

similarly across cultures (Dogruyol et al., 2019; Iurino & Saucier, 2020) or subsets of 

the population (Davis et al., 2016). This is also consistent to some extent with the 

broader theory because MFT proposes that there is cultural variability in the stimuli 

that ‘trigger’ moral foundations, although MFT also emphasises the universality of 

the five foundational categories (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004; 

Haidt & Joseph, 2007). Cultural variability in the stimuli that are associated with 

moral foundations may also help explain the poor construct validity of the MFQ 

found in Study One and previous research (Curry et al., 2019; Iurino & Saucier, 

2020). 

Overall, the results for this research question suggest that the methodological 

approaches for studying MFT that were included in this thesis do not provide an 

accurate measurement of either five or two moral foundational domains in British 

respondents. This was found for the MFQ-20 (Study One), the MFQ-30 (Study Six), 

and a small set of images selected from the SMID (Study Six). This therefore implies 
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that researchers in the UK should not assume the applicability of these MFT-based 

instruments to British respondents. The present work, however, delivers an important 

contribution to research on MFT in the UK by outlining two composite MFQ-20 

scales that can be used as an index of individualising and binding foundation 

endorsement in the absence of the development of more rigorous, reliable scales. The 

use of a shorter self-report scale offers practical advantages by reducing 

administration time and measurement error and is therefore suitable for researchers 

who wish to measure moral foundations in a short study or as part of a larger study. 

The poor performance of the instruments used in these studies can further point to a 

problem with the stimuli that are used to trigger moral foundations. It is a realistic 

possibility that the stimuli (MFQ items and SMID images) are not cross-culturally 

generalisable and should be adapted to the UK context.  

Of course, it is also possible that these results point to a problem with the validity of 

MFT itself in the context of the UK. If the five moral foundations as outlined by 

MFT are not relevant moral concerns in the UK, then it follows that moral 

foundation measures would perform poorly in British respondents. The inclusion of 

several measures of moral foundations in the present research helps to substantiate 

this claim, and the relatively poor performance of all instruments suggest that there is 

a wider problem with applying the five MFT-based categories of moral values to the 

UK context. More empirical work therefore needs to be done before MFT can be 

considered as a comprehensive account of individual and group differences in moral 

reasoning, at least in the UK. However, at the very least, the identification of a latent 

several underlying factors for the MFQ-20 (Study One) and for the MFQ-30 (Study 

Six) suggests that self-reported moral concerns in the UK are plural in nature and 

supports mounting suggestions that moral concerns should be described along 

multiple moral domains (Curry, 2016; Graham, Haidt et al., 2012; Rai & Fiske, 

2011; Schein & Gray, 2018). 
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6.2.2 The moral signatures of socio-cultural (RWA) and economic (SDO) 

conservatism in the UK 

The relationship between socio-cultural conservatism (i.e., RWA), economic 

conservatism (i.e., SDO), and moral foundations was empirically assessed in Studies 

One, Two-Five, Six and Seven through a combination of measures which included 

the MFQ, moral dilemmas, and visual images. Studies One and Seven used the 

MFQ-20 to map the relationship between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations. 

Results for this method were consistent and suggested that RWA and SDO are 

associated with distinct moral ‘signatures’ (Milojev et al., 2014). Specifically, 

economic conservatism, or SDO, predicted a devaluation of individualising 

foundations whilst socio-cultural conservatism, or RWA, was associated with a 

greater investment in the binding foundations.  

These moral signatures did not replicate consistently across other measurement 

methods. RWA was not significantly associated with responses to moral dilemmas 

(Study Two-Five) or to visual depiction of moral foundations (Study Six). The strong 

relationship between RWA and increased concern for binding foundations was 

therefore not replicated beyond self-report methods. A post-hoc analysis for the 

moral dilemma studies found that dilemma responses were only related to 

individualising foundations, and as a result the lack of effects for RWA in Study 

Two-Five is not necessarily inconsistent with results for the MFQ-20. It is further 

unclear whether the findings for RWA from Study Six reflect a genuine lack of 

relationship or may have occurred because of the diverging effects of its underlying 

facets on the moral perception of binding images.  

Results for the moral dilemma approach (Study Two-Five) pointed to a general 

disregard for individualising foundations for SDO but the effect was small and not 

significant, and this relationship did not generalise to the visual imagery approach 

(Study Six). Several methodological explanations for these inconsistencies should be 

considered first. There was strong evidence for floor effects for SDO throughout the 

studies in this thesis which can prevent the identification of significant effects. This 

is especially an issue in studies where smaller effect sizes are expected. There were 
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also indications from Study Six that the stimuli for individualising foundations did 

not elicit strong responses from participants. It is therefore possible that the poor 

functionality of the individualising images in this study prevented the detection of 

meaningful associations between SDO and individualising foundations.  

The findings from this research also suggest that the RWA facets have distinct moral 

correlates. Overall, each RWA facet was primarily associated with binding 

foundations as measured with the MFQ (Studies One and Seven). The congruence 

between RWA facets and binding foundations is relatively straightforward, as 

binding foundations value deference to authority (submission), traditional 

hierarchical relationships and lifestyles (conventionalism), and are sensitive to 

betrayals to the collective group or authorities (aggression). Furthermore, 

authoritarian submission as the ‘core’ facet of RWA (Altemeyer, 1981; Feldman, 

2003; Duckitt et al., 2010; Passini, 2017) had the strongest and most consistent 

relationship with binding foundations which suggests that binding foundations are 

central to the moral correlates of RWA.  

All three facets were also associated with individualising concerns, although these 

relationships were less consistent, smaller in strength, disappeared for two of the 

facets (authoritarian submission and conventionalism) after applying statistical 

corrections, and were solely based on a non-direct measure of moral foundations for 

the remaining facet (authoritarian aggression). However, these effects may explain 

contrasting findings from previous studies for the relationship between RWA and 

individualising foundations (Federico et al., 2013; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b). It is 

possible that depending on which RWA facet is most pronounced in a given sample, 

the relationship between moral foundations and RWA (as an overall construct) 

fluctuates. However, interpretations for authoritarian conventionalism were 

especially difficult in the current studies because there was strong evidence for floor 

effects for this facet throughout the studies. It is thus possible that the distribution of 

scores for authoritarian conventionalism prevented the detection of meaningful 

associations on the higher ends of the conventionalism scales.  
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Overall, the results for this research question suggest that RWA and SDO are 

associated with distinct moral foundational ‘signatures’ (Milojev et al., 2014) when 

measured with the MFQ: RWA and its facets are mostly coupled with a stronger 

concern for self-reported binding foundations and SDO is associated with a disregard 

for self-reported individualising foundations. The previously reported relationships 

between socio-cultural (i.e., RWA), economic (i.e., SDO) conservatism and self-

reported concern for binding and individualising foundations in other countries 

therefore appear to extend to the UK. This cross-cultural consistency could be 

explained by the universal psychological bases of RWA and SDO. For RWA, 

underlying needs for order, stability, and collective security likely affect the reliance 

on moral concerns about group loyalty (loyalty), respect for authority (authority), 

and bodily violations (purity) which together underlie moral systems in which people 

are ‘bound’ into larger groups and institutions and facilitate group solidarity. For 

SDO, underlying needs to maintain (group) dominance and superiority have stronger 

implications for moral concerns about the protection (care) and fair treatment 

(fairness) of individuals.  

A wider interpretation of this relationship that is complementary to the DPM is that 

moral foundations are a part of a broader range of cognitive and interpersonal 

mechanisms that together form socio-functional adaptive strategies (Sinn & Hayes, 

2018). In this sense, RWA is based on an adaptative strategy to build stable 

environments and form cohesive coalitions in order to promote survival. Binding 

foundations can be particularly advantageous in the formation of cohesive coalitions 

and have been directly linked by MFT to an adaptive function (Haidt & Joseph, 

2004). SDO has been described as an adaptive strategy in a different way: avoiding 

altruism and helping behaviours, and applying manipulation, deception, and self-

advancement can help attain an individual’s dominant status more effectively (Sinn 

& Hayes, 2018). A disregard for individualising foundations therefore fits well with 

the socio-functional strategy ascribed to SDO.    

The findings of this research question also imply that it is imperative to distinguish 

moral belief systems along socio-cultural and economic lines because it provides a 

more nuanced understanding of the moral motivations associated with different 
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components of right-wing ideology. This is important, because there is a substantial 

proportion of citizens that combine different variants of socio-cultural and economic 

attitudes. Of particular relevance is the emergence of the ‘Authoritarian Left’ 

(Lefkofridi et al., 2014) or ‘Populists’ (Carmines & Ensley, 2004) who harmoniously 

combine right-wing socio-cultural with left-wing economic beliefs. These citizens 

may therefore rely on a broader palate of moral concerns compared to those who are 

more consistent in their ideological orientations.  

In addition, these results underscore the importance of considering the RWA facets 

in the context of MFT. A recent study found that submission, conventionalism, and 

aggression have distinct nomological networks in terms of personal values (Passini, 

2017) and results from the present studies extend these findings to moral foundation 

endorsement. As such, the results for the RWA facets can provide a deeper 

understanding of the psychological motivations that underlie individualising and 

binding moral concerns. It has been previously suggested that one-dimensional and 

tripartite RWA scales are relatively interchangeable because they are equally 

predictive of the outcomes of RWA (Van Hiel et al., 2007). The present analysis 

finds that measuring the RWA facets can uncover their different moral correlates, 

and therefore the use of tripartite scales is recommended in this research area.  

However, the results for this research question imply that the moral signatures of 

RWA and SDO are not robust across measurement methods. If the relationships 

between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations do not replicate beyond the MFQ, an 

important question is what explains this inconsistency. One possibility is that 

conceptual overlap between RWA and SDO scales account for most of the shared 

variance between RWA, SDO, and MFQ scores (Kugler et al., 2014). Considering 

the item content for each scale, this is a likely possibility. However, one-dimensional 

scales of right-wing ideology, which do not include specific scale items but ask 

participants to place their ideology on a broad scale from ‘Left’ (or ‘Liberal’) to 

‘Right’ (or ‘Conservative’), have consistently replicated the association between 

right-wing orientations and binding foundations. This, therefore, suggests that 

conceptual overlap cannot be the only explanation for the link between binding 

foundations and right-wing beliefs.  
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It is further possible that the effects of right-wing ideology on moral foundations is 

only apparent when respondents are asked to reflect about their moral concerns. This 

premise is incongruent with the intuitionist principles of MFT but may offer an 

alternative explanation on why the link between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations 

is primarily visible when measured with the MFQ. Whether and how deliberative 

processing affects moral foundation endorsement however is unclear. One study 

found that truncating cognitive resources lowers binding foundation endorsement for 

participants who identify as conservative (Wright & Baril, 2011), and this could be 

consistent with the idea that the MFQ enables participants to endorse binding moral 

concerns by allowing deliberative processing. At the same time, priming abstract and 

deliberative thinking has also been found to increase individualising foundation 

endorsement for both Liberals and Conservatives (Napier & Luguri, 2013). It is 

therefore currently unclear whether processing styles could impact the association 

between right-wing ideology dimensions and moral foundations.  

The reflective and explicit nature of MFQ may also elicit a stronger need for public 

self-representation, which is often a characteristic of moral value measurements 

(Fisher & Katz, 2000). It is possible that this self-representational aspect triggers 

respondents to identify more strongly with moral values that they perceive to be 

consistent with their broad ideological views. There is some evidence that 

participants are aware of which moral values should relate to liberal and conservative 

orientations. For example, when participants are asked to complete the MFQ with 

reference to ‘Liberals’ or ‘Conservatives’, responses align with the individualising-

binding distinction found in regular MFQ responses, but participants tend to 

overestimate the reliance on individualising and binding foundations for Liberals and 

Conservatives respectively (Graham, Nosek, et al., 2012). Similarly, patterns in 

moral foundation endorsement tend to shift when participants are primed with 

references to specific groups such as ‘Republicans’ or ‘Democrats’ (Ciuk, 2018).  

Another possibility for the inconsistencies in the present studies is that only the MFQ 

generates clear-cut moral differences between left- and right-wing beliefs because its 

items focus on issues that are divisive along left- and right-wing lines (Frimer et al., 

2013). As a result, the effect sizes for Studies Two-Five and Six may provide a more 
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accurate estimate of the strength of the relationship between right-wing ideology 

dimensions and moral foundations. This would suggest that the relationship between 

right-wing ideology and moral foundations is dependent on the environment in 

which it is measured. Specifically, the binding (i.e., RWA) or individualising (i.e., 

SDO) moral lens may only be triggered in ideologically laden contexts. It could be 

argued that this is not necessarily problematic for MFT or its practical implications, 

because researchers are often precisely interested in the effects of ideology and moral 

foundations on socially and politically charged attitudes and behaviour. However, 

this implies that MFT may not represent a comprehensive account of the full range of 

moral values that are associated with ideologies and therefore functions best as a 

theory on moral-ideological differences rather than similarities. This conclusion is 

echoed by Frimer and colleagues, who suggest the following: “conclusions about the 

nature of human morality depend on what is being measured. Previous empirical 

support for MFT may have been restricted to the points of disagreements between 

partisans – controversial issues (e.g., chastity) – issues unrepresentative of the full 

spectrum of moral judgments that people make” (Frimer et al., 2013, p. 1053). 

6.2.3 The associations between moral foundations and socio-political outcomes 

of right-wing ideology in the UK 

The implications of moral foundations for socio-political outcomes of right-wing 

ideology were empirically assessed in Study Seven. RWA and SDO were positively 

associated with how threatening immigrants were perceived. Outgroup perception is 

therefore at least partly determined by ideological beliefs, and these results 

corroborate the importance of right-wing ideology for outgroup perception (Bollwerk 

et al., 2020; Caricati et al., 2016; Jedinger & Eisentraut, 2020; Stewart et al., 2019). 

Considering that the UK media often portrays immigrants as culturally or 

economically threatening (Berry et al., 2015), individuals with higher levels of RWA 

and SDO are may be more responsive to these messages and this interaction can 

further facilitate prejudice towards immigrants (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010; Riek et al., 

2006). Furthermore, RWA and SDO were also predictive of the willingness to 

engage in collective action in support of, or against, the rights of immigrants in the 

UK. These findings complement a small body of research (Choma et al., 2020; Saeri 
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et al., 2015) and suggest that RWA and SDO form a psychological basis for the 

willingness to engage in politically motivated collective behaviour.  

It was also found that moral foundations predict perceived outgroup threat and 

collective action intent, and the typical ‘dual’ effect of binding and individualising 

foundations (Baldner & Pierro, 2019; Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b, 2018; Kugler et al., 

2014) was mostly replicated, although the effect of individualising foundations on 

socio-political outcomes was limited to collective action intent. These results imply 

that moral foundations can provide a cognitive frame for the perception of outgroups 

and form a motivational basis for political participation. What is important to 

highlight here is that moral foundations not only reflect abstract moral principles but 

significantly affect the way individuals perceive the social and political world. Social 

and political realities may therefore be perceived as patently different dependent on 

which moral foundations an individual relies on.  

The mediational effect of moral foundations in this study further suggest that moral 

foundations function as a mechanism by which right-wing ideology affects socio-

political outcomes (Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b). Previous research in this context has 

primarily focused on mechanisms of moral disengagement (e.g., Jackson & Gaertner, 

2010). The present results however suggest a second pathway to intergroup conflict 

that is driven by the engagement of affective, intuitive moral concerns, and 

complement other contemporary frameworks that consider moral beliefs more 

broadly as an important basis for intergroup conflict (Ginges & Atran, 2013) and 

political behaviour (Kruglanski et al., 2014; Skitka & Bauman, 2008; Skitka & 

Mullen, 2002; Skitka, 2010; van Zomeren et al., 2018).  

The DPM posits that RWA and SDO lead to the same results, but for different 

reasons (Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). The differential mediation hypothesis suggests that 

the effects of RWA on socio-political outcomes are mediated by perceived social 

threat whilst the effects of SDO are mediated by competitive threat (Duckitt & 

Sibley, 2009). For example, individuals with high RWA or SDO both support 

international warfare, but those with high RWA do so because they perceive other 

nations as threatening and support for those with high SDO stems from a lower 
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concern with the human costs of war (McFarland, 2005). The results from Study 

Seven extend evidence for the differential mediation hypothesis of the DPM to MFT 

by integrating binding and individualising foundations as distinct cognitive 

mediators of RWA and SDO respectively. As such, the findings from the present 

research suggests that the DPM would benefit from integrating moral foundations 

more formally into its theoretical framework.     

6.3 Limitations 

Whilst it is important that research on political ideology is conducted in the general 

public, the samples included in the present work were all recruited via convenience 

sampling and the majority of participants were recruited via online recruitment 

platforms. This approach was taken out of practical considerations. The use of online 

platforms to recruit participants involves a number of methodological issues, such as 

practice effects (Chandler, Mueller, & Paolacci, 2014), low quality reports 

(Bohannon, 2016; but see Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2013; Peer, Brandimarte, 

Samat, & Acquisti, 2017), demand effects (Palan & Schitter, 2017), selective 

attrition (Palan & Schitter, 2017), and a lack of control over the study environment 

(Chandler et al., 2014; Necka, Cacioppo, Norman, & Cacioppo, 2016). Some of 

these issues were mitigated in the present research by using Prolific as a recruitment 

platform because Prolific typically includes a participant pool that is more diverse in 

terms of demographic characteristics (Peer et al., 2017). Attention checks and 

reading time filters further aimed to eliminate low quality data in the current 

samples.  

Participant pools recruited from online platforms may be diverse (Goodman & 

Paolacci, 2017), but are often not representative of the general community in terms 

of demographic characteristics. This was the case for the studies in this thesis. 

Compared to figures from the most recent UK Census in 2011 (ONS, 2016) for 

example, the samples recruited in this thesis overall comprised of a higher proportion 

of students, White participants, and more educated participants compared to the UK 

general public. The one study that consisted of a non-student sample and recorded 

the highest level of detail in terms of demographic characteristics (Study Seven) 
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provides further insight on the representativeness of participants from the recruitment 

platforms used in this thesis. For example, while the average age, ethnicity and 

distribution of annual household income were roughly comparable to the general UK 

population (ONS, 2016, 2020), the sample included a higher proportion of educated 

participants, students, and non-religious participants, and a lower proportion of 

White participants compared to the UK general public.  

Participants from online recruitment platforms may also not be representative of the 

general population in terms of psychological attributes (Brüggen & Dohlakia, 2010; 

Burnham, Le, & Piedmont, 2018; Goodman & Paolacci, 2017). It has been suggested 

that convenience samples, such as University students and participant groups from 

online recruitment platforms, are biased in terms of political ideology (Jost et al., 

2003; Kalmoe, 2020). A comparison of self-reported ideology between North 

American MTurk workers, respondents to a large-scale online panel survey (ANES-

P; American National Election Panel Study), and the in-person ANES found that 

MTurk respondents were more liberal in their ideology compared to the other 

respondent groups (Berinsky, Huber, Lenz, & Alvarez, 2012). The distribution of 

RWA and SDO scores in the present thesis suggests a similar effect: scores for the 

SSDO scale were consistently lower compared to a study in the UK that applied 

more diverse recruitment methods (Pratto et al., 2014). Similarly, the low scores on 

authoritarian conventionalism throughout the present studies suggest that participants 

may have been biased in terms of their preference for traditional worldviews and 

lifestyles. This is an important limitation to consider in the current research context, 

because low scale scores likely impacted estimates of the relationships between 

right-wing ideology dimensions and moral foundations. 

Convenience samples are also thought to have higher levels of ideological 

consistency (Jost et al., 2003) and political knowledge (Jost et al., 2003; Kalmoe, 

2020; but see Berinsky et al., 2012), which can inflate relationships between 

ideology-relevant variables. For example, Kalmoe (2020) found that relationships 

between self-reported ideology and partisan identity were stronger in convenience 

samples consisting of MTurk workers and students compared to nationally 

representative samples. Clifford, Jewell and Waggoner (2015) compared North 



 

214 

 

American MTurk participants with respondents from two nationally representative 

samples and found that although Liberals and Conservatives in both samples were 

similar in terms of personality traits and value orientations, the associations between 

ideological identification, authoritarianism, and value orientations were significantly 

stronger in the MTurk sample. As such, convenience samples may statistically inflate 

associations between ideology and other ideology-relevant variables. Although this is 

an important limitation to take into account, it is also necessary to consider that 

current knowledge on the relationship between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations 

largely stems from convenience samples (e.g., Federico et al., 2013; Hadarics & 

Kende, 2017a,b; Kugler et al., 2014) and recruitment from similar populations 

facilitates cross-study comparisons. Overall, however, these samples are not an 

accurate representation of the general community and the characteristics of these 

convenience samples could have affected statistical associations in the current 

studies.   

The aim of this thesis was to apply MFT to the UK, and therefore two of the 

inclusion criteria for the present studies were for participants to have British 

nationality, and to reside in the UK at the time of the study. The UK itself consists of 

four constituent countries: England, Wales, Scotland, and Northern Ireland. As 

follows, participants in the present studies could have originated from or living in 

any of these constituent countries at the time of the study. To extend the present 

findings to the Northern Irish context however requires some further thought, as the 

unusual socio-political history of this part of the UK may induce different ideological 

realities, and perhaps, relations to moral values. Therefore, similarly to the need to 

further validate MFT cross-culturally, it is important to emphasise that generalisation 

of the current findings to the Northern Irish context could be preliminary.   

A further limitation is that RWA and SDO were exclusively measured via self-report 

measures. This is the standard measurement for these constructs and was therefore 

used in the present studies in an effort to make comparisons with the extant 

literature. There is a risk with self-report measures that participants respond in a way 

that presents themselves in a more positive light (i.e., socially desirable responding 

or SDR) which can affect the direction and strength of observed relationships 
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between variables (Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987). SDR can be as much of an influence in 

online as it is in more anynomous offline studies (Dodou & de Winter, 2014) and is 

especially important to consider when questionnaires involve potentially sensitive 

issues such as ideological beliefs. However, RWA and SDO scales have been found 

to be relatively unrelated to SDR (Corr, Hargreaves-Heap, Tsutsui, Russell, & Seger, 

2013) which suggests that SDR does not significantly affect RWA and SDO scores. 

SDR could also affect RWA and SDO scales in other ways however. For example, 

SDR has been found to inflate correlations between RWA and SDO (Kandler, Bell, 

& Riemann, 2016) which highlights the importance of the approach taken in the 

present work to control for shared variance between RWA and SDO.   

The same criticism can be applied for the results in this thesis that are based on the 

MFQ. Moral values are likely particularly prone to SDR because they are inherently 

self-representational and have social implications (Fisher & Katz, 2000). It is 

difficult to estimate to what extent MFQ responses are affected by SDR because 

there are no systematic findings on the relationship between SDR and MFQ scores. 

However, it has been previously suggested that the positive correlation between 

value measures and SDR is evidence for measurement validity because it indicates 

they are perceived as what is socially desirable (Fisher & Katz, 2000). These authors 

recommend in the case of value measures to not correct scores for SDR when 

researching socially relevant values and behaviours as it may reduce predictive 

validity. This recommendation is echoed in the wider literature on SDR and 

psychological measurement because there is not clear evidence that SDR affects the 

validity of psychological measures (Tracey, 2016).  

The present work was based on the currently most widely accepted version of MFT 

which outlines five moral foundations, but this version of MFT is not an exhaustive 

taxonomy of the moral foundations that exist (Graham et al., 2018). A handful of 

other moral foundation ‘candidates’ have been proposed in recent years. For 

example, a second form of the fairness foundation based on proportionality, which 

would be more relevant to right-wing ideology, was also proposed (Haidt, 2012) but 

was never formally incorporated in MFT. Iyer and colleagues (2012) further 

identified a sixth ‘liberty’ foundation which refers to moral concerns about 
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oppression and was tailored to the fit the moral values of Libertarian responses. 

There is evidence to suggest that this foundational category is relevant to the UK: a 

study in British respondents found that endorsement of the liberty foundation 

predicted the decision to vote ‘Leave’ or ‘Remain’ in the 2016 Brexit referendum 

(Harper & Hogue, 2019). It is possible that by not including other candidate 

foundations, some relationships between right-wing ideology dimensions and moral 

foundations have been missed.  

Another limitation is that the studies in this thesis were all cross-sectional which 

implies that the causality of any relationships found in these studies cannot be 

inferred. MFT proposes that moral foundations form the ‘building blocks’ for 

political ideologies (Graham, Haidt et al., 2012), but the present work was based on 

the assumption that right-wing ideology shapes moral foundation endorsement (also 

see Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b; Kugler et al., 2014). There is currently no clear 

empirical basis for determining when moral foundations are formed in life, and 

whether moral foundation development precedes the expression of RWA and SDO in 

late adulthood. It is possible, for example, that moral foundations are directly shaped 

by the underlying psychological needs of RWA and SDO, which subsequently affect 

the expression of RWA and SDO.  

Recent evidence, however, provides some support for the idea that ideology 

influences moral foundation endorsement rather than the other way around. A cross-

lagged panel analysis of responses to the MFQ in North American and Australian 

participants found that whilst there was evidence for a small, causal effect of political 

ideologies on moral foundation endorsement, there was no significant influence of 

moral foundation endorsement on political ideologies (Hatemi, Crabtree, & Smith, 

2019). In addition, moral foundation endorsement has been found to fluctuate 

substantially over time and estimates for its heritability are low, which suggests that 

moral foundations are less stable than variables such as political ideology (Smith, 

Alford, Hibbing, Martin, & Hatemi, 2016). Findings from the wider literature on 

moral reasoning also suggest that political orientation shapes moral concerns. For 

example, results from a moral dilemma study in which conservative ideology was 

primed indicated that participants who received the prime significantly shifted 
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dilemma responses to align with conservative attitudes (Uhlmann et al., 2009). 

Therefore, although the present studies cannot infer the causality of the relationship 

between right-wing ideology and moral foundations, the use of RWA and SDO as 

predictors of moral foundations is consistent with current empirical findings.  

The same criticism can be applied to the relationship between moral foundations and 

socio-political outcomes. Moral foundations are regarded as a basis for socio-

political outcomes in most studies (Hadarics & Kende, 2017a,b, 2018; Koleva et al., 

2012; Milesi & Alberici, 2018) rather than the other way around, and the mediational 

models tested in Study Seven were also based on this view. There is some evidence, 

however, to suggest that moral foundation endorsement can shift after individuals are 

confronted with outgroup hostility. In a series of three studies, it was found that 

reading a scenario about violence towards outgroups committed by participants’ 

ingroups induced a shift towards binding foundation endorsement, and this effect 

interacted with ideological dispositions (Leidner & Castano, 2012). It is therefore 

possible that participants in Study Seven with a right-wing ideological orientation 

and who completed the questionnaires on socio-political outcomes prior to the MFQ 

experienced a shift towards binding moral foundation endorsement. Although this 

possibility was partly mitigated by fully randomising the questionnaires in Study 

Seven, such effect could have impacted estimates for the mediational models. The 

causality of these effects should therefore be the subject of further empirical 

evaluation.  

Many of the variables of interest in this thesis were measured using Likert-scales and 

were treated as interval-level data to allow for parametric testing. One potential 

problem with this practice is that Likert-scales are ordinal in nature because the 

distance between two Likert scale-points (e.g., “disagree” and “somewhat disagree”) 

is not necessarily equal (Wu & Leung, 2017). Ordinal data also rarely follows a 

normal distribution, which subsequently limits the range of statistical (i.e., 

parametric) analyses that can be performed on this type of data (see Stevens, 1946 

for an early discussion of data-levels and permissible arithmetic operations). 

However, the Likert-scale data in the present studies consisted of an aggregation of 

several Likert-items, which has a wider range, is more likely to be normally 
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distributed, and can therefore be considered as interval-level data (Carifio & Perla, 

2008; Wu & Leung, 2017). The importance of data levels in choosing statistical tests 

has been debated more recently, with some authors suggesting that a more important 

consideration pertains to the distribution of responses and the satisfaction of the 

underlying assumptions of the proposed analyses rather than the data level itself 

(Harris, 2001; Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). Moreover, research further suggests that 

parametric tests are relatively robust to violations of normality assumptions when 

using Likert-scales (e.g., Norman, 2010). Treating Likert-scale responses as interval-

level data in the present thesis is therefore arguably appropriate, although more 

advanced analyses tailored to ordinal-level data could be considered in future 

analyses. 

Finally, the sample sizes of some of the studies in this thesis (Studies Two, Three, 

Four, Five, and Six) were only powered to detect medium to large effect sizes. 

Underpowered studies decrease the likelihood of detecting a significant association 

but can also inflate the likelihood of false positives (Christley, 2010). Although this 

limitation was partly addressed by recruiting larger sample sizes than necessary for 

the detection of medium effects and by conducting an internal meta-analysis for 

Study Two-Five, low sample sizes remain a concern for Study Six and for Study 

Two-Five separately. Although small effect sizes may have few implications for 

practical implementations, they could provide meaningful theoretical implications.   

6.4 Directions for future research 

Based on the findings from the present research and the issues encountered, several 

future research avenues can be suggested. These can be roughly divided into; (1) 

research on moral values in the UK, (2) research on moral foundations and political 

ideology, and (3) research on the socio-political outcomes of moral foundations. 

Research on moral values in the UK  

The findings from the present studies suggest that the MFQ (both MFQ-20 and 

MFQ-30 versions) does not provide a good measurement of the moral foundations 

proposed by MFT in British respondents. In order to accurately research the moral 
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foundations of right-wing ideology in the UK, it is vital that research continues to 

validate other instruments that were designed to capture moral foundations. This not 

only provides an evaluation of whether the measurement itself translates to the UK 

but can also offer clues about the generalisability of the theory itself to the moral 

values that are relevant to British individuals. Because moral foundations are 

presumed to be intuitive and affective constructs, a useful approach would be to 

concentrate on the validation of moral stimuli that tap into System I processing. 

The SMID (Crone et al., 2018) is a good example of such an approach, and future 

analyses could conduct a more thorough validation of the image sets comprised in 

the SMID. This could be done by following a similar approach to what was used by 

Crone and colleagues (2018) to initially develop the stimulus set. For example, a 

larger stimulus set should be selected, and morality ratings for SMID images could 

be complemented with questions on the perceived relevance of the images to 

morality, and how well participants believe the images reflect the moral foundation 

that they pertain to in order to explore cultural variability in the ‘triggers’ of moral 

foundations. The validation of methods that tap more directly into affective and 

intuitive processing is also relevant for reducing the gap between the theoretical 

assumptions of MFT and its measurement. This research direction could provide a 

substantial contribution to the literature on moral reasoning more broadly, as over 

one third (34%) of empirical studies on moral reasoning over the past decades have 

focused exclusively on measuring ‘thoughts’ or abstract moral principles rather than 

experiences (Ellemers et al., 2019). 

There are other alternative instruments that were not evaluated in the present thesis. 

For example, a large set of moral foundation vignettes or scenarios has been 

developed (MFV; Clifford, Iyengar et al., 2015) which elicit moral judgments 

relating to each foundation. There is also a Moral Foundation Dictionary (MFD; 

Frimer, 2018; Hopp et al., 2020), which comprises a list of words that represent 

positive and negative expressions of each moral foundation. This affords the 

detection of moral foundations in text and has been previously used to study moral 

foundations in the UK (Harper & Hogue, 2019) and beyond (Alizadeh et al., 2019; 

Hahn et al., 2019; Leidner & Castano, 2012; McAdams et al., 2008). Studies 
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applying this approach have used text-based content such as qualitative interviews 

(McAdams et al., 2008), Tweets (Alizadeh et al., 2019), and essay-writing tasks 

(Leidner & Castano, 2012) to analyse moral foundations in text. The advantage of 

linguistic analysis is that it also affords the identification of moral values that do not 

necessarily fit the MFT taxonomy or detect cultural variability in the way moral 

values are expressed. This approach could therefore prove useful for research on 

moral values in the UK. 

In addition, think-aloud paradigms could be used to gain a better understanding of 

the moral values that are prominent in the context of the UK. Think aloud paradigms 

require participants to verbalize their thoughts and feelings whilst making decisions 

(Ericsson and Simon, 1993) which could subsequently help to identify moral 

concerns that participants rely on when making moral judgments. A study in Spanish 

participants employed this technique whilst participants responded to moral 

dilemmas (Swann Jr. et al., 2014), and it was found that participants used multiple 

moral principles in order to reach a decision. A similar design could be used in future 

research in order to explore the moral values that define moral reasoning in the UK 

and subsequently compare these values to MFT.   

The evaluation of other models of moral reasoning was beyond the scope of the 

present work, but it would be beneficial to explore the applicability of alternative 

models to the UK. The Morality-as-Cooperation Theory (MAC; Curry, 2016) for 

example outlines seven moral domains encompassing moral concerns about family 

values, group loyalty, reciprocity, fairness, deference, and ownership. Whilst some of 

these domains overlap with MFT, the MAC excludes care and purity foundations as 

moral concerns and incorporates additional moral values that are not considered in 

MFT. A recent study in British respondents found that a questionnaire designed to 

measure the MAC-based values provided a better fit to responses compared to the 

MFQ (Curry et al., 2019). As such, the MAC may be a fruitful starting point to 

explore moral values beyond MFT in future UK-based research.  
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Research on moral foundations and political ideology 

The exploration of alternative models of moral reasoning is also beneficial for 

researchers wishing to investigate the moral values associated with political 

ideology. MFT has been criticised for being ideologically biased because the 

conceptualisation of individualising and binding foundations seems to be directed 

towards liberal and conservative ideologies respectively (Frimer et al., 2013; Suhler 

& Churchland, 2011). For example, Suhler and Churchland (2011) point out that the 

‘purity’ foundation is only based on issues such as piety and chastity that are mostly 

relevant for conservatives and excludes purity issues such as environmentalism and 

pollution that may be relevant to liberals. A potentially useful framework to 

investigate this premise is the Model of Moral Motives (MMM; Janoff-Bulman & 

Carnes, 2013) which outlines two types of group-based or binding moral concerns: 

moral concerns about social order (focused on group conformity, group interests, and 

the protection of the group) and moral concerns about social justice (focused on the 

distribution of resources within a group). Janoff-Bulman and Carnes (2013) suggest 

that while moral concerns about social order resemble the binding foundations and 

are mostly relevant to Conservatives, moral concerns about social justice are part of 

the moral belief system of Liberals. This hypothesis was supported in a subsequent 

study in North American participants (Janoff-Bulman & Carnes, 2016) and does 

suggest that there are group-focused concerns that are associated with liberalism. It 

would be of interest to empirically contrast MFT with alternative models of moral 

reasoning that include a wider range of group-focused moral concerns, and apply 

these models beyond the North American understanding of left-wing ideology (i.e., 

Liberalism).  

Another useful future approach is to consider an empirical integration of these 

existing frameworks in the context of ideology. Miles and Vaisey (2015) compared 

the predictive power of measures for four conceptual frameworks (including MFT) 

in explaining differences in Liberal versus Conservative political orientations. It was 

found that five types of moral concerns from three different conceptual frameworks 

contributed unique variance to ideological differences. Two of these were the MFT 

care and purity foundations, while the other values comprised of moral concerns 
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about religion (Hunter, 1991), moral concerns about childrearing (Hunter, 1991), and 

moral concerns about tolerance and understanding (Schwartz, 1992). Integrative 

approaches can therefore provide direct comparisons between frameworks, help to 

gain a better understanding of the wider range of moral values that characterise 

political ideologies, and ‘fill the gaps’ where MFT is currently failing. 

With regards to the relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations, an 

important question is whether these relationships are dependent on the ideological 

nature of moral stimuli. Further direct comparisons of the relationships between 

political ideology and moral foundations should be made between decision-making 

contexts that are either ideologically divisive or neutral. Crone and colleagues 

(2018), for example, identified a small set of images that elicited the strongest 

reactivity for Liberals and Conservatives. A direct comparison of responses to such a 

subset of ‘ideological’ images against a subset of less ideologically divisive images 

can provide an interesting way to determine to what extent the ideology-morality 

relationship is dependent on ideologically divisive triggers. 

Further research should also explore whether the ideology-morality relationship is 

dependent on the conscious articulation of one’s moral principles. The MFQ 

produces the most consistent relationships between right-wing ideology and moral 

foundations, but also requires respondents to reflect about their moral values and the 

moral principles that are most relevant to their own moral belief system. It is unclear 

how the stimulation of effortful or deliberative processing affects moral foundation 

endorsement as measured with the MFQ. Future research could use manipulations 

such as time-pressuring, introducing cognitive load, or priming processing styles 

through scramble tasks to directly compare how System I and System II processing 

affect the relationship between RWA, SDO, and moral foundations. In addition, 

using measures that circumvent deliberative processing to some degree (such as 

images from the SMID) further help to map the intuitive relationships between 

RWA, SDO, and moral foundations.  

To address possible issues of conceptual overlap, future research could employ more 

subtle paradigms to measure RWA and SDO or moral foundations. Implicit 
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Association Tests (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1988) are commonly 

used as an implicit assessment of underlying psychological preferences. The IAT 

requires participants to classify stimuli into categories such as ‘good’ or ‘bad’. A D-

score is subsequently generated based on the response times and reflects how strong 

associations are between the stimuli and the categories. Although there is currently 

no IAT available for RWA and SDO or moral foundations, RWA, SDO, or moral 

foundation related words could be used to construct IAT measures for these scales.  

The present work considered right-wing ideology in the general population rather 

than those who are politically engaged. Moral beliefs have been suggested to form a 

basis for involvement in both non-violent and violent forms of political engagement 

in ideological movements (Kruglanski et al., 2014; Skitka, 2010; Skitka & Mullen, 

2002). There is some evidence that the relationship between moral foundations and 

left- and right-wing ideologies extends to those who are involved in political 

movements. Findings from an analysis of Tweets for example replicated the typical 

individualising-binding distinction for alt-right versus Antifa supporters (Alizadeh et 

al., 2019), and a comparison of Tweets published by the Labour and Conservative 

Party revealed meaningful differences in the relative use of individualising and 

binding foundation-related words (Smith & Baroni, 2017). It would be useful to 

broaden the scope of the ideologies considered in this research area to movements 

that cannot be categorised along right- or left-wing lines (e.g., Hahn et al., 2019). An 

interesting approach would be to apply this to currently relevant movements in 

Europe, such as Extinction Rebellion and Black Lives Matter, in order to gain a 

deeper understanding of the moral motivations of contemporary political groups and 

political polarisation more broadly.  

Research on the socio-political outcomes of moral foundations 

In terms of socio-political outcomes, it would be beneficial to assess whether the 

effects of moral foundations translate into behaviour. The relationship between moral 

judgments and behaviour is notoriously complex (Saltzstein, 1994) and empirical 

evidence for the consistency between hypothetical moral judgments and real-life 

behavioural choices is mixed (Bostyn et al., 2018; Johansson-Stenman & Svedsäter, 
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2012; Navarrete et al., 2011; Patil et al., 2014). It is therefore unclear whether moral 

conceptions about what is right or wrong could translate into behaviour, such as 

hostile behaviour towards outgroups. There is some indication to suggest that moral 

foundations meaningfully relate to moral behaviour: a recent study in Swedish 

participants measured behaviour by asking participants to respond to a set of extra 

questions in order to donate to charitable organisations. It was found that donating 

behaviour was associated with a stronger endorsement of individualising foundations 

and a weaker endorsement of binding foundations. In addition, participants could 

also select which charity their donation would be given to. For this manipulation, 

those with stronger binding concerns tended to choose charities that helped the 

ingroup (e.g., the Swedish Salvation Army) while participants with higher 

individualising concerns typically chose charities that helped outgroups (e.g., 

Doctors Without Borders; Nilsson et al., 2020). Behavioural measures such as the 

manipulation described above therefore seem promising tools to incorporate in future 

research on right-wing ideology, moral foundations, and socio-political outcomes. 

If moral foundations form the basis for socio-political outcomes, it would also be 

beneficial to explore the psychological factors that influence its effects on socio-

political attitudes and behaviours. For example, previous studies in the context of 

outgroup hostility have found that moral identity (Smith et al., 2014) and moral 

exclusion (Hadarics & Kende, 2018) moderate the effect of binding foundations on 

outgroup hostility. Gaining a better understanding of the external factors that dampen 

the impact of moral foundations on hostile socio-political outcomes could be 

particularly useful when trying to reduce prejudice and negative intergroup relations. 

A potentially useful group-related variable to further explore in this context could be 

intergroup contact. Intergroup contact, whether face to face (Allport, 1954) or 

imagined (Crisp & Turner, 2009), has a substantial effect on reducing prejudice and 

facilitating positive intergroup attitudes. It is possible that increased intergroup 

contact may shift moral foundation endorsement or widen the scope of groups that 

group-focused (binding) foundations are applied to. In the context of increasingly 

culturally diverse societies and therefore increasing intergroup contact, a valuable 
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future direction would be to consider whether intergroup contact moderates the 

effects of binding foundations on outgroup attitudes.   

Finally, future research could explore whether exposure to binding versus 

individualising foundations affects socio-political outcomes. Based on the processes 

outlined by the SIM (Haidt, 2001), it can be expected that the triggering of new 

moral intuitions could lead to different moral judgments. A compelling study in 

North American participants found that framing pro-environmental messages about 

climate change in terms of purity concerns facilitated pro-environmental attitudes in 

Conservative participants (Feinberg & Willer, 2013). However, other findings for the 

effect of moral framing are mixed. A study on attitudes towards a wider range of 

policy-issues (e.g., immigration, government spending, education) found that 

framing political statements through moral foundation-related words only bolstered 

pre-existing attitudes. For example, Conservative participants who were exposed to 

messages framed in terms of authority and purity concerns shifted their attitudes 

further in the direction of pre-existing conservative attitudes, while messages framed 

by ideology-inconsistent foundations (care, fairness) did not shift political attitudes 

significantly (Day, Fiske, Downing, & Trail, 2014).  

In addition, studies that have attempted to prime moral foundations to shift political 

attitudes found no effect of the priming manipulation on attitudes towards policy 

issues (Lindsey & Lake, 2014) but priming moral foundations has been found to 

influence moral foundation endorsement temporarily (Sagi, 2017). It is also unclear 

whether moral framing or priming has persistent effects on behavioural intentions. A 

recent study using moral framing found that framing Tweets in terms of care and 

loyalty foundations increased the motivation to donate to charities in the context of 

Hurricane Sandy as compared to non-moral Tweets, but framing did not affect 

hypothetical monetary donation or actual donating behaviour (Hoover, Johnson, 

Boghrati, Graham, & Dehghani, 2018). An undoubtedly interesting topic for future 

research is to further explore the effects of exposure to moral foundation-related 

words or discourse on shifts in moral foundation endorsement and socio-political 

outcomes. 
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Similarly, beyond the mere exposure to moral foundations, research should explore 

whether the processes outlined in the SIM (Haidt, 2001) could alter moral foundation 

endorsement and related socio-political outcomes. MFT is an extension to the SIM, 

but the ways in which moral foundations and subsequent moral judgments are 

influenced by social interaction (reasoned persuasion) or the awareness of other’s 

moral judgment (social persuasion) have been relatively neglected in the extant 

literature. An intriguing possibility is that through the social processed outlined in 

the SIM, specific moral foundations could be activated and subsequently shape social 

and political perception.   

6.5 Implications 

Political polarisation has become an increasing concern in the UK and Europe more 

broadly. Citizens have strong and diverging opinions about how countries should 

deal with political challenges such as immigration, European integration, and more 

recently the management of the COVID-19 pandemic. Attitudes towards political 

issues encompass a moral dimension and are therefore often affectively charged, 

perceived as self-evident truths, and highly resistant to compromise (Skitka & 

Bauman, 2008). Animosity between those with opposing ideological viewpoints is 

therefore likely further exacerbated by the lack of a shared perspective on what is 

inherently right or wrong, or good or bad.  

In an increasingly polarising world, an important challenge is to reduce ideological 

divisions in society in order to prevent antagonistic relationships and further social 

polarisation (Duffy et al., 2019). Political ideology forms an important basis for 

socio-political attitudes and understanding the moral belief systems that are 

associated with political ideologies can provide a good starting point for reducing 

political polarisation. Haidt and Graham suggest that MFT can be used as a 

“doorway through the wall” (Haidt & Graham, 2007, p. 111), because it helps to 

understand ideological views from a moral belief system that either aims to protect 

social cohesion and institutions or protect individuals and individual rights. As such, 

increasing awareness on the moral engagement of both left- and right-wing 

ideological viewpoints may provide an initial basis for reducing ideological divides.   
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One interpretation of the findings of this thesis could be to class certain moral 

concerns as inherently ‘bad’ because they are conducive to hostile, ethnocentric, and 

prejudiced attitudes (Kugler et al., 2014). Although there is an important need to 

understand what drives such attitudes, this approach risks increasing societal divides. 

Understanding the moral motivations of outgroup perception and politically 

motivated behavioural intentions towards outgroups, such as immigrants, may 

instead provide a useful basis for reducing outgroup hostility. Interventions aimed at 

reducing prejudice, for example, could focus on targeting the affective and intuitive 

moral concerns that drive outgroup hostility rather than changing reflective processes 

by educational interventions or training courses. In addition, targeting the moral 

concerns that increase the threat perception of outgroups may offer a useful way to 

subsequently reduce levels of prejudice in the general population through threat 

reduction. In this context, the present thesis joins other suggestions emphasising the 

need for future work on moral framing, or exposure to moral discourse, and its effect 

on attitudes towards immigrants and other polarised political attitudes, with the aim 

of developing a shared moral understanding of political issues (Day et al., 2014; 

Feinberg & Willer, 2013).   

Understanding right-wing motivated political behavioural intentions as motivated by 

moral concerns also holds useful implications for interventions that are designed to 

tackle more anti-social forms of political behaviour. Previous interventions have 

focused on processes of moral disengagement and increasing moral awareness (e.g., 

Aly, Taylor, & Karnovsky, 2013). Whilst moral disengagement is undoubtedly an 

important component in antagonistic forms of political behaviour, new approaches 

could consider the moral values that engage people’s willingness to engage in such 

behaviour. As such, approaching ideological differences that arise in polarised 

contexts from a moral perspective can provide a basis for reducing social and 

political polarisation within the community. Although different individuals and 

groups in society do not have to share a common moral ground, the realisation that 

ideological viewpoints and their socio-political outcomes are inherently morally 

motivated may lead to better interventions to tackle prejudicial political attitudes, 

political behaviour, and polarisation more broadly. 
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6.6 Concluding remarks  

This thesis investigated the relationships between socio-cultural conservatism (i.e., 

RWA), economic conservatism (i.e., SDO), and moral foundations in the UK. 

Different measurement methods for moral foundations were used throughout the 

studies in order to compare the results across instruments that are most commonly 

used in current research (i.e., the MFQ) and moral stimuli that were developed both 

in the context of MFT and beyond. It was found that RWA was associated with a 

greater concern for binding foundations and SDO was associated with a lower 

concern for individualising foundations when using self-report questionnaires 

(MFQ), and these results were comparable to findings reported in other countries. 

These findings were not robust beyond the standard self-report measure of moral 

foundations (MFQ) and it is unclear whether the inconsistencies between studies 

arise from study-specific methodological problems, poor construct validity of the 

measures used, and/or whether the relationships between RWA, SDO, and moral 

foundations are dependent on characteristics of the MFQ. The results also indicated 

that self-reported moral foundations are meaningfully associated with social 

(perceived threat) and political (collective action intent) outcomes of RWA and SDO 

in the context of immigration, and that moral foundations can partly account for the 

effect of RWA and SDO on these outcomes. The present studies also evaluated the 

construct validity of the instruments designed to measure moral foundations, and 

none of the instruments were found to provide an accurate measurement of moral 

foundations. These measurement issues may be attributed to cultural variability in 

the interpretation of moral foundation stimuli or more serious problems with the 

theory (MFT) itself. Although much research remains to be done, these results draw 

attention to the relevance of self-reported moral foundations for understanding the 

moral lens that is associated with right-wing ideology dimensions and its socio-

political outcomes.  

“We see the things not as they are, but as we are. Because it is the ‘I’ behind the 

‘eye’ that does the seeing” – Anais Nin. 
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