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Abstract 

Cultural conceptions of morality are grounded in diverse moral foundations, but moral 

identity research often assumes that individualizing concerns are the universal basis for 

morality. Moral identity scales grounded only in individualizing foundations risk liberal 

ethnocentrism, to the extent that binding foundations emphasized in collectivist cultures are 

overlooked. 395 Saudi Arabian and UK participants completed prejudice and moral identity 

measures, which either narrowly measured only individualizing foundations, or broadly 

measured both binding and individualizing foundations. The broader measure had greater 

power to predict prejudice scores in both countries, particularly in Saudi Arabia. Generally, 

moral identities grounded in individualizing foundations predicted less prejudice, whilst 

moral identities grounded in binding foundations predicted higher prejudice in both countries. 

Individualizing measures of moral identity may assess ethnocentric concepts, but recognizing 

morality grounded in binding considerations may taint the category of moral identity with 

self-concepts that are associated with greater – not less – ethnocentrism.  

 

Keywords: Morality, Prejudice, Moral Identity, Moral Foundations, Cross Cultural Research, 

United Kingdom, Saudi Arabia,   
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     Sometimes it seems that people who are most motivated to do the right and 

moral thing fill two deeply contradictory roles. They are the most likely to 
work and sacrifice for peace among nations, races, ethnicities, and cultures. 
But, they also seem to be the most likely to hate, fight, and kill members of 
other nations, races, ethnicities, and cultures in the name of a moral cause 
(Shaw, 2007, p.3). 

 
 

In recent decades, psychologists have increasingly investigated individual differences 

in moral identity (i.e., how central/important morality is to one’s identity) with the purpose of 

predicting variability in moral behaviour (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Reed, Aquino, & Levy, 

2007). A stronger sense of one’s moral identity increases prosocial behaviours and reduces 

unethical behaviours (Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016; Jennings, Mitchell, & Hannah, 2015); thus, 

there is evidence to suggest that moral identity fosters positive social relations.  However, 

theories and measures of morality, have loomed large in recent arguments that psychologists 

have drawn a picture of human nature from limited WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrial, 

Rick, Democratic) samples (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010), particularly from the 

United States.  

The extent of over- and under-representation of samples in the specific domain of 

moral identity research is illustrated by a recent comprehensive meta-analysis which found 

that 112 studies on moral identity had been conducted in North America and Europe, but only 

ten in South and East Asia (Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016). Additionally, there may be North 

American assumptions about the most typical features of a moral person that are baked into 

the conceptualization and measurement of moral identity. Aquino and Reed’s (2002) self-

importance moral identity (SIMI) scale is the most commonly used moral identity measure in 

the literature (Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016). However, this scale encodes a particular 
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understanding of what morality is, because respondents are first asked to visualise a person 

who displays mostly individualizing traits (e.g., caring, fair and helpful), and then to indicate 

the importance of these qualities in relation to their own identity. Other frequently used scales 

of moral identity use methods that similarly presume that caring and fairness are prototypical 

moral traits (see e.g., Barriga, Morrison, Liau & Gibbs, 2001; Carter, 2010; Stets & Carter, 

2006; Stets, Carter, Harrod, Cerven, & Abrutyn, 2008). Therefore, the moral identity 

construct may be culturally biased (Jia & Krettenauer, 2017).   

Moral Identity and Ethnocentrism.  Moral foundations theory provides one set of 

grounds from which such research practices as sampling only WEIRD countries, and 

assuming that care/harm and fairness are the prototypical features of a moral person might be 

critiqued as ethnocentric. Moral foundations theory has queried the exclusive universalism of 

liberal principles of fairness and harm avoidance, arguing instead for the existence of five 

different types of moral principles (Graham, Haidt & Nosek, 2009). The two individualizing 

foundations of morality in this theory are the care/harm and fairness/reciprocity foundations, 

whilst the three binding foundations of morality include in-group loyalty, authority/respect, 

and purity/sanctity. Prior evidence has found that these moral concerns exist to some degree 

across all cultures, but that individuals from Western cultures place less importance on the 

binding moral concerns than individuals from non-Western cultures do (Graham, Nosek, 

Haidt, Iyer, Koleva, & Ditto, 2011). For instance, Shweder proposed three major ethics —

autonomy, community and divinity —which are called ‘the big three of morality’. While 

these ethics can be found in all cultures, the weight placed on each can vary by culture 

(Shweder, 2003). Notably, these cross-cultural differences in moral foundations are under-

studied (e.g., Saucier et al., 2015), and cultural constructions of morality have been pivotal to 

much more general criticisms that psychology’s database has narrowly focused only on 

WEIRD people (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010). 
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In previous studies, we conducted cross-cultural investigations of the moral identity 

concept in the UK and in Saudi Arabia (MASKED FOR REVIEW).  These two countries 

differ in that Saudi Arabia is religious, collectivistic, and almost all nationals identify as Arab 

whilst the UK is comparatively secular, individualistic, and multicultural. Psychological 

research has been well established for over a century in the UK (Bunn, Lovie, Richards, 

2001), but Saudi Arabia is one of the most underrepresented countries in psychology. Among 

collectivist cultures, Middle Eastern cultures are studied by psychologists far less often than 

cultures influenced by Confucianism (Oyserman & Lee, 2008, see also Arnett, 2008), and 

have not been included in large cross-cultural studies about conceptions of morality (e.g., 

Graham et al., 2011).  In one study, we found that the prototypical features of a moral person 

were conceptualized as including individualizing foundation concerns in both countries, but 

also binding foundation concerns quite commonly in Saudi Arabia but hardly at all in the UK.  

In a controlled experiment, we substituted the instructions to call to mind traits related to 

individualizing foundations that typically precede the completion of Aquino and Reed’s 

(2003) SIMI measure of moral identity, with instructions to call to mind traits related to one 

of the five different foundations described by moral foundations theory, or used the original 

instructions. Participants reported lower moral identity scores in the UK than in Saudi Arabia 

overall, but this difference was far greater when participants were primed to think about 

binding foundations rather than individualizing foundations. These country differences were 

partially attributable to differences in the participants’ beliefs about the extent to which the 

moral foundations were normative in their culture. As this mediation was particularly strong 

in regard to the binding foundation conditions, we concluded that constructions of morality 

were very different between the two sites, but that individualizing foundations represented a 

better overall candidate for universal morality than binding foundations.   
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Based on these findings - that cognitive constructions of morality differ, and that the 

best used moral identity scales in the literature suppress inter-cultural variability by asking 

participants to call to mind individualizing traits - moral identity scales such as Aquino and 

Reed’s (2003) scale may risk the criticism of liberal ethnocentrism (Graham, Haidt & Nosek, 

2009; Graham et al., 2011).  As we see it, the risks of liberal ethnocentrism in moral identity 

research are twofold, and the risks are worth distinguishing in cross-cultural research, where 

they may fall out from psychologists’ descriptions of one ‘emic’ understanding of a concept 

from their own culture (e.g., liberal morality) as if it were an ‘etic’ description that can apply 

universally to any context. In particular, confusion of more familiar Western emic 

descriptions with general etic descriptions would be akin to the social psychological process 

of in-group projection by which the in-group’s core traits are assumed to generalize to all 

(Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999). In regard to highly valued aspects of personhood, such as 

moral identity, failing to describe a culture unfamiliar to psychology, such as Saudi Arabia, 

in its own terms risks prescriptive ethnocentrism that wrongly prescribes individualist 

morality in a location where it does not belong, or attributing a lack of morality to that culture 

as its morality does not fit the Western emic description. 

Present Research.  In our previously mentioned cross-cultural research in the UK and 

Saudi Arabia, we argued and showed that moral identity content is not exclusively about 

caring and fairness concerns.  This expansiveness of moral identity contents then leads us to 

rethink the concept of moral identity and its associations with other variables and to 

reconsider the different correlates of holding a strong moral identity.  That being the case, the 

present research moving beyond identified moral differences between cultures to focus on 

examining the relationship between moral identity and prejudice in the UK and Saudi Arabia.  

As the very concept of liberal ethnocentrism suggests, moral psychologists are largely 

in agreement that prejudice, such as ethnocentrism, is immoral. As far as we know, no moral 
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psychologists argue that it is moral to enact prejudice. Rather, it is assumed that prejudice is 

immoral in debates about the empirical relationship between moral identity and prejudice, 

which inform the question of whether an individual’s construction of morality does or does 

not have a ‘dark side.’ Moral convictions have been tied to such negative outcomes as 

segregating and punishing individuals with differing moral values (Skitka, 2010). People who 

consider their moral principles to be absolutes, are more likely to display greater prejudice 

and lesser tolerance towards other social groups (Peterson, Smith, Tannenbaum & Shaw, 

2009). Passini and colleagues have found that the positive relationship previously found 

between moral identity and widening one’s circle of moral regard (Reed & Aquino, 2003) is 

accounted for by moral inclusion, and suggests that people high in moral identity may even 

be less tolerant than others (Passini et al., 2013; Passini et al., 2016).  Therefore, some 

constructions of moral identity may predict higher prejudice as well as lower prejudice.  

This work raises the question of whether ethnocentrism is enhanced or reduced by 

including moral identities grounded in binding foundations in the definition of moral identity, 

which has hitherto taken individualizing foundations as its norm. Research by Kugler, Jost 

and Noorbaloochi (2014) in the United States found that the morally binding concerns 

described by moral foundations theory - in-group loyalty, authority/respect, and 

purity/sanctity, are all positively correlated with inter-group hostility and with support for 

discrimination towards Muslims, foreigners and illegal immigrants. In contrast, in the same 

sample, fairness and caring concerns were negatively correlated with these prejudicial beliefs. 

Morally binding concerns have also been observed to be positively correlated with right-wing 

authoritarianism, a fundamental motive for intergroup prejudice (Federico, Weber, Ergun & 

Hunt, 2013, see Altemeyer, 1998). Along the same lines, a recent study (Monroe & Plant, 

2019), showed that people who prioritize sanctity over care are more likely to dehumanize 

and express prejudice toward sexual outgroups (e.g., people with AIDS). Whilst these 
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relationships suggest that binding motivations do not engender low prejudice, and hence are 

not moral, the relationship between binding concerns and prejudice is not simple. In one 

study, a high sense of moral identity blocked the negative effects of binding foundations on 

ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation (Smith, Aquino, Koleva & Graham, 2014). 

However, empirical research about the relationship between binding foundations and 

prejudice, like so much research on moral identity, has primarily taken shape in a WEIRD 

context where liberal individualism is a strong ideology. This is not the case in Saudi Arabia.  

In the current study, we aimed to test the predictive validity of different measures of 

moral identity with prejudice and to examine these relationships in an under-studied culture, 

Saudi Arabia. To measure moral identity, we pit the predictive validity of the most researched 

moral identity scale in the literature (i.e., Aquino and Reed’s, 2002, SIMI) against a new 

measure that we designed and validated, which was informed by a wider range of moral 

characteristics.  Aquino and Reed’s (2002) SIMI scale, has both internalization (i.e., one’s 

private and personal view of their moral identity) and symbolization (i.e., one’s public and 

social view of their moral identity, outward expressions) sub-scales. We examined both 

subscales, since previous research has identified that the internalization subscale is more 

predictive of moral outcomes than the symbolization subscale, and the symbolization 

subscale may even have a negative relationship with moral behavior (Aquino & Reed 2002; 

Reed et al., 2007; Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007). Informed by our previous findings of different 

constructions of morality, we constructed a new measure; the Moral Variations and Moral 

Identity (MVMI) scale (MASKED FOR REVIEW). Unlike the SIMI, this scale examines the 

importance of moral identity in relation to all five of the moral foundations (see Methods for 

further details). By using measures of moral identity that vary in their acceptance in the 

literature and in their recognition of constructions of morality grounded in binding 
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foundations, we aimed to describe the correlational and predictive relationship between moral 

identity and prejudice in both countries.    

We focused on four types of prejudice in the current research. We examined prejudice 

toward foreign workers, both hostile and modern forms, because there has been an upsurge in 

prejudice against immigrants and foreigner workers in the UK (Evans & Kelley, 2017) and 

prejudice toward foreign workers is a concern in Arab and Middle Eastern countries 

including Saudi Arabia (Jureidini, 2005). Passini et al.  (2013) and Kugler and Jost (2014) 

also studied prejudice toward immigrants, but not in the UK or Saudi Arabia. Second, we 

examined the relationship between levels of sexism, both hostile and benevolent forms, and 

moral identity, as to our knowledge no research has examined these relationships. It seems 

particularly relevant to investigate these relationships in Saudi Arabia and the UK because 

there are known cultural differences in these two forms of sexism, with cultures that are 

higher in gender inequality displaying more hostile and benevolent sexism (Glick et. el. 

2000). Third, we investigated inter-religious prejudice because Saudi Arabia is considered to 

be one of the world’s most religiously oriented Islamic countries (Angrist, 2010). Religion is 

central to Saudi’s identity (US Department of State, 2004), and traits related to religiosity 

were commonly listed by Saudi participants but never by UK participants in our earlier 

research (MASKED FOR REVIEW). Religious people are also more likely to endorse purity 

norms (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009); thus, this importance may play a role in how they 

view interreligious prejudice. Fourth, we examined prejudice towards people who hold 

different moral views because as outlined previously we often segregate and distance 

ourselves when we perceive that someone has opposing moral views (Skitka, 2010). For the 

latter two types of prejudice, inter-religious and moral views, we used a measure of social 

distance, as this is commonly believed to be a reliable indicator or symptom of prejudice 

(Evans & Kelley, 2019).  
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Method 

Participants 

The sample size was calculated as 176 per culture using G*Power programme 3.1.7 

(Cunningham & Gardner, 2007), setting alpha errors at 0.05 and aiming to detect the average 

effect size in social psychology (r =.21; see Richards, Bond Jr, & Stokes-Zoota, 2003). UK 

participants were 214 adults (140 women, 73 men, and one individual did not report gender) 

ranging in age from 18–68 years of age (M = 36.28, SD = 11.57). Participants were 

predominantly White (166, or 77%), moderate to liberal in their political beliefs (M = 4.00, SD 

= 2.07), and not very religious (M = 2.37, SD = 2.01). Saudi participants were 282 adults (193 

women, 87 men and 2 who did not report gender) ranging in age from 18–66 years of age (M 

= 29.82, SD = 8.31). As almost all Saudi people are of Arab ethnicity, we did not ask Saudi 

participants about ethnicity, (see DeBel-air, 2014). Saudi participants were fairly religious (M 

= 5.40, SD = 2.37), and slightly more politically conservative (M= 4.78, SD=2.25). No 

participants were excluded. In exchange for participation, each participant was entered in the 

prize draw for one of ten £10 Amazon gift cards. 

   The study was administered using an online survey software (Qualtrics Surveys).  It was 

advertised on notice boards across the University of Surrey, UK and King Saud University, 

Saudi Arabia. The link was also posted on SONA (a participant recruitment system) and 

various social networks such as Facebook and Twitter.  Participants were also recruited via a 

snowball sampling method and through word of mouth advertising.  

Materials and Procedure 

This study was submitted to the University of Surrey Ethics Committee through an 

ethical review self-assessment application, receiving a favourable ethical opinion and 

confirmation to proceed. Participants first gave their informed consent and then completed 

measures which were divided into two blocks. The first block included prejudice scales and 
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the second block included moral identity scales. According to the moral licensing and moral 

credential theories, when individuals perceive themselves as a moral individual, this can lead 

to a reduction in their subsequent moral behaviours (Conway & Peetz, 2012). In other words, 

people’s moral self -perceptions provide them with a licence or permission to act less morally 

without fear of disgracing themselves (Miller & Effron, 2010). Thus, bearing these effects in 

mind and to avoid any potentiality of carry-over of moral licensing effects in this study, 

participants were presented with the prejudice and other related scales firstly. Within each 

block, the set of measures was counterbalanced. Next, participants completed a social 

desirability scale. Demographic information was reported last prior to the participants reading 

a written debriefing. The full list of materials can be found on https://osf.io/MASKED FOR 

REVIEW  

Prejudice Measures 

The Prejudice Towards Foreign Workers Scale (PFW) was adapted from McConahay’s 

(1986) measure of racist attitudes by substituting the term ‘foreign workers’ for ‘African 

Americans’ (see MASKED FOR REVIEW).  Four of McConahay’s items were not used here 

as they are more relevant to an American context (e.g., I favour laws that permit black persons 

to rent or purchase housing even when the person offering the property for sale or rent does 

not wish to rent or sell it to blacks).  This scale measured two variables as it included four items 

measuring old-fashioned prejudice (OPFW) (e.g., ‘If a family of foreign workers with about 

the same income and education as I have moved next door, I would mind it a great deal’), and 

six items measuring modern prejudice (MPFW) that capture the participant’s subtle negative 

attitudes toward foreign workers (e.g.,  ‘Discrimination against foreign workers is no longer a 

problem in the United Kingdom’  ).  Responses ranged from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly 

disagree) with higher total scores indicating stronger prejudice toward foreign workers.  
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We also measured sexism using the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, ASI (Glick & Fiske, 

1996), which is comprised of two subscales. The first subscale is hostile sexism; consisting of 

10 items, that encompass negative attitudes toward women, mostly those who resist male 

control (Glick & Fiske, 1996), e.g., ‘Women seek to gain power by getting control over men’.  

The second subscale is benevolent sexism, consisting of 11 items, that reflect seemingly 

positive attitudes toward women who are seen as weak creatures that constantly need to be 

protected and cherished by men (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Fiske & North, 2015), e.g., ‘A good 

woman should be set on a pedestal by her man’.  All items were measured on an agreement 

scale, anchored at 0 = disagree strongly and 5= agree strongly. 

Measures of Interreligious prejudices (IP) were adapted from Clobert, Saroglou, 

Hwang and Soong (2014) and asked participants if they would mind having a person from 

another religious group in various roles (see MASKED FOR REVIEW).  The religious groups 

examined were Jewish individuals (both samples), Atheists (both samples), Christians for the 

Saudi sample and Muslims for the UK sample. Participants responded on 7-point scales ranging 

from 1 (totally dislike) to 7 (totally like), indicating how much they would like to have someone 

from the target group as their (1) neighbour, (2) boss and (3) friend. Here, boss replaced 

political representative in Clobert et al. (2014) as there are no political parties in Saudi Arabia. 

Similarly, friend replaced husband/wife as Saudi women are forbidden from marrying someone 

from other religions. We used a similar measure to assess social distance from someone with 

different moral views, moral views prejudice.  

Moral Identity Measures 

We presented two moral identity measures, which differ in their breadth of the 

foundations that are encompassed.  For the Self-Importance Moral Identity scale (SIMI), 

Aquino and Reed (2002), participants responded to ten items measuring moral identity using a 

5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). This scale includes 
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two subscales measuring Internalization (e.g., I strongly desire to have these characteristics) 

and Symbolisation (e.g., I am actively involved in activities that communicate to others that I 

have these characteristics).   

The Moral Variations in Moral Identity Scale (MVMI) was informed by moral 

foundations theory and developed by the researchers.   It includes 18 items encompassing all 

five moral foundations (see Appendix A for the Factor loadings for MVMI in the UK and Saudi 

samples).   Participants indicate the extent to which each moral concern or characteristic, is 

true for them, in terms of their identity, from 1 (not at all true of me) to 7 (very true of me). An 

earlier study established the scale’s reliability and validity in both the UK and Saudi Arabian 

samples, and showed that the seven items assessing binding moral foundations (i.e., 

ingroup/loyalty and authority/respect items) loaded together on a single factor, separate from 

six items assessing individualizing moral foundations (i.e., care/harm and fairness/reciprocity 

items) whilst five items relating to the binding foundation of purity/sanctity formed their own 

factor (MASKED FOR REVIEW). We similarly extracted binding, individualizing and purity 

subscales from this measure here.   In the UK sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .85 

for the binding moral foundations items, .90 for the individualizing moral foundations items, 

and .84 for the purity/sanctity items. In the Saudi sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 

.87 for the binding moral foundations items, .77 for the individualizing moral foundations 

items, and .77 for the purity/sanctity items. 

Control Variables 

              Political orientation was assessed by on item, ‘Do you consider yourself to be?’(UK 

sample: 1 = Strongly liberal, 9 = Strongly conservative; Saudi sample, 1 = Strongly 

conservative, 9 = Strongly liberal) 

             Religiosity was assessed by on item, ‘How religious do you consider yourself to be?’    

(UK sample: 1 =Not at all, 9 = Extremely; Saudi sample, 1 = Extremely, 9 = Not at all) 
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            Social desirability bias was measured using the short form of the Balanced Inventory 

of Desirable Responding (Hart, Ritchie, Hepper & Gebauer, 2015;  Paulhus, 1991). This scale 

was included due to concerns that the study results would be confounded by social desirability 

bias, given that the moral identity and prejudice measures are likely to be prone to this bias. 

This scale is divided into two subscales: the self-deceptive enhancement subscale (8 items), has 

a Cronbach’s alpha of .68. A sample item of this subscale is: ‘I am very confident of my 

judgments’. The second subscale is the impression management (8 items), has  a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .67.  A sample item of this subscale is: ‘I always obey laws, even if I’m unlikely to get 

caught’.  Responses to both these subscales were recorded on a 7-point Likert rating scale 

ranging from 1 = not true to 7 = very true.  

 

Results 

Reliability, mean and variability of all measures are shown in Table 1. We found high 

internal consistency for measures of both moral identity and prejudice overall, and reliability 

was usually higher in the UK than in Saudi Arabia. The measure of old-fashioned prejudice 

towards foreign workers had low reliability among Saudi participants.  

Correlations between prejudice and moral identity subscales for both samples are 

shown in Table 2.1 The SIMI internalization and symbolization scale fairly consistently 

predicted lower prejudice in the UK. In Saudi Arabia the correlations between the SIMI 

Internalization subscale and the prejudice measures were either not significant or in the 

opposite direction. Specifically, both SIMI subscales predicted hostile and benevolent 

sexism, the SIMI symbolization scale predicted higher prejudice on both measures of 

prejudice against foreign workers, and the SIMI internalization subscale predicted higher 

prejudice towards atheists and people that hold different moral views. Similarly, the MVMI 

 
1 For correlations between prejudice, moral identity measures and control variables, see the Appendix, Table 3. 
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individualizing subscale was negatively correlated with measures of prejudice in the UK only 

(with the exception of benevolent sexism). Whilst, in Saudi only prejudice towards Jewish 

individuals was inversely related to the MVMI individualizing subscale. Past studies found 

that Saudi participants ground their moral identity in the binding and purity foundations to a 

greater extent than UK participants did (MASKED FOR REVIEW). Here, these binding 

moral foundations were predictive of greater prejudice in both countries, and particularly 

predictive of higher prejudice in Saudi Arabia.  

Hierarchical regression analyses next examined whether the new MVMI measures 

accounted for unique variance in predicting prejudice over and beyond that predicted by the 

better established SIMI subscales. We conducted sixteen such analyses examining each 

measure of prejudice separately in each country (see Table 3 and 4).  In the first step, we 

entered the two SIMI subscales in the regression models. In Step 2, we added the three 

MVMI subscales.   In Step 3, we added demographic and social desirability variables, to 

assess whether they influenced the relationships between moral identity and prejudice we 

observed and should inform any conclusions that we drew about them.  

After Step 1, seven of the UK models were significant, explaining 4-17% of total 

variance across models.  In three models both the SIMI internalization and symbolization 

subscales each predicted unique variance in prejudice, and in four models the SIMI 

internalization subscale alone predicted unique variance in prejudice, suggesting overall that 

the SIMI conceptualization of moral identity predicted less prejudice.  After adding the 

MVMI predictors in Step 2, 6-30% of variance in prejudice was explained. In general, across 

models, the MVMI individualizing subscale predicted lower prejudice, whilst the binding and 

purity subscales predicted higher prejudice. When the demographics and social desirability 

measures were added in Step 3, the models then explained 7-46% of total variance, and 
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political orientation became the most reliable predictor of prejudice, indicating that 

conservative individuals were more likely to endorse prejudice. 

This set of predictive relationships between moral identity and prejudice did not 

generalize to Saudi Arabia. In the step 1 models for Saudi Arabia, the SIMI subscales rarely 

emerged as significant predictors and they predicted only 1-8% of variance overall.  The 

addition of the MVMI subscales at stage 2 strengthened the predictive power of the models, 

in which they predicted 9-45% of variance across prejudice measures. Again, the MVMI 

individualizing subscale sometimes predicted lower prejudice, whilst the MVMI binding and 

purity subscales predicted higher prejudice more consistently. Adding the demographics and 

social desirability in Step 3 explained unique variance for five of the models, examining the 

individual effects of the predictors for seven of the models individuals that identified as being 

liberal reported less prejudice.  

In relation to the relationship between moral identity and sexism we observed some 

unique relationships worth noting, which most likely occurred because sexism was the only 

form of prejudice we studied where a high proportion of the participants were members of the 

targeted group for both samples. The models predicting hostile sexism were similar to the 

other models with the exception that gender explained additional variance in both cultures 

over and above moral identity. As in previous studies of ASI, men scored higher than women 

on hostile sexism in both cultures. Benevolent sexism was the only prejudice measure where 

the SIMI alone predicted Saudi prejudice better than UK prejudice. Inclusion of the MIVI 

measures at step 2 vastly increased the prediction of benevolent sexism from moral identity in 

the UK, but less so in Saudi Arabia. 

 

Discussion 
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In the current paper we evaluated whether moral identity research encodes a liberal 

ethnocentric bias when it grounds concepts of moral identity in individualizing foundations, 

such as fairness and harm. We did so by extending our past research on the cultural 

differences in moral identity between the UK and Saudi Arabia (MASKED FOR REVIEW) 

to examine the relationship between moral identity and prejudice in both countries.  Our 

study expands the empirical scope of a debate about the relationship between binding 

foundations of morality and prejudice from WEIRD countries to a context where binding 

foundations constitute central features of moral identity for the first time. Our results force a 

sharper distinction between two senses of the criticism of liberal ethnocentrism.  

First, we have shown that a measure of moral identity that is grounded in a wider set 

of conceptual foundations than individualizing foundations alone is viable.  The MVMI 

measure added incremental predictive validity over the field’s most commonly used SIMI 

scale (Aquino and Reed, 2002) in an individualist culture (the UK), and vastly outperformed 

that scale in Saudi Arabia. The greater predictive power of MVMI is consistent with the 

finding that moral identity measures, developed in the individualist West, are less powerful 

predictors of behaviour in collectivist than individualist cultures (Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016). 

Everyday conceptions of morality in Saudi Arabia are not only grounded in binding 

foundations that individualizing frameworks fail to recognize (MASKED FOR REVIEW). 

Individualizing measure of moral identity also have less predictive power in Saudi Arabia 

and other collectivist cultures. This may well be because those measures do not refer to 

everyday, emic, readily accessible constructions of what a moral person is, or how similar the 

self is to such a person.   

Our research revealed surprising and unpredicted results also. The endorsement of 

purity concerns was a significant positive predictor of hostile and benevolent sexism in the 

UK sample, while in the Saudi sample, it was not a significant predictor of either type of 
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sexism.  These unpredicted results suggest that purity concerns differentiate sexist from non-

sexist people more in the UK, an individualistic culture, than in Saudi Arabia, a collectivistic 

cultures. Such an interpretation is also suggested by a study in Spain, a collectivistic culture, 

which showed that purity moral foundations did not predict either hostile or benevolent 

sexism (Goodwin & Hernandez Plaza, 2000; Vecina, & Piñuela, 2017).  This calls into 

question what makes moral purity concepts seem to be more closely aligned with sexism in 

individualistic cultures, but not in collectivistic ones.   

While the findings here hint that it, at a descriptive level, common moral identity 

measures are indeed ethnocentric, it is important to bear in mind that the empirical results of 

this current paper are essentially not normative but, rather, are descriptive in the sense that 

they help to recognize that moral identity includes a wider range of moral concerns than is 

often recognized in moral identity research (see Stolerman & Lagnado, 2020, for the 

distinction between descriptive studies and normative arguments). Our argument and research 

here show the need to take into account the full range of human morality.  However, 

acknowledging such pluralism in morality brings up some normative concerns due to the fact 

that, when people endorse certain moral concerns, they will be motivated to act in a way that 

is consistent with these attitudes and are likely to see their action as morally right or 

appropriate (Fehr et al., 2015).  The implications of acknowledging various moral concerns, 

as our paper also imply, is the need to carefully reconsider the notion that holding a strong 

moral identity leads to engaging in only prosocial and ethical behaviors, which is almost 

taken for granted within the mainstream moral identity literature.  

Other than that, someone might argue that we cannot leap from this descriptive 

finding of ethnocentrism to the more prescriptive claim, often voiced by moral foundation 

theorists (Haidt, 2008; Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Graham, Nosek, Haidt, Iyer, Koleva, 

& Ditto, 2011), that conceptions of morality should now broaden to include binding 
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foundations. The findings presented here show why it would be wrong to conceptualize 

binding foundations on an equal footing with individualizing foundations in an effort to avoid 

the harms of ethnocentric theorizing in moral psychology. Here, in both samples, moral 

identities grounded in binding foundations were predictive of greater prejudice. Thus, it 

hardly makes sense to reduce ethnocentrism in psychological theory by defining as moral a 

sense of identity that is conducive of prejudice against foreign workers and religious 

minorities.  

   Furthermore, and in line with this argument, it seems to be ironic, then, that the 

charge of ‘ethnocentrism’ is applied to research grounded in individualizing foundations at 

the cost of morality grounded in binding foundations.  As such, making a complaint about 

liberal ethnocentrism necessarily gives greater weight to the harm done by violating the 

individualizing moral foundation of fairness, than to the benefits of the binding foundation to 

treat members of one’s in-group preferentially. Liberal researchers have not treated all moral 

foundations equally, but the present study shows why they have a fair reason to conceptualize 

moral foundations differently when they favour individualizing foundations as the basis for 

moral identity over binding foundations.  

 While we appreciate the merit of such arguments, we cannot overlook the variety of 

moral domains nor dismiss people's endorsement of different moral concerns.  Even if such 

concerns might, in some cases, be linked to prejudice or other negative attitudes, there is a 

need to recognize such a moral outlook in any given society, investigate it, and understand 

when it may or may not lead to negative behaviors, e.g., discrimination.  By moving to such a 

more nuanced conceptual paradigm of moral identity, we as researchers would be in a better 

place to tackle issues that are likely to result from people basing their moral identity on 

different moral domains. Such an approach is more concerned ‘about the foundations of 

morality as it is observed around the world, not about the moral systems that ought to prevail’ 
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(Graham et al., 2012, p. 35).   A further important point for consideration here is that the data 

are correlational in nature, meaning that the present findings cannot speak to the causal 

direction of the links between moral identity and prejudice. Therefore, we refrain from 

drawing any conclusion that holding a strong moral identity necessarily leads to greater 

prejudice, as both causal pathways are plausible. 

Limitations and Conclusions 

Some limitations of these studies should be acknowledged. For example, there were 

unequal numbers of females and males in both samples. This may have had an impact on the 

results. However, a meta-analysis conducted on gender differences in moral orientation did 

not reveal any meaningful gender differences on morality (Jaffee & Hyde, 2000).  Another 

limitation of the research is that we only focused on two cultures, Saudi Arabia and the 

United Kingdom. Nevertheless, we think that this rethinking of liberal ethnocentrism might 

be productively applied in future cross-cultural studies of moral identity and in moral 

psychology more generally.  In this regard, more research needs to be done in to replicate the 

results patterns observed here, as well to explore and pursue new questions. For example, 

considering that people base their moral identity on different moral concerns, how can the 

importance given to these concerns be influenced (i.e., how does a change in the weight of 

these concerns happen and under what conditions)? Answering these questions is important, 

particularly in terms of mitigating prejudice and intolerance towards outgroups. Furthermore, 

there is a need to be mindful that culture is not entirely homogeneous and that there are 

potential conflicts in moral perspectives and domains within the same culture as well as 

within the same individual that worth to be investigated (Wainryb, 2006; Wainryb & 

Recchia, 2013). 

         In conclusion, research on moral identity will likely continue to thrive, and 

research on the role of culture on moral identity is still in its infancy.  Studies on an under-
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represented group or culture are most successful when they not only assimilate new data 

within pre-existing frameworks, but also call attention to hidden assumptions within those 

existing frameworks (Adams, 2014).  We believe that acknowledging the role of the cultural 

contexts in forming moral domains does not mean taking stance against the normative 

account associated with moral individualizing. We can adopt a descriptive approach to 

studying moral identity and, at the same time, be mindful that moral identity might also be a 

determinant of immoral behavior. The central message of this research is that we need to take 

into consideration the diverse contents of moral identity and its various possible outcomes. In 

other words, we need to be aware of the double-edged sword of moral identity.   
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Table 1. Reliability, Mean and Standard Deviation of Prejudice and Moral Identity Measures.  
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
             
                Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01. 
 
 
 

 

 United Kingdom Saudi Arabia 
 a M SD a M SD 
MVMI Individualizing   .90 35.60 5.39 .77 33.94 5.42 

MVMI Binding .85 13.58 3.85 .87 27.64 10.35 

MVMI Purity .84 11.42 6.32 .77 20.24 5.56 

SIMI Internalization  .81 22.09 3.07 .77 22.08 3.33 

SIMI Symbolization  .81 13.59 4.24 .75 15.00 4.68 

Foreign Worker Prejudice 

       Old-Fashioned 
 
.73 

 
6.84 

 
3.00 

 
.55 

 
8.95 

 
3.28 

       Modern  .98 12.85 5.13 .71 16.36 5.32 
Sexism .94 8.98 5.06 .90 11.84 5.46 
       Hostile .93 16.12 11.04 .79 21.95 8.65 
       Benevolent .88 18.01 10.37 .72 30.94 9.23 
Interreligious Prejudice       
       Christians ---- ---- ---- .90 11.84 5.46 
       Muslims .94 8.98 5.06 ---- ----- ---- 
       Jewish .95 8.25 4.69 .95 15.28 6.04 
       Atheists .96 7.31 4.33 .97 14.93 6.58 
Moral Views Prejudice .96 11.57 5.04 .88 15.03 4.68 



     BETWEEN CULTURAL RELATIVISM AND LIBERAL ETHNOCENTRISM      

 

 29 

Table 2. Prejudice and Moral Identity Correlations by Country.  

Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01.  

United Kingdom SIMI 
Internalization 

SIMI 
Symbolization 

MVMI 
Individualizing 

MVMI 
Binding 

MVMI 
Purity 

Old Fashioned 
FW 

Modern 
FW 

Hostile 
Sexism 

Benevolent 
Sexism 

Prejudice  
against  

Muslims 

Prejudice  
against 
Jewish 

Prejudice  
against 
Atheists 

SIMI Symbolization .25**            

MVMI Individualizing .65** .24**           

MVMI Binding .18** .25** .28**          

MVMI Purity .10 .21** .09 .36**         

Old Fashioned Foreign Workers -.39** -.18* -.45** .09 .12        

Modern Foreign Workers -.38** -.24** -.36** .17* .17* .71**       

Hostile Sexism -.37** -.07 -.30** .17* .32** .48** .61**      

Benevolent Sexism -.10 .17* -.12 .29** .46** .35** .46** .61**     

Prejudice against Muslims  -.37** -.27** -.40** -.03 .11 .68** .64** .45** .39**    

Prejudice against Jewish -.31** -.16* -.41** .01 ..09 .58** .52** .43** .37** .84**   

Prejudice against Atheists -.22** -.09 -.21** -.05 .23** .29** .31** .28** .33** .60** .64**  

Moral Views Prejudice -.05 -.11 -.24** .07 -.02 .27** .28** .10 .12 .43** .39** .36** 

Saudi Arabia SIMI 
Internalization 

SIMI 
Symbolization 

MVMI 
Individualizing 

MVMI 
Binding 

MVMI 
Purity 

Old Fashioned 
FW 

Modern 
FW 

Hostile 
Sexism 

Benevolent 
Sexism 

Prejudice 
against 

Christians 

Prejudice 
against 
Jewish 

Prejudice 
against 
Atheists 

SIMI Symbolization .24**            

MVMI Individualizing .33** .12           

MVMI Binding .23** .25** .23**          

MVMI Purity .27** .23** .28** .50**         

Old Fashioned Foreign Workers .02 .18** -.07 .37** .26**        

Modern Foreign Workers .04 .17** .00 .38** .29** .62**       

Hostile Sexism 
 

.15* .17** .07 .35** .27** .36** .45**      

Benevolent Sexism .22** .24** .05 .24** .19** .21** .25** .33**     

Prejudice against Christians .10 .10 -.12 .37** .28** .37** .31** .19** .20**    

Prejudice against  Jewish .11 .05 -.17** .41** .30** .36** .29** .25** .23** .72**   

Prejudice against Atheists .21** .08 -.02 .55** .51** .40** .38** .32** .29** .69** .72**  

Moral Views Prejudice .15* .10 .05 .14* .26** .22** .13 .02 .16* .49** .42** .42** 
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Table 3.  Beta Weights from Three-Step Hierarchical Regression Models Predicting Prejudice from Moral Identity in the United Kingdom. 

 

United Kingdom Old Fashioned Foreign Workers    Modern Foreign Workers          Hostile Sexism       Benevolent Sexism 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

SIMI Internalization -.39*** -.17* -.17* -.36*** -.24** -.24*** -.39*** -.32*** -.29*** -.15* -.09 -.08 

SIMI Symbolization 
 

-.05 -.09 .03 -.13* -.20** -.03 .05 -.04 .10 .20** .10 .19** 

MVMI Individualizing  -.42*** -.37***  -.27*** -.21**  -.19* -.09  -.17* -.07 

MVMI Binding 
 

 .25*** .20**  .30*** .21***  .20** .12†  .19** .13† 

MVMI Purity 
 

 .09 .07  .15* .16†  .30*** .24**  .40*** .44*** 

Gender 
 

  -.01   .03   -.18**   -.20*** 

Age 
 

  .16*   .19***   .17**   .12† 

Political Orientation 
 

  .20**   .35***   .29***   .18** 

Religiosity 
 

  -.11   -.22**   -.09   -.17* 

Self-Deception 
 

  .05   .11*   .06   .02 

Impression 
Management 
 

  -.03   -.04   -.02   -.02 

Adjusted R2 .16 .30 .35 .16 .30 .46 .14 .30 .44 .04 .27 .35 
R2 Change .17*** .15*** .07*** .17*** .15*** .18*** .15*** .17*** .16*** .05** .24*** .11*** 
United Kingdom Jewish Atheists Muslims                        Moral 
     1                    2                   3      1                    2                   3                      1                    2                    3                     1                     2                    3 
SIMI Internalization -.29*** -.07 -.07 -.20** -.15† -.11 -.34*** -.18* -.17† -.03 .19* .17† 

SIMI Symbolization 
 

-.09 -.10 -.08 -.05 -.09 -.10 -.16* -.19** -.12† -.09 -.07 -.02 

MVMI Individualizing  -.39*** -.30***  -.09 -.06  -.29*** -.21*  -.36*** -.33*** 

Note: † p <.10, * p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p ≤.001. 
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Table 3 (continued)  

      Note: † p <.10, * p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p ≤.001. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

United Kingdom      Prejudice against Jewish     Prejudice against Atheists      Prejudice against Muslims       Moral Views Prejudice  
1   2    3 1   2                       3                            1                   2                    3                     1                         2                   3 

MVMI Purity 
 

 .11 .25*  .31*** .18†  .16* .14  -.00 .07 

Gender 
 

  -.05   -.05   -.06   .11 

Age 
 

  -.07   -.10   .02   .03 

Political Orientation 
 

  .18*   .17*   .25***   .13 

Religiosity 
 

  -.23*   .14   -.07   -.15 

Self-Deception 
 

  -.02   -.04   .01   .05 

Impression 
Management 
 

  -.01   .05   -.06   -.10 

Adjusted R2 .09 .19 .21 .04 .12 .13 .17 .23 .27 .00 .06 .07 
R2 Change .10*** .10*** .05† .05** .09*** .04 .17*** .08*** .05* .01 .07** .03 
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Table 4.  Beta Weights from Three-Step Hierarchical Regression Models Predicting Prejudice from Moral Identity in Saudi Arabia 

   Note: † p <.10, * p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p ≤.001. 
 

 

 

Saudi Arabia Old Fashioned Foreign Workers     Modern Foreign Workers          Hostile Sexism      Benevolent Sexism 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

SIMI Internalization .01 -.04 -.02 .01 -.06 -.05 .13† .06 .06 .20** .17* .20* 

SIMI Symbolization 
 

.15* .07 -.08 .15* .06 .08 .12† .05 .05 .17* .14† .14† 

MVMI Individualizing  -.14* -.12  -.09 -.05  -.02 .01  -.03 -.00 

MVMI Binding 
 

 .36*** .24***  .32*** .22**  .28*** .20*  .14† .13 

MVMI Purity 
 

 .12 .11  .17* .14  .13 .16†  .05 .15 

Gender 
 

  -.01   .03   -.24***   -.11 

Age 
 

  -.03   -.00   .08   -.03 

Political Orientation 
 

  -.32***   -.29**   -.23*   -.03 

Religiosity 
 

  -.13   .12   .04   .08 

Self-Deception 
 

  .03   -.03   -.09   -.02 

Impression 
Management 
 

  -.04   .01   -.14†   -.21** 

Adjusted R2 .01 .16 .19 .02 .16 .18 .03 .13 .21 .08 .09 .11 
R2 Change .02† .16*** .05† .03† .16*** .04 .04* .11*** .10*** .09*** .02 .05 
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Table 4 (continued)  

 Note: † p <.10, * p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p ≤.001. 
 

 

 
 
 
 

       Prejudice against Jewish      Prejudice against Atheists     Prejudice against Christians           Moral Views Prejudice 
     1                   2                     3    1                     2                   3                    1                     2                     3                    1                     2                    3 

SIMI Internalization .14† .11 .16* .22** .12* .18** .11 .08 .13† .15* .11 .15† 

SIMI Symbolization 
 

-.01 -.10 -.08 -.00 -.15** -.13* .05 -.03 -.01 .07 .02 .03 

MVMI Individualizing  -.31*** -.26***  -.24*** -.18**  -.28*** -.24***  -.06 .01 

MVMI Binding 
 

 .37*** .26***  .41*** .30***  .33*** .20*  -.03 -.12 

MVMI Purity 
 

 .21** .22**  .40*** .38***  .18* .16†  .26** .24** 

Gender 
 

  .07   .03   .02   .17 

Age 
 

  -.13*   -.07   -.11   .01 

Political Orientation 
 

  -.34***   -.26***   -.36***   -.26* 

Religiosity 
 

  .19*   .03   .12   .14 

Self-Deception 
 

  -.01   .04   .01   -.06 

Impression 
Management 
 

  -.05   -.15*   -.05   -.05 

Adjusted R2 .01 .26 .31 .04 .45 .50 .01 .20 .25 .02 .06 .11 
R2 Change .02 .26*** .07** .05** .41*** .06*** .02 .20*** .07** .03* .05* .07* 
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Appendix  
 

 
Table 1. Factor loadings for MVMI, UK sample                                                                            Table 2.  Factor loadings for MVMI Scale, Saudi Sample  
 

 
 

Item  
Brief Item Descriptor 

Factor Loading of morality variations 
subscale 

Factor I  
MVMI 
Binding 

Factor II 
MVMI 

Individualizing 

Factor I 
MVMI 
Purity 

10 Conforms to Society traditions .87 -.07 .06 
11 Respectful of family traditions .79 .04 .13 
13 Respectful of social order .74 .03 .00 
12 Respectful of authority .67 .15 .10 
7 Loyal  .65 .06 .10 
8 Proud of my country .65 .22 .00 
9 Obedient .59 -.04 -.12 
4 Fair .02 .70 -.061 
2 Kind .22 .68 -.19 
5 Just -.03 .67 .20 
3 Honest .12 .67 .12 
6 Open-minded -.38 .65 .07 
1 Caring .121 .55 .02 

18 Conforms to sexual norms  .03 -.09 .72 
17 Chaste .05 .08 .69 
15 Religious .39 -.10 .58 
16 Conforms to purity standards* -.24 .17 .18 
14 Acts in a way that God would approve of -.06 .01 .52 

 
 

Item  
Brief Item Descriptor 

Factor Loading of morality variations 
subscale 

Factor I  
MVMI 
Binding 

Factor II 
MVMI 

Individualizing 

Factor I 
MVMI 
Purity 

10 Conforms to Society traditions .83 -.17 .01 
12 Respectful of authority .80 .06 .06 
9 Obedient .80 .00 -.00 

11 Respectful of family traditions .75 .09 .07 
8 Proud of my country .66 .02 .02 

13 Respectful of social order .63 -.09 .09 
7 Loyal  .45 .26 -.10 
4 Fair -.02 .86 -.07 
5 Just -.00 .85 .03 
2 Kind .11 .85 .01 
1 Caring .10 .78 .06 
6 Open-minded -.22 .78 -.00 
3 Honest .08 .73 .06 

14 Acts in a way that God would approve of -.06 .07 .89 
17 Chaste .01 -.00 .87 
15 Religious -.10 .08 .87 
16 Conforms to purity standards .12 -.06 .81 
18 Conforms to sexual norms  .28 -.05 .56 
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Appendix  

 

Table 3. Correlation between Moral Identity, Prejudice Measures and Control Variables  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p ≤.001. 
UK sample, Religiosity 1 =Not at all; 9 = Extremely. Political orientation 1 = Strongly liberal; 9 = Strongly conservative. 
Saudi sample, Religiosity 1 = Extremely; 9 = Not at all. Political orientation 1 = Strongly conservative; 9 = Strongly liberal. 
 

Moral Identity and  
Prejudice Measures 

 
Control Variables 

 

Age Gender Religion Political orientation Self-deception Impression  
management 

United 
Kingdom 

Saudi 
Arabia 

United 
Kingdom 

Saudi 
Arabia 

United 
Kingdom 

Saudi 
Arabia 

United 
Kingdom 

Saudi 
Arabia 

United 
Kingdom 

Saudi 
Arabia 

United 
Kingdom 

Saudi 
Arabia 

SIMI Internalization .05 .19** .26* -.05 .02 .07 -.16* .024 -.08 .11 .16* .27** 

SIMI Symbolization -.31** .16* .08 .02 .17* .00 -.15* -.051 -.04 .12 .16* .11 

MVMI Individualizing -.01 .06 .28** -.11 .09 .08 -.18** .054 .15*  .28** .28** .31** 

MVMI Binding -.10 .108 .06 .10 .21** -.23** .28** -.447** .08 .13 .24** .17* 

MVMI Purity .15* .095 .02 .12 .72** -.39** .32** -.371** .04  .13* .26** .32** 

Old Fashioned Foreign Workers .18** .012 -.25* .07 .01 -.16** .39** -.370** .17* .03 -.05 .02 

Modern Foreign Workers .27** .008 -.19* .11 .01 -.15* .53** -.341** .17* -.01 .00 .07 

Hostile Sexism .23** .076 -.32** -.16** .17** -.14* .50** -.286** .14* -.01 .02 .02 

Benevolent Sexism .16* .024 -.25** -.05 .25**  -.00 .37** -.067 .10 -.01 .09 -.06 

Prejudice against (Muslims/Christians) .12 -.056 -.22** .17** .04  -.22** .37** -.395** .02 -.03 -.10 -.01 

Prejudice against Jewish .00 -.045 -.18*** .18** -.04 -.17** .27** -.371** -.03 -.08 -.07 -.02 

Prejudice against Atheists .02 .021 -.10 .19** .26** -.35** .24** -.488** .02 .01 .02 .02 

Moral Views Prejudice  .06 .073 -.00 .17** -.08 -.10 .14* -.195** -.03 -.07 -.11 .02 
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