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PREFACE

This thesis is written for clinical psychology master programme in Dogus University,
Istanbul. It is about the relationship between moral foundations and disgust which are
discussed in the context of religion, rightist and leftist politics, gender and obsessive

compulsive tendencies. Below, subjects which were mentioned in current study were
explained briefly.

Morality sets rules in which norms are based on explanations for how the world is should
be (Prinz, 2007). Moral behaviors and thoughts, attitudes, beliefs, all of these are formed
by communities and change from culture to culture, from one belief system to another.
There are various conceptions of morality which gives diverse meanings to justice,
welfare, fairness and equality. In addition, those issues are discussed in psychology by
various domains, echoless and schools. In this paper, it is argued that morality is induced or
influenced by emotions according to social intuitionist approach (Prinz, 2007; Rozin et al.,
1994; Haidt, 2001). That approach states that a variety of emotions is elicited when people
transgress morality of others. Disgust, the main emotion of this study is elicited when a
person’s action contaminates the situation. The person who is the main actor in that
situation is also contaminated by the action itself. In current study, it is studied through that
feeling ‘disgusted’ changes preferences of moral foundations. Inbar and Avramova (2013)
indicated that moral judgments are affected by disgust which increases sensitivity to moral
issues. In current study, disgust and moral foundations were examined to find out which
moral foundations are related to the emotion of disgust. Some moral foundations are found
to be more related to disgust. For instance, disgust is found to be more related to purity,
loyalty and authority foundations. (Haidt & Herch, 2001). In this research, it is aimed to
find out how moral foundations that generated by purity, authority and loyalty are
connected to disgust.

Moreover, cultural institutions such as religion, rightist and leftist politics, social rules
established on religion and norms shape morality. These kinds of structures have different
explanations, viewpoints, beliefs, attitudes and practices over morality. While some parties
are supporters of equalities for every man, some of them support the importance of
authority. Besides, Helzer and Pizarro (2012) assert that conservatives are more disgusted
toward moral domains than liberals. In current study, it is also investigated whether rightist
- leftist politics influence moral decisions regarding the emotions. Furthermore, just
because religion is inclined to emphasize purity, loyalty and authority more, so it is
believed that religious people who considers purity as an important issue have more
inclinations toward disgust sensitivity (Fincher & Thornhill, 2012). In this study, | tried to
study the influence of religion on moral foundations which determine moral preferences
and tendency to react toward the preferences of others.




Lastly, it is aimed to find information about obsessive and compulsive tendencies related to
emotion of disgust. Disgust is assumed to have role over obsessive and compulsive
tendencies (Berle & Phillips, 2006; Mancini et al., 2001; Olatunji et al., 2004; 2008; 2014).
If a connection will be found in this study between disgust and obsessive- compulsive
tendencies, there can be a chance to improve symptoms of obsessive compulsive disorder.

This study will be a contribution to literature which supports to find origin of morality and
its influence on culture. | hope that this study puts emotions as the basis of morality which
explains how polarization in culture, conflicts and anomalies are emerged. This study can
enlarge the scope of understanding of moral beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors culturally and
individually.

Istanbul, January 2015 Dilara Fatma Alcan




ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF THE ROLE OF DISGUST IN FIVE MORAL DOMAINS WITH
RELATION TO GENDER, RELIGIOSITY, RIGHT-LEFT POLITICS, OBSESSIVE
BELIEFS, AND CLEANING COMPULSIONS

Alcan, D. F.
M.A., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. C. Ekin Eremsoy

January, 2015

One purpose of this study is to investigate the differences between reactions of disgusted
and non-disgusted groups with respect to moral foundations (authority, sanctity, loyalty,
fairness, and care). The second purpose is to indicate the gender differences among groups
and moral foundations. 255 university students, 83 males and 172 females participated in
this study. A series of questionnaires that differed in manipulation tactics were given to two
participant groups (Looming of Disgust Questionnaire Form A to disgusted group & Form
B to non-disgusted group, Moral Foundations Questionnaire, Padua Inventory, Disgust
Scale, Contamination and Cognitions Scale, Obsessive Beliefs Scale, and Demographic
Information Form). According to the Turkish version of Moral Foundations Questionnaire,
merging foundations into two factors gave high alpha values for internal consistencies.
Thus, the analysis was conducted in two moral foundations groups: binding foundations
(authority, purity, and loyalty) and individualizing foundations (fairness and care). In
variance analysis, participants in disgusted groups preferred the binding foundations.
Gender informed the differences interacted with groups (disgusted and non-disgusted) and



moral foundations. In general, females were more inclined toward individualizing
foundations than were males. Males were more inclined to binding foundations than were
females. One significant finding was that males were more affected by disgust
manipulation, which made them sensitive to the binding foundations. Furthermore,
regression analyses were conducted that found relationship between moral foundations and
religion, rightist-leftist politics, disgust sensitivity, obsessive beliefs, contamination
cognitions, and cleaning compulsions. Religion, disgust sensitivity, obsessive beliefs, and
contamination cognitions significantly predicted binding foundations. Disgust sensitivity
and gender also predicted individualizing foundations significantly. This study supports the
claim that group differences, gender, contamination cognitions, and cleaning compulsions
are predictors of disgust sensitivity. Lastly, disgust influenced moral foundations that
contain gender factors. Religion, contamination cognitions, disgust sensitivity, and
obsessive beliefs were predictors of binding foundations. Disgust sensitivity was also
related to contamination cognitions, gender, group differences (disgusted and non-
disgusted), and cleaning compulsions. These results are discussed as the main portion of

this study.
Keywords: disgust, disgust sensitivity, moral foundations, gender differences,

individualizing moral foundations, binding moral foundations, obsessive beliefs, religiosity

and right left politics.
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~ TIKSINME DUYGUSUNUN BES AHLAKI BOYUT UZERINDEKI ROLU VE
KIiSILERIN CINSIYET, DINDARLIK, SAG SOL SIYASI YONELIM, OBSESIF iNANC
VE TEMIZLENME KOMPULSIF EGILIMLERI DEGISKENLERI ILE ANALIZI

Alcan, D. F.
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji

Danisman: Yrd. Dog. Dr. C. Ekin Eremsoy

Ocak, 2015

Bu calismanin amaci tiksinme duygusunun manipiile edildigi ve manipiile edilmedigi
gruplar arasindaki ahlaki temellerin farkini arastirmaktir (Otorite, baglhilik, saflik, diiriistliik
ve itina temelleri). Ayn1 zamanda, bu calismada cinsiyet farklarinin tiksinmeye bagli olarak
ahlaki karar verme iizerindeki etkisinin arastirilmast amacglanmistir. Arastirmadaki
orneklem 255 iiniversite dgrencisinden olugsmaktadir. Bu Orneklemin 83'i erkek, 172'si
kadindan olusmaktadir. Orneklemin manipiile edildigi ve edilmedigi gruplara bagli olarak
bir grup envanter seti katilimeilara verilmistir (Abartilmis Tiksinme Algis1 Olgegi Form A-
igrendirme & Form B-nétr, Ahlaki Temeller Olgegi, Padua Envanteri, Tiksinme Duyarlilig1
Olgegi-Revize Edilmis Form, Bulasma / Kirlenme Bilisleri Olgegi, Obsesif Inanislar
Olgegi ve Demografik Bilgi Formu). Ahlaki Temeller Olgeginin Tiirkge versiyonu
tizerinde yapilan giivenirlik ve faktor analizi ¢alismalarina gore, bu temelleri iki grupta
toplamak yliksek alfa degerleri sagladigindan dolay1 regresyon ve varyans analizleri ikili

ahlak temelleri tizerinden yapilmistir: bireysellestirici ahlaki temeller (diiriistliik ve itina)

vii



ve baglayici ahlaki temeller (otorite, baglilik ve saflik). Yapilan varyans analizinde cinsiyet
degiskeninin analize katilmasiyla birlikte tiksinen ve tiksinmeyen gruplar arasinda ahlaki
temeller agisindan anlamli farkliliklar bulunmustur. Tiksinen gruptaki katilimcilarin
baglayic1 ahlaki temelleri daha ¢ok tercih ettigi goriilmiistiir. Ayrica manipiilasyonun
katilmadigr durumlarda, kadinlarin bireysellestirici ahlaki temelleri, erkeklerin ise
baglayict ahlaki temelleri daha ¢ok tercih ettigi goriilmiistii. Bunun yaninda, erkek
katilimcilarin deneysel tiksinme senaryolar1 sonucunda kadin katilimcilara gére baglayici
ahlaksal temellere daha ¢ok egilim gosterdigi bulunmustur. Ek olarak, dindarlik, sag sol
politik yonelimi, grup farkliliklari, cinsiyet, tiksinme hassasiyeti, obsesif inanglar, kirlenme
bilisi ve temizlenme kompulsiyonlarinin ahlakin iki ayr1 temel boyutunu yordayip
yordamadigin1 6lgmek igin regresyon analizi uygulanmistir. Dindarlik, tiksinme
hassasiyeti, obsesif inang¢lar ve kirlenme bilisinin baglayic1 ahlaki temelleri anlamli bir
sekilde yordadigi bulunmustur. Tiksinme hassasiyeti ve cinsiyet degiskenlerinin
bireysellestirici ahlaki temelleri anlamli bir sekilde yordadigi da goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgulara
ek olarak, dindarligin, sag sol politik farklarin, obsesif inang¢larin, kirlenme bilislerinin ve
temizlenme kompulsiyonlarinin tiksinme hassasiyetini anlamli bir sekilde yordayip
yordamadigma bakilmistir. Deneysel tiksinmenin, cinsiyetin, kirlenme biliginin ve
temizlenme kompulsiyonlarinin tiksinme hassasiyetini anlamli bir sekilde yordadigi

bulunmustur. Bu sonuglar arastirmanin amacina gore tartisilmistir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: tiksinme, tiksinme hassasiyeti, ahlaki temeller, cinsiyet farkliliklari,

bireysellestirici ahlaki temeller, baglayict ahlaki temeller, obsesyonlar, dindarlik ve

muhafazakar-liberal politik yonelimi.
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CHAPTER

1. INTRODUCTION

Moral psychology deals with the moral judgments on issues such as justice, rights, and
welfare (Turiel, 1983 as cited in Graham, Haidt & Nosek, 2009). According to Prinz
(2007), morality sets rules that are enforced through norms. Haidt assumes (2001) that
moral judgment is based on virtues in a society where “good” morals are praised and “bad”
ones are criticized. Those judgments form grounds from which the culture judges a
person's actions or personality. In relation to those definitions and explanations, moral
judgments are analyzed from different perspectives with different methods. Some
perspectives include rational reasoning and some include moral intuitions that contain
emotional entities (Prinz, 2007). Hume, in his book Treatise of Human Nature (1738),
argued that humans’ moral judgments have an emotional essence (as cited in Prinz, 2007).
This is based on the perspective that emotions determine the moral domains. An intuition
model, a social functionalist model, and other views about the role of emotion among
moral domains are discussed. Those models are the basis of this research, which aims to
look into the scope of the morality. Disgust is identified as the main motivational moral
emotion and its origins, types, and development (“from oral to moral”) are summarized
(Rozin, Haidt, & Fincher, 2009). The core of this paper, the idea that disgust is a moral
emotion, is studied in the context of moral transgressions. In addition, disgust is examined
as a part of both culture and gender. The effects of disgust on the political and moral
domains, as well as religion and ingroup-outgroup dynamics will be discussed as well.
Lastly, I explore the glimpses of neuroticism in relation to disgust which can be explained

as an entity of obsessions and compulsions.

1.1. Emotion-Based Morals and Moral Intuitions

Prinz (2007) explained that reactive moral emotions are emotions that are stimulated when

a person or group either violates moral rules or conforms to them. Reactive moral emotions
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emerge as a result of different kinds of moral violations. Moral indignation is a reactive
moral emotion that is triggered by anger (Prinz, 2007). It is a reaction to the violation of
care and justice. Indignation and anger are substantially similar emotions and are aroused
by immoral acts. However, moral anger is aroused by harm-activated actions. In other
words, moral transgressions that pose a threat to and/or harm someone's rights evoke anger
(Prinz, 2007). The other stimulating moral emotion is disgust, aroused by objects
contaminated by germs and other microorganisms. Contaminated objects that elicit disgust
can be bodily fluids, non-human creatures, dead things, or refuse (Prinz, 2007). In addition,
sexual violations evoke moral disgust, often because they transfer one organism's bodily
fluids to another organism, which may lead to the transmission of a disease. Furthermore,
moral disgust originates from physical disgust, which incites similar bodily reactions and
reacts against similar way of appraisals like being contaminated

Prinz also discusses emotions and categorizes them according to the CAD (contempt,
anger, and disgust) model (Rozin, Lowery, & Ebert, 1994; Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & Haidt
1999; Prinz, 2007). CAD is an emotion-based model that categorizes emotions according
to moral judgments. According to the CAD model, morality is a sum of emotions. Rozin et
al. (1999) divide emotions into groups described by emotions of morality. The first group
of emotions is guilt, embarrassment, and shame, which are related to moral judgments.
Those emotions are associated with self-motivation and consciousness. The second group
of emotions is contempt, anger, and disgust and they are associated with others who do not
belong to an ingroup (Rozin et al., 1994; 1999). Anger appears when a person is frustrated
and blocked. This leads to aggressive behaviours. It is also a moral emotion and is
stimulated when a transgression of rights occurs. In addition, core disgust as a moral
emotion is generated when a violation of sanctity occurs. Core disgust reminds people that
they share the same origins as animals. In addition to core disgust, another type of disgust,
called sociomoral disgust, is aroused when a violation of dignity occurs. Violations of
dignity include hypocrisy, cruelty, frowning, and betrayal violations related to the others.
Moreover, contempt as a moral emotion is elicited when individuals are considered to be

negative components by ingroup members. According to Rozin et al. (1994; 1999),
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contempt is associated with a hierarchy in which superiority relations are determined.
Three different ethics (autonomy, community, and divinity) are associated with those moral
emotions. The ethic of autonomy is related to actions against the individual’s freedom and
rights. The ethic of community is related to actions against community and hierarchy;,
whereas the ethic of divinity is related to actions against divinity and purity. Rozin et al.
(1999) discusses which of these three moral emotions are associated with violations of
those three groups of ethics. It is assumed that contempt results from a violation of
community while disgust is related to violation of divinity. Anger comes from the violation
of autonomy. In addition, Rozin et al. (1999) aimed to prove that there are similarities

between cultures that evoke similar emotions when similar ethical violations occur.

Rozin et al. (1999) conducted a study to verify the CAD model. They established their
experiment conditions by considering the correlation between moral violations and facial
expression of moral emotions. They aimed to find a relationship between moral emotions
and the specific ethics of moral violations connected to those emotions. Rozin et al. (1999)
found that ethics and moral emotions were related to each other. Of those relationships, the
connection between contempt and community happens to be more visible when the face
selections are examined. In another study, Rozin et al. (1999) examined this relationship,
again but this time ethics were explained to participants before the study. As a result of this
explanation, all participants gave answers compatible with categories of moral emotions
and ethics. In addition, there were similar results across both cultures, (Japanese and

American) which provide support for the CAD hypothesis.

Rozin et al. (1999) evaluated a study to support the CAD model. They designed their
experimental conditions according to the correlation between moral violations and facial
expression of moral emotions. They aimed to express the relationship between moral
emotions and the specific ethics of moral violations connected to those emotions. Rozin et
al. (1999) found that ethics and moral emotions were related to each other. The connection
between contempt and community was more visible in examination of face selection. In

another study, Rozin et al. (1999) examined the same relationship, but this time, ethics
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were explained before the study. As a result of this, all participants gave answers
compatible with categories of moral emotions and ethics. In addition, there were similar
results between the two cultures (Japanese and American), which supports the CAD

hypothesis.

In addition to the CAD model, the social functionalist model (Hutcherson & Gross, 2011)
explains emotion-based morality by assuming that emotional entities are important for
moral judgments. It explains the roles of emotions from a functional perspective. The
social functionalist model asserts that contempt, disgust, and anger are adaptive and
include appraisals, gestures, physiological responses, and action tendencies. Moreover,

they are specific to the context of the violations (Hutcherson & Gross, 2011).

According to this model, anger is a defensive emotion that leads to attack/approach
behaviour when the self is endangered (Hutcherson & Gross, 2011). Threats are resolved
by either active or passive behaviours (e.g. conservative tactics or attacks). Hutcherson and
Gross (2011) assumed that anger is a moral emotion, whereas it is much more related to the
behaviour than the threat. Moreover, when danger is not present, avoidance behaviour
emerges as a result of the experience of danger in the past. The aim is not to take risks, but
rather to minimize them. In addition, disgust and contempt are motivator emotions that
evoke those kinds of avoidance behaviours (Hutcherson & Gross, 2011). Disgust is
aroused when a person faces a malicious behaviour, even if s/he faced good-willed actions
in the past. Contempt is cognitively related to the appraisal of incompetence. The urge to
help an incompetent person is a waste of time and it elicits contempt (Hutcherson & Gross,
2011). Once the interaction with people who cannot give support to a group has ended,
contempt abates. Anger is an immediate threat signal, whereas contempt and disgust are
structured by long-lasting attributions. Thus, anger, disgust and contempt are categorized

according to their specific appraisals in relation to the nature of their triggers.

Hutcherson and Gross (2011) aimed to differentiate anger, disgust, and contempt from each

other using the social functionalist approach. Participants read vignettes that included
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autonomy, community, and divinity violations. Hutcherson and Gross (2011) found that

moral disgust is visible on all violations. These findings contradict the CAD theory.

Hutcherson and Gross (2011) repeated their experiments in order to verify the social
functionalists approach. They aimed to differentiate contempt and disgust from each other.
They assumed that disgust is associated with appraisals of benevolence or malicious
intentions, whereas contempt is associated with the incompetence. While rating competent
and benevolent behaviours, Hutcherson and Gross (2011) found that violations of
community aroused contempt in study participants. Otherwise, they verified that violations
related to community are strongly connected to moral disgust (Hutcherson & Gross, 2011).
Contempt was often found to be related to incompetence at a task. Moreover, Hutcherson
and Gross (2011) examined the consequences of three moral emotions. They considered
disgust to be a motivator in order to construct a judgment about the worth of an agent.
Contempt was considered a motivator of the judgments about a person's characteristics and
incompetence. Anger was considered a motivator that does not trigger long-lasting
behaviour; rather it’s a result of the detection of a threat signal. They proved the social
functionalist approach with the results they found in their research (Hutcherson & Gross,
2011). Disgust was found to be the most damaging emotion to feel towards a person
because it triggers judgments about a person's character that are hard to forget. Anger is the
least dangerous because it is temporary and can happen easily as a result of misperceiving.
Contempt is in the middle of the spectrum because it leads to a harmful impression of a

person.

In the same way, Haidt (2001) assumes that emotions are important contributions to moral
judgments. He mentions the concept of intuitions, which are based on emotion-related
explanations for moral judgments. According to Haidt, moral intuition determines moral
judgments, which is a kind of cognition but is not a reason-based mechanism. David Hume
(1738) says, “Reason is like a slave that obeys passions of the body” (as cited in Haidt,
2001). Reasoning about a moral issue depends on a process that involves finding evidence,

verifying its accuracy, comparing it with other views, and making a judgment (Haidt,
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2001). Those processes can happen consciously and unconsciously at the same time.
However, intuitions are processed unconsciously in a quick and effortless way. Intuition is

a method of reasoning that triggers emotions.

The social intuitionist model assumes that moral intuitions have a direct impact on moral
judgments (Haidt, 2001). In a moral intuitive process, moral outcome is not processed
reasonably and consciously. Emotions that take part in the moral decision-making process
give way to conflicts. According to Haidt (2001) there are some links that construct the
basis of moral intuitions. The first link is the intuitive judgment link in which moral
judgments are processed swiftly, mechanically, and unconsciously. The second link is the
post hoc reasoning link in which moral judgment is processed after the moral decision is
made. In other words, the conscious process follows the intuitive judgment. The social
persuasion link is the third link mentioned by Haidt. According to this link, there is no need
for reasoning, because it is not important which group is empowering the judgments to
conform the rules, norms, and beliefs without conscious reasoning. Another link, the
reasoned judgment link, follows decisions made to persuade others. Lastly, in the private

reflection link, a person may commence a reaction that conflicts with the first judgment.

According to this model, intuitions are similar to persuasion, which allows an easy way of
reaching conclusion about events or people (Haidt, 2001). According to Haidt (2001),
reasoning is caused by relatedness that is connected to impression management and
interaction. The other motive that directs reasoning is a coherence motive that is related to
the resonance of cultural views and self-view. Being persuaded and having the same
opinions as a friend are fallacies for judgments. In other words, people are eager to be
manipulated in order to fulfill their goals (Haidt, 2001). According to Haidt (2001), people
change their beliefs to avoid feeling threatened and isolated from relationships. People use
self-defense motivations to live in a safe and fair world. According to the social intuitionist
model, people have nearly no proof to prove their theories about their moral judgments.
That is why they use evidence to defend their rights just like lawyers. In addition, people

need to have an explanation about their moral judgments to support their theories (Haidt,



7

2001). In the social intuitionist model, the reasoning process is applied unconsciously so
that the interpreter module of mental construction is able to fill the gaps and interpret the
reasoning while providing evidence for it. Those interpretations are based on the first
moral constructions, which are cultivated by the culture itself. Thus, people have an
illusion that their moral judgments depend on their moral reasoning processes (Haidt,
2001). People also try to change other people’s moral judgments if they don’t like them.
This happens because of subjective reasoning though people have illusions that they are
objective decision-makers. Thus, the one who disagrees with the established reasoning is
considered immoral (Haidt, 2001).

In this model, the moral action comes from willpower (Haidt, 2001). Those who have the
best self-regulatory systems are the best at moral reasoning. In addition, morality evolution
is part of the basis for cooperation and commitment. In human development, language
makes those processes viable and creates an avenue for communication (Haidt, 2001).
Some intuitions are lost when a child develops a more complex sense of morality, for
example, losing loyalty in a fairness-based culture. This process occurs to prevent people
from forming ambivalent moral intuitions. According to this model, immersion in complex
customs, which include norms, values, and beliefs, has elements of affective, cognitive,
motoric, and propositional knowledge. Peer socialization shapes the judgments that are
culturally intuitive. They are imitated and practiced according to cultural norms, values,

and beliefs. This period of development appears between ages 9 and 15.

1.2. Moral Foundations, Gender Differences and Their Influences Over Political

Domain From A Moral Intuitionist Perspective

According to the social intuitionist model, morality is divided into categories called
foundations (Graham, Nosek, & Haidt, 2012; Graham-Haidt et al., in press; Graham-Nosek
et al., 2010). Those foundations are associated with the differences between political
orientations, religions, and ideologies (Haidt, Graham, & Joseph, 2009). In addition, moral

foundations are related to emotions, which evoke moral judgments.
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Graham et al. (2012; 2010; in press) argue that moral foundation theory is based on the
idea of pluralistic moral values. According to Graham et al. (2012; 2010; in press),
morality consists of different foundations, which cannot be limited to care and justice.
Their foundations rely on the theories that feed evolutionary psychology. The first of the
requirements is based on the nativistic view in which the mind is a first draft that is shaped
by experience. The second one is the culture, which is shaped by the first moral draft of the
mind in order to adapt different cultural values. The third claim they express is that moral
evaluations are rapid and constructed mechanically. The last claim of this theory is

pluralism.

The foundations are care/harm, fairness/cheating, loyalty/betrayal, authority/subversion
and sanctity/degradation (Graham et al., 2012). The care/harm foundation includes care,
nurturing, and protection, which can be seen in mother-child relationship. It meets the
survival needs of the weak infant. This basic moral foundation is motivated by suffering,
distress, and need and is expressed by children, animals, and suffering people. The
care/harm foundation may evoke compassion for the victims and anger towards the
offenders. This foundation can also change from society to society. Nazi culture, or
reversely, Buddhist culture, can be good examples for this. The fairness/cheating
foundation is an emotional exchange in relationships. It is associated with the virtues of
justice and fairness. The loyalty/betrayal foundation deals with competition between
different groups to gain rank and power. Graham et al. (2012) describe it as forming groups
that provide avenues through which to gain power and status. In consumer cultures, brand
loyalty and sports teams are one of the main motivators of this foundation. The
authority/subversion foundation deals with firm relationships with chiefs and good
relationships with subordinates to benefit the ingroup (Graham et al., 2012). In modern
cultures, law courts and police departments are places where people obey the rules and
decisions made by those authorities. The sanctity/degradation foundation includes the
emotion of disgust, which is related to the behavioral immune system that determines mate
selection, friend selection, and food selection (Graham et al., 2012). In some cultures this

manifests itself as people believing their body is pure or a temple.
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Furthermore, moral foundations influence political affiliations and moral goals in different
political groups. Political preferences, especially right-left differences, determine voting
behaviour (Graham et al., 2009). Liberal views advocate individual freedom. Liberals also
consider people to be free agents who are open to development (Graham et al., 2009).
However, conservative views are authoritative and institution-based. People are considered
to be selfish and imperfect creatures. Conservatives also defend the view that people must
be constrained in order to live together. According to those views, liberals are more open to
new experiences and change, while conservatives keep what’s familiar around them

(Graham et al., 2009).

Graham et al. examined (2009; 2012) people’s moral concerns and how to make a bridge
between their political ideologies and moral foundations. They found that liberals are more
prone to giving importance to care and fairness foundations while conservatives are more
prone to emphasize divinity, sanctity, authority, and loyalty foundations in their ideologies.
According to these data, conservatives emphasize authority, order, loyalty to country, hard
work, and purity. On the other hand, liberals choose care, fairness, justice, and equality.
This difference is not absolute in political spectrum, but extremists polarized those factors
on their giving moral judgments (Graham et al., 2009). In another study, Graham et al.
evaluated (2009) answers toward different moral virtues and reactions toward moral
violations associated with different foundations. They had feedback from participants like
“even if a soldier does not agree with his officer, he has to obey those rules,” or “chastity is
important for teenagers.” They also proved that conservatives are more inclined to defend
binding moral judgments. Graham et al. (2009) also tested sacred values and how people
react once they are violated. The aim was to change participants’ values with money, which
can cause strong reactions in conservative and liberal participants considering their moral
concerns. Questions like “How much money would someone have to pay you to kick a dog
in the head? To renounce your citizenship? To get a blood transfusion from a child
molester?” were asked to participants. Liberals refused to exchange values with money,
whereas they were more willing to exchange binding factors separate from their values.

Similarly, conservatives refused to exchange particular values for money: purity, authority,
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and ingroup moral values. Lastly, Graham et al. (2009) tried to prove the relation between
foundations and political studies. They evaluated moral foundations among sermons
written by liberals and conservatives. Those sermons were taken from the speeches among
Unitarian Universalists (a mostly liberal church) and from speeches from Southern
Baptists, which is a mostly conservative church. Unitarian leaders used words mostly
related to harm and fairness while Baptist leaders used words mostly related to loyalty and

sanctity in their sermons.

Leeuwen and Park (2009) examined emotions and political orientations in their studies.
They argue that political conservatism is an orientation that is constructed by the need to be
certain and avoid threats. This structure is related to the moral foundations of loyalty,
respect for authority, and spiritual-body purity. In their research, Leeuwen and Park (2009)
assume that anxiety and fear are motivator emotions that lead to moral intuitions of purity,
authority, and loyalty. Those moral intuitions are the background for conservatism.
Leeuwen and Park (2009) examined moral foundations, political orientations and
perception of social dangers. The results showed that political conservatism is related to
the perception of social danger, which is influenced by the moral intuition of purity,

authority, and loyalty.

Garvey and Ford (2014) studied differences between binding and individualizing factors in
relation to intuition. They conducted a research on whether rationality or intuition
constructs moral decisions. They assumed that binding factors are related to authority,
loyalty, and purity, which are also related to intuitions and intuition-based judgments,
while individualizing factors such as harm and justice are related to rationality. Moral
foundations, disgust sensitivity, rationality, and political orientation were used as factors in
the study. The results supported the claim that binding factors are all related to moral

intuitions, whereas individualizing factors are all related to a rational way of thinking.

Religions and foundations are related to each other. Gladden, Welch, Figueredo and Jacobs

(2009) assumed that religious concerns include moral judgments, which are constructed by
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moral intuitions and harm-based moral emotions. Those moral intuitions are the outcome
of disgust sensitivity, which feeds religious conservatism. Conservatives’ religious
moralizations, as opposed to liberals’ are constructed against homosexual relations,
masturbation, and incest without harm. The idea of divinity is what is behind these
moralizations. Moralizations against purity violations mechanically evoke disgust in
religious moral issues (Gladden et al., 2009). In other words, people who have higher
disgust sensitivity are more inclined to moralize those domains of ethics with regard to
religious rules (Gladden et al., 2009). Gladden et al. (2009) show that religion is related to
moral intuitions, moral disgust, and the ethics of community and divinity. Those intuitions

evoke anger, contempt, and disgust.

Although a few research studies have been done about the relation between gender
differences and moral foundations, lyer (2010) studied sample size of political attitudes in
relation to moral foundations and gender differences. He found little difference between
females and males. He detected small effect for sample sizes in which gender differences
were not attainable for whole population. He claimed that empathy and universalist
constructs are indicative of female characteristics, which are detected more among liberals.
According to his assumption, it follows that females, compared to males, prefer individual
foundations, which include harm/care and justice/fairness. Males, especially conservative
males, think in a utilitarian way, which may explain their inclination for authority, loyalty,
and sanctity (lyer, 2010). He found that females are more emotionally reactive than males.
In addition, Eagly, Schmidt and Koenig (2005) found that females are more compassionate

to inequality against women, gays, and lesbians.

1.3. Emotions As Part of Moralization Process

Moral foundations, political ideologies, and religions are all explained in a moral
intuitionist perspective in which emotions have important roles. In this paper, it will be
explained that emotions have an effect on moral judgments, political attitudes, and

religions. Emotions have a major role in moral judgments that are directly connected to
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political ideologies (Mechler, 2010; Avromova & Inbar, 2013; Haidt, Koller, & Dias,
1993). Haidt et al. (2009) assumed that emotions are motivations that trigger morality-
based judgments. Haidt asserted that emotions are basic motivational forces that affect
moral judgment processes. Greene-Cushman et al. (2009) conducted a trolley experiment
by simulating a train accident. In it, they describe one person tied to a railway and a group
of people in another railway. Participants have to choose to save one or the other.
According to fMRI results, brain activations show that emotion-related regions of the brain
are activated when making decisions about moral dilemmas (Greene-Cushman et al.,
2009).

The role of emotion in the political spectrum is obvious in literature. Conservatism as a
politic ideology carries the meanings of “resistance to change,” feeling strong bounds for
conventions, and social norms such as authoritarian parenting, patriarchal gender norms,
and orthodoxy (Mechler, 2010). In addition, fear reduction and a need for certainty lead to
conservative assumptions. This view is based on the evidence that conservatives are
intolerant of new experiences, unfamiliar views, and anomalies. These abstractions are also
determined by right and left sides’ severity. Mechler (2010) examined relations between
emotions and political issues. She manipulated participants with political ideas and pictures
of the politicians in affective poses (positive, negative, and neutral). Participants were
asked a bunch of questions that revealed their voting choices. She asked their political
views and rated their level of being a liberal, moderate, or conservative. Their emotions
and their political choices were also evaluated. At the end of her study, she found that
emotion is related to political decisions and moral judgment. Negative effects made severe
political ideation that may divide groups into two partisan sides. Moreover, more complex
reasoning of political choices included less effective intensity and less effective conflicts.
In Melcher’s study, conservatives show higher negative affect than liberals. Mechler
(2010) found that people who process less complex moral reasoning are influenced by
negative emotion and burdened stimuli. They are more influenced by conditional factors
than people who use more complex reasoning. She induced that if a person processes less

complex reasoning about a moral issue, he/she might be more affected by negative
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affective or situational factors. She found that people who defend purity, loyalty, and
authority could more easily accept affectively driven norms and values. Therefore,
conservatives defending those kinds of values tend to be influenced by negative affects
more than liberals.

Haidt, Koller and Dias (1993) conducted a study to explore the relationship between
cultures and affect. They investigated two cultures with regard to non-harmful moral
violations. The main concerns of their research were socio-economic status and Western
culture moralizations. The study included harmless moral violations and harm-based moral
violations. The harmful violation was taking a boy from stage while he dances. The non-
harmful violation dealt with a boy wearing regular clothes in a school where there is a
dress code. And the third violation deals with a man who eats food with his hands. The
other stories are about a housekeeper cleaning toilet with flag and a boy who promises to
visit his mother every week but does not keep his promise. There are other stories about
different violations. The first is about a dog eaten by the family that owned it once it is
dead, a brother and sister kissing each other, and a man who has intercourse with a chicken
he bought to eat. After giving all stories, participants were asked to evaluate the acts as
moral or immoral. They were also asked if they were bothered, if these examples are
universal, if the guilty one in those stories should be punished, and if these acts are
harmful. People from high SES and from Philadelphia (individualistic culture) used moral
judgements to rate these behaviours when the action harmed someone. They did not
evaluate the disgusting or disrespectful situations as immoral. People from Brazil and from
low SES saw both as immoral according to harming, disgusting, and disrespectful moral
judgments.

According to Avromava and Inbar (2013) morality is attuned to the principle of reward and
punishment. They examined role of emotions on morality. They claimed that emotions
come after moral judgments. This suggests that negative emotions, such as disgust, anger,
and contempt are generated by immoral scenes. This applies to positive emotions like awe,

gratitude, and elation, which follow moral actions. Another claim made by the duo is that
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those emotions are inclined to increase in intensity of moral or immoral actions. Immoral
actions may seem worse than they really are because of negative emotions. It is like how
being angry with someone may turn moral judgments into harsher judgments toward a
badly dressed person (Avromova & Inbar, 2013). This negatively burdened action is only
viable for moral transgressions. They lastly propose that emotions can make an action
seem moral even if it is not. For instance, feeling disgust before a moral action may create
a negative effect about a moral issue like homosexuality or smoking (Avromova & Inbar,
2013).

The first claim is evaluated according to effects of emotions over moral judgments
(Avromava & Inbar, 2013). In other words, Avromova and Inbar assumed (2013) that it is
not an inevitable explanation that emotions are the motivators or causes of moral
judgments. They presented this idea in an ultimatum game. Participants’ fMRI results show
brain activation in areas that are also related to emotions when participants judge moral
issues or they think they are being cheated in the game. In Royzman’s et al. (2001)
hypothesis, moral dyspepsia, immoral behaviours may activate the physiology that may
cause an oral inhibition like nausea, or diminished appetite (as cited in Inbar & Amranova,
2003). In addition, disgust is the most obvious indicator of moral transgressions. Royzman
et al. (2001) concluded that disgust directly triggers oral inhibition in the same place in the
brain where moral transgression is placed. Chapman and Anderson (2012) showed that
being exposed to bad tasting drinks and contaminated views made people more disgusted
in the ultimatum game compared with non-exposed conditions. Furthermore, Chapman and
Anderson (2012) assume that different moral transgressions can cause various emotional
responses. For instance, immoral acts toward purity and fairness evoke disgust, but
harming someone triggers anger. In addition, Russell and Sorolla (2011) proposed that
moral anger includes more complex moral reasoning than disgust. Anger may disappear
when a violation is processed without any intention. Hutcherson and Gross (2011) assume
that threats may be followed by anger and approach behaviour, but violations of purity and
incompetence may be followed by disgust and avoidance behaviour. In the light of this

evidence, Avromova and Inbar (2012) induce that moral violations can co-exist with
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emotions, but they are not necessarily the cause or motivation for moral judgments.
Instead, they are inclined to explain the relationship between emotion and moral judgment

as one of sources or predictors of morality.

Furthermore, Chapman and Anderson (2012) assume that emotions change and create
moral judgments. This claim is mostly viable for moral dilemmas such as helping a group
of people in danger instead of helping one person or violating moral norms at the same
time (Greene-Cushman et al., 2009). The trolley problem is about sacrificing a person on
the railway in the name of saving five people (Greene-Cushman et al., 2009). In this
problem, anger changes the course of moral judgments. It is a dilemma that leads to
judgment of individuals’ moral actions, which can cause the death of a person. In this
dilemma, the medial frontal gyrus and posterior cingulate gyrus are activated when the
answer to this dilemma is sacrificing one person (Greene-Cushman et al., 2009). In
addition, the brain scans of people who have decided to save five people instead of one
show physiological stress. Conditions that include moral transgressions force people to
make decisions about moral issues and evoke disgust as a result of the decision (Chapman
& Anderson, 2012). On the other hand, in the trolley problem, people who watch amusing
film clips perceive one person’s death as a reasonable trade for the sake of five people’s
safety (Greene-Cushman et al., 2009). In addition, emotions influence moral transgressions
positively (Chapman & Anderson, 2012). Disgusting stimuli, all of which evoke disgust,

induce tough moral judgments when the violations occur (Avromava & Inbar, 2013).

Moreover, Inbar, Pizarro and Bloom (2009) assumed that conservatives are more inclined
to disgust, which affects their moral judgment harshly. In addition, Inbar, Pizarro, Konobe
and Bloom (2009) showed that both liberals and conservatives show disgust against

homosexuals. This evidence proves that disgust increases the strength of moral judgments.

Another claim made is that emotions moralize issues that may not belong to the moral
domain (Avramova & Inbar, 2013). Wheatley and Haidt (2005) conducted a study that was

supposed to give an illusion of disgust. They exposed participants to words to make them



16

feel disgusted. Then, they gave some vignettes. There were stories about moral issues
inside them. Those vignettes included words that were associated with disgust. Disgust-
inducing words affected participants’ judgments about moral violations. Participants in the
hypnotized group made harsher moral judgments about moral violations (Wheatley &
Haidt, 2005). Words that elicit disgust are also effective even when the vignettes are not
about moral violations. According to the social intuitionist model, Wheatley and Haidt
(2005) proposed that people’s decisions on moral issues are influenced by the disgusting
stimuli. In regard to emotions, Nichols (2002) assumed that moral judgments depend on
two connected systems. One of them is “a system of rules (norms) prohibiting certain
actions” and the other is an “independent affective mechanism that is activated by
witnessing suffering in others” (as cited in Amrova & Invar, 2013). In general, emotions
change a person’s opinion about an issue and direct him/her to decide wrongness or

rightness of a moral issue.

1.3.1. Disgust As a Moral Emotion and Its Origin

Disgust is a basic evolutionary adapted emotion that is triggered by feces, dead bodies, and
sexual fluids (as they may carry disease-induced pathogens) (Rozin & Fallen, 1987; Tybur,
Lieberman, & Griskevicius, 2009; Tybur, Lieberman, Kurzban, & DeScioli, 2013).
Prototypical disgust is an affect against bitter foods that include toxic ingredients
(Chapman & Anderson, 2012). When an organism feels disgust a sputter follows, which
helps to remove toxins from the body. This is a defense system that prevents organisms
from ingesting poisonous food. According to Chapman and Anderson (2012), disgust is a
defense that protects plants from predators. This protection is a means of survival for both
plants and predators. It is difficult to detect diseases and avoid being infected by bacteria
and viruses. That’s why eleven forms of disgust prevent species from getting infected
(Chapman & Anderson, 2012). Thus, diseases are easily detectable from their odours, and
from tactile and visual cues. Disgust is also similar to distaste, which is aroused when
intoxicated foods are available. Compared to distaste, disgust is a more developed

mechanism that easily detects diseases. Although distaste is similar to disgust in terms of
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oral rejection, disgust is explained as a defense to avoid being contaminated. Furthermore,
there are multiple disgusting objects, behaviours, beliefs, and attitudes that people

developed.

Haidt, McCauley and Rozin (1994) evaluated a model that explains other types of disgust
behaviours in addition to pathogen disgust. They named pathogen-based disgust as a core
disgust against poisonous foods and helps people to differentiate themselves from animals.
In animal reminder disgust, human beings are denying their animal characteristics, which
are sex, death, body envelope, and bodily violations (Haidt et al., 1994). Furthermore,
interpersonal disgust and moral disgust are other types of disgust. Interpersonal disgust is
incited by others or enemies, while moral disgust is aroused by the breaking of social rules.
Chapman and Anderson (2012) proposed that interpersonal disgust can also prevent from
diseased surface or organisms. In addition, interpersonal disgust is connected to mate
selection and helps show whether mate fits to the subject. Body envelope violations are
also similar to sexual disgust because they spread diseases by blood and injury contact
(Chapman & Anderson, 2012). However, Haidt et al. (1994) termed sexual disgust “animal
reminder disgust” which reminds humans of their connection to animals. Tybur et al.
(2013) evaluated different types of disgust that evolved into new evolutionary functions.
They purported three domains for disgust: pathogen disgust, sexual disgust, and moral
disgust.

First of all, pathogen disgust is the main defense mechanism for humans, which protects
them from fatal illnesses (Tybur et al., 2013). It was also named core disgust by Rozin,
Lowery, & Ebert (1994). However, Tybur et al. (2013) named this kind of disgust pathogen
disgust. Pathogen disgust can be evoked by disgust-inducing materials such as feces,
corpses, rotten food, and blood. Touching, seeing, or sensing those kinds of objects causes

disgust sensitivity, which leads to avoidant behaviours to prevent getting infected.

Secondly, Tybur et al. (2009; 2013) proposed that sexual disgust is provoked when human

beings select inappropriate sexual partners for themselves. Pathogen disgust also includes
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sexual disgust, which adds the damage of social threats during and after sexual activities. It
is also important for mating selection, which means reproduction. Thus, the selection of a

weak sexual partner for reproduction evokes disgust that causes avoidance behaviour.

Lastly, either pathogen disgust or sexual disgust can be adapted toward moral disgust
(Tybur et al., 2013). In some cultures, incest, masturbation, pedophilia, and homosexuality
may be seen as morally wrong. This incites moral disgust. Moral disgust is related to the
dimension of purity/sanctity (Haidt, 2001). Moral rules have to be adaptive to the society.
When rules are broken, punishment is inevitable (Tybur et al., 2013). However, human
beings are also inclined to develop disgust when resisting a rule that may cause more costs
than benefit. As such, human beings feel disgust when they are faced with prohibition,
which is what keeps the society together, as a natural course of rules. Possessing pathogen
and sexual disgust affects moral decision-making which gives way to secondary processes

called moral disgust (Tybur et al., 2013).

Moral disgust is a signal that moral rules are broken (Tybur et al., 2013). It gives a chance
to compromise between two opposite sides when those two groups are in conflict. Moral
disgust is also detectable for all cultures that give a sign of caution (Haidt, Rozin,
McCauley, & Imada, 1997; Tybur et al., 2013). Those signals can easily be detected from
the facial expressions so that the opposite side can understand the cost of the immoral
action. Furthermore, moral disgust gives an opportunity to choose one’s side. In addition, it
is an alarm for the requirement of punishment (Tybur et al., 2013). In case of punishment,
disgust is not only a source for the avoidance behaviour, it also gives a licence to punish
morally wrong behaviour (Tybur et al., 2013). When deciding to punish someone, it is
helpful to decide whether his or her action was morally wrong. Furthermore, disgust
stimulates behaviours that are caused by sexual disgust induced and pathogen disgust
induced organisms without blocking their survival (Tybur et al., 2013). Authorities can use
moral disgust to ensure punishment and consensus across groups that an action is morally
wrong (Haidt, 2001). Anderson and Chapman (2012) mentioned that moral disgust

develops only in human species because of social norm violations. It is a benefit provided
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strategy that leads to withdrawal and avoidance.

There are differences between types of disgust for reactions and neural circuits (Chapman
& Anderson, 2012). While core disgust happens after nausea and stomach contractions,
blood and injury disgust is associated with light-headedness and fainting. Furthermore,
those two kinds of disgust are related to different psychological disorders. While core
disgust is related to obsessive and compulsive disorder, blood and injury disgust is brought
by blood and injection injury phobia (Chapman & Anderson, 2012). In addition to those
features, some specific disgust behaviours and types are not as various as they are in other
species. Eating habits are the reason for different reactions. In addition, species that have a
rich social life are more prone to diseases. That way, different types of disgust and
behaviours are developed in those species (Chapman & Anderson, 2012).

Facial expressions of disgust are as follows: wrinkling nose, raising upper lip, lowering
brows, and gaping mouth (Rozin, Lowery, & Ebert 1994; Chapman & Anderson, 2012;
Tybur et al., 2013). The function of wrinkling the nose and raising the upper lip is to
decrease air exposure. Lowering brows is a protection for eyes against contaminated
agents. Gaping mouth means that an agent who has been exposed to contaminated
organisms is ready to vomit or spit. Those expressions are basic ones that are intrinsically
available for human species. According to Anderson and Chapman (2012), facial disgust
expressions are related to the anterior insula in the brain. In their study, they argue that the
very same area in the brain is activated whether a person sees a facial disgust expression or
they actually experienced disgust. This was supported by more research that Anderson and
Chapman (2012) conducted. Participants smelled disgusting odours and watched videos of
people tasting disgusting meals. Anderson and Chapman (2012) found that the anterior
insula was activated when disgust occurs. Rozin et al. (1994) predicted that different
disgust elicitors like oral, olfactory, and visual elicitors, would cause different facial
expressions. They also predicted that upper lip retraction is induced by moral disgust in
relation to anger, which is one of the central moral emotions. In another experiment,

participants completed questionnaires according to pictures of faces (Rozin et al., 1994).
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When different elicitors are exposed to participants, disgust faces change in relationship to
the disgust elicitors. The bitter taste gape is related to distasteful, disgusting stimuli. The
same face with nose wrinkled shows the ingestion of undesirable stimuli. In nature, the
nose wrinkle is evidence for contaminated olfactory stimuli. In the next study, Rozin et al.
(1994) used nose wrinkle, mouth gaping with tongue extension, and upper lip rise
separately. The result is the same as before: the nose wrinkle is connected to bad smell, the
mouth gape is connected to an irritating taste, and the upper lip retraction is connected to
moral disgust.

Disgust requires a very complex way of understanding the nature of object and self (Rozin
& Fallen, 1987). According to Rozin and Fallen (1987), first-born children cannot have the
emotion of disgust. They proved that infants are amused by playing with their feces if they
are not prevented from doing so. In the research children who were younger than two years
old took all objects into their mouths even if the objects were disgusting. The development
of disgust in children begins from the age of four until they reach twelve. Rozin and Fallen
(1987) evaluated that children who drank their favourite drinks with contaminants included
gave disgusted responses. On the other hand, children under the age of seven drank the
drinks after the contaminants were removed with a spoon. Distaste is a reason for infants to

reject food, which determines the level of disgust.

For children primary disgust learning begins between the ages of three to six with toilet
training. They have to learn that feces are disgusting despite often finding them adorable
(Rozin & Fallen, 1987). Thus, parents’ disgust sensitivity affects toilet training, so does
disgust training. In addition, it changes from culture to culture. Secondary disgust learning
in reverse is related to generalization. Similar objects cause similar reactions. It is learned
through Pavlovian conditioning in which disgusted stimuli are learned and transmitted to
neutral stimuli (Rozin & Fallen, 1987). Danovitch and Bloom (2009) also includes the idea
of disgust as a developmental stage and learned emotion against disgusting stimuli.
According to Danovitch and Bloom (2009) infants can recognize disgust from the facial

expressions of adults. In addition, children around the age of two or three show disgust
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toward feces, foods, and contaminated objects.

Disgust also appears when food or an object is in contact with a contaminated object or
resembles one in some way (Rozin & Fallen, 1987). This contamination works with laws
of sympathetic magic, which include contagion and similarity. Once the object comes into
contact with a disgusting one, it is perceived that contamination spreads all over the object.
The other law is similarity. Neutral objects similar to contaminated ones are considered
contaminated. Some contaminated objects or neutral objects resembling contaminated ones
cannot be seen in a negative manner. For instance, wearing a loved one’s clothes (Rozin &
Fallen, 1987). Another example is the idea that meals that taste better if the cook is one’s

grandma.

1.3.2. Disgust as A Moral Emotion

When disgust has moral functions, it is processed differently than physical functions of
disgust. Violations and unfairness are directed to the disgust system that causes signals in
the body system (Rozin, Haidt, & Fincher, 2009). According to Rozin et al. (2009), core
disgust and moral disgust, which are related to oral rejection, share similar mechanisms in
the body. According to Olatunji and Sawchuk (2005), disgust is aroused when socio-moral
situations are violated. Disgust polarizes moral context even if it was once neutral. It is a
moralization process that projects its effects over political and social attitudes, rules, and
behaviours. For instance, while cigarette smoking is seen as a personal choice, today it is
considered to be an immoral behaviour that contaminates one’s purity (Olatunji &
Sawchuk, 2005). This moralization process made cigarette smoking into a prohibited act in
some places. Another example of moralization is vegans (Olatunji & Sawchuk, 2005).
\Vegans consider consuming meat and any sort of animal products disgusting immoral
behaviour that causes harm to animals. The relation between disgust and homophobia is
another way of moralization (Haidt & Hersh, 2006). It triggers violation of sexuality,
sacredness, and purity among social and religious beliefs. Horberg, Oveis, Keltner and

Cohen (2009) assumed that disgust is also associated with religious activities. According to
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this view, being pure and clean is important to deserve God’s mercy. In some cultures,
nicknaming someone with animal names to humiliate and describe their low natures is a
common example (Haidt et al., 1997). Those moralizations constitute some rules to protect
human purity and are called taboos. In some cultures polygamous sexual interaction,
unrestricted animal meats, and gender reassignment are considered disgusting and taboo-
breaking (Haidt et al., 1997). The body is seen as the temple of soul that cannot be
contaminated. In that sense, disgust is a defense mechanism that protects body and soul.
Human beings also do not want to see themselves as animals because they are mortal like
animals (Haidt et al., 1997).

1.3.3. Disgust, Disgust Sensitivity, Moral Transgressions and Purity

Last research developments show the influence of emotions over moral judgments (Greene
& Haidt, 2002; Haidt, 2001; Haidt et al., 1997). Haidt et al. (1997) argue that moral
emotions increase the intensity of moral judgments. According to Horberg, Oveis, Keltner
and Cohen (2009), emotions transform moral decisions and increase the level of rightness
or wrongness of judgments in relation to moral appraisals. For instance, disgust makes a
judgment more moral when an action is judged as pure or not. Horberg et al. (2009)
assume that disgust becomes moral if the judgment is pure. This is how moral judgement

of meat consumption, smoking, and sexually deviant acts occurs.

In their research, Horberg et al. (2009) assigned two vignettes to participants one of which
was about purity violation, the other one was about justice violation. Then, they asked
participants to decide which violation evoked disgust and which evoked anger. The results
showed that disgust intensifies moral judgments, especially the ones on purity violations.
However, morally intense judgments on justice violations evoke anger. Horberg et al.
(2009) also found that people who have low SES show more intensive disgust reactions
against purity violations. In addition, they found that disgust can moralize positive moral
judgments related to purity. Furthermore, they used a disgusting video clip and sad video

clip that manipulated participants into feeling disgusted. Horberg et al. (2009) found that
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disgust moralizes positive judgments on purity issues compared to sadness.

Furthermore, Schnall, Haidt, Clore and Jordan (2008) examined whether eliciting disgust
from participants affects moral judgments. They used a bad smell to make participants feel
disgusted, and then they showed seven vignettes that included first cousin marriage,
approval of sex between cousins, driving to work, and film clips. According to the results,
extraneous influences of disgust influence moral judgments and make the judgements more

Severe.

Wheatley and Haidt (2005) examined disgust’s role in evaluating moral transgressions in a
hypnotic condition. Participants were hypnotized to feel disgusted. At the same time,
neutral words were read to them so that they would feel disgusted when they heard the
words. After waking up, participants were given vignettes which consisted of moral
transgressions and hypnotizing words. Then, participants were offered cookies at dinner.
Wheatley and Haidt (2005) expected that participants would lose their appetite. They found
that participants who were hypnotized with disgusting words showed more disgust toward
transgressions. Participants also found moral transgressions worse compared to control
groups. This experiment was repeated with a new vignette that did not include moral
transgressions. Wheatley and Haidt (2005) found that even if the story was not about moral

transgression, participants gave biased judgements.

Moreover, Cannon, Schnall and White assert that (2011) disgust induced by moral
violations provokes facial expressions, which are considered muscle activities. Physical
and moral contamination elicits disgust, which is recognized in levator muscles in the face
(Cannon et al., 2011). In addition, violations of purity and fairness elicit disgust, which
triggers the same muscle activities. However, violations of care elicit anger (Cannon et al.,
2011). In addition, Cannon et al. (2011) assumed that violations against authority and
loyalty evoke disgust and anger at the same time. According to their studies, both
intentional and unintentional responses are affective in nature. At the end, findings

supported the roles of emotions and reason over morality (Cannon et al., 2011).
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Furthermore, Cannon et al. (2011) showed that facial expressions are signals to understand

intuitive characteristics of moral judgments.

1.3.3.1. Disgust Sensitivity and Influences On The Moral Domain

People who are highly sensitive feel more disgusted by moral violations (Schnall, Haidlt,
Clore, & Jordan, 2008). David and Olatunji (2011) assumed that those who have higher
disgust sensitivity make harsher judgments against moral transgressions. Furthermore,
Schnall et al. (2008) assumed that people who have higher disgust sensitivity are more
easily affected by disgust. Having higher disgust sensitivity is the bridge that connects the
disgust and moral judgments. Schnall et al. (2008) designed an experiment in which people
were assigned to two separate settings. One of settings included disgusting materials and
the other one included neutral materials. Schnall et al. (2008) assumed that disgusting
settings would be more effective on participants who have high disgust sensitivity. At the
end of the experiment, they found that participants who were more sensitive to bodily
sensations were more affected by disgust and made harsher moral judgments. In addition,
they found that participants gave harsher decisions no matter how disgusting the moral
violations were. In another experiment, Schnall et al. (2008) examined whether harsh
moral judgments are related to negative emotions in general. In other words, they wanted
to prove that moral decisions are not specific to disgust. They used two film clips, one of
which elicited sadness, the other disgust. They found that disgust is more effective than

sadness when moral decisions are made.

Furthermore, Jones and Fitness (2008) asserted that individuals who are more sensitive to
disgust show more vigilance toward situations regardless of their being morally
threatening. In addition, Jones and Fitness assumed (2008) that individuals who have
disgust sensitivity have strict moral attitudes, obey law and order more, and want to
sterilize their communities from immoral things. Supporters of right wing authoritarianism
show great disgust sensitivity against moral violations (Jones & Fitness, 2008). They are

bounded to authority and tradition. They feel anger towards people who try to change law
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and order. In other words, people who have higher disgust sensitivity showed some

emotional, cognitive, and behavioural inclinations called disgust hypervigilance.

Jones and Fitness (2008) tried to prove their assumptions about the correlation between
disgust and moral transgressions. They examined moral hypervigilance through a fake
court trial. People read a vignette about a trial that involved murder. After reading the
vignette, they were asked to give ultimate decisions about the trial and the suspect.
Participants who had high disgust sensitivity found the suspect guilty. They also proved
that participants who had higher trait anger were inclined to blame the offender and were
aggressive against the offender. They voted for the suspect to be convicted to punishment.
In addition, right wing authoritarianism was found to be correlated with disgust sensitivity
(Jones & Fitness, 2008). Furthermore, Jones and Fitness (2008) aimed to find the
relationship between the strict moral attitudes of hypervigilant people and disgust
sensitivity. To detect this, they gave participants the Reasonable Doubt Scale to complete,
which examines decisions’ certainty about biased judgments. Evidence showed that
participants who had tendency to experience disgust sensitivity gave biased convictions.
On the other hand, anger was not associated with the decisions that people made in court.
In other words, disgust sensitivity is a more effective negative emotion that influences
moral judgments. They also found that participants who had high disgust sensitivity are
more eager to find evidence for the crime. In other words, people who have higher disgust
sensitivity show less doubt reasonability to find evidence for the crime. Besides,

participants who had higher disgust sensitivity tend to be right wing authoritarians.

In another study, Jones and Fitness (2008) expected to find that disgust sensitivity is an
effective trait that makes an offender into a criminal by manipulating the participants'
thoughts. They assumed that people who have higher disgust sensitivity must also show
threat sensitivity (which means they are much more sensitive to threats). Those people are
expected to perceive criminals as an evil in the society. They are in favour of long term and
harsh punishments to criminals because of the probability of danger. Crime-related

vignettes about burglary, fraud, hypocrites, and sexual abuse (except death reminder
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crimes) were shown to participants to examine disgust sensitivity (without animal reminder
disgust) (Jones & Fitness, 2008). In the study, they concluded that participants who had
higher disgust sensitivity gave hasher convictions whether the case was about murder or
not. In addition, they found that participants who showed high disgust sensitivity described
the criminals with negative attributions and voted for longer punishments. Lastly, there was
no correlation found between disgust sensitivity and political ideology. The reason for that

is either the Australian community’s secular attitudes or ineffective disgust stimuli.

1.3.4. Disgust in The Political Domain, Religiosity and Outgroup Prejudice as Part of
Purity

Disgust leads individuals to make harsher judgments when moral transgressions occur
(Inbar, Pizarro, lyer, & Haidt, 2012; Inbar & Pizarro, 2014). Disgust also motivates
individuals to give biased decisions about some groups of people. In addition, it motivates
people to support political groups that defend purity-related morals (Inbar et al., 2012,
Inbar & Pizarro, 2014). According to the conservative view, disgust prevents people from
contamination (Inbar et al., 2012; Inbar & Pizarro, 2014). Disgust is also a moral signal
when cooperation between people is broken. Therefore, it is motivated by avoidance and
rejection. According to Inbar et al. (2012), disgust works as a behavioural immune system
that allows a person to prevent interaction with others who may be contaminated or carry
diseases. In other words, a person who is different in appearance can be detected as a threat
signal that might deploy a disease. In addition, people who have some abnormal food
habits and sex habits might be perceived as disgusting and contaminated (Navarrete &
Fessler, 2006). Navarrete and Fessler (2006) asserted that a person who gives off
disgusting signals is avoided because they are perceived as threatening. It is especially
viable for disabled and obese people, traits that are associated with disease. Even if they do
not have any pathogen-related diseases, threatening signals might elicit disgust and refusal.
This intuitive way of thinking is also similar to avoidance of foreigners and gay men
(Navarrete & Fessler, 2006). According to Navarrette and Fessler (2006), unknown and

threatening situations are inclined to cause disgust and rejection.
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In addition, Helzer and Pizarro (2011) aimed to prove a relationship between political
conservatism and purity in disgusting scenarios. In the first situation, they used a hand
sanitizer dispenser, whereas in the second situation they did not use a hand sanitizer
dispenser. People were asked to fill out questionnaires in the hand sanitizer room and an
empty room separated from each other. At the end of the experiment, Helzer and Pizarro
(2011) found that participants who were in the hand sanitizer room were affected by this
purity reminder. Their moral judgments were harsher than participants in the empty room
as well. In another experiment, they proposed to predict relationship between purity and
participants’ political orientations in scenarios that included sexual violations. In this
experiment, participants were required to use hand wipes before filling out questionnaires.
Then they were asked to rate moral behaviours. Some of the moral domains in this
experiment were related to sexuality, whereas some of them are not. They found that in the
hand cleaning condition, participants made tougher judgments toward sexual acts
compared to the non-cleaning condition. Furthermore, people in the hand-cleaning
condition leaned more toward conservative political orientation. So, it affected their
judgments harshly. Otherwise, those harsh moral judgments were detected only in sexual

violations.

Moreover, Inbar, Pizarro, lyer, and Haidt (2012) examined the relationship between voting
behaviours and disgust sensitivity. They gave a set of measures to participants, which
included political self-identification and a disgust scale. In addition, Inbar et al. (2012)
asked which president they wanted to vote for in the next election. In the result, they
detected that disgust sensitivity is an indicator for conservative political choices.
Contamination disgust most often affected conservative attitudes. The vote preferences
were McCain over Obama for participants who had higher disgust sensitivity. This study
was repeated with participants who were not from US. The same relation between disgust

sensitivity and conservatism was found cross-culturally.

Same-sex marriage, sex education, and abortion in the political domain are discussed
among studies (Feinberg, Antonenko, Willer, Horberg, & John, 2014; Olatunji, 2008). It is
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assumed that conservatives are more inclined to reject those issues than liberals (Feinberg
et al., 2014; Olatunji, 2008). Feinberg et al. (2014) aimed to prove that disgust sensitivity,
which is higher among conservatives, increases conflicts about sexual issues. In addition,
reappraisal is a way of rethinking before making a decision about an issue, and is assumed
to be more frequent in liberals (Feinberg, et al., 2014). In other words, liberals are not
affected by disgust much while discussing about sexual issues, because they reappraise
their emotions. Feinberg et al. (2014) tried to find a relationship between disgust appraisals
and political ideology. They found that disgust reappraisal had negative relationship with
conservatism. In addition, compared to conservatives, liberals used reappraisals more

often, which made them more tolerant about sexual issues.

Furthermore, Feinberg et al. (2014) tried to find more evidences about disgust reappraisal
tendency between political ideologies. They showed disgust-eliciting vignettes to
participants. The first vignette was about siblings having sex who took precautions to avoid
pregnancy. Second vignette was about a man who buys a dead chicken to have sex with
before he eats it. At the end of the experiment, they showed that liberals used complex
moral reasoning processes and disgust reappraisals. Thus, they approached purity
violations tolerantly. Feinberg et al. (2014) also examined the effects of disgust
reappraisals and their role on the attitudes of conservatives. After they showed a video clip
in which two men were Kkissing each other, they asked to participants what they are
thinking about same sex marriage. They found that conservatives approached same-sex
marriage positively when they were educated to reappraise their emotions, whereas other
conservative groups who did not reappraise their emotions were disgusted by the

violations.

Moreover, washing away sins is a defence mechanism that is mentioned among religious
beliefs when an individual does something morally wrong (Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006).
According to Zhong and Liljenquist (2006), symbolic cleaning in rituals provides cleaning
for conscience. Islam, Christianity, and Hinduism are some religions that practice rituals to

wash away sins. In addition, similar to washing away sins, disgust elicits defenses both
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psychologically and physiologically (Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). According to this
defensive process, psychological and physiological cleaning are activated in the same
regions of the brain. They also manifest similar facial expressions. Zhong and Liljenquist
(2006) assumed that immoral acts trigger a need for physical cleansing. They used clean-
related fragmented words and other fragmented words at the same form, in their study.
Participants could fill the fragments either cleaning words or other words that were not
related to cleaning. Vignettes that included moral violations triggered clean-related words
more, whereas vignettes that were not related to morals did not trigger clean-related words.

Furthermore, Nussbaum (2001) assumed that disgust is directed against outgroup members

who are defined as dangerous or deviant (as cited in Inbar, Pizarro, Konobe, & Bloom,
2009). Disgust is mostly elicited by homosexuals (Inbar et al., 2009). Inbar et al. assumed

(2009) that people who are inclined to have the trait of disgust sensitivity make more
negative judgments about gay people. Inbar et al. (2009) examined the judgments of liberal
college students about homosexual individuals. Normally, they are supposed to have
positive views toward gay men. Inbar et al. (2009) assumed that liberal college students
might have negative views against gay individuals intuitionally. Inbar et al. (2009) tried to
find that participants who had higher disgust sensitivity were implicitly against gay public
kissing. This gay public kissing was included in a vignette about a music director. This
music director makes a clip that encourages gay couples’ kissing in a public place. In the
experiment, women were found to be more disgust sensitive than men. At the end,
participants who had higher disgust sensitivity found the directors’ behaviour more
intentional which could encourage gay public kissing. In other words, implicit disapproval
of gays or behaviours appears unintentionally. They also repeated the same experiment
with “The Implicit Association Test.” The second experiment had the same results, as

disgust sensitivity elicited implicit negative moral judgments against gay men.

Outgroup members are perceived as threat signals by ingroup members in case they have
possibility of contagious diseases (Navarrete & Fessler, 2006). According to Navarrete

and Fessler (2006), foreigners are marginalized because they are perceived to carry
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diseases that evoke disgust. For instance, ingroup members perceive immigrants as disease
transmitters, which activate avoidance. The first trimester of pregnancy is a vulnerable
time that pregnant women should be protected from pathogen agents (Navarrete, Fessler &,
Eng, 2007). In the first phase of pregnancy, disgust is evoked in order to be away from
food-related diseases. Furthermore, in the first phase of the pregnancy, pregnant women
can detect healthy individuals from unhealthy ones. Navarrete et al. (2007) studied women
in the first trimester of their pregnancy and found that they showed more negativity
towards outgroup members. They gave two essays to pregnant women, one of which was
written about American values by a foreigner. The other essay is written by an American
author who appreciates American values. They asked to participants which essay they liked
most. Attraction toward the American author was high and disgust with the foreign author
was evoked in the first trimester of pregnancy.

Related to law of contagion, Fincher and Thornhill (2012) associate strong family ties and
religion with parasite stress. Human immune systems have evolved against parasites that
carry infectious diseases. This evolution develops parasite stress against all threatening
unknown organisms. Parasite stress does not only develop against parasites but also against
foreigners. Fincher and Thornhill (2012) assumed that parasite stress might establish strong
family ties, which are cultivated in collectivism. Collectivism and strong family ties are
like defense mechanisms that rely on avoidance of outgroup members. Religion and
religiosity also bind people together in which people have benefits from religion as social
support and altruistic behaviours. According to stress parasite model, religiosity fixes and
tightens the relationship between group members. Fincher and Thornhill (2012) assumed
that people in regions who have high parasite stress are inclined to be more religious and
have strong family ties. In their studies, they found that more religious participants and
participants who had more strong family ties had lived in the countries where infectious
diseases were present. Leeuwen, Park, Koenig, and Graham (2012) assumed that where
infectious diseases are prevalent, loyalty, authority, and purity foundations are dominant.
Related to those foundations, collectivism and conformity are higher in those places.

Leeuwen et al. (2012) examined 160 countries and some geographical regions where
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epidemic diseases are prevalent. In result, they found a relation between binding moral

foundations and the parasite stress model.

1.4. Disgust and Relational Basis of Neuroticism

Disgust and neuroticism are related to each other. Researchers tried to prove a relationship
between neuroticism and disgust sensitivity (Henning, Pdsse, & Netter, 1996). Henning et
al., (1996) conducted an experiment in which participants were manipulated to be
disgusted with movie scenes. Otherwise, they did not find any support for the relationship
between neuroticism and disgust. However, in their study some hormone secretions
showed that there might be a relationship between disgust sensitivity and neuroticism.
Secretory immunoglobulin declined in neurotic groups compared with control groups
while participants were watching disgusting scenes (Henning et al., 1996). Henning et al.
(1996) found that neuroticism can affect adapting recovery systems, which is expressed by

reduction of secretory immunoglobulin.

Furthermore, attachments and disgust sensitivity are also related to the basis of
neuroticism. In other words, anxiety and avoidant attachments determine the relationship
between neuroticism and disgust sensitivity (Koleva, Selterman, lyer, Ditto, & Graham,
2009). Koleva et al. assumed (2009) that people who express avoidant attachment in their
relationships show more negative attitudes toward people. They find people untrustworthy
and have low empathic relationships. Nevertheless, they assumed anxiously attached
people would have higher empathic concerns and fairness expectations. They show more
disgust toward moral violations than other people, so higher disgust sensitivity predicts
harsher moral judgments. Koleva et al. (2009) examined that authority and ingroup
concerns predict avoidant and anxiety attachment connected to disgust sensitivity. In
addition, they predicted that anxiously attached people compared to avoidant ones have
higher moral concerns around fairness and purity (related to their disgust sensitivity). The
results showed that avoidance predicted weaker moral concern for harm and fairness,

whereas high anxiety attachment predicted harsher moral concerns on fairness, harm, and
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purity mediated by empathy and disgust sensitivity.

Anxiety disorders like spider phobia, contamination related obsessive-compulsive disorder,
and blood injury phobia include some basic emotions such as fear, anxiety, and disgust
(Cisler, Olatunji, & Lohr, 2009). Firstly, Cisler et al. (2009) explained discriminant
characteristics of those emotions that take part in different anxiety disorders. First of all,
Cisler et al. (2009) mentioned that the decline in heart rate is an expression of disgust,
whereas increase in heart rate is an expression of fear. In addition, neural activation in
brain regions for fear and disgust are different. While disgusting stimuli activates the
anterior insula, fear activates the amygdala in the human brain. In facial expressions, Cisler
et al. (2009) found that disgust evokes levator labii, which is a muscle on the face,
expressed as raising of the upper lip. Furthermore, cognitive appraisals also change when
either disgust or fear is evoked. Cognitive appraisal of disgust is the threat of
contamination, whereas appraisal of fear is the threat of danger (Cisler, Olatunji, & Lohr,
2009). According to Woody and Teachman (2000), disgust and fear appraisals for anxiety
disorders are either primary or secondary appraisals. Primary appraisals of disgust are
about disgusting objects and related to how much disgust the object elicits (Woody &
Teachman, 2000). Secondary appraisals of disgust are similar to fear, providing coping

mechanisms that protect the individual from contamination.

In their studies, Cisler et al. (2009) found that spider-phobic participants expressed a
stimulation of the levator labii muscle, which presented the disgust-related element of the
phobia. In addition, Cisler et al. (2009) found an increase in heart rate among spider-phobic
individuals who showed elements of fear among this group. Furthermore, neural activities
expressed the presence of both disgust and fear among participants with spider phobia.
Both fear and disgust were detected; both the amygdala and the insula showed activation.
Otherwise, amygdala activation was more automatic than insula activation, which might be
explained by fear having a main role in spider phobia. Furthermore, Cisler et al. (2009)
showed that participants with spider phobia developed disgust toward neutral stimuli after

seeing a spider. According to Cisler et al. (2009), spider phobia could be affected by the
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law of contagion.

Woody and Teachman (2000) detected in their studies that participants with blood injection
injury phobia showed more disgust toward phobic-related stimuli than non-phobic
participants. In addition, fear and disgust were detected among participants with blood
injection injury phobia, evidenced by both increase and decrease in heart rates. Otherwise,
neural mechanisms showed high activation in the amygdala, which is the region activated
when an individual experiences fear. Participants reported disgust and fear mutually in

case of expectation for blood and injury related stimuli.

Neural studies showed that disgust is the dominant emotional response among participants
with contamination-related OCD (Woody & Teachman, 2000). Only insula activations
were found in most studies, but some studies showed activation of both the insula and the
amygdala when contaminated stimuli appeared (Woody & Teachman, 2000). Furthermore,
participants with contamination fear addressed the law of contagion in their appraisals
(Woody & Teachman, 2000).

1.4.1. Relationship Between Disgust and Obsessive-Compulsive Disorder

OCD is an anxiety disorder that is a course of complaining, intrusive thoughts and
irrational urges to do certain rituals (Sprengelmeyer-Young, et al., 1997). In DSM-V, in
clinical setting, obsessions are defined as “intrusive and unwanted.” “Recurrent and
persistent thoughts, urges or impulses” occur when individuals are distressed and when
individuals try to suppress distress (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). In addition,
compulsions are defined as “repetitive behaviours (hand washing, ordering, checking) or
mental acts (praying, counting, repeating words silently).” They occur when an individual
has obsessions or rules to reduce and neutralize stresses (American Psychiatric
Association, 2013). In people with OCD, the frontoparietal lobe (which is related to
disgust) is stimulated. In neurological studies, Sprengelmeyer-Young et al. (1997)

proposed that OCD can be grounded in the dysfunction of brain regions that are related to
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disgust. According to their assumptions, people with OCD also find it difficult to recognize
facial expressions of disgust. Sprengelmeyer-Young et al. (1997) gave facial recognition
tests to participants who had OCD and Gilles de la Tourette's syndrome. At the end of the
face recognition tests, they found that recognition of disgusted facial expressions was
distorted among participants with OCD and participants with Gilles de la Tourette's

syndrome.

Furthermore, Berle and Phillips (2006) assumed that OCD is related to disgust for three
reasons. First of all, cognitive appraisals of people with OCD involve contamination-
related issues. Secondly, learning of disgust recognition is impaired (evidenced by
difficulty interpreting facial expressions). Lastly, disgust and OCD are activated in similar
brain regions. Berle and Phillips (2006) proposed that the dispositional trait of disgust
sensitivity is related to OCD. In addition, obsessions and compulsions are defense
mechanisms to neutralize threatening or disgusting stimuli (Berle & Phillips, 2006).
Compulsions are kinds of avoidance behaviours, which are motivated by disgust. Those
behaviours are supposed to protect organism from pathogens and microorganisms.
Otherwise, symptoms can be stimulated by nonthreatening disgusting stimuli that are
supposed to be threatening (Berle & Phillips, 2006). In those processes, the law of
similarity is invoked when the neutral object similar to contaminated one also elicits
disgust and motivates disgust-elicited avoidance behaviour. In addition, an irrational
feeling about contagion is the origin of obsessions and compulsions. According to Berle
and Phillips (2006), OCD is grounded on irrational beliefs about contagion and similarity.
In addition, they assumed that people who have OCD might hardly recognize cues of
disgusting stimuli or interpret cues irrationally. Neuroimaging studies showed that disgust
activates the insula, which is also activated in OCD patients (Berle & Phillips, 2006).

In addition, Mancini, Gragnani, and D'Olimpio (2001) asserted that people with OCD are
influenced by contamination and dirtiness. They proposed that disgust might be an
essential emotion for OCD. According to Mancini et al. (2001), cleaning obsessions and

compulsions may originate from disgust, whereas checking obsessions and compulsions
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may originate from anxiety. In their study, they aimed to find the relationship between
disgust and obsessive-compulsive symptoms controlled by anxiety and fear. They asked
participants to fill out questionnaires that measured OCD, disgust, anxiety, and fear. At the
end of the study, Mancini et al. (2001) proved that participants who had nonclinical
obsessions and compulsions showed disgust reactions when anxiety and fear were
controlled. Furthermore, Thorpe, Patel, and Simonds (2003) assumed that disgust
sensitivity predicts obsessions and compulsions especially in cleaning compulsions. They
found that disgust sensitivity predicted obsessions, contamination fears, fear of death,
health anxiety, and general anxiety. Where cleaning compulsions were present, health
anxiety had primary role. Thus, disgust sensitivity had a secondary role in cleaning

compulsions.

People with OCD are persistently afraid of being contaminated by infections (Olatunji
Sawchuk, Lohr, & Jong, 2004; Deacon & Olatunji, 2007). Olatunji et al. (2004) aimed to
find a relationship between contamination-contagion fear and disgust sensitivity. They
found evidence that hygiene domains, the law of magic, food related contaminations,
death, odours, injections, mutilations, and animal concerns are mostly related to disgust. In
addition, Olatunji, Haidt, McKayc, and David, (2008) found that core disgust, animal
reminder disgust, and contamination disgust are all related to neuroticism, low self-esteem,
and behavioural inhibition. Core disgust is especially related to avoidance. In addition,
Olatunji et al. (2008) examined the effects of disgusting scenes on people with OCD. The
results showed that core and contamination disgust activated behaviours of avoidance. In
addition, different disgust domains evoked different physiological reactions (Olatuniji,
Ebesutani, Haidt, & Sawchuk, 2014). In their results, Olatunji et al. (2014) found that
vomiting video reactions evoked core and contamination disgust. Scenes that included
blood were related to animal reminder disgust. Furthermore, contamination disgust
predicted contamination-related OCD and fear of animals. Besides, animal reminder
disgust activated blood injury injection fear and fear of animals. They also examined
gender differences of disgust. They found that females are more prone to be sensitive to
disgust than males. Olatunji et al. (2014) added that all disgust domains are found to be
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related to contamination based anxiety and avoidance behaviour. Animal reminder disgust
is also related to anxiety. This is mostly explained by the avoidance of harm and fear of
death.

Lastly, Thorpe et al. (2003) assumed that checking, doubting, orderliness, neutralizing, and
washing compulsions are related to disgust sensitivity. According to Thorpe et al. (2003),
those compulsions also provide protection from both physiological and moral
contamination. In the study, Thorpe et al. (2003) examined disgust sensitivity and anxiety
and their roles in religious obsessive compulsions. They found that there is a relationship
between fear, disgust sensitivity, and religious obsessive compulsions related to purity and
cleanliness. In addition, high moral standards related to obsessions were detected among
religious people. Death issues among religious obsessions and compulsions were related to
disgust. Contamination related disgust stimuli like sex and death were more relevant to
those obsessions (Thorpe et al., 2003). Furthermore, Inozu, Ulukut, Ergun, and Alcolado
(in press) found that an obsessive thinking style about moral purity is related to disgust
sensitivity. Inozu et al. (in press) also found that disgust sensitivity affected washing and

ordering symptoms in religious obsessive compulsions.

1.5. Study

This study aims to investigate influences of disgust over moral foundations in a Turkish
sample. Generally, it is assumed that disgust affects moral foundations, especially purity,
loyalty, and authority foundations (binding foundations) (Haidt, 2001). According to
Chapman and Anderson (2012), when disgust is elicited, people make harsher moral
judgments. Wheatley and Haidt (2005) asserted that hypnotic effect of disgust changes
moral decisions. Thus, the aim of this study is to find the effect of disgust over moral
foundations. It is assumed that participants who are disgusted by manipulations prefer
binding moral foundations (purity, loyalty, and authority) compared to non-disgusted

groups.
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In addition, there were limited numbers of studies that examined the effect of gender
differences over moral foundations. Thus, in the current study, gender differences are
investigated in relation to disgust sensitivity over moral foundations. Inbar et al. (2009)
asserted that females are more inclined to be sensitive to disgust than males. In addition,
lyer (2010) assumed that empathy and universal constructs are indicative of female
characteristics whereas males, especially conservative males, are inclined to have
utilitarian ways of thinking that may explain their inclination for authority, loyalty, and

sanctity.

Furthermore, moral foundations are related to conservative liberal politics (Haidt, Graham,
& Joseph, 2009), religiosity, (Haidt et al., 1997) and disgust sensitivity (Schanall et al.,
2008). Thus, the relationship between binding moral foundations and their predictors of
disgust sensitivity, religiosity, conservative-liberal politics, obsessive compulsions, and
gender are going to be addressed in this study. In addition, disgust sensitivity affects
religiosity (Fincher & Thornhill, 2012), conservative liberal politics (Helzer & Pizarro,
2011) and obsessive compulsions (Berle & Phillips, 2006) in most ways. Thus this paper
attempts to predict the relationship between disgust sensitivity and its predictors of
religiosity, gender, conservative-liberal politics and obsessive compulsions. In other words,
it is expected that religiosity, right-left political affiliations and obsessive-compulsive
tendencies predict both disgust sensitivity and moral foundations.

Research Questions:

e Are binding foundations more affected by disgust manipulation compared to

individualizing foundations?

e Does gender affect nature of the relationship between disgust sensitivity and moral

foundations?

e Are religiosity, conservative-liberal political differences, gender, experimental
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group differences, obsessive-compulsive tendencies, and disgust sensitivity

predictors of binding foundations?

e Are religiosity, conservative-liberal political differences, gender, experimental
group differences, obsessive-compulsive tendencies, and disgust sensitivity
predictors of individualizing foundations?

e Are religiosity, conservative-liberal political differences, gender, experimental
group differences, obsessive-compulsive tendencies, and disgust sensitivity
predictors of disgust sensitivity?

Hypothesis and Expectations:

(1) If people are disgusted in a situation, they are inclined to make harsher moral

decisions.

(2) People make more binding-related moral decisions (compared to individualizing
related moral decisions) when disgusted in a situation.

(3) Females’ scores over individualizing foundations will be higher than males’ scores.

(4) Males’ scores over binding foundations will be higher than females’ scores.

(5) Compared to males’ scores, females’ scores over binding foundations will increase

depending on disgust manipulation.
(6) Religiosity, conservative-liberal political differences, experimental group differences,
gender, and obsessive-compulsive tendencies will predict disgust sensitivity

significantly.

(7) Religiosity, disgust sensitivity, conservative-liberal political differences, gender, and
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experimental group differences will predict binding foundations significantly.

(8) Conservative-liberal political differences, gender, disgust sensitivity, and experimental
group differences will predict individualizing foundations significantly.
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2. METHOD

2.1. Participants

Participants were recruited from 255 Dogus University (private university) students; 83
males (32.5 %) and 171 females (67.5 %). The mean age of the participants was 22.9 (SD
= 3.22), ranged between 19 and 25. The mean age of males was 23.08 (SD = 2.9) and the
mean age of females was 22.9 (SD = 3.36). Most of the participants were belonging to
middle and high middle economic status (SES); 125 participants middle, 104 high-middle,
12 high, 13 middle-low SES. Participants were randomly assigned to groups for the
experimental design. 144 (56.9 %) out of 254 were assigned to the disgust group and 110
(43.1 %) of them to the neutral group (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1. Distribution of gender according to experimental manipulation

Groups of Manipulation

Gender
Disgusted Nondisgusted Total
Female 90 81 171
Male 54 29 83
Total 144 110 254

Most of the participants were Muslim (196; 76.9 %), 41 participants (16.1 %) reported that
they believed in God but did not have any religion, 9 were atheist (3.5 %) and 9 (3.5 %)
reported that they had other religions. The whole sample had a mean of 4.15 (SD = 1.72)
religiosity level (min. 1 - max. 7). Furthermore, political affiliation of the participants was
reported as following: 64 Kemalist (25.2%), 29 Socialist (11.4%), 28 Nationalist (11%),
27 Apolitical (10.6%), 22 Conservative (8.7%), 21 Social Democrat (8.3%), 15 Liberal
(5.9%), 15 Democrat (5.5 %), and 9 Turkish Nationalist (Ulkiicii)(3.5%). Distribution of
participants according to right-left politics is presented in Table 2.2.



41

Table 2.2. Distribution of participants according to right left politics

Right left politics Groups of Manipulation
Disgusted Nondisgusted Total
Extreme left 19 15 34
Middle 108 81 189
Extreme right 13 8 21
Total 140 104 244
2.2 Materials

In the study, Looming of Disgust Questionnaire (Appendix A-Form A & Appendix B-
Form B), Moral Foundations Questionnaire (Appendix B), Padua Inventory- Washington
State University Revision (Appendix C), Disgust Scale (Appendix D), Contamination and
Cognitions Scale (Appendix E), Obsessive Beliefs Scale (Appendix F), and Demographic
Information Form (Appendix G) were used.

2.2.1 Looming of Disgust Questionnaire (LODQ)

Looming of Disgust Questionnaire (LODQ) was developed to examine cognitive biases
related to disgust sensitivity and contamination-based disgust (Williams, Olatunji, Elwood,
Connolly, & Lohr, 2006). The purpose of the measure is to find appraisals of disgust
sensitivity. LODQ is constructed using the imagination of eight disgust scenarios, which
consist of rotting food, potentially contaminated foods, body odours, death, envelope
violations, vomit, and maggots. After imagining disgusting scenarios, participants answer
six questions that are then scored using the 5-point Likert scale (0 = not at all to 5 =
extremely). The final question evaluates capacity for coping with disgust scenarios. Similar
items in each scenario are summed for total scores. Internal consistency for the scale had a
range between .80 and .96 (William et al., 2006). The factors of the LODQ were

constructed as secondary appraisal factor (coping) and four context-specific factors that
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measure disgust sensitivity and contamination disgust (rotting foods and body odours,
contaminated foods, death, envelope violations, and maggots). William et al., (2006)

indicated satisfying convergent and discriminant validity for LODQ.

Uysal, Ikikardes, Giiltekin, Yerlikaya, and Eremsoy (2013) translated LODQ from English
to Turkish and evaluated its psychometric properties in a Turkish sample. The internal
consistency ranged between .82 and .91 (Uysal et al., 2013). Convergent and discriminant
validity results were also found to be satisfactory in the Turkish version.

LODQ was utilized for this study to manipulate participants and induce disgust them using
disgust-related scenarios. At the same time, a neutral version of the LODQ was constructed
for the control group in the current study. Eight disgust scenarios were changed to neutral
ones (Appendix A - Form B). Besides, the internal consistencies of LODQ were found to

range between .85 and .93 for Form A, and .85 and .94 for Form B.

2.2.2 Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ)

The Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ) (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009) was
developed to examine innate moral foundations and cultural differences of moral
foundations. MFQ was constructed by 32 questions that are separated into two parts and
scored using a 6-point scale (0 = never relevant to 6 = always relevant). The first part is
about how relevant the foundation is for participants. Second part is about how much
participants agree with the foundations (0 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree). There are
five factors that outline five different moral foundations: harm/care (1, 7, 12, 17, 23, 28),
fairness/reciprocity (2, 8, 13, 18, 24, 29), ingroup/loyalty (3, 9, 14, 19, 25, 30),
authority/respect (4, 10, 15, 20, 26, 31) and purity/sanctity (5, 11, 16, 21, 27, 32). The 6th
and 22nd items are checks that were prepared for the participants who do not pay attention.

Graham et al. (2009) evaluated internal consistency of MFQ. The Cronbach alpha values

were sequentially .65 (Harm), .61 (Fairness), .71 (Ingroup), .75 (Authority), and .84
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(Purity). According to confirmatory factor analysis, the five-factor model supplied a
reasonable fit for MFQ (Davies, Sibley & James, 2014).

Yilmaz (2014) translated Turkish version of the MFQ from English to Turkish. In Yilmaz
(2014), internal consistency was higher for the two-factor model for moral foundations
than the five-factor structure type. Besides, the two-factor model worked better in the
factor analysis than the five-factor model. In the current study, the internal consistency of
MFQ was .66 for harm/care, .64 for fairness/reciprocity, .65 for ingroup/loyalty, .81 for
authority/respect, and .77 for purity/sanctity. Furthermore, internal consistency was
examined according to the two-factor model. Cronbach values were found at .78 for harm -
fairness, .89 for purity — authority - loyalty. Thus, fairness - harm (individualizing
foundations) and purity — authority - loyalty (binding foundations) were used in accord

with the two-factor model in the current study.

2.2.3. Padua Inventory- Washington State University Revision (Pl -WSUR)

Padua Inventory (PI-WSUR) was used to find obsessive and compulsive symptoms for
obsessive compulsive disorder (OCD) investigation (Burns, Ketroge, Formea, &
Sternberger, 1996). Thirty-nine items were used to detect obsessive-compulsive symptoms
and used to distinguish the OCD symptoms from worry. PI-WSUR was structured to
depend on the Likert scale in which high scores show high OCD symptoms. Scores are
rated from “0” (= not at all) to “4” ( = very much). PI-WSUR includes five subscales:
contamination obsession and washing compulsion (Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10),
dressing/grooming compulsions ( Items1l, 12 and 13), checking compulsions (ltems 14,
15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 and 23), obsessional thoughts of harm to self/others (Items
24, 25, 26, 27, 28 and 29) and obsessional impulses to harm self /others (Iltems 31, 32, 33,
34, 35, 36, 37, 38, and 39). There are no reversed items in this inventory.

According to Burns et al. (1996), the psychometric properties of the PI-WSUR were useful
to detect OCD symptoms (separated from worry). Discriminant validity of the PI-WSUR
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items had higher correlations than the discriminant criteria of the Penn State Worry
Questionnaire. In general, factors of PI-WSUR were loaded to 5 factors when the varimax
rotation was completed. Their study expressed differences between worry and obsessive-
compulsive symptoms. The shared variance between worry and obsessive-compulsive
symptoms was only 12%. In addition, test-retest reliability was found .76 for 6 to 7 month
interval. Internal consistency was performed as Cronbach o which was .92 for total scale

and changed between .77 and .88 for subscales.

The Turkish version of the PI-WSUR and psychometric properties were utilized
(Besiroglu-Agargiin et al., 2005). In the Turkish version of the revised Padua Inventory,
factorial structure of the PI-WSUR was found to be the same as the original version (6
factor). It was explained with the 62.1% variance of total variance. Cronbach a was .95 for
the Turkish version. In addition, compared to sub-scales, the lowest Cronbach a value was
.79 for impulsive and anxiety subscales. Furthermore, test-retest reliability values were

statistically significant for total scale and subscales (r = .81 to r =.92, p <.001).

In this study, the internal consistency of the PI-WSUR was highly similar to psychometric
properties that other studies evaluated (Cronbach a = .95 for total).

2.2.4 Disgust Scale-Revised (DS-R)

Disgust Scale (DS) (Haidt, McCauley, & Rozin, 1994) was developed to detect personal
differences in disgust sensitivity. The first version of the DS was composed of 32 items and
consisted of two true false and two rating items including seven dimensions (food, animals,
body products, sex, body envelope violations, death, and hygiene) and magical thinking.
Then, Olatunji-Williams et al. (2007) revised the DS. This version was constructed of 27
items in form of the 5-point Likert scale (0O = definitely not agree to 4 = definitely agree).
According to revision, three subscales were detected: core disgust (1, 3, 6, 8, 11, 13, 15,
17, 20, 22, 25, 27), animal reminder disgust (2, 3, 7, 10, 14, 24, 19, 21), and contamination
based disgust (4, 9, 18, 23, 26). In the current revision of DS, the 1st, 6th, and 10th items
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are reversely coded and 12nd, 16th items are not added to the total score. A higher total
score indicates higher disgust sensitivity and depends on individual differences. The
internal consistency of the Disgust Scale Revised (DS-R) was found to be .84 (Olatunji-
Williams et al, 2007).

In the Turkish version of the DS-R (Inbzii & Eremsoy, 2013), internal consistency was
found to be .87. In addition, the test-retest reliability coefficient was .88 for the total scale.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted for DS-R in which 3 factors were applicable
for Turkish sample (Indzii & Eremsoy, 2013). Also, convergent validity and discriminant
validity were satisfying. In the current study, internal consistency was found to be .89 for

total scale.

2.2.5 Contamination and Cognitions Scale (CCS)

The Contamination and Cognitions Scale (CCS) was developed to evaluate contamination-
related anxiety and behavioral avoidance (Deacon & Olatunji, 2007). It assesses the
probability of contamination when a person touches objects like toilet handles, toilet seats,
sink faucets, door handles, workout equipment, telephone receivers, stairway railings,
elevator buttons, animals, raw meat, money, unwashed produce, and foods. The scale was
formed into two parts: first part involves the probability of contamination when a person
touches the objects; second involves deciding how bad it would be if contamination occurs.
The scoring is between 0 and 100 (0 = not at all likely, 100 = extremely likely; 0 = not at
all bad, 100 = extremely bad). Total score of the two parts indicates contamination

cognitions totally.

In psychometric study of CCS, the two parts were found to be correlated with each other (r
=. 83, p < .001) ( Deacon & Olatunji, 2007). Deacon and Olatunji (2007) found high
internal consistency, .97 for total scale. One week after from the study, test-retest reliability

was employed, which indicated a high test-retest reliability coefficient (r = .94, p<.001).
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The Turkish version of the CCS was translated and psychometric properties were evaluated
(Indzii & Eremsoy, 2013). Internal consistency was very high according to the probability
of contamination, threat of contamination, and total contamination (o = .84, .83, and .89).
Test-retest reliability was also analyzed during a four-week interval in which it was found
to be high for CCS (r = .82, p < .001). Internal consistency was evaluated in this study.
High o values were found: .96 for total, .93 for probability for contamination, and .95 for

threat of contamination.

2.2.6 Obsessive Beliefs Questionnaire (OBQ)

The Obsessive Compulsive Cognitions Working Group (OCCWG) developed and
evaluated the Obsessive Beliefs Questionnaire (OBQ) to measure obsessive beliefs and
obsessive appraisals (2001; 2003; 2005). The first version of the OBQ included 87 items
which contained six subscales: overestimation of threat, tolerance of uncertainty,
importance/control of thoughts, responsibility, and perfectionism. The first version of the
scale indicated the perfect internal consistency (range between .71 and .96) and acceptable
test-retest reliability for an interval of two days (.75 and .90). Otherwise, some shared
constructs between subscales were found. Thus, OCCWG (2003) enhanced the
psychometric properties of the OBQ study. Internal consistency and test-retest reliability
were found to be sustained (OCCWG, 2003). However, the discriminant validity and factor
analysis were not sufficient to use questionnaire. The last version of the OBQ was utilized
to detect obsessive beliefs and appraisals (OCCWG, 2005). This scale consists of 44 items
and involves three subscales: responsibility threat estimation (1, 5, 6, 8, 15, 16, 17, 19, 22,
23, 29, 33, 34, 39, 41), perfectionism/certainty (2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 18, 25, 26, 31, 40,
43) and importance/control of thoughts (7, 13, 21, 24, 27, 28, 30, 32, 35, 42, 44). The OBQ
is scored according to the 7-point Likert scale (1= not agree, 7 = totally agree). Internal
consistency of the last version of OBQ was very high (o = .93 for both responsibility/threat
estimation and perfectionism/certainty; o =. 89 for importance/control of thoughts; o =

.95 for OBQ total).
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A Turkish version of the OBQ and psychometric study was conducted (Yorulmaz &
Gencodz, 2008). Yorulmaz and Gencoz (2008) found high internal consistency and
acceptable reliability values among a Turkish clinical and nonclinical sample. Similar to
the original study, the Turkish form of OBQ was divided into 3 factors:
responsibility/threat estimation, perfectionism/certainty and importance/control of
thoughts. Yorulmaz and Gencdz (2008) found internal consistency of OBQ to be .91
among patients with OCD, .90 among a group of people who had anxiety in the nonclinical
sample, and .91 among a sample of university students. In addition, similar to original
study, the internal consistency of the OBQ was very high, (o = .95 for total, o = .88 for
responsibility/threat estimation; o = .88 for perfectionism/certainty; a = .86 for
importance/control of thoughts) (Boysan et al, 2010). Test-retest reliability for the total was
found as .79 (Boysan, Besiroglu, Cetinkaya, Atli, & Aydin, 2010). The test-retest reliability
range between subscales was .69 and .81. Three dimensions were distributed the same as in
the original study (Boysan et al, 2010). In the current study, internal consistency of the
OBQ was .95 for total, .89 for responsibility/threat estimation, .89 for
perfectionism/certainty, and .89 for importance/control of thoughts, subscales that
expressed high internal consistency.

2.2.7 Demographic Information Form

Demographic Information Form was used to take information about descriptive
characteristics such as gender, age, socioeconomic status, education, religiosity and right

left politics of the participants.

2.3 Procedure

First of all, the permission for the study was taken from the ethics committee at Dogus
University. Participants were recruited from Dogus University in return for extra course
credit for voluntary participation (two or five points for total point). The study took

approximately 40 minutes. The questionnaires were given in class setting. After informed
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consent was taken, participants were randomly divided into two groups; disgusted and non-
disgusted groups. After the grouping of the participants, they were given the battery set
including PI, DS-R, CCS, OBQ, and Demographic Information Form, in a paper-pen
format. After filling those scales, disgust manipulation was conducted. While the disgusted
group was given the LODQ-Form A, the non-disgusted group was given LODQ-Form B,
which included neutral scenarios. This manipulation involved asking the participants in the
disgusted group to imagine disgust-inducing scenarios (rotting food, potentially
contaminated foods, body odours, death, envelope violations, vomit, and maggots) and
asking the participants to imagine neutral scenarios (the non-disgusted group). After the
manipulation, MFQ was given to the two groups to look for the differences between

groups’ moral evaluations.

2.4. Design

The aim of the study is to find differences between disgusted and non-disgusted groups
over individualizing moral foundations and binding moral foundations. It is expected that
disgust affects binding moral foundations more than individualizing moral foundations.
Subjects were assigned to the groups randomly. Independent Samples t test was used to
show similarity between groups before manipulation. Besides, it was used to assess
effectiveness of the manipulation. Furthermore, two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was conducted to find the influence of groups and genders over moral foundations. The
relationship between measures in the study was examined and included right-left politics,
obsessions, cleaning compulsions, contamination cognitions, religiosity, and moral
foundations. In order to determine the relations between those variables, bivariate
correlations were conducted. Furthermore, regression analysis was applied to obsessive-
compulsive tendencies, religiosity, and right-left politics and was expected to predict
disgust sensitivity (imagination of disgust reaction, feeling unpleasantness related to
disgust situation, feeling nauseous, and likelihood that threat happened). Regression
analysis was conducted on moral foundations, which would be predicted by disgust

sensitivity, obsessive tendencies, religiosity, gender, and right-left politics.
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3. RESULTS

3.1. Examination of Pretext Conditions and Differences Between Groups Before
Experimental Manipulation

The differences between variables were compared before experimental manipulation in
order to examine pre-test conditions among disgusted and non-disgusted groups.
Independent Samples t-test was applied to the variables before manipulations. According to
this analysis, there were no significant differences found between experimental conditions

before manipulation (Table 3.1).

Before experimental manipulation, participants in disgusted and non-disgusted groups did
not indicate any differences in accord with cleaning compulsive symptoms, contamination

cognitions, obsessive beliefs, right-left politics, religiosity, or disgust sensitivity.
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Table 3.1. Differences between groups of disgusted and non-disgusted groups before
manipulation

Disgusted and Non-disgusted Groups

Disgust Neutral

Average (SD) Average(SD) t (df)
Right left politics  3.86 (1.26) 3.82 (1.14) 25 (242)
Religiosity 4.24 (1.78) 4.02 (1.64) 1.03 (252)
PI (cleaning) 47.29 (26.84) 46.48 (26.84) 24 (250)
CCS 1218.78 (486.20) 1345.76 (578.76) -1.89 (249)
OBQ 156.44 (39.85) 156.70 (42.53) -.05 (250)
DS-R 61.61 (17.67) 63.66 (17.75) -.91 (250)

Note: PI: Padua Inventory; CCS: Contamination and Cognitions Scale; OBQ: Obsessive Beliefs
Questionnaire; DS-R: Disgust Scale-Revised

3.2. Examination for Efficacy of Manipulation Across Disgusted and Non-disgusted

Groups

Two disgust groups (disgusted and non-disgusted) were compared across conditions which
included imagination of disgust reaction, feeling unpleasantness related to a disgust
situation, feeling nauseous, increase of disgust sensitivity, and likelihood that a threat
happened. For each dependent variable, Independent Sample t test was applied as an

analysis to measure group differences. According to the results, there were significant
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differences between disgusted and non-disgusted groups related to the disgust conditions
that were used in manipulations (Table 3.2). These results showed the significance of
experimental manipulation across groups. In other words, manipulation was successful in

this experiment.

Table 3.2. Comparison for experimental conditions across disgust manipulations of
Imagination of disgust reaction, feeling unpleasantness related to disgust situation,

feeling nauseous, increase for disgust sensitivity and likelihood that threat happened

Disgusted and Non-disgusted Groups

Disgusted Nondisgusted

Average (SD) Average(SD) t (df)
Disgust 28.74 (6.91) 13.29 (6.22) 18.24 (246)**
reaction
Feeling 27.76 (6.77) 20.83 (6.66) 8.04 (246)**
unpleasantness
Feeling 27.24 (6.70) 19.29 (6.82) 9.19 (246)**
nauseous
Increase 27.53 (6.81) 19.35 (6.88) 9.34 (246)**
Threat *
ireinoog  1841(7.23) 15.49 (6.07) 3.37 (246)

** < 001, * p <.01

3.3. Correlations Coefficients of Moral Foundations and Other Variables Correlated

to Them

Table 3.3 shows Pearson correlation coefficient values of measures that were used in the

study. Binding foundations were all positively and significantly related to religiosity (r =
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46, p <.01), disgust sensitivity (r(252)= .40, p < .01), obsessive beliefs (r(252) = .29, p <
.01), contamination cognitions (r = .25, p < .01), cleaning compulsions (r(252) = .30, p <
.01) and right left politics (r(252) = .31, p < .01) seen table 3.3. In addition, individualizing
foundations were positively and significantly correlated to disgust sensitivity (r(252) = .24,
p <.01) and binding foundations (r(252) = .32, p <.01) (Table 3.3).

In addition, religiosity was positively and significantly correlated to contamination
cognition (r(252) = .25, p < .01), disgust sensitivity (r(252) = .29, p < .01), obsessive
beliefs (r = .22, p < .01), cleaning compulsions (r(252) = .24, p < .01) and right left politics
(r(252) = .52, p < .01) (Table 3.3). Besides, right left politics were all related to religiosity
and binding foundations moderately, to contamination condition (r(252) = .14, p < .05)
slightly.

Furthermore, disgust sensitivity was significantly and positively correlated to all variables
in the study, except right-left politics (Table 3.3). Obsessive beliefs were significantly and
positively related to contamination cognitions (r(252) = .34, p < .01), cleaning
compulsions (r(252) = .44, p < .01), disgust sensitivity (r(252) = .27, p < .01), religiosity
(r(252) = .22, p < .01) and binding moral foundations (r(252) = .29, p <.01) .



Table 3.3 Coefficient values between variables in the study

Measures 1 2 3
1.CCS 34**  Bp**
2.0BQ AQ*x*

3.PI
(Cleaning)

4.DS-R

5.Right-left
politics
6.Religiosity
7.MFQ-
binding
8.MFQ-
individualizing

A3**
27**

35%*

14*

A2

A1

.06

6

25**
22%*

24**

29**

52**

7

25**
29%*

30**

40**

31F*

46%

53

.00
.04

.04

24%*

.00

.07

32**

Note. N = 255. PI=Padua Inventory; OBQ= Obsessive Beliefs Questionnaire; CCS= Contamination

Cognitions Scale; DS-R= Disgust Scale; MFQ= Moral Foundations Questionnaire.

**p<.0l.*p<.05.

3.4. Comparisons of Groups and Gender Differences Across Binding Moral

Foundations and Individualizing Moral Foundations

Both binding moral foundations and individualizing moral foundations were compared

according to mean differences between groups and genders. Gender (male, female) x

Group (disgusted, non-disgusted), two-way analysis of variance was conducted.

The main effect on the groups yielded a ratio of F(1, 226) = 4.72, p < .05, d = .02 for

binding foundations (Table 3.4). The mean differences between groups were significantly

more in disgusted groups (M = 18.49, SD = 5.20) than in non-disgusted groups (M = 17.75,

SD = 5.61) for binding moral foundations. The main effect of gender yielded a ratio of
F(1, 226) = 4.34, p < .05, d =.02 (Table 3.4) which showed significantly higher scores for
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males (M = 18.36, SD = 5.39) than females (M = 18.07, SD = 5.40) for binding
foundations. Besides, the main effect of groups for individualizing foundations yielded a
ratio of F(1, 226) = .84, p < .05 (Table 3.5). The mean differences between non-disgusted
(M =46.16, SD = 8.09) and disgusted groups (M = 46.02, SD = 8.61) were insignificant for
individualizing foundations. The main effect of gender for individualizing foundations was
F(1, 226) = 5.29, p < .05, d = .02 which indicates a significant change between genders,
indicating higher value for female (M = 47.26, SD = 8.52) than male (M = 43.62, SD
=7.31) (Table 3.5).

Interaction effects were significant between groups and genders for binding foundations,
yielding a ratio of F(1, 226) = 4.64, p < .05, d = .02 (Table 3.4, Figure 3.2). Male and
disgusted groups had significantly (M = 19.54, SD = 5.06) higher scores than female and
disgusted groups (M = 17.92, SD = 5.23). In non-disgusted groups, females (M = 18.23, SD
= 5.62) had significantly greater scores than males (M = 16.48, SD = 5.45) for binding
foundations. In addition, interaction effects were insignificant between groups and genders
for individualizing foundations which yielded ratio of F(1, 226) = 2.67, p <.05, mean and

standard deviation values seen in Table 3.5 (Figure 3.1).

Table 3.4. ANOVA results and descriptive statistics for binding foundations by
gender differences and group conditions

Variable Mean SD n
Female
Disgusted 17.92 5.23 83
Nondisgusted 18.23 5.62 76
Male
Disgusted 19.54 5.06 46
Nondisgusted 16.48 5.45 29
Source SS df MS F
Gender 96.68 1 96.68 4.34*
Group Conditions 105.06 1 105.06 4.72*
Group x Gender 103.22 1 103.22 4.64*

Error 5029.62 226 22.26



*p < .05
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Table 3.5. ANOVA results and descriptive statistics for individualizing foundations by
gender differences and group conditions

Variable

Female
Disgusted
Nondisgusted
Male
Disgusted
Nondisgusted

Source
Gender
Group Conditions
Group x Gender
Error

Mean

46.93
47.63

44.77
41.79

SS df
338.24
53.84
170.80
14445.53

SD

9.11
7.87

5.63
9.19

226

83
76

46
29

MS
338.24
53.84
170.80
63.92

5.29*
.84
2.67

p<.05
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3.5 Regression Analysis for Disgust Sensitivity Including Imagination of Disgust
Reaction, Feeling Unpleasantness Related to Disgust Situation, Feeling Nauseous, and
Likelihood That A Threat Happened

Multiple hierarchical regression analysis was used to measure prediction of imagination of
disgust reaction, feeling unpleasantness related to disgust situation, feeling nauseous and
likelihood that threat happened. Predictors were right left politics, religiosity, group and
gender in the first block; obsessive beliefs and contamination cognition in second block;

lastly disgust sensitivity and cleaning compulsive tendencies were added to the third block.

3.5.1 According to Imagination of Disgust Reaction

Right-left politics, religiosity, group, and gender were entered in the first block of variance
explained 62.5 % of total variance (F(4, 230) = 95.68, p < .001) that better accounted for
imagination of disgust reaction, predicted by gender (p = .14, t(230) = 3.35, p < .01), by
group (B = -.79, t(230) = -19.25, p < .001), not significantly predicted by religiosity and
right-left politics. In the second block, obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions were
added to the equation that 2.4 % of total variance was accounted for imagination of disgust
reaction (F(6, 228 ) = 70.36, p <.001), significantly predicted by contamination cognitions
(B =. 12, t(228) = 2.79, p <.01), not significant for obsessive beliefs. On the third block,
disgust sensitivity and cleaning compulsive tendencies were added to equation that
explained 3.9% of variance (F(8, 226) = 62.83, p < .001), sequentially cleaning compulsive
tendencies (B = .09, t(226) = 1.93, p <.05) and disgust sensitivity (B = .22, t(226) = 4.75, p
<.001) (Table 3.6).
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Table 3.6. Multiple Regression analysis for predictors of imagination for disgust
reaction

Order of entry

Variables

2
set St entered Beta t F df  ModelR
Religiosity 04 77
IIZ.)emo raphics cender 14 3.35**
and Eoup 1 Grou 95.68*** 4, 230 .62
S P -79 -19.25%%*
variable
Right-left 02 49
politics
Obsessive
. Beliefs .08 1.85
ndener 2 7036%** 6,208 .
y Contaminations A2 2.79*%* -
and cognitions
sensitivity and 3 y 62.83*** 8 226 69
compulsion Cleani 09 1.93*
eaning

Note * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001
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3.5.2. According to Imagination of Feeling Unpleasantness Related to A Disgust

Situation

Multiple regression analysis was applied to measure same variables over feeling

unpleasantness related to disgust situation.

Right-left politics, religiosity, group, and gender were entered in the first block of variance
and explained 30.5% of total variance (F(4, 230) = 25.21, p < .001) that better accounted
for the feeling of unpleasantness related to disgust situation predicted by gender (B = .22,
t(230) = 3.88, p < .001), by group (p = -.51, t(230) = -9.14, p < .001) significantly, not
significantly predicted by religiosity and right-left politics. In the second block, obsessive
beliefs and contamination cognition were added to the equation that 2.6% of total variance
was accounted for imagination of feeling of unpleasantness related to disgust situation
(F(6, 228) = 18.84, p < .001), not predicted significantly. On the third block, disgust
sensitivity and cleaning compulsive tendencies were added to equation that explained 3.6%
of variance (F(8, 226) = 16.09, p <.001), predicted significantly by disgust sensitivity ( =
.22, 1(226) = 3.33, p <.01) (Table 3.7).
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Table 3.7. Multiple Regression analysis for predictors of imagination of feeling
unpleasantness related to disgust

Order of entry Variables

2
set Step entered Beta t F df ModelR
Religiosity 10 156
l. _ Gender 99 3. ggrE
Demographics 25.21%** 4,230 .31
and group Group LB] -Q.14%w*
variable ' '
Right-left
politics 01 -19
Obsessive
[. Obsessive , Beliefs A1 1.86 1884 6, 228
tendency Contaminations 10 1.67 33
and cognitions
111, Disgust gt 22 3.33%*
sensitivity and 3 y 16.09*** 8, 226 .36
compulsion Cleaning -02 -29

Note * p <. 05; ** p <. 01;*** p <. 001

3.5.3. According to Imagination of Feeling Nauseous

Multiple regression analysis was applied to measure the same variables over feeling nausea

related to a disgust situation.
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Right-left politics, religiosity, group, and gender were entered in the first block of variance
explained 34.2 % of total variance (F(4, 230) = 29.93, p < .001) better accounted for
imagination of feeling of nauseous related to disgust situation. Feeling nauseous was
predicted by gender (p = .18, t(230) = 3.29, p <.01), by group (B = -.56, t(230) = -10.32, p
<.001) whereas, feeling nauseous was not significantly predicted by religiosity or right-left
politics. In the second block, obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions were added to
the equation that 2.6% of total variance was accounted for imagination of feeling of
nauseous related to disgust situation, (F(6, 228) = 22.17, p < .001). Contamination
cognitions predicted this (B = .13, t(228) = 2.16, p < .001), but obsessive beliefs did not. In
the third block, disgust sensitivity and cleaning compulsive tendencies were added to the
equation that explained 2.4% of variance (F(8, 226) = 18.23 p < .001) predicted
significantly by disgust sensitivity (p = .19, t(226) = 2.94, p <.01) (Table 3.8).



Table 3.8.

nauseous related to disgust

Order of entry
set

l.
Demographics
and group
variable

I1. Obsessive
tendency

I11. Disgust
sensitivity and
compulsion

Step

Variables
entered

Religiosity
Gender
Group

Right-left
politics

Obsessive
Beliefs

Contaminations
and cognitions

Disgust
Sensitivity

Cleaning

Beta

.09

18

-.56

-.02

.08

A3

19

.00

t F df
1.47
3.29**
29.93*** 4,230
-10.32%**
-.32
1.40
22.17*** 6,228
2.16*
2.94**
_01 18.23*** 8, 226

62

Multiple Regression analysis for predictors of imagination of feeling

Mode

34

37

.39

Note * p<.05; ** p<.01;*** p<.001

3.5.4. According to Imagination of Likelihood that Threat Happened

Multiple regression analysis was applied to measure same variables, but on imagination of
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likelihood threat happened related to disgust situation.

Right-left politics, religiosity, group, and gender were entered in the first block of variance
explained .06 % of total variance (F(4, 230) = 3.89, p < .01) accounted for imagination of
likelihood that threat happened related to disgust situation. Likelihood that a threat
happened was predicted by group (B = -.24, t(230) = -3.64, p < .001). It was not
significantly predicted by gender, religiosity, or right-left politics. In the second block,
obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions were added to the equation that 9.6% of
total variance better accounted for imagination of likelihood threat happened related to
disgust situation, (F(6, 228) = 7.18, p < .001) which was predicted significantly by
contamination cognitions (f = .15, t(228) = 2.20, p < .05), and also predicted significantly
by obsessive beliefs (f = .24, t(228) = 3.66, p < .001). In the third block, disgust sensitivity
and cleaning compulsive tendencies were added to equation that explained 1.5% of
variance (F(8, 226) = 5.94, p< .001), it was insignificant for both variables (Table 3.9).
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Table 3.9. Multiple Regression analysis for predictors of likelihood that threat
happened

Order of entry Variables 2
set Step entered Beta t F df ModelR
Religiosity 08 106
:ﬁemo raphics sender 0230
grap 1 3.89%* 4,230 .06
and group Group o4 -3 paRRk
variable ' '
Right-left 07 -92
politics
Obsessive
[ Obsessive Beliefs 24 3.66***
teﬁdenc 2 7.18*** 6,228 16
y Contaminations 15 2.20*
and cognitions
I11. Disgust g;fg:ﬁ\t” t A1 149
sensitivityand 3 y 5.94%% 8 226 .17
compulsion Cleaning 09 113

Note * p<.05; ** p<.01;*** p<.001

3.6. Regression Analysis for Prediction of Two Moral Foundations: Binding and

Individualizing Foundations

Multiple hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to find predictors of

individualizing and binding moral foundations. The predictors that were used for analysis
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were right-left politics, group, gender, and religiosity in the first block; obsessive beliefs
and contamination cognitions was in the second block; and disgust sensitivity and cleaning

obsessive tendencies in the third block.

Right-left politics, religiosity, group, and gender were entered in the first block of variance
explained 24% of total variance (F(4, 221 = 17.16, p < .001) accounted for binding
foundations. Binding foundations were predicted significantly by religiosity (B = .44, t
(221) = 6.22, p < .01), and not significantly predicted by group, gender, or right-left
politics. In the second block, obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions were added to
the equation explained 6.4% of total variance, (F(6, 219) = 15.73, p < .001). Binding
foundations were predicted significantly by contamination cognitions (B = .16, t(219) =
2.49 p < .05) and obsessive beliefs (f = .17, t(219) = 2.77, p < .01). In the third block,
disgust sensitivity and cleaning compulsive tendencies were added to equation that
explained 6.7% of variance (F(8, 217) = 15.80, p < .001), significantly predicted by disgust
sensitivity (B = .28, t(217) =4.13, p <.001) (Table 3.10).

Right-left politics, religiosity, group, and gender were entered in the first block of variance
explained 6% of total variance (F(4, 221) = 13.48, p < .01) accounted for individualizing
foundations predicted significantly by gender (B = .24, t (221) = 3.57, p < .001), not
significantly predicted by group, religiosity, or right-left politics (Table 3.11). In the second
block, obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions were added to the equation
accounted for 0.3% of total variance, (F(6, 219) = 2.43, p < .05), obsessive tendencies and
contamination cognitions were not significant predictors of individualizing foundations. In
the third block, disgust sensitivity and cleaning compulsive tendencies were added to
equation explained 2.7% of variance (F(8, 217) = 2.66, p < .01), predicted significantly by
disgust sensitivity (B = .21, t(217) = 2.53, p < .05) (Table 3.11).



Table 3.10. Multiple Regression analysis for predictors of binding foundations

Order of entry
set

l.
Demographics
and group
variable

I1. Obsessive
tendency

I11. Disgust
sensitivity and
compulsion

Step

Variables
entered

Religiosity
Gender
Group

Right-left
politics

Obsessive
Beliefs

Contaminations
and cognitions

Disgust
Sensitivity

Cleaning

Beta

44

-.06

-.04

-.08

A7

.16

.28

12

t F df

6.22***
-.96

17.16*** 4,221 24
-.61
1.10
2.77**

**k*k

. 15.73 6, 219 30
4.13***

15.80*** 8, 217 37
1.79

66

ModeIR2

Note * p<.05; ** p<.01;*** p<.001
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Table 3.11. Multiple Regression analysis for predictors of individualizing foundations

Order of entry
set

l.
Demographics
and group
variable

I1. Obssesive
tendency

I11. Disgust
sensitivity and
compulsion

Step

3

Variables
entered

Religiosity
Gender
Group

Right-left
politics

Obsessive
Beliefs

Contaminations
and cognitions

Disgust
Sensitivity

Cleaning

Note * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001

Beta

.04

24

-.06

.00

.06

-.07

21

-.03

t F df

47
3.57***

13.48** 4,221
-.85
.02
.83

243* 6,219
-.09
2.53**

2.66*** 8, 217
0.40

ModeIR2

.06

.06

.10
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4. DISCUSSION

Before testing the hypothesis in the current study, precondition differences between
variables among disgusted and non-disgusted groups were measured. According to the
analysis, there were no differences between all variables among groups in the current
study. Before the experimental method was applied, there were no differences between
groups (disgusted and non-disgusted) on variables such as obsessive-compulsive
symptoms, contamination cognitions, obsessive beliefs, and disgust sensitivity. It was
expected that the manipulation would have changed moral foundations, and it did.

In addition, the effect of manipulation was tested in the current analysis. Looming of
Disgust Questionnaire (Williams et al., 2006), which was used in this study to manipulate
groups, measures disgust by disgusting scenarios. Scenarios that included imagination of
disgust reaction, feeling unpleasantness related to disgust situation, feeling nauseous,
increase for disgust sensitivity, and likelihood that threat happened all induced disgust
significantly and increased the level of disgust sensitivity successfully in a manner that was
consistent with expectation. In other words, disgust manipulation increased connected to
increase in imagination of disgust reaction, feeling unpleasantness related to disgust
situation, feeling nauseous, increase for disgust sensitivity, and likelihood that threat

happened.

Measures that were utilized in current study were moderately to slightly correlated to each
other. Contamination cognitions were moderately and significantly related to obsessive
beliefs, cleaning compulsions, disgust sensitivity, religiosity, and binding moral
foundations and slightly correlated to right-left politics. Obsessive beliefs were moderately
and significantly correlated to cleaning compulsions, disgust sensitivity, religiosity, and

binding moral foundations. Cleaning compulsions were moderately and significantly
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related to disgust sensitivity, religiosity, and binding moral foundations. Disgust sensitivity
was moderately and significantly correlated to religiosity, binding moral foundations, and
individualizing moral foundations. Right-left politics is related to religiosity and binding
moral foundations. Lastly, binding moral foundations were correlated to individualizing
moral foundations. It was an expected result that constructs in the current study did not
have high correlation coefficients. In other words, investigated constructs were different

from each other which were examined in the current study..

The hypothesis of the experimental study was that people who are disgusted in a situation
are inclined to make harsher moral decisions. The hypothesis that people make more
binding-related moral decisions when disgusted was analyzed. In the results of the
analysis, there was found a minimum effect of disgusted situation only for binding moral
foundations. Disgust inducing situations make moral judgments harsher, especially in
purity related judgments and binding related moral foundations (Greene & Haidt, 2002;
Haidt, 2001; Haidt & Hersh, 2006; Schanall et al., 2008). Otherwise, there was minimum
significant effect found over binding foundations in analysis of variance. This was not
consistent with the literature, and will be discussed later. Otherwise, Jones and Fitness
(2008) found no relation between disgust and morality related to politics in a sample
recruited from the Australian secular community. In addition, Jones and Fitness (2008)
asserted that inefficient findings can result from ineffective scenarios that do not elicit
disgust. In addition, Inbar and Pizarro (2014) explained that emotions are triggered when
moral violations occur. Thus, disgust may arise when moral violations are witnessed or
experienced. Nevertheless, Wheatley and Haidt (2005) found that hypnosis-induced disgust

is nonetheless effective on moral judgments.

The hypotheses is that females’ scores over individualizing foundations would increase
compared with males’ scores, that males’ scores over binding foundations would increase
compared to females’ scores, and that compared to males’ scores, females’ scores over
binding foundations would increase depend on disgust manipulation were analyzed.

According to hypothesis, there were significant findings that were expressed for both
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gender and groups. According to findings, females tended to get higher scores from
individualizing foundations compared to males when groups were not taken to analysis. It
was an expected result that supported the hypothesis. Males tended to have higher scores
from binding foundations compared to females when groups were not taken to analysis.
This was also an expected result consistent with the hypothesis. Furthermore, it was found
that there is a significant interaction effect between groups and genders. Males’ scores
were higher than females’ when they were in the disgusted condition. This finding
supported hypothesis partially because it is not consistent with literature that males are
more affected by disgust than females (Herz, 2014). However, females were not much
affected by group differences, but in the non-disgusted condition females were inclined to
prefer binding foundations more than men. This result may be caused by the high number
of females in the non-disgusted group. Otherwise, there were not many differences
between female participants before manipulation and after manipulation. Mostly, the
interaction effect was consistent with literature about the relationship between gender
differences and moral foundations (lyer, 2010). lyer (2010) did not find any big differences
between females and males. He detected small effect of sample sizes in which gender
differences were not attainable for whole population. Otherwise, he assumed that empathy
and universalist constructs are indicative of female characteristics, which are detected more
often among liberals. According to his assumption, results in the current study that females
are more inclined than males to prefer individualizing foundations which include
harm/care and justice/fairness are understandable. According to lyer (2010) males,
especially conservative males, are inclined to have utilitarian ways of thinking that may
explain their inclination for authority, loyalty, and sanctity. He found females are more
emotionally reactive than males, but the current study showed that males are inclined to be
disgusted more while preferring binding foundations. In addition, Eagly, Schmidt, and
Koenig (2005) found that females possess more socially compassionate policies than
males, especially on issues of inequality against women, gays, and lesbians. It is
understandable that females are not emotionally reactive toward binding foundations.
These proofs supported the results in the current study that suggest that females are more

inclined to prefer individualizing foundations and males are more inclined to prefer
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binding moral foundations. Otherwise, males in disgusted group prefer binding foundations
more partially supported. In addition, females in non-disgusted group prefer binding

foundations was not en expected result.

The hypothesis that religiosity, conservative-liberal political differences, experimental
group differences, gender, and obsessive-compulsive tendencies will significantly predict
disgust sensitivity was analyzed. Sequentially, findings indicated that experimental group
differences significantly and negatively predicted disgust sensitivity.. More disgust
sensitivity increased the affectivity of the disgusting condition. The right-left differences
did not significantly predict disgust sensitivity. It was expected that people who are
conservative would be more inclined to be affected by a disgusting situation. In the
literature, there were differences between right and left politics (conservative and liberals)
according to disgusting situations (Inbar & Pizarro, 2014; Haidt et al., 2009; Helzer &
Pizarro, 2011; Feinberg et al. 2014). The literature suggests that conservatives are more
inclined to be affected by disgust and more inclined to be sensitive to disgust compared to
liberals (Inbar et al., 2012). Findings in the current study did not support the hypothesis
that disgust sensitivity is predicted by right-left differences. Furthermore, religiosity did
not significantly predict disgust sensitivity. Otherwise, there was a positive correlation
r=.29 found between disgust sensitivity and religiosity. It was a small coefficient value that
was not expected. Fincher and Thornhill (2012) assumed that strong family ties and
religion elicit parasite stress relevant to disgust sensitivity. However, the findings in the
current study did not support the literature. In addition, gender predicted disgust sensitivity,
which supported the hypothesis. It is consistent with the literature (Inbar et al., 2009). Inbar
et al. (2009) assumed that females are more inclined to show disgust sensitivity than males,
which was also supported by the findings of this paper. The hypothesis that obsessive-
compulsive tendencies predict disgust sensitivity was also supported. Imagination for
disgust reaction was significantly predicted by contamination cognitions, but was not
predicted by cleaning. Feeling nauseous was also significantly predicted by contamination
cognitions, whereas feeling unpleasantness triggered by disgust was not significantly

predicted by obsessions. Likelihood threat happened was predicted by obsessive beliefs
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and contamination cognitions. In general, disgust sensitivity was predicted by obsessive
beliefs and contamination cognitions significantly consistent with literature (Henning et al.,
1996; Koleva et al., 2013; Berle & Phillips, 2006 ). Mancini et al., (2001) discussed that
disgust might be an essential emotion for obsessive-compulsive disorder originated by
contamination and dirtiness. The results of the current study supported this assertion.
Mancini et al. (2001) added that obsessive beliefs and fear of contamination are elicited by
disgust-related stimuli. In addition, cleaning compulsions are also related to fear of
contamination (Olatunji et al., 2004). It is kind of avoidance behaviour. Otherwise, there
was no significant prediction for cleaning since a nonclinical sample was selected in the

current study.

The hypothesis that religiosity, gender, disgust sensitivity, conservative-liberal political
differences, experimental group differences, and obsessive compulsive tendencies will
significantly predict binding foundations and the hypothesis that conservative-liberal
political differences, gender, disgust sensitivity, and experimental group differences will
significantly predict individualizing foundations were analyzed. Disgust sensitivity
significantly predicted both binding foundations and individualizing foundations.
Otherwise, binding foundations were predicted slightly more often by disgust sensitivity
than individualizing foundations. These findings were related to literature. People who are
sensitive to disgust tend to be affected by disgust more, especially when they are making
moral decisions (Schnall et al., 2008; Jones & Fitness, 2008; David & Olatunji, 2011).
Otherwise, it is expected that purity-related moral domains tend to be more affected by
disgust sensitivity (Helzer & Pizarro, 2011). It can be understandable that both foundations
were predicted by disgust sensitivity. According to Jones and Fitness (2008), people who
have higher disgust sensitivity show more sensitivity to moral decisions. Besides, they
have tough attitudes and are connected to law and order more, and want to purge the
community of immoral things (Jones & Fitness, 2008). Gender only significantly predicted
individualizing foundations. However, binding foundations were not predicted by gender.
Moreover, right-left differences did not significantly predict binding foundations.

Adversely, people who are conservative are more inclined to give more binding-related



73

moral decisions (Graham et al., 2009; 2012). However, the correlation coefficients for
right-left differences with binding foundations was r = .31 positively related, but medium
effect was indicated. Futhermore,, as expected, religiosity significantly predicted binding
foundations, which was also supported by literature. Gladden et al. (2009) assumed that
moral intuitions are elicited by disgust sensitivity, which increases with religious
conservatism. Obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions predicted binding
foundations significantly. Binding foundations were inclined to be affected by these
obsessive tendencies, but were not affected by compulsive behaviours of cleaning.

Cleaning did not significantly predict binding foundations according to results.

4.1. Conclusion

To conclude, there was a minimum significant difference found between disgusted and
non-disgusted groups only for binding foundations. It was found that there was a main
effect of disgust over binding foundations according to variance analysis. Thus, it was
shown that people who were disgusted preferred binding foundations more. It seemed that
male participants were a lot more affected by disgust when preferring binding foundations
over individualizing ones. This means that male participants were affected by disgust and
disgust made them more inclined to authority, loyalty, and sanctity based on binding moral
foundations whereas disgust did not impact female participants while making their moral
choices. The main effect of the analysis indicated that female participants were more
inclined to prefer individualizing foundations than males. In other words, whether they
were disgusted or not, female participants gave more importance to harm/care and

fairness/justice compared to men.

Overall disgust sensitivity affected participants’ tendency to be affected by disgusting
conditions. Thus, the influence of disgust was determined by disgust sensitivity. The
manipulation of disgust was related to participants’ disgust sensitivity. Participants who
had high disgust sensitivity tended to be harsher in their moral decisions, no matter the

individual or binding foundations. Binding foundations were much more important for
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participants who had high disgust sensitivity levels. However, both individualizing
foundations and binding foundations were predicted by disgust sensitivity. Gender
predicted both disgust sensitivity and individual moral foundations. Female participants
were more inclined to be sensitive to disgust than male participants, and preferred
individualizing moral foundations more compared to male participants. Furthermore,
binding foundations were predicted by obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions. In
other words, participants who had obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions were
more inclined to give importance toward authority, loyalty, and sanctity moral foundations.
Disgust affected contamination cognitions and obsessive beliefs. Disgust sensitivity was
evoked when participants imagined disgusting stimuli, felt unpleasant in disgusting
conditions, or felt threatened by disgusting stimuli. Participants in these situations showed
obsessive tendencies and contamination cognitions. This means that obsessive beliefs may
originate in disgust or people who have obsessive tendencies may be affected by disgust

more, vice-versa.

4.2. Limitations of Study

There are some limitations in current study that might have affected the experiment and

might change the results.

First of all, the limitations in this study could be related to intervention, which measured
variables. Participants were bored by filling out a long bunch of questionnaires, which took
approximately 40 minutes. In addition, it could be a problem to apply experimental design
as paper and pencil format, because the efficacy of manipulation might have declined.
Manipulation was the looming of disgust scenarios that included imagining of disgusting
scenarios on paper. Thus, there were not big differences between groups. Scenarios might
not have been effective enough to evoke disgust. Had there been some pictures, odours, or
materials to manipulate sample, it may have been even more effective. In addition, some
disgust questionnaires (Disgust Scale and Contamination Cognitions Scale) were given

before manipulation, in which all groups might have been affected by disgusting situations
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. All participants might have been disgusted while they were answering questions. Perhaps,
it might not be a remarkable problem for this study, but both methods might be used in
future studies. Both giving various disgusting manipulations and giving questionnaires
before and after manipulation could improve results.

Secondly, study might be biased because sample was chosen from university students who
were of a high socioeconomic level and between 19 and 25. This sample also included
many Turkish and Muslim people, the opinions of which may not be effectively
generalized to all populations. Thus, there might not be a strong effect of religiosity or
right-left differences over moral foundations and disgust sensitivity. Results might be
affected from a sample that mostly gathered to the middle. There were not so many right-
left differences or religiosity differences in the university sample. While measuring
obsessive and compulsive tendencies, compulsive tendencies were not found among
participants who had trait of disgust sensitivity. This could be caused by sample features
that did not represent clinical characteristics. Thus, in future studies, this experiment might
be conducted across different samples that include various socioeconomic levels, various
people of different ages, education levels, and political choices. Cross-cultural studies,
developmental studies, gender studies, and clinical studies might arrive at more
generalized results for whole populations . Furthermore, the distribution of gender across
disgusted and non-disgusted groups was heterogeneous, so the results might be biased.
This heterogeneous distribution could be seen mostly while analyzing moral foundations

over group conditions and gender together.

Thirdly, the moral foundation questionnaire was limited to two foundations, binding and
individualizing ones, in the Turkish population. The five-factor model did not work out
well in the sample. Thus, this material should be developed and adopted to the Turkish
population. Studies of this questionnaire might be conducted in order to find the extraneous

effect of culture over moral foundations.

Lastly, measurements could limit results. When investigating effects of disgust on moral
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foundations, other types of disgust and their effects on moral foundations could be attained.
Other emotions could also be taken as ground to prevent extraneous variables that might
distort results (anger, for example) (Russel & Sorolla, 2011) . This might affect the nature
of the relationship between morality and disgust. Morality could also be measured in lots
of ways, so more moral violation scenarios could be added. Besides, morality could be
measured by specific, imaginable, and attainable situations. Watching scenarios or
imagining personal life experiences instead of reading written scenarios may provide

different results.

In the future, there are lots of domains and variables that are deduced by moral issues.
Above, limitations were discussed and some advice was given to find evidence about the
relationship between morality and emotions. Methods can be developed to arrive at better
results for studies. Firstly, the design of manipulations can be conducted in the manner of
natural designs. For instance, current moral violations can be used to arrive at a conclusion
about a human’s moral behaviour. Observation, statistical analysis, and neuroimaging
techniques can help to bind results together to reach an understanding about the nature of
morality. Developmental morality and its relation to disgust can be taken for granted for
future studies. In addition, social desirability bias and the branch of social desirability bias
as impression management on moral foundations affect each other in literature (Haidt,
2001). This issue can be questioned in future research.

Moreover, disgust can be elicited using different methods. Odours or the mixture of
disgusting scenes and disgusting odours can be efficient to manipulate participants.
Besides, duration of disgusting manipulation can be measured. The most effective
sequence of disgusting stimuli can also be discussed. In addition, to measure obsessions
and compulsions, a clinical population should be added to sample. People’s views about
different ethnic, religious, and sexual groups that are labeled as “others” must be taken for
granted in moral situations. In addition, disgust against outgroups can be discussed over

minority/majority relations and ethnocentrism.



77

4.3. Clinical Implications and Future Directions

In this study, obsessive tendencies were evaluated in terms of disgusting scenarios. The
relationship between obsessive beliefs and contamination cognitions showed that there is
be a link between disgust and obsessive tendencies. This will be an important development

for clinical interventions in which disgust may be desensitized by some regular techniques.

Moral domain could be understandable and its origin could be detectable for human nature
in the aid of current study. The relationship between emotions and moral behaviours may
differentiate the explanation of morality and its effects on political domains and religions.
To understand nature of these domains, studies may provide communication between
separate ideologies and may lead to compromise. Moral foundations and their relations to
emotions may give an explanation that may help understand human morality.
Understanding the essence of morality may structure morality in different ways. Thus,
moral values are the most important issues that structure evil and boundaries among
groups, genders, and nations. Finding the emotional or rational essences of morality may
change people’s view of themselves and others. Education systems and moral systems may
change how people evaluate morality in the future. Disgust is an important basic emotion
that may change people’s morality or structures their morality. If disgust can be learned
with experiences, it may also shape human moral behaviours, beliefs, and attitudes. Moral
foundation theory explains human morality and its relation to the constructs of religion,
political ideologies, and cultures. Moral foundation theory may express a clear perception
of morality and explain authority, loyalty, sanctity, harm, and justice according to the
emotions attached to these thoughts and ideologies.

In this research, the effect of disgust and gender over moral foundations is not clear, so
there should be more investigations into this issue. Obsessive tendencies and their
relationship with disgust sensitivity also should be questioned more widely in other
studies. Religion, social desirability bias, socioeconomic level, education differences,

ethnic differences, sexual differences, and different types of disgusts may be added to
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future studies
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APPENDIX A

LOOMING OF DISGUST QUESTIONNAIRE (FORM A)
(ABARTILMIS TIKSINME ALGISI OLCEGI FORM A)

Yonerge:

Asagidaki sorular1 cevaplayabilmeniz i¢in bu yonergeleri dikkatle okumaniz ¢ok énemlidir.
Bu 6lgegin amaci sizin olasi tiksindirici olaylar1 nasil hayal ettiginizi veya zihninizde nasil
canlandirdigimizi 6lgmektir. Insanlar olas1 tiksinme hissiyle karsilastiklarinda veya bu gibi
durumlarla karsilasmay1 beklediklerinde. genellikle bu durumun ¢esitli yonlerini
zihinlerinde canlandirirlar (veya hayal ederler). Ornegin. bu durumun nasil gelisebilecegini
veya durumun olas1 sonuglarin1 hayal edebilirsiniz. Sizden kendinizi asagida belirtilen
durumlarda hayal etmenizi ve sonrasinda olacaklarla ilgili beklentilerinize yonelik bir dizi
soruyu cevaplamanizi istiyoruz.

Sizden asagida belirtilen her durum i¢in iki sey yapmanizi istiyoruz:

1. Her bir durum i¢in kendinizi ger¢ekten o durumun i¢indeymissiniz gibi canli bir
sekilde hayal etmeye calisin. Duruma odaklanin ve durumu olabildigince canlt
detaylarla hayal edin.

2. Kendinizi o durum igerisinde hayal etmeyi bitirdikten sonra. zihninizde
canlandirdiklarmizla ilgili sorular1 cevaplayin (6rnegin; beklentileriniz ve
senaryonun zihninizdeki sekli). Dogru veya yanlis cevap yoktur ve kisisel bilgiler
sorulmayacak. biitiin cevaplar anonim olarak kalacaktir. Cevabiniz lizerine uzun bir
siire diisinmek yerine her durum igin aklinmiza ilk gelen cevabi verin. Liitfen
cevabinizi her maddenin saginda bulunan siitunlardaki uygun ifadeyi daire i¢ine
alarak belirtin.

I. Parka yiiriiylise ¢iktigimizi hayal edin. Yoruldunuz ve soluklanmak ic¢in bir banka
oturdunuz. Bankin yaninda her yeri kurtcuklarla dolu olan bir ¢6p kutusu var. Biraz
oturduktan sonra bir an i¢in i¢iniz gegiyor ve uyandiginizda ¢op kutusundaki bazi
kurtcuklarin bacaginizdan yukari tirmandigini fark ediyorsunuz.

Kendinizi tarif edilen durumun i¢inde hayal ettikten sonra. liitfen asagidaki sorulari
cevaplayiniz.

Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Fazla
hayal ederken ne 6lgiide tiksindiniz?
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayn Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artryor Artryor
gecen an artryor mu?
3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikea. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor  Artiyor
gegen an ne Ol¢iide artiyor?
4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azalryor Azalryor Kaliyor Artryor Artiyor

ne dlglide artryor?



5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga.
basiniza koétii bir sey gelme ihtimali
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikea.
var olan durumla ne 6lglide baga
cikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?

Hig

Hig

Az

Az

Biraz

Biraz

Cok

Cok

89

Cok
Fazla

Cok
Fazla

II. Bir partide oldugunuzu hayal edin ve biriyle tanismaya karar veriyorsunuz. Kalabalik
icinden c¢ekici birini se¢iyorsunuz ve onun yanina dogru yiirliyorsunuz. Ayakta
yalpaladigini ve icki igmekte oldugunu fark ediyorsunuz. Siz kendinizi tanittiktan sonra o
kisi konugmaya cabaliyor ancak bunun yerine tam ayaklarinizin {istiine kusuyor.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun
icerisinde hayal ederken ne dlciide
tiksindiniz?

2. Bu sahne goziiniizde
canlandikga. sikint1 hissetme
olasiligimiz her gecen an artryor
mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde
canlandik¢a. midenizin bulanma
tehlikesi her gecen an ne dlciide
artiyor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde
canlandikga. tiksinme diizeyiniz
her gegen an ne
6l¢iide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziinilizde
canlandik¢a. basiniza kotii bir sey
gelme ihtimali nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde
canlandikga. var olan durumla ne
Olciide basa cikabileceginize
inantyorsunuz?

Hig

Cok
Azaliyor

Cok
Azaliyor

Cok
Azalryor

Hig

Hig

Az

Biraz
Azaltyor

Biraz
Azaliyor

Biraz
Azaltyor

Az

Az

Biraz

Ayni
Kaliyor

Ayni
Kaliyor

Ayni
Kaliyor

Biraz

Biraz

Cok

Biraz
Artryor

Biraz
Artiyor

Biraz
Artryor

Cok

Cok

Cok
Fazla

Cok
Artryor

Cok
Artiyor

Cok
Artryor

Cok
Fazla

Cok
Fazla

II1. Bir yakininizin 6ldiigiinti hayal edin. Defin 6ncesi cenazenin yikanmasi igin
gasilhanedesiniz (cenazelerin yikandig1 yer). Sira bekliyorsunuz. Gorevli tanimadiginiz
birinin cenazesini yikarken cenazenin iistiine dokiilen suyun bir kismi1 kazara iizerinize

S1CT1YOT.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde
hayal ederken ne dlgtide tiksindiniz?

2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga.
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her
gecen an artiyor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga.
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her
gegen an ne Olgiide artiyor?

Hig
Cok

Azalryor

Cok
Azalryor

Az

Biraz
Azalryor

Biraz
Azalryor

Biraz

Aynmi
Kaliyor

Aynmi
Kaliyor

Cok

Biraz
Artryor

Biraz
Artryor

Cok
Fazla

Cok
Artryor

Cok
Artryor



4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok

tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azalryor Azalryor Kaliyor Artryor Artryor
ne Olciide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
baginiza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6lgiide basa Fazla

¢ikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?

IV. Isten eve donmek iizere araba kullandiginizi hayal edin. Yolda tamamen ters donmiis
bir araba goriiyorsunuz. Hemen oraya dogru siiriiyorsunuz ve arabadan bir ka¢ adim 6tede
yerde yatan birisini goriiyorsunuz. Her yerde kan var ve siz yerde yatan kisiye yaklastik¢a
kan miktar1 git gide artiyor. Nabzmi kontrol etmek igin yerde yatan kisiye dogru
egiliyorsunuz ve bagirsaklarinin disarida oldugunu gériiyorsunuz.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dl¢iide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her gecen ~ Azaliyor Azaltyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artryor
an artryor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
gegen an ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gecen an Azalryor Azaltyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artryor
ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢lide basa Fazla

cikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?

V. Gece yarisi bir seyler igmek i¢in yataktan kalktiginiz1 hayal edin. Yorgunsunuz ve sabah
ise gitmek icin erken kalkmak zorundasimiz. Karanlikta sendeleyerek mutfaga dogru
gidiyorsunuz ve hemen bir siit kaparak dogrudan kutusundan i¢iyorsunuz. Bir ka¢ biiytlik
yudumdan sonra siitiin bozulmus oldugunu fark ediyorsunuz.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dl¢iide Fazla
tiksindiniz?

2. Bu sahne goéziiniizde Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
canlandikga. sikint1 hissetme Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
olasiliginiz her gegen an artiyor

mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde Cok Biraz Aynt Biraz Cok
canlandik¢a. midenizin bulanma Azaliyor Azalryor Kaliyor Artryor Artryor

tehlikesi her gecen an ne dlglide
artiyor?



4. Bu sahne goziiniizde
canlandikga. tiksinme diizeyiniz her
gegen an ne dlgiide
artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde
canlandikga. basiniza kotii bir sey
gelme ihtimali nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde
canlandikga. var olan durumla ne
Olciide basa cikabileceginize
inantyorsunuz?

Cok

Azaliyor

Hig

Hig

Biraz
Azalryor

Az

Az

Ayni
Kaliyor

Biraz

Biraz

Biraz
Artryor

Cok

Cok
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Cok
Artryor

Cok
Fazla

Cok
Fazla

VI. Giizel bir restoranda biriyle aksam yemegine c¢iktiginizi hayal edin. Tuvalete
gidiyorsunuz ve mutfagin yanindan gecerken ascinin bir kag kez hapsirdigini ve burnunu
ciplak elleriyle sildigini goriiyorsunuz. Siz tuvalete girerken as¢1 arkanizdan geliyor.

tuvaleti kullaniyor ve goriiyorsunuz ki ellerini yikamadan ¢ikip gidiyor.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde
hayal ederken ne dl¢tide tiksindiniz?

2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca.
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her gegen
an artryor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca.
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her
gegen an ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca.
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an

ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga.
basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga.
var olan durumla ne 6l¢iide basa
cikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?

Hig

Cok
Azaliyor

Cok
Azaliyor

Cok
Azaliyor

Hig

Hig

Az

Biraz
Azaliyor

Biraz
Azaliyor

Biraz
Azaliyor

Az

Az

Biraz
Ayni
Kaliyor

Ayni
Kaliyor

Ayni
Kaliyor

Biraz

Biraz

Cok

Biraz
Artiyor

Biraz
Artiyor

Biraz
Artiyor

Cok

Cok

Cok
Fazla

Cok
Artiyor

Cok
Artiyor

Cok
Artiyor

Cok
Fazla

Cok
Fazla

VII. Bir otelde oldugunuzu ve 43. kattaki odaniza ¢ikmak i¢in zemin kattan asansore
bindiginizi hayal edin. Asansor kapilar1 kapanirken baska bir kisi aceleyle igeri giriyor ve
50. kat diigmesine bastyor. Asansor yukari ¢ikmaya devam ederken. bir anda diger kisinin
keskin viicut kokusunu yogun olarak hissediyorsunuz.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde
hayal ederken ne 6lgiide tiksindiniz?

2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca.
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her
gegen an artryor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikea.
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her
gecen an ne Olclide artiyor?

Hig

Cok
Azaliyor

Cok
Azaliyor

Az

Biraz
Azaliyor

Biraz
Azaliyor

Biraz

Ayni
Kaliyor

Ayni
Kaliyor

Cok

Biraz
Artiyor

Biraz
Artiyor

Cok
Fazla

Cok
Artiyor

Cok
Artiyor



4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandik¢a. Cok Biraz Aynit Biraz Cok

tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azalryor Azalryor Kaliyor Artryor Artryor
ne 6l¢iide artryor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢iide basa Fazla

¢ikabileceginize inaniyorsunuz?

VIIL. Cok a¢ oldugunuzu ve eve girdiginizde ev arkadasinizin sizin en sevdiginiz ¢orbayi
yapmis oldugunu hayal edin. Ocagin iizerindeki biiylik tencereden kendinize bir kase ¢orba
koyuyorsunuz ve televizyon izlemek i¢in oturma odasina gidiyorsunuz. Ev arkadasiniz
yatak odasindan ¢ikiyor. mutfaga giriyor ve ¢orbay1 evde sinek 6ldiirmek i¢in kullandiginiz
bir aletle karistirmaya basliyor. Ona sok icersinde bakiyorsunuz ama size bu aletin 6nceden
lyice temizlendigini séyliiyor.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dl¢iide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her gecen ~ Azaliyor Azalryor Kaliyor Artiyor Artryor
an artryor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
gegen an ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azalryor Azaltyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
baginiza koti bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢lide basa Fazla

cikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?
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APPENDIX B

LOOMING OF DISGUST QUESTIONNAIRE (FORM B)
(ABARTILMIS TIKSINME ALGISI OLCEGI FORM B)

Yonerge:

Asagidaki sorular1 cevaplayabilmeniz i¢in bu yonergeleri dikkatle okumaniz ¢ok énemlidir.
Bu 6l¢egin amaci sizin olasi tiksindirici olaylar1 nasil hayal ettiginizi veya zihninizde nasil
canlandirdiginiz1 6lgmektir. insanlar olas1 tiksinme hissiyle karsilastiklarinda veya bu gibi
durumlarla karsilasmay1 beklediklerinde. genellikle bu durumun g¢esitli yonlerini
zihinlerinde canlandirirlar (veya hayal ederler). Ornegin. bu durumun nasil gelisebilecegini
veya durumun olast sonuglarini hayal edebilirsiniz. Sizden kendinizi asagida belirtilen
durumlarda hayal etmenizi ve sonrasinda olacaklarla ilgili beklentilerinize yonelik bir dizi
soruyu cevaplamanizi istiyoruz.

Sizden asagida belirtilen her durum i¢in iki sey yapmanizi istiyoruz:

3.

4.

Her bir durum i¢in kendinizi ger¢cekten o durumun i¢indeymissiniz gibi canli bir
sekilde hayal etmeye calisin. Duruma odaklanin ve durumu olabildigince canlt
detaylarla hayal edin.

Kendinizi o durum igerisinde hayal etmeyi bitirdikten sonra. zihninizde
canlandirdiklarinizla ilgili sorular1 cevaplayin (6rnegin; beklentileriniz ve
senaryonun zihninizdeki sekli). Dogru veya yanlis cevap yoktur ve kisisel bilgiler
sorulmayacak. biitiin cevaplar anonim olarak kalacaktir. Cevabiniz iizerine uzun bir
siire diisiinmek yerine her durum ic¢in aklimiza ilk gelen cevabi verin. Liitfen
cevabinizi her maddenin saginda bulunan siitunlardaki uygun ifadeyi daire igine
alarak belirtin.

I. Parka yiiriiylise ciktiginizi hayal edin. Yoruldunuz ve soluklanmak i¢in bir banka
oturdunuz. Biraz oturduktan sonra bir an i¢in i¢iniz gegiyor ve uyandiginizda bacaginizin
iizerine konmus bir ugurbocegi goriiyorsunuz.

Kendinizi tarif edilen durumun iginde hayal ettikten sonra. liitfen asagidaki sorulari

cevaplaymniz.

Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Fazla
hayal ederken ne dlgtide tiksindiniz?
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her gegen ~ Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artryor Artryor
an artryor mu?
3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor  Artiyor
gecen an ne dlgiide artryor?
4. Bu sahne géziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor

ne Olgilide artiyor?



5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok

basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢iide basa Fazla

cikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?

II. Bir partide oldugunuzu hayal edin ve biriyle tanigmaya karar veriyorsunuz. Kalabalik
icinden c¢ekici birini se¢iyorsunuz ve onun yanina dogru yiirliyorsunuz. Ayakta
yalpaladigini ve icki igmekte oldugunu fark ediyorsunuz. Siz kendinizi tanittiktan sonra o
kisi de sizinle konugmaya bagliyor.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dl¢iide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artryor Artryor
gegen an artiyor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
gegen an ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikea. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gecen an Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artryor Artryor
ne 6l¢iide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
basiniza koti bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢iide basa Fazla

¢ikabileceginize inaniyorsunuz?

II1. Tanidiginiz birinin 61diigiinii hayal edin. Cenaze i¢in camiye gidiyorsunuz ve dlen
kisinin yakinlarina bagsaglig: dilemek i¢in tabutun yakinina dogru yiiriiyorsunuz.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne 6lgiide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her gecen Azaltyor Azalryor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor

an artryor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azalryor Azalryor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
gecen an ne dlgiide artryor?

4. Bu sahne géziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gecen an Azalryor Azalryor Kaliyor Artryor Artryor
ne dl¢lide artryor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla

nedir?
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6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢iide basa Fazla
cikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?

IV. Isten eve dénmek iizere araba kullandigmizi hayal edin. Yolda bozulmus bir araba
goriiyorsunuz. Hemen oraya dogru siiriiyorsunuz ve arabadan bir ka¢ adim 6tede iki kisi
oldugunu goriiyorsunuz. Sizden yardim istiyorlar.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dlciide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her gegen Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artryor Artiyor
an artryor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor  Artiyor
gegen an ne Olgiide artryor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gecen an Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artryor Artiyor
ne Ol¢iide artryor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢iide basa Fazla

¢ikabileceginize inaniyorsunuz?

V. Gece yarist bir seyler icmek i¢in yataktan kalktiginiz1 hayal edin. Yorgunsunuz ve sabah
ise gitmek icin erken kalkmak zorundasiniz. Karanlikta sendeleyerek mutfaga dogru
gidiyorsunuz ve dolaptan igecek birseyler ¢ikartryorsunuz.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dl¢iide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandik¢a. Cok Biraz Aynt Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her gegen Azaltyor Azaltyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
an arttyor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Aynt Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
gegen an ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandik¢a. Cok Biraz Aynt Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azaltyor Azaltyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
ne Ol¢iide artryor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6lgiide basa Fazla

¢ikabileceginize inaniyorsunuz?




VI. Giizel bir restoranda biriyle aksam yemegine ¢iktiginizi hayal edin. Tuvalete gitmek
icin restorant i¢inde ilerlerken mutfagin Oniinden geciyorsunuz ve calisanlar
gorlilyorsunuz.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dl¢iide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Aynit Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
gecen an artryor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Aynit Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artryor Artiyor
gecen an ne 6l¢iide artryor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Aynit Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
ne Olciide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢iide basa Fazla

¢ikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?

VIIL. Bir otelde oldugunuzu ve 43. kattaki odaniza c¢ikmak i¢in zemin kattan asansore
bindiginizi hayal edin. Asansor kapilar1 kapanirken baska bir kisi aceleyle igeri giriyor ve
50. kat diigmesine basiyor. Asansor yukari ¢ikmaya devam ederken. bir anda diger kisinin
parfim kokusunu hissediyorsunuz.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dlgtide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artryor
gecen an artiyor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azalryor Kaliyor Artiyor Artiyor
gecgen an ne 6l¢iide artiyor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artryor
ne Ol¢iide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
baginiza koti bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6lgiide basa Fazla

c¢ikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?
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VIIIL. Cok a¢ oldugunuzu ve eve girdiginizde ev arkadasiizin sizin en sevdiginiz ¢orbay1
yapmis oldugunu hayal edin. Ocagin tizerindeki biiyiik tencereden kendinize bir kase ¢corba
koyuyorsunuz ve televizyon izlemek i¢in oturma odasina gidiyorsunuz. Ev arkadasiniz da
yatak odasindan ¢ikiyor. mutfaga giriyor ve ¢orbayi karistirip sizin yaniniza geliyor.

1. Kendinizi bu durumun igerisinde Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
hayal ederken ne dl¢iide tiksindiniz? Fazla
2. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Aynit Biraz Cok
sikint1 hissetme olasiliginiz her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artryor
gecen an artryor mu?

3. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca. Cok Biraz Aynit Biraz Cok
midenizin bulanma tehlikesi her Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artryor Artiyor
gecen an ne 6l¢iide artryor?

4. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Cok Biraz Ayni Biraz Cok
tiksinme diizeyiniz her gegen an Azaliyor Azaliyor Kaliyor Artiyor Artryor
ne Olciide artiyor?

5. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikga. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
basiniza kotii bir sey gelme ihtimali Fazla
nedir?

6. Bu sahne goziiniizde canlandikca. Hig Az Biraz Cok Cok
var olan durumla ne 6l¢iide basa Fazla

c¢ikabileceginize inantyorsunuz?




APPENDIX C
MORAL FOUNDATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE
(AHLAKIi TEMELLER OLCEGI)

Bir seyin dogru veya yanlis olup olmadigina karar vermenizde asagida verilen diisiinceler
ne derecede etkilidir? Liitfen cevaplariniz1 asagidaki skalayr kullanarak derecelendiriniz.

0...hi¢ bir sekilde alakal degildir (Bu diisiince dogru ve yanhs yargilarimla hicbir

sekilde alakal degildir).
1...pek alakah degildir
...biraz alakahdir

2

3...orta derecede alakahdir
4...cok alakahdir
5.

..kesinlikle alakahdir (Bu diisiince bir seyin dogru veya yanhs olduguna karar

verirken dikkat ettigim en 6nemli faktorlerden biridir.)

1) Birisinin duygusal olarak ac1 ¢ekip ¢ekmedigi

2) Birilerinin digerlerine gore farkli muamele goriip gérmedigi

3) Birisinin eyleminin iilkesi igin sevgi gostergesi olup olmadigi

4) Birisinin otoriteye saygisizlik edip etmedigi

5) Birisinin namus ve edep konusundaki normlar ihlal edip etmedigi

6) Birisinin matematiginin iyi olup olmadig1

7) Birisinin gli¢siiz ve incinebilir olan birini koruyup korumadig:

8) Birisinin adaletsiz davranip davranmadigi

9) Birisinin grubuna ihanet edecek bir sey yapip yapmadigi

10) Birisinin toplumun geleneklerine uyup uymadigi

11) Birisinin igreng bir sey yapip yapmadigi

12) Birisinin zalim olup olmadig1

13) Birinin haklarinm elinden alinmis olup olmadigi

14 Birisinin sadakatsizlik gosterip gostermedigi

15) Bir eylemin kaosa ya da diizensizlige neden olup olmadig:

16) Birisinin Tanr1’nin onaylayacagi bir sekilde davranip davranmadigi
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Liitfen asagidaki ciimleleri okuyunuz ve bunlara katilip katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.
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0...Kkesinlikle katilmiyorum

1...katilmiyorum

2...pek katilmiyorum

3...biraz katiliyorum

4...katiliyorum

5...Kkesinlikle katiliyorum

1) Aci gekenlere sefkat duyabilmek en 6nemli erdemdir. 0 4

2) Hiikkiimet kanun yaparken teminat altina alinmasi gereken ilk kural|0 4
herkese adil davranilmasidir.

3) Ulkemin tarihiyle gurur duyarim. 01123415
4) Otoriteye saygi biitiin gocuklarin 6grenmesi gereken bir seydir 0123|415
5) Hi¢ kimseye zarar vermese de insanlar igreng seyler yapmamalidirlar. |0 |1 |2 (3 |4 |5
6) lyi olam yapmak kétii olan1 yapmaktan daha iyidir. 0123415
7) Birisinin yapabilecegi en kotii seylerden biri savunmasiz bir hayvanal0 |1 |2 (3 |4 |5
zarar vermektir.

8) Adalet bir toplum i¢in en 6nemli gereksinimdir. 0 4

9) insanlar. aile iiyeleri yanlis bir sey yapmis olsa dahi onlara kars1 sadik|0 4
olmalidirlar.

10) Erkeklerin ve kadinlarin toplum i¢inde farkli rolleri vardir. 0123|415
11) Baz1 hareketleri dogal olmadiklart i¢in yanlis olarak nitelendiririm |0 |1 |2 3 |4 |5
12) Bir insan1 6ldiirmek hi¢bir zaman hakli bir hareket olamaz. 0123415
13) Bence fakir cocuklar miras olarak hicbir sey alamazken zengin/0 |1 2 (3 |4 |5
cocuklarin miras olarak ¢ok para almalar1 ahlaki olarak yanlistir.

14 Bir takim oyuncusu olmak birisinin kendisini bireysel olarak ifade/0 1 2 3 |4 |5
etmesinden daha 6nemlidir.

15) Eger bir asker olsaydim ve komutanimin emirleriyle aymi fikirde/0 |1 |2 3 |4 |5
olmasaydim. yine de itaat ederdim ¢ilinkii bu benim goérevimdir

16) iffet cok 6nemli ve degerli bir erdemdir. 0123415




APPENDIX D

PADUA INVENTORY- WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY REVISION
(PADUA ENVANTERI- WASHINGTON DEVLET UNIVERSITESI REVIZYONU)

Asagidaki ifadeler. giinliik hayatta herkesin karsilagabilecegi diislince ve davranislar ile
ilgilidir. Her bir ifade icin. bu tiir diisiince ve davranislarin sizde yaratacagi rahatsizlik
diizeyini gdz Oniine alarak size en uygun olan cevabi se¢iniz. Cevaplarinizi asagidaki gibi
derecelendiriniz:

0 = Hig 1 = Biraz 2 = Oldukga 3=Cok 4 = Cok Fazla

Hig  Biraz Oldukca Cok Cok Fazla

1. Paraya dokundugum zaman ellerimin kirlendigini
hissederim 0 1 2 3 4

2. Viicut sivilar (ter. tiikiiriik. idrar gibi) ile en ufak
bir temasin bile giysilerimi kirletecegini ve bir
sekilde bana zarar verecegini diisiiniiriim 0 1 2 3 4

3. Bir nesneye yabancilarin yada bazi kimselerin
dokundugunu biliyorsam. ona dokunmakta
zorlanirim 0 1 2 3

SN

4. Coplere veya kirli seylere dokunmakta zorlanirim | 0 1 2 3 4

5. Kirlenmekten ya da hastalanmaktan korktugum

i¢in umumi tuvaletleri kullanmakta kaginirim. 0 1 2 3 4
6. Hastaliklardan veya kirlenmekten korktugum i¢in

umumi telefonlar1 kullanmaktan ka¢inirim 0 1 2 3 4
7. Ellerimi gerektiginden daha sik ve daha uzun

stire yikarim 0 1 2 3 4

8. Bazen kendimi. sirf kirlenmis olabilecegim ya da
pis oldugum diisiincesiyle yikanmak ya da
temizlenmek zorunda hissediyorum 0 1 2 3 4

9. Mikrop bulagmis veya kirli oldugunu
diisiindiigiim bir seye dokunursam hemen
yikanmam veya temizlenmem gerekir 0 1 2 3 4

10. Bir hayvan bana degerse kendimi kirli
hissederim ve hemen yikanmam yada elbiselerimi

degistirmem gerekir 0 1 2 3 4
11. Giyinirken. soyunurken ve yikanirken kendimi

belirli bir sira izlemek zorunda hissederim 0 1 2 3 4
12. Uyumadan 6nce bazi seyleri belli bir sirayla

yapmak zorundayim 0 1 2 3 4
13. Yatmadan once. kiyafetlerimi 6zel bir sekilde

asmal1 ya da katlamaliyim 0 1 2 3 4

14. Dogru diiriist yapildigini diisiinebilmem i¢in
yaptiklarimi bir kag kez tekrarlamam gerekir 0 1 2 3 4
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15. Bazi1 seyleri gereginden daha sik kontrol etme
egilimindeyim

16. Gaz ve su musluklarini. elektrik diigmelerini
kapattiktan sonra tekrar tekrar kontrol ederim

17. Diizgiin kapatilip kapatilmadiklarindan emin
olmak i¢in eve doniip kapilari. pencereleri ve
¢ekmeceleri kontrol ederim

18. Dogru doldurdugumdan emin olmak igin
formlar1. evraklari. ve ¢ekleri ayrintili olarak tekrar
tekrar kontrol ederim

19. Kibrit. sigara vb’nin iyice sondiiriildiigiinii
gormek icin siirekli geri donerim

20. Elime para aldigim zaman birkag kez tekrar
sayarim

21. Mektuplar postalamadan 6nce bir ¢ok kez
dikkatlice kontrol ederim

22. Aslinda yaptigimi bildigim halde. bazen yapmis
oldugumdan emin olamam

23. Okurken. 6nemli bir seyi kagirdigimdan dolay1
geri ddonmem. ve ayni pasaji iki veya li¢ kez
okumam gerektigi izlenimine kapilirim

24. Dalginligimin ve yaptigim kiiciik hatalarin
felaketle sonuglanacagini hayal ederim

25. Bilmeden birini incittigim konusunda ¢ok fazla
diisiiniirim veya endiselenirim

26. Bir felaket oldugunu duydugum zaman onun bir
sekilde benim hatam oldugunu diigtiniiriim

27. Bazen sebepsiz yere kendime zarar verdigime
veya bir hastaligim olduguna dair fazlaca
endiselenirim

28. Bigak. hanger ve diger sivri uglu nesneleri
gordiiglimde rahatsiz olur ve endiselenirim

29. Bir intihar veya cinayet vakas1 duydugumda.
uzun siire liziiliir ve bu konuda diisiinmekten
kendimi alamam

30. Mikroplar ve hastaliklar konusunda gereksiz
endigeler yaratirim

31. Bir kopriiden veya c¢ok yiiksek bir pencereden
asag1 baktigimda kendimi bosluga atmak i¢in bir
diirtli hissederim

32. Yaklagmakta olan bir tren gordiigiimde. bazen
kendimi trenin altina atabilecegimi diigiintirim

33. Bazi belirli anlarda umuma agik yerlerde
kiyafetlerimi yirtmak i¢in asir1 bir istek duyarim

34. Araba kullanirken. bazen arabay1 birinin veya
bir seyin iizerine slirme diirtiisii duyarim




35. Silah gérmek beni heyecanlandirir ve siddet
iceren diisiinceleri aklima getirir

36. Bazen hicbir neden yokken bir seyleri kirma ve
zarar verme ihtiyaci hissederim

37. Bazen isime yaramasa da. bagkalarina ait olan
seyleri calma diirtiisii hissederim

38. Bazen siipermarketten bir sey ¢calmak i¢in kars1
konulmaz bir istek duyarim

39. Bazen savunmasiz ¢ocuklara ve hayvanlara
zarar vermek i¢in bir diirtli hissederim
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APPENDIX E
DISGUST SCALE-R
(TiKSINME DUYARLILIGI OLCEGIi-REVIiZE EDIiLMiS FORM)

Her bir ifadenin sizi ne él¢iide tanimladigin1 ya da her bir ifadeye ne ol¢iide
katildigimiz1 asagida verilen ol¢ekteki rakamlar1 kullanarak degerlendiriniz
ve uygun olan numarayi (0-4 arasinda) ilgili maddenin yanmindaki bosluga

Yaziniz.

0 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum (Benim i¢in hi¢ gegerli degil. %0)
1 = Kismen katilmiyorum (Benim i¢in kismen gegerli degil)
2 = Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum (%50)
3 = Kismen katiliyorum (Benim i¢in kismen gecerli)

4 = Kesinlikle katiltyorum ( Benim i¢in kesinlikle gecerli. %100)

1. Bazi durumlarda. maymun eti yemeyi deneyebilirim.

2. Fen bilimleri dersinde (Fizik. Kimya. Biyoloji vb) kavanozun i¢inde bir insan eli
gormek beni rahatsiz eder.

3. Birinin balgam dolu genzini temizledigini duymak beni rahatsiz eder.

4. Umumi tuvaletlerin oturulacak yerine viicudumun herhangi bir yerinin degmesine
asla izin vermem.

5. Mezarligin i¢inden gegmemek icin yolumu degistiririm.

6. Bir baskasinin evinde hamam bdcegi gormek beni rahatsiz etmez.

7. Olii bir bedene dokunmak beni son derece rahatsiz eder.

8. Kusan birini gorlirsem midem bulanir.

9. Devaml1 gittigim favori restoranimin ascisinin grip oldugunu 6grenirsem
muhtemelen oraya gitmekten vazgegerim.

____10. Protez (takma) g6z kullanan birini bu gozii yuvasindan ¢ikarirken gérmek beni

rahats1z etmez.
_11. Parkta yiiriirken 6nlimden kosarak gecen bir fare gormek beni rahatsiz eder.
___12. Bir kagit pargasi yerine bir meyve parcast yemeyi tercih ederim.

13. En sevdigim ¢orbanin kullanilmis ancak ¢ok 1yi temizlenmis bir sineklikle



karigtirildigini biliyorsam. ne kadar ag¢ olursam olayim. o ¢orbay1 igmem.
14, Eger bir gece 6nce bir adamin kalp krizi nedeniyle. kaldigim odada 61diigiinii

biliyorsam orada uyumak beni rahatsiz eder.
Liitfen asagida verilen durumlari ne olciide tiksindirici buldugunuzu asagidaki
olcekte yer alan 0 ile 4 arasindaki rakamlar kullanarak belirtiniz.

0 = Hig tiksindirici degil
1 = Cok az tiksindirici
2 = Kismen tiksindirici
3 = Oldukga tiksindirici
4 = Son derece tiksindirici

_____15. Disaridaki ¢op kovasinin iginde lizeri kurtlanmis bir et pargasi gordiiniiz.
_____16. Elmayi catal bigak ile yiyen birini gordiiniiz.
_____17. Demiryolunun altindaki tiinelden gegerken idrar kokusu aldiniz.
_____18. Sodanizdan bir yudum aldiktan sonra i¢tiginiz bardagin arkadasiniza ait oldugunu

fark ettiniz.
__19. Arkadasimizin 6lii kedisini ¢iplak elinizle tutmak zorundasiniz.
___20. Vanilyal1 dondurma iizerine ket¢ap dokiip yiyen birini gordiiniiz.
___21. Bir kaza sonrasi bagirsaklar disar1 ¢ikmis birini gordiiniiz.
22, Arkadasinizin i¢ ¢amasirini haftada sadece bir kez degistirdigini 6grendiniz.
_ 23. Arkadasimiz size kopek kakasi seklinde yapilmis bir parga ¢ikolata ikram etti.
_ 24 Yakilarak defnedilecek bir 6liiniin kiillerine yanliglikla dokundunuz.
____25. Bir bardak siitii icmek tizereyken siitiin bozulmus oldugunu anladiginiz.
_26. Cinsel egitim dersinde. yeni acilmis bir (kayganlastiricisiz) prezervatifi agzinizla

sisirmeniz gerekti.

27. Ciplak ayakla betonda yiiriirken bir solucana bastiniz.
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APPENDIX F

CONTAMINATIONS AND COGNITIONS SCALE
(BULASMA/ KIRLENME BILiSLERiI OLCEGI)

Yonerge: Asagida bir dizi nesne ismi bulunmaktadir. Liitfen listede yer alan her bir nesneyi

okuyun ve bu nesneye dokundugunuzu ve ardindan elinizi yikama imkaninizin olmadigin

hayal edin. Daha sonra her bir nesne i¢in su iki soruyu cevaplandirin:

(9) Bu nesneye dokundugunuzda size bir sey bulasma/kirlenme olasihig nedir? Liitfen
cevabinizi belirtmek icin asagidaki 6l¢cege uygun olarak 0-100 arasinda bir deger verin:

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Hi¢ miimkiin Kismen Son Derece
Degil Miimkiin Miimkiin

(2) Bu nesneye dokundugunuzda gercektende size bir sey bulasmissa bu durum sizin
icin ne kadar kotii olabilir? Liitfen cevabinizi belirtmek i¢in asagidaki dlgege uygun
olarak 0-100 arasinda bir deger verin:

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Hig¢ Kotii Kismen Son Derece
Degil Koti Kotii
Bu nesneye Eger gercektende size
dokundugunuzda | bir sey bulasmissa bu
Nesne size bir sey bulasma | durum ne kadar kotii
olasihig olabilir?
(0-100 olgegi) (0-100 olgegi)

1. Umumi bir tuvaletteki kap1 kolu

2. Umumi bir tuvaletteki oturulacak yer

3. Umumi bir tuvaletteki musluk

4. Umumi yerlerdeki kapi kollar

5. Herkesin kullanimina agik arag ve
geregler (6rnedi kiitliphanedeki masalar.
sandalyeler. bilgisayarlar vb.)

6. Herkesin kullanimina agik telefon

ahizeleri

7. Merdiven korkuluklari/tirabzanlari

8. Asansor diigmeleri

9. Hayvanlar

10. Cig et




11. Para

12. Yikanmamus tirtinler (6rn: sebze meyve
gibi)

13. Baskalarinin dokundugu yiyecekler




107
APPENDIX G

OBSSESIVE BELIEFS QUESTIONNAIRE
(OBSESIF INANISLAR OLCEGI)

Bu ankette, insanlarin zaman zaman takindiklar bir dizi tutum ve inanis siralanmistir. Her bir
ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve ifadeye ne kadar katilip katilmadiginiz1 belirtiniz.

Her bir ifade i¢in, nasil diisiindiigiiniizii en iyi tammlayan cevaba karsilik gelen rakami
sec¢iniz. Insanlar birbirinden farkli oldugu icin envanterde dogru veya yanls cevap yoktur.

Sunulan ifadenin, tipik olarak yasama bakis agimizi yansitip yansitmadigina karar vermek
icin sadece ¢ogu zaman nasil oldugunuzu géz éniinde bulundurunuz.

Derecelendirme yaparken, 6lcekteki orta degeri isaretlemekten (4) kagcinmaya calisiniz;
bunun
yerine, inanig ve tutumlarinizla ilgili ifadeye genellikle katilip katilmadiginiz1 belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5) 6 7
Kesinlikl  Katilmiy Biraz Ne Biraz Katiliyo Tamamen

e orum Katilmiyor  katiliyorum  Katiliyoru rum  Katiliyorum
Katilmiy um Ne m

orum katilmryorum

1. Siklikla ¢evremdeki seylerin tehlikeli oldugunu diisiiniiriim 1 2 3 45 6 7
2. Bir seyden tamamiyla emin degilsem, kesin hata yaparim 1 2 3 456 7
3. Benim standartlarima gore, her sey miilkemmel olmalidir 1 2 3 45 6 7
4. Degerli biri olmam igin yaptigim her seyde mitkemmel olmaliyim 1 2 3 456 7
5. Herhangi bir firsat buldugumda, olumsuz seylerin gergceklesmesini 1 2 3 45 6 7
onlemek icin harekete gegmeliyim
6. Zarar verme/gorme olasilig1 ¢ok az olsa bile, ne yapip edip onu 1 2 3 456 7
engellemeliyim
7. Bana gore, koti/uygunsuz diirtiilere sahip olmak aslinda onlart 1 2 3 45 6 7
gerceklestirmek kadar kotiidiir
8. Bir tehlikeyi 6nceden gérmeme karsin bir harekette bulunmazsam, 1 2 3 45 6 7
herhangi bir sonug i¢in suglanacak kisi konumuna ben diiserim
9. Birseyi milkkemmel bigimde yapamayacaksam hi¢ yapmamaliyim 1 2 3 4
10. Her zaman sahip oldugum tiim potansiyelimi kullanmaliyim 1 2 3 4
11. Benim igin, bir durumla ilgili tiim olas1 sonuglar1 diisiinmek ¢ok 1 2 3 4
onemlidir
12. En ufak hatalar bile, bir igin tamamlanmadigi anlamina gelir 1 2 3 4
13. Sevdigim insanlarla ilgili saldirgan diigsiincelerim veya diirtiilerim 1 2 3 4
varsa, bu gizlice onlar1 incitmeyi istedigim anlamina gelir
14. Kararlarimdan emin olmaliyim 1 2 3 4
15. Her tiirlii glinliik aktivitede, zarar vermeyi engellemede basarisiz 1 2 3 4
olmak kasten zarar vermek kadar kotiidiir
16. Ciddi problemlerden (6rnegin, hastalik veya kazalar) kagmmak benim |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
agimdan siirekli bir ¢caba gerektirir




17. Benim i¢in, zarar1 énlememek zarar vermek kadar kotiidiir 2 3 45 6
18. Bir hata yaparsam tiziintiilii olmaliyim 2 3 45 6
19. Digerlerinin, kararlarim veya davraniglarimdan dogan herhangi 2 3 45 6
bir olumsuz sonugtan korundugundan emin olmaliyim

20. Benim i¢in, hersey miikemmel olmazsa isler yolunda sayilmaz 2 3 4 6
21. Miistehcen diisiincelerin aklimdan gegmesi ¢ok kotii bir insan 2 3 4 6
oldugum anlamina gelir

22. . Ilave énlemler almazsam, ciddi bir felaket yasama veya 2 3 4 5 6
felakete neden olma ihtimalim, diger insanlara kiyasla daha fazladir

23. Kendimi giivende hissetmek i¢in, yanlis gidebilecek herhangi 2 3 4 5 6
bir seye karsi olabildigince hazirlikli olmaliyim

24. Tuhaf veya igreng diisiincelerim olmamali 4

25. Benim i¢in, bir hata yapmak tamamen basarisiz olmak kadar 4
kotidiir

26. En 6nemsiz konularda bile hersey acik ve net olmalidir 4

27. Din karsit1 bir diisiinceye sahip olmak, kutsal seylere kars1 4
saygisiz davranmak kadar kotiidiir

28. Zihnimdeki tiim istenmeyen diislincelerden kurtulabilmeliyim 4

29. Diger insanlara kiyasla, kendime veya baskalarina kazara zarar 4
vermem daha muhtemeldir

30. Kétii diislincelere sahip olmak tuhaf veya anormal biri oldugum 2 3 45 6
anlamina gelir

31. Benim i¢in 6nemli olan seylerde en iyi olmaliyim 3 45 6
32. Istenmeyen bir cinsel diisiince veya goriintiiniin aklima gelmesi 3 45 6
onu gercekten yapmak istedigim anlamina gelir

33. Davraniglarimin olas1 bir aksilik {izerinde en kii¢iik bir etkisi 2 3 45 6
varsa sonugtan ben sorumluyum demektir

34. Dikkatli olsam da kotii seylerin olabilecegini siklikla 2 3 4 5 6
diisiiniirim

35. Istenmeyen bicimde zihnimde beliren diisiinceler, kontrolii 2 3 4 5 6
kaybettigim anlamina gelir

36. Dikkatli olmadigim takdirde zarar verici hadiseler yasanabilir 4

37. Birsey tam anlamiyla dogru yapilincaya kadar tizerinde 4
caligmaya devam etmeliyim

38. Siddet icerikli diisiincelere sahip olmak, kontrolii 2 3 4 5 6
kaybedecegim ve siddet gosterecegim anlamina gelir

39. Benim i¢in bir felaketi nlemekte basarisiz olmak ona sebep 2 3 4 5 6
olmak kadar kotiidiir

40. Bir isi miikemmel bi¢imde yapmazsam insanlar bana saygi 2 3 4 56

duymaz




41. Yasamimdaki siradan deneyimler bile tehlike doludur 5 6
42. Koti bir diistinceye sahip olmak, ahlaki agidan kotii bir sekilde 5 6
davranmaktan ¢ok da farkli degildir

43. Ne yaparsam yapayim, yaptigim is yeterince iyi olmayacaktir 5 6
44. Diisiincelerimi kontrol edemezsem cezalandirilirim 5 6




APPENDIX H
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM
(DEMOGRAFIK BIiLGI FORMU)

Yonerge: Sizden. diger dlcekleri cevaplandirmadan once 6ncelikle asagida kisisel bilgilerinizle
ilgili olan sorular1 cevaplandirmanizi rica ediyoruz. Liitfen bu sorulari sizi en iyi ifade eden sayiy1

yuvarlak icine alarak cevaplayiniz.

Cinsiyetiniz: o Erkek Kadm o
Yasimz: (y1l olarak)

Medeni Durumunuz:
(1) Bekar (2) Evli/Birlikte Yastyor (3) Ayrilmig/ Boganmis (4) Dul

Hayatimizda en uzun siireyle hangi sosyo-ekonomik dilimde yer aldimiz? (birini isaretleyiniz)

Ustsimf _ Ust-Ortasimif  Orta Simuf _ Diisiik-Orta St Diisiik Stmif

Simdiki sosyo-ekonomik diizeyiniz nedir (birini isaretleyiniz)?

Ustsimf _ Ust-Orta Stmf _ Orta Stmf _ Diisiik-Orta Stmf _ Diigiik Siuf

Egitim Seviyeniz

oOkuryazar

olilkokul mezunu

ollkdgretim mezunu  (ilkokul ve ortaokul)
oLise Mezunu

oYiiksekokul Mezunu

oUniversite Ogrencisi

oUniversite mezunu

oLisansiistii Ogrencisi

oLisanststi Mezunu

Asagidakilerden hangisi sizin dini/inanc sisteminizi en iyi ifade etmektedir?
oTanr1’ya inanmam (Ateistim)

oTanri’ya inaniyor ama bir dini tercih etmiyorum

oMiisliimanim

oDiger
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Kendinizi dindar/inanan biri olarak nitelendirir misiniz?
1----- 2--- 3-meee- e
Hi¢ dindar Orta

—

(7]
I
I
I
[op]

Hangi sikhikla camiye dini toplantilara gidersiniz?
1-Asla

2-Senede bir defa veya daha az

3-Senede birkag defa

4-Ayda birkag defa

5-Haftada bir

6-Haftada birden fazla

Hangi sikhikla dua etme ve Kur’an-1 Kerim veya diger kutsal kitaplari1 okuma gibi 6zel dini
aktiviteler icin zaman harcarsimz?

1-Hig veya ¢ok az

2-Senede birkac defa

3-Ayda birkag defa

4-Haftada birka¢ defa

5-Giinde bir defa

6-Giinde birden fazla

Asagidaki dort ifadeden her biri sizi tammlamak icin ne kadar dogrudur?
1-Kesinlikle yanlig

2-Biraz yanlig

3-Ne dogru ne yanlig
4-Biraz dogru
5-Kesinlikle dogru

Cok

1. Hayatimda kutsal olan yaraticinin varligini hissediyorum 1 2 3 4

2. Dini inanglarim hayata tamamen nasil yaklastigim belirler. 1 2 3 4

3. Dinimi hayatimda yaptigim her seyin i¢inde bulundurmak i¢in | 1 2 3 4
cok gayret ederim.

4. Dini inancim davranis ve kararlarimi belirlemede 6nemli bir rol | 1 2 3 4
oynar.

Politik goriisiiniiz asagidaki kategorilerden hangisine daha yakindir? (liitfen sadece en yakin
oldugunuz “bir” secenegi isaretleyin)

oAnarsist oUlkiicii oSosyal Demokrat oKemalist oMarksist
oMuhafazakar oDemokrat oSosyalist oKomiinist oMilliyetci
oL.iberal oSeriatci

oApolitik oDiger(liitfen belirtiniz)




Sectiginiz politik goriisiiniizii nerede konumlandirirsimiz?

1----- 2-- 3= 4o 5 -—-- 6 -7
Asirt sol Orta Asiri sag

Su anda sizi profesyonel bir yardim almaya yonlendiren ruh saghginizla ilgili bir probleminiz
oldu mu?
EVET o HAYIR o



113

APPENDIX |
PARTICIPANT APPROVAL FORM
(KATILIMCI ONAY FORMU)

ONAM FORMU
Aragtirmanin Adi : Tiksinme Duygusu ve Kisisel Ozellikler
Arastirmaci : : Dilara Fatma Alcan & Yrd. Dog. Dr. Ekin Eremsoy

Dilara Fatma Alcan & Yrd. Dog. Dr. Ekin Eremsoy tarafindan yiiriitiilmekte olan bu proje.
bireylerin tiksinme duygusu ile baz1 kisisel 6zellikleri arasindaki iliskiyi incelemeyi
amaclamaktadir.

Bu c¢alismada. sizden duygu durumunuzu. davranislarimizi ve disiincelerinizi
degerlendirmenize yonelik bir dizi 6l¢egi doldurmaniz istenecektir.

Calismanin tamami yaklasik 40 dakika stirmektedir ve katiliminiz karsiliginda Psikoloji
Bolimi derslerinin birinden (tercih ettiginiz) bir puan kazanacaksiniz. Bu c¢aligmada
vermis oldugunuz tiim cevaplar tamamen gizlidir ve sadece bu arastirmanin kapsami i¢inde
kullanilacaktir. Tiim veriler. size verilecek bir katilimci kodu ile girilecek. hi¢ bir yerde
kimliginize iliskin herhangi bir bilgi sorulmayacaktir. Ayrica. isminizi ya da imza gibi
kimliginizi belirtecek herhangi bir bilgiyi bu onam formu disindaki hicbir yazili forma
yazmamalisiniz. Bu calismadan herhangi bir neden belirtmeksizin istediginiz an
cekilebilirsiniz. Calismadan c¢ekilmeniz durumunda herhangi bir cezai yaptirimla
karsilagmayacaksiniz ve yine de katilim puani alacaksiniz.

Bu ¢alisma ile ilgili herhangi bir endiseniz ya da sorunuz olursa bu projenin arastirmacisi
olan Dilara Fatma Alcan (dilaralcan@gmail.com) Yrd. Dog. Dr. Ekin Eremsoy (1249 ya da
eeremsoy@dogus.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Eger bu caligmaya katilmayi istiyorsaniz. liitfen asagidaki onay formunu okuyarak
imzalaymiz.

Dilara Fatma Alcan ve Yrd. Dog. Dr. Ekin Eremsoy tarafindan yiiriitiilmekte olan bu
caligsmaya katilmay1 kabul ediyorum. Bilgi-Onam metnini okudum ve bu ¢alismaya
katilmakla ilgili olarak sormak istedigim sorulari arastirmacinin kendisine ya da
asistanina sorarak 6grenme firsatim oldugunu biliyorum. Calismadan herhangi bir
neden belirtmeksizin istedigim her asamada cekilebilecegimi biliyorum. Herhangi bir
gerekge ile bilgi almak istedigimde arastirmacilara bagvurabilecegim konusunda
bilgilendirildim.



Eger bu bilgiler dogrultusunda arastirmaya katilmak istiyorsaniz. liitfen Onam Formunu
imzalayiniz.

Katilimecimin Adi-Soyadi (liitfen yaziniz):

Katilimcinin 11’1’123,512

Tarih:

Kredi istenen dersin kodu:

Arastirma projesine vermis oldugunuz destek ve yardim igin tesekkiir ederiz.
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