Personality and Individual Differences 113 (2017) 125-135

Personality and Individual Differences

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/paid B

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Trait contempt, anger, disgust, and moral foundation values*

@ CrossMark

Russell L. Steiger *, Christine Reyna

Department of Psychology, DePaul University, 2400 N Sheffield Ave, Chicago, IL 60614, United States

ARTICLE INFO

ABSTRACT

Article history:

Received 21 October 2016

Received in revised form 17 February 2017
Accepted 28 February 2017

Available online 17 March 2017

Keywords:

Trait emotion
Contempt

Anger

Disgust

Moral foundations
Moral values

Moral emotion researchers have suggested that violations of different moral values may differentially elicit state
contempt, anger, and disgust. However, research investigating trait emotions and their associations with moral
values has largely focused on trait disgust; in this context, few studies have examined trait anger, and none
have examined trait contempt. Across two studies, we examined trait contempt, anger, and disgust and their as-
sociations with six moral values: harm/care, fairness, loyalty, authority, purity, and reciprocity/equity. Partici-
pants completed trait contempt, anger, and disgust instruments and a measure of moral values. Multiple
regressions were used to examine the unique associations between trait emotions and endorsement of each
moral value. Across the two studies, trait contempt was negatively associated with multiple moral values (con-
sistently with harm/care and loyalty), whereas trait disgust was positively associated with multiple moral values
(consistently with harm/care and reciprocity/equity). Trait anger was weakly associated with harm/care and
fairness values in Study 2, but not Study 1. Our results highlight an important new link between a contemptuous
personality and diminished moral values, and suggest that trait disgust is strongly associated with moral values

Reciprocity

outside the purity domain.
Political ideology purity
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1. Trait contempt, anger, disgust, and moral foundation values

Emotion and morality are strongly linked. Although most research in
the 20th century proposed that deliberative reasoning directly causes
moral judgments, later work demonstrated that moral judgments are
often strongly influenced by affective processes (e.g., for review see
Haidt, 2003). The other-condemning emotions of contempt, anger,
and disgust have been found to be especially related to negative moral
judgments (Haidt, 2003; Hutcherson & Gross, 2011). Some researchers
have proposed that contempt, anger, and/or disgust may be “domain-
specific,” such that they are differentially elicited by violations of specif-
ic moral domains (Horberg, Oveis, Keltner, & Cohen, 2009; Rozin,
Lowery, Imada, & Haidt, 1999; Russell, Piazza, & Giner-Sorolla, 2013).

The “CAD Hypothesis,” a landmark study by Rozin et al. (1999),
found that violations of three different moral domains (community, au-
tonomy, and divinity; Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997) tended
to differentially elicit contempt, anger, and disgust in their participants.
They found that violations of community values (in-group loyalty and
respect for authority) predominately elicited contempt; violations of
autonomy values (issues of harm/care and fairness/reciprocity) pre-
dominately elicited anger; and violations of divinity values (purity of
body and spirit) predominately elicited disgust. Although subsequent
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research has criticized the CAD study on methodological grounds and
found somewhat differing patterns of results (e.g., Hutcherson &
Gross, 2011; Russell et al., 2013), other research has replicated both
the disgust-divinity and anger-autonomy associations (Horberg et al.,
2009; Russell et al., 2013).

1.1. Trait emotions and moral judgments

Trait emotions (i.e., a propensity towards experiencing a given emo-
tion frequently and intensely; Spielberger, 1996) and their correspond-
ing state emotions (i.e., a temporarily induced emotional state) may
affect judgments in similar ways (Malatesta, 1990). The relation be-
tween divinity/purity violations and the elicitation of state disgust in-
spired research into the relation between trait disgust and the
endorsement of divinity/purity values. This association proved robust.
Trait disgust predicts praise of purity virtues (e.g., maintaining health,
abstaining from smoking or drinking) and condemnations of purity vio-
lations, such as drug abuse and sexual promiscuity (Horberg et al.,
2009), homosexuality (e.g., Terrizzi, Shook, & Ventis, 2010), and suicide
“to the extent that it is considered impure” (Rottman, Kelemen, &
Young, 2014, p. 217). However, the potential relations between trait dis-
gust and moral domains outside of purity/divinity have not been fully
explored.

Conversely, little research has examined how other trait emotions
might influence individual differences in moral values. Contempt and
anger—alongside disgust—have been described as “moral” emotions
that belong to the same hostile or “other-critical” family (Haidt, 2003).
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Although CAD-related studies have examined whether state contempt
and anger are uniquely elicited by violations of different moral domains
(e.g. Russell et al., 2013), few studies have investigated trait anger's re-
lation to different moral domains, and no studies at all have explored
trait contempt's relation to moral values. Across two studies, we address
these gaps in the literature by examining how trait contempt, anger, and
disgust relate to the broader array of moral domains described in Moral
Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2007).

1.2. Moral foundations theory

Most CAD-related research on the links between moral domains and
state emotions has used the framework of Shweder et al.'s (1997) three
ethics: autonomy, community, and divinity. However, most research on
trait disgust's relation to moral values has pertained to the “purity”
domain from Moral Foundations Theory (MFT), which is conceptually
similar to the divinity ethic (Haidt & Joseph, 2007). MFT is essentially
a five-factor version of Shweder's three ethics that explains additional
variance in moral values (Graham et al., 2011). Thus, we chose the
more contemporary MFT framework to explore trait contempt, anger,
and disgust's influence on the valuation of multiple moral domains.
MFT proposes there are five major moral domains: purity/sanctity,
harm/care, fairness/reciprocity, loyalty/subversion, and authority/re-
spect (Haidt & Joseph, 2007).

1.2.1. Purity

The purity foundation corresponds to the “divinity” ethic. Purity vir-
tues include wholesomeness, cleanliness, spiritual and bodily purity,
and self-control over “base” desires. Purity violations include drug use,
profaning the sacred, and sexual taboos/promiscuity (Haidt & Joseph,
2007; Horberg et al., 2009).

1.2.2. Harm/care

Harmy/care corresponds to the “autonomy” ethic. Harm/care virtues
include empathy and compassion. Harm/care violations include
inflicting physical or emotional suffering on others (Graham, Haidt, &
Nosek, 2009; Graham et al., 2011; Haidt, Graham, & Joseph, 2009;
Haidt & Joseph, 2007).

1.2.3. Fairness/reciprocity

The fairness/reciprocity foundation also corresponds with the
“autonomy” ethic, and involves two different conceptions of justice: so-
cial equality (i.e. fairness) and proportionality (i.e. reciprocity/equity;
Haidt, 2012). Fairness values pertain to equal treatment, such as social
justice and human rights (e.g., Haidt et al., 2009). Reciprocity/equity
values involve persons receiving rewards and punishments in propor-
tion to their deeds. Reciprocity/equity violations include cheating and
free-riding (Haidt, 2012).

Although fairness and reciprocity have typically been considered a
single moral domain by MFT researchers (e.g. Haidt & Joseph, 2007),
there are ideological differences in these conceptions of moral justice.
Liberals tend to define justice more in terms of social equality/egalitar-
ianism, whereas conservatives tend to define justice more in terms of
reciprocity/equity (e.g., Reyna, Henry, Korfmacher, & Tucker, 2006;
Skitka & Tetlock, 1993). Since MFT instruments predominately assess
the fairness foundation in terms of social equality/egalitarianism, we ex-
amined reciprocity/equity as a separate “foundation” in our studies, to
examine whether any trait emotion related uniquely to one conception
of moral justice, but not the other.

1.2.4. Loyalty/subversion

The loyalty/subversion foundation corresponds to the “community”
ethic. Loyalty/subversion virtues include loyalty and service to in-
groups (e.g., family, community, or country) and patriotism/national-
ism. Loyalty/subversion violations include betrayal and undermining

group solidarity or social harmony (Haidt & Joseph, 2007; Haidt et al.,
2009).

1.2.5. Authority/respect

The authority/respect foundation also corresponds with the “com-
munity” ethic. Authority virtues include obedience, respect, fulfilling
the obligations of one's social roles, and protecting subordinates
(Haidt et al., 2009). Authority violations include disrespecting social
conventions, tradition, the law, and/or culturally esteemed persons
(Haidt et al., 2009).

1.3. Trait anger, trait disgust, and moral foundation values

There are several gaps in the literature regarding trait anger and
disgust's relation to moral foundation values. While multiple studies
have examined trait disgust's relation to purity values, few have incor-
porated trait anger and/or examined moral domains outside of purity
in this context, with several exceptions. Horberg et al. (2009) examined
both trait disgust and trait anger as predictors of moral judgments and
values pertaining to purity, justice (i.e. fairness), and harm/care virtues.
They found that trait disgust predicted moral judgments of purity, but
not justice or harm/care, and that trait anger did not predict purity,
harm, or justice values. Rottman et al. (2014) found that trait disgust
predicted purity values, but not harm/care values, and that trait anger
did not predict harm/care or purity values. Neither study examined
trait disgust or anger's associations with loyalty or authority values.

Chapman and Anderson (2014) examined trait anger and disgust as
predictors of judgment towards domain theory's “moral” (school-chil-
dren causing harm) and “conventional” violations (school-children ig-
noring rules and dress codes); they found trait disgust, but not trait
anger, predicted stronger judgments of both moral and convention vio-
lations, whereas trait anger predicted neither. Their study's convention
violations had some conceptual similarity to authority (but not loyalty)
violations. However, because these violations narrowly pertained to
children violating school rules and dress codes, the degree to which
these violations correspond with MFT's authority foundation is unclear.

The abovementioned studies indicate that trait anger might not as-
sociate with harm/care and fairness values in the same fashion as
harmy/care and fairness violations elicit state anger. This may be because
elicited state emotions can be morally functional, whereas their corre-
sponding trait emotions can be morally dysfunctional. Elicited state
anger can motivate action to redress moral injustice, and its expression
can prompt a moral transgressor to change their behavior (Haidt, 2003).
In contrast, trait anger can lead to potentially morally dysfunctional cog-
nition and judgment, such as hostile attributional biases, irrational
thinking, and distorted appraisals of events (Tafrate, Kassinove, &
Dundin, 2002). This might lead anger-prone people to be highly
other-condemning, but it is less clear how this would lead to the en-
dorsement of moral values per se. This might apply to trait contempt
as well.

1.4. Trait contempt

The American Heritage Dictionary defines contempt as “the feeling
with which a person regards anything considered mean, vile, or
worthless; disdain; scorn” (Contempt, 2013). It seems reasonable that
contemptuousness could influence moral values, given its other-
condemning nature. However, no published studies have examined
trait contempt's association with moral values, and indeed trait con-
tempt has received little research attention relative to trait anger and
disgust. Literature searches yielded three papers that defined and mea-
sured trait contempt. Izard, Libero, Putnam, and Haynes (1993) opera-
tionalized trait contempt as frequently feeling superior over others
and making negative judgments about others' worth/value. Crowley
(2013) created a trait contempt expression instrument that assessed a
personality tendency towards coldness and a behavioral tendency to
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openly express verbal negativity and unwelcoming body language to-
wards disliked others. Steiger (2015) defined and assessed trait con-
tempt via six dimensions: affective coldness (easily disliking others),
behavioral coldness (quickness to ostracize and low interpersonal
warmth), psychological distancing (easy loss of respect and concern
for others and low forgiveness), tendencies to make quick negative dis-
positional attributions of others, increased awareness of social stan-
dards (e.g., of intelligence and competency) being violated and feeling
superior over such violators, and derogatory action tendencies (criticiz-
ing others behind their backs). However, whether or not those high in
trait contempt prioritize certain moral values over others, as suggested
with state contempt in the CAD hypothesis, has yet to be determined.

1.5. Possible patterns of results

There are several possible patterns of results regarding trait con-
tempt, anger, and disgust's associations with the different moral
foundations.

1.5.1. Pattern 1: CAD hypothesis replication

Given that state and trait emotions influence judgment in a similar
fashion (Malatesta, 1990), it could be that trait and state emotions will
have similar associations with each moral domain. The original CAD
study proposed that community violations elicit contempt, autonomy
violations elicit anger, and divinity violations elicit disgust (Rozin et
al., 1999). Thus, several positive associations could emerge: trait con-
tempt with loyalty and authority (community) values, trait anger
with harm/care, fairness, and reciprocity (autonomy) values, and trait
disgust with purity (divinity) values.

The most stringent evidence for Pattern 1 would be if each trait emo-
tion is the sole significant and positive predictor of its corresponding
moral value(s). Partial evidence for Pattern 1 would be if this occurs
only for some trait emotions (e.g., for trait disgust, but not contempt
or anger), for some moral values (e.g., contempt exclusively predicts
loyalty, but not authority), or if a trait emotion significantly and posi-
tively associates solely —-but not exclusively—with its corresponding
CAD values (e.g., if trait contempt significantly and positively predicts
only loyalty and authority values, but trait disgust also predicts these
values).

1.5.2. Pattern 2: trait emotions as a moralizing influence

One or more trait emotions could potentially function as a “moraliz-
ing” agent that increases the valuation of most or all moral foundations,
including in ways that are not domain-exclusive. Since contempt is elic-
ited by failures of character (Fischer & Giner-Sorolla, 2016), and social
standard violations (Steiger, 2015), contemptuous people might be par-
ticularly sensitive to the moral failings of others. As such, contemptu-
ousness could predict increased moralization of multiple moral
domains. Alternatively, trait disgust could predict greater moralization
of most or all moral values (similar to Chapman & Anderson, 2014),
without necessarily excluding trait contempt or anger from separately
predicting those values. Evidence for Pattern 2 would be if one or
more trait emotions significantly predict multiple moral foundations
in ways that are neither restricted to the CAD pattern nor restricted to
a single trait emotion.

1.5.3. Pattern 3: domain specificity that does not correspond with CAD
With the possible exception of trait disgust and purity values, per-
haps trait emotions will not associate with moral values in the same
way as their corresponding state emotions do with moral violations.
For example, although disrespecting authorities might elicit state con-
tempt, perhaps contemptuous persons could be prone to viewing au-
thorities as incompetent and failing to live up to their standards, thus
leading to a low moralization of authority values. Alternatively, Pattern
3 could emerge if moral values-which include the promotion of moral
virtues—are associated with emotions differently than are moral

violations. For instance, although it would be intuitive that anger-
prone people would respond with greater outrage towards harmful be-
haviors (a moral violation), it is unclear why trait anger would lead to
greater endorsement of care/compassion (a corresponding moral
value). Evidence for Pattern 3 would be domain specificity, where a
given trait emotion is the exclusive predictor of a particular foundation
that does not match with the CAD hypothesis (e.g., if trait contempt,
rather than anger, exclusively predicts fairness values).

1.6. Political ideology

Prior research indicates that ideology is a strong predictor of moral
foundation values; harm and fairness values associate with liberalism,
whereas loyalty, authority, and purity values associate with conserva-
tism (e.g., Haidt et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2011). There have also
been robust findings that conservatism positively associates with trait
disgust (e.g. Inbar, Pizarro, & Bloom, 2009), and with reciprocity/equi-
ty-based conceptions of justice (e.g., Reyna et al., 2006; Skitka &
Tetlock, 1993). Since ideology interrelates with both trait emotions
and moral values, we will control for ideology in our studies.

2. Study 1

Study 1 was designed to address several gaps in the moral emotion
literature. Until now, no studies had yet examined trait anger and dis-
gust as predictors of all five moral foundations; no studies had yet exam-
ined trait contempt's relation to moral values in any capacity; and no
studies had yet examined whether reciprocity/equity and (egalitarian)
fairness values differed in their associations with trait emotions. In
Study 1, participants completed three trait contempt instruments and
one trait anger and disgust instrument, as well as the Moral Foundations
Questionnaire (Graham et al., 2011), with additional items created to
assess reciprocity values. The trait emotion instruments assess chronic
dispositional tendencies towards frequently experiencing contempt,
anger, and disgust in a non-moral context. Previous research has
measured moralized versions of state emotions following moral
violations, which could confound emotions with moral content. Using
non-moralized measures of trait contempt, anger, and disgust helped
avoid overlapping variance with our moral values measures.

3. Study 1 methods
3.1. Participants

We recruited 423 American participants from Amazon's M-Turk to
take an online survey for $0.50." They were 67.4% female and 30.7%
male; 77.1% white/Caucasian, 6.7% black/African-American, 5.3% Latino,
6.7% Asian, and 4.3% biracial/other, and M,g. = 36.18 (SD = 13.83).

3.2. Procedure

Participants completed five trait emotion instruments: Izard et al.'s
(1993) trait anger, contempt, and disgust scales, Crowley's (2013)
trait contempt expression instrument, and Steiger's (2015) trait con-
tempt instrument. Izard's three scales were administered within a sin-
gle block, as was Crowley's trait contempt scale. Steiger's trait
contempt instrument was administered in seven, randomly ordered
blocks. The trait emotion scales were also randomly ordered. Partici-
pants completed the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham
et al., 2011), which contained two sections, randomly ordered: moral
relevance and moral judgments. To provide counterbalancing, half the
participants completed the MFQ first, while the other half completed

! Original N = 614 participants; 155 were removed for failing one or more attention-
check items and 36 participants were removed for completing the survey in <7 min; this
cutoff was determined via pilot testing.
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the trait emotion scales first. The ordering of all items within each sur-
vey block was randomized. Finally, participants entered demographic
information and were debriefed.

3.3. Materials

3.3.1. Moral Foundations Questionnaire

The Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham et al., 2011)
has two sections, each containing three items assessing each founda-
tion, along with one attention-check item. The first section assesses
the moral relevance of each foundation. Participants rated how relevant
different concepts were in deciding whether something is right or
wrong (1 = not at all relevant, 7 = extremely relevant). For example,
a fairness item reads “whether or not some people were treated differ-
ently than others.” The second section of the MFQ assesses agreement/
disagreement with specific moral statements (1 = strongly disagree,
7 = strongly agree). For example, a harm/care item reads, “one of the
worst things a person could do is hurt a defenseless animal.” We com-
puted scales for harm/care (¢ = 0.62), fairness (o = 0.59), loyalty
(o0 =0.71), authority (o = 0.73), and purity (o« = 0.86). The relatively
low reliabilities for harm and fairness have been documented in previ-
ous studies (e.g. Graham et al., 2011). However, given that the MFQ
has been used “as is” for related studies (e.g. Rottman et al., 2014), we
determined it would not be appropriate to remove any items.

3.3.1.1. Reciprocity/equity values. Because the MFQ only assesses egalitar-
ian fairness values, we added six new items to the MFQ which assessed
reciprocity/equity values. Our new items used prompts from the MFQ
(in quotes; Graham et al., 2011). The three new moral relevance items
read; “whether or not someone”: cheated, paid their fair share, and
gives more than they take. The three new moral judgment items read:
“One of the worst things a person could do is” ask others for help but
never return the favor, “When the government makes laws, the number
one principle should be” that people get rewards equal to the contribution
they make, and “I think it's morally wrong when” a person does little
while profiting off of someone else's hard work. These items were then
scaled (o = 0.71).

3.3.2. Trait anger

Izard et al.'s (1993) trait anger scale (o« = 0.84) assesses anger-
proneness. Participants rated (1 = very rarely, 7 = very frequently)
how frequently they: “feel like screaming at somebody or banging
on something,” “feel angry, irritated, annoyed,” and “feel mad at
somebody.”

3.3.3. Trait disgust

Izard et al.'s (1993) trait disgust scale (o = 0.76) assesses disgust-
proneness. Participants rated (1 = very rarely, 7 = very frequently)
how frequently they: “feel like something stinks, puts a bad taste in
your mouth,” and “feel disgusted, like something is sickening.”

3.3.4. Omnibus trait contempt variable

Study 1 included three trait contempt instruments, but only one trait
anger and one disgust instrument. We determined that combining
Izard's trait contempt scale with Steiger's and Crowley's subscales into
an omnibus trait contempt variable was the most appropriate choice
given our analytical strategy (multiple regressions). Including each
trait contempt scale as separate predictor variable would risk diluting
the unique variance of the overall trait contempt construct due to
their shared variance.

The omnibus trait contempt variable was computed via the mean of
Izard's trait contempt, Crowley's coldness subscale, and Steiger's sub-
scales for affective coldness, psychological distancing, negative disposi-
tional attributions, and superiority/social standard violation awareness
(o0 = 0.84). We computed the mean of each subscale, rather than the
weighted mean of all individual items within the subscales, for two

reasons. First, because the different trait contempt subscales had an un-
equal number of items, using subscale means provided more equal
weight to the different dimensions of trait contempt. Second, the large
number of items across all the trait contempt scales (32) rendered reli-
ability statistics meaningless, since almost any 32-item scale would
have high reliability.

3.3.4.1. Steiger's trait contempt instrument. Study 1 included a subset of
items from Steiger's (2015) trait contempt instrument; see the Supple-
mentary Appendix for its content. The present study included items
from the following subscales: affective coldness, negative dispositional
attributions, psychological distancing, and superiority/social standard
violation awareness. We did not include the behavioral coldness or de-
rogatory action tendencies subscales because we were only interested
in the affective and cognitive components of trait contempt. Action ten-
dencies, especially those that violate social convention such as treating
others rudely, could be driven by factors beyond the trait emotion
(such as agency, self-efficacy, etc.), thereby potentially conflating trait
emotions with other personality variables.

3.3.4.1.1. Superiority and social standard violation awareness subscale.
The superiority and social standard violation awareness subscale as-
sesses how frequently (1 = almost never, 7 = almost always) partici-
pants make superiority/inferiority judgments towards strangers and
acquaintances in their day-to-day lives, based on contempt's common
elicitors (social standard violations). It used the prompt: “Compared to
you, how often do you see strangers and acquaintances acting or
being”: stupid, incompetent, careless, irresponsible, inconsiderate, and
inappropriate (o« = 0.87).

3.3.4.1.2. Psychological distancing. Steiger's psychological distancing
subscale assesses how frequently (1 = almost never, 7 = almost al-
ways) participants feel a loss of warmth, respect, or empathy towards
others. For example: “It is easy for me to lose respect for a person,”
and “I expect most people to disappoint me,” (o« = 0.87).

3.3.4.1.3. Affective coldness. Steiger's affective coldness subscale
assesses how strongly participants agree (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree) with statements describing cold feelings of dislike
towards others. For example, “It doesn't take much for me to dislike
someone” and “It would be hard for me to come up with a list of people
that I loathe” (reverse-coded), (oo = 0.72).

3.3.4.1.4. Negative dispositional attributions subscale. The negative dis-
positional attribution subscale asked participants how often (1 = almost
never, 7 = almost always) they make quick, negative character judg-
ments about others during their day-to-day lives. For example: “I judge
others negatively,” and “I make efforts to give people the benefit of the
doubt” (reverse-coded), (o« = 0.81).

3.3.4.2. Crowley's trait contempt scale. Crowley's trait contempt scale as-
sesses dispositional coldness and behavioral tendencies towards openly
expressing contempt towards others using agreement scales (1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Three items assess interpersonal
coldness, such as “I consider myself to be a very cold person,” (o« =
0.79). Six items assess the open expression of verbal dislike and
unwelcoming body language (e.g. scowling) towards others. However,
because behavioral tendencies could be conflated with other personali-
ty traits, we only included Crowley's coldness subscale in the present
study.

3.3.4.3. Izard's trait contempt. Izard et al.'s (1993) trait contempt scale as-
sesses the tendency to experience contempt frequently. Participants
rated (1 = very rarely, 7 = very frequently) how frequently they:
“feel like somebody is a ‘good for nothing’,” “feel like you are better
than somebody,” and “feel like somebody is a low-life, not worth the
time of day,” (oo = 0.74).
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3.3.5. Demographics

The demographic section assessed income, race/ethnicity, education
level, gender, age, and political ideology. The present study controlled
for ideology using a general political ideology item: “How would
you characterize your political views overall, or in general?” (1 = very
liberal, 4 = moderate/centrist, 7 = very conservative).?

4. Study 1 results and discussion
4.1. Descriptive statistics

See Table 1 for correlations between each moral foundation, political
ideology, omnibus trait contempt, and Izard's trait anger and disgust
scales. See Supplementary Table 1 for descriptive statistics and Supple-
mentary Table 2 for correlations that include each individual trait con-
tempt instrument and subscale as separate variables.

4.2. Regressions

The trait emotion variables moderately intercorrelated. In order to
determine the degree to which trait contempt, anger, and disgust each
uniquely accounted for variance in moral values, we used multiple re-
gressions to control for the common variance between these three
trait emotions. We also controlled for political ideology to ensure that
trait disgust was not acting as a proxy for political conservatism, since
ideology interrelates with both moral foundation values and trait dis-
gust (e.g. Haidt et al., 2009; Terrizzi et al.,, 2010). To assess the degree
to which trait emotions predict moral values with and without control-
ling for ideology, we used a series of hierarchical multiple regression
models, in which one moral value (harm, fairness, reciprocity, loyalty,
authority, or purity) was used as the criterion variable. Model 1 included
omnibus trait contempt, Izard's trait anger, and Izard's trait disgust as
predictor variables. Model 2 added political ideology as a predictor var-
iable. See Table 2 for these regression results. See Supplementary Table
3a-e for alternative regression models that replaced omnibus trait con-
tempt with individual trait contempt instruments as predictor variables.

4.2.1. Trait contempt

Trait contempt negatively predicted harm/care and loyalty values
(significantly) and fairness values (significantly in Model 1, marginally
in Model 2), suggesting that contemptuous persons may have de-
creased moral concerns about others. These negative relations were in-
triguing given that prior research had only found positive associations
between trait emotions and moral values. Trait contempt was not signif-
icantly associated with reciprocity, authority, or purity values.

Trait contempt's unique association with loyalty was theoretically
intriguing, given it partially corresponded with CAD's contempt-com-
munity domain specificity, but in the opposite direction (negative).
Trait contempt's negative association with harm/care values may be
particularly theoretically important, given this finding's novelty and
the near universality of harm/care values (e.g. Graham et al., 2011).
This is explored further in Study 2 and the general discussion. Trait
contempt's associations with harm/care and loyalty might be especially
likely to replicate, given their relatively strong effect sizes.

4.2.2. Trait anger

In Model 1, Izard's trait anger negatively and significantly associated
with authority values, but did not significantly associate with any moral
values after controlling for ideology. These results are in keeping with
prior findings that trait anger was not associated with the harm/care,
fairness, or purity foundations (Horberg et al., 2009; Rottman et al.,
2014). However, these results could be indicative of measurement lim-
itations of Izard's trait anger scale. This issue is explored in Study 2.

2 The survey also assessed social and economic ideology. The pattern of results did not
change when replacing general ideology with social, economic, or mean ideology.

4.2.3. Trait disgust

Izard's trait disgust was significantly and positively associated with
harm/care and, uniquely, with reciprocity values. Izard's trait disgust
was not significantly associated with fairness, loyalty, authority, or
(surprisingly) purity values. The most plausible explanation for not rep-
licating the robust association between purity and trait disgust (e.g.,
Horberg et al., 2009) is that Izard's scale simply did not tap into the
trait disgust construct well. This is explored further in Study 2.

4.3. Reciprocity versus fairness

By assessing reciprocity separately from the fairness foundation, we
found that these two conceptions of moral justice associated differently
with trait emotions. Whereas the MFQ's fairness foundation negatively
associated with trait contempt (albeit marginally in model 2), reciproc-
ity was positively associated with trait disgust, suggesting that sensitiv-
ity to disgust increases concern about proportionality and free-riding
behaviors independent of ideology. This association between trait dis-
gust and reciprocity/equity values appears to be a novel finding. In the
broader sense, given that no CAD-related studies have examined
reciprocity violations in isolation from the fairness foundation, these
findings open up intriguing questions about both trait and state emo-
tions and their associations with differing conceptions of moral justice.

4.4, Political ideology

Replicating past findings (e.g., Haidt et al., 2009), harm and fairness
significantly associated with liberalism, whereas loyalty, authority, rec-
iprocity, and purity significantly associated with conservatism. Adding
ideology to the models did not change the pattern of results.

4.5. Study 1 summary

Trait contempt's negative association with loyalty and (potentially)
fairness, along with trait disgust's association with reciprocity,
corresponded with Pattern 3, since each had moral domain exclusivity
specificity that did not correspond with the CAD pattern. Trait anger's
lack of association with moral values also did not correspond with
CAD, but was in keeping with null findings from prior research. Results
for trait contempt and disgust partially corresponded with Pattern 2 as
well, since both non-exclusively predicted harm/care values (albeit in
opposite directions). We investigate whether these patterns replicate
in Study 2.

5. Study 2

Study 1's finding that trait disgust was not significantly associated
purity values was at odds with well-replicated findings in the moral
emotion literature. This was likely due to limitations of Izard et al.'s
(1993) trait disgust scale. Although Study 1's omnibus trait contempt
variable was multidimensional, Izard's trait disgust instrument
consisted only of two items, which depended on retrospectively
reporting the frequency of experiencing disgust in a way that was pos-
sibly too abstract and decontextualized to adequately tap into the con-
struct. Null findings for Izard's trait anger could potentially be
attributed to the similar limitations. To account for this possibility, mul-
tidimensional trait anger and disgust instruments were incorporated
into Study 2, in addition to the trait emotion instruments administered
in Study 1. The new instruments measure trait anger and disgust in a
more contextual fashion by the assessing the intensity of participants'
emotional responses towards a wide variety of non-moralized,
emotion-eliciting contexts.
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Table 1
Study 1 correlations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(1) Harm 1
(2) Fairness 0.54""" 1
(3) Reciprocity 034" 0.39"" 1
(4) Loyalty 0.13* 0.10 0.34™* 1
(5) Authority 0.07 0.08 034" 0.67°* 1
(6) Purity 011" 0.05 0.30"" 0.59"" 0.74™" 1
(7) Omnibus trait contempt —0.22"" —0.10" 0.10" —0.117" 0.01 —0.01 1
(8) Izard trait anger —0.06 —0.01 0.07 —0.03 —0.08 —0.03 0.56""" 1
(9) Izard trait disgust 0.06 0.03 0.16™ 0.02 0.06 0.03 049" 0.56™" 1
(10) Political ideology —0.12" —0.22" 0.14** 0.45™* 051" 0.57"** 0.07 —0.07 0.07 1

Notes: listwise N = 326.
*** p<0.001.

** p<001.

* p<0.05.

* p<0.10.

6. Study 2 methods
6.1. Participants

We recruited 370 American Amazon M-Turkers to complete an on-
line survey for $0.50. The Study 2 survey automatically ejected partici-
pants who failed one of two attention-check items near the beginning
of the survey, and did not record their data; 27 additional participants
were dropped for failing a third attention check near the end of the sur-
vey (final N = 343). Participants were 57.4% female and 42.6% male,
80.8% white/Caucasian, 7.6% black/African-American, 7.0% Latino, 2.9%
Hispanic, and 1.7% biracial/other, Mage = 39.14 (SD = 14.14).

6.2. Procedure

After consenting, participants completed the Moral Foundations
Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham et al., 2011), Izard et al.'s (1993) trait con-
tempt, anger, and disgust instruments, Crowley's (2013) trait contempt
expression instrument, Steiger's (2015) trait contempt instrument, the
Disgust Scale - Revised (DS-R; Haidt, McCauley, & Rozin, 1994; modi-
fied by Olatunji, Haidt, McKay, & David, 2008), and the Trait Anger Ex-
pression Inventory (Spielberger, 1996). Participants completed either
the MFQ or the trait emotion instruments first. The two sections of the
MFQ (moral relevance vs. judgment) were randomly ordered. The
trait emotion instruments were randomly ordered, with separate sec-
tions for each instrument. Steiger's trait contempt subscales were

Table 2
Study 1 hierarchical regressions.

assigned in a random order. The DS-R had two sections which were
also randomized. The ordering of all items within each section was ran-
domized. After completing both the MFQ and trait emotion instruments,
participants entered demographic information and were debriefed.

6.3. Materials

6.3.1. Moral foundations questionnaire

The MFQ items and computed scales were identical between Studies
1 and 2: harm (a0 = 0.67), fairness (o0 = 0.68), loyalty (oc = 0.77), au-
thority (o« = 0.76), purity (o« = 0.90), and reciprocity (o« = 0.69).

6.3.2. Trait contempt

The trait contempt items and computed scales and subscales
were identical between Studies 1 and 2: Omnibus trait contempt
(o0 = 0.87) was computed via the mean of Izard's trait contempt scale
(o = 0.81), Crowley's coldness subscale (o« = 0.80), and Steiger's
subscales for affective coldness (a = 0.83), psychological distancing
(o0 = 0.84), negative dispositional attributions (o« = 0.88), and superi-
ority/social standards (o = 0.94).

6.3.3. Trait anger

Participants completed Izard's trait anger (o« = 0.86) as well as two
subscales from Spielberger's (1996) State Trait Anger Expression Inven-
tory. Participants read statements followed by the prompt “how well
does this apply to you?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). The trait

Predictor variables

Omnibus trait Izard anger

Criterion variable

Model statistics

Izard disgust Political ideology

contempt
B SE B SE B SE B SE AR?

Harm 1 —0.27"" 0.06 0.01 0.04 011" 0.04 X X 0.07"**
Harm 2 —0.27"" 0.06 0.00 0.04 011" 0.04 —0.05" 0.02 +0.01"
Fairness 1 —0.11" 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.04 X X 0.01
Fairness 2 —0.10" 0.05 —0.00 0.04 0.06 0.04 —0.10"" 0.02 +0.05""
Reciprocity 1 0.07 0.07 —0.05 0.05 011" 0.05 X X 0.03"
Reciprocity 2 0.06 0.07 —0.03 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.06" 0.03 +0.02"
Loyalty 1 —0.21" 0.07 —0.01 0.05 0.09" 0.05 X X 0.03"
Loyalty 2 —0.24™" 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.25™" 0.03 +0.22""
Authority 1 0.01 0.07 —0.13" 0.05 0.08 0.05 X X 0.02*
Authority 2 —0.03 0.06 —0.06 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.26™" 0.03 +0.23"""
Purity 1 —0.03 0.11 —0.12 0.08 0.10 0.08 X X 0.01
Purity 2 —0.09 0.09 —0.00 0.07 0.03 0.06 045" 0.04 +0.32"""

4 p <0.001.

* p<0.01.

* p<0.05.

*+ p<0.10.
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anger temperament subscale (o = 0.94) consists of four items, which
assess anger-proneness and the frequency of anger responses (e.g., “I
‘fly off the handle’ easily”). The trait anger reactivity subscale (o =
0.80) consists of four items, which assess the frequency of experiencing
angry reactions towards elicitors related to frustration and perceived
slights (e.g., “I get furious when someone criticizes me.”). In order to
avoid diluting trait anger's unique variance within our multiple regres-
sion analyses, we created an omnibus trait anger variable via the com-
puted mean of Izard's trait anger scale and Spielberger's two subscales
(a0 = 0.80).

6.3.4. Trait disgust

Participants completed Izard's trait disgust scale (o« = 0.84), along
with the Disgust Scale-Revised (DS-R; Haidt et al., 1994; modified by
Olatunji et al,, 2008). The DS-R is comprised of two sections. One section
gives the prompt “it would bother me if...” and lists various disgust-in-
ducing stimuli (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The
second section describes disgust-inducing stimuli, followed by the
prompt “how disgusting would you find this?” Although the original
scale used true/false responses, we used 7-point scales (1 = not at all,
7 = extremely) to keep measurements consistent across all variables.

Across both survey sections, the DS-R assesses three dimensions of
non-moral trait disgust: core disgust, animal reminders, and contami-
nation. The animal reminder items describe elicitors that remind us
we are vulnerable to body-envelope injuries and death; for example,
“It would bother me to touch a dead body” (o = 0.82). The core disgust
items describe basic physical disgust elicitors; for example, “While you
are walking through a tunnel under a railroad track, you smell urine”
(¢ = 0.75). The contamination items describe elicitors associated
with contagion risks; for example, “A friend offers you a piece of choco-
late shaped like dog-doo” (av = 0.75).

We examined whether we could create an omnibus trait disgust var-
iable by combining the three subscales from the DS-R with Izard's trait
disgust scale. The scale of the animal reminders, contamination, and
core disgust subscales had high internal reliability (oe = 0.82). However,
including Izard's trait disgust markedly lowered the reliability (o« =
0.68). Therefore, we determined it would be more appropriate to ana-
lyze the two trait disgust instruments as separate variables. Since the
DS-R had an unequal number of items for each subscale, we scaled the
three DS-R subscale means, rather than the weighted mean of all indi-
vidual items, to allow the three subscales to contribute equally to the
DS-R variable.

6.3.5. Demographics
The demographics section was identical between both studies. It
assessed age, gender, income, ethnicity, and political ideology.

7. Study 2 results and discussion

Table 3 shows correlations between each moral foundation, omni-
bus trait contempt, omnibus trait anger, the DS-R, Izard's trait disgust,
and ideology. See Supplementary Table 4 for descriptive statistics and
Supplementary Table 5 for correlations including all individual trait con-
tempt, disgust, and anger instruments and subscales.

7.1. Study 2 regressions

Because multiple regressions control for common variance among
the predictor variables, we used omnibus trait contempt and anger var-
iables. However, because the DS-R and Izard's trait disgust did not scale
well together, they were included as separate predictor variables. Pre-
liminary analyses indicated that adding Izard's trait disgust into the
models had near-zero impact on the DS-R's regression coefficients

3 Replacing general ideology with economic, social, or mean ideology did not change
the pattern of regression results.

(see Supplemental Table 6a). Similar to Study 1, we used a series of hi-
erarchical multiple regressions. Each hierarchical regression used one of
the six moral values as the criterion variable (harm, fairness, reciprocity,
loyalty, authority, purity). Model 1 included omnibus trait contempt,
omnibus trait anger, the DS-R, and Izard's trait disgust as predictor var-
iables. Model 2 introduced ideology as a predictor. See Table 4 for these
regression results. See Supplemental Table 6b-e for alternative regres-
sion models that replace the omnibus variables with individual trait
anger and contempt instruments.

7.1.1. Trait contempt

In Study 1, trait contempt negatively predicted harm and loyalty
values (significantly) and fairness values (marginally). In Study 2, trait
contempt was a significant and negative predictor of all six moral
values. Combined, both studies show that trait contempt reduces the
valuation of moral domains, suggesting that trait contempt could be a
moralizing agent (Pattern 2), but in a negative way. The replication
of trait contempt's association with harm/care, loyalty, and (to a lesser
extent) fairness values indicates that these associations may be particu-
larly stable.

7.1.2. Trait anger

In Study 1, Izard's trait anger was not significantly associated with
any moral values after controlling for ideology. In Study 2, omnibus
trait anger significantly and positively predicted harm/care and fairness
values (albeit weakly), but did not predict any other values. This partial-
ly corresponds with Pattern 1, as it replicates the autonomy-anger asso-
ciation of the CAD Hypothesis (Rozin et al., 1999). However, trait anger
was not domain-exclusive, since omnibus trait contempt and the DS-R
also predicted harm/care and fairness values.

7.1.3. Disgust Scale-Revised (DS-R)

Surprisingly, Izard's trait disgust did not predict purity values in
Study 1. More surprisingly, the DS-R positively associated with all six
moral values in Study 2. This suggested that trait disgust, at least as con-
ceptualized in the DS-R, could function as a moralizing agent (Pattern
2). These findings are novel, as previous studies that examined trait
disgust as a predictor of moral foundation values did not find such a
broad association (but see Chapman & Anderson, 2014). The relation
between trait disgust and all six moral values could be attributed to
the multidimensional nature of the DS-R. By tapping into multiple
manifestations of trait disgust, it is possible that the DS-R was better
able to capture broader relationships between trait disgust and
moral values.* It appears that no previous studies have used the
DS-R as a predictor of moral foundation values. As such, these find-
ings may indicate that the DS-R is a more encompassing measure of
the trait disgust construct than shorter and less contextualized scales
such as Izard's.

7.1.3.1. Results: Izard's trait disgust. In Study 1, Izard's trait disgust posi-
tively associated with harm/care and reciprocity. In Study 2 (controlling
for the DS-R), it was a significant and positive predictor of reciprocity,
loyalty, and purity, but did not significantly predict harm/care, fairness,
or authority values.

7.2. Reciprocity versus fairness values

In Study 1, the MFQ's fairness foundation uniquely associated with
trait contempt, whereas reciprocity uniquely associated with Izard's
trait disgust. In Study 2, omnibus trait contempt significantly predicted
both fairness and reciprocity values, whereas Izard's trait disgust

4 The MFQ and DS-R materials show no conceptual overlap for non-purity moral foun-
dations. However, two purity items in the MFQ have some overlap: “whether or not some-
one did something disgusting” and “people should not do things that are disgusting, even
if no one is harmed” (Graham et al., 2011).
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Table 3
Study 2 correlations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(1) Harm 1
(2) Fairness 061" 1
(3) Reciprocity 0.39™" 0.39"" 1
(4) Loyalty 0.19"" 0.05 047" 1
(5) Authority 017" 0.00 0.44* 078" 1
(6) Purity 0.20"" 0.04 0.43""" 0.63"" 0.69* 1
(7) Omnibus trait contempt —0.29™" —-017" —0.01 —-017"" -0.15" —0.08 1
(8) Omnibus trait anger —0.06 0.01 0.12" —0.04 —0.03 0.03 0.68™"" 1
(9) Disgust scale - revised 028" 019" 032" 031" 035" 040" 0.06" 0.21 1
(10) Izard's trait disgust —0.01 0.00 0.15"" 0.19" 0.05 0.18" 043" 0.51% 0.12* 1
(11) Political ideology —0.20"" —0.30"" 0.16"" 035" 043" 049" 0.08 0.08 0.18"* 0.05

Notes: listwise N = 337.
** p<0.001
** p<0.01
* p<0.05
+
p<0.10.

predicted only reciprocity values. However, the DS-R predicted both
fairness and reciprocity values. Study 2's results indicated potential
differences between fairness and reciprocity's associations with
trait emotions. Trait anger significantly associated with fairness
values, but not with reciprocity. Additionally, in examining the cor-
relations (Table 3), trait contempt was significantly correlated with
fairness, but not with reciprocity. In conjunction with trait
contempt's relatively low effect size and higher p-value, these results
indicate that trait disgust may be more consistently associated with
reciprocity than trait contempt.

7.3. Political ideology

In keeping with Study 1, harm/care and fairness values significantly
associated with liberalism, whereas loyalty, authority, reciprocity/equi-
ty, and purity values significantly associated with conservatism. Intro-
ducing political ideology in model 2 did not change the pattern of
results, but did alter the effect sizes of omnibus trait contempt and the
DS-R. Notably, after adding ideology as a predictor, the DS-R's effect
size for loyalty, authority, and purity values decreased slightly. This indi-
cated that some portion of the DS-R's variance as a predictor of moral
values was due in part to their shared association with political conser-
vatism, as we had anticipated.

Table 4
Study 2 hierarchical regression results.

7.4. Study 2 summary

Study 2's results for trait contempt and disgust corresponded with
Pattern 2: the DS-R functioned as a broad “moralizing” personality
trait, whereas trait contempt functioned as a broad “demoralizing” per-
sonality trait. This suggests that trait contempt and trait disgust may ori-
ent people towards moral values in divergent ways—trait disgust may
motivate people to protect sacred values, but contempt may motivate
people to reject them (to the extent that trait emotions are primary).
Study 2's results for trait anger corresponded with Pattern 1, as it posi-
tively predicted harm/care and fairness values, in keeping with the
anger-autonomy association of the CAD pattern. The key difference in
results between Studies 1 and 2 was an increase in the number of signif-
icant associations between trait emotions and moral values. These in-
creases could potentially be attributed to the improved measures of
trait anger and disgust. Additionally, Study 2's more stringent use of at-
tention checks likely reduced random error from inattentive partici-
pants, which may have been more present in Study 1.

8. General discussion
The present studies addressed significant gaps in the moral emotion

literature in regard to trait emotions' influence on moral values. While
the link between purity values and trait disgust had been well-explored

Predictor variables

- ) Omnibus trait Omnibus trait Revised disgust Izard disgust Political ideology Model
Criterion variables
contempt anger scale
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) AR?

Harm 1 —0.33"" 0.05 0.10" 0.05 0.19"" 0.04 0.04 0.03 X X 0.19"
Harm 2 —0.32"" 0.05 0.10 0.05 022" 0.04 0.04 0.03 —0.11"" 0.02 +0.06""
Fairness 1 —0.22"* 0.05 011" 0.05 0.11* 0.04 0.01 0.03 X X 0.09""*
Fairness 2 —0.20"" 0.05 0.11" 0.05 015" 0.03 0.01 0.03 —0.14"" 0.02 +0.11°"
Reciprocity 1 —0.12" 0.06 0.06 0.05 021" 0.04 0.08" 0.04 X X 0.13™"
Reciprocity 2 —0.12" 0.06 0.06 0.05 020" 0.04 0.08" 0.04 0.05" 0.02 +0.01"
Loyalty 1 —0.26™" 0.07 —0.02 0.07 0.28"" 0.05 0.16™" 0.04 X X 017"
Loyalty 2 —0.28"" 0.06 —0.02 0.06 023" 0.05 0.16™" 0.042 0.18™" 0.03 +0.10™"
Authority 1 —0.18" 0.07 —0.02 0.06 031" 0.05 0.07 0.04 X X 0.16"
Authority 2 —021"" 0.059 —0.02 0.06 025" 0.04 0.07" 0.04" 022" 0.03 +0.15"""
Purity 1 —0.22" 0.09 —0.07 0.09 049" 0.06 024" 0.06 X X 021*"
Purity 2 —0.26™" 0.08 —0.07 0.08 039" 0.06 0.25"** 0.05 035" 0.03 +0.19"""

= p <0.001.

“ p<001.

* p<0.05.

+ p<0.10.
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(e.g. Horberg et al., 2009), trait disgust and anger's associations with
other moral values (especially loyalty, and authority) had not been
fully investigated. Additionally, trait contempt had not yet been investi-
gated a predictor of moral values. Our studies provided a novel contri-
bution to the literature by analyzing the unique variance of trait
contempt, anger, and disgust as predictors of all five moral foundations,
while controlling for the common variance between these negative trait
emotions and political ideology. Our studies also provided novel contri-
butions in the form of separating reciprocity/equity values from the
MFQ's egalitarian fairness foundation, and we found that these concep-
tions of moral justice differed in their associations with trait emotions.

8.1. Trait contempt and moral values

Perhaps the most novel contribution of this research was our finding
that trait contempt was a reliable predictor of multiple types of moral
values. In the regressions, trait contempt's negative relation to harm/
care, loyalty, and (to a lesser extent) fairness values were consistent
across both studies. Both trait and state contempt are characterized by
cold feelings, low empathy, inferiority judgments, and negative disposi-
tional attributions towards others (e.g. Fischer & Giner-Sorolla, 2016;
Steiger, 2015). If a chronically contemptuous person views everybody
as rotten, incompetent, and beneath consideration, they may have little
concern about the moral behaviors or outcomes of other people. More
specifically, the coldness and psychological distancing associated with
contempt could perhaps reduce concern about moral issues related to
others' wellbeing - such as whether they are being harmed or treated
unfairly. Trait contempt's negative association with moral values related
to social harmony and in-group solidarity (i.e. loyalty, but also poten-
tially authority) could be explained by contempt's characteristic psy-
chological and social distancing of the self from disliked others
(Fischer & Giner-Sorolla, 2016).

8.1.1. Trait contempt and harm/care

Trait contempt's negative association with harm/care values may be
the most theoretically important finding of the present studies. While
there is cultural, ideological, and individual variability in the degree to
which harm/care is valued, harm/care values are universally recognized
as a fundamental and defining characteristic of morality, and are seen by
many as the most important moral value (e.g. Shweder et al., 1997;
Graham et al., 2011). Given that harm/care values are essentially a cul-
tural universal, and given its strong relation to trait contempt, this find-
ing could open up new avenues of research investigating moral values
as well as the antecedents of aggression and other antisocial behaviors.

8.1.2. Trait contempt negatively relates to moralization

Trait contempt was also unique in that it was the only trait emotion
to be consistently negatively associated with moral values; our findings
indicated that the more contemptuous a person is, the less likely they
are to be concerned with some or all types of moral values. This finding
was novel and interesting in its own right, but appears especially so in
the context of the moral emotion literature. Whereas studies pertaining
to the “CAD Hypothesis” found that state contempt positively associates
with moral judgment (e.g. Russell et al., 2013), trait contempt appeared
to predict lower levels of moralization across most-if not all-moral
domains.

8.2. Trait anger and moral values

Our studies appear to have been the first to examine trait anger's as-
sociations across all five moral foundations, specifically regarding loyal-
ty and authority, as well reciprocity/equity values. Results were
generally inconclusive, as they tended to vary between studies and in-
struments. Whereas Izard's trait anger did not associate with any
moral values in Study 1, omnibus trait anger had some unique variance
as a predictor of harm/care and fairness values in Study 2. However,

these associations were not unique to trait anger, and they had relative-
ly small effect sizes. These findings indicated that trait anger may play
only a weak role in influencing moral values. Given that no prior studies
appear to have investigated trait anger's relation to MFT's loyalty and
authority foundations or to reciprocity/equity values, our findings fill a
gap in the moral emotion literature nonetheless.

8.3. Trait disgust and moral values

Results pertaining to trait disgust were somewhat mixed, primarily
due to differences between Study 1 and 2's measures. In Study 1, Izard's
trait disgust did not significantly associate with purity values, but was
associated with harm and reciprocity values; however, in Study 2, we
found that the DS-R was significantly associated with all six moral
values. This broad association between the DS-R and multiple moral
values is somewhat in keeping with previous findings that trait disgust
may lead to greater moralization of both harmful and conventional vio-
lations (Chapman & Anderson, 2014). This finding was noteworthy in
that it contrasts with previous studies that found trait disgust to have
domain-specificity with the purity foundation (e.g. Horberg et al.,
2009; Rottman et al., 2014).

8.3.1. Differences between trait disgust instruments

Study 2's broad associations between trait disgust and all moral
foundation values was primarily driven by the DS-R. This raises impor-
tant questions regarding the use of trait emotion instruments in any
morality research. Study 2's findings indicated that major differences
in both the pattern and magnitude of results can arise depending on
the trait emotion instrument utilized within any given study. Since
prior studies on moral values have used a variety of different trait dis-
gust instruments, this seems particularly pertinent to future research
on trait emotions as predictors of moral values. Future morality research
might benefit from incorporating multiple measures of each trait emo-
tion being examined.

8.4. Reciprocity values

Our inclusion of items assessing reciprocity/equity values was a
novel contribution in several respects. Although fairness and reciprocity
have typically been described as parts of a single moral foundation (e.g.
Graham et al,, 2011), reciprocity values differed from the MFQ's fairness
foundation in their relations to trait emotions, with some evidence
pointing to a more consistent link between trait disgust and reciprocity
values compared to fairness values. Our addition of reciprocity/equity
items into the MFQ also appears to be a unique contribution to the
MEFT literature, and the consistent association between reciprocity and
conservatism (and fairness and liberalism) dovetails with prior work
in political psychology. In sum, our inclusion of reciprocity/equity values
as separate from the MFT's fairness construct proved to be theoretically
meaningful, and suggests that measuring these two conceptions of
moral justice as separate constructs may prove to be a useful strategy
for future research on moral values and judgments broadly.

8.5. Trait emotions, state emotions, and moral domains

Our results largely indicated that trait emotions and moral values
may associate differently than elicited state emotions do with moral
violations, at least in relation to the “CAD Hypothesis” (Rozin et al.,
1999). For instance, recent CAD-related research (Russell et al., 2013)
has replicated the finding that autonomy (harm/care and fairness) vio-
lations most strongly elicit state anger. However, in the present studies,
trait anger did not significantly associate with harm/care and fairness
values in Study 1, and only weakly associated with them in Study 2.
Instead, trait contempt was the most consistent (albeit negative) pre-
dictor of these values across both studies.
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Trait emotions and moral values may associate differently than
state emotions do with moral violations due to differences in their
respective contexts. Some researchers have distinguished between
moral and non-moral versions of emotions regarding their respec-
tive elicitors as well as their social-behavioral functions. For in-
stance, moral anger has been linked with elicitors of unfairness and
injustice, whereas non-moral anger has been linked with frustration
over goal-blockage (Kuppens, Van Mechelen, Smits, & De Boeck,
2003). Thus, one potential explanation for why trait and state emo-
tions might relate differently to moral domains is that CAD-related
studies have primarily examined moralized versions of contempt,
anger, and disgust (i.e., elicited by moral stimuli), whereas the
present studies examined dispositional tendencies towards non-
moralized, or “core,” versions of these emotions.

8.6. Limitations and future directions

The present studies assessed moral values using the Moral Founda-
tions Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham et al., 2011). Although it is the “offi-
cial” instrument for Moral Foundations Theory, several foundation
scales had relatively low reliabilities, which does raise questions about
construct validity. However, this limitation is not unique to the present
studies, as these relatively low internal reliabilities were similar to those
reported in the original MFQ publication (Graham et al., 2011). Given a
lack of alternative measures to assess moral foundation values (as op-
posed to violations), this is not necessarily a limitation of the present
study so much as a call for future research to develop more construct-
valid moral foundation instruments.

The reciprocity scale we added to the MFQ had similar reliability to
the original five moral foundation scales. Despite this, reciprocity and
fairness values differed in their associations with trait emotions and ide-
ology across both studies, suggesting these values are not redundant.
Our reciprocity items represent a good first step in the exploration of
this construct, and future research on Moral Foundations Theory could
expand on the reciprocity construct. Our results also suggest that it
may be worthwhile to explore potential subdimensions of other moral
foundations.

Omnibus trait contempt combined the subdimensions of affective
coldness, psychological distancing, negative dispositional attributions,
sensitivity to social standard violations, and feelings of superiority into
a cohesive construct (2015). However, certain aspects of these
subdimensions may have some conceptual overlap with other individu-
al differences that have moral consequences, such as low agreeableness,
neuroticism, psychopathy, narcissism, or Machiavellianism. Future
research could investigate the degree to which trait contempt
differs from these other individual differences as predictors of moral
values.

Finally, the present paper's primary purpose was to examine the re-
lations between trait emotions and all five moral foundation values. We
primarily referenced studies on moral violations as elicitors of
state emotions to provide context and one possible patterns of results
(Pattern 1, CAD replication); however, our goal was not to test state
emotions. Future research could assess trait emotions, moral values,
and state emotions elicited by moral violation scenarios within the
same study to examine the similarities and differences between trait
and state emotions in their relations to different moral domains.

8.7. Conclusion

The present studies addressed a number of gaps in the moral
emotion literature, and made several important and novel contribu-
tions. They were the first studies to examine trait contempt's relation
to moral values, and were the first to comprehensively examine trait
contempt, anger, and disgust's associations with all five moral foun-
dations. Our studies were the first to examine the relations between
reciprocity/equity values as distinct from the fairness foundation as

they relate to trait emotions. Most importantly, our studies found a
strong association between trait contempt and harm/care values,
perhaps the most fundamental and often-studied moral domain.
This research opens the door for a deeper exploration into the role
that emotions play in moral thinking. By investigating trait emotions,
we were able to go beyond existing models of moral emotions
to show the broader, and more nuanced, impact that emotion and
personality have on moral valuation.

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at http://dx.
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.02.071.
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