
RYAN LUKE PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY  

 

1 

LECTURE 1 NOTES 
Week 1 
25/7/16 

 
INTRODUCTION AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MORALITY 

 
What are we trying to do here? 

• Method(s) for thinking about the big questions of the self and the social world from a scientific 
point of view. 

• ..conflict, morality, persuasion, relationships, liking and loving, evolution, emotion, self-
control... 

• Think about these issues with a grounding in empirical research... 
 

What is Personality Psychology and Social Psychology? 
• Personality Psychology 

o Attempts to understand the self and the social world with an emphasis on how stable 
individual differences influence behaviour, thought and feeling 

• Social Psychology 
o Attempts to understand the self and the social world with an emphasis on how the 

situation shapes behaviour, thought and feeling 
 

What are the similarities and differences between the two types? 
• Similar questions, different approaches 

o cross-situational stability (P) vs. situational contingency (S) 
o Person vs. situation (topic of one of the debates) 

• E.g., conflict 
o P – are certain people more prone to conflict than others?  
o S – are certain situational factors likely to lead to conflict? 

• Both grounded in empirical research 
o Collect data and analyze with quantitative statistical techniques 

• Broad disciplines with fuzzy boundaries 
o Blend into other areas (biological, cognitive, developmental...) 
o Blend into each other 

• Basically, personality focuses on self whereas social uses extrinsic factors and situational factors 
to illustrate meaning 

 
MORALITY 
The mental discussion behind many decisions involve the concept of morality. Is it the norm? Is it 
morally right/wrong? But also, an explanation of why the action is morally right or not. 
 
The approach is to view such analysis from a psychological perspective rather than a philosophical. 
Linguistic and conceptual analysis are philosophical whereas empircal regularities or facts about moral 
judgement and behaviour (with an aim to uncovering psychological mechanisms underlying moral 
judgement and behviour) is more naturalised and psychological. Therefore we must be descriptive in 
asking questions rather than normative or perspective. 
 
Example:  
Descriptive: What causes people to murder? 
Normative: Is murder wrong? 
 
What is morality? 

• From a philosophical perspective: 
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o Code of conduct or set of rules pertaining to “right”/ “good”/ “wrong”/ “bad”, held by an 
individual or group 

• From a psychological persepective: 
o Response-dependent: what counts as moral is that set of phenomena to which people 

have “moral” responses 
 

1987 - The Signature Moral Responses  
Derived from Turiel et al (1987), he asked a sample if particular violations of rules were wrong/serious, 
punishable, authority dependent, general in scope (temporally and geographically) and how is the 
wrongness explained. 
 
Resulted in 2 typical responses: 
 

1. SIGNATURE MORAL RESPONSE (SMR) 
• Serious, wrong, bad 
• Punishable 
• Authority independent – wrong no what an authoritative figure says 
• General in scope (universal) 
• Appeals to harm - usu. physical harm 

 
2. SIGNATURE CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE (SCR) 
• Less serious, less wrong, less bad 
• Less punishable 
• Authority dependent 
• Local in scope i.e based on social conventions 
• No appeals to harm 

 
The key distinguishing feature of stimulus was HARM or WELFARE (also rights and justice).  
If these were invoked then there was an SMR response. 
 
1993 – Challenge on the SMRs 
Haidt, Koller and Dias (1993) found that non-harm violations evoke the SMR and some people judge 
these transgressions as authority independent and general in scope. As with some situations, there 
were no “injustices” done, suggesting that it is possible to evoke SMR without harm. 
 
2007 – Challenge Number 2 
Kelley, Stich, Haley, Eng and Fessler in 2007 
found that not all harms evoke the SMR and 
were authority dependent and local in 
scope, which contradicted Turiel’s concept 
that if SMR is evoked there is harm and vise 
versa. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Through challenging there exits a variability in the relationship between stimuli and the SMR 
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As a result, the initial theory expanded from 3 to 5 theories! 
 
MORAL FOUNDATIONS THEORY  

• Haidt & Graham, 2004,2007 
• Expanded this to 5 domains 

o Harm/care 
§ Representing concerns about violence and the suffering of others, including 

compassion and care 
o Fairness/reciprocity 

§ Representing the norms of reciprocal relations, equality, rights and justice. 
o Authority/respect 

§ Representing moral obligations related to hierarchical relations, such as 
obedience, duty, respect for superiors, and protection of subordinates. 

o Ingroup/loyalty 
§ Covering moral obligations related to group membership, such as loyalty, 

betrayal, and expectations of preferential treatment for in group members relative 
to out-group members. 

o Purity/sanctity 
§ Representing the moral ideal of living in an elevated, noble, and less carnal way, 

based on intuitions about divinity, feelings of moral disgust, and purity of body, 
mind and soul. 

 
Despite this development in the theory of morality, there still existed variability, especially: 
• Between-culture differences 

• WEIRD 
o Western. Educated. Industrialised. Rich. Democratic 
o Where most of psychological studies are based, possibility indicating narrowness 

of the studies 
o Moralises harm/care and fairness/reciprocity 

• NON-WEIRD 
o Different morality 
o Moralises all 5 domains 

• Within-culture differences 
• SES (socio-economic status) differences 

o As SES increases, less moralisation of 
community and purity (potentially causing more selfish behaviour) 

• Politics 
• LEFT 

o Moralise harm and fairness 
o Betrayal, subversion of authority isn’t 

necessarily thought as wrong 
• RIGHT 

o People believe that all 5 morals are 
roughly equally important 

 
 

Who finds what morally wrong?  

!  Still…further variability 
!  Between-culture differences 

!  WEIRD – Western. Educated. Industrialized. Rich. 
Democratic.  
" Moralize harm/care and fairness/reciprocity 

!  NON-WEIRD 
" Moralize all five domains 

!  Within-culture differences 
!  SES differences:  

!  Politics 

SES 
Moralizing of 
community 
and purity 

Politics 


