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ABSTRACT 

Although moral relativism has a long history in the philosophical tradition, the 

study of psychological, individual differences in the construct has occurred only 

recently. In both philosophy and psychology the construct has been defined in a 

variety of ways that often differ from one other. While measures have been 

created to assess the construct, these measures are often highly complex or appear 

to be measuring constructs outside of moral relativism. Thus, the purpose of this 

thesis is to create an easy to implement, standalone measure of individual 

differences in the belief in moral relativism. My aim is to adhere closely to the 

philosophical definitions and to attempt to create a measure that can accurately 

assess the construct of moral relativism. 

 Keywords: moral relativism, psychometrics, scale development  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

In the study of morality more generally, there has been a great deal of 

research on how individuals think about their morality. Recent developments 

include the consideration of a wide variety of constructs including moral vitalism, 

moral expansiveness, moral competence and moral identity (Aquino & Reed, 

2002; Bastian, Bain, Buhrmester, Gómez, Vázquez, Knight, & Swann, 2015; 

Crimston, Bain, Hornsey, & Bastian, 2016; Martin & Austin, 2010). While there 

has been previous research on a wide array of philosophical positions thought to 

be related to moral judgements and behaviors, one highly relevant construct has 

not received as much attention. Moral relativism, the belief that what is morally 

right and wrong is not based on objective rules but may exist in regards to a 

cultural or individual viewpoint (Forsyth, 1980; Glover, 1994; Gowans, 2015), 

has indeed been rather neglected in psychological research. A brief search of the 

Psych Info database confirms this. When limiting the search from 1970 to the 

present day, the key word search term “moral identity” yields 1009 sources and 

the key word search term “moral disengagement” yields 430 sources. Conversely, 

the key word search term “moral relativism” only yields 144 sources, despite its 

rich history and intrinsic interest to philosophers and laypeople alike (Gowans, 

2015; Merrit, 2016). In order to facilitate the empirical study of moral relativism, 

it is imperative that valid measurement tools are created to assess this construct. 

Thus, the aim of the present study is to develop an effective and straightforward 

measure of moral relativism and to evaluate its psychometric quality. 
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Creating a new measure of moral relativism is important for at least two 

reasons. First among them is the fact that there appears to be no existing measure 

of moral relativism that is both psychometrically and conceptually sound. There is 

currently one self-report, Likert-scale that has been designed to measure moral 

relativism (Forsyth, 1980), one measure designed to assess an inversely-related 

construct (Goodwin & Darley, 2008) and several examinations of moral 

relativism and related constructs that have featured scenarios (Nichols, 2004; 

Nichols & Folds-Bennett. 2003; Reidenbach & Robin, 1988; Sarkissian, Park, 

Tien, Wright, & Knobe, 2011). While each of these measures appear to assess 

moral relativism or related constructs, these measures are either difficult to 

implement (Goodwin & Darley, 2008), have questionable psychological validity 

and factor structure (Davis, Anderson, & Curtis, 2001; Forsyth, 1980) or have not 

been psychometrically evaluated at all (Goodwin & Darley, 2008; Sarkissian et 

al., 2011). 

Another important reason to create a new measure of moral relativism is 

that individual differences in moral relativism may have important ramifications 

for future research in the field of moral psychology. Previous research suggests 

that those who are primed with moral views that conflict with moral relativism are 

more likely to give charitably (Young & Durwin, 2013). This would implicitly 

suggest that those who endorse views that align with moral relativism may be less 

likely to give charitably. However, other research suggests that there is a link 

between views that conflict with moral relativism and acts of terror (i.e., suicide 

bombings) in the world at large (Ginges & Atran, 2009, 2011; Ginges, Atran, 
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Medin, & Shikaki, 2007). This implicitly suggests that those who endorse views 

that align with moral relativism may be less likely to commit these acts of terror. 

Presently, there is little to no research on the link between moral relativism and 

moral action specifically. The creation of a new measure could assist in clarifying 

the link between meta-ethical views and moral action.   

In addition, despite concerns regarding the current measures of moral 

relativism, there appears to be intrinsic interest in the construct. For example, 

research as recently as 2016, uses the Forsyth (1980) scale as a measure of moral 

relativism (Bailey, Lennon, & Watson, 2016; Gocke, 2016) despite questions 

regarding its construct validity and factor structure (Davis, Anderson, & Curtis, 

2001). The continued use of this scale may speak to the desire of researchers to 

assess this construct and better understand the relationship between moral 

relativism and moral behaviors. Furthermore, the study of moral relativism may 

allow for the potential to predict differences in moral judgements beyond current 

measures. Creation of a psychometrically sound assessment could assist in these 

endeavors. 

In addition to researchers, other people are also interested in the construct 

of moral relativism. Indeed, in recent years the term has become part of the 

vernacular used by journalists, politicians and normal people alike. In the 

American political sphere, conservative individuals have made claims about the 

harm moral relativism has done to the populace at large. Congressman Paul Ryan 

has been cited as saying: “If you ask me what the biggest problem in America is, 

I’m not going to tell you debt, deficits, statistics, economics—I’ll tell you it’s 
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moral relativism” (Merrit, 2016). Other sources, including news sites and personal 

blogs also make reference to the term, often defining it in various ways (Merrit, 

2016; Schumacher, 2013). Because the construct is of interest to both researchers 

and the general populace, it is important to create a measure that is both 

psychologically valid and easy for people of many backgrounds to understand. 

Conceptual Overview of Moral Relativism 

Philosophy 

  In his account of the history of moral relativism, Gowans (2015) claims 

that the construct has interdisciplinary roots. Moral relativism is thought to find 

its origin within the school of moral skepticism in ancient Greece. Specifically, 

Protagoras and Herodotus were thought to endorse some form of moral relativism. 

While there has been debate regarding the degree to which 18th century 

philosopher David Hume could be considered a moral relativist, interest in the 

construct from a philosophical standpoint was not defended until the early 20th 

century. It was, in fact, due to anthropologists that moral relativism is defined as it 

is in the contemporary sense. Anthropologists defended the idea that what was 

morally right and wrong was dependent on one’s cultural frame of reference 

(Gowans, 2015; Westermarck 1932).  

Following the interest garnered by the anthropological stand in defining 

the construct, three types of moral relativism emerged within the field of 

philosophy1 (Miller, 2002, 2011); however, there is disagreement as to which of 

                                                           
1 I also acknowledge that philosophical discussion on the construct of moral relativism has taken 

place for centuries. Here, I am only noting that these distinctions outlined by Miller 

chronologically followed the anthropological definition provided by Westermarck.  
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these distinctions are correct and whether there are other distinctions that should 

be considered (see Baghramian & Carter, 2015). First among them is descriptive 

moral relativism which is the idea that it is an empirical fact that there are moral 

disagreements across different societies and that there are more of these 

disagreements than there are agreements. One who endorses this form of moral 

relativism would acknowledge that moral disagreement exists without endorsing 

the idea that what is truly moral differs from culture to culture.  

The second type, meta-ethical moral relativism, argues that whether a 

moral judgement is true or false depends on the culture, convictions and traditions 

one stems from rather than any form of objective standpoint. One who endorses 

this form of moral relativism would indeed endorse the idea that if two cultures or 

two individuals disagree on what is morally right, neither of them must be 

incorrect. This view implicitly acknowledges the existence of disagreements 

between people or groups in regards to morality.  

The final type of moral relativism is that of normative moral relativism. 

This final view states that when individuals or groups cannot rationally resolve 

their moral differences, they cannot judge the moral behaviors of others nor force 

them to conform to a view that the individual or group does not support. This 

view is akin to the idea that one must acknowledge differences between people or 

groups and accept these differences when definite conclusions about morality 

cannot be made. 
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Psychology 

While some psychological studies have tried to empirically investigate the 

construct using definitions that fall within the meta-ethical distinction (Forsyth, 

1980) and perhaps even the normative distinction, many studies have also used 

alternative distinctions when measuring moral relativism. 

  Within psychology there is no standard, agreed upon definition of moral 

relativism. Unfortunately, cohesive research on the topic of moral relativism has 

been marred by disagreement regarding the definition. For example, some 

researchers have defined it as selecting the most moral action available in a set of 

available actions (Ferguson & Flynn, 2016). In a quote from their 2016 paper, 

Ferguson and Flynn expand on this idea: “Here, the morality of an action, and its 

subsequent level of experienced warm glow, depends not only on the option 

chosen but also on other options that were available but were not chosen.” Others 

have suggested that moral relativism has more to do with how morality or a moral 

code can differ from culture to culture and still be considered right within the 

frame of that culture, keeping with the anthropological and meta-ethical 

definitions (Forsyth, 1980, 1985; Goodwin & Darley, 2008). Indeed, in Forsyth’s 

1985 article, he describes the differences between those who endorse moral 

relativism and those who do not in the following way: “Whereas highly 

relativistic individuals question the value of universal moral principles, those who 

adopt a less relativistic orientation emphasize the importance of universal moral 

rules like ‘Thou shalt not lie’ when making judgements.” There are also other  
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researchers who have defined this construct as having more to do with what is 

right or wrong in a given situation rather than a cultural framework (Forsyth, 

1992; Glover, 1994; Sulsky, Marcus, & MacDonald, 2015). Sulsky et al. (2015) 

describe those high on moral relativism in the following manner: “As individuals 

endorse higher levels of moral relativism, they increasingly believe that behaviors 

cannot be categorized as ethical or unethical a priori. Rather, judgments of 

ethicality also hinge on situational factors that determine the ethicality of a 

behavior (such as theft) in a given instance or context.” Others still have defined 

moral relativism as a general rejection of universal moral rules when making 

moral decisions (Clouse, Giacalone, Olsen, & Patelli, 2015; Forsyth, 1980).  

When evaluating the diversity of definitions, it appears that psychology 

has diverged from the original philosophical definitions as illustrated by the 

definitions from previous researchers. In order to create a more conceptually valid 

measure of moral relativism, I hope to adopt one of the three definitions set forth 

by Miller (2002, 2011). Specifically, I am interested in whether there are 

individual differences in the belief that what is morally correct and incorrect is 

dependent on the frame of reference (e.g., individual beliefs and cultures). The 

meta-ethical definition outlined in Miller’s work (2002, 2011) yields itself most 

closely to the question of interest. According to Miller (2011), meta-ethical moral 

relativism states that: “There are no objective moral facts or properties, but moral 
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facts2 and properties do exist in such a way as to depend3 on certain contextual 

parameters related to the individuals or groups forming moral judgments.” I will 

be adopting this definition when defining moral relativism for the purposes of my 

measure. Miller’s definition alludes to two types of contextual parameters or 

frameworks through which the “correctness” of moral judgements can be 

determined from the standpoint of moral relativism: groups and individuals. 

Quintelier and Fessler (2012) mention a similar dyad of frameworks: “Cultural 

relativists hold that whether an action is right or wrong depends on the moral 

viewpoint of the individual’s culture,” and “Individual relativism holds that an 

action is right or wrong depending on the moral view of the individual.”  

Through considering these previous conceptualizations I hope to examine 

individual differences in meta-ethical moral relativism as it relates to the cultural 

and individual frameworks. Thus, cultural moral relativism will be defined as the 

degree to which a person believes that what is morally right and morally wrong 

does not depend on any objective moral facts, but rather, it depends on the frame 

of reference provided by one’s culture. For example, let us consider different 

responses people can make regarding two cultures with different and seemingly 

opposing moral judgements. Culture A believes that stealing unattended items is 

morally permissible while Culture B believes that stealing unattended items is 

                                                           
2 Moral facts broadly includes things like moral principles, moral rules, moral virtues, and 

“goodness and badness.” 

3 Moral facts being dependent on a viewpoint (like the culture or individual) means that it is the 

viewpoint that determines the moral facts. Thus, moral facts are only deemed to be so in relation 

to a framework rather than in any objective sense. 
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immoral. Emily, a respondent high on cultural moral relativism, would believe 

that although cultures A and B have different moral judgements regarding 

stealing, both can be correct. This would be due to her belief that the action is 

subject to the moral rules set forth by each respective culture. In other words, 

stealing would be permissible for Culture A and not permissible for Culture B but 

neither Culture A nor Culture B would be wrong regarding this act. Edward 

however, who is low on cultural moral relativism, may subscribe to the belief that 

stealing is always wrong regardless of the rules set forth by Culture A and Culture 

B. Thus, in his view, Culture B would be correct while Culture A would be 

incorrect.  

Even within the same culture, individuals may make different judgements 

about the morality of an action depending on their personal creeds. Thus 

individual moral relativism will be defined as the degree to which a person 

believes that what is morally right and morally wrong does not depend on any 

objective moral facts, but rather, it depends on the frame of reference provided by 

one’s own view. For example, let us consider two friends who have different 

beliefs about people who eat meat. Dana, who is high on individual moral 

relativism, believes that it is morally permissible for vegetarians to only eat non-

meat products and for non-vegetarians to eat meat products. Thus, Dana would 

endorse the idea that the true moral valence of eating meat is dependent on the 

viewpoint of the person making the judgement. Conversely, Jenny, who is low on 

individual moral relativism believes that the act of eating meat is wrong for all 

people, regardless of whether the person is a vegetarian. Thus, in her view, people 
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who eat meat are committing an immoral act regardless of whether or not the 

individual believes the act of eating meat is morally permissible.   

 While there are multiple ways in which moral relativism has been 

conceptualized and defined, there are also several constructs that are thought to be 

related to moral relativism in a convergent or divergent manner. The first of two 

constructs that may be intertwined with moral relativism is moral nihilism. Moral 

nihilism is often conflated with moral relativism. By this I mean that some 

definitions of moral relativism make the claim that those high on the construct 

endorse the idea that there are no overall moral rules (Forsyth, Nye, & Kelly 

1988). Indeed, the claim that there are no moral rules at all is the very definition 

of moral nihilism (Sinnott-Armstrong, 2015).  The second concept related to 

moral relativism is moral subjectivism. Moral subjectivism has been defined as 

the idea that moral judgements are not right or wrong due to any preexisting 

objective facts, but rather what is considered right and wrong is dependent on the 

attitude of the person making the judgement (Wallace, 2015). The idea of moral 

subjectivism may hearken to a more personalized version of moral relativism in 

that right and wrong have more to do with comparing the moral issue to a 

personal frame of reference. Similarly, this construct may relate closely to the 

meta-ethical view of moral relativism (Miller, 2002, 2011).  

In addition, there are also four concepts that may be negatively related to 

moral relativism. One of these constructs is moral objectivism. It is defined as the 

belief that morality and moral rules in general are similar to other objective facts 

(e.g., the existence of gravity), independent of human creation, and independent 
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of the passage of time or changes in culture (Fieser, 2015). Another construct that 

conflicts with moral relativism is moral realism. Being that moral realism is the 

belief that there are overall moral rules regardless of the situation or culture 

(Sayre-McCord, 2015) it seems feasible that this view would be negatively related 

to moral relativism. Third, moral absolutism is considered to oppose moral 

relativism. Moral absolutism holds that there are some actions that are morally 

wrong without exception (Hawley, 2008; Jackson & Smith, 2006). Lastly, moral 

universalism states that what is morally right and wrong is universal for all people 

everywhere (Quintelier, De Smet, & Fessler, 2013). It seems that depending on 

which aspect of moral relativism one focuses on (e.g., cultural or individual) any 

one of these inversely related constructs could be considered as candidates for the 

opposite end of the scale. Because I hope to measure both cultural moral 

relativism and individual moral relativism, it may be wise for the opposite end of 

the scale to be referred to as anti-relativism rather than placing one of these 

inversely related constructs at the end of the scale inappropriately. It seems 

reasonable that individuals higher on moral relativism would not endorse moral 

objectivism, moral realism, moral absolutism, moral universalism or other related 

constructs. 

Previous Measures of Moral Relativism and Related Constructs 

 Just as there are many definitions of moral relativism, there are also a 

diverse array of previous measurements that have been designed to assess this 

construct.  
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Ethics Position Questionnaire  

Don Foryth’s (1980) Ethics Position Questionnaire (EPQ), a prominent 

Likert-scale measurement with a moral relativism sub-scale, has been cited over 

1300 times (see Appendix A). For this measure, participants are asked to rate the 

extent to which they agree with each of the twenty EPQ statements. Each of these 

statements mapped on to one of two dimensions related to moral ideology. The 

first dimension, moral idealism, is defined as the degree to which a person 

believes that acting morally will yield positive consequences. An example item 

from the moral idealism dimension includes: “Risks to another should never be 

tolerated, irrespective of how small the risks might be.” The second dimension, 

moral relativism, is defined as the degree to which an individual rejects overall 

moral rules when making moral judgements. In fact, Forsyth (1980) describes 

those who endorse moral relativism in the following manner: “Some individuals 

reject the possibility of formulating or relying on universal moral rules when 

drawing conclusions about moral questions.” An example item from the moral 

relativism dimension includes: “Questions of what is ethical for everyone can 

never be resolved since what is moral or immoral is up to the individual.” The 

EPQ was designed to measure individual differences on moral idealism and moral 

relativism. Both the idealism dimension and the relativism dimension have been 

determined to exhibit sufficient reliability (Forsyth, 1980).  

 Despite progress made towards a measure of moral relativism, there are a 

few drawbacks to consider when examining the EPQ. First, several of the items 

from the relativism subscale seem to be asking multiple questions. For example, 
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one item reads: “Rigidly confining an ethical position that prevents certain types 

of actions could stand in the way of better human relations and adjustment.” A 

respondent to this item could wish to select “largely agree” on the basis of 

believing that rigid rules could prevent actions that stand in the way of better 

human relations or believing that rigid rules could stand in the way of better 

human adjustment. A second example from the relativism subscale reads: “No 

rule considering lying can be formulated; whether a lie is permissible or not 

permissible totally depends on the situation.” This item again appears to contain 

two potential items in one. Furthermore, the first part of this item appears to hint 

at moral nihilism.  

 A second issue with the EPQ involves the idea that it may be difficult for 

ordinary people to understand what each question is asking them. I conducted a 

Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level analysis on the EPQ to determine the reading level of 

the scale. The results of this analysis concluded that when all items of the EPQ 

were considered together, the items were written at a 10.5 grade level (10.7 when 

the moral relativism items were analyzed alone). While this appears to be a 

reasonable reading level, it is important to consider the fact that 50% of American 

adults cannot read a book written at an eighth-grade level (Kutner, Greenburg, 

Jin, & Paulsen, 2006). This detail alone may exclude several people from being 

able to respond to this measure in a way that reflects their true beliefs. 

 Third, while the EPQ demonstrates sufficient reliability, the factor 

structure of the scale has been called into question. One study found that while the 

EPQ was deemed to have decent reliability, it was also found that a third factor 
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emerged following confirmatory factor analyses (Davis et al., 2001). The two 

factor structure did not achieve acceptable fit and this third factor titled 

“veracity,” is comprised of two items from the moral relativism dimension. While 

veracity and relativism were highly correlated, the results of this study call into 

question whether the EPQ’s structure, specifically within the relativism 

dimension, is psychometrically sound.     

 A final and potentially more problematic issue with the EPQ is its 

conceptual soundness as a measure of moral relativism. While several items 

within the EPQ do tap into the definition provided in Forsyth’s 1980 article, other 

items do not clearly do so. Forsyth (1980) defined moral relativism as, “The 

extent to which the individual rejects universal moral rules in favor of relativism,” 

and described moral relativists in the following manner: “Some individuals reject 

the possibility of formulating or relying on universal moral rules when drawing 

conclusions about moral questions.” This definition appears to most closely align 

with the meta-ethical definition set forth by Miller (2011). However, several items 

diverge from this definition. Firstly, some items in this scale may not distinguish 

between relativists and non-relativists. For example, items such as “No rule 

concerning lying can be formulated; whether a lie is permissible or not 

permissible totally depends upon the situation,” and “Whether a lie is judged to be 

moral or immoral depends upon the circumstances surrounding the action,” could 

be endorsed by both relativists and objectivists who acknowledge that situational 

parameters affect whether certain actions are more appropriate than others (i.e., 

lying for one’s personal gain versus lying to save a life). Second, some items may 
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hint at other constructs such as nihilism, a separate concept altogether: “There are 

no ethical principles that are so important that they should be a part of any code of 

ethics.” Third, some items in this measure appear to be measuring beliefs about 

the purpose of moral rules rather than measuring the degree to which a person 

rejects said moral rules: “Moral standards are simply personal rules that indicate 

how a person should behave, and are not to be applied in making judgments of 

others,” and “Ethical considerations in interpersonal relations are so complex that 

individuals should be allowed to formulate their own individual codes.” Overall, 

this measure does not appear to be measuring moral relativism as previous 

scholars would define it and may be measuring multiple constructs at once. 

Goodwin and Darley (2008) Measure of Moral Objectivity 

Goodwin and Darley (2008) created a measure of moral objectivism which 

I believe will be inversely related to moral relativism. In their study, they created 

two measures to assess moral objectivism. For the first measure, participants were 

asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with eight ethical statements using a 

“1” (Strongly Disagree) to “6” (Strongly Agree) scale. After rating their levels of 

agreement regarding the eight statements, they were asked the degree to which 

they believed each statement was true, false or an opinion. The second set of 

responses will hereby be referred to as “truth versus opinion scores.” Participants 

were asked to complete an unrelated task while the experimenter located the two 

ethical statements that the participant responded most strongly to (e.g., strongly 

agree or strongly disagree) in the first part. After the experimenter located the 

statements, participants were told to imagine that another person disagrees with 
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their responses to those two ethical items. Participants were then told to select one 

of four response options regarding the person who disagreed with their beliefs 

(e.g., the other person is wrong, it is possible that neither I nor the other person is 

wrong, the other person is right, and other). To calculate a measure of 

objectivism, the researchers completed the following procedure: “We combined 

the truth versus opinion ratings at the first stage of the experiment with the 

responses to disagreement at the second stage to create a simple scale of 

objectivism,” (Goodwin & Darley, 2008). They then used these scores to 

categorize participants into three score levels. These score levels represented the 

degree to which the participant believed that there was a clear moral truth. Those 

who were categorized as “most objective,” were individuals who believed that a 

given statement was either true or false and also believed that a person who 

disagreed with them was mistaken. Two groups of people were categorized as 

“intermediately objective.” The first group of people who were categorized as 

“intermediately objective” were individuals who believed that a given statement 

was either true or false but did not believe that they nor the person who disagreed 

with them was mistaken. The second group of individuals who were classified as 

“intermediately objective” believed that a given statement was an opinion and that 

the person who disagreed with them was mistaken. Finally, individuals classified 

as being “least objective” believed that a given statement was an opinion and did 

not believe that they nor the person who disagreed with them was mistaken. This 
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three-level categorical variable was used as a continuous, interval level index of 

individual differences in moral objectivity.4 

For their second measure, Goodwin and Darley (2008) asked participants 

to read three scenarios that described three separate ethical dilemmas. Participants 

were then asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with three claims about 

the action that took place in each scenario. These claims included the moral 

goodness of the action, the moral permissibility of the action and the moral 

wrongness of the action. Participants were then asked whether or not there was a 

correct answer to the question of whether or not these claims were true. These 

latter responses will hereby be referred to as “correct answer” scores. They were 

also asked to imagine a person who disagreed with their responses to the claims 

and how they would respond to that person. Answer choices for this portion 

ranged from “neither of us are mistaken” to “the other person is clearly mistaken.” 

While it was not explicitly stated in the methodology of the second measure, I can 

presume that objectivism scores were calculated in a manner similar to what was 

described in the first measure. I presume that the “correct answer” scores were 

combined with the response to disagreement scores to create a three-level index of 

moral objectivism.5 

One of the primary issues regarding this measure is the lack of 

psychometric evaluation. There was no mention of reliability or validity regarding 

this measure. Similarly, any mention of how they arrived at creating this measure 

                                                           
4 I also tried to collect data for Goodwin and Darley’s first 2008 measure of moral objectivism but due to a data collection 

error I was unable to obtain truth versus opinion scores. Through personal correspondence with Geoff Goodwin, he 

suggested that I use his 2012 measure rather than the 2008 measure. 

 
5 Personal correspondence with Geoff Goodwin confirmed that my assumption was correct.   
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and decided on the logic of their scale score calculation was often glossed over or 

left unexplained. For example, they mentioned that they conducted pilot testing to 

determine the eight ethical statements that would elicit the strongest responses. 

They did not; however, explain any of the other details regarding the pilot testing. 

Without providing any information explaining the psychometric quality of the 

measure, it becomes uncertain whether they were measuring what they claimed to 

be measuring.  

Another issue involves the scoring of their measure. One of the more 

important issues within scoring involves the lack of clarification regarding how 

the ethical items were used to compute a score of ethical objectivism. In the first 

measure, it is never mentioned whether the responses to disagreement for the two 

ethical items are averaged together before combining them with the “truth versus 

opinion” scores which were then used to compute a measure of objectivism. In the 

second measure, it is never explicitly stated how they arrived at the three level 

score.   

A third issue involves the possible range of the scores. As it stands, there 

are only three possible scores on this measure: most objective, intermediately 

objective, and least objective. Because there are only three possible scores, it may 

not be a very precise measure of individual differences. Calculating scores in this 

way may be best described as creating an ordinal level variable and treating it as 

an interval level variable. There is debate as to whether or not this can be done 

and whether it is an advisable psychometric practice (Knapp, 1990).  
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In addition, it is unclear whether the way they classified people as 

“intermediately objective,” is psychologically meaningful. Participants were split 

into three groups based on their responses to the measure. However, it does not 

make sense psychologically for two very different response patterns to be 

represented by the same category (e.g., intermediate objectivism). One set of 

people within this group believed there was a correct answer (or that a statement 

was true) but that neither they nor the person who disagreed with them must be 

mistaken. The second set of people within this group believed that there was not a 

correct answer (or that a statement was an opinion) but that the other person was 

mistaken. The first set of people may be exhibiting tolerance while the second 

group of people may be endorsing some form of moral nihilism. Regardless of 

what each of these two groups represent, it is clear that they are two distinct 

patterns of thinking and cannot be meaningfully combined.    

Another issue with this measure is that it seems to rely on the idea that the 

participants have reached a rather high level of education and are American 

citizens or very familiar with American culture. For their first measure, Goodwin 

and Darley (2008) explicitly told participants to pretend that the event related 

statements occurred in the United States. Among the ethical items, some items 

may carry a political connotation depending on which country the measure is 

implemented in. For political reasons rather than ideological reasons this measure 

may elicit different responses in different countries (e.g., the abortion statement 

and scenario, the euthanasia statement).  In addition, some questions assume a 

certain level of education which includes knowledge about higher level scientific 
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processes (e.g., stem cell research). Thus, this measure may not necessarily be 

usable when investigating cross-cultural differences of the construct nor when 

looking at developmental changes in the construct. 

To echo the point of contention with the EPQ, the items provided in 

Goodwin and Darley’s (2008) measure are also far above the average American 

adult’s reading level. Indeed, in my analysis using the Flesch-Kincaid, these items 

were determined to be written at a 13th grade reading level. Thus, this measure 

may not be understood easily by the general population.  

Goodwin and Darley (2012) Measure of Moral Objectivity 

In 2012, Goodwin and Darley created another measure of moral 

objectivism. In this measure, they asked participants to consider three categories 

of scenarios. The first category contained six scenarios classified as “negative 

immoral acts” (e.g., stealing a wallet and punching someone). The second 

category contained three scenarios classified as “positive moral acts” (e.g., 

donating to charity and recuing a drowning person). The third category contained 

three scenarios that were classified as “contested value of life issues” (e.g., 

abortions and euthanasia). Participants were asked to provide a variety of ratings 

for each of the twelve scenarios including the extent to which they thought there 

was a correct answer as to whether or not they thought each statement was true. 

After participants completed these ratings, participants were presented 

with each scenario again. They were told that another participant in the study 

disagreed with them and that the researchers were interested in the participants’ 

responses to the disagreement. Participants were asked to rate the extent to which 
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the person who disagreed with them was mistaken and what they believed 

contributed to the disagreement. 

For each of the twelve scenarios they recorded two measures of 

objectivism. The first measure of moral objectivism was the participant’s 

response to the question of whether or not there was a correct answer to the moral 

permissibility of each scenario. The second measure of moral objectivism was the 

participant’s response to the hypothetical person who disagreed with them. While 

each of the twelve scenarios were used as separate indices of moral objectivism, 

because Goodwin and Darley (2012) computed Cronbach’s alpha for each of the 

three types of scenarios, I elected to compute three separate indices of moral 

objectivism from these responses. The first one was created by averaging together 

all twelve responses (e.g., six correct answer responses and six disagreement 

responses) to the six “negative immoral” acts. The second one was created by 

averaging together all six responses to the three “positive moral” acts. The final 

one was created by averaging together all six responses to the three “value of life 

issues” acts. Higher scores on this measure indicated a greater degree of moral 

objectivism. 

In contrast to the 2008 measure, the 2012 Goodwin and Darley measures 

did address several of my concerns. First, they did measure internal consistency 

and all indices were more or less internally consistent within each of the three 

moral scenario groups (negative immoral: alpha = .82, positive moral: alpha = 

.64, value of life issues: alpha = .86). However, they did not report measures of 

internal consistency for the total measure (e.g., the alpha for all 24 responses 
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together). In addition, the Flesch-Kincaid grade level analysis revealed that this 

measure read at a 6.9 grade level, thus being understandable to the average 

American adult. However, this measure still assumes that the participant is highly 

familiar with the American context which would make it difficult to use this 

measure to assess and meaningfully compare levels of moral relativism across 

cultures. 

When considering the conceptual basis of the Goodwin and Darley (2012) 

measure a few issues arise. First, it is unclear whether their 12 scenarios represent 

the breadth of moral constructs. Indeed it is possible that construct breadth was 

restricted when limiting the measure to positive moral acts, negative immoral acts 

and value of life issues rather than including scenarios that would be arguably 

more organic or more likely to occur in day to day life (e.g., morally ambiguous 

acts such as white lies). Furthermore it is possible that the scenarios selected do 

not represent the three categories of interests. Even Goodwin and Darley (2012) 

allude to this limitation in text, “The items within each category were chosen to 

be prototypical examples of each sort of scenario. However, since our sampling 

procedure was informal, it is possible that these items are not truly representative 

of the categories they instantiate.” Lastly, the value of life-issues scenarios are 

arguably assessing political ideologies rather than (or in addition to) moral 

objectivism. This point is particularly important because they are assessing 

Americans exclusively as these questions are hotly debated in the American 

political sphere. 
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Sarkissian et al.  (2011) Method  

Another attempt to assess moral relativism was completed by Sarkissian et 

al. (2011). They utilized a method to investigate general tendencies in moral 

relativism. In their highly cited study, they sought to determine whether people in 

general were more likely to endorse moral relativism under certain conditions. In 

several studies, participants were asked to make judgements about two perceivers. 

The two perceivers made judgements regarding moral transgressions (e.g., Horace 

killing his child because he finds the child unattractive). One of the perceivers 

always judged the moral transgression to be morally permissible, while the other 

perceiver always judged the moral transgression to be immoral. Participants were 

asked the degree to which they agreed with the statement that at least one of the 

two perceivers’ judgements regarding the moral transgression must be incorrect. 

Disagreement with the statement was taken to be an indicator of moral relativism. 

They completed these judgements for perceivers from their own culture (e.g., 

shared-culture) and from another culture (e.g., different-culture).6 They found that 

in the shared-culture condition; however, participants on average were more 

likely to endorse the idea that at least one of the actors’ judgements must be 

incorrect, thus endorsing anti-relativist views. In the other-culture condition, 

participants were less likely to endorse the idea that at least one of the perceiver’s 

judgements must be incorrect. Individuals who were told that the perceiver was 

from a culture different from theirs were slightly more likely to endorse morally 

relativistic views than when the perceiver was from a shared-culture. This 

                                                           
6 In addition to the same-culture and different-culture condition, Sarkissian et al. (2011) also 
included an extraterrestrial condition. 
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research partially supports the idea that people do respond in anti-relativistic ways 

when making moral judgements about people within their same culture (Goodwin 

& Darley, 2008; Nichols, 2004). In other words, people subscribe to the idea that 

there are some overarching moral rules when they consider moral transgressions 

within their own culture. However, when people are asked to consider the 

transgression occurring in another culture they are more likely to subscribe to 

moral relativism. 

 While the method of measuring tendencies and trends in moral relativism 

created by Sarkissan et al. (2011) may be conceptually sound, there may be some 

psychometric questions to consider. Firstly, this measure consists of three 

conditions with two questions per condition. The fewer items a scale contains, the 

lower its internal reliability may be (Furr & Bacharach, 2013). In addition, for 

their study, they did not conduct assessments of reliability, validity or 

psychometric evaluation for their measure. Another issue is the Flesh-Kincaid 

reading level associated with this measure. My analysis determined that the 

reading level of this measure is a 10.2. Thus, it is possible that this measure may 

not be easily understandable by the general population or by younger participants.  

Lastly, while this measure assesses condition level differences, there was no 

suggestion as to how to use this measure to assess individual differences. Thus 

while the results are intuitively interesting and informative, because there were no 

formal assessments of their measures there may be hesitation to have full 

confidence in their technique as a psychometrically sound measure of moral 

relativism. 



  25 
 

The Present Study: A New Measure of Moral Relativism 

 The primary aim of this project is to create a straightforward, self-report 

measure of one’s belief in moral relativism: The Belief in Moral Relativism Scale 

(BiMRS). Specifically, I have five primary aims for this scale: I am hoping to 

create a measure that is (a) conceptually grounded in meta-ethical moral 

relativism, (b) accessible to a wide range of respondents, (c) psychometrically 

sound, (d) brief so as not to tax respondents unnecessarily, (e) and easy for 

researchers to use and understand. 

To achieve these aims, I first decided on the type of moral relativism that I 

was most interested in and worked to make sure that the definition selected was 

both philosophically sound and psychologically meaningful. After honing in on 

the definition, I generated potential items based on the philosophical, meta-ethical 

moral relativism definitions. These items were also designed to measure this form 

of the construct as it related to both the cultural and the individual frameworks. 

Following item generation, I eliminated some of the items on conceptual and 

practical grounds. Any items that appeared to be double-barreled or less related to 

moral relativism were removed. In addition, if any items were lengthy or 

complex, they were also removed. The remaining items were sent to several 

expert raters who rated each item on the basis of its quality and its relevance to 

the definition set forth to ensure content validity. These processes resulted in a 

slightly smaller set of items that were then considered for psychometric 

evaluation.   
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 To test the psychometric qualities and psychological meaning of this 

newly reduced scale, three studies were conducted. The first study was designed 

to test the internal consistency and factor structure of the scale, to determine how 

well items fit with the latent construct and to determine how well the items fit 

with one another. In other words, I was hoping to test the reliability and the 

internal structure validity of the scale. The scale was then finalized based on the 

results of this study.  

The second study was designed to confirm the factor structure of the scale 

and to compare the BiMRS with the three most prominent existing measures of 

moral relativism or inversely related constructs. Through these comparisons I was 

hoping to assess convergent and discriminant validity. In addition, I hoped to 

assess test-retest reliability and test measurement invariance between different 

groups of people (specifically religious groups). Through this study, I aimed to 

learn how my measure compared with other measures, whether my measure could 

properly assess a stable trait similarly at two different time points, and whether 

responses to this scale did not differ systematically as a result of some other 

grouping variable. The difficulty and reading level of the scale was also assessed. 

The third study was designed to assess the relationship between the 

BiMRS and other moral measures to examine exploratory relationships, 

hypothesized relationships and the broader nomological network between the 

BiMRS and existing measures including the moral relativism subscale of the EPQ 

and other measures relevant to moral psychology more broadly. These measures 

were selected due to their projected relevance to the scale. I also wanted to 
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determine whether the BiMRS has predictive ability over and above existing 

moral measures on morally relevant dependent variables. 

PILOT STUDY: PRELIMINARY ITEM GENERATION 

 During this stage I created of a large number of items for potential 

inclusion in the BiMRS. This yielded 82 items (see Appendix B). Following item 

generation, a small team reviewed the list of items and removed those that did not 

align with the construct conceptually and those that were rather impractical. By 

this I mean, items that were too long, too complex, and those not closely aligned 

with the construct of interest. This resulted in a slightly smaller but still larger 

than desired number of items for the scale (roughly 60; see Table 1). Afterward, 

the sixty remaining items were given to twelve expert raters who were very 

familiar with the construct. These raters included professors, post-docs and 

graduate students of psychology and philosophy. All raters were researchers of 

morality more broadly. Each of these raters was provided with a brief document 

containing definitions for the constructs they were asked to rate. Raters were then 

asked to rate each of the items on a seven-point Likert scale indicating the degree 

to which they found each item to be an accurate representation of the constructs of 

meta-ethical moral relativism and descriptive moral relativism. They were also 

asked to rate the degree to which they believed that each item was clear and 

understandable. I also obtained these ratings for the EPQ as well.7 These ratings 

were considered to be a measure of content validity. 

                                                           
7 Raters were unaware of the fact that they were rating the EPQ. These 10 items were added to the 

end of the ratings survey and were presented in the same way that potential BiMRS items were 

presented. 
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Table 1. 

Initial BiMRS 60 Items for Expert Raters 

 Item Name Item Content 

 BiMRS 1 There are overall moral standards that people from every 

culture should follow.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 2 If two cultures have completely different moral standards, 

one of them must be wrong. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 3 Just because two cultures have differing moral standards 

does not mean that either culture is wrong.* 

 

 BiMRS 4 There are basic rules of morality that people from every 

culture should follow.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 5 Cultures can have different moral guidelines without any 

particular culture being wrong.* 

 

 BiMRS 6 Two different cultures could have dissimilar moral rules and 

both be “right.”* 

 

 BiMRS 7 The truly right thing to do does not change from culture to 

culture.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 8 An action is not morally right just because a culture says it 

is.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 9 If two cultures disagree about the morality of an action, 

neither culture must be wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 10 Moral rules apply to all people regardless of cultural views.* 

(R) 

 

 BiMRS 11 An action is only morally unacceptable if one's culture 

deems the action morally unacceptable.*  

 

 BiMRS 12 Two cultures can have completely different moral rules 

without either culture being wrong.* 

 

 BiMRS 13 What is truly morally correct and incorrect is dependent on 

one’s culture.* 
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 BiMRS 14 Every culture should adhere to the same overall moral 

rules.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 15  In reality, what is morally unacceptable does not depend on 

the viewpoint of any culture.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 16 What is right and wrong within a culture depends on that 

culture’s views.* 

 

 BiMRS 17 There are no moral rules that people of every culture must 

follow. 

 

 BiMRS 18  In actuality, what is morally right and morally wrong is 

independent of cultural factors. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 19  The same moral standards should be followed by people 

from all cultures.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 20  Morally correct actions are correct regardless of the views of 

any given culture.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 21 The true rightness or wrongness of an action is determined 

by one’s culture.* 

 

 BiMRS 22 Certain actions are truly immoral regardless of what a 

culture believes.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 23 There is a set standard that all actions should be held to, 

even if cultures disagree.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 24 The viewpoint of one’s culture determines whether their 

actions are morally right.* 

 

 BiMRS 25 One’s own culture determines whether that person’s actions 

are “right” or “wrong.”* 

 

 BiMRS 26 Two cultures can have opposing moral views on an action 

and both be “right.”* 

 

 BiMRS 27 The moral rightness of an action has nothing to do with 

cultural factors. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 28 Immoral actions are culture-specific and not determined by 

overall rules.* 
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 BiMRS 29  Morally unacceptable actions are determined by the culture 

around a person.* 

 

 BiMRS 30 Each culture has its own set of moral rules that does not 

depend on overarching rules. 

 

 BiMRS 31 Certain moral standards apply to everyone, regardless of 

individual beliefs.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 32 A moral rule can be correct for one person without being 

correct for all people. 

 

 BiMRS 33 People can disagree on what is morally right without anyone 

being wrong.* 

 

 BiMRS 34 If two people disagree on what is morally wrong, one of 

them is incorrect. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 35 Different people can have opposing views on what is moral 

and immoral without anyone being wrong.* 

 

 BiMRS 36 There are moral rules that apply to everyone regardless of 

personal beliefs.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 37 Right and wrong do not depend on an individual’s views. 

(R) 

 

 BiMRS 38 There are overall moral principles that do not depend on 

anyone’s own beliefs. 

 

 BiMRS 39 Two people with completely different moral codes can both 

be right.* 

 

 BiMRS 40 Regardless of individual opinions, right is right and wrong is 

wrong. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 41  Each person can have a different idea of what is morally 

correct and all be “right.”* 

 

 BiMRS 42 If two people have differing views of morality, only one 

could be “right.” (R) 

 

 BiMRS 43 Moral truth does not depend on the opinions of individual 

people. (R) 
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 BiMRS 44 Immoral actions are immoral regardless of individual 

opinions. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 45 The rightness or wrongness of an action doesn’t change, 

regardless of what individuals think.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 46 The moral correctness of an action is not up to the 

individual.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 47 Actions are objectively moral or immoral and not dependent 

on personal opinions.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 48 There are basic rules of morality that apply to everyone 

regardless of what any person believes.* (R)   

 

 BiMRS 49 Moral standards are not dependent on an individual’s 

personal beliefs. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 50 Each person is the final authority on whether his or her 

actions really are morally correct.* 

 

 BiMRS 51 Just because a person believes that an action is morally 

acceptable, does not mean it really is.* (R) 

 

 BiMRS 52 Whether or not an action is truly moral does not depend on 

an individual’s beliefs. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 53 An action is only morally unacceptable if one's own beliefs 

deem it morally unacceptable.* 

 

 BiMRS 54 If someone thinks an action is morally acceptable, that 

action really is morally acceptable for them.* 

 

 BiMRS 55 Two people can disagree on the moral correctness of an 

action without either being wrong.* 

 

 BiMRS 56 What is considered to be morally right and morally wrong 

depends on the person making the judgement. 

 

 BiMRS 57 What is morally right is entirely dependent on an 

individual’s own beliefs. 

 

 BiMRS 58 An action is only morally unacceptable if one's own beliefs 

deem it morally unacceptable.* 
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 BiMRS 59 If someone does what they believe is right, it is morally 

correct for them to take that action.* 

 

 BiMRS 60  What is truly right and wrong depends on the individual’s 

personal views.* 

 

 

Note: (R) = reverse scored; * = item used in Study 1; BiMRS = Belief in Moral 

Relativism Scale. 

 

Following the collection of these ratings, items with an average rating of 

at least 6.0 on the meta-ethical moral relativism ratings were then placed into the 

initial item pool. This 42-item pool had an average meta-ethical rating of 6.3 

(which corresponds to a rating just above “agree”) and was examined in study 1. 

As a point of comparison, I also considered the meta-ethical ratings of my 

experts with regard to the EPQ items. The ten items from the EPQ relativism 

subscale received an average meta-ethical moral relativism rating of 5.1 which 

corresponds to a rating of “slightly agree.” The effect size for the difference 

between meta-ethical moral relativism ratings for the BiMRS and the EPQ 

relativism subscale is: d = 1.16. This signifies that descriptively the BiMRS is a 

better representation of meta-ethical moral relativism than the EPQ relativism 

subscale according to my raters. 
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STUDY 1: ASSESSING THE ITEMS AND FINALIZING THE SCALE  

 

 The purpose of the first study was to test the internal consistency and 

factor structure of the scale. I hoped to determine how well items fit with the 

latent construct and how well the items fit with one another. The scale was then 

edited and finalized based on the results of this study. 

STUDY 1 METHOD 

Participants  

For the present study, participants were recruited from Amazon 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk). All participants were over the age of 18 and were 

American citizens. I recruited 400 Mturk workers to complete this exploratory 

study. Each participant received $1.00 for their participation in this study. 

Measures 

 The Belief in Moral Relativism Scale (BiMRS). The Belief in Moral 

Relativism Scale (BiMRS) was designed to assess individual differences in the 

endorsement of moral relativism related beliefs. By this, I mean, this scale assessed 

the degree to which a person believed that if an individual or culture disagreed with 

another individual or culture, both parties could be right according to their own 

framework. This scale assessed moral relativism in regard to two frameworks: the 

culture and the individual. Using a “1” to “5” scale, participants were asked the 

degree to which they agreed with 42 items. Example items include, “If two cultures 

disagree on what is morally right, one of them must be wrong,” and “The true 

rightness or wrongness of an action is determined by one’s culture.” BiMRS scores 

were calculated by averaging the responses to the items into a single score. Higher 
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scores on the BiMRS indicated a higher degree of endorsement for moral relativism 

as a meta-ethical thinking pattern. 

Demographic Questionnaire. Several questions were asked to assess the 

demographic information about each participant. These questions included asking 

about each participant’s gender, age, race, marital status, socioeconomic status, 

education level, state of employment and housing situation (see Appendix C).   

Procedure 

 Participants responded to several candidate items for the BiMRS. In 

addition, participants also completed the demographic questionnaire.  

STUDY 1 RESULTS 

Data Cleaning 

 In order to ensure the quality of the data, some participants were excluded 

from analysis. This included: participants who completed the entire survey too 

quickly (responding one standard deviation below the average completion time in 

minutes or responses faster than 1.9 minutes), participants who completed the 

entire survey too slowly (responding two standard deviations above the average 

completion time in minutes or responses slower than 25.87 minutes), and 

participants who did not complete the entire survey. This resulted in the exclusion 

of 24 participants in total. Following the exclusion of these participants, data from 

376 participants were retained for analysis.  

Descriptive Information 

 Participants in this study (43% female; Mage = 38) were relatively 

educated (51% completing bachelor’s degrees or higher) and overwhelmingly 
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lived in urban areas (72%). Half of all participants were never married and the 

majority of participants were employed in some capacity (79%) The sample was 

also primarily white (83%) and not Hispanic or Latino (92%). The three highest 

occurring religious faiths in this sample were Christianity (40%), Atheism (33%) 

and Agnosticism (14%) while the remainder of participants belonged to an array 

of other faiths (13%). For the full list of demographic questions see Appendix C. 

Factor Structure Predictions 

 Because of the previous literature regarding the two frameworks relevant 

to meta-ethical moral relativism (e.g., the culture and the individual), I had reason 

to believe that the current measure would have two factors representing each 

framework. Items designed to assess cultural moral relativism were projected to 

load onto one factor and items designed to assess individual moral relativism were 

projected to load onto another factor. I also believed that both factors would be 

correlated with each other. 

Analysis of Factor Structure  

 To evaluate the factor structure of the scale, I conducted exploratory 

principle axis factor analyses. I considered two sources of information when 

evaluating the factor structure of the scale: The scree plot of the parallel analysis 

and the size of the eigenvalues. 

First, I conducted a parallel analysis using the statistical software R. The 

purpose of this analysis was to determine the factor structure of the scale through 

comparing eigenvalues from the data I collected to eigenvalues that were 

generated synthetically by R. Factors were retained when eigenvalues from the 
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data were larger than eigenvalues generated by R. As illustrated in Figure 1, the 

results of the parallel analysis suggest that the items yield a four-factor structure. 

In addition to this analysis I also considered the magnitude of the 

eigenvalues presented in the scree plot. According to the scree plot, the first 

eigenvalue is well over three times the size of the second eigenvalue, thus 

suggesting that these items exhibit a strong one factor structure (Ahn & 

Horenstein, 2013). Because the slope of the scree plot and the results of the 

parallel analysis suggested the retention of different numbers of factors, I 

 

Figure 1. 

 

Scree plot of Parallel Analysis 
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conducted a series of exploratory factor analyses (EFA; one factor through four 

factors) to evaluate which factor structure would be most conceptually 

meaningful. I also elected to conduct promax rotations for each EFA because 

factors were projected to be correlated with each other. 

The results of the forced one factor, EFA did reveal that all 42 items 

loaded quite well on the one factor with the majority of factor loadings at .459 and 

above (see Table 2). However, items 6 and 7 were the exception to this and thus 

did not appear to load as strongly on the one factor. When a follow up forced one 

factor exploratory factor analysis was conducted, without items 6 and 7, factor 

loadings for the other 40 items retained loadings on the one factor that were 

similar to the original EFA. 

Table 2. 

 

One Factor Exploratory Factor Analysis with Promax Rotation 

 

 

 Item Name Item Content  Factor 1 

   

 BiMRS 27 Different people can have opposing views on what .772 

  is moral and immoral without anyone being wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 22 Two cultures can have opposing moral views .755 

  on an action and both be “right.” 

 

 BiMRS 30 Each person can have a different idea of .742 

  what is morally correct and all be “right.” 

 

 BiMRS 29 Two people with completely different moral .739 

  codes can both be right. 

 

 BiMRS 26 People can disagree on what is morally right .733 

  without anyone being wrong. 

 

  



  38 
 

 BiMRS 5 Two different cultures could have dissimilar .728 

  moral rules and both be “right.” 

 

 BiMRS 10 Two cultures can have completely different .721 

  moral rules without either culture being wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 11 In reality, what is morally correct and incorrect .719 

  is dependent on one’s culture. 

 

 BiMRS 39 Two people can disagree on the moral correctness .710 

  of an action without either being wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 4 Cultures can have different moral guidelines .704 

  without any particular culture being wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 21 One’s own culture determines whether that .700 

  person’s actions are “right” or “wrong.” 

 

 BiMRS 2 Just because two cultures have differing moral .692 

  standards does not mean that either culture is wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 24 Morally unacceptable actions are determined .689 

  by a person’s culture. 

 

 BiMRS 23 Immoral actions are culture-specific and not .684 

  determined by overall rules. 

 

 BiMRS 17 The true rightness or wrongness of an action .673 

  is determined by one’s culture. 

 

 BiMRS 19 There is a moral standard that all actions should .670 

  be held to, even if cultures disagree. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 20 The viewpoint of one’s culture determines .661 

  whether their actions are morally right. 

 

 BiMRS 28 There are moral rules that apply to everyone .660 

  regardless of personal beliefs. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 42 What is truly right and wrong depends .657 

  on the individual’s personal views. 

 

 BiMRS 25 Certain moral standards apply to everyone, .655 

  regardless of individual beliefs. (R) 
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 BiMRS 31 The rightness or wrongness of an action doesn’t .651 

  change, regardless of what individuals think. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 37 An action is only morally unacceptable if one's .638 

  own beliefs deem it morally unacceptable. 

 

 BiMRS 40 An action is only morally wrong if a person .627 

  believes it is morally wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 12 Every culture should adhere to the same overall .625 

  moral rules. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 8 General moral rules apply to all people regardless .624 

  of cultural views. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 15 The same moral standards should be followed by .622 

  people from all cultures. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 35 Each person is the final authority on whether .619 

  his or her actions really are morally correct. 

 

 BiMRS 34 There are basic rules of morality that apply to .614 

  everyone regardless of what any person 

  believes. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 3 There are basic rules of morality that .591 

  people from every culture should follow. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 18 Certain actions are truly immoral regardless .585 

  of what a culture believes. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 38 If someone thinks an action is morally acceptable, .579 

  that action really is morally acceptable for them. 

 

 BiMRS 16 Morally correct actions are correct regardless .546 

  of the views of any given culture. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 41 If someone does what they believe is right, .540 

  it is morally correct for them to take that action. 

 

 BiMRS 1 There are general moral standards that people .540 

  from every culture should follow. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 32 The moral correctness of an action is not up .534 

  to the individual. (R) 
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 BiMRS 13 In reality, what is morally unacceptable does not .527 

  only depend on the viewpoint of any culture. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 9 An action is only morally unacceptable if one’s .513 

  culture believes that the action is morally 

  unacceptable. 

 

 BiMRS 33 Actions are objectively moral or immoral and .496 

  not dependent on personal opinions. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 36 Just because a person believes that an action is .466 

  morally acceptable, does not mean it really is. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 6 The truly right thing to do does not change .383 

  from culture to culture. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 7 An action is not morally right just because a .235 

  culture says it is. (R) 

  

 

Note: (R) = reverse scored; BiMRS = Belief in Moral Relativism Scale. Bold = 

Factor loadings larger than .3. 

 

 

 

The results of the two factor structure did not yield any easily identifiable 

conceptual meaning. By this, I mean that the first factor was entirely comprised of 

negatively keyed items and the second factor was entirely comprised of positively 

keyed items. While it is common for negatively keyed items to form their own 

factor (Schmitt & Stuits, 1985) it is not usually conceptually meaningful to 

separate the items into factors based on methodological differences. This is 

particularly true because of the strong loading of each item on the one factor 

structure. The two factors were correlated at r = 0.56. 

The results of the three factor structure also yielded a conceptually 

ambiguous pattern of factor loadings. The first factor to emerge was the method 

factor containing negatively keyed items as previously described. The second 
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factor to emerge was denoted as the “rightness and wrongness” factor. All items 

that had to do with the comparison of two different cultures or two different 

individuals fell into this factor. The third factor to emerge was denoted as the 

“frame of reference factor.” This factor was comprised of the remaining items that 

did not load on the other two factors and were related to comparing morality to a 

frame of reference. All factors were highly correlated with each other (r = .48 to r 

= .56). 

The results of the four factor structure, which was suggested by the 

parallel analysis, also yielded a somewhat ambiguous pattern of factor loadings 

(see Table 3). The first factor to emerge, was the “rightness and wrongness” 

factor (e.g., “People can disagree on what is morally right without anyone being 

wrong”). The second factor to emerge was the negatively keyed item method 

factor (e.g., “There is a moral standard that all actions should be held to, even if 

cultures disagree”). The third factor to emerge was comprised of the remaining 

cultural moral relativism items that were not captured in the first two factors (e.g., 

“The viewpoint of one’s culture determines whether their actions are morally 

right”). The fourth and final factor to emerge was comprised of the individual 

moral relativism items that were not captured in the first two factors (e.g., “Each 

person is the final authority on whether his or her actions really are morally 

correct”). All factors were highly correlated with each other (r = .45 to r = .56) 

When considering the results of the parallel analysis and exploratory factor 

analyses in conjunction, I decided that the most reasonable, clearest and 

parsimonious structure was that of the one factor structure. This course of action 
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Table 3. 

Four Factor Exploratory Factor Analysis with Promax Rotation 

 

 Item Name Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4     

 
 

BiMRS 25R .837 .044 .024 .017 

BiMRS 19R .797 .069 .055 -.085 

BiMRS 8R .793 -.082 .144 -.057 

BiMRS 28R .792 -.043 -.009 .108 

BiMRS 3R .760 -.030 -.035 .057 

BiMRS 1R .760 -.042 -.076 .044 

BiMRS 18R .754 -.172 .038 .142 

BiMRS 34R .733 -.019 -.086 .162 

BiMRS 16R .707 -.010 .193 -.213 

BiMRS 15R .696 .307 -.031 -.223 

BiMRS 12R .667 .352 -.056 -.211 

BiMRS 6R .542 .077 .007 -.165 

BiMRS 13R .537 -.114 .337 -.086 

BiMRS 31R .502 .163 -.084 .248 

BiMRS 36R .473 -.202 -.100 .467 

BiMRS 33R .448 .175 -.178 .179 

BiMRS 7R .373 -.218 .163 -.005 
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BiMRS 32R .356 .227 -.254 .350 

BiMRS 5 .003 .886 .033 -.048 

BiMRS 27 .020 .883 -.006 .039 

BiMRS 26 -.025 .871 .047 -.004 

BiMRS 29 -.006 .865 -.060 .100 

BiMRS 22 .008 .864 .007 .036 

BiMRS 39 -.056 .833 -.007 .095 

BiMRS 2 -.052 .817 .093 -.018 

BiMRS 10 -.037 .813 .057 .043 

BiMRS 4 -.018 .799 .122 -.053 

BiMRS 30 .057 .778 .007 .061 

BiMRS 17 .023 -.014 .834 .060 

BiMRS 20 -.049 .038 .810 .089 

BiMRS 24 .021 .089 .778 .022 

BiMRS 21 .018 .103 .761 .043 

BiMRS 11 .080 .107 .740 .015 

BiMRS 23 .152 -.003 .645 .107 

BiMRS 14 -.059 .260 .637 -.074 

BiMRS 9 -.001 -.090 .587 .206 

BiMRS 35 -.042 .037 .043 .829 

BiMRS 40 .035 -.065 .137 .773 

BiMRS 37 -.024 -.045 .279 .679 

BiMRS 42 -.008 .094 .142 .672 
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BiMRS 41 -.082 .131 .025 .666 

BiMRS 38 -.056 .136 .079 .634  

 

Note: R = reverse scored; BiMRS = Belief in Moral Relativism Scale. Bold = 

Factor loadings larger than .3. 

 

 

 

was decided upon for several reasons. First and foremost, 40 of the 42 items 

loaded strongly on the one factor structure (factor loadings ≥ .467). Second, when 

more factors were forced, the method factor alone and the additional factor(s) 

were highly correlated with each other. Conceptual basis for a multiple factor 

structure was not interpretable until a four factor structure was forced (i.e., a 

cultural factor and an individual factor emerged). Even if I were to force said, four 

factor structure, the first two factors (i.e., rightness and wrongness and the method 

factor) are less conceptually interpretable or compelling. Finally, the eigenvalue 

of the first factor (17.4) was over three times greater than the eigenvalue of the 

second factor (4.66) which resulted in an eigenvalue ratio of 3.73. This suggests a 

strong one factor structure (Ahn & Horenstein, 2013). For these reasons, I 

conceptualize the BiMRS as a unidimensional measure of meta-ethical moral 

relativism. 

Item Selection for the Final Scale 

 Once I decided to pursue a unidimensional measure, I needed to decide 

which items to include in the final scale. For my first attempt to finalize the scale, 

I selected twenty items based on stringent criteria (e.g., a factor loading of .6 or 

higher on the one factor solution, a reading level below the 10th grade, and 
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representation from all four of the factors). I found that the 20 item scale (α = .95) 

had very high reliability. Because the items were highly, internally consistent, I 

decided that a smaller number of items may be able to tap into the same construct 

just as well, but more efficiently.  

 Thus, for my second attempt to finalize the scale, I selected twelve items 

that fit the following criteria: First, each item had to load at the .6 level or higher 

on the one factor EFA. Second, each item had to have a reading level below the 

10th grade. Finally, items had to also load highest on their respective factor from 

the four factor EFA so that construct breadth could be retained.  

This final twelve item scale (M = 2.7, SD = 0.8, min = 1.0, max = 4.7) 

exhibited high internal consistency (α = .91) and a reading level of grade 8.3. In 

addition all 12 items loaded well (factor loadings ≥ .520) onto one factor in an 

additional EFA (see Table 4). This suggested that the final scale had good 

psychometric properties.  

Finally, two items from the 12-item scale were selected to form a very 

short version of the BiMRS (M = 3.5, SD = 1.1, min = 1.0, max = 5.0). This 

version was created to be an exploratory short-form of the BiMRS with the aim of 

determining whether a shorter version would assess meta-ethical moral relativism 

in the same manner as its 12-item counterpart. These two items exhibited high 

internal consistency (α = .88) and a reading level of grade 8.8. These two versions 

of the BiMRS were used in all subsequent studies. 
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Table 4. 

 

One Factor Exploratory Factor Analysis with 

 

Promax Rotation 12 Item Version 

 

 

Item Name Item Content Factor 1 

BiMRS 27 Different people can have opposing views .762 

  on what is moral and immoral without…* 

 

 BiMRS 21 One’s own culture determines whether that .761 

  person’s actions are “right” or “wrong.” 

 

 BiMRS 17 The true rightness or wrongness of an action .737 

  is determined by one’s culture. 

 

 BiMRS 26 People can disagree on what is morally right .731 

  without anyone being wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 20 The viewpoint of one’s culture determines .729 

  whether their actions are morally right. 

 

 BiMRS 5 Two different cultures could have dissimilar .716 

  moral rules and both be “right.”* 

 

 BiMRS 42 What is truly right and wrong depends on .696 

  the individual’s personal views. 

 

 BiMRS 35 Each person is the final authority on whether .653 

  his or her actions really are morally correct. 

 

 BiMRS 40 An action is only morally wrong if a person .651 

  believes it is morally wrong. 

 

 BiMRS 19 There is a moral standard that all actions .569 

  should be held to, even if cultures disagree. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 28 There are moral rules that apply to everyone .552 

  regardless of personal beliefs. (R) 

 

 BiMRS 15 The same moral standards should be .520 

  followed by people from all cultures. (R) 

 

 

Note: (R) = reverse scored; BiMRS = Belief in Moral Relativism Scale. * = Item 

used in two item version.
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STUDY 1 DISCUSSION 

 My analyses suggest that the majority of items created for this scale loaded 

most strongly and parsimoniously on a single factor representing meta-ethical 

moral relativism. This also suggests that the items are all highly related to each 

other. Through these analyses, several of the goals set forth for the new scale were 

found to be met.  

The items selected for the final scales received average meta-ethical moral 

relativism rating of 6.3 for the 12 item and 6.3 for the 2 item while the EPQ received 

an average meta-ethical rating of 5.1. This suggests that the BiMRS conceptually 

maps onto the construct better than the EPQ relativism subscale. Furthermore, this 

suggests that the BiMRS exhibits content validity and is conceptually sound. 

Indeed, the Cohen’s d value for the comparison of the meta-ethical ratings between 

the EPQ and BiMRS was 1.16, suggesting that the BiMRS demonstrates a higher 

degree content validity than the EPQ. 

In addition, the BiMRS scales had a reading level of 8.3 for the 12-item and 

8.8 for the 2-item while the EPQ had a reading level of 10.5 (and 10.7 for the moral 

relativism items alone). This suggests that the BiMRS may be more understandable 

to a broader range of participants than the EPQ. To further this point, the average 

clarity ratings as reported by the expert ratings of the BiMRS items were 6.4 for the 

12-item scale and 6.2 for the 2-item scale while the average clarity ratings of the 

EPQ were 5.5 (d = 1.84, comparing 12-item BiMRS to EPQ). This suggests that 

the BiMRS items may have been clearer in general than the EPQ items.  
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While the BiMRS excelled in several ways, the hypothesized cultural and 

individual sub-factors did not emerge as robustly different factors until a four factor 

structure was forced. These results reveal that in terms of individual differences 

between people, the distinction between a cultural moral relativist and an individual 

moral relativist may not be as distinct as previous theories have argued. While the 

results of the first study helped to finalize the scale, I also sought to confirm the 

factor structure of the twelve item measure and compare the BiMRS to existing 

measures of moral relativism. 
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STUDY 2: CONFIRMING THE FACTOR STRUCTURE AND FURTHER 

 

PSYCHOMETRIC EVALUATION OF THE BIMRS 
 

 

 Because the items loaded well on the one factor structure in the EFA, I 

wanted to test the fit of the model when the 12-item BiMRS and the 2-item 

BiMRS are presented without the other unselected items. Because items were 

selected for their high factor loadings on the one factor structure and high factor 

loadings on their respective four factor structure, it was possible that the BiMRS 

would have a bifactor structure (Reise, 2012; Reise, Moore, & Haviland, 2010). 

By this, I mean that two latent factors could act upon each item (e.g., a general 

factor of moral relativism and the respective group factor). In addition to testing 

the factor structure, I also hoped to test the two BiMRS for measurement 

invariance to be sure that people from different groups or classifications (e.g., 

religious groups) respond to the two BiMRS in a similar manner. I also sought to 

compare the two BiMRS to other preexisting scales to assess construct validity. 

Lastly, I wanted to determine how well the two BiMRS were able to consistently 

measure the latent trait of meta-ethical moral relativism at different points in time.  

STUDY 2 METHOD 

 The purpose of the second study was to confirm the structure of my new 

scale and to compare preexisting measures that are ostensibly reflective of moral 

relativism and constructs related to moral relativism to the BiMRS. In this way, I 

aimed to assess convergent and discriminant validity. I also tested measurement 

invariance using demographic information to group participants (e.g., religious 

groups) and conducted test-retest analyses on the sample. 
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Participants  

For the second study, participants were be recruited from Amazon 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk). All participants were over the age of 18 and were 

American citizens. I recruited 500 Mturk workers to complete this study. 

Participants received $2.50 for their participation in this study. 

Measures 

 The Belief in Moral Relativism Scale (BiMRS). The Belief in Moral 

Relativism Scale was designed to assess individual differences in the endorsement 

of moral relativism related beliefs as described previously. Higher scores on belief 

in moral relativism indicated a higher degree of endorsement for moral relativism 

as a meta-ethical thinking pattern. I employed the 12–item version and the 

exploratory, 2-item brief version. 

 Ethics Position Questionnaire (EPQ). This measure was created by 

Forsyth (1980) to measure moral ideology in two dimensions: idealism and 

relativism. Using a “1” (completely disagree) to “9” (completely agree) scale, 10 

items were designed to measure moral idealism and 10 items were designed to 

measure moral relativism. The idealism subscale includes items such as: “One 

should not perform an action which might in any way threaten the dignity and 

welfare of another individual.” The relativism subscale includes items such as: 

“No rule concerning lying can be formulated; whether a lie is permissible or not 

permissible totally depends upon the situation.” Moral idealism and moral 

relativism scores were computed separately by calculating the sums for each 

subscale. Those with higher scores on the moral idealism subscale are thought to 
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have higher levels of moral idealism while those with higher scores on the moral 

relativism items are thought to have higher levels of moral relativism. 

 Goodwin and Darley’s 2008 Measure of Ethical Objectivism. The 

original measure by Goodwin and Darley (2008) was designed to assess ethical 

objectivism. Participants were asked to read eight statements regarding ethical 

issues. After participants rated these eight statements using a “1” (Strongly 

Disagree) to “5” (Strongly Agree) Likert-scale, I selected two of the statements 

that the participant reacted most strongly to (e.g., strongly agree or strongly 

disagree) and asked them two questions about each statement. First, I asked them 

the degree to which they believed each statement was true. Participants chose 

between three options: True, False, and Opinion/Attitude. Then, I then asked them 

what they believed about a person who disagreed with them regarding each 

statement. Participants chose between three options: The other person is surely 

mistaken, It is possible that neither you nor the other person is mistaken, It could 

be that you are mistaken and the other person is correct.” I omitted the “Other” 

response from this study as it did not directly relate to testing my scale.  This 

closely aligns with the measurement conducted in the original study.8 In addition 

to this first measure, I also implemented the three scenarios from Goodwin and 

Darley (2008). Participants rated the degree to which they agreed or disagreed 

with claims made about each of the ethical scenarios (e.g., the moral goodness of 

the action, the moral permissibility of the action and the moral wrongness of the 

                                                           
8 Due to a data collection error, I as unable to collect the first measure from Goodwin and Darley 

(2008); however, via personal correspondence with Geoffrey Goodwin, he mentioned that the 

2012 measure would be a better representation of moral objectivism. 
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action). Participants were then asked two follow-up questions regarding the 

degree to which they believed there was a correct answer to the moral valence of 

the action within each scenario and what they believed about people who disagree 

with them. Moral objectivism scores were computed by combining “truth versus 

opinion” scores (or “correct answer” scores) with responses to disagreement 

resulting in a range of possible scores. Scores for the ethical items and the ethical 

scenarios were calculated separately. A score of “1” represents the most objective 

viewpoint and a score of “3” represents the least objective viewpoint. A score of 

“2” represents the intermediate objectivism viewpoint as presented in Goodwin 

and Darley (2008). As a reminder, one type of person who is intermediately 

objective may believe that something is either true or false, but will not endorse 

the idea that either they or the person who disagrees with them must be wrong.  

The second type of person who is intermediately objective may believe that 

something is an opinion and endorse the idea that the person who disagrees with 

them might be wrong. While the first type may be an entirely different category 

from the second type, I decided to replicate the previous study and include both 

individuals in the intermediate category as well. I also averaged across items for 

each of the two measures of moral objectivism so that each measure (e.g., the 

ethical items and the ethical scenarios) yielded a single score. Because the “least 

objective” category is represented by the number “3,” higher scores on this 

measure suggest that the individual endorses a less objective view of morality. 

Thus, this measure was thought to correlate positively with the BiMRS.  
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Goodwin and Darley’s 2012 Measure of Ethical Objectivism. For 

another comparison measure of moral objectivism, I used Goodwin and Darley’s 

(2012) measure of moral objectivism. Participants were asked to respond to three 

categories of scenarios. The first category contained six scenarios classified as 

“negative immoral acts” like stealing money or punching someone. The second 

category contained three scenarios classified as “positive moral acts” like 

donating money or rescuing someone from drowning. The third category 

contained three scenarios that were classified as “contested value of life issues,” 

like abortion or euthanasia. Participants were asked to provide two ratings for 

each of the twelve scenarios using a six point Likert-scale. The first was the 

extent to which they agreed that the action in the scenario was morally 

permissible (“1” = Strongly Disagree to “6” = Strongly Agree). The second was 

the extent to which they thought there was a correct answer as to whether they 

thought each statement was true (“1” = No Correct Answer to “6” = Definitely a 

Correct Answer). After participants completed these ratings, participants were 

presented with each scenario again. They were told that another participant in the 

study disagreed with them and that the researchers were interested in the 

participants’ responses to the disagreement. Participants were asked to rate the 

extent to which the person who disagreed with them was mistaken (“1” = Neither 

of Us Need Be Mistaken to “6” = The Other Person was Clearly Mistaken) and 

what they believed contributed to the disagreement. Two of these participants’ 

responses were used as two separate measures of moral objectivism. The first 

measure of moral objectivism was their response to the question of whether or not 



  54 
 

there was a correct answer to the moral permissibility of each scenario (e.g., 

correct answer scores). The second measure of moral objectivism was their 

response to the hypothetical person who disagreed with them (e.g., disagreement 

scores). Correct answer scores and disagreement scores were averaged together 

for each of the three types of scenarios (e.g., positive moral acts, negative 

immoral acts, value of life issues). Higher scores on any of the three indices 

indicated a greater degree of moral objectivism. 

 The Sarkissian et al. Method. The Sarkissian et al. Method (2011) 

utilized the scenarios presented for both the same-culture and other-culture 

conditions. Participants were asked to respond to two perceivers’ opposing 

judgements regarding both of the two moral transgressions. Using a “1” (Strongly 

Disagree) to “7” (Strongly Agree), participants rated how strongly they agreed 

with the idea that at least one of the perceivers must be wrong. Because I was 

interested in comparing my current measure of individual differences to the 

Sarkissian et al. (2011) method of examining tendencies and trends in moral 

relativism, I computed individual level differences in a different way than that 

which was conducted in Sarkissian et al. (2011). I computed an average score 

across the two moral transgressions for each of the two conditions (e.g., same-

culture and other-culture). The average of the same-culture responses may 

potentially be an index of what I refer to as individual moral relativism. This is 

due to the idea that participants are judging the extent to which two people from 

the same culture can have opposing views and both be right. The average of the 

other-culture responses may potentially be an index of what I refer to as cultural 
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moral relativism. This is due to the idea that this condition may allow us to see the 

degree to which participants are open to other cultures having different moral 

rules and being correct within their own cultural framework. Because higher 

scores indicate a higher level of agreement with the idea that at least one of the 

perceivers must be wrong about their moral judgement, higher scores represent 

anti-relativist views. Thus, higher scores are projected to correlate negatively with 

the BiMRS.  

Demographic Questionnaire. Several questions were asked to assess the 

demographic information about each participant. These questions included asking 

about each participant’s gender, age, race, marital status, socioeconomic status, 

education level, state of employment and housing situation (see Appendix C).   

Procedure  

Participants completed the BiMRS. In addition, they completed the EPQ, 

scenarios created by Goodwin & Darley (2008), Goodwin and Darley (2012) and 

the Sarkissian et al. method (2011). Participants also completed a demographic 

questionnaire. One week after participating in the study, all participants were 

invited back to complete the BiMRS again for an additional $0.40 cents. 

STUDY 2 RESULTS 

Data Cleaning 

 In order to ensure the quality of the data, some participants were excluded 

from analysis. This included: participants who completed the entire survey too 

quickly (responding one and a half standard deviation below the average 

completion time in minutes or responses faster than 8.88 minutes), participants 
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who completed the entire survey too slowly (responding two standard deviations 

above the average completion time in minutes or responses that took longer than 

46.58 minutes), participants who did not complete the entire survey, and non-

American participants.9 Following the exclusion of these 59 participants, data 

from 441 participants were analyzed.  

Descriptive Information 

 Participants in this study (52% female; Mage = 36) were relatively 

educated (49% completing bachelor’s degrees or higher) and overwhelmingly 

lived in urban areas (64%). A little under half of all participants were married 

(47%) and the majority of participants were employed in some capacity (66%). 

The sample was also primarily white (79%) and not Hispanic or Latino (94%). 

The three highest occurring religious faiths in this sample were Christianity 

(33%), Atheism (33%) and Agnosticism (15%) while the remainder of 

participants belonged to an array of other faiths (19%).  For the full list of 

demographic questions see Appendix C. 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

In order to confirm the factor structure of the scale as determined in the 

first study, I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis in SPSS AMOS. In 

addition, I also assessed the scale’s internal consistency.  

Because the twelve items were chosen partly because of their high factor 

loading on the single latent factor of meta-ethical moral relativism on the one 

                                                           
9 The company, Turk Prime, happened to have a glitch in their systems on the day I collected my 

data allowing several non-Americans to participate in this study. For this reason a larger than 

normal group of participants were removed from analyses. 
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factor EFA and partly because of their high factor loading on their respective 

factor in the four factor EFA, I elected to design a bifactor model in SPSS AMOS 

to represent the BiMRS (Reise, 2012; Reise, Moore, & Haviland, 2010). For this 

bifactor model, paths were drawn from the latent variable of meta-ethical moral 

relativism to each of the twelve items. In addition, paths were drawn from each of 

the four latent variables from the four factor solution (i.e., negative items, 

rightness and wrongness, cultural and individual) to their corresponding three 

items. Thus, each item had two latent variables acting upon it (see Figure 2). 

While there were several fit indices presented in AMOS, I elected to 

report the fit indices that have been historically reported most frequently in CFA 

(Jackson, Gillaspy & Purc-Stephenson, 2009). For absolute fit indices, I focused 

on results from the Chi-Square test, the root mean-square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). I also elected 

to report the relative fit indices from the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and the 

comparative fit index (CFI). Most of these indices of fit revealed that the 

empirical structure of the BiMRS was sound (Chi-Squared: 120.3, p < .01; 

RMSEA: 0.07; SRMR: 0.06; CFI: 0.97; TLI: 0.96). In addition, all items loaded 

significantly on the general factor (factor loadings ≥ .35). Only the Chi-Squared 

test of model fit indicated some degree of misfit in the structure of the BiMRS. 

However, the Chi-Squared test is sensitive to larger sample sizes. This sensitivity 

often lead to the inappropriate rejection of model fit (Gatignon, 2010). Because of 

this, and because of the fact that the other fit indices suggest good fit, I felt 

confident forgoing consideration of the Chi-Squared test. 
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Figure 2. 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis from AMOS 
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To estimate the reliability of the BiMRS, I calculated general omega 

coefficients due to their usefulness in assessing reliability in the event of a 

bifactor model when conducting CFAs (Rodriguez, Riese & Haviland, 2016). In 

addition, I calculated a hierarchal omega coefficient to determine how much of 

the reliability was attributable to the general factor (i.e., meta-ethical moral 

relativism) controlling for the variance attributable to each group factor (i.e., 

negative items, rightness and wrongness items, cultural items and individual 

items). The results of these omega calculations revealed that the general meta-

ethical moral relativism factor of the BiMRS has high reliability overall (ώ = 

0.97) and it has solid reliability even when variance attributable to the four group 

factors is accounted for (ώh = 0.83). In addition, the results of analyses 

calculating Cronbach’s alpha also deemed the scale to be internally consistent (α 

= 0.89). 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses of the EPQ 

Because the factor structure of the EPQ relativism subscale was 

questioned by Davis et al (2001), I elected to conduct my own confirmatory factor 

analyses to determine whether the one factor structure for the moral relativism 

subscale proposed by Forsyth (1980) held true.  

For the first model, I had all ten of the EPQ moral relativism subscale 

items load onto a single, latent factor. This model resulted in less than ideal fit 

(Chi-Squared: 366.1, p < .01; RMSEA: 0.15; RMR: 0.34; CFI: 0.87; TLI: 0.83). 

In addition, all items loaded significantly and robustly on the one factor (factor 

loadings ≥ .55). 
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For the second model, I had the first eight items from the EPQ moral 

relativism subscale load onto one factor and I had the last two items regarding 

veracity (e.g., items that referred to lies) load onto a second factor. This model 

resulted in improved absolute fit and relative fit when compared to the one factor 

model (Chi-Squared: 114.5, p < .01; RMSEA: 0.08; RMR: 0.17; CFI: 0.97; TLI: 

0.96). In addition all items loaded significantly and robustly on their respective 

factor (moral relativism factor loadings ≥ .60; veracity factor loadings ≥ .83). The 

correlation between these two factors was r = .62.  

These results suggest that model suggested by Davis et al. (2001) does 

indeed produce better fit than the original one factor model proposed by Forsyth 

(1980). This suggests that the moral relativism subscale of the EPQ may indeed 

measure more than the construct of moral relativism alone. However, because the 

moral relativism factor and the veracity factor are highly correlated, this may 

suggest that parceling out these two factors may not yield much benefit. 

Measurement Invariance 

I also conducted analyses of measurement invariance to determine 

whether people from different social groups responded to this measure in a similar 

manner. To do this, I once again conducted the bifactor CFA and added in a 

grouping variable for the measurement invariance question of interest. Because 

comparison between religious groups may be of heightened interest to those 

studying moral relativism, I wanted to test whether or not there was measurement 

invariance between those who identified themselves as belonging to any religion 

and those who identified themselves as agnostic or atheist. 
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Thus, I conducted measurement invariance CFAs with the aim of 

determining whether religious and non-religious individuals responded similarly 

to the BiMRS. To do this, I evaluated the parameters of measurement models to 

determine whether there were differences in response patterns when the model 

was completely unconstrained (configural measurement invariance), when factor 

loadings were constrained (weak/metric measurement invariance), when 

intercepts were constrained (strong measurement invariance) and when residuals 

were constrained (strict measurement invariance). I conducted a baseline CFA in 

addition to four measurement invariance CFAs to determine whether the bifactor 

model (previously described) maintained good fit at each level of measurement 

invariance. Because of the complexity of the bifactor model, the statistical 

software R produced several error messages when I attempted to test the 

measurement invariance of the model. The most concerning of these error 

messages mentioned that some estimates of error variances were negative. After 

further investigation of these negative variances, I found that BiMRS items 5 and 

7 loaded very highly on both the general factor and on their respective group 

factors. In order to address the negative variance error messages, I decided to 

modify the bifactor model and set the variance values of items 5 and 7 to zero so 

that each of the five models could converge. This, of course, means that I am not 

conducting measurement invariance on the exact same bifactor model that was 

theoretically outlined in the previous section. Because of this, interpretations of 

measurement invariance must be made with caution.  
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While model fit has been known to decrease with each additional 

constraint, this model was found to have good absolute and relative fit in all five 

of the CFAs including the one representing strict measurement invariance 

(χ2Religious Group = 133.2, χ2Non-Religious Group = 122.9, TLI = .954, CFI = 

.956, RMSEA = .069, SRMR = .088). I then conducted a Chi-Square difference 

test to determine whether there were significant changes in response patterns 

between groups with each additional constraint added. This test determined that 

there was no significant difference between the configural model and the weak 

model. There was also no significant difference between the weak model and the 

strong model. There was, however, a significant difference between the strong 

model and the strict model. This indicates that religious individuals and non-

religious individuals responded relatively similarly to the BiMRS at all but the 

strictest level of measurement invariance. Thus, the BiMRS demonstrates some 

level of measurement invariance.  

Test-Retest Reliability 

I also conducted test-retest analyses to determine whether my measure was 

assessing stable, individual differences in the belief in moral relativism. To do 

this, I asked all participants who completed study 2 to complete an additional 

study one week after the original study. In total, 209 of the 434 participants 

returned to complete this additional study. However, some participants were 

excluded from analyses if they did not complete the survey, or if they were 

removed from study 2 for one of the reasons previously mentioned. In total, data 

from 191 participants were analyzed for the test-retest analyses. To calculate test-
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retest reliability, I correlated the participant’s time one BiMRS scores with their 

time two BiMRS scores I found that the 12-item BiMRS exhibited high test-retest 

reliability (r = .835) with the 2-item BiMRS demonstrating somewhat lower test-

retest reliability (r = .688). 

Following these preliminary analyses, I sought to compare the scale to 

preexisting measures of moral relativism and related constructs. 

Comparison to Previous Measures 

 To compare the BiMRS to preexisting measures, I conducted sets of 

bivariate correlations. I predicted that the BiMRS would be positively related to 

the EPQ Relativism subscale and unrelated to the EPQ Idealism subscale. I also 

predicted that the BiMRS would be positively correlated with the Goodwin and 

Darley 2008 measure (signifying an inverse relationship between the BiMRS and 

moral objectivism). I predicted an inverse relationship between the BiMRS and 

the Goodwin and Darley 2012 measures of moral objectivism. I also predicted an 

inverse relationship between the BiMRS and the Sarkissian et al. Method 

measures (signifying a positive relationship between the Sarkissian et al. 

Method’s assessment of moral relativism and the BiMRS measure of moral 

relativism. To see descriptive statistics for all measures see Table 5. To see the 

full summary of correlations between all scales see Table 6. 

Overall, the pattern of results aligned with the suite of hypotheses. As 

predicted, the 12-item BiMRS was found to positively correlate with the 2-item 

BIMRS, the moral relativism subscale of the EPQ, and the Goodwin and Darley 
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2008 moral objectivism measure (both when aggregated and separately for each 

scenario). The 12-item BiMRS was found to negatively correlate with the 

 

Table 5. 

Descriptive Statistics for All Measures in Study 2 

 

 Scale Name Mean SD Min Max Reliability 

 

BiMRS 12 2.95 0.77 1.00 5.00 .899 

BiMRS 2 3.65 1.05 1.00 5.00 .866 

EPQ Idealism 66.38 13.49 18.00 90.00 .884 

EPQ Relativism 50.57 16.50 10.00 90.00 .910 

GD 2008 1.97 0.61 1.00 3.00 .657 

GD 2012 Negative 4.74 1.06 1.00 6.00 .890 

GD 2012 Positive 4.23 1.29 1.00 6.00 .819 

GD 2012 Life Issues 3.46 1.44 1.00 6.00 .869 

Sarkissian et al. Ind 5.92 1.57 1.00 7.00 .839 

Sarkissian et al. Cul 5.87 1.50 1.00 7.00 .910 

 

Note: GD 2008 = Goodwin and Darley 2008 Scenarios, GD 2012 Negative = Goodwin and Darley 

2012 Negative Acts, GD 2012 Positive = Goodwin and Darley 2012 Positive Acts, GD Life Issues 

= Goodwin and Darley Value of Life Issues 



 
 

Table 6. 

 

Correlations Between BiMRS and Existing Measures 

 
 BiMRS 12 BiMRS 2 EPQ Ideal EPQ Relative GD 2008 GD Neg GD Pos GD Life S Ind S Cul 

 

BiMRS 12   .723** -.139**  .726** .458** -.366** -.216** -.374** -.308** -.294** 

BiMRS 2 .723**  -.112*  .586** .362** -.252** -.145** -.367** -.229** -.200** 

EPQ Ideal -.139** -.112*   -.107* -.215** .331** .193** .147** .151** .183** 

EPQ Rel .726** .586** -.107*   .347** -.313** -.127** -.243** -.265** -.250** 

GD 2008 .458** .362** -.215**  .347**  -.484** -.410** -.424** -.286** -.339** 

GD Neg -.366** -.252** .331**  -.313** -.484**  .532** .322** .396** .393** 

GD Pos -.216** -.145** .193**  -.127** -.410** .532**  .399** .200** .248** 

GD Life -.374** -.367** .147**  -.243** -.424** .322** .399**  .163** .171** 

S Ind -.308** -.229** .151**  -.265** -.286** .396** .200** .163**   .771** 

S Cul -.294** -.200** .183**  -.250** -.339** .393** .248** .171** .771**  

 

Note: ** = significance at p < 0.01, * = significance at p < 0.05, GD 2008 = Goodwin and Darley 2008, GD Neg = Goodwin and Darley 2012 Negative Acts 1, 

GD Pos = Goodwin and Darley 2012 Positive Acts, GD Life = Goodwin and Darley Life Issues 2, S Ind = Sarkissian 2011 Method Individual Moral Relativism, 

S Cul = Sarkissian 2011 Method Cultural Moral Relativism.  

 

 

 

6
5
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Sarkissian et al. Method indices of cultural and individual moral relativism as 

predicted. The 12-item BiMRS was also negatively correlated with the Goodwin 

and Darley 2012 measures of moral objectivism and weakly related to the  

idealism subscale of the EPQ in an inverse way. The two item BiMRS yielded a 

similar pattern of correlations. These correlations between the BiMRS and 

existing measures do indicate a degree of construct validity for the BiMRS.   

Difficulty and Clarity of the Scale 

 Lastly, I compared the difficulty and clarity ratings of the BiMRS to the 

EPQ relativism subscale. The self-reported difficulty of the scale was assessed for 

both the BiMRS and the EPQ relativism subscale. The average difficulty rating of 

the BiMRS was 3.23 (SD = 1.62) while the average difficulty rating of the EPQ 

relativism subscale was 3.61 (SD = 1.60). In order to determine whether the 

difference in difficulty between scales was significant, I conducted a paired 

samples t-test. I found that the BiMRS was rated as being significantly less 

difficult than the EPQ; t(428) = -5.55, p < 0.01. While the effect size was rather 

small (d = -.27) these results still indicated that the BiMRS was less difficult to 

complete than the EPQ relativism subscale according to self-reported ratings from 

test takers. 

 The self-reported clarity of the scale was also assessed for the BiMRS and 

EPQ relativism subscale. The average clarity rating of the BiMRS was 5.42 (SD = 

0.83) while the average clarity rating for the EPQ was 5.24 (SD = 0.94). In order 

to determine whether the difference between the clarity of the scales was 

significant, I conducted a paired samples t-test. I found that the BiMRS was rated 
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as being significantly clearer than the EPQ relativism subscale; t(431) = 4.44, p < 

0.01. While the effect size was rather small (d = .21), these results still indicate 

that the BiMRS is easier to understand than the EPQ relativism subscale 

according to self-reported ratings from test-takers.  

STUDY 2 DISCUSSION 

 The results of this second study revealed that the BiMRS exhibits a 

psychometrically sound factor structure and is internally consistent according to 

the alpha and omega metrics. In addition, the BiMRS demonstrated some degree 

of measurement invariance when religious individuals were compared to non-

religious individuals. However, as previously mentioned, the model I tested for 

measurement invariance was not the same model constructed to assess bifactor 

model fit. Thus, these results must be taken with caution. However, the BiMRS 

did demonstrate sufficient test-retest reliability. This suggests that the BiMRS is a 

reliable measure and that it can assess the belief in moral relativism as a stable 

individual difference at two separate time points. 

 I also determined in this study that the EPQ’s moral relativism subscale 

factor structure as proposed in Forsyth (1980) did not hold. Consistent with the 

findings in Davis et al. (2001), two items regarding the nature of lying fit better 

when placed into a factor by themselves than when they were placed into the 

original one factor structure with the other eight items. This suggests that at least 

two of the items in the EPQ’s relativism subscale may be assessing something 

different than the other eight items. In turn, this means that these two items may 

be assessing something more than the construct of moral relativism.  
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When comparing the BiMRS to previous measures of moral relativism and 

related constructs, an intriguing pattern of results emerged. The BiMRS was 

found to be correlated directionally with all other scales in the predicted manner 

with the exception of the negative relationship between the EPQ idealism 

subscale and the BiMRS (however, the relativism subscale of the EPQ had a 

similar relationship with the supposedly orthogonal idealism subscale score). 

Indeed, the BiMRS correlated positively with the relativism subscale of the EPQ, 

positively with the Goodwin and Darley 2008 measure (signifying an inverse 

relationship between the BiMRS and moral objectivism). In addition, the BiMRS 

also correlated negatively with all three of the Goodwin 2012 measures of moral 

objectivism and negatively with both of the Sarkissian et al. Method indices of 

moral relativism (signifying a positive relationship between the BiMRS and moral 

relativism). These findings suggest a high degree of construct validity for the 

BiMRS. 

In sum, the factor structure, internal consistency and construct validity of 

the BiMRS appear to stand strong. For the third and final study, I aim to 

determine the nomological network in which the BiMRS lies and to determine 

whether it predicts moral foundations and moral traits over and above preexisting 

measures. 
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STUDY 3: NOMOLOGICAL NETWORK 

 

 

 The purpose of the third study is to determine the relationship between my 

measure of moral relativism and preexisting measures related to a variety of well-

known constructs in morality. While I had hypotheses about the relationship 

between moral relativism and some of the other ideological constructs like 

political orientation and religion, the relationship between moral relativism and 

other constructs were conducted on an exploratory basis to see how these 

measures relate to each other. I also aimed to consider the broader nomological 

network in which the BiMRS would fit and conduct regression analyses to see if 

my measure predicts morality as a dependent variable over and above other 

preexisting moral measures. 

Hypotheses Regarding Relationships with the BiMRS and Other Measures 

First, I predicted that scores on the BiMRS would be inversely related to 

the measure of political orientation (as higher scores represent conservatism). 

This prediction is due to the propensity of conservative individuals to hold 

steadfast moral absolutes and their reliance on a different pattern of moral 

foundations when compared to liberal individuals (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 

2009). For similar reasons, my second hypothesis asserts that those with higher 

scores on the BiMRS are projected to have lower scores on the authoritarian 

measure. Third, scores on the BiMRS were also predicted to be inversely related 

to self-reported religious affiliation and inversely related to intrinsic religiosity. 

This prediction is due to the idea that religions generally have a written set of 

rules (e.g., Bible and Quran) that are more or less absolute. Because individuals 
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who are conservative, religious or both may potentially be more likely to 

subscribe to the idea that there are overall moral rules, I hypothesized that these 

characteristics will be inversely related to the BiMRS. For similar reasons to the 

first hypothesis, my fourth hypothesis was that those with higher scores on the 

BiMRS would also score higher on the harm avoidance, fairness and 

progressivism foundations of the moral foundations. This is due to the idea that 

those higher in moral relativism are also projected to identify as liberal. 

Conversely, my fifth hypothesis asserts that scores on the BiMRS were projected 

to be inversely related to the ingroup foundation, the respect for authority 

foundation and the purity foundation of the MFQ (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 

2009) as these foundations are more likely to be endorsed by conservative 

individuals. Sixth, those with higher scores on the BiMRS were also predicted to 

have higher scores on identification with all humanity due to their ability to 

consider the position of those in other cultures without condemning their moral 

creeds. Seventh, I predicted that the BiMRS would have a positive association 

with tolerance for disagreement as those with higher levels of moral relativism 

may be more tolerant of those who disagree with them. 

In addition to directional hypotheses, I also included other measures for 

which I had no directional hypotheses to determine the broader nomological 

network in which the BiMRS lies. The relationship between the BiMRS and 

moral identity, extrinsic facets of religiosity, utilitarianism, forgiveness and the 

relationship between the BiMRS and facets of the MTS had no directional 

hypotheses. Analyses of these relationships are purely exploratory. 
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STUDY 3 METHOD 

Participants 

For the present study, participants were be recruited from Amazon 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk). All participants were over the age of 18 and were 

American citizens. I recruited 500 participants for this study. Each participant 

received $2.00 for their participation in this study. 

Measures  

The Belief in Moral Relativism Scale (BiMRS). The Belief in Moral 

Relativism Scale was designed to assess individual differences in the endorsement 

of moral relativism related beliefs as described previously. Higher scores on the 

BiMRS indicates a higher degree of endorsement for moral relativism as a meta-

ethical thinking pattern. 

Ethics Position Questionnaire (EPQ). As previously mentioned, this 

measure was created by Forsyth (1980) to measure moral ideology in two 

dimensions: idealism and relativism. Using a “1” (completely disagree) to “9” 

(completely agree) scale, 10 items were designed to measure moral idealism and 

10 items were designed to measure moral relativism. Those with higher scores on 

the moral idealism subscale are thought to have higher levels of moral idealism 

while those with higher scores on the moral relativism items are thought to have 

higher levels of moral relativism. 

Political Orientation Assessment. This measure was designed to 

determine the political orientation that each participant best aligns with (Carney, 

Jost, Gosling, & Potter, 2008). Using a “1” (extremely liberal) to “7” (extremely 
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conservative) scale, participants responded to the following three questions: 

“Overall, where would you place yourself, on the following scale of liberalism-

conservatism? In terms of social and cultural issues (e.g., abortion, separation of 

Church and State, affirmative action) where would you place yourself on the 

following scale?” and “In terms of economic issues (e.g., taxation, welfare, 

privatization of social security) where would you place yourself on the following 

scale?” Responses from these three items were averaged to create a score 

representing one’s political orientation. Higher scores were indicative of a more 

conservative political orientation. 

Moral Trait Scale. To assess morality at the trait level as it relates to 

moral cognitions, motivations and actions, I implemented the Moral Traits Scale 

(MTS). A previous version of the scale was also used in a master’s thesis 

(Barranti, 2014). Using a “1” (Strongly Disagree) to “5” (Strongly Agree) scale, 

participants rated the degree to which they agreed with thirty-three statements 

about their morality. These statements were measures of trait compassion, trait 

honesty, trait loyalty, trait fairness, trait humility, trait respect, trait purity and trait 

global morality. Example items include: “I am a person of strong moral 

character,” and “I consistently tell the truth.” These questions were separated into 

each of the eight subscales and averaged separately for each of them. Higher 

scores on each of these subscales represent a higher degree of that particular 

moral trait.    

Moral Identity. The Self Importance of Moral Identity Scale (SIMI) was 

designed to assess the degree to which being a moral person is important to one’s 
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sense of self (Aquino & Reed, 2000). Respondents were asked to consider a set of 

moral characteristics (e.g., caring, compassionate, fair, friendly, generous, helpful, 

hardworking, honest, and kind) and how a person with these characteristics would 

think, feel and act. Using a “1” (Strongly Disagree) to “7” (Strongly Agree) 

Likert-scale, participants were asked to select their degree of agreement with each 

of the ten items. Example items include: “It would make me feel good to be a 

person who has these characteristics,” and “I often buy products that communicate 

the fact that I have these characteristics.” These ten items were averaged together 

to calculate a single score with higher scores indicating a higher level of self-

importance in the realm of moral identity. The first five items were also averaged 

together to represent the degree to which one’s self identity has to do with 

internalization (which has to do with one’s internal feelings regarding moral 

identity). The last five items were averaged to represent the degree to which one’s 

self importance of moral identity has to do with symbolization (which has to do 

with how one presents their moral identity to other people).  

 Intrinsic-Extrinsic Religiosity Index. The Intrinsic Extrinsic Religious 

Orientation Scale developed by Allport and  Ross (1967) and revised by Gorsuch 

and McPherson (1989) was designed to measure the degree to which people 

engage in religious practices for intrinsic (e.g., within the self) and extrinsic (e.g., 

external to the self) reasons. Using a “1” (Strongly Disagree) to “5” (Strongly 

Agree) Likert-scale, participants were asked to select the degree to which they 

agreed with each of the fourteen items. Example items from the extrinsic 

dimension include: “I go to church because it helps me to make friends,” and “I 
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go to church mostly to spend time with friends.” Examples of items from the 

intrinsic dimension include: “I pray mainly to gain relief and protection,” and “I 

try hard to live all my life according to my religious beliefs.” The eight intrinsic 

religiosity items were averaged together to create a single score. Higher scores 

indicated a higher level of intrinsic religiosity. Likewise, the six extrinsic items 

were averaged together to create a single score representing extrinsic religiosity. 

In addition, the three extrinsic (personal benefit) religiosity items were averaged 

together to create a single score and the three extrinsic (social relationships) 

religiosity items were averaged together to create a single score. Higher scores 

indicated higher levels of extrinsic religiosity. Participants who were not religious 

were provided with an “I am not religious” answer choice and were not required 

to complete this measure. Thus, the non-religious individuals did not receive a 

score on this measure. In addition, I changed “church” to “place of worship” in 

certain items to be more inclusive of various religions. 

 Identification with All Humanity. The Identification with All Humanity 

scale (IWAH) was designed to determine the degree to which a person identifies 

with all people, even those beyond the boundaries of their community or country 

(McFarland, Webb, & Brown, 2012). Using a “1” (Not at All or Almost Never) to 

“5” (Very or Very Often), participants were asked to indicate how much they 

identified with three groups: the people in their community, the people in their 

country, and people all over the world. They did this for each of the nine items. 

Example items include: “How close do you feel to each of the following groups?” 

and “How much would you say you have in common with the following groups?” 
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While there are several methods suggested for calculation of these scores 

(McFarland, 2008), I elected to use the method suggested by the developer of the 

measure. The sum of the scores on the identification with all humanity items were 

regressed onto the sum of the scores on identification with one’s community and 

the sum of the scores on identification with those within one’s country. The 

residual was then used as an index of one’s identification with all humanity. A 

higher residual score indicates a higher level of identification with all humanity. 

Utilitarian Dilemmas. The scenarios created by Laakasuo and Sundvall 

(2016) were designed to measure the degree to which a participant makes 

utilitarian responses to several moral dilemmas. Using a “1” (Not at All 

Acceptable) to “7” (Totally Acceptable) scale, participants were asked to rate the 

degree of acceptability of making a utilitarian response in a variety of high-stakes 

moral dilemmas. Examples include, killing your oldest son to save your three 

other children, and killing a crying baby to save several townspeople from being 

found and killed. Five scenarios with the highest factor loadings reported in 

Laakasuo and Sundvall (2016) were selected were selected for use in this study. 

Responses to these scenarios were averaged together to create a single score. 

Higher scores will indicate a higher degree of utilitarianism. 

 Moral Foundations Questionnaire. The Moral Foundations 

Questionnaire (MFQ) was designed to measure the intuitions upon which a person 

relies when making moral judgements (Graham et al., 2011). These intuitions 

include Fairness, Harm Avoidance, Ingroup Loyalty, Respect for Authority, and 

Purity. The scale is divided into two parts. In the first part, participants responded 
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to fifteen items using a “1” (Not at All Relevant) to “5” (Extremely Relevant) 

Likert-scale to determine how relevant a given consideration is to them when they 

are deciding whether something is right or wrong. Examples of items for this 

section include: “Whether or not someone acted unfairly,” and “whether an action 

caused chaos or disorder.” In the second part, participants responded to fifteen 

items using a “1” (Strongly Disagree) to “5” (Strongly Agree) Likert-scale to 

determine their degree of agreement with several statements related to the moral 

intuitions previously listed. Examples of items from this section include: “One of 

the worst things a person could do is hurt a defenseless animal,” and “Justice is 

the most important requirement for a society.” Items were broken down into 

sections based on each moral foundation and were then averaged within each 

moral foundation to compute a score for each foundation. Higher scores on a 

given moral foundation signifies that said foundation is of higher importance to 

the participant when making moral decisions. In addition, a progressivism 

dimension was calculated by averaging the “liberal” moral foundations (harm 

avoidance and fairness) and subtracting the average of the “conservative” moral 

foundations (ingroup loyalty, respect for authority and purity) from them.  

 Tolerance for Disagreement. The Tolerance for Disagreement Scale 

(TFD; Teven, Richmond, & McCroskey, 1998) was designed to assess the degree 

to which an individual could tolerate the fact that other people disagree with 

something said individual believes is true. Example items include: “I would prefer 

to work independently rather than to work with other people and have 

disagreements,” and “I enjoy disagreeing with others.” Participants responded to 
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items using a “1” (Strongly Disagree) to “5” (Strongly Agree) scale. To score the 

measure, items endorsing tolerance for disagreement were summed and items that 

disagreed with the endorsement of tolerance for disagreement were summed 

separately. I then used the following formula provided by (Teven, Richmond, & 

McCroskey, 1998) to calculate the TFD score: TFD = 48 + total of Step 1 - total 

of Step 2. Scores above 46 indicate High TFD. Scores below 32 indicate Low 

TFD. Scores between 32 and 46 indicate moderate TFD. 

 Authoritarianism. To assess the degree to which participants endorse 

authoritarianism, I implemented the Short Form Right-Wing Authoritarian Scale 

(RWA; Rattazzi, Bobbio, & Canova, 2007). Example items include: “It would be 

best if newspapers were censored so that people would not be able to get hold of 

destructive and disgusting material,” and “The ‘old-fashioned ways’ and ‘old-

fashioned values’ still show the best way to live.” Participants responded to these 

items using a “1” (Totally Disagree) to “7” (Totally Agree) scale and their 

responses were averaged to create a total score. Higher scores on this measure 

indicated a higher degree of authoritarianism.  

 Forgiveness. To assess the degree to which participants forgave others 

and themselves the Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS; Thompson et al., 2005) 

was implemented. Example items include: “Although I feel badly at first when I 

mess up, over time I can give myself some slack,” and “I continue to punish a 

person who has done something that I think is wrong.” Participants responded to 

these items using a “1” (Almost Never True of Me) to “7” (Almost Always True 

of Me) scale and items were averaged together to create a total score as well as 
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three subscale scores (e.g., forgiveness of the self, forgiveness of others, 

forgiveness related to specific situations). Higher scores on each subscale 

indicated the degree to which one expressed dispositional forgiveness for the self, 

others and in specific situations.    

Demographic Questionnaire. Several questions were asked to assess the 

demographic information about each participant. These questions included asking 

about each participant’s gender, age, race, marital status, socioeconomic status, 

education level, state of employment and housing situation (see Appendix C).   

Procedure 

Participants completed several previous measures related to moral 

ideology and morality more broadly. In addition, participants also completed the 

BiMRS and a demographic questionnaire.  

STUDY 3 RESULTS 

Data Cleaning 

 In order to ensure the quality of the data, some participants were excluded 

from analysis. This included: participants who completed the entire survey too 

quickly (responding one standard deviation below the mean or responses faster 

than 5.4 minutes), participants who completed the entire survey too slowly 

(responding two standard deviations above the mean or responses slower than 

51.1 minutes), and participants who did not complete the entire survey. Following 

the exclusion of these 14 participants, data from 486 participants were analyzed.  
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Descriptive Information 

 Participants in this study (53% female; Mage = 39) were relatively 

educated (49% completing bachelor’s degrees or higher) and overwhelmingly 

lived in urban areas (67%). Forty-three percent of all participants were never 

married and the majority of participants were employed in some capacity (82%) 

The sample was also primarily white (81%) and not Hispanic or Latino (92%). 

Roughly half of participants self-reported affiliating with a religion (51%). For the 

full list of demographic questions see Appendix C. 

Nomological Network 

To determine the nomological network of the BiMRS, I conducted sets of 

bivariate correlations between the BiMRS and measures related to moral ideology 

and morality more broadly. Before conducting the analyses, I had a series of 

hypotheses regarding the relationship between the BiMRS and pre-existing 

measures as previously mentioned. First, I predicted that scores on the BiMRS 

would be inversely related to the measure of political orientation (as higher scores 

represent conservatism). Second, I predicted that those with higher scores on the 

BiMRS would have lower scores on the authoritarian measure. Third, scores on 

the BiMRS were also predicted to be inversely related to self-reported religious 

affiliation and inversely related to intrinsic religiosity. Fourth, those with higher 

scores on the BiMRS were also projected to score higher on the harm avoidance 

and fairness foundations of the moral foundations (e.g., “liberal” moral 

foundations) as well as progressivism. Fifth, scores on the BiMRS were projected 

to be inversely related to the ingroup loyalty foundation, the respect for authority 
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foundation and the purity foundation of the MFQ (e.g., “conservative” moral 

foundations). Sixth, those with higher scores on the BiMRS were also predicted to 

have higher scores on identification with all humanity. Seventh, I predicted that 

the BiMRS would have a positive association with tolerance for disagreement. 

In addition to directional hypotheses, I also included other measures for 

which I had no directional hypotheses to determine the broader nomological 

network in which the BiMRS lies. The relationship between the BiMRS and 

moral identity, extrinsic facets of religiosity, utilitarianism, forgiveness and the 

relationship between the BiMRS and facets of the MTS had no directional 

hypotheses. Analyses of these relationships were purely exploratory. For 

descriptive analyses see Table 7.  For the full set of bivariate correlations see 

Table 8. 

Keeping with my first and second hypotheses, higher scores on the 

BiMRS were inversely related to scores on the political orientation questions and 

inversely related to scores on the authoritarian measure. This suggests that those 

who rate themselves as being more politically conservative and more authoritarian 

are less likely to report moral relativist beliefs. In addition, my third hypothesis 

also held true. Those with higher scores on the BiMRS were also less likely to 

report belonging to any religious group. Furthermore, those with higher scores on 

the BiMRS were also more likely to have lower scores on intrinsic religiosity. My 

fourth hypothesis was only partially supported. Those with higher scores on the 

BiMRS were not likely to report higher consideration for harm avoidance when 
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Table 7. 

Descriptive Statistics for All Measures in Study 3 

 

Scale Name Mean SD Min Max Reliability 

 

BiMRS 12 2.94 0.92 1.00 5.00 .924 

 

BiMRS 2 3.60 1.19 1.00 5.00 .933 

 

EPQ Idealism 64.18 15.00 17.00 90.00 .895 

 

EPQ Relativism 51.62 16.90 7.00 90.00 .905 

 

IWAH  0.00* 1.00 -3.79 2.80           X 

 

Utilitarianism  4.32 1.65 1.00 7.00 .863 

 

Political Orientation  3.61 1.74 1.00 7.00 .927 

 

Authoritarianism  3.05 1.45 1.00 6.53 .940 

 

Tolerance for Disagreement 45.63 10.06 20.00 74.00 .901 

 

Religiosity (for Religious Only) 

 Intrinsic Religiosity  28.52 6.63 11.00 40.00 .816 

 Extrinsic Religiosity 17.31 5.43 6.00 30.00 .822 

 Extrinsic Social  6.63 3.37 3.00 15.00 .857 

 Extrinsic Personal  10.67 3.13 3.00 15.00 .798 

 

MFQ 

 Harm Avoidance  4.71 0.86 1.00 6.00 .769 

 Fairness  4.63 0.77 2.00 6.00 .687 

 Ingroup Loyalty  3.45 0.98 1.00 6.00 .758 

 Respect for Authority 3.68 1.02 1.00 6.00 .780 

 Purity  3.27 1.39 1.00 6.00 .879 

 Progressivism  1.20** 1.20 -1.50 4.22           X 

 

MTS 

 Global  4.04 0.61 1.67 5.00 .843 

 Loyalty  4.16 0.60 1.50 5.00 .732 

 Honesty  4.18 0.68 1.25 5.00 .880 

 Fairness  4.29 0.62 1.50 5.00 .718 

 Compassion  4.09 0.77 1.25 5.00 .906 
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 Humility  4.12 0.63 1.75 5.00 .626 

 Purity  3.39 0.89 1.00 5.00 .786 

 Respect  4.03 0.64 1.00 5.00 .656 

 

SIMI  5.02 1.03 1.70 7.00 .846 

 Internalization  6.20 0.99 2.40 7.00 .828 

 Symbolization  3.85 1.60 1.00 7.00 .915 

 

Forgiveness  4.92 1.07 1.33 7.00 .928 

 Self  4.96 1.20 1.17 7.00 .847 

 Other  4.92 1.22 1.33 7.00 .860 

 Situation  4.87 1.28 1.00 7.00 .899 

 
 

Note: * = IWAH scores are residuals so the mean will be zero, MFQ = Moral Foundations 

Questionnaire, ** = MFQ Progressivism is computed by subtracting the “conservative” moral 

foundations from the “liberal” moral foundations and thus has no reliability.  MTS = Moral Traits 

Scale, SIMI = Self Importance of Moral Identity. 

 

 

 

making moral judgements. They were, however, more likely to report higher 

consideration for fairness and general progressivism when making moral 

judgments. Keeping with my fifth hypothesis, higher scores on the BiMRS were 

negatively correlated with considerations of the ingroup loyalty, respect for 

authority and purity moral foundations when making moral judgements. My sixth 

hypothesis was also supported in that the BiMRS was positively correlated with 

identification with all humanity. This suggests that those who endorse moral 

relativism are more likely to identify with all people rather than only those within 

their country and community. Lastly, my seventh hypothesis was supported in 

that higher scores on the BiMRS were also linked to higher scores on tolerance 

for disagreement. This suggests that those who endorse moral relativism may be 

more likely to tolerate those who disagree with them. 

In addition, there were several exploratory relationships that yielded 

significant findings. The BiMRS was found to be positively, albeit weakly, related 
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to utilitarianism. The BiMRS was found to be negatively related to global 

morality as measured by the MTS, loyalty as measured by the MTS, honesty as 

measured by the MTS, purity as measured by the MTS, and respect for authority 

 

 

Table 8. 

Correlations Between Other Scales and the BiMRS and Relativism EPQ 

 

 Predicted 

 Correlation BiMRS EPQ              

 

 

EPQ Ideal 0 .017  .078 

 

EPQ Relativism + .749**    .X 

 

IW All Humanity  + .209**  .182** 

 

Utilitarianism ? .100*  .152**  

 

Political Orientation - -.331**  -.297** 

 

Authoritarianism - -.448**  -.360** 

 

Tolerance for Disagreement + .181**  .135** 

 

Not Religious  .241**  .259** 

 

Religiosity (for the Religious)  

 Intrinsic Religiosity - -.283**  -.316** 

 Extrinsic Religiosity ? .232**  .339** 

 Extrinsic Social ? .195**  .285** 

 Extrinsic Personal ? .196**  .280** 

 

MFQ 

 Harm Avoidance + -.002  .012 

 Fairness + .115*  .108* 

 Ingroup Loyalty - -.184**  -.114* 

 Respect for Authority - -.299**  -.204** 

 Purity - -.334**  -.266** 

 Progressivism + .299**  .230** 
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MTS 

 Global ? -.174**  -.150** 

 Loyalty ? -.119*  -.094 

 Honesty ? -.171**  -.194** 

 Fairness ? -.093  -.094 

 Compassion ? -.074  -.057 

 Humility ? -.079  -.115* 

 Purity ? -.254**  -.180** 

 Respect ? -.174**  -.189** 

 

SIMI  ? -.056  -.089 

 Internalization ? -.104*  -.150** 

 Symbolization ? -.009  -.021 

 

Forgiveness ? .026  -.087  

 Self ? -.024  -.094 

 Others ? .031  -.064 

 Situation ? .058  -.064 

 

 

Note: ** = significance at p < 0.01, * = significance at p < 0.05, The 2-item 

BiMRS exhibited the same pattern of correlations as the 12-item BiMRS. 

 

 

 

as measured by the MTS. In addition, the BiMRS was inversely related to the 

internalization dimension of self-importance of moral identity.  

The BiMRS was found to be unrelated to idealism as measured by the 

EPQ, fairness, compassion and humility as measured by the MTS, self-

importance of moral identity as a total score and the subscale of symbolization, 

and all indices of forgiveness (i.e., total score, self, others and situation). 

Regression Analyses  

 To determine whether the BiMRS can predict scores on other morality 

measures, I conducted several multiple regression analyses. Specifically, I was 

hoping to determine whether the BiMRS could predict scores on the MFQ and 
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MTS over and above the relativism subscale of the EPQ. For full MFQ results see 

Table 9. For full MTS results see Table 10. 

 Six multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine whether the 

BiMRS predicted scores on the MFQ subscales beyond the predictive power of  

 

 

Table 9. 

Multiple Regression Analyses for Predicting MFQ Scores (EPQ and BIMRS) 1 

 

 Dependent Variable β t sig 

 

 Harm Avoidance  

   BiMRS -.028 .499 .618 

   EPQ Relativism .039 -.365 .716 

 

 Fairness 

   BiMRS .120 1.55 .123 

   EPQ Relativism .003 .044 .965 

 

 Ingroup Loyalty 

   BiMRS -.170* -2.22 .027 

   EPQ Relativism .005 .059 .953 

 

 Respect for Authority 

   BiMRS -.345** -4.652 .000 

   EPQ Relativism .059 .797 .427 

 

 Purity 

   BiMRS -.486** -4.301 .000 

   EPQ Relativism  -.028 -.377 .706 

 

 Progressivism 

   BiMRS .316** 4.254 .000 

   EPQ Relativism -.016 -.219 .827 

 

 

Note: ** = significance at p <0.01 β = Standardized coefficients, The 2-item 

BiMRS exhibited the same pattern of coefficients as the 12-item BiMRS. 
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Table 10. 

 

Multiple Regression Analyses for Predicting MTS Scores (EPQ and BIMRS) 

 

 

 Variable β t sig 

                 

 

 Global Morality 

   BiMRS -.095 -1.193 .234 

   EPQ Relativism -.086 -1.084 .279 

 

 Loyalty 

   BiMRS -.048 -.599 .550 

   EPQ Relativism -.066 -.826 .409 

 

 Honesty 

   BiMRS .010 .126 .900 

   EPQ Relativism -.224** -2.823 .005 

 

 Fairness 

   BiMRS -.024 -.306 .760 

   EPQ Relativism -.096 -1.203 .230 

 

 Compassion 

   BiMRS -.006 -.072 .942 

   EPQ Relativism -.072 -.891 .374 

 

 Humility 

   BiMRS .081 1.008 .314 

   EPQ Relativism -.171* -2.140 .033 

 

 Respect 

   BiMRS -.042 -.537 .592 

   EPQ Relativism -.187 -2.379 .018 

 

 Purity 

   BiMRS -.178* -2.273 .024 

   EPQ Relativism -.061 -.772 .441 

 

 

Note: ** = significance at p <0.01, * = significance at p <0.05, β = Standardized 

coefficients, The 2-item BiMRS exhibited the same pattern of coefficients as the 

12-item BiMRS. 
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the EPQ relativism subscale. The BiMRS inversely predicted scores for the 

ingroup loyalty, respect for authority, and purity moral foundations as well as 

positively predicted progressivism scores while the EPQ was in the model.  

Neither the BiMRS nor the EPQ relativism subscale significantly predicted scores 

on the harm avoidance and fairness moral foundations. Conversely, the EPQ did 

not predict scores on any of the moral foundations while the BiMRS was in the 

model. 

 Eight multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine whether 

the BiMRS predicted scores on the MTS subscales beyond the predictive power 

of the EPQ relativism subscale. The EPQ relativism subscale inversely predicted 

scores on humility and honesty above the BiMRS. The BiMRS inversely 

predicted scores on purity above the EPQ relativism subscale. While the EPQ 

relativism did slightly better than the BiMRS at predicting MTS scores, neither 

measure was particularly good at predicting scores of self-reported moral traits. 

In addition to comparing the predictive power of the BiMRS to the 

predictive power of the EPQ relativism subscale, I also hoped to conduct 

exploratory analyses to discover whether the BiMRS yielded any predictive 

power when put into the same model with one of the most prominent morality 

self-report measures: the self-importance of moral identity (Aquino & Reed, 

2002). To determine whether the BiMRS can predict scores on other morality 

measures, I conducted several multiple regression analyses. Specifically, I was 

hoping to determine whether the BiMRS could predict scores on the MFQ and 

MTS when put in the same model with the SIMI (a commonly used predictor of 
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morality) and the relativism subscale of the EPQ. For full MFQ results see Table 

11. For full MTS results see Table 12. 

 Six multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine whether the 

BiMRS predicted scores on the MFQ subscales beyond the predictive power of 

the EPQ and the predictive power of the SIMI. The BiMRS inversely predicted 

scores for the ingroup loyalty, respect for authority and purity moral foundations 

while the EPQ and SIMI were still in the model. The BiMRS also positively 

predicted scores on progressivism. The SIMI positively predicted scores for the 

harm avoidance, fairness, ingroup loyalty, respect for authority and purity moral 

foundations. Conversely, the EPQ did not predict scores on any of the moral 

foundations while the BiMRS and SIMI were in the model. 

 Eight multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine whether 

the BiMRS predicted scores on the MTS subscales beyond the predictive power 

of the EPQ and the predictive power of the SIMI. The BiMRS inversely predicted 

scores on global morality and purity. The SIMI positively predicted scores on all 

moral traits. The EPQ inversely predicted scores on honesty while the BiMRS and 

SIMI were in the model. 

The results of these regression analyses suggest that the SIMI is the best, 

foundations (Graham & Haidt, 2009). However, the EPQ relativism subscale may 

not be the best predictor of moral foundations or moral traits. These results not 

only provide evidence for the predictive power of the BiMRS but they also 

suggest that it can be used to predict morally relevant traits in a different manner 

than previous measures. 
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Table 11. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses for Predicting MFQ Scores  

 

 Dependent Variable β t sig 

 

 Harm Avoidance  

   BiMRS .012 .168 .867 

   EPQ Relativism .035 .486 .628 

   SIMI .371** 7.571 .000 

 

 Fairness 

   BiMRS .103 1.367 .172 

   EPQ Relativism .043 .565 .572 

   SIMI .230** 4.507 .000 

 

 Ingroup Loyalty 

   BiMRS -.188** -2.52 .012 

   EPQ Relativism .047 .628 .530 

   SIMI .248** 4.915 .000 

 

 Respect for Authority 

   BiMRS -.363** -5.063 .000 

   EPQ Relativism .103 1.422 .156 

   SIMI .253** 5.213 .000 

 

 Purity 

   BiMRS -.334** -4.739 .000 

   EPQ Relativism  .018 .254 .800 

   SIMI .266** 5.569 .000 

 

 Progressivism 

   BiMRS .318** 4.287 .000 

   EPQ Relativism -.023 -.311 .756 

   SIMI -.041 -.812 .417 

 

 

Note: ** = significance at p <0.01 β = Standardized coefficients, The 2-item 

BiMRS exhibited a similar pattern of coefficients as the 12-item BiMRS. 
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Table 12. 

 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses for Predicting MTS Scores 

 

 

 Variable β t sig 

 

 

 Global Morality 

   BiMRS -.138* -1.986 .048 

   EPQ Relativism -.002 -.031 .975 

   SIMI .481** 10.531 .000 

 

 Loyalty 

   BiMRS -.074 -.965 .335 

   EPQ Relativism -.016 -.203 .839 

   SIMI .289** 5.743 .000 

 

 Honesty 

   BiMRS -.030 -.407 .684 

   EPQ Relativism -.151* -2.065 .040 

   SIMI .398** 8.390 .000 

 

 Fairness 

   BiMRS -.058 -.779 .437 

   EPQ Relativism -.031 -.418 .676 

   SIMI .374** 7.650 .000 

 

 Compassion 

   BiMRS -.054 -.787 .432 

   EPQ Relativism .021 .303 .762 

   SIMI .529** 11.798 .000 

 

 Humility 

   BiMRS .053 .690 .491 

   EPQ Relativism -.117 -1.532 .126 

   SIMI .307** 6.143 .000 

 

 Respect 

   BiMRS -.077 -1.059 .290 

   EPQ Relativism -.120 -1.648 .100 

   SIMI .382** 8.031 .000 
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 Purity 

   BiMRS -.212** -2.915 .004 

   EPQ Relativism .005 .062 .951 

   SIMI .373** 7.817 .000 

 

 
Note: ** = significance at p < 0.01, * = significance at p < 0.05, β = Standardized coefficients, The 

2-item BiMRS exhibited the same pattern of correlations as the 12-item BiMRS. 

 

 

STUDY 3 DISCUSSION  

 The results of this third study have elucidated the broader nomological 

network in which the BiMRS lies. Overall, several correlational projections for 

the BiMRS were supported. As predicted, the BiMRS was inversely related to 

conservatism, self-identifying as being religious and intrinsic religiosity and 

positively related to identification with all humanity and tolerance for 

disagreement. Projected inverse relationships between the BiMRS and moral 

foundations also held. The BiMRS was found to be inversely related to the 

ingroup loyalty, respect for authority and purity moral foundations. However, 

going against my hypothesis, the BiMRS was not positively correlated with the 

harm avoidance and fairness moral foundations.  

 Exploratory correlational analyses found that the BiMRS was positively 

associated with utilitarianism. In addition it was found that the BiMRS was 

inversely associated with global morality as measured by the MTS, loyalty as 

measured by the MTS, honesty as measured by the MTS purity as measured by 

the MTS, respect for authority as measured by the MTS the and the SIMI subscale 

of internalization. Scores on the BiMRS were found to be unrelated to idealism as 
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measured by the EPQ, SIMI as a total score and the subscale of symbolization, 

and all measures of forgiveness (i.e., total score, self, others and situation). 

 In addition, when compared to the EPQ relativism subscale, the BiMRS 

exhibited predictive power beyond its predecessor when predicting scores on 

several of the moral foundations with harm avoidance and fairness as the 

exceptions. Because neither the EPQ relativism subscale were particularly 

effective at predicting scores on the MTS, this may suggest that self-reported 

moral traits are somewhat different from moral reasoning abilities. 

 Exploratory regression analyses entering the SIMI into the model with the 

EPQ relativism subscale and the BiMRS found that the SIMI outperformed both 

of the other measures at predicting MTS scores and remained a robust predictor of 

moral foundations as well. However, with regard to the moral foundations, the 

BiMRS negatively predicted several of the moral foundations while the SIMI 

positively predicted them. This suggests that the BiMRS and SIMI may be 

capturing different elements of the variance within the moral foundations. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 

 

 While previous measures of moral relativism allowed for psychological 

exploration into the complex construct, these measures left much to be desired. 

Indeed, previous measures required significant effort to implement, may have 

been difficult to understand, and had less than ideal psychometric and conceptual 

soundness. Despite this, researchers and normal people alike continued to express 

interest in the construct of moral relativism. To address the interest in moral 

relativism and to address the concerns raised with regard to the previous 

measures, I set forth to address five aims for the creation of the BiMRS: (a) that 

the BiMRS would be conceptually grounded in meta-ethical moral relativism, (b) 

that the BiMRS would be accessible to a wide range of respondents, (c) that the 

BiMRS would be psychometrically sound, (d) that the BiMRS would be brief so 

as not to tax respondents unnecessarily, (e) and that the BiMRS would be easy for 

researchers to use and understand. 

Conceptual Soundness of the BiMRS 

 The results of the preliminary expert ratings revealed that the BiMRS was 

a conceptually sound measure of meta-ethical moral relativism. Raters found 

these items to be more conceptually related to moral relativism than the nearest 

self-report competitor: the relativism subscale of the EPQ. Indeed, while the 

BiMRS was designed to measure meta-ethical moral relativism, the relativism 

subscale of the EPQ was designed to measure something similar. However, the 

EPQ also contains items from related constructs including descriptive moral 

relativism, judgements about morality, the importance of morality, moral 
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complexity and a host of other concepts. Because of this, the ratings of meta-

ethical moral relativism for the EPQ relativism subscale were lower than that of 

the BiMRS. This may suggest that the EPQ does not necessarily demonstrate a 

high degree of construct validity. Because the BiMRS items were selected on the 

basis of expert ratings on the construct, and I only selected items that received an 

average rating of “6” which signified that the majority of raters “agreed” with the 

statement, “This item reflects meta-ethical moral relativism” for each item. 

Through this assessment, the BiMRS was found to demonstrate sufficient content 

validity.   

Accessibility of the Scale 

 The BiMRS was found to read at an 8.3 grade level. This suggests that 

most literate adults may be able to understand this measure and respond to it in a 

meaningful way. In addition, this reading level also yields the potential to assess 

moral relativism in younger populations. Indeed, it is possible that students as 

early as late middle-school may be able to respond meaningfully to these items. 

Conversely, the EPQ was found to read at a 10.5 grade level thus making it less 

accessible to the average adult and to several individuals from younger age 

categories. In sum, the development of the BiMRS did meet the aim of being 

accessible to a wider range of respondents, especially when comparing it to 

previous measures of moral relativism. 

 Both expert raters and participants rated the BiMRS as being clear. Results 

from the expert raters suggested that the items selected for the BiMRS were quite 

clear and easy to understand. When compared to the most prominent self-report 
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measure of moral relativism (EPQ relativism subscale), the BiMRS was indeed 

considered to be clearer and more understandable than the EPQ relativism 

subscale. Participant ratings corroborated the results of the expert ratings. Most 

participants rated the BiMRS as being easy to understand. When compared to the 

EPQ relativism subscale, the BiMRS was found to be significantly clearer to 

understand than the EPQ relativism subscale.  

 In addition, participants rated the BiMRS as not being difficult to take. 

Results from the participant ratings suggested that the items selected for the 

BiMRS were not too difficult to respond to. The BiMRS was also rated as being 

less difficult to respond to than the EPQ relativism subscale.  

Psychometric Soundness of the BiMRS 

 Overall, the BiMRS was found to be psychometrically sound on several 

levels including the reliability estimates, validity, factor structure, and the model 

fit. Because of this, there is a degree of confidence that can be had in using this 

measure to assess individual differences in the belief in moral relativism.  

Reliability. The BiMRS was found to demonstrate sufficient reliability on 

several levels. Indeed, the overall omega coefficient and the omega hierarchal 

coefficient point to evidence for the BiMRS as a unidimensional measure of 

moral relativism. Furthermore, the alpha coefficient also suggested that the 

BiMRS demonstrated internal consistency. Lastly the test-retest correlation was 

robust and significant, suggesting that the BiMRS can assess individual 

differences in the construct in a similar manner at different time points. Thus, the 
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BiMRS was also found to demonstrate sufficient reliability, internal consistency 

and test-retest reliability.   

Convergent and Discriminant Validity. The BiMRS was found to 

correlate with measures that it was hypothesized to correlate with and it was 

found to have no relationship (or a weak relationship) with unrelated measures. 

Specifically, the hypothesized relationships between the BiMRS and the EPQ 

relativism subscale, the Goodwin and Darley measures of moral objectivism 

(2008, 2012) and the Sarkissian et al. (2011) method were all found to come out 

in the hypothesized direction which means that the BiMRS demonstrates a high 

degree of convergent validity. In addition, the BiMRS was found be weakly, 

though significantly related to the EPQ Idealism subscale suggesting a degree of 

discriminant validity for the BiMRS to some extent. Because the BiMRS was 

found to have a relationship with measures it should be related to and found not to 

have a relationship with measures that it should not be related to, the scale does 

demonstrate sufficient convergent and divergent validity.  

 Structural validity. The BiMRS was found to exhibit structural validity 

during both the EFA and CFA. All items loaded robustly onto the general factor 

of meta-ethical moral relativism and each item also loaded robustly onto its 

respective group factor (e.g., the negative item method factor, rightness and 

wrongness, individual, cultural). In addition, consideration of the fit indices 

suggests that the bifactor model of the BiMRS demonstrated good fit which 

serves as evidence for the structural validity of the scale. To a limited degree, 
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there is also evidence of measurement invariance in that people who were 

religious responded to items in a similar way to those who were not religious. 

Conversely, in the additional confirmatory factor analysis conducted on 

the EPQ relativism subscale, two factors emerged when the model fit best. The 

first factor was moral relativism and the second factor contained both of the items 

regarding lying. This result maps on to the results of the analyses conducted by 

Davis, Anderson and Curtis (2001) as they also found that the moral relativism 

subscale diverged into two factors (the latter of which they referred to as 

veracity). This provides further psychometric evidence that the EPQ relativism 

subscale may not be a sound measure of moral relativism as a unitary measure.   

Brevity of the Scale 

 These results may suggest that the BiMRS is also less taxing on 

participants than other measures of the construct. This is particularly true when 

considering the number of words required as part of the measure. Indeed, the 

BiMRS is the shortest measure of moral relativism to exist in the present moment 

(174 words). Only the EPQ relativism subscale comes close to the same length 

(212 words) with other measures requiring paragraphs of exposition before even 

arriving at the items. Furthermore, the BiMRS has a reading level at grade 8.3 

which is much lower than the majority of similar measures. This suggests that a 

wider range of participants may be able to meaningfully respond to this measure 

and that participants may find this measure to be less taxing than previous 

measures. 
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Ease of Administration 

 Just as the BiMRS is clear, not difficult to take and potentially less taxing, 

this measure is also easy to implement. While other measures of moral relativism 

require extensive set up, are difficult to implement and have confusing scoring 

mechanisms, the BiMRS is very transparent in terms of what it is measuring and 

how it is scored. While it is arguable and defendable that the BiMRS and EPQ are 

evenly matched in terms of ease of administration, the BiMRS outperforms other 

existing measures of moral relativism and related constructs (e.g., Goodwin & 

Darley, 2008, 2012; Sarkissian et al., 2011). Thus, this measure is both participant 

and researcher user-friendly. 

Implications and Future Directions 

The BiMRS allows for new possibilities in the assessment of moral 

relativism and moral judgments more broadly. There are several ways in which 

this scale can be used. First and keeping with one of the main goals of creating the 

scale, the BiMRS is considered relatively easy to understand. The items were 

created and selected with the idea that the average adult would be able to 

understand them and meaningfully respond to them. However, the reading level 

of the 12-item scale being an 8.3 and the 2-item scale being an 8.8 suggests that 

this scale may have the potential to be responded to by adolescents. In addition to 

assessing self-reported belief in moral relativism, across a wider range of age 

groups, the BiMRS may allow for cross-sectional and longitudinal comparisons in 

the degree of moral relativism across age groups. Thus, future research could 
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consider examining whether the belief in moral relativism increases, decreases or 

remains the same with age. 

In addition to assessing the belief in moral relativism levels between and 

across age groups, the BiMRS may also allow for comparisons between different 

cultures. The measures set forth by Goodwin and Darley (2008, 2012) were both 

designed for the American context. Similarly, the Sarkissian Method (2011) 

assumes that the participant is similar to Sam, a Western college student making 

moral judgements. While the EPQ does not make assumptions about the cultural 

context of the participant, some items are difficult to understand in English and 

may also be difficult to translate to other languages. Compared to previous 

measures, the BiMRS does not make explicit assumptions about the participant’s 

background nor reference any factors related to any culture. Thus future research 

could potentially assess whether different areas of the world have higher or lower 

levels of moral relativism using the BiMRS. 

Through developing this measure, I also found that people do not 

differentiate between the cultural and individual framework when conceptualizing 

moral relativism. Indeed, both cultural and individual items loaded together and 

were not easily separated into meaningful factors. This suggests that those who 

endorse moral relativism are likely to endorse it regardless of the frame of 

reference. 

With consideration to the broader, nomological network, there are several 

traits that moral relativism, as measured by the BiMRS, is related to. Those who 

were higher on moral relativism tended to be more politically liberal, more 
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progressive, less likely to be religious and less likely to consider ingroup loyalty, 

respect for authority and purity when making moral decisions. This may suggest 

that those who believe in moral relativism also tend to be more politically liberal 

overall with regard to the American political sphere. This may also suggest a new 

consideration for the differences in political reasoning between liberal individuals 

and conservative individuals. Perhaps one reason there are polarizing political 

debates between those of different political orientations may be due to the fact 

that they think about morality in different ways. 

Those who were higher on moral relativism were also higher on 

utilitarianism, tolerance for disagreement and identification with all humanity. 

This suggests that moral relativists may be more likely to conceptualize what is 

most moral as doing the most good for the most people and considering those 

outside of their immediate community or country. In addition, they may be more 

likely to tolerate those that have differing or opposing views.  

Despite having positive relationships with traits that are thought to 

influence moral motivations, the BiMRS had few relationships with self-reported 

moral traits. The relationships that did exist were inverse. Intuitively it is tempting 

to believe that those who report higher levels of moral traits would also have 

higher levels of identification with all humanity and higher levels of tolerance for 

disagreement. By this logic, it would seem sensible that moral traits should be 

positively related to moral relativism as well (as the BiMRS was correlated with 

IWAH and tolerance). However, there are several reasons why this case would 

not necessarily hold. First, simply because a person holds moral relativist beliefs 
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does not mean that they would necessarily be more compassionate, humble or fair 

than a person who does not hold moral relativist beliefs. Indeed, individuals in all 

areas of the moral relativism spectrum could also exhibit varying degrees of moral 

traits. Second, it is possible that those who endorse moral relativism are less likely 

to rate themselves as having certain moral traits because they believe that morality 

itself is subject to various frameworks. By this I mean that they may believe that 

moral traits only exist under subjection to the individual and cultural frameworks 

and thus they feel less willing to rate themselves as definitively having said moral 

traits. Third, moral relativism and self-reported morality may have yielded fewer 

significant relationship (particularly predictive relationships) because the 

relationship between moral relativism and morality may not necessarily be a 

linear relationship. I am most apt to believe this point because there is not a clear, 

discernable reason as to why a person’s feelings about their own level of morality 

would impact how they conceptualize and think about morality in general 

particularly in regard to making judgements external to the self without other 

moderators being involved. The former (e.g., moral traits) appear to be indices of 

self-concept or self-identity while the latter (e.g., moral relativism) appears to 

have more to do with how a person thinks about morality. This interpretation is 

bolstered when the significant and positive relationships between the SIMI and 

the majority of MTS subscales are considered.   

Furthermore, moral relativism as measured by the BiMRS may have other 

ramifications for assessing differences between the morally exceptional and the 

morally average. The BiMRS’ significant relationships with the MFQ facets 
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signifies that moral relativism is related in some way to moral judgement. It is 

possible that the morally exceptional could be higher on the belief in moral 

relativism due to the fact that those higher in moral relativism tended to be less 

attached to their ingroup, less likely to endorse authoritarianism and more likely 

to identify with those outside of their immediate community. Thus, they may be 

more likely to exhibit prosocial assistance to more people. However, it is also 

possible that the morally exceptional would be lower on belief in moral 

relativism. Commitment to overall moral rules may make it easier for the morally 

exceptional to act on their moral values. Thus, they may be more likely to 

complete moral actions in general.  

Conversely, the BiMRS’ lack of robust relationships with the MTS may 

signify that the relationship between moral relativism and moral traits is more 

complex, even for the morally exceptional. Because those who are higher on 

moral relativism are less likely to report having moral traits and moral relativism 

is less likely to predict scores on moral traits, additional methods of assessing 

morality may be needed. While it is possible that those higher on moral relativism 

have lower levels of some moral traits, as mentioned previously, there is no clear 

reason why a person high on moral relativism and a person low on moral 

relativism could not be equally compassionate at the latent trait level. But, it is 

possible that those higher on moral relativism may be less willing to report higher 

levels of morality because of their beliefs about morality’s existence (in 

relationship to a framework but not in the absolute sense). Because of this, 

additional precautions may be necessary when determining whether or not a 
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person is morally exceptional on the basis of self-reported moral traits alone. 

Perhaps adding in behavioral measures may bring clarity to the relationship 

between moral relativism and moral traits. In any case, future research could gain 

additional insight into the morality of the morally exceptional if there is 

consideration to moral relativism as a potential element of moral exceptionality.  

Limitations 

 Despite the successes of the BiMRS, I must note the limitations of this 

measure. First, when assessing measurement invariance between those who were 

religious and those who were not religious, the model did not converge naturally. 

Parameters related to two items within the cultural group factor had negative 

variances until the model was edited to force these variances to become zero. 

Because of this, I must note that this test of measurement invariance must be 

interpreted with caution.  

 In addition, like many other measures, the BiMRS was created in the 

American context. While none of the items make reference to things that are 

explicitly American, I will not rule out the possibility that this measure may only 

be useable in America or other Western countries. Future research would do well 

to test measurement invariance across cultural contexts to see if people in 

different parts of the globe respond to the BiMRS items in a structurally similar 

way.  

 Lastly, as with all self-report measures, responses to the BiMRS assume 

that participants have insight into their moral beliefs. That is, I was operating 

under the assumption that participants were familiar with and could meaningfully 
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report their beliefs. Future research could verify (or dismantle) this assumption by 

collecting scores on the BiMRS and comparing them to responses of concrete 

moral judgements. 

 I invite other researchers to continue to test this measure and to develop 

new ones to assess the construct of moral relativism.  

Conclusions 

In sum, the development of the BiMRS has achieved the goals set forth at 

the outset of the study. This new measure of moral relativism demonstrates 

conceptual soundness and psychometric soundness. In addition, it is easy to 

implement and easy to understand. The creation of this new measure may allow 

for additional studies testing individual and group differences at the intra- and 

cross-cultural level and may allow for a fresh look at the meta-cognitions behind 

moral judgments. 
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Appendix A. 

Ethics Position Questionnaire (Forsyth, 1980) 

 

1. People should make certain that their actions never intentionally harm 

another even to a small degree. 

2. Risks to another should never be tolerated, irrespective of how small the 

risks might be. 

3. The existence of potential harm to others is always wrong, irrespective of 

the benefits to be gained. 

4. One should never psychologically or physically harm another person. 

5. One should not perform an action which might in any way threaten the 

dignity and welfare of another individual. 

6. If an action could harm an innocent other, then it should not be done. 

7. Deciding whether or not to perform an act by balancing the positive 

consequences of the act against the negative consequences of the act is 

immoral. 

8. The dignity and welfare of the people should be the most important 

concern in any society. 

9. It is never necessary to sacrifice the welfare of others. 

10. Moral behaviors are actions that closely match ideals of the most “perfect” 

action. 

11. There are no ethical principles that are so important that they should be a 

part of any code of ethics. 

12. What is ethical varies from one situation and society to another. 

13. Moral standards should be seen as being individualistic; what one person 

considers to be moral may be judged to be immoral by another person. 

14. Different types of morality cannot be compared as to “rightness.” 

15. Questions of what is ethical for everyone can never be resolved since what 

is moral or immoral is up to the individual. 

16. Moral standards are simply personal rules that indicate how a person 

should behave, and are not be applied in making judgments of others. 

17.  Ethical considerations in interpersonal relations are so complex that 

individuals should be allowed to formulate their own individual codes. 

18. Rigidly codifying an ethical position that prevents certain types of actions 

could stand in the way of better human relations and adjustment. 

19. No rule concerning lying can be formulated; whether a lie is permissible 

or not permissible totally depends upon the situation. 

20. Whether a lie is judged to be moral or immoral depends upon the 

circumstances surrounding the action. 

 

Responses to all items on a “1” (Completely Disagree) to “9” (Completely Agree) 

scale 
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Appendix B. 

Initial 82 Items for BiMRS 

Item Type     Item Content 

Cultural/Principles There are overall moral standards that people from every 

culture should follow. (R) 

Cultural/Principles Two cultures can have completely different moral rules 

without either culture being wrong.  

Cultural/Principles If two cultures have completely different moral standards, 

one of them must be wrong. (R)  

Cultural/Principles Just because two cultures have differing moral standards 

does not mean that either culture is wrong.  

Cultural/Principles Each culture has its own set of moral rules that does not 

depend on overarching rules. 

Cultural/Principles What is truly morally correct and incorrect is dependent on 

one’s culture. 

Cultural/Principles There are basic rules of morality that people from every 

culture should follow. (R) 

Cultural/Principles Cultures can have different moral guidelines without any 

particular culture being wrong.  

Cultural/Principles Every culture should adhere to the same overall moral 

rules. (R)  

Cultural/Principles If one culture disagrees with another culture regarding 

moral standards one of the cultures must be wrong. (R)  

Cultural/Principles Just because one culture’s moral rules differ from another 

culture’s doesn’t mean their moral rules are wrong. 

Cultural/Principles In reality, what is morally unacceptable does not depend on  

   the viewpoint of any culture. (R) 

Cultural/Principles What is right and wrong within a culture depends on that 

culture’s views. 

Cultural/Principles The moral rules of one culture may be at odds with the 

moral rules of another without either being incorrect. 

Cultural/Principles What is moral and immoral for people within a culture is 

dependent on the culture’s viewpoint. 

Cultural/Principles Two different cultures could have dissimilar moral rules 

and both be “right.” 

Cultural/Principles  There are no moral rules that people of every culture must 

follow. 

Cultural/Principles  In actuality, what is morally right and morally wrong is 

independent of cultural factors. (R)  

Cultural/Principles  Moral standards are determined by the viewpoint of the 

culture.  

Cultural/Principles  The same moral standards should be followed by people 

from all cultures. (R) 
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Cultural/Action The truly right thing to do does not change from culture to 

   culture. (R) 

Cultural/Action  There are some actions that are morally wrong in all  

   cultures. (R)  

Cultural/Action  An action is not morally right just because a culture says it 

is. (R) 

Cultural/Action  The true rightness or wrongness of an action is determined 

by one’s culture.  

Cultural/Action  Just because an action is immoral in one culture, does not 

mean that action is immoral in other cultures.  

Cultural/Action  Morally correct actions are correct regardless of the views 

of any given culture. (R) 

Cultural/Action  If people within a culture find an action to be immoral, they 

are correct within their cultural frame of reference.  

Cultural/Action  If two cultures disagree about the morality of an action, 

neither culture must be wrong. 

Cultural/Action  Certain actions are truly immoral regardless of what a 

culture believes. (R) 

Cultural/Action  There is a set standard that all actions should be held to, 

even if cultures disagree. (R)  

Cultural/Action  Moral rules apply to all people regardless of cultural views. 

(R) 

Cultural/Action  The viewpoint of one’s culture determines whether their 

actions are morally right. 

Cultural/Action  One’s own culture determines whether that person’s actions 

are “right” or “wrong.” 

Cultural/Action  The moral correctness of a person’s actions depends on the 

culture they come from. 

Cultural/Action  Two cultures can have opposing moral views on an action 

and both be “right.” 

Cultural/Action  The moral rightness of an action has nothing to do with 

cultural factors. (R) 

Cultural/Action  Morally unacceptable actions are determined by the culture 

around a person. 

Cultural/Action  An action is only morally unacceptable if one's culture 

deems the action morally unacceptable.  

Cultural/Action  Immoral actions are culture-specific and not determined by 

overall rules. 

Cultural/Action  If a culture deems an action to be immoral, that action is 

only immoral within that culture. 

Individual/Principles Each person can have his or her own moral standards 

without being wrong. 

Individual/Principles What is morally truly right and wrong depends on the 

individual’s personal views. 

Individual/Principles  Certain moral standards apply to everyone, regardless of 

individual beliefs. (R) 
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Individual/Principles  A moral rule can be correct for one person without being 

correct for all people.  

Individual/Principles  People can disagree on what is morally right without 

anyone being wrong.  

Individual/Principles  If two people disagree on what is morally wrong, one of 

them is incorrect. (R) 

Individual/Principles  Moral rightness and wrongness hinges on each individual’s 

own views.  

Individual/Principles  Different people can have opposing views on what is moral 

and immoral without anyone being wrong.  

Individual/Principles  There are moral rules that apply to everyone regardless of 

personal beliefs. (R) 

Individual/Principles  Just because a person believes an act is moral doesn’t mean 

it actually is. (R) 

Individual/Principles  True moral rightness and wrongness is based upon an 

individual’s own views. 

Individual/Principles  Each individual can to adhere to his or her own moral code 

without anyone being incorrect.  

Individual/Principles  Right and wrong do not depend on an individual’s views. 

(R) 

Individual/Principles  There are overall moral principles that do not depend on 

anyone’s own beliefs. 

Individual/Principles  There are basic rules of morality that apply to everyone 

regardless of what any person believes. (R)   

Individual/Principles  Right and wrong do not change, regardless of individual 

people’s views. (R) 

Individual/Principles  Two people with completely different moral codes can both 

be right.  

Individual/Principles  Regardless of individual opinions, right is right and wrong 

is wrong. (R) 

Individual/Principles  What is morally right is entirely dependent on an 

individual’s own beliefs. 

Individual/Principles  What is morally wrong is dependent on an individual’s own 

perspective. 

Individual/Principles  Each person can have a different idea of what is morally 

correct and all be “right.” 

Individual/Principles  What is considered to be morally right and morally wrong 

depends on the person making the judgement. 

Individual/Principles  Moral rules depend on a person’s own moral standards. 

Individual/Principles  If two people have differing views of morality, only one 

could be “right.” (R) 

Individual/Principles  Moral truth does not depend on the opinions of individual 

people. (R) 

Individual/Principles  Moral standards are not dependent on an individual’s 

personal beliefs. (R)  
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Individual/Principles  An individual’s personal moral rules might not be relevant 

when applied to other people. 

Individual/Actions Each person is the final authority on whether his or her 

actions really are morally correct. 

Individual/Actions  Immoral actions are immoral regardless of individual 

opinions. (R) 

Individual/Actions  The morality of an action is dependent on the moral rules 

of an individual.  

Individual/Actions  An action is only immoral if the person who acted believes 

it is.  

Individual/Actions  The rightness or wrongness of an action doesn’t change, 

regardless of what individuals think. (R) 

Individual/Actions  Two people can disagree on the moral correctness of an 

action without either being wrong. 

Individual/Actions  Just because a person believes that an action is morally 

acceptable, does not mean it really is. (R) 

Individual/Actions  The moral correctness of an action is not up to the 

individual. (R) 

Individual/Actions  If someone does what they believe is right, it is morally 

correct for them to take that action.  

Individual/Actions  Only the individual can judge whether or not something 

they did is moral or immoral.  

Individual/Actions  Actions are objectively moral or immoral and not 

dependent on personal opinions. (R) 

Individual/Actions  Whether or not an action is truly moral does not depend on 

an individual’s beliefs. (R) 

Individual/Actions  If someone thinks an action is morally acceptable, that 

action really is morally acceptable for them.  

Individual/Actions  The morality of an action can only be determined on an 

individual basis.  

Individual/Actions  An action is only morally unacceptable if one's own beliefs 

deem it morally unacceptable 

Note: (R) = reverse scored; BiMRS = Belief in Moral Relativism Scale. 
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Appendix C. 

Demographic Questions 

Please answer some questions about who you are: 

 

Are you: 

 Male 

 Female 

 Do not identify as Male or Female 

 

How old are you? 

 

How would you describe your religious views? 

 

What is your marital status? 

 Now married 

 Widowed 

 Divorced 

 Separated 

 Never married 

 

What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently 

enrolled, mark the previous grade or highest degree received. 

 No schooling completed 

 Nursery school to 8th grade 

 9th, 10th or 11th grade 

 12th grade, no diploma 

 High school graduate - high school diploma or the equivalent (for example: 

GED) 

 Some college credit, but less than 1 year 

 1 or more years of college, no degree 

 Associate degree (for example: AA, AS) 

 Bachelor's degree (for example: BA, AB, BS) 

 Master's degree (for example: MA, MS, MEng, MEd, MSW, MBA) 

 Professional degree (for example: MD, DDS, DVM, LLB, JD) 

 Doctorate degree (for example: PhD, EdD) 
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Are you currently...? 

 Employed for wages 

 Self-employed 

 Out of work and looking for work 

 Out of work but not currently looking for work 

 A homemaker 

 A student 

 Retired 

 Unable to work 

 

Please describe your work. 

 Employee of a for-profit company or business or of an individual, for wages, 

salary, or commissions 

 Employee of a not-for-profit, tax-exempt, or charitable organization 

 Local government employee (city, county, etc.) 

 State government employee 

 Federal government employee 

 Self-employed in own not-incorporated business, professional practice, or 

farm 

 Self-employed in own incorporated business, professional practice, or farm 

 Working without pay in family business or farm 

 

Is your house, apartment, or mobile home - 

 Owned by you or someone in this household with a mortgage or loan? 

 Owned by you or someone in this household free and clear (without a 

mortgage or loan)? 

 Rented for cash rent? 

 Occupied without payment of cash rent? 

 

Do you live in an urban or rural environment? 

 Urban 

 Rural 
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What is your total household income? 

 Less than $10,000 

 $10,000 to $19,999 

 $20,000 to $29,999 

 $30,000 to $39,999 

 $40,000 to $49,999 

 $50,000 to $59,999 

 $60,000 to $69,999 

 $70,000 to $79,999 

 $80,000 to $89,999 

 $90,000 to $99,999 

 $100,000 to $149,999 

 $150,000 or more 

 

Please specify your ethnicity. 

 Hispanic or Latino 

 Not Hispanic or Latino 

 

Please specify your race. 

 American Indian or Alaska Native 

 Asian 

 Black or African American 

 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

 White 
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