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Abstract 
 

Human Rights and Dignity: In-between Morality and Culture 
 

Zinaida Besirevic 
 

Doctor of Philosophy in Education 

University of California, Berkeley 

Professor Elliot Turiel, Chair 

 
This study explored how adolescents (aged 13 to 17) and young adults (aged 18 to 25) reason about 
the concepts of human rights and human dignity in the abstract, how they judge and justify 
different types of human rights violations in real-life contexts, and what systems of satisfaction of 
justice they endorse. Two countries were compared: Turkey and Bosnia, both secular, liberal 
democracies, but also the only European countries with a Muslim majority population, and both 
divided by conflict. Based on the data from 98 in-depth clinical interviews with randomly selected 
participants, 44 in each country, four dimensions of comparison were analyzed:  
1) differences between reasoning in the abstract versus reasoning about specific contexts;  
2) differences in reasoning related to age;  
3) differences in reasoning related to country; 
4) differences in reasoning about different types of rights violations.  
Participants were first asked straightforward questions about their conceptualization of human 
rights, and the principles thereof, as well as the relationship of rights to human dignity. Next, they 
were asked to provide judgment and the underlying reasoning about four real-life situations of 
human rights violations, including: torture prisoners suspected of terrorism; discrimination of 
women who wear a headscarf; an unprotected labor of undocumented workers; and the segregation 
of the Roma ethnic minorities. Qualitative coding categorized the participant’s justification 
responses into three cognitive domains of reasoning: the moral, the social-conventional and the 
personal. Quantitative analysis in R included fitting multivariate logistic regression models 
adjusted for within subject design, in combination with linear regression analysis and Chi-squared 
analyses where necessary. The analysis measured the likelihood of positive, negative or indecisive 
judgment, as well as the likelihood of domain-based justifications. Fixed effects were age, country, 
and the type of human rights violation. The findings showed that reasoning about human rights 
was predominantly within the moral domain, and that reasoning within specific contexts involved 
a different and more multifaceted process to reasoning in the abstract. Age related differences were 
situation-specific, indicating that the development of moral reasoning can be impacted by one’s 
experiences of the social environment. Country related differences in judgments and justification 
were due to different prioritization of concerns in different countries. The participants defined 
dignity mostly as a moral concept and were more likely to connect it to human rights when they 
reasoned within different contexts rather than in the abstract. Judgments about restorative or 
retributive punishment were different and related to age, country and types of violations. These 
findings show how reasoning about rights, dignity and satisfaction of justice can be impacted by 
age, by cultural background, and  by the specific context and type of rights violations.      
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Chapter 1: Overview 

Background of the problem  
 

 “Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of 
 all members of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the 
 world […] Whereas disregard and contempt for human rights have resulted in barbarous 
 acts which have outraged the conscience of mankind, and the advent of a world in which 
 human beings shall enjoy freedom of speech and belief and freedom from fear and want 
 has been proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the common people”  
      (Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Preamble)  
 
Since the adoption of the Universal Declaration (UDHR), the “common people” membership has 
grown to encompass most nations in the world. The establishment of human rights mechanisms, 
metrics and institutions, has resulted in a proliferating system of global ethical accountability, a 
watchful, if not an all-seeing eye, that has never existed before. Yet, at the same time, around the 
world, discrimination and tyranny on a scale, and of the kind, that still “outrage the conscience of 
mankind” have continued to occur, rendering the promises of human rights, somewhat tenuous in 
the eyes of those suffering harm and injustice. While those supporting the human rights approach 
see its discourse as a powerful tool for articulating and justifying aspirations toward global social 
justice, those who are skeptical see that same discourse as a polarizing, and toothless rhetorical 
exercise. The resulting impasse often gives rise to misunderstandings, or misrepresentations of 
the intent of human rights, further reinforcing the disagreement. However, given that the concern 
over the issues of justice remains in common to both the opposing positions, it seems important 
to discern what differences in reasoning motivate each of them.     
 One of the main arguments mounted by the skeptics, is that the human rights approach is 
conceptually and practically alienating, because it is often at odds with local social and cultural 
practices. This position has its roots in an enduring belief, still defended by some anthropologists 
and psychologists (Shweder, 1996; Haidt, 2001), that cultural background not only influences, 
but determines how we make judgments about what is right or wrong in our social world. Some 
versions of these views assume that no moral values can be universally applied, and thus oppose 
any notions, such as human rights, that depend on an extent of universality. In that vein, human 
rights are dismissed as, “not so much an act of idealism as an act of hubris,” (Posner, 2012, 148), 
or quips are made that, “a belief in human rights is at one with a belief in witches and unicorns” 
(MacIntyre, 1984, 69). What such evaluations allege, is that human rights are ineffective since 
their claim of universality is cross culturally polarizing. They also worry that, stemming from the 
philosophical tradition of the Enlightenment era, the notion of human (natural) rights is culturally 
inauthentic to non-western and non-liberal spaces. On the other hand, scholars who defend the 
idea of universal principles of justice and rights argue that, insofar as human rights are rooted in 
the notion of human dignity, central to many cultures and religions, they are neither alien, nor 
insensitive to non-western philosophies. The defenders also stress, that an important potential of 
the human rights paradigm lies in its capacity to open up discourses of dissent from oppression 
(Benhabib, 2013; Donnely, 2008). The challenges to these universalist views, in turn, question 
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the nature of such dissent (Brown, 2004), as well as the dependence on the concept of dignity, 
pointing out that it is as yet unclear what the meaning dignity is, let alone what function it 
performs in the scheme of human rights. (Pinker, 2008).  
 However, while scholars have said much about, for, and against the philosophical notion 
of human rights, little has been said of how and why people, at the behest of whom those rights 
are being demanded, reason about them; and whether age, cultural background, or social context, 
affect that reasoning. “Where, after all, do universal rights begin?” asked Eleanor Roosevelt, the 
champion of the UDHR. “In small places, close to home (...) Unless these rights have meaning 
there, they have little meaning anywhere” (Roosevelt, 1948, 22). I take Roosevelt’s question and 
statement as my point of departure. As a scholar of moral development, I intend through this 
dissertation, to shed some light on how people reason about the meaning of human rights, as well 
as how they apply their reasoning to everyday social situations they face “close to home.”  
 What could a moral psychologist contribute to understanding human rights? The UDHR 
recognizes all human beings as equal, in virtue of their humanity. Concerned with the rights of 
all persons, the 30 articles of the declaration promise to protect humans from harm, and to assure 
them fair treatment and equal welfare. As such, the UDHR treats human rights as matter of not 
only, and not even primarily the law, but morality. Moreover, it finds its anchor in the culturally 
transcendent notion of human dignity. Indeed, it is in virtue of that human dignity that all persons 
merit the protections guaranteed by the Declaration, as both the Preamble and Art.1. explicitly 
state. A violation of a human right then, involves a violation of something beyond a political or a 
civic right, it strikes at the core of what it means to be a human being, and that core, dignity, 
appears to be understood as a moral, not a legal value. While this may seem intuitively sound, it 
adds another level of complexity to the human rights argument. Anchoring the meaning, or the 
purpose of human rights, in the idea of human dignity begs the question. We merit human rights 
because of our dignity, but also, our dignity is dependent on having human rights.  

What then, is dignity? In philosophical literature, (as I will discuss), the definition is 
certainly not beyond ambiguity or dispute.  Be that as it may, for the human rights paradigm to 
rely on the universal moral appeal of dignity, which it does, dignity must be understood as 
inalienable and universal. It is not clear whether this, indeed, is how dignity is conceptualized. 
The field of psychology, to which we may justifiably turn for some insight on how people think 
about these ostensibly moral notions, has, thus far, not produced much research on reasoning 
about human rights or about human dignity. Yet, if the attempt of the human rights paradigm is 
to frame a set of universally binding moral norms, that attempt will be incomplete without input 
from empirical psychology.  
 Effectively studying such a complex problem requires situating it within a theoretical 
framework that will not obfuscate the different aspects of that complexity. That is, the theoretical 
framework needs to be a good conceptual match to the multi-faceted nature of human rights as a 
notion. This entails capturing three essential aspects of what human rights are about. Insofar as 
human rights, philosophically, pertain to universal moral norms, reasoning about them concerns 
issues that have to do with morality. Insofar as human rights, conceptually, are a set of social 
norms and rules, often legally binding, reasoning about such rights concerns issues that have to 
do with social and cultural conventions. Insofar as human rights, politically, are about protecting 
the rights of an individual, as an autonomous entity within a structure, from the social collective, 
reasoning about such rights has to do with personal freedom of thought, belief and expression.  
 Social Domain Theory (Turiel, 1983) offers a framework that is well suited for the 
analysis of these different aspects of reasoning, as it proposes that people make judgments about 
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their social environment and encounters within three structural cognitive domains. The moral 
domain, which has to do with issues of justice, fairness, rights, and harm; the social conventional 
domain which involves reasoning based on socio-cultural norms, laws and rules; and the 
personal domain, which has to do with issues of choice and psychological functioning. In 
navigating complex social situations, people prioritize between, or coordinate these planes of 
reasoning in order to arrive at and justify their judgment. Social Domain Theory (SDT) also 
accommodates studying potential nuances in reasoning, due to culture and / or development. The 
framework of SDT is, therefore, ideal for studying reasoning about human rights, given its 
correspondence with the essential aspects of human rights, and given that people might, based on 
their culture, age, sex, or social context, reason or prioritize differently, or even focus on 
different aspects of what human rights purport to offer. As I will further elaborate in the next 
chapter, this framework also allows for analysis of differences between reasoning in abstract or 
general terms, as opposed to reasoning within a given social context. Capturing this distinction is 
crucial to understanding people’s views about violations of human rights and human dignity. 
For, what people support as a matter of principle, does not always align with, or seamlessly 
translate to how they judge specific complex situations, in which different factors compete for 
priority. Getting at the reasoning behind these “judgment in theory” and “judgments in praxis” as 
well as any dissonances between the two, may go some way in explaining why human rights 
abuses persist.  

Chapter organization  
  
This dissertation is organized in seven chapters. Following the problem introduction in this 
chapter, in Chapter 2, I will review the literature relevant to human rights and human dignity, as 
well as to the perspective of moral psychology on reasoning about rights. Chapter 2 also provides 
an overview of the dissertation, including the study’s purpose, the methodological approach and 
the expectations regarding the findings. Chapter 3 outlines the methods in detail, including the 
study sites, the design and the procedures. I dedicate a significant amount of time in Chapter 3 to 
the discussion of the sites, Turkey and Bosnia, because it is important to explain why they were 
chosen as unique socio-political spaces for studying the issues in question, and why these sites in 
many ways reflect the tensions inherent in the human rights paradigm. Results are presented in 
the next three chapters, each building on, and adding depth to the previous. Chapter 4 presents 
the results of the analysis of reasoning about human rights in the abstract. Chapter 5 presents the 
results of the analysis of the four different contexts of human rights violations situations, as well 
as results about attitudes toward punishment for those violations. Chapter 6 presents the results 
of the analysis of general knowledge about human dignity, and reasoning about the loss of 
dignity in each of the four violations situations discussed in the previous chapter. The final 
chapter, Chapter 7, discusses what all the findings indicate, reflecting on the research questions 
and hypotheses. I highlight new contributions to psychology and other disciplines, opening a 
pathway for further research.  
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Chapter 2: Literature review 
 
Introduction to literature review  
 
This chapter provides a review of the literature most relevant to the research, situating the need, 
the purpose and the value of the study within the field of psychology, as well as within the larger, 
multidisciplinary landscape to which the findings speak. I begin by reflecting on the more 
general and multidisciplinary debate which motivated the need for this study, and which 
concerns the universality and cultural relevance of both the paradigm of human rights and the 
notion of human dignity. The next part of the review discusses some relevant studies in 
psychology, as well as the merits and the disadvantages of their methodologies. This discussion 
leads into the third part, which introduces research from within my theoretical framework, to 
show its relevance for identifying the key issues and variables investigated, and to justify my 
data collection method. I discuss how previous research supports the use of those methods, and 
how the need for my study flows from the established theory. I synthesize the literature 
reviewed, showing both the main foundation points for the research and the opposing views 
relevant to the study. Finally, I introduce the study completed in the U.S., since that study was a 
“proof of design concept” for the dissertation, in terms of topic, methodology and analysis. 
Moreover, the findings of the U.S. study offer a platform for answering one of the central 
dissertation questions, that of the universality and cultural salience of human rights, and human 
dignity. This discussion serves as transition to next chapter.        

Human rights and dignity outside of psychology 
 
 Although this study is situated within, and primarily speaks to moral development in 
psychology, the nature of its subject matter necessitates that it acknowledges and responds to a 
range of other disciplines. This makes the task at once more challenging and more consequential. 
The motivational background for this study is a long-standing and globally-relevant debate over 
the universality of human rights. This debate is neither static nor one-dimensional; rather, in 
response to the shifting geopolitical trends, it has been continuously rehashed and although 
always contentious, it has never been marginal.  
 As a product of European natural rights, human rights are said to have been profoundly 
shaped by the Western political traditions and liberalism of the 19th and 20th centuries, which 
saw individuals as separable from society rather than as its indivisible elements. Westerners may 
have come to place high stakes on individual humans, but this is not a universal value judgment, 
the argument goes (Langlois, 2009; O’Byrne, 2003; Freeman, 2008). To what extent, if any, do 
individuals need protecting against societal practices, is an ongoing debate in the human rights 
literature. There are arguments that economic development must precede human rights in poor 
countries (Freeman, 2008); that in ethnically divided states human rights “subvert social order 
and thus hinder development” (p. 363); or that in Asian “Tiger” economies, strong growth is due 
to their cultural authoritative rule (Ayittey, 2011) – presumably inconsistent with and prioritized 
over human rights. Against such views, Sen (1999) has argued that essentializing cultures is 
empirically and ethically wrong, and that, “to see Asian history in terms of a narrow category of 
authoritarian values does little justice to the rich varieties of thought in Asian intellectual 
traditions” (p. 248). By the same token, to suggest that social order and development can or 
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should be disembodied from the pursuit of social justice and equality, raises suspicion as to what 
kind of “social order” is being imagined, and flies in the face of empirical evidence on long term 
effect of peace building. Still others have characterized human rights as a “shallow rhetoric 
disguising the promotion of US interests” (Amin, 2004, p. 78); a “moral-political project [that] 
displaces, competes with or rejects other political projects, including those also aimed at 
producing justice” (Brown, 2004, p. 460); and a double-edged sword, used to both condemn and 
justify cruelty and violence (Assad, 2000).  
 In defense of human rights, Donnelly (2006) argues we indeed should take seriously 
differences in cultural traditions and interpretations of human rights, but those debates do not 
undermine the case for universality. In tracing the ideas of human dignity not only in Western 
thought but also in Hindu and Confucian traditions, he offers a basis for defending rights from a 
cross-cultural perspective without ignoring the differences in rights discourses. Similarly, An-
Naim (2012), responding to an often-advanced criticism that human rights are incompatible with 
Islamic law and therefore unfit for one quarter of the human population, claims that there is no 
value to one’s belief if one is not free. Conditions of human rights are therefore critical to the 
possibility of being a Muslim by choice and conviction. Finally, Dershowitz (In: Ramcharan, 
2008, p.16) argues that the basis of human rights need not have polarizing cultural or 
philosophical origins but can instead be a response to common injustices humanity has seen, that, 
“humanity’s collective experience with injustice constitutes a fruitful foundation on which to 
build a theory of rights.” It is with this view in particular, that we begin to see the need to find 
the empirical grounding of human rights in human judgment.  
 Indeed, when it comes to operationalizing the notions of human rights and dignity, 
Human Development and Capabilities Approach (HDCA), stemming from the ideas of 
Nussbaum (2006) and Sen (1998), posits itself as both a theory of justice that addresses the real 
concerns of all people, and a project for human thriving. Two normative claims, important to my 
proposed research, are at the core of this approach: that the freedom to achieve well-being is of 
primary moral importance, and that such freedom ought to be understood in terms of the real 
opportunities people have to do, and to be, whatever they have reason to value. HDCA is a 
framework that acknowledges and encourages human agency and ability to reason. As such, it 
may raise expectations that it be able to explain how these reasoning agents reason. Nussbaum 
argues (2006) that her central human capabilities - real opportunities based on personal and 
social circumstances, and derived from the UDHR, are due to each citizen at some minimum 
threshold level. By identifying the crucial elements of a "good" human life, this argument tries to 
neutralize the debate between respecting culture and the imperialist nature of applying universal 
principles. It prioritizes physical well-being, as crucial to leading a good life. Sen (1999) on the 
other hand, refuses to provide a list, maintaining that a democratic process and public reasoning 
should be a part of the process of defining capabilities, but he is unclear on how to select and 
weight those capabilities. Empirical research that can potentially speak to that open question is 
lacking an essential component – that of how individuals, in different spaces and of different 
ages view human rights. Sen’s point about public reasoning is well put, but human rights 
research is mostly focused on the evaluating the dissemination strategies of human rights 
principles and practices, or their effectiveness and longevity (Farris, 2010; Hathaway, 2007; 
Hafner-Burton, 2013; Krain, 2013; Levitt and Merry, 2012; Lind, 2008; Simmons, 2009; 
Sikkink, 1998) which is only one part of the puzzle.  
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Human Dignity  
 
 Central to Sen’s and Nussbaum’s human development and capabilities approach is the 
recognition of human dignity. The concept of dignity is often evoked to add the tone of 
incontestable or dramatic, to a morally grounded argument. Yet, regardless of how familiar and 
recurrent the term appears to be, “its meaning is often left for intuitive understanding” 
(Schacheter, 2000, p. 848). Commonly circular reasoning regarding dignity, has led to further 
mystification; it is just as often claimed that we possess dignity by virtue of our humanity, as it is 
that the core of our humanity is dignity. To the extent that the notion of dignity has been 
discussed in academic literature, it has typically been the concern of philosophy. Pico della 
Mirandola, wrote in the Oration on the Dignity of Man (1486) that human powers of free choice, 
intellect and judgment, are all contributions to the dignity of man, but the definition of dignity 
has ever since been contested and debated. Consequently, and of relevance to this dissertation, so 
has the relationship of dignity to human rights. In scholarly, and everyday discourse, examples of 
what constitutes an assault on dignity span across a range of issues, as heterogeneous as organ 
harvesting, poverty, pornography, or genetic engineering. Whether these matters constitute 
human rights abuses, because they violate dignity, or the other way around, brings back the 
circular argument. Understanding the role of dignity in human rights, therefore, requires more 
clarity on whether human dignity is something universal and inalienable, whether or not it can be 
measured on some scale, and whether it is an intrinsic value or an indicator of social status.  
 Scholars who have tackled these questions, within their own scientific disciplines, have 
taken different positions, ranging from dismissing dignity as a useless concept (Pinker, 2003), to 
elevating it as a notion central to the pursuit of equal rights (Sen, 1998). These opposing 
positions have drawn their inspiration from different philosophical traditions. The skeptics’ view 
often echoes Schopenhauer (1837), who claimed that the problem with the concept of dignity is 
that its obscurity is celebrated as its strength.   
 
 “That expression, dignity of man, once uttered by Kant, afterward became the shibboleth 
 of all the perplexed and empty-headed moralists who concealed behind that imposing 
 expression their lack of any real basis in morals, or at any rate, of one that had any 
 meaning” (Quoted in Rosen, 2012, p.1)  
 
In line with Schopenhauer’s disdain, Costas Douzinas (2000), argues that the notion of human 
dignity, like all abstract universals, can serve only to assist a certain ideology elevate itself to an 
apparent status of universal validity. He denounces human rights for being such an ideology, 
which on the one hand, alludes to dignity in order to gain traction and elicit support, while on the 
other hand, for the victims of violation of dignity amounts to “a gigantic irrelevance” (2007, p. 
14). Douzinas, thus, problematically, at once recognizes the possibility of dignity violation, and 
dismisses dignity as an abstraction. Ruth Macklin takes a different skeptical route claiming that 
all “dignity-talk” is incoherent, or at best unhelpful, because it ''means no more than respect for 
persons or their autonomy” (2003, p. 4). Beyleveld and Brownsword (2012), while also 
skeptical, do not see dignity as entirely reducible to autonomy, but as the basis of one’s freedom 
to pursue autonomously chosen goals. Their view is not too different from Alan Gewirth’s 
explanation of agency, in the context of human rights. Gewirth (1984), suggests that, “logically, 
an agent must accept that he has rights to freedom and well-being as the necessary conditions of 
his action,” and that, “all other prospective purposive agents have the same rights to freedom and 
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well-being as he claims for himself” (p.12). However, neither Gewirth, who focuses on one’s 
capacity for autonomy, nor Beyleveld and Brownsword who follow him and underscore the 
autonomous pursuit of goals, address the importance of positive liberties for a dignified life.  
 Originating from a different, Stoic and Aristotelian philosophical tradition, scholars such 
as Sen (1996) and Nussbaum (2006) do consider those positive liberties and explain dignity as a 
concept fundamental to human thriving and the fulfillment of human capabilities, functioning, 
and optimal social interactions. The Stoics believed that the root of our equal moral worth is our 
rational capacity, which surpasses any form of social status and is not subject to circumstances. 
Nussbaum (2006), agrees with the latter, but rejects the emphasis on rationality, locating dignity 
in our striving and vulnerability. She puts forward ten central capabilities reminiscent of the 
articles of the UDHR, the fulfillment of which is required, at some minimal threshold level, to 
achieve dignity. Her project is political not metaphysical, as it contemplates the possibility of a 
dignified life within a political community. Her capabilities include life; bodily health; bodily 
integrity; senses, imagination, and thought; emotional attachments to others; practical reason; 
affiliation and nondiscrimination; a relation to animals and nature; play; and control over the 
environment, (2006, see pp. 76-78). Allowing each other, as citizens, a choice in exercising those 
capabilities is what Nussbaum sees as respect for autonomy, which is what leads to a respect for 
dignity (2008, p. 354). Kantian rationality as the basis of dignity rings hollow for her, since 
people are always interconnected, reliant on each other, and enter the social world neither 
complete and autonomous, nor consistently rational. What is ambiguous in Nussbaum’s 
approach is whether she references two different senses of dignity, or whether her dignity plays 
more than one role. She writes, “the capabilities approach begins from a political conception of 
the human being, and of a life worthy of the dignity of a human being” (2006, p. 344, my 
emphasis), and, “the political principles I give [...] give shape and content to the abstract idea of 
dignity” (2006, p. 75). For Nussbaum, dignity is clearly both a moral and an evaluative notion, 
implicit in, and motivational for the central capabilities. Since dignity is not dependent on 
rationality, the purpose it serves in the central capabilities, and analogously in human rights, is to 
assure that no matter their stage and condition of life, or the realm of beliefs they inhabit, all 
persons ought to have equal rights.  
 With a similar argument in defense of the indispensable role of dignity within the ambit 
of both personal and political, Ronald Dworkin declares that, “without dignity our lives are only 
blinks of duration” (2011, p. 437). He makes a distinction between inherent and aspirational 
types of dignity, which he matches to the distinction between ethics and morality. For Dworkin, 
aspirational dignity captures our ethical responsibility for “living well” and pursuing a valuable 
path in life. Inherent dignity reflects the core of morality - what human beings owe to each other,  
 
 “Each person must take his own life seriously: accept that it is a matter of importance 
 that his life be a successful performance rather than a wasted opportunity. I’m talking 
 about dignity. It’s a term overused by politicians, but any moral theory worth its salt 
 needs to proceed from it […], each person has a special, personal responsibility for 
 identifying what counts as success in his own life [and] a responsibility to create that life. 
 Together the two principles offer a conception of human dignity: dignity requires self- 
 respect and authenticity” (2011, p. 240).  
 



 8 

Dworkin’s dignity thus unifies ethical responsibility with moral duty of respect for persons. If we 
understand dignity in the way Dworkin or Nussbaum suggest, its function as an anchor to a 
human rights paradigm becomes more observable and befitting.     
 Finally, there are also scholars, who consider dignity to be based in rational autonomy; 
because we have rights, we have dignity. That is, we maintain our dignity through realizing our 
rights. A widely cited proponent of this view, Jeremy Waldron (2012) points out that we tend to 
begin with dignity as a moral idea, and then look at how suitably that moral idea is represented in 
the constitutions, statutes, and human rights conventions. He suggests that we instead consider 
dignity as a juridical idea, then place it in a “normative environment (like morality)” (2012, p. 8), 
because dignity has its “natural habitat” in the law. It is a “constructive idea, with a foundational 
and explicative function” like “utility” (2012, p. 11). Waldron explains that “dignity” should be 
understood as a term indicating a high-ranking legal, political and social status.  
 
 “So that is my hypothesis: the modern notion of human dignity involves an upwards 
 equalization of rank, so that we now try to accord to every human being something of the 
 dignity, rank, and expectation of respect that was formerly accorded to nobility" (33).  
 
Waldron criticizes Dworkin's account for being mere stipulation, on the grounds that such 
accounts do not make any connection to older connotations of noble bearing. While Waldron 
seems to be correct to draw attention to the aspect of dignity that has to do with socially-based 
recognition, rather than addressing the disagreements about the scope and content of dignity, he 
implies that all the confusion stems from a misguided belief that we should look for dignity 
within morality, rather than in procedural law, where it rightfully belongs. Waldron’s approach is 
problematic in at least one, glaring way. If dignity is to be understood as rank, and rank is to be 
bestowed upon people by the law, then we are left dependent on the law to make sure that people 
respect each other’s dignity. Empirical research in psychology studying people’s moral and 
social conventional reasoning shows that, in arriving at a decision about what is right or wrong, 
people often make (good) moral judgments that involve lying / breaking the law (Turiel, 2002). 
Moreover, grounding human rights in human dignity conceived as rank, makes them vulnerable 
to laws that are culturally relative, fluid and not always protective of all people.       

Research related to Human Rights within psychology 
  
 Psychologists have been interested in studying the moral development of individuals for a 
long time, and the most influential among them, Freud (1930), Piaget (1932), and Kohlberg 
(1981), proposed complex, comprehensive theories of morality. However, only recently has 
attention been given to the study of social inequality and its impact on the development of 
morality. Early studies of children’s conceptualization of rights based on Piaget’s (1965) and 
Kohlberg’s (1981) research saw the development of moral reasoning in terms of global stages. In 
this framework, general cognitive shifts occur throughout development, resulting in stage 
sequenced progression from egocentric and concrete concepts, such as morality or rights in early 
childhood, to increasingly differentiated and principled conceptions in later adolescence (Melton 
& Limber, 1992; Tapp & Levine, 1974). Kohlberg (1981) proposed three levels of such 
reasoning: pre-conventional where the emphasis is on punishment and consequences; 
conventional where the emphasis is on conformity to legal, social and personal expectations; and 
post-conventional / principled level, where moral reasoning takes a “prior to society” 
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perspective, and the emphasis is on principles underlying a good society, without a uniform 
application of rules and norms. Tapp and Levine (1974) found that few people reached the post-
conventional level. Yet, it is only at this level, in Kohlberg’s terms, that an individual would 
reason from a perspective of concern for universal human rights. Thus, according to Kohlberg’s 
view, very few people would even hold a genuine commitment to human rights ideals, allowing 
it to override other considerations. Other studies, consistent with the global stage explanation 
(Cherney & Perry, 1996; Melton & Limber, 1992), showed that Kohlberg’s theory does not 
provide a complete explanation of children’s thinking about rights.  
 While psychological research has not focused on people’s judgments about Human 
Rights, since the adoption of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) 
(United Nations General Assembly, 1989), studies about how children think about the CRC, 
began to emerge. Some of these studies distinguished between the rights to protection and care 
afforded from birth, and the self-determination rights acquired incrementally with a growing 
capacity to reason (Helwig & Turiel, 2002; Nucci & Lee; 1993; Ochaita & Espinosa, 1997; 
Rogers & Wrightsman, 1978). Such a distinction is comparable to one that is used in the 
proposed study, between Human Rights that are concerned with protection from harm, and those 
that are concerned with guarantees of welfare.  
 In addition to focusing on the CRC, researchers have also studied children’s knowledge 
and judgments about civil rights (Cherney & Perry, 1996; Helwig, 1995; 1997; Melton & 
Limber; 1992; Peterson-Badali, Morine, et al., 2004; Peterson- Badali, Ruck, Slonim & Bone, 
2004; Ruck, Abramovitch, & Keating, 1998; Ruck, Keating, Abramovitch, & Koegl, 1998; 
Ruck, et al., 2002). While there is now an established body of research on how youth view their 
own rights, few studies have examined their views about the rights of out-group members, or 
culturally different societies. Ruck and Tenenbaum (2014) investigated British young people’s 
views regarding the rights of asylum seekers and found that the use of moral justifications was 
related to endorsing the rights of asylum seekers while social conventional justifications 
pertained to rejecting asylum seekers’ rights 
 Also, of particular relevance for the present study, researchers have recently suggested 
that “non-normative” life experiences such as maltreatment, or life in precarious, conflict ridden 
societies may influence children’s judgments and reasoning about concepts such as rights (Costa, 
2007; Mullins & Tisak, 2006; Peterson-Badali & Ruck, 2008; Smetana, Kelly & Twentyman, et 
al., 1984). However, none of these studies have inquired into how children, or adults, view 
human rights, or how they conceptualize human dignity. Other types of findings that might shed 
some light on how people reason about human rights and dignity come from studies regarding 
“dehumanization” (see Haslam, 2006) which is said to involve a failure to attribute mental states 
to others, and cause failures of empathy (Waytz, 2010). These are important findings, but they 
are not about how people identify and respond to rights.  

Research about dignity within psychology  
 
 While there is much discussion about what dignity is, and why or how it serves to anchor 
a given intellectual enterprise, including that of human rights, a search for empirical evidence on 
how people, in their everyday lives, reason about dignity, yields a poor harvest. Insofar as the 
concept of dignity is the motivating core of human rights, we might expect that understanding 
and respecting human rights would involve drawing on that notion of dignity, in making moral 
judgments about human rights violations. Yet, there is little to be found, in terms of research-
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based evidence, to corroborate this intuition. To the limited extent that psychologists have even 
engaged in discussions of dignity, to my knowledge they have not systematically studied how 
dignity connects to human rights.  
  E. Rae Harcum’s (1994), research on belief in intrinsic dignity showed that persons who 
are perceived as worthy, possessing dignity, are more likely to be helped by others. In laboratory 
experiments Harcum and Rosen (1990a, 1990b, 1992) showed that participants accord intrinsic 
dignity to persons who have not “earned it” through voluntary praiseworthy behaviors, and that 
even antisocial acts, largely environmentally caused, reflect ratings of positive dignity. Their 
participants were asked to write narratives to a definition of dignity, and 41% wrote that dignity 
is inherent in all human beings. Further, in a “real life situation” experiment, Harcum and Rosen 
(1993) presented a questionnaire to college students, about the dignity of Russians before and 
after the 1991 attempted coup in Russia. They found that more dignity was accorded after the 
coup, to not only the Russian adults, but also babies born after the event. These findings are 
valuable insofar as they show to some extent how people perceive dignity, but they do not probe 
the relation of dignity to human rights. Moreover, while in the first set of studies, dignity is seen 
as something inherent, in the second study it is discussed as something that is accorded. While 
this discrepancy might be subtle, the authors do not attempt to explicate it.   
 More recently, Ziebertz (2016), has studied whether German youth’s views about dignity 
influence how they see the legitimacy of political rights. He found that the support for dignity, 
seen as inherent, is a strong, but not a unique predictor for attitudes to political rights. Breskaya 
and Dohnert (2017) studied how cultural, social, and religious identity of Belarusian youth 
affects their attitudes towards dignity, differentiating between merit-based dignity and inherent 
dignity. They found that authoritarianism leads to greater support for dignity of merit, while 
empathy (as a personal characteristic) and religiosity have the strongest influence on attitudes 
towards inherent dignity. Studies like these are help to gain a cross-cultural understanding of 
how people conceptualize dignity, but they are methodologically limited in what they reveal 
about the process and the content of people’s reasoning. Moreover, none connect reasoning 
about dignity to reasoning about rights.   

Social Domain Theory  
 
 How should we approach studying people’s reasoning about human rights and dignity, 
then? If individuals think about issues of rights, welfare, justice, fairness, and possibly dignity 
too, in ways that are different from thinking about other aspects of their world, that indicates that 
they distinguish morality from other domains of thinking. Research from Social Domain Theory 
(Turiel, 1983) has systematically found that it is indeed the case that children as early as 4 or 5 
years of age are able to distinguish between moral issues, and conventional or other types of 
concerns. The evidence comes from over 100 studies, including ones conducted in different 
cultures (reviews by Nucci, 2001; Smetana, 2006; Tisak, 1995; Turiel, 1998, 2002, 2006a). In 
Social Domain Theory it is proposed that through reciprocal relations with their environment 
people actively construct, rather than passively receive, forms of social knowledge (Smetana, 
1999; Turiel, 1983). These cognitive structures are categorized into distinctly developing 
domains of reasoning which emerge early in ontogeny: the moral, the social-conventional, and 
the personal domain. The moral domain encompasses prescriptive notions regarding how people 
ought to behave toward each other (Smetana, 1999) and deals particularly with concepts related 
to rights, justice, and welfare/prevention of harm (Turiel, 1983, 2002). Moral prescriptions are 
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seen as universal, not legitimated by agreement or law, and impartial to personal preferences 
(Turiel, 1983, 2002). The social-conventional domain is concerned with how people reason 
about social organizations, rules, and authority, as well as how they apply that reasoning to the 
coordination of social interactions (Turiel, 2002). It includes reasoning justified through legal 
obligations or cultural norms. The personal domain consists of decisions that are understood as 
personal prerogatives, “one’s own business,” not governed by rule or law (Nucci, 1981). 
Empirical research has shown that these domain orientations coexist within individuals and are 
part of reasoning in evaluations of both straightforward and complex events. In some situations, 
people focus on concerns such as fairness (moral domain), while in others they focus on group 
functioning (social conventional domain) or on own priorities and goals (personal domain). 
When social issues reflect aspects of all the domains, individuals weigh multiple factors and may 
give priority to one consideration (Killen and Smetana, 2015). This indicates that people would 
likewise be able and inclined to distinguish issues of concern for human rights from other types 
or domains of concern.  

This body of literature has advanced a comprehensive picture of the development of 
conceptualization of rights in childhood (Helwig, 1995; 1997; 2006; Helwig & Turiel, 2002; 
Neff & Helwig, 2002; Peterson-Badali & Ruck, 2008; Ruck, Abramovitch & Keating, 1998; 
Smetana, 2006), but also started examining reasoning about social and interpersonal inequality 
(e.g. Killen, Lee-Kim, & McGlothlin, 2002; Leahy, 1990; Turiel, 2002; Helwig, Arnold, Tan, & 
Boyd, 2003; Wainryb and Turiel, 2000). Social domain studies began to show that a person’s 
judgments and actions differ according to whether they have dominant, subordinate, or equal 
status within and across their social groups (e.g., Killen and Wainryb, 2000; Goodwin, Operario, 
& Fiske, 1998; Neff & Harter, 2003). This line of inquiry is especially relevant to any future 
studies focused on the violations of human rights, as it shows that early experiences with power 
inequality form the basis for later constructions of rights and personal freedoms (Brown & 
Bigler, 2002; Killen & McKown, 2005; Ruck & Wortley, 2002; Watson, 1994).  

As mentioned above in reference to the debate about the universality of human rights, it 
has long been held that personal autonomy / individual rights are hallmarks of Western societies, 
while the non-Westerners value interdependence and group cooperation (Markus & Kitayama, 
1991; Shweder, Mahapatra, & Miller, 1987). Helwig challenged this idea by reviewing empirical 
evidence from cross-cultural research on concepts of personal autonomy and rights, including 
children’s ability to distinguish personal from moral and social conventional issues. The findings 
of these studies suggest that autonomy emerges early in development and via a similar pathway 
across diverse cultures, and that rights are important to children and adolescents in their lives. 
One of Helwig’s studies (1995) explored conceptions of freedom of speech and religion with 
children in grades 7, and 11, and with college students.  Students were asked to evaluate 
potential laws that restrict these freedoms, and to explain their responses. Helwig found that 
students at all age levels supported freedom of speech and religion. Where freedom conflicted 
with other values there were differences in judgments, but in all cases and all ages “abstract 
conceptions of rights were judged in accordance with moral criteria” (1995, p. 162). Other 
research has generated similar results (Wainryb 1998, 2001; Shaw & Wainryb, 2006; Killen et 
al., 2011).     

Besides questioning the possibility of universal moral norms on the grounds that personal 
autonomy or individual rights are not as valued in some cultures as in the West, Shweder (2003) 
for example, has also indicated that different cultures can have different conceptions of harm, by 
arguing that practices which we (in the West) may consider harm (and human rights abuse), such 
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as female genital mutilation (FGM), are in some cultures celebrated. However, cross cultural 
studies within Social Domain theory have shown that cultures are not monolithic, they contain a 
plurality of voices, some of which are not always heard. Moreover, the resistance to apparently 
valued celebrated norms can take many different forms, depending on myriad of constraints 
within which those resisting must operate. Wainryb and Turiel (1994) have found that people in 
a traditional, hierarchically organized Israeli Druze community also had a strong sense of 
personal autonomy and individual rights. While those in the dominant positions in the society 
expressed those needs openly, those socially subordinate, constrained by cultural demands for 
conformity, judged it was best if they did not vocalize their desires. Nevertheless, they did have 
such desires, and they viewed their position in the society as unfairly restrictive of their 
autonomy and rights. Similar findings have come from all strata of Indian society (Mines, 1988) 
with men and women stating personal goals separate from, or in opposition to those of their 
social group. Support also comes from studies of the covert forms of resistance typical of 
subordinately positioned women, in South Asia (Ewing, 1990, 1991), in Moroccan harems 
(Mernissi, 1994), and in polygynous Bedouin societies (Abu-Lughod, 1993), showing that 
people are not mere products of their culture nor are they always its willing subscribers. Rather, 
in all cultures, Western or other, people “are confronted with choices, struggle with others, make 
conflicting statements, argue about points of view on the same events, undergo ups and downs in 
various relationships and changes in their circumstances and desires, face new pressures, and fail 
to predict what will happen to them or those around them” (Abu-Lughod, 1991, p. 154). 
Studying how cultural context may impact reasoning about the social encounters is a complex 
matter, since culture is not a single variable, and as many differences may exist within as across 
cultures.  
 The Social Domain theory framework is therefore particularly well suited to studying 
how people conceptualize human rights and dignity. One reason it is well suited is that it allows 
analyses of both the judgment, and the reasoning behind it. As is evident from the preceding 
literature review, scholars in the field hold sharply divergent views regarding the universality and 
inalienability, as well as the legal positioning of human rights and dignity. While limited survey 
research (such as Gallup polls) may exist, indicating that this disagreement also holds among 
people in general, such survey-based inquiry is insufficient. Without an insight into the 
conceptions that underlie conflicting attitudes, any conclusions are speculative and could, 
therefore, be misleading. To understand how, why and under what circumstances people differ in 
their judgments, we must understand how they conceptualize human rights, dignity, and the 
satisfaction of justice, both in general, and in different real-life, actually occurring contexts.  
 A second important reason that makes Social Domain theory suitable for this study, as 
discussed earlier, is that the categories of justifications correspond to the three fundamental ways 
in which we can think about the purpose of human rights: as universally binding moral norms of 
equality and justice (moral domain); as laws and prescriptions that regulate social and political 
conduct (social conventional domain); and as mechanisms to protect the choices and the privacy 
of individuals (personal domain).  
 The third important reason is that, Social Domain evidences through a number of studies, 
that cultures are not homogeneous and that people are active participants in, rather than passive 
recipients of their social world. While this acknowledgment of heterogeneity of cultures, 
demands a more careful look at the different voices and elements at play within a culture, it also 
creates safeguards against making sweeping conclusions that fail to acknowledge diversity. Such 
a safeguard is particularly important when the topics of interest are human rights and dignity.    
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Human Rights and Dignity: The Ties That Bind Cultures 

 Statement of research study  
 
 The question of whether human rights and human dignity can have universal validity or 
hold the potential to change the way people act towards each other, is a one that no discipline can 
take on alone. A key part of that inquiry, however, has to involve understanding the point of 
view of laypersons, rather than the scholars engaged on either side of the debate about human 
rights. This study aims to provide some insights towards that particular aspect of the larger 
question. From the point of view of developmental, cognitive, cross cultural psychology, this 
research begins to address the question of how people reason about human rights and dignity, 
both in abstract, and in the context of real life situations they may encounter. More specifically, 
in tracing this conceptual and contextual understanding, this study explores three factors that 
may impact that reasoning: development (age), cultural background (country), and the 
experience of personal encounters with human right abuses (social context). The foci of the study 
are adolescents and young adults from Bosnia and Turkey. Human rights violations were, and 
continue to be frequent in these countries, but are of different nature and purpose in each. This 
study, therefore, examined whether, and why, adolescents and young adults, from these different 
cultures, exposed to different social experiences, judge human rights as universal, inalienable, 
and legally empowered, and dignity as inherent, and connected to human rights. It also explored 
whether those judgments are applied with consistency to understanding of human rights abuses 
in general as well as in instances of real-life violations of different kinds.  
 This present research builds on a study of the same design, which included the same age 
groups in the U.S. (Besirivic & Turiel, forthcoming). Whereas the U.S. study illuminated some 
important developmental differences in reasoning within a liberal democratic social context, an 
added lens from two different societies would contribute to the larger debate about the cultural 
transcendentalism of human rights and dignity. Moreover, a focus on Turkey and Bosnia as 
societies that are similar, insofar as being conflict riddled, and culturally oriented to Islamic 
tradition, but also historically and socio-politically different, eventually affords a three-way 
comparison (including the U.S.) of how different social encounters with abuses of human rights, 
may impact reasoning.   
 
Purpose and significance of the study  
 
 As aforementioned, human rights ideology has since its inception pushed the normative 
confines of global justice and wielded a creation of treaties and institutions to accommodate 
those new boundaries (Makau, 2011), in parallel to which, however, violations of human rights 
have continued with unrelenting intensity in many countries. This apparent disconnect between 
the signatories’ intent and conduct, has not yet been sufficiently explained. Whether certain 
sociopolitical contexts such as war and conflict, autocratic regimes, or endemic poverty provide 
more fertile grounds for human rights abuses, has been the subject of extensive inquiry for 
political science, sociology, and public policy. However, beyond studying the nature of contexts 
that incite or sanction human rights abuses, it is also crucial to understand how people reason 
about those activities - whether as perpetrators or observers. Why are violations of human rights 
tolerated, even worse, condoned? Why do they often escalate and garner support? Instruments 
for promoting dignity and equality will be ineffective if not reflective of how people answer 
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these questions. Yet, if we can better understand reasoning concerning abuses of human rights, 
we may be better placed to tailor laws and policies that prevent or mitigate them. If we have an 
explanation of how reasoning about equal rights and dignity changes over the course of human 
development, we could accordingly design educational policies that encompass those principles. 
Finally, if we have evidence-based understanding of how cultural differences impact reasoning, 
we will be better placed to decide if the debates about cultural lack of authenticity of human 
rights have any substance.  
 Given the paucity of empirical studies tackling these questions, especially in psychology, 
this research takes the necessary next step to fill that gap in the literature and contribute to not 
only the field of psychology, but other disciplines in which human rights discourse is 
prominently featured, such as law, public policy, political science, philosophy, criminology and 
sociology. Other communities that could gain from these findings are the field of public health 
and the field of education. For the former discipline, those who specialize in the impact of 
trauma on physical and emotional health and well-being could benefit, in particular; for the latter 
discipline, the findings of this study could be especially beneficial to those concerned with civic 
development, global education, and, of course, peace and human rights education. 
 
Research design  
 
The design of the study (further elaborated in Chapter 3 which discusses methods) followed the 
established procedures of the clinical interview method within the framework of Social Domain 
theory. Participants in the study were adults (age 18 to 25) and adolescents (age 14 to 17), from 
Turkey and Bosnia, recruited from local high schools, community centers and universities, with 
the help of European Youth Parliament organization, and through advertisement on notice boards 
and websites of universities and high schools. Through semi structured clinical interviews 
participants’ judgments and justifications of judgments, were assessed in three related phases:  
 

1) questions about human rights in general, assessing conceptual knowledge and attitudes;  
2) questions about violations of human rights, and punishment in four different contexts;   
3) questions about human dignity in general and in four different contexts.    

 
Transcribed interviews were coded according to a system of coding previously developed within 
social domain theory studies, and supplement with new study-specific codes, to allow for both 
qualitative and quantitative analyses. Qualitative analyses were designed in a way that assures 
the credibility and dependability of the findings (as Chapter 3 further details), and quantitative 
analyses, which involved multiple mixed model logistic regression tests, and Pearson chi squared 
test analysis, with appropriate post hoc tests, assured the validity and reliability of the findings. 
The research design was coordinated with research question and purposes of the study, so as to 
capture qualitatively, and corroborate with quantitative statistical analyses, reasoning about 
human rights and dignity both in the abstract, and in a given context, as well as to capture both 
judgments and the underlying reasoning for those judgments.    
 
Research questions and hypotheses  
 
My specific research questions, including the sub-questions are: 



 15 

1. Do age, sex, or cultural background affect how people understand, support, and justify their 
judgments about universal human rights? In particular, applied to: 
 
● definition of human rights  
● the principles of universality and inalienability  
● the legal status of human rights 
 

2. Do age, sex, or cultural background affect people’s reasoning about situations that depict 
“real life” human rights violations occurring in different parts of the world? Relating to:  
 
● evaluations of different types of rights violations  
● reasoning about legality of different types of rights violations 
● reasoning about infliction of harm, as opposed to infringement on social welfare  
● the level of support for human rights across different situations  
● reasoning about punishments for different human rights abuses  

 
3. Do age, sex, or cultural background affect how people reason about human dignity? In 

particular, applied to: 
 
● defining dignity  
● reasoning about universality and inalienability of dignity 
● reasoning about the loss of dignity in human rights violations; 

 
Hypotheses  
 
- Hypothesis 1: Culture and age will affect how people judge and justify judgments about 

human rights in general, about human dignity, and about different types of violations of 
human rights. 

- Hypothesis 2: Gender will not affect how people judge and justify judgments about human 
rights in general, nor about dignity, nor about different types of violations of human rights. 

- Hypothesis 3: Regardless of age, culture and gender, people will mostly reject violations of 
human rights for moral, rather than social conventional or personal reasons.   

- Hypothesis 4: People will approve of human rights violations for non- moral reasons.  
- Hypothesis 5: There will be a difference in how people judge and justify harm-based versus 

social welfare-based violations of human rights (where harm-based violations are understood 
to involve direct physical or psychological harm or restriction on freedom of an individual, 
and where social welfare-based violations are understood to involve systemic, group- based 
discrimination against equal access to welfare, such as labor protections and housing).   

- Hypothesis 6: Culture, age and social context will affect how people judge the necessity of 
punishment and what type of punishment they recommend.  

 
Expected outcomes  
 
Based on previous research of the same design, which was conducted, with the U.S. population, 
as well as from drawing on the findings of other, rights related research, within the social domain 
theory, I expected the findings would show that:  
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1) To some extent, people’s conceptions of, and support for human rights and dignity in the 

abstract (as principles, or ideas) will differ from reasoning about these notions within 
given contexts. The reason for this would be that, in arriving at a moral judgment about a 
particular issue, people tend to hold multiple considerations in view, and weigh moral, 
personal and social conventional considerations against each other, in trying to arrive at 
what they see as their most suitable judgment in the given situation. Context makes this 
process more involved and deeper, as more information is available. So, while people 
may in principle support the concept of equal rights, when facing real-life, and complex 
social situations which concern human rights, their reasoning and judgment will likely 
reflect more than just their principled commitments. These differences will also depend 
to some extent on people’s age, sex, or cultural background, as these factors may 
influence what informational assumptions guide one’s reasoning.  

 
2) People’s understanding of human rights violations is informed by their experiences and 

encounters, and therefore, people’s judgments and justifications about different types of 
human rights violations would differ to some extent. Relying on the findings of the U.S. 
study, as well as other related Social Domain Theory research, I expected to find that 
participants would understand the moral, personal and social conventional dimensions of 
each of the four situations that were discussed, however, that in offering justifications for 
their judgments they would prioritize differently, based on each given context, as well as 
based on their age, cultural background, and sometimes sex.  

 
3) Depending on age and cultural background, as well as different contexts, some human 

rights violations would be judged as more “forgivable” than others, which, both their 
judgments regarding those violations, and about the methods of punishment (if any), 
would reflect. The reason would be, again, that people consider multiple aspects of any 
complex social situations and are more inclined in some types of situations than others, to 
prioritize the greater benefit of the majority over the individual. I thus expected that the 
participants would demonstrate different reasoning when it comes to violations of rights 
which have to do with physical or psychological harm to an individual, as opposed to 
systemic discrimination against groups, with respect to access to welfare. I expected also 
country and age group differences in this context, due to different, culturally dependent 
views pertaining to each of the four situations, as well as potential age dependent ability 
to hold multiple considerations in view.  

 
4) Expectations about conceptions of dignity were more open ended, given that no previous 

cross-cultural research exists to suggest what might be anticipated. Based on the U.S. 
study, however, I expected to find some age differences in how dignity is defined, as well 
as in how the perception of a loss of dignity is justified. With respect to the ability to 
connect violations of dignity to human rights, and the loss thereof, I expected that across 
all the situations, participants would be able to recognize that dignity was violated and 
that, also, losing human rights was what resulted in the loss of dignity.  
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Chapter 3: Method 

Study sites, rationale and background  
 
 I examine in this dissertation, how adolescents and adults from two countries Turkey and 
Bosnia, both with Muslim majority population and both conflict riddled, reason about human 
rights and the notion of human dignity. Given that the UDHR makes a claim of universality and 
given the skepticism (as discussed in Chapter 2) regarding that claim, the primary aim of this 
dissertation is to examine whether people of different socio-cultural backgrounds differ in their 
understandings of, and their judgments about human rights and dignity. Specifically, whether 
these notions are meaningful for people whose cosmological worldview is not informed by the 
secular liberalism from which human rights are said to have sprung. This point of contention 
thus, guided the choice of research sites. The current escalation of xenophobia and Islamophobia 
arising from the waves of immigration sweeping across the western liberal democracies, gave the 
undertaking a sense of urgency, too. Given the intensifying discourse of apparently irreconcilable 
natures of western and Islamic value systems, it seemed necessary to turn the empirical 
searchlight to places, if such places could be found, that represent a microcosm of that tension of 
values. Turkey and Bosnia, for some reasons in common to both, and some that are different, 
each exemplify that microcosm.  
 Since the turn of the last century, both countries have been balancing the coexistence of 
Islamic cultural traditions with democratic, “western” secularism, as the only two European 
countries with majority Muslim populations. Besides this sociopolitical aspect, relevant to the 
project of studying how people reason about human rights and dignity is also the fact that both 
countries are rife with conflict, and high on the register of human rights violators. A combination 
of factors makes living, and defining and vocalizing one’s ideological commitments in Bosnia 
and in Turkey particularly challenging right now: maintaining a European identity yet remaining 
unwelcome to the European Union (based on poor human rights records); living in a democracy 
yet suffering corruption of institutions and judiciary; nurturing cultural traditions rooted in Islam, 
yet being subject to growing Islamophobia; dealing with legacies of genocide, yet remaining 
entrenched in ethnic divisions. The schisms in both countries are manifold, leading to questions: 
How do these factors affect attitudes towards dignity and the possibility of human rights; do they 
support Macintyre’s quip about witches and unicorns; or do they lend evidence to An-Naim’s 
claim about the logical relation of human rights and the possibility of being a Muslim? Do 
legacies of injustice and realities of violence affect people’s conceptualization of dignity? This 
dissertation begins to address some of these questions by both examining the findings from two 
populations in question, and reflecting on how they compare to the findings of the completed 
research in the U.S. 
 
Human rights and dignity in Turkey and Bosnia - a brief historical sketch 
 
 In order to provide contexts for the findings and more clarity on why the chosen sites 
were appropriate, I give a brief sketch of the human rights context in each country.     
 Turkey. While there has been progress in recent years with respect to the protection of 
human rights in Turkey, serious violations continue, and a poor human rights record is still the 
main stated obstacle to Turkish accession to the European Union. Over the past two decades, 
Turkey has been the respondent before the European Court for Human Rights more often than 
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any other country, in cases involving the right to life, torture, liberty and security, freedom of 
expression, freedom of association, and fair trial. The rulings have almost always found Turkey 
guilty (Zehra, 2012). Yet, Turkey’s relationship with human rights has never been a reticent one. 
Since being one of the original drafters and signatories of the UDHR, Turkey had gone through 
many regime changes which have marked that relationship. As a geopolitical gatekeeper between 
the Middle East and the West, with legacies of Islamic autocracy on the one hand, and 
secularism on the other, Turkey also in many ways epitomizes the tension inherent in human 
rights. At the same time, Turkish historical legacies reflect some ideals that are akin to those of 
reflected in the human rights discourse.   
 Turkey’s current internal frictions are rooted in two important legacies that stand in 
opposition to each other, yet both, in different ways, lend support to the spirit human rights.  
On the one hand, there is the legacy of the Ottoman rule, known for showing sensitivity to 
cultural, ethnic, and religious diversity, and for bestowing an almost full autonomy on religious 
and ethnic minorities (Falk, 2007). On the other hand, there is the legacy of Mustafa Kemal 
Ataturk’s secularism, which, in 1923 brought in many democratic ideals and Western laws and 
customs, as well as women’s suffrage, ahead of many European countries (albeit hand-in-hand 
with a ban on headscarves). Given these historical legacies, it was not surprising that after the 
second world war, Turkey appeared to be committed to human rights, as a signatory of the 
UDHR and CEDAW, and a member of the ECHR.  

However, inwardly things were more complex and less consistent. While a liberal 
government produced by a military coup in 1960 defined the Turkish Republic as based on the 
protection of human and civil rights, a 1971 coup curbed those constitutional “luxuries” and 
placed most of the country under martial law. A decade on, with another coup, once again the 
Constitution emphasized the importance of (checked) individual rights, and mechanisms and 
institutions were set up to direct human rights policies and practices. Yet, simultaneous with 
these developments, there was a rise in Islamist policies and in Kurdish nationalism, leading to a 
civil war, which lasted until the end of the 1990s.  

Since the end of the war, Islamists continued to pursue power struggles through 
demonstrations, and through demands that women be allowed to wear the headscarf. A fear that 
an ascent to power by political Islamists could spell the end of a secular Turkey had fueled the 
headscarf controversy, making it an ideological battleground, and a proxy for understanding 
which way the secular - religious balance is tipping. Illustrative of this is the fact that the rise to 
power of Recep Tayyip Erdogan, a conservative Islamist, who has ruled since 2003 (in different 
functions), has led to lifting of the headscarf ban - as a symbolic anti -secularist move, and other 
conservative measures for that matter, such as stifling of the freedom of expression. Under 
Erdogan, Turkey has risen to be one of the world's top 20 economies (The Economist, 2018), but 
it has also regained its record as the world's leading jailer of journalists (CPJ, 2017). The 
continuing clash of conservative Islamism, and the oppositional secularism, makes Turkey at the 
present moment, volatile, politically polarized, and rife with human rights violations.   
 Many human rights, even when inscribed in law are not enjoyed by the citizens, with the 
police and bureaucracies reluctant to accept reforms which they see as inconsistent with “cultural 
attitudes” (Amnesty International, Turkey Report 2005). Moreover, certain beliefs seem to be so 
deeply embedded that the intersectionality of injustice eludes even those who fight for (some) 
human rights. Perzivat (2003) points to the paradox of how activists campaigning against capital 
punishment fail to condemn honor killings, because they do not want to “exaggerate this women 
thing” (p. 2) and confuse it with a human rights issue. Such a conceptualization of human rights, 
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too narrow to encompass the fact that honor killings are, in fact, a form of capital punishment, 
and more commonplace than death sentences (World Organization against Torture 2003), shows 
that changing minds is a different process than changing laws. Umit Cizre (2001) claims that 
there is “a wide spectrum of aversion to human rights as a cause,” and that,   

Human rights values have not aroused Turkey’s centralist-liberal passions fully. Nor have 
they been translated into popular discourse. For Turkey’s millions in the urban middle 
classes, the human right landscape is still unsafe, not worth the time and the energy to 
extend sympathy, support and commitment in terms of the future returns it offers. Only 
some professional segments […] intellectual dissidents, and those who suffered 
materially and psychologically under human rights abuses have engaged with the cause 
of human rights with some zeal and devotion. (p. 55)   

This may be valid, but for such an evaluation to be credible, it would be of great value to study, 
whether those “millions” indeed do think of human rights as not worth their energy, and if so, 
why? Turkey offers a unique platform for learning how people do, or do not take to human 
rights, not merely because it is a volatile, prolific violator of such rights, but because it is, at the 
same time, an economically and politically powerful Islamic country, which has embraced 
secular democracy, and which has stakes in sustaining complex alliances with the United States 
and Israel, and as well as with Arab neighbors, and Europe. Additionally, and more ominously, 
the language of human dignity is deployed increasingly, often by the Turkish President, to justify 
authoritarian leadership choices (Kirkpatrick, 2011). Whether and how that rhetoric might be 
manufacturing a framework for interpreting what dignity is, and who is entitled to it, is an 
important and timely question. Inquiring in what ways people, and especially youth, may differ 
when it comes to views about dignity would shed some light on that question.    

 Bosnia. Before becoming a republic within the federation of Yugoslavia, during the 
Second World War, Bosnia and Herzegovina (Bosnia) had been a part of the Ottoman Empire for 
more than four centuries, a part of Austro-Hungarian Empire between 1878 and 1918, and a part 
of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia between the two world wars. Despite its long history, Bosnia 
never had the experience of developing modern institutions on its own, nor of establishing an 
independent citizenship regime (Imamović, 2006). Yet, the country has always been a densely 
multicultural space, where different faiths and cultural mores coexisted in very close proximity. 
After the Second World War, as an autonomous republic within the Socialist Federal 
Yugoslavia, Bosnia, ironically, came to be at a disadvantage because of this diversity. The 
Constitution of the Republic of Yugoslavia defined its member republics as nation states of their 
ethnic majorities, creating a codependency between ethnicity and citizenship, (Ibrahimagić and 
Kurtčehajić, 2002). The ethnicity of Bosnians consisted of three main groups, Bosniaks 
(Muslims), Serbs (Orthodox Christians), and Croats (Catholics), with minorities including Jews, 
Roma and Hungarians. Thus, Bosnia was perceived as lacking a coherent political identity, and 
as subject to competing ethnic citizenship projects with centers of gravity beyond its borders 
(Sarajlic, 2010). When Yugoslavia broke up along its ethnic fault lines, in the early 1990s, 
Bosnia descended into one of the most brutal civil wars of modern European history. The war 
claimed over 100,000 lives and displaced one half of the population. Ethnic Serbs, supported by 
the Republic of Serbia, with an aim to “ethnically cleanse” most of Bosnia from non-Serbs, held 
the capital city under a three-year siege, and perpetrated a genocide over the Bosniak population. 
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The extent of the violence and the nature of the war crimes, further entrenched the ethno-
religious divisions.  
 The end to the war was sealed by a peace accord, drafted in 1995, by the U.S., in Dayton, 
Ohio. Legitimizing political borders created through the war of aggression, the Dayton Peace 
Accord divided the country into two autonomous and adversarial entities, the Federation of 
Bosniaks and Croats, and the Serb Republic. The Dayton Accord granted equal rights only to 
what it designated in its misguided rationale, as the three constitutive ethnic groups, (Bosniaks, 
Croats, and Serbs), leaving Jews, Roma, and all other minorities, de facto outside of the law. It 
made political rights realistically realizable only within the constituent’s own entity, (Bosniaks 
and Croats in the Federation, Serbs in the Serb Republic) leaving ethnic divisions locked and 
leaving the “non-constituent” minorities disenfranchised of the right to partake in the political 
life of the country. While in violation of the Convention on Human Rights, Bosnia is also in a 
checkmate position. Anti-discrimination laws providing equal rights do exist1, but paradoxically, 
their provision contravenes the Constitution, which allows only the three majority ethnic groups 
to participate in the government institutions and in policy making2. The challenge for Bosnia to 
create mechanisms for human rights is, thus, a structural one, but it is also endemically socio-
political. Two decades after the war, reform is “hampered by ethnic and political divisions, 
caused by deeply-rooted disintegrative tendencies” (Dan Preda, 2017). In the Serb entity, the war 
lords indicted by The Hague War Crimes Tribunal for genocide and crimes against humanity are 
still hailed as national heroes, leaving ideas of reconciliation with the Bosniak victims of those 
crimes improbable. Throughout the country, divisions run deep into the communities, and affect 
the way the future is set out, and the past explained to the young people. An education system 
based on ethnicity propagates alternate histories and different mother tongues - Serbian language  
is insisted upon in the Serb Republic, Bosnain in the Bosniank dominated part of the Federation, 
and Croatian in the Croat dominated part of the Federation . At 62 per cent, youth unemployment 
is the highest in the world. All ethnicities share a resentment for the Dayton Accord, which none 
believe delivered justice. The key mechanism of restorative justice that was to aid the restitution 
of human rights was The Hague War Crimes Tribunal. While the tribunal during its operation 
indicted and sentenced many former country leaders, created precedents on crimes committed in 
war time, and led to the creation of the permanent International Criminal Court, it did not inspire 
reconciliation. Sergio Brammertz, the chief prosecutor explains, vaguely, that this is because 
often, “conflict and atrocities can gain a logic of their own” (2017, p.1).  

                                                
1 The Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Article 2, Non-discrimination, states that: The enjoyment of the 
rights and freedoms provided for in this Article or in the international agreements listed in Annex I to this 
Constitution shall be secured to all persons in Bosnia and Herzegovina without discrimination on any ground such 
as sex, race, color, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, association with a 
national minority, property, birth or other status. 
2 For example, the Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Article 4, para 1. states that: The House of Peoples shall 
comprise 15 Delegates, two-thirds from the Federation (including five Croats and five Bosniacs) and one-third from 
the Republika Srpska (five Serbs). Moreover, Article 4, para 3b. states that: Each chamber shall by majority vote 
adopt its internal rules and select from its members one Serb, one Bosniak, and one Croat to serve as its Chair and 
Deputy Chairs, with the position of Chair rotating among the three persons selected. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina Sarajevo, May 2001, Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina, accessed April 01, 2018.  
http://www.asser.nl/upload/eel-webroot/www/documents/Constit%20BosHerz.PDF 
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 If Brammertz is right, then it seems vitally important to understand what sort of logic that 
might be; how does it develop; what reasoning drives and justifies it? Bosnia now, more so than 
in the immediate aftermath of the war, makes for an ideal research site because it offers a unique 
place and moment in time to explore these questions. It is also a particularly generative site for 
research in psychology concerned with development of moral reasoning regarding justice and 
rights. Furthermore, given that The Hague’s justice transpired to be insufficient for the Bosnian 
war victims, who are too often underwhelmed by the news of the tribunal sentencing, and given 
that the Dayton Constitution has continued to aggravate the mutual animosity between the two 
entities, it is important to explore people’s views on what part of justice seems to be missing. 
One possible answer is that the missing element is the recognition and restoration of human 
dignity. It is thus important to pose the question, how do people in this post war, post Hague, 
Dayton-ized Bosnia, conceptualize human dignity? 
 Finally, Bosnia is also a unique site not only for its own internal schisms and paradoxes 
regarding human rights, but because it is a cultural and political crossroads of three major vectors 
of global power, each standing behind one of the three constitutive peoples of Bosnia, lending 
them self-interested support. Historically, and by ethno-religious affiliation, Russia has been an 
ally of the Orthodox Serbs, Turkey of the Muslim Bosniaks, and the Vatican of the Catholic 
Croats. Regardless of its allies, Bosnia is just a small, powerless country, that should not be 
underestimated, for it was the shots fired in Sarajevo that precipitated the First World War.    
 It is important to acknowledge the complexity and the heterogeneity of these cultural 
contexts, so as not to portray them inaccurately, and risk drawing incorrect conclusions. As was 
discussed in the literature review, research has shown that a deeper look into any culture will 
reveal its multiple layers. Trying to account for the impact of all of the complex cultural aspects 
characterizing Bosnia and Turkey would be an overly ambitious task, and one that could hardly 
be accomplished with the tools of one discipline alone. However, acknowledging what array of 
factors may influence people’s views of their social world, and with the benefit of that 
awareness, analyzing their reasoning across different kinds of situations that occur in their world, 
adds significantly to our understandings.              
 
Participants    
  
 Participants in both countries came from two age groups, with an equal number of 
females and males in each group; from Turkey there were 24 adolescents aged 13 to 17 (mean 
age 15.6), and 24 adults aged 19 to 25 (mean age 22.3); from Bosnia there were 24 adolescents 
(mean age 15.2), and 24 adults (mean age 21.7) In order to have a fairly representative sample 
(given the small sample size), all the participants were recruited from varied socioeconomic, 
religious and ethnic backgrounds. Because of random sampling, some participants in both Bosnia 
and Turkey were religious and some secular, but these differences were not included as study 
variables. The adult participants in both countries were recruited from the local universities. 
Calls for voluntary participation in the study were placed on student notice boards, and in each 
country 24 participants, 12 males and 12 females were then randomly selected for participation 
from close to 50 that responded to the call in each country. These participants, in both sites, came 
from different academic and socioeconomic backgrounds, and from different cities across the 
two countries. The adolescents in Bosnia were recruited through the European Youth Parliament, 
(EYP) http://eyp.org/ an INGO which works with community centers and schools with across the 
country on a range of youth centered projects. EYP thus has a wide outreach to adolescents but 
does not require them to be members. This method ensured that the sample captured adolescents 
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from both entities in Bosnia, and of all ethnicities, including minorities. The recruitment stopped 
once 12 males and 12 females were recruited. In Turkey, adolescents were recruited through two 
high schools in Istanbul. In order to assure that the participants were from varied socioeconomic 
and ethnic backgrounds, one of the schools was a public vocational school and the other was a 
private academic school. In the vocational school population was predominantly working / lower 
socioeconomic class, while in the academic school it was more middle class. The schools were 
located in different neighborhoods of Istanbul, but both neighborhoods were central and drew 
students from other neighborhoods too. The recruitment stopped once 12 male and 12 female 
volunteers were recruited.   
 
Design and procedure 
 Participants were individually interviewed in a single session in person. The interviews 
were carried out in the participants’ mother tongue (Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian and Turkish), 
audio recorded, and later transcribed and translated and back translated. The interviews began 
with general questions about participants’ conceptual familiarity with the ideas of human rights 
and human dignity, followed by questions regarding four different situations in which human 
rights and dignity were violated. In the first part of the interview the participants were asked 
questions pertaining to their general understanding of human rights and their understanding of 
human dignity, such as giving a definition of each, and answering questions about universality 
(should everyone have human rights / does everyone has dignity), inalienability (can human 
rights and dignity be lost / taken away), as well as the relationship of human rights to laws (full 
protocol is included in Appendix A). The questions were posed in the following order: 
 

1. Do you know what human rights are? Can you give a definition, in your own words?  
2. Do you think that national laws should allow for human rights? Why/ Why not? 
3. Do think it is alright if countries have anti-human right laws? Why/ Why not? 
4. Do you think that sometimes some people should not have human rights? Why /Why not? 
5. Is it alright to have different cultural versions of human rights? Why/Why not? 

 
Participants were next presented with descriptions of four different socio-moral situations in 
which human rights and dignity have been violated. The situations depict practices that actually 
occur in different parts of the world and are therefore referred to as “real life” (this reference is 
for the sake of brevity and does not signify that they are real life experiences of the participants).  
The choice of the subject matter of the situations was based on several criteria. First, each of the 
situations had to involve a violation of one or more of the fundamental human rights, such as the 
right to life; to freedom of movement, conscience and expression; to shelter and to work, and the 
right against harm and arbitrary discrimination. Second, the situations had to be such that they 
could / or do occur in many countries, so that the participants would understand the issues. Third, 
the situations were identical or closely matched to the examples used in the previously completed 
U.S. based study, so that subsequently three-way comparisons could be made. Table 1 lists the 
situations by their subject matter, persons who are being discriminated against, location of the 
violations (differentiated by near to or far from participants’ country), and the type of violation.  
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Table 1. Social situations by subject matter, violation subjects, site, and type of rights violation 

   
Human rights violation situation  

 
Subjects   

 
Site  

  
Type of violation 

 
Torture of suspected terrorists in the U.S.  
 

 
Prisoners  

 
Far  

 
Inflicting harm 

Restrictions placed on veiled women  Women Far/Near  Inflicting harm 

Lack of labor rights for the undocumented   Illegal workers  Near  Infringing on welfare 

Lack of welfare access for the Roma Ethnic minorities  Near  Infringing on welfare 

 
The two types of violations, each exemplified by two situations, were presented to assess 
whether there are differences in how people reason about the infliction of physical or 
psychological harm and restriction of liberty on individuals (the examples for this were the 
situation regarding torture and the situation regarding the restrictions on veiled women), as 
opposed to infringement on social welfare in the form of systemic group-based discrimination 
(the examples were lack of labor protections for undocumented people, and segregated housing 
for Roma minorities). These two different types of violations, (referred to as harm-based and 
social welfare-based), also represent the two essential purposes of human rights protection from 
physical and psychological harm, and guarantee of equal access to wellbeing (social welfare) 
regardless of any arbitrary differences such as race, ethnicity, sex, nationality, religion etc.     
The torture situation presented information about the U.S. overseas detention centers where 
suspected terrorists are tortured for the purpose of extracting potentially valuable information. 
The veiling situation presented information about restricting the movements and participation in 
public life of women who are veiled. The forced labor situation presented information about 
exploitation of, and lack of protections for persons working illegally due to poverty or legal 
status. The Roma situation presented information about the Roma minorities, who in both 
Turkey and Bosnia are forced into segregated housing. After each situation was presented, 
participants were asked whether or not those situations are all right / acceptable; whether all 
groups should have the same rights; and how each of the situations relates to potential or existing 
national laws. The questions were posed in the following order:  
 

1. Do you think this [situation] is alright or not? Why/Why not?  
2. Should all people in a society have the same rights? Why / Why not?  
3. Should everyone’s rights be protected? Why/ Why not?  
4. Would it be alright to have a law that allows this [situation]? Why/ Why not? 
5. Would this be alright if it was already the law?  Why/ Why not? 

 
Following this, a probe was given in which a “reasonable” rationale for the stated violation of 
human rights was presented. This rationale was introduced by saying: “Suppose that someone 
who agrees with / supports this practice / situation, was to explain it this way” (the particular 
situation specific rational then follows). The purpose of introducing this question was to see 
whether highlighting different aspects of the situation, in particular, non-moral ones, would lead 
to approval of the practice, even if initial response (Que 1.) was that the practice is not alright.  
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Next, the participants were asked whether the situations led to anyone’s loss of dignity, and 
whose. This question was posed to get an insight into whether people think of human dignity as 
an intrinsic worth, (as some of the philosophical literature on dignity holds), or as an earned/ lost 
social status (as an alternate view of dignity in literature discusses). Finally, participants were 
asked if anyone should face repercussions (punishment) for the situations, and they were given a 
choice of five possible measures, each representing a different system of justice (Table 2).  
 
Table 2. Definitions of justification regarding punishment.  

 
Type of punishment  

 
Description  
 

Retributive justice  Punishment by personal retribution  
 Punishment by rule of authority  
 
Restorative justice  

 
Repercussions decided by the community  

 Educational program instead of punishment  
 
No actions taken   

 
No punishment is appropriate or needed  

 
 
In order to minimize the possibility that the participants’ judgments about the situations could be 
influenced by the preceding conversation about human rights and dignity in general, the order of 
questioning was alternated. Approximately half of the participants in each group, in each country 
were asked the general questions first, followed by the situations, while the rest were given the 
reverse order. Given that the U.S. study showed that the order in which the situations are 
presented has no impact on how participants respond to each situation, for consistency, the order 
of presentation of situations was always the same for the other two countries. Each of the 
criterion judgment questions in both the general, and the situation specific parts of the interview 
included probes (Why or why not?) to assess justifications. Multiple justifications were 
permitted. No one gave more than two sufficiently elaborated justifications.  
 
Coding and reliability 
      
 Transcripts of the interviews were coded for judgment and justification responses, 
according to a well-established system used in previous studies (Turiel et al., 1987). Judgments, 
in this context, refer to participants’ responses to the criterion judgment questions. Responses to 
each criterion judgment question were coded as positive (a given idea or a situation is all right or 
is acceptable; should apply to everyone; should be legal, etc.), negative (a given idea or a 
situation is wrong; should be illegal, etc.), and maybe / depends. Justification responses were 
coded on the basis of pre-established categories that fall into three domains of reasoning: moral, 
social/cultural, and personal. Justification codes were based on the scoring system developed for 
the completed U.S. study (Besirevic & Turiel, forthcoming) which involved revising and 
expanding on a system developed by Helwig (1995), and using definitions taken from previous 
studies (Davidson, Turiel, & Black, 1983; Turiel, 2008). Multiple justifications were permitted 
but only two were coded. If more than two justifications were given, the most elaborated one 
(weighted as 1) or two weighted as 0.5 each) were coded. When two justifications were given 
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and a double code was applied, the primary code was chosen that corresponded best to answers 
given at further probing. In some cases, the participants did not provide justifications.  
 
 The coding scheme was derived from 50% of the protocols and applied to the remainder. 
Moral category codes were defined as involving issues of welfare, justice, and rights. Social 
conventional codes pertained to authority rules, laws, social norms and social approval. Personal 
domain codes had to do with choice and prudential or pragmatic concerns. New codes in the 
moral domain category were added in this study, which have not been used in previous Social 
Domain theory studies previously. These were justifications pertaining to (a) human rights, (b) 
human dignity, and (c) opportunity to develop capabilities to thrive. The criteria for the dignity 
code relied on the Oxford Dictionary definition of dignity as “The state or quality of being 
worthy of honor or respect. A sense of pride in oneself; self-respect.” The criteria for the human 
rights code relied on the definition of Human Rights by the United Nation’s Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights (see http://www.un.org). The criteria for the capabilities code was 
based on the data from the U.S. study in which participants spoke about “developing one’s 
capabilities.” This code relied on the literature in human capabilities approach (Nussbaum 1988, 
1992; Sen 1993, 1999) which contends that well-being is dependent on a set of fundamental 
human capabilities, essential to a good and dignified human life. Descriptions of the justification 
categories are presented in Table 5 (Summary descriptions of the types and excerpts from 
subjects' responses are given in Appendix I). Definitional responses to questions, “Can you 
define human rights” and “Can you define human dignity” were coded separately and only for 
domain of reasoning (rather than detailed justifications). Tables 3 and 4 present the criteria for 
coding those definitions.  
 
Interrater reliability. To assess coding reliability, a second judge, blind to the purpose of the 
study, coded 20% of randomly chosen interviews on criterion judgments and on justifications for 
the moral, personal, and social conventional issues. Cohen's kappa (Cohen, 1960) for general 
questions about human rights was .99 for criterion judgments, .89 for justifications; for questions 
about violations of human rights, .94 for criterion judgments, .79 for justifications; for questions 
about dignity, .96 for criterion judgments, .84 for justifications.  
 

 

Table 3. Definitions of moral, social conventional and personal categories for defining human rights 

 
Justifications  

 
Definition  

 
 
Moral  

 
References to respect for persons, equality, protection from harm, fairness and 
universal norms, inherent / natural rights  

 
Social  
conventional  

 
References to political/ cultural / social laws, norms or rules, to obedience of 
authority, or to social advantage  

 
Personal  

 
References to protecting privacy and psychological functioning of individuals  
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Table 4. Table of definition categories used for explain the notion of human dignity.  

Definition category  Description  

Moral  References to human rights, equal treatment, welfare and respect.   
Social conventional  References to social status/ rank, social recognition, or cultural 

norms.  
Personal  Reference to pride, sense of honor, integrity, self-worth, choice. 
Non-elaborated  No response, vague /unelaborated response.  
 
 
Table 5. Description of justification categories by domain of reasoning  

 
Domain 

 
Justification category 

 
Description 

Moral   
Equality / Justice  

 
References to principles of equality and reciprocity, and justice 

 Equal human rights   Explicit mention of human rights and equal access to same rights 
 Harm/ welfare             Ref to infliction of physical or   emotional harm 
 Human dignity  Appeal to human dignity / worth or dehumanization / humiliation 
 Capabilities/thriving  References to opportunity for fulfilment of full capabilities   

Social 
convention 

 
Societal progress  

 
References to positive / useful social consequences 

 Cultural norms Appeal to the importance of cultural norms / practices 
 Authority rule/ law Appeal to authority and to rule obligations 

Personal  
Psychological functioning 

 
References to a sense of pride / honor, integrity and identity 

 Personal emotional needs References to emotional needs, autonomy and freedom 
 Personal prerogative  Personal choice, preference or own fault of individuals 

 Non-elaborated Justification response too vague or absent 

 
 
 
Limitations: Due to chosen recruitment methods, adult participants in both countries were 
recruited through universities, and therefore exposed to higher education. While this may have 
made them more familiar with the concept of human rights, that knowledge did not impact the 
validity or reliability of the study. The research questions were concerned with how people 
justify their approval or disapproval of situations in which human rights are violated, and how 
consistent that is with their opinion about human rights in the abstract. 
The findings of this study make claims about moral thought, not moral action. Studying the latter 
would necessitate a different methodological approach, including naturalistic observations, 
across a variety of social situations. Such design would likely be difficult to carry out as well as 
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to control for confounding variables. However, qualitative analysis of both judgments and 
justifications in this study do provide some insight into intended moral action.  
Further, the scope the study takes in two countries with Muslim majority population and 
eventually compares them to the U.S. population, but no specific claims are made as to whether 
people in different cultural environments reason similarly. However, this study provides a 
methodological blueprint for exploring other contexts.  
Finally, while the two countries in the study, Turkey and Bosnia, are Muslim majority and 
culturally oriented to Islamic traditions, religion is not in itself a variable in this study, rather this 
particular kind of a social milieu in general is of interest, as a specific kind of an environment to 
be developing in, while the level of religiosity of individual is not part of the focus. Nevertheless, 
the results were expected to highlight some religion-based responses that would help shape 
further research on that topic.    
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Chapter 4: Results about adolescents’ and adults’ reasoning about human rights in general 
 
This chapter reports on the results of the analysis of reasoning about human rights. This includes 
the analysis of the participants’ definitions of human rights, their reasoning about the legal status 
and mandate of human rights, and about the fundamental principles behind human rights. The 
results presented seek to demonstrate how people understand human rights in general, rather than 
in a specific context. For each of the five questions posed, two levels of analysis were performed: 
analysis of judgments (Yes / No / Maybe responses), which convey acceptance / rejection of, or 
undecidedness about an idea, and analysis of justifications (reasons underlying the judgments). 
Justification responses are categorized into three broad domains: moral, social conventional and 
personal. In addition to analyzing each question in turn, a separate analysis was performed in 
which all four questions (not including the definition question) were taken together, in order to 
test the overall pattern of responding. These two stages of analyses, each capturing judgments 
and the justifications for the judgment, answer my first research question (with sub-questions): 
 

Do age, sex, or cultural background relate to how people reason about universal human 
rights? In particular, applied to  

● the definition of human rights  
● the legal status and mandate of human rights 
● the principles of universality and inalienability  

 
The results, thus, address reasoning about both legal and philosophical aspect of human rights.  
For all the response frequencies Chi squared goodness of fit tests were performed (shown at the 
end of each table) to confirm that the differences in responses were significant and not occurring 
by chance. Further Pearson chi squared and logistic regression analyses were then performed, as 
necessary, (reported below) to answer the research questions.  
 
Defining human rights. To the first question, asking the participants if they knew what human 
rights are, and if they can give a definition in their own words, in both Bosnia and Turkey, most 
adolescents (100% and 83%), and adults (96 % and 92%), said that they did know what human 
rights are (Table 6). When asked to give a definition, participants gave different responses, and 
the differences related to age and country. As Table 7 shows, most Bosnians, with no significant 
age difference (50% and 63%), defined human rights within the moral domain (see Chapter 3, 
Table 3 for category descriptions), explaining that human rights are what guarantees equality and 
justice in the society. They also gave definitions within the personal domain of reasoning (38% 
and 33%), explaining that human rights are mechanisms for securing personal freedoms.  
In Turkey age difference was significant, X²(3) =12.44, p < .01. Although most Turkish 
participants said they knew what human rights are, 38% of adolescents and 17% of adults did not 
give a definition. Among those who did, most adolescents and adults, like their Bosnian 
counterparts, referred to moral concerns (39% and 37%), explaining that human rights exist to 
assure equality and justice; and are mechanisms for protection from harm. The remaining 
adolescents and adults, also like their Bosnian counterparts, defined human rights in terms of 
guarantees of personal freedoms (23% and 31%). Figure 1 summarizes the judgments and the 
justifications, by age and country, showing that age related differences are notable only in 
Turkey, and that country related difference are apparent in terms of providing or not providing a 
response and a justification, but similar when it comes it the types of justifications given.    
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General questions. Questions regarding the legal status and mandate, and the central principles 
of human rights were analyzed separately from the question asking for a definition of human 
rights. Table 8 shows the responses to these questions by age and country. Pearson chi squared 
showed significant differences, related to both age,  X²(14) = 88.6, p < .001; and to country, 
X²(14) = 101.8, p < .001. Analysis were carried out for each question in turn, asking whether 
there should be national laws that allow for human rights (legal status), and whether it is alright 
to have anti-human rights laws (legal mandate); whether countries could have different versions 
of human rights (principle of universality); whether it was the case that sometimes some people 
should not have human rights (principle of inalienability).   
 
I fitted generalized logistic regression models (Gmml) to test the statistical significances by each 
question in turn (Table 9), testing yes or no responses (“maybe/depends” responses were too few 
to include in the analysis). Figures 2 and 3 summarize the age and country effects on judgments 
and justifications of judgments regarding the four general questions about human rights. For each 
of the four question the result of the judgment which is supportive of human rights is reported.  
 
Legal status. In responding to “should national laws allow for human rights,” the supportive 
answer was yes, and Bosnian participants were more likely to say yes, than Turkish participants 
(83% vs. 38%), b =0.27, t=2.97, p < .05. These responses also showed significant age effects, 
b=-0.18, t=-2.06, p < .005, but only for Turkish participants. Turkish adults were more 
supportive than the adolescents (38% vs 70%), while Bosnian adolescents and adults were 
equally supportive (83% and 84%). 
 
Legal mandate. In responding to the question “is it alright to have anti human rights laws,” the 
answer supportive of human rights was no. In answering no, participants did not differ by age or 
country. An average of 73% of Bosnians and 84% of Turks were against anti-human rights laws.  
 
Inalienability of human rights. When asked, “should some people, sometimes lose human 
rights,” the answer supportive of human rights was, no (as those rights are inalienable). In 
responding no to this question, the effect of country was significant, b =0.29, t=2.05, p < .05, 
and the effect of age was significant, b =0.29, t=2.05, p < .05, in Turkey alone.  While most 
Bosnians (an average of 60%) with no age difference, said no, in Turkey adolescents said no 
more often than the adults (63% vs. 33%).   
 
Universality of human rights. In answer to, “can human rights be different in different 
countries,” the response supportive of human rights was no, (as those are universal). A Pearson’s 
chi square test showed a significant difference in adolescent responses between the two 
countries, X²(2) =32.94, p < .001. In Bosnia, more adolescents than adults (66% vs. 50%) said 
no, while in Turkey, the reverse was true, and a smaller percentage of adolescents said no (42% 
and 54%).  
 
Overall pattern of responding. The discussed results of the analyses of each general question in 
turn reveal how participants judged each particular aspect of human rights (universality, 
inalienability, and legal legitimacy). To test how the responses to individual questions related to 
one another, that is, to understand whether the participants thought that human rights should be 
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both universal and inalienable, as well as integrated into the national legal framework, or 
whether they thought that should not be the case, second stage of analyses were conducted. The 
second stage included analyzing patterns of responding to all four questions. For this purpose, 
two categorical variables were created, each with four dimensions, to test consistency in 
supporting, or consistency in opposing the principles and the legal legitimacy of human rights. 
The variable “support” reflected a pattern of responses endorsing universality and inalienability, 
as well as accepting laws that allow, and rejecting laws that contravene human rights. The 
variable “opposition” reflected a reverse pattern: rejecting the fundamental principles and legal 
endorsement of human rights, as well as accepting / being ambivalent to anti human rights laws. 
Consistency was an important criterion since it captured a non-contradictory pattern of 
responding, which can be taken as an indication that the participants understood the questions 
and articulated their judgments. Logistic regression analyses were then carried out to test the 
significance of fixed effects of age, country, and sex on the “support” or the “opposition.” As 
Table 10 shows, when it came to a supportive pattern of responses there was no significant age 
effect, but participants in Bosnia were more likely to be supportive, b =0.27, t=2.97, p < .05, as 
were females, regardless of country or age, b =0.27, t=2.97, p < .05.  
 
Justification responses  
 

In order to answer the second research question, whether age, cultural background, or 
sex, have an impact on how people justify their judgments about human rights, as well as how 
they justify their support or opposition, participants’ justification responses were analyzed using 
categories presented in Table 5 (Chapter 3) For statistical analysis all the differentiated 
categories were collapsed into their general moral, social conventional, or personal domains.  
 
Table 12 shows the percentages of justifications in both countries, by moral, social conventional 
and personal domains. Across all questions, all participants used moral or social conventional 
justifications. Personal justifications were given only by adolescents when responding to whether 
national laws should allow for human rights, in Bosnia and Turkey (20% and 38%). When it 
came to justifying responses regarding the principle of universality, in Bosnia there was no age 
difference and all the participants gave more moral than conventional justifications (an average 
of 59 % vs. 43%). The same was true regarding the principle of inalienability (59% vs. 33%).   

In Turkey when it came to the universality of human rights, both ages justified their 
responses with social conventional reasons, (average of 51%) more than the moral (18% of 
adolescents and 35% of adults). Regarding the inalienability of human rights, adolescents 
provided more of the moral than of social conventional reasons (60% vs. 36%), while adults’ 
responses were even between the domains (average 48%). Country effect on justifications for 
universality of human rights was significant, X2 (2) = 5.97, p < 0.05. Turkish adolescents and 
adults (18% and 35%) gave fewer moral responses than the Bosnians (65% and 52%).  
 
Regarding the two questions about the legal mandate of human rights, in Bosnia adolescents 
gave an almost equal proportion of moral and social conventional justifications for both the idea 
of laws allowing human rights (on average 40%) and of the laws not denying human rights (on 
average 48%). To both legal questions, adults offered more moral (on average 62%) than social 
conventional (on average 35%) justifications. In other words, for both questions, the adults gave 
more moral responses than the adolescents, and adolescents gave more social conventional 
responses than the adults. This age difference was significant, X2 (4) = 28.30, p < 0.001.  
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In Turkey the age difference was also significant, X2 (4) = 55.24, p < 0.001, and adolescents 
gave moral and personal justifications (48% and 38%) for why laws should allow for human 
rights, and mostly moral (68%) reasons for judgments regarding anti human rights laws. Adults, 
on the other hand, in equal proportion in both questions, balanced the moral (on average 53%) 
and the social conventional (on average 42%) justifications.   
 
Justifying support and opposition 
 
It is important to note that the differences in justifications are related to different judgments. A 
deeper understanding of participants reasoning requires an analysis of how the justifications 
correspond with support for, or opposition to the fundamental principles, and the legal mandate 
of human rights. To test if the support for human rights is likely to be justified differently than 
the opposition, logistic regression tested the likelihood of moral, social-conventional, or personal 
justifications for two different patterns of responding. Tables 13 and 14 show, that support for 
human rights was significantly more likely to be justified within the moral domain, b= 0.79, 
t=7.8, p< 0.001, whereas opposition was likely to be justified within the social conventional 
domain, b= 0.78, t=7.9, p< 0.001. The significance held within each country and age group.  
 
The presented findings therefore confirmed:  
H1 = culture and age will affect how people judge, and justify judgments about human rights;  
H2 = sex will not have a significant effect on reasoning. 
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Chapter 5: Results on human rights violation situations 
 
This chapter addresses the second research question concerning how people reason about 
different kinds of human rights violations, and different aspects of any given violation, namely:  
Do age, sex, or cultural background affect people’s reasoning about situations that depict “real 
life” human rights violations occurring in different parts of the world? In particular relating to:  
 

● evaluations of different types of rights violations  
● reasoning about legality of different types of rights violations 
● reasoning about infliction of harm, as opposed to infringement on social welfare  
● the level of support for human rights across different situations  
● reasoning about punishments for different human rights abuses  

 
In order to answer the second research question, and the related sub-questions, judgments (Yes/ 
No/ Maybe responses), and justifications (reasons provided for those judgments) were analysed 
for each of the human rights violating situations: forced labor of undocumented workers, torture 
of prisoners, restrictions placed on veiled women, and discrimination against the Roma (Table 1, 
Chapter 3). Several levels of analyses were carried out in order to address different comparative 
dimensions. The first level focused on participants’ responses to each question in turn, across all 
four situations. Separate generalized logistic regression models were fitted for yes responses, and 
no responses to each question (maybe responses were too few for a model), testing the fixed 
effects of age, gender, country, and type of situation. Tables 16-18 show the percentages of 
responses, accompanied by the statistical analysis results for the mentioned fixed effects.  
Domain-based justifications for judgments were also analyzed for overall effects of age and 
country, testing each question across the four situations. Since the moral domain justifications 
were of particular interest, analysis of justifications within the most frequently occurring moral 
categories: equality /justice, harm /welfare, and human rights / dignity are also included in the 
results. Tables 19-21 show justifications by question, with accompanying statistical tests results.  
 
The second level of analysis explored whether participants reasoning was different when it came 
to different types of human rights violations. That is, whether, and how strongly they rejected 
one type of a violation as opposed to another. The two different types observed, were violations 
that had to do with inflicting physical or psychological harm on individuals, and violations that 
had to do with group-based, systemic discrimination in access to social welfare. Also tested were 
the effects of age, country, and sex on judgments about these types of violations, as well as on 
the justifications of judgments. To test these effects, two new, discrete variables were created. 
The variable “support” measured the attitude of support for human rights, understood as a 
rejection of rights violating practices. Within each situation, a 5-level discrete variable (5 levels 
corresponding to 5 questions posed for each situation) was created by giving a score of 1 to a 
supportive response (which could be either yes or no, depending on the question) and score of 0 
to a non-supportive response. Responses were aggregated and a score of 0-5 assigned to the 
variable “support.”  
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Questions  

Score for 
Yes   

Score 
for No  

Is this [practice] all right or not? 0 1 
Should all groups in society have the same rights? 1 0 
Should there be a law allowing this? 0 1 
Is this alright if a law already allows it? 0 1 
[An endorsing reason is given] Do you agree? 0 1 
 Note. 1 = supportive answer; 0 = non-supportive answer  
 
Each situation, therefore, could elicit a level of support for human rights on a 0-5-point scale. An 
additional binary variable was created where, 0 < 2.5 = low support, and 2.6 < 5 = high support.  
In addition to testing the extent to which people support human rights (as extent to which they 
reject human rights violating practices), and how that level of support varies by situation, it was 
also important to test indecisiveness, indicated by maybe/ depends responses. For this purpose, 
another 5-level discrete variable was created in the same way as the “support” for human rights, 
reflecting the attitude of indecisiveness, and named “doubt” (for short). For this variable “maybe 
/depends” answers to questions were converted into a 5-point scale.   
 
The second level of analysis measures were created to supplement the analysis of each separate 
question in turn. While the analysis of the responses to each of the questions served to explore 
how participants differ in their reasoning regarding different aspect of the four rights violating 
situations, a combined measure served to additionally show whether their overall attitude shows 
strong support for human rights (such that supportive attitude is present across all the questions 
and not just some).    
 
To test how the responses differed based on whether they address the violations that had to do 
with infliction of physical or psychological harm to individuals, or to violations that had to do 
with group-based discrimination in social welfare access, two “type” variables were created, 
“type harm” and “type welfare.” Torture of detainees, and restrictions on women’s movement 
and dress were collapsed into the harm type; while the equal access to protections in labor for 
undocumented workers, and equal access to housing and social welfare for the Roma minorities, 
were collapsed into the welfare type. Tables 22 – 24 are the logistic regression analysis outputs.  
Finally, conceptions of punishment were analyzed separately, since the structure of questions 
was different, and involved choosing one of the answer options provided and justifying that 
choice. Analysis were therefore carried out for the chosen type of response, rather than moral, 
social conventional and personal justification. Tables 25-28 show present the results.     
 
Analysis Part I: Differences by question 
 
Evaluations of different types of violations 
 
Is this alright or not? Most people in both countries, and across all the situations did not think 
that the human rights violating practices in question were alright (Table 16). While all situations 
were evaluated mostly negatively, torture was more frequently accepted by both adolescents and 
adults in Bosnia (21% and 29%), and in Turkey (25% and 25%) than any of the other situations. 
Positive evaluations for torture were significantly more likely than positive evaluations for any 
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other situation, b= -1.17, z= -3.07, p < .005. Restrictions imposed on veiled women, in Bosnia 
alone, were accepted by more adolescents than adults (29% vs 4%), and this situation was, for 
this group significantly more acceptable than any of the others, b= -0.80, z= -2.03, p < .05. 
Figure 4 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the participants’ judgments by age and country.       
Counter rationale. When participants were further probed with a rationale that explained those 
violations as necessary for some, ostensibly higher purpose, in both countries some participants 
responded that the given practice was alright, therefore in some cases going against their initial 
judgment that it was not alright. In Bosnia, adolescents’ and adults’ approval of torture increased 
from their initial judgment (33% and 34%), b= 0.75, z= 2.07, p < .05, as well as the approval of 
forced labor (25% and 21%), X²(2) =41.17, p < .001. In Turkey only the adults’ approval of 
restrictions for veiled women increased from their initial judgment, yielding a significant age 
difference, X²(2) =23.02, p < .001. 
 
Should everyone have the same rights? Regarding the idea of equal rights for all groups in the 
society, responses differed by age, country and context (Table 17). While overall, most 
participants approved of equal rights across the situations, responses of adolescents in both 
Bosnia and Turkey (37 and 33%) differed from their other responses, as they did not support the 
idea that equal rights should apply to the tortured detainees, b= -0.01, z= -2.02, p < .05. Within 
country differences were also tested. In the case of restrictions placed on veiled women, Bosnian 
adults, but not adolescents (21% vs. 0) thought that equal rights should not apply to the veiled 
women, X²(2) =28.57, p < .001. In Turkey, an age difference was also found, but with regards to 
the forced labor situation, for which adults more often than adolescents (29% vs. 8%), thought 
that equal rights should not apply, X²(2) =28.57, p < .001.    
 
Reasoning about legality of different types of violations  
Should there be a law allowing this? Most people across all the situations, with no significant 
differences between the countries, thought that these practices should not be legal (Table 18). 
The age effect was significant only in the veiled women situation in Bosnia, where adults 
accepted such laws more than the adolescents (25% vs. 8%), X²(2) =11.18, p < .005. 
However, when participants were asked, “is this alright if it is already the law,” they were more 
supportive of some situations. Support for restricting the rights of veiled women increased 
among adults more than the adolescents, in Bosnia (63% vs. 33%), X²(2) =18.75, p < .005, and 
in Turkey (38% vs. 21%), X²(2) =8.59, p < .05. Regardless of age and country, laws allowing 
torture were accepted more than laws about other situations, b= 0.01, z= 2.48, p < .05. This 
approval was more frequently given by Bosnian adolescents and adults (54% and 46%), than the 
Turkish (25% and 17%), X²(2) =00.00, p < .05. 
 
Justifications analysis results  
 
Age and country differences, across the four situations, were also analyzed for participants’ 
justifications of their judgments. Responses were coded according to the justification categories 
in Table 5 (see Chapter 3.) and for purposes of analysis, all the categories were then collapsed 
into moral, social conventional and personal category. Since the participants most frequently 
gave justifications within the moral domain, and since, for the purpose of answering the research 
questions, moral domain responses are most relevant, differentiated moral domain categories are 
also presented and included in the analysis (see Appendix I for a full description of justification 
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categories with illustrative examples from data interviews). Table 19 shows that justification 
responses to the question, “Is this alright or not” were overall, mostly within the moral domain, 
although some differences occurred. A chi squared test of goodness of fit confirmed that the age 
and country difference in responses were significant, X2 (14) =18.56, p < 0.001. Although all 
situation responses were mostly justified with moral concerns, in both Bosnia and Turkey, an 
average of 33% and 28% of all participants (there was no age difference), referred to social 
conventional concerns when justifying their responses to torture. These percentages of social 
conventional justifications for torture are, in both countries, significantly higher than the average 
of all other situations combined (15% and 11%), X2 (3) =11.79, p < 0.01. In both Bosnia and 
Turkey responses to the restrictions placed on veiled women, were justified within the personal 
domain (45% and 23% average of both age groups) more often than the responses to any other 
situation, (11% and 13% average of other situations combined), X2 (3) =23.6, p < 0.001. 
Personal domain justifications in this situation alone were particularly salient for the Turkish 
participants, and adults more so than the adolescents (52% vs. 38%). Moreover, for the adults, 
personal domain justifications were more frequent than the moral (52% vs. 37%).   
 
On the differentiated moral categories, country differences occurred in the Roma situation, X2 (1) 
=5.43, p < 0.05, which more of the Turkish participants, (an average of both age groups), than 
the Bosnian (40% vs. 9%) thought had to do with issues of harm/ welfare, By contrast, more of 
the Bosnians than the Turks, (42% vs. 15%) referred to equality / justice justification, X2 (1) 
=29.17, p < 0.001. Significant age differences emerged only in the Bosnians’ justifications to 
torture, X2 (2) =27.41, p < 0.001. which more adolescents than adults (42% vs. 11%) connected 
to HR/ dignity.     
 
In cases where posing a counter rationale question led from disapproval to approval, (discussed 
in previous analysis section, presented in Table 13), justifications changed from moral to social 
conventional. However, this change occurred in less than 20% of the cases, with the exception of 
the forced labor situation in Turkey, where both adolescents and adults (33% and 29%) changed 
their justification to social conventional ones in line with the change in judgment; and the veiled 
women situation in Turkey, where adults only (25%) made the same change. Figures 5 and 6 
summarize the descriptive statistics on moral and social conventional justifications of judgments 
by age and country.   
 
Justifications of the responses to the question, “should everyone in society have the same rights” 
(Table 20), revealed a similar pattern to the one in the previous question. A chi squared test of 
goodness of fit confirmed that the responses are independent and that overall country differences 
are significant, X2 (14) =181.79, p < 0.001. While most participants mostly referred to the moral 
domain, torture was justified with social conventional reasons more often than were any of the 
other situations overall. Again, as in the previous question, personal domain justifications were 
most frequently given for the situation regarding the veiled women, particularly by the Turkish 
adults (23%) and the Bosnian adolescents (29%).   
 
Country differences were significant between adolescents, X2 (8) =45.57, p < 0.001, but not the 
adults, particularly in forced labor situation, where Bosnians gave more moral justifications than 
the Turks (82% vs. 61%) and the veiled women situation, to which conversely, the Turks gave 
more moral justifications (82% vs. 54%). Within countries, there were age differences in Bosnia 
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only in the Roma situation, to which adolescents gave more moral justifications than adults 
(100% vs. 72%). In Turkey adolescents gave fewer moral justifications than adults to torture 
(41% vs. 58%) but more to the veiled women situation (82% vs. 66%), X2 (1) =4.1, p < 0.05.  
 
Considering the differentiated moral categories, overall, the human rights / dignity justification 
was the most consistently salient across all the situations, with no significant differences in age 
or country (given by an average of 26% Turks and 29% of Bosnians). Equality/ justice was the 
most frequent justification for Turkish adolescents and adults (40% and 33% average), in all but 
the torture situation. In Bosnia, equality / justice was only used in the forced labor (55% and 
35%) and Roma situations (17% and 55%). Bosnian adolescents were the only group that 
referred to harm / welfare (33%), in justifying their judgment about torture.   
 
While some change in judgments occurred between responses to the questions, “should there be 
a law allowing these practices” (potential law), and “is this alright if the law already allows it” 
(existing law), justifications of the judgments were not significantly different. Therefore, they 
were combined (Table 21) for the purpose of statistical analysis. A chi squared test of goodness 
of fit confirmed that the response differences between the countries are significant, X2 (14) 
=151.28, p < 0.001. As in the previous questions, a pattern of responding emerged where torture 
and veiled women situations were associated with moral reasoning less often (53% and 52% on 
average) than the  Roma and forced labor situations (73% and 72% on average),  The veiled 
women situation again had the highest proportion of personal domain justifications, from all 
groups on average, compared to all other situations taken together (27% vs. 7%), whereas torture 
was on average more often justified within the social conventional domain then all the other 
situations on average (38% vs. 19%). Bosnian respondents more than the Turkish, also gave 
social conventional justifications in forced labor (26% vs. 4%). 
 
In terms of differentiated moral categories, in spite of the fact that these questions refer directly 
to legal permissibility of the given practices, equality/ justice category was, overall, used least 
frequently, with the exception of adult responses to the Roma situation in both countries (33%). 
The Harm / welfare justification was used across most situations and groups (28% Turkish and 
25% Bosnians), with similar frequency as human rights/dignity (25% Turkish; 23% Bosnians).        
 
Analysis Part II: Differences by level of support and types of situations  
 

● reasoning about infliction of harm, as opposed to infringement on social welfare  
● the level of support for human rights across different situations  

 
For this part of the analysis several logistic regression models were fitted to test the effects of 
age, sex, country and type of situation, on the likelihood of rejecting the violations of human 
rights in different contexts, understood as attitude of support [for human rights] in context. An 
analysis was also conducted for indecisiveness regarding the rejection of the human rights 
violating situations understood as attitude of doubt. Justifications for attitude of support and 
attitude of doubt were also analyzed. Statistical analysis results are presented in Tables 22-24.  
In the analysis of the entire population (n=96), regression results revealed that the type of 
situation had a significant effect on the attitude of support. Testing the binary variable for low 
support did not yield statistical significance, indicating that the attitude of support for human 
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rights was high overall, however support was significantly more likely for the social welfare type 
(which included the Roma and the forced labor situations), than the harm type (which included 
the torture and the veiled women situations), b=0.55, t=3.49, p< 0.001. On the level of whole 
population effects of age, sex and country were not significant. Analysis of justifications for 
attitude of support, revealed a significant likelihood to offer reasons within personal, b=0.75, 
t=19.29, p< 0.05, and moral domains, b=0.29, t=2.58, p< 0.001, as well as a likelihood not to 
offer social conventional justifications, b=- 0.81, t= - 24.62, p< 0.001. Low standard errors for 
moral and social conventional coefficients (0.03), indicated low variability in the sampling 
distribution and therefore high accuracy of the sample mean compared with the population mean.    
Figures 7 and 8 show the overall regression results that the higher the support for human rights, 
the more likely the moral justification, and conversely the lower the support the more likely the 
social conventional justification.   
 
Within country analysis for attitude of high support in context  
 
 Within country analysis confirmed no statistical significance of the effects of age and sex 
on the attitude of support in Bosnia/ Turkey. Justification categories were therefore analyzed for 
both groups (n=48), in each country (Table 22). In both countries, the likelihood of justifying 
attitude of support with personal domain reasons was not statistically significant, while the 
likelihood of moral ones was; Bosnia: b=0.79, t=16.38, p< 0.001; Turkey: b=0.64, t=11.53, p< 
0.001. Social conventional justifications, again were negatively associated, and were less likely, 
the higher the attitude of support; Bosnia: b=-0.84, t=-19.51, p< 0.001; Turkey: b=-0.80, t=-
16.08, p< 0.001. Standard errors, for both moral (0.05 and 0.06) and social conventional (0.06 
and 0.05) coefficients were low, indicating low variability in the sampling distribution. Figure 9 
shows the descriptive statistics for countries by level of support and domain of justifications.       
 
Within age groups analysis for attitude of support   
 
 Since analysis found no significant difference between countries when it comes to 
attitude of support, age group differences in justifications were analyzed for both countries taken 
together (n=48). As Table 23 shows, logistic regression analysis revealed that when adults 
supported human rights in context / rejected the abusive practices, the likelihood of justifying 
that attitude of support with personal domain reasoning was not significant. However, the 
likelihood of moral justifications was significant, b= 0.72, t=14.64, p< 0.001. The likelihood of 
social conventional justifications was negatively associated, that is, not likely, b=- 0.81, t=-
18.69, p< 0.001, as was expected. Standard errors for both coefficients were low, although a 
higher SE for moral (0.18) than social conventional (0.09) justifications, indicates more 
variability in the moral responses.    
 
Considering the adolescent population (n=48), analysis showed that, similarly to the adults, in 
justifying the attitude of support, the respondents were significantly likely to give moral domain 
reasons, b= 0.73, t=12.78, p< 0.001, and significantly likely not to give the social conventional, 
b=- 0.88, t=-16.83, p< 0.001. Personal justifications, again, were of no significant likelihood. 
Figure 9a summarizes the descriptive statistics for the level of support and the domain of 
justifications, by age differences.       
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Analysis for attitude of doubt 
 
 Analysis of indecisiveness about the rejection of human rights violating practices in the 
context of the four social situations (attitude of doubt) revealed results that are complementary to 
the analysis results for the attitude of support. As Table 24 shows, age, country, sex, and type of 
situation did not have a significant effect on the attitude of doubt. Analysis of justification 
responses for the overall population (n=96), revealed that the respondents who were indecisive in 
their judgments, were significantly more likely to offer social conventional justifications for their 
responses, b= 0.12, t=5.60, p< 0.001. Conversely, they were significantly more likely not to 
offer personal, b=- 0.09, t=-2.04, p< 0.05, or moral justifications, b=- 0.13, t=-5.66, p< 0.001.  
Low standard errors for all the coefficients (0.09 for social conventional, and 0.04 for moral and 
personal), indicated low variability in the sampling distribution.  
 
Analysis Part III: Conceptions of punishment  
  
 Table 25 presents the percentages of participant’s judgments about whether the 
perpetrators of human rights violations in each of the situations should receive punishment. 
Punishment was least favored in relation to the veiled women situation, b= 0.01, z= 2.48, p < 
.05. In Bosnia the proportion of adolescents who supported punishment (42%) was significantly 
different to the adults (22%), X²(2) =9.39, p < .01), but in Turkey it was not (23% on average). 
For forced labor, punishment was supported, b= 0.01, z= 2.48, p < .05, by both age groups In 
Bosnia (75% each) and Turkey (59% on average ), with no age, or country differences. 
Punishment of torture drew more support than rejection, b= 0.01, z= 2.48, p < .05, with some 
age and country differences. In Bosnia adolescents were more in favor of punishing torture than 
the adults (67% vs. 52%), X²(2) =10.57, p < .01, while the reverse (45% vs. 62%) was true in 
Turkey,  X²(2) =07.01, p < .05. In discrimination against the Roma, participants rejected 
punishment, b= 0.01, z= 2.48, p < .05. Among those who supported it in Bosnia (32%), and 
Turkey (42%), there was no age difference. Figure 10 summarizes age and country descriptive 
statistics for judgments about punishment,  
 
 
Justification analysis  
 
 In justifying their judgments on punishment, participants chose out of five suggested 
options of repercussion, what they thought was the most appropriate one in each situation. Two 
options involved a retributive approach to satisfaction of justice, including punishment through 
personal retribution, or punishment by authority rule; and two involved a restorative approach, 
including punishment by community rule / service, and participation in an educational program 
instead of punishment. The last option was that no action is required, since no blame is assigned 
(see Table 2, Chapter 3 for categories, including examples taken from participant’s responses).  
 
As Table 26 shows, some differences in responses occurred by type of situation, as well as on 
participants’ age and country. Logistic regression (Table 27), test for the effects of age, sex, and 
country, across all situations showed that adolescents were more likely than the adults to choose 
restorative education over any other option for repercussions, b= 0.09, t= 2.10, p < .05, whereas 
they were less likely than the adults to advocate punishment by rule of authority, b= -0.11, t= -
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2.51, p < .05, or to say that no action should be taken in a given human rights violating situation, 
b=- 0.08, t= -2.40, p < .05. Figure  
 
In terms of cross country differences, participants in Bosnia were significantly more likely than 
those in Turkey to advocate for punishment by rule of authority, b= 0.13, t= 2.88, p < .005, and 
were also more likely to say that no action should be taken, b= 0.11, t= 3.08, p < .005, claiming 
either that retributive or restorative measures “would make no difference,” or that the practices in 
question were justified. Bosnian participants were less likely than the Turkish to choose 
educational restorative measures for those engaging in practices that violate human rights, b= -
0.25, t= -5.59, p < .001. A sex effect was also significant regarding the educational option, with 
females overall, more likely than males to choose this option, b= 0.09, t=2.08, p < .05.    
 
Difference also occurred regarding the different types of situation. For the forced labor, which 
was the situation most frequently judged as punishable (see Table 26) by all the participants, 
punishment by rule of authority was overall the most often chosen option. As Table 28 shows, 
for the Roma situation, punishment by personal retribution was significantly less likely to be 
chosen over any of the others b= -0.09, t=-2.15, p < .05, and the restorative education option, 
was the most likely to be chosen, b= 0.21, t=3.37, p < .001. The restorative education option 
was also significantly more likely than others in the veiling situation, b= 0.29, t=4.46, p < .001, 
while, both types of retributive punishment, by authority rule, b= -0.21, t=-3.50, p < .001, and 
personal, b= -0.10, t=-2.46, p < .05 were significantly less likely regarding this situation. For the 
torture situation, on the other hand, punishment by rule of authority was significantly more likely 
to be chosen than other options, b= 0.13, t=2.20, p < .05. Figure 10a summarizes age and 
country descriptive statistics for the five types of responses regarding the choice of punishment,  
 
The reported results therefore confirmed:  
H1: Culture and age will affect how people reason about human rights violations.  
H2: Gender will not affect how people reasons about human rights violations  
H3: Regardless of age, culture and gender, people will mostly reject violations of human rights 
for moral, rather than social conventional or personal reasons.   
H4: People will approve or human rights violations for non- moral reasons.  
H5: There will be a difference in how people judge and justify harm-based versus welfare-based 
violations of human rights. 
H6: Culture, age and social context will affect how people judge the necessity of punishment and 
what type of punishment they recommend.  
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Chapter 6: Results on conceptions of human dignity 
 
This chapter addresses the third research question: Do age, sex, or cultural background affect 
how people reason about human dignity? In particular, applied to: 
 

● defining dignity  
● reasoning about universality and inalienability of dignity 
● reasoning about the loss of dignity in human rights violations 

 
The results presented in answer to this research question, in the first place provide an insight into 
people’s conceptions of dignity in the abstract - including how they define the notion of dignity 
and whether they see it as universal and inalienable; as well as in situations depicting practices 
that are actually occurring (referred to as “real-life contexts”), shedding light on whether, and for 
what reasons, dignity is viewed as a universal moral sentiment, or as a context dependent social 
construct that indicates something about social standing or rank. Secondly, since questions about 
dignity were posed in the contexts of human rights abuse situations, the analyses also offer 
evidence on people’s views regarding what role dignity plays within human rights. Given that 
the paradigm of human rights, with its principles of universality and inalienability, relies 
precisely on the notion of universal and inalienable human dignity, an insight into how people 
reason about this interplay is crucially important.   
 
The first part of the results presented in this chapter includes analyses of judgments and 
justifications of three general questions regarding the nature of human dignity: 

1. What is dignity? 
2. Can dignity be lost? 
3. Should dignity be respected in all people?   

 
The second part of the results includes analyses of judgments and justifications for questions 
posed in the context of specific situations. For each of the four situations (forced labor / unequal 
labor protections for undocumented workers, restrictions placed on veiled women, torture of 
prisoners, and the Roma minority’s unequal access to housing) participants were asked whether 
dignity was lost due to the given human rights violations. Statistical analyses relied on logistic 
regression models and effect size of age, country and sex on both criterion judgments and 
justifications. In the case of justifications, different model specifications where performed to 
estimate the individual likelihood of using one of the three domains of reasoning: moral, social 
conventional, or personal. Since none of the models tested showed the effect of sex to be 
significant, males and females were collapsed for further analyses. Where needed, additional 
Pearson chi squared tests tested within subject differences.  
 
Defining human dignity   
 
 In order to understand how they conceptualize dignity, participants were first asked if 
they knew what dignity is, and if they could define it. Table 29 shows percentages of responses 
to that question. Within country age differences were not significant, however, between countries 
they were, for both adolescents, X²(2) =62.47, p < .001, and adults, X²(2) =61.59, p < .001. 
Bosnian participants of both ages mostly said they know what dignity is (83% and 96%), but the 
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Turkish less so (48% and 45%). When it came to defining what human dignity means, responses 
did not differ by age but they did differ by country, X² (5) =28.15, p < .001. Definitions offered 
were classified according to four categories describes in Table 4, Chapter 3. (For illustrative 
examples from participants’ interviews see Appendix II).  
 
As Table 30 shows, in Bosnia personal domain concerns such as pride, sense of honor, self-
worth and integrity were given by adolescents and adults in similar proportions (42% vs. 38%), 
as were the definitions focused on social conventions (25% vs. 18%), such as social respect and 
rank. Definitions that involved issues of morality, such as equal respect for others and human 
rights were mentioned by adolescents less than the adults (33% vs. 44%). However, overall there 
was no significant age difference. In Turkey age had no significant effect either, however, most 
adolescents and adults (63% and 67%) did not give a definition of dignity. The few who did offer 
a definition connected dignity to concerns of the personal domain. Figures 11 and 12 summarize 
the descriptive statistics for conceptions of dignity by age and country.  
 
Judgments about dignity 
 
 In order to assess their reasoning about respecting dignity and about how dignity may be 
lost, participants were first asked two general questions regarding the universality and 
preservation of dignity, followed by context specific questions on loss of dignity (Table 31) In 
response to the first question, “should everyone’s dignity be respected,” most adolescents and 
adults in Turkey (83% vs. 75%), and Bosnia (58% vs. 66%) responded in the affirmative. 
However, Turkish adolescents gave more affirmative responses than the Bosnians, X²(5) =32.41, 
p < .001. To the second question, “do some people in some situations lose dignity,” again, most 
adolescents and adults in Turkey (62% vs. 67%), and almost all the participants in Bosnia (92% 
vs. 96%) said yes, X² =5.28, p < 0.05 
 In order to understand the ways in which people think about dignity across different 
contexts, as well as whether those contextualized judgments are consistent with judgments in 
abstract about the loss and respect of dignity, participants were also asked if loss of dignity 
occurred in the four situations discussed. While most participants said yes to all the situations, 
differences emerged. A logistic regression for the effects of age, sex, and country revealed a 
significant country effect. Overall, Bosnian participant were less likely than the Turkish, to say 
that dignity was lost in the contexts discussed, b=-0.07, t=-2.09, p< 0.05. They were also more 
likely than the Turkish participants to remain undecided, b=0.11, t=5.03, p< 0.001. Within 
country differences were tested with a Pearson chi squared test, which revealed that Turkish 
adolescents judged there was a loss of dignity more often than the adults, X²(2) = 9.91, p < .05.  
 With regard to differences between the specific situations, adults in the two countries 
differed the most in their judgments regarding the Roma people situation. Turkish adults judged 
this particular situation as a loss of dignity least often (59%) of the four, while Bosnians judged it 
as such most often (84%), X²(3) =27.42, p < .001. Adolescents differed most on the veiled 
women situation, in which most of Turkish, but the least of Bosnian adolescents (92% vs. 54%), 
saw a loss of dignity, X²(5) =47.54, p < .001.  Figure 13 summarizes the descriptive statistics for 
responses regarding respect for, and loss of dignity in general and in specific human rights 
violating contexts.   
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Justifications of judgments about dignity  
 
 Participants' explanations for their judgments were elicited through systematic probes 
associated with each question and coded according to the justification categories used for 
analyzing general attitudes to human rights, and violations of human rights in context (see Table 
5, Chapter 3). As with previous sets of questions (Chapters 4 and 5) all the justifications 
categories were collapsed into three general domain-based categories: moral, social conventional 
and personal; a non-elaborated category was also added. Each justification category applied to 
responses to the why question, posed after a judgment response was given. Table 32 shows 
frequencies of justification categories applied to judgments by country and by age. Overall, 
across all questions, most participants in both countries gave moral justifications more often than 
social conventional or personal justifications. Since the moral category was of most interest for 
answering the research questions, as Table 32 shows, moral domain responses were considered 
both in total, and in differentiated categories: harm / welfare, and human rights. In responding, 
the participants distinguished a loss of dignity due to suffering harm, from a loss of dignity due 
to perpetrating harm, but for analysis purposes both conceptions were collapsed into harm/ 
welfare. Additionally, the moral category equality/ justice was collapsed into human rights.  
 Since there were no significant within country differences, apart from the question 
regarding the loss of dignity in general (see Table 31), difference between countries were 
assessed comparing whole populations in each country. With regard to the first general question, 
“should everyone’s dignity be respected,” the differences were mainly due to more Turkish 
participants than Bosnian (an average of 40% vs. 4%), not offering any justification, X²(3) 
=52.66, p < .001. Likewise, to the question “can some people sometimes lose dignity” more 
Turks than Bosnians (27% vs. 4%) gave no justification. In addition, more Bosnians than Turks 
(27% vs. 5% on average), saw the respect for everyone’s dignity as a social conventional 
concern, and more adults in Bosnia than Turkey (63% vs 29%), justified that respect with moral 
concerns, X²(3) =26.20, p < .001. 
 Regarding specific situations, while both Bosnians and Turks thought that a loss of 
dignity in the veiled women situation had to do with moral issues (51% and 78%), Bosnians 
more frequently (43% vs. 16%) also gave personal domain justifications, X²(1) =16.7, p < .001. 
Differences also occurred in response to forced labor, to which Turks, on average, gave more 
moral justifications than the Bosnians (73% vs. 45%), X²(2) =28.48, p < .001. 
 While overall moral justifications were given most often across all the responses, 
differentiated moral categories varied by question. All the moral domain responses regarding 
respect for dignity were in reference to the human rights category, while most moral responses 
regarding the loss of dignity were in references to inflicting or suffering harm. With regards to 
specific situations, participants referred to harm and to human rights categories with no 
difference, other than in the torture situation which most (71% of Bosnians and 57% of Turks) 
connected with harm. Turkish participants were, on average more likely than the Bosnian to refer 
to human rights in justifying loss of dignity in all situations apart from torture.   
 To assess whether participants’ reasoning about dignity in general (in the abstract), 
corresponded to their reasoning in specific contexts, a logistic regression analysis (Table 33) 
tested the likelihood of domain-based justifications for each situation, in reference to responses 
on why dignity can be lost. Turkish participants who thought that, in general, dignity is lost for 
moral reasons, were significantly more likely to also offer moral than any other justification 
when responding to why everyone’s dignity should be respected, b=0.26, t=2.55, p< 0.05, as 
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well as to why dignity was lost in the Roma, b=0.18, t=2.04, p< 0.05, and in the torture 
situations, b=0.20, t=2.23, p< 0.05. However, those who thought that dignity loss has to do with 
personal domain issues were less likely to offer personal domain justifications when responding 
to why everyone’s dignity should be respected, b=-0.28, t=2.99, p< 0.05, as well as to why 
dignity was lost in the Roma situation, b=-0.16, t=-1.98, p< 0.005. Social conventional domain 
justifications were not significantly likely for any of the responses. 
 For the Bosnian participants who thought that loss of dignity in general has to do with 
issues of morality, moral domain justifications were significantly likely to be given in to 
responding to why dignity is lost in torture, b=0.33, t=3.48, p< 0.001. Conversely, even when 
they thought that dignity can be lost for social conventional reasons, they did not apply the same 
reasoning about the loss of dignity in either torture, b=-0.17, t=-2.43, p< 0.05 or veiled women 
situations, b=-0.15, t=-2.13, p< 0.05. Personal domain justifications were not significantly likely 
for any of the responses. Figure 14 summarizes the descriptive statistics for moral justification of 
responses regarding respect for, and loss of dignity in general and in specific human rights 
violating contexts.   
 
The findings therefore confirmed the following hypotheses: 
H1: Culture and age will affect how people judge/ justify judgments about dignity. 
H2: Gender will not affect how people judge and justify judgments about dignity. 
H3: People will judge violations of dignity based mostly on moral domain of reasoning.   
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Chapter 7: Discussion 
 

The research presented here focused on people’s reasoning about human rights and 
dignity, with the aim of understanding the ways in which culture, development and social-
situational contexts might be related to moral judgments about harm, justice and rights. As 
discussed in the literature review, the issue of human rights is highly debated, with critics of the 
human rights project often accusing it of being no more than a set of abstract, albeit noble 
principles, which do not translate well to real life contexts, nor to non-Western cultures. Some 
have also suggested that for those who are systematically exposed to human rights abuses, the 
rhetorical promises of equality and dignity most likely feel underwhelming. As a means of 
addressing the role of human rights in people’s thinking, this study investigated the judgments in 
countries which maintain both Western and non-Western traditions, and which are exposed to 
frequent and escalating human rights abuses. 

Accomplishing this task in a comprehensive way required assessing various dimensions. 
Since people’s judgments about the social world develop through their active participation in that 
world, it was necessary to explore, and to parse out, variances in their views that might relate to 
development, to culture, and social situational contexts. While findings were manifold and 
complex, revealing subtleties and nuanced reasoning in some contexts more than others, I 
present in this discussion, the most persuasive and accentuated trends that draw evidence from 
the data and thus constitute the main arteries of the study. These “big picture” renderings begin 
to respond to some of the most persistent, as well as newly emerging questions in the field of 
human rights. Understanding what human rights signify to people required acknowledging, to 
begin with, the different conceptual domains they occupy, including moral norms, international 
conventions, and safeguards of personal autonomy and choice. The framework of social domain 
theory, which provides a theoretical roadmap and methodological tools for studying the 
development of reasoning within the domains of morality, social convention, and personal choice 
allowed me to craft an approach to analyzing reasoning about human rights in the abstract and 
with regard to specific contexts involving violations of human rights. The findings I address are: 

 
▪ The reasoning underpinning human rights is predominantly based in the moral domain, 

rather than personal or social conventional domains. This prevalence occurs regardless of 
cultural background, and mostly sustained even when it is in opposition to laws.  

▪ Justifications of judgments about human rights in the abstract are different to those that 
are applied within context. When reasoning about human rights in the abstract people do 
not take into account many of the complexities that they begin to consider when they are 
reflecting on concrete, often country-specific situations involving human rights abuses.  

▪ The notion of dignity is defined mostly within the moral and sometimes personal domain. 
The connection between an injury to dignity and an abuse of a human right is perceived 
more readily when reasoning is not in the abstract but focused on specific contexts, and it 
is mostly when the abuses are viewed in moral terms that the connection is recognized.    

▪ Conceptions of punishment for human rights abuses vary by the type of a violation, that 
is, different violations are seen as necessitating different types of repercussions.  

▪ Developmental differences in reasoning about human rights are evident in only some 
situations in which adolescent’s judgments are less nuanced than those of the adults. 
These differences are country specific, due to the particulars of each social environment.  

With these findings, I try to respond to some of the major debates in the human rights literature.  



 45 

Reasoning underpinning human rights is predominantly in the moral domain   
 
 A primary aim of this study was to understand, from the point of view of cognitive 
developmental psychology, how people reason about human rights. Although empirical 
psychological research has not tended to focus on this question in the past in any systematic 
manner, and there seems to be no prior studies in psychology focused on moral reasoning about 
human rights, the current findings are consistent with those of studies of reasoning about civil 
rights (Helwig, 1996, 1997). The findings show that concerns of predominantly moral nature 
underpin reasoning about human rights, across societies that are not fully Western and that have 
suffered systematic abuses of rights. Therefore participants, regardless of their country of origin, 
think about human rights in moral terms, seeing them as not contingent upon dictates of social 
rule or authority. To be sure, the fact that lay persons are aware of, and make judgments about 
human rights, does not necessarily negate the philosophical criticisms regarding the coherence, 
or the value of the human rights narrative, but empirical evidence of people’s reasoning does 
help eliminate or formulate questions pertaining to that narrative.        

Results which concern general views about human rights demonstrated that most of the 
participants (over 80%), regardless of age or country had an awareness of human rights and most 
could define them in their own words, in both Bosnia and Turkey (100% and 73%). Those who 
provided definitions made references to mostly moral domain concerns (54%), including those 
about justice, equality and welfare, as well as personal domain concerns (37%), such as the 
emotional well-being of individuals. Although some Turkish adolescents (38%) did not provide a 
definition, that does not necessarily indicate a lack of awareness of, or support for human rights 
(I discuss this further in the section about developmental differences). Moreover, most Bosnians, 
and Turkish adults (over 75%) thought that national laws should endorse human rights. Out of 
those participants, 50% provided explicitly moral reasons for endorsement, such as “to guarantee 
equality and justice,” while a third (35%) saw the support of laws as a way to make sure that 
human rights are “enforced by an authority rule” without which they may not have their intended 
power. Thus, either way, participants supported the legal empowerment of human rights having 
already defined those rights as moral norms. In line with most participants supporting national 
laws that uphold human rights, the majority (78%) thought that it would not be alright to have 
laws that contravene human rights, for reasons that were also mostly moral (59%), such as the 
concern about allowing tyranny with impunity.  

Moreover, the participants who supported the fundamental principle of universality of 
human rights provided mostly moral justifications, while non-moral reasoning was prevalent 
among those who rejected this principle. That is, while the supporters of universality (53%), a 
concept essential to human rights, prioritized the idea of equality, and raised concerns about the 
notion of creating “different privileges in different countries” (Bosnia, female, age 21); those 
(40%) who thought different countries could have different versions of human rights (precluding 
equality), prioritized societal norms and progress. In commenting on their own countries as well 
as others, the latter participants reflected on both the importance, and the inherent tensions of 
multiculturalism and heritage - controversial notions in both Turkey and Bosnia:  

 
“Because countries have different cultures. Some countries are more conservative [so it 
is alright that] they write their laws accordingly” (Turkey, female, age 14).  
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 “Because, we should all be for cultural differentiation, China for example is thousands of 
 years old, we cannot tell them how to do things” (Bosnia, male, age 23).  
 
Within the political contexts of Bosnia and Turkey, where a balance of democratic secularism 
and Islamic tradition characterizes both the current, and historical social landscapes, the ability to 
recognize the legitimacy of different, coexisting value systems is of paramount importance to the 
societal continuance. Awareness does not imply knowledge of how best to navigate those social 
realities, but the responses indicate that the participants did weigh multiple concerns and their 
judgments reflect a prioritization thereof. In that process of weighing, they did not reject human 
rights, as Western constructs culturally inorganic to them, rather the majority either embraced 
them for moral reasons, which are universal and not culturally contingent, or deliberated how 
best to reconcile them with existing traditions that also compel respect. Thus, contrary to the 
critics’ doubts, human rights were seen as vital, possibly adaptable, but not irrelevant or alien.   

Support for this interpretation comes also from a previously completed research study in 
the U.S. (Besirevic & Turiel, forthcoming) with a similar design, and with the same age groups 
(see Appendix III for summary results tables). Similar to Turkey and Bosnia, most participants in 
the U.S. study (74%) defined human rights within the moral domain and most (90%) supported 
laws that allow human rights with moral reasons. Yet, when they rejected the universality of 
human rights, the adults (75%), justified that rejection with conventional reasons, articulating 
that each country’s sovereignty must be respected, and that “we cannot just go to another place 
and tell them how to live their lives.” The rejection, thus, stemmed from focusing on the inter- 
states “rule of engagement” rather than on the moral dimension of what it might mean in abusive 
states for people to “live their lives.” Questions such as these should be explored in follow up 
studies focused on people’s views about their civil rights, such as freedom of speech or freedom 
of assembly and protest. Indeed, previous studies (e.g., Helwig, 1995), about freedom of speech 
and religion in the U.S., showed that these civil liberties were understood to be universal rights at 
all ages, but an array of rationales were used to ground those conceptions when they were placed 
in conflict with other moral or social norms. The findings of the current study showed that firstly, 
the participants reasoning about human rights in general was predominantly moral in nature, and 
secondly, when moral concerns were subordinated to the conventional, justifications revealed a 
complex prioritization of conflicting concerns, rather than some broad cultural orientation.   

This evidence speaks to some of the most persistent debates in the human rights literature 
revolving around their cross-cultural salience and around the relationship of human rights to the 
rule of law. With regards to the cross-cultural salience argument, as above discussed, this study 
has shown that to the extent that the participants thought of human rights within the moral 
domain, their reasoning did not diverge cross culturally, since morality does not depend on 
culture (Turiel, 2002). Moreover, participants in all the discussed societies reasoned about 
human rights in multifaceted, though essentially moral ways, often counterbalancing the need of 
the collective with the need of the individual. Thus, contrary to the allegations of those critics, 
participants in these studies were neither ambivalent about, nor critical of human rights. Instead, 
they made distinctions between the importance of heeding the moral call of human rights, and 
the reality of social conventional constraints particular to their environments, which hinder the 
full application of such rights. Instead of rejecting human rights as “hubris” (Posner, 2014), they 
recognized it as both a strategy for realizing, and a language for articulating social justice. These 
findings align with some of the most recent research in political science, which has revealed that 
when it comes to the effectiveness of human rights norms and strategies in different parts of the 
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world, what we see depends on what has been measured. Hoopgood, Snyder and Vinjamuri 
(2018) claim that while rights concepts have analogues in most of the world’s cultures, they 
emerge in different cultural settings in the local “vernacular” terminologies. Their research 
points out that local “translations” of human rights which vernacularize them while, nevertheless, 
retaining the same underlying moral purpose and goal, are crucial to study in order to better 
understand how might people, across cultures, accept human rights norms on their own terms.3 If 
Hoopgood, Snyder and Vinjamuri are right about the vernacularization, the findings of this study 
not only support their view, but add a new, empirical lens from the field of psychology, on what 
is different and why, in the countries here discussed. 
 With regards to the debate about the relationship of human rights to the rule of law, 
findings from this study shed some light from a psychological angle, on how lay people, rather 
than scholars, reason about that relationship. Much of the literature in this field has grown in 
response to the UN characterization of the said relationship in the General Assembly resolution 
67/14, which states that the rule of law and human rights are indivisible, intrinsically linked and 
two sides of the same principle - the freedom to live in dignity. The UN passing a resolution on 
an issue does not, of course, bring facts into existence, so this has been read as an aspirational 
statement, not a decree. Accordingly, a large body of literature has investigated and debated the 
legal and philosophical cogency and implications of such a resolution. In this study, as discussed 
in the previous section, most participants judged that national laws should support, rather than 
contravene human rights. Participants were posed with general questions as to whether nations 
should have laws about human rights and to evaluate if a nation did not have laws against human 
rights. Correspondingly, for each situation participants were posed with a question as to whether 
it is alright to have a law allowing the violation of the human right, and whether the situation 
would be permissible if it corresponded with existing laws. Over a half (62%) of all Bosnians 
and Turkish adolescents, thought that no one should ever lose human rights - they should be 
inalienable. Thus, Bosnians overall, and adolescents overall, were more accepting of this 
principle of inalienability. It is important to note that their reasons were mostly moral (56%) 
evoking equality, insofar as “everybody is a human” and “we are all the same” (Bosnia, female, 
age 16), rather reflecting on the importance of adhering to the rule of law. They also 
distinguished the moral nature of human rights from the instrumental nature of laws, as the 
example below illustrates:   
  
 

“There should be a legal process for punishing crimes but that is separate from human 
rights which should never be lost, they belong to all humans equally” (Bosnia, male, 17).  

 
To be sure, the participants at times indicated that human rights can be suspended under certain 
conditions, when deemed necessary to uphold the rule of law, (an average of 30% of Bosnians 
but 54% of Turkish adults), but in those cases they gave mostly non-moral reasons, reflecting on 
social order, especially the need to “reduce” rights when there is a national “threat to security.” It 
is important to understand that these judgments reflect prioritization based on the perceptions of 
the current state of social conditions and observed circumstances, as one participant put it:  
 

                                                
3 See also Peggy Levitt and Sally Engle Merry, “Making Women’s Human Rights in the Vernacular: Navigating the 
Culture / Rights Divide,” in Dorothy Hodgson, (ed.) Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press.  
4 https://www.un.org/ruleoflaw/files/A-RES-67-1.pdf 
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Right now, in our country, there is the state of emergency […]. Until the country reaches 
healthier political conditions human rights can be restricted” (Turkey, male, age 25).    

 
These findings are similar to those from the U.S. study, in which judgments were also divided 
between rejecting (54%) and accepting (32%) the suspension of rights, for moral (35%) and 
conventional (65%) reasons, respectively. Thus, overall, in three culturally and socio-politically 
different countries a similar proportion an (average of 32%) of people thought that human rights 
can be suspended in situations that are deemed as a national emergency. In Turkey in particular, 
where the adults felt that currently, the country is in such an emergency situation, this proportion 
was higher. Moreover, in all countries, those who were in favor of suspension of rights, often 
(over 50%) brought up the treatment of potential terrorist as an instance where rights could or 
should be suspended. This is consistent with the findings from the contextualized questions about 
human rights, which show that in all three countries, it was in the case of torture of suspected 
terrorists more than in any other situation, that the participants thought human rights could be 
suspended (I discuss in more detail in the next section). Nonetheless, it is important to emphasize 
that most people rejected all the human rights abuse situations (on average 79% across the three 
countries) and rejected them for moral reasons (on average 70%). Moreover, when they did, they 
maintained their judgments despite being presented utilitarian rationales on how the violators 
might “reasonably” justify their actions, and despite suggestions that existing laws allow those 
practices. The findings therefore show, that when participants understood violations of human 
rights as moral transgressions, and most did in most situations, they judged that the rule of law 
ought to be complementary to the protection of human rights. If it was not, they did not accept it. 
Conversely, when participants accepted laws allowing a given violation, although overall such 
judgments were in the minority, they prioritized the non-moral concerns. Thus, for example, 
Bosnians (50%) accepted torture when the rule of law allowed it, and both Bosnian and Turkish 
adults (51%), saw the discrimination of veiled women as acceptable if the law allowed it, yet, 
they justified these judgments with non-moral concerns (44% personal and 56% conventional 
domain). This shows that depending on sociopolitical anxieties of countries, certain situations 
were seen as a concern of social norms and laws above morality and equality. To that extent, 
human rights and the rule of law were not seen as two sides of the same coin as the UN 
resolution suggests - the former was often subordinated to the latter.    

Considering human rights in context  
 
  The results from judgments and justifications on general conceptualization of human 

rights were somewhat different from the results from the four different situational contexts of 
human rights violations. While in all the situational contexts most participants engaged in moral 
reasoning, they nevertheless brought more, and different considerations into their judgments. In 
other words, while responding to questions regarding how they define, or understand various 
aspects of human rights as a concept, elicited judgments that apply in general terms, thinking 
about specific situations allowed – or indeed, required them, to consider the many aspects that 
social situations generate.  Thus, reasoning about human rights in context, while predominantly 
moral, became much more a matter of weighing of competing moral and non-moral concerns, as 
well as a matter of sometimes subordinating the moral concerns to the exigencies of particular 
local circumstances. It is important to study how this difference between reasoning in general 
and in contexts plays out, so as to better understand why people often appear to give no more 
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than lip service to the idea of human rights. That is, why one can support human rights in 
principle, but also tolerate, even condone, practices that constitute violations of such rights. 

Of interest to this study were various aspects of reasoning about two types of violations; 
infliction of physical/psychological harm on individuals (harm type, exemplified by torture and 
discrimination against veiled women situations), versus the systemic infringement on access to 
social welfare, (social welfare type, exemplified by the Roma segregation and unprotected labor 
situations). While most participants (78% on average) evaluated all situations negatively, there 
were age, country, and type of situation related differences in reasoning. Harm type violations 
were judged negatively (70% average) less often than the social welfare type (87% average). 
Moreover, torture and discrimination of veiled women, elicited conventional (30%) and personal 
domain reasoning (39%) respectively, more than either of the social welfare type violations. To 
understand these differences a detailed context-based discussion is provided. That discussion 
addresses a key debate within the larger literature, asking: Is there a hierarchy of human rights?  
 In contemporary international law and human rights literature, much debate surrounds the 
question of whether there exists a hierarchy of human rights. Those who emphasize indivisibility 
of human rights do not recognize such a hierarchy. Nussbaum (2000), for instance, maintains 
that her ten central capabilities derived from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, are all 
equally binding. Others (Cherney, 1999; Teraya, 2001) distinguish non-derogable rights, which 
cannot be suspended under any circumstances (the right to life, bodily integrity, due process, and 
against racial/ gender/ ethnic/ religious discrimination) from the derogable rights, which can be 
suspended (the right to participation, development, and social and economic claims). Yet, Shue 
(1980) suggests that these latter rights, are more critical, as the non-derogable rights depend upon 
them. Otherwise put, without capability to participate socially, economically, or politically, one 
has no means to seek protection from harm, or from any arbitrary discrimination. Findings from 
this study provide some evidence from a psychological stance, about how people reason about, 
and differentiate between, violations of some human rights in both categories.  
 In response to the debates regarding the differences and potential lexical ordering of 
human rights, the findings have shown, first of all, that people view all types of human rights 
violations as unacceptable. Secondly, when differences do emerge in the proportion of 
acceptability, and reasoning behind such judgments, they are related to the particulars of a given 
sociopolitical context. This was evident (as I discuss below) in the Bosnians’ willingness to 
accept forced (unprotected) labor or legalized torture, and in the Turks’ ambivalence toward the 
predicament of the Roma. Thirdly, it has transpired that Shue (1980) may be correct in claiming 
that the derogable rights, which guarantee participation, development and socioeconomic access 
should be assumed not only equally important, but preconditioners for the non-derogable rights. 
In demonstrating these main points, I first discuss the findings regarding the harm type, or non-
derogable violations, including torture and the discrimination against veiled women, and then 
turn to social welfare type or derogable violations, in forced labor and Roma segregation.  
 
Torture of suspected terrorists. As a corollary of the global war on terror, concerns over torture 
have generated a growing body of literature and research. Although torture as an interrogation 
method is no novel phenomenon, and has a long, cross-cultural history, in recent times and in the 
context of human rights, it has been considered a “crime against humanity” prohibited in an 
extensive range of human rights conventions, even in war or state emergencies.5 Almost all of 

                                                
5 Setunga & Cheeseman, ed, Torture: a crime against humanity (Hong Kong: Asian Human Rights Commissi 2001). 
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the world’s countries are party to one or more such conventions.6 Yet, “a significant amount of 
circumstantial evidence suggests that the use of torture by the U.S. and some of its allies in the 
war on terror is both widespread and systematic” (Bellamy, 2006, p. 3). According to Ignatieff 
(2004) though, in emergencies leaders must use the “lesser evil ethics” and thus may be justified 
in resorting to torture. But when lesser evil creates a precedent that others may follow, it risks 
becoming a greater evil. Thus, the moral inconsistency of such an argument is problematic.   

Findings from the two countries in this study provide some important information into 
how people reason about this difficult moral issue. In both countries torture is a challenging 
topic, given Bosnia’s recent history of genocide and Turkey’s record of widespread torture and 
disappearing of prisoners by the police (HRW, 2017). The majority in both countries negatively 
evaluated torture (66%), even if laws allowed it (40% in Bosnia and 67% in Turkey), and the 
majority said that human rights should be extended to prisoners (62%). These judgments were 
significantly likely to be justified with moral concerns about the physical and psychological 
harm (mostly by adolescents), as well as the loss of dignity and human rights (mostly by adults). 
Yet some people, although in the minority (25%), found torture acceptable. Their reasons were 
(nearly 100%) social conventional, indicating that torture is acceptable “if the crime is big and if 
torture guarantees security of lives” (Turkey, male, age 16), or because “the prisoner gets that 
risk when he commits the crime” (Bosnia, female, age 21). Individuals in both countries also 
reflected on the historical legacies of violence, and the need for authority to maintain order: 
 

 “USA officially executed 28 persons in 2015. They are quite likely traitors. I don’t want 
to call them human beings […] enemy is enemy. In 1919 Topal Osman asked M. Kemal 
Atatürk “how can we handle with enemies” and Atatürk answered “no profit, no mercy.” 
In every country there is dark power. Traitors must be punished.” (Turkey, male, age 17) 

 
“Those people have to be broken. We had war criminals here who were in prisons in 
good conditions and treated well, and when they got out, continued with their ideological 
influence, but if they were kept for forty years and “broken” they wouldn't have the 
influence anymore.” (Bosnia, female, 24.) 
 

However, whereas the Turks did not change their judgments when the question about legalized 
torture was introduced, the Bosnians did. A few Bosnians (25%) initially evaluated torture as 
acceptable, but twice as many (50% on average), thought torture was acceptable if it was the law. 
Some who argue that there are societies which are and always were violent (Centeno, 2002; 
Healy 2012) might conclude that the Bosnians, given recent statewide brutality and violence, are 
more inclined to allow sanctioned moral transgressions. But such inferences would fail to admit 
of the complexity of human reasoning. It is important to reiterate that when people justify their 
judgments, they often attend to many different moral and non-moral concerns. Some Bosnians 
were preoccupied with national security at the cost of torture, though just as many were not. Yet, 
considering that in the U.S. study too, a third of the adults (33%) approved of legalized torture, it 
does appear that there is something “special” about the way people view torture in all cultures. 
This specialness does not have to do with exposing people’s otherwise obscured moral turpitude, 
rather torture elicits complex reasoning about value of life. One is faced with having to violate a 
core moral value, against inflicting harm, as a way to preserve that very same value, preventing 

                                                
6 The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (article 4) and Conventions on Human Rights (article 15)  
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the possibility of harm coming to many others. This dissonance is difficult to resolve, as people, 
everywhere, hold strong judgments about the preservation of life (Turiel & Killen, 2010).    
 
Discrimination against veiled women. While gender and religious equality are non-derogable 
rights, in Bosnia and Turkey, majority Muslim countries, which are also secular democracies, 
head covering is tied to non-moral concerns too. Reasoning about this situation in some ways 
resembled, and in some differed from reasoning about torture. As with torture, the discrimination 
was seen as more acceptable when sanctioned by laws, but unlike with torture, that reasoning did 
not revolve around the value of life, rather in each country it pertained to different country-bound 
priorities. To be sure, in both countries the discrimination against veiled women was negatively 
evaluated by most (77%) participants, and half (48% average) of them, provided moral reasons 
pertaining to equality and justice, and dignity. However, there were also differences between the 
countries. In Bosnia, most adults (63%) accepted restricting the rights of veiled women, when 
laws sanctioned it, as one participant put it, “you cannot put religion ahead of state, law is law!” 
(male, age 23). In justifying their judgments for all the other questions in this situation, Bosnians 
brought up mostly moral (55% on average) reasons, but often counterbalanced them with the 
conventional. Their responses went beyond what the situation narrative presented, thus, revealing 
this balancing of different priorities, as well as anxieties present in their social environment:  
 
 “I don't support niquab but hijab is ok. If the person is not "in your face" with their 
 religion, they shouldn't suffer their choice” (Female, age 23).  
 
 “There should be a global rule that you cannot dress like that, where your face is not 
 visible, I don’t like that, don’t know who is under there, could be a man or a crazy 
 person. If you can see the face that’s better, but still, it says who you are” (Male, age 15) 
  
 “The police in Nice were right to ask that women to remove her burkini [a reference to a 
 story in the News], because, you don’t know what’s under that, she could have exploded 
 and that would have been a terrorist attack” (Male, age 21).  
 
That a veiled woman can be seen as a threat on the grounds of possibly being a man in disguise, 
a “crazy person” or someone about to explode, or that she can be seen as meriting equal rights if 
she is “not in your face” shows that participants prioritized what they saw as exigencies that had 
to do with safety. Given that these justifications do not reflect on gender equality or freedom of 
religious expression, both of which are being violated, they reveal that the situation is seen as 
more a matter of security (again, similarly to torture situation), than of morality or human rights.   
 In Turkey (45%), nearly half of the participants viewed head covering as a woman’s 
prerogative, therefore a personal domain concern. In Turkey the veiled women’s claim to equal 
rights is not only a human rights claim, but an expression of a political stance. Since the ruling 
Islamist party in Turkey has made the right to a veil an important part of their political platform, 
“supporting the veil” in Turkey, takes on a larger significance, as one participant explained: 
 
 “Previously it was [banned] and it was OK, but now it’s not banned, because of the new 
 government and people who support the government are happy. People who don't 
 support the government think it's unfair … umh, in Turkey if you wear a headscarf it 
 means you support the government [laughs]” (Female, age 25)  
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As the analysis of justification shows and the quotes illustrate, reasoning about this issue requires 
an appraisal of competing priorities. While justifications allow us to glean the reasoning behind 
positive or negative judgments, understanding why some people did and others did not focus on 
the moral facets of this context, would require further study. Future studies might concentrate 
also on participants’ religious backgrounds and beliefs, and the extent to which those impact 
their views. Religious affiliation was not treated as a variable in this study, but participants in 
both countries justified their judgments with implicit and explicit references to religion. It would 
be of benefit also, to study this issue in the larger context of gender relations in the two countries. 
Findings from the U.S. where both gender relations are less patriarchal and religious context is 
different to Bosnia and Turkey provide some contrast that would justify such further study. The 
U.S. participants overwhelmingly rejected this situation (90% on average, across all questions). 
Most (over 80%) perceived it as a matter of gender equality above all, and as such, a moral 
concern. Indeed, political science research shows that women’s rights provoke greater cultural 
and religious conflict than almost any other human rights, and that part of the reason for this is 
that the discrimination against women is often intersectional (Okin, 1999; Teorell, 2013), it is 
never down to just a single dimension of their identities. This intersectionality is a result of two 
or more grounds of discrimination besides gender (ethnicity, poverty, etc.) which combine to 
create layers of inequality and impact every sphere of women’s lives – from access to healthcare, 
and education, to the right to participation in their communities. Indeed, the present findings 
have shown that when concerns over what the religious identifiers, (the headscarf) index or elicit 
loom large, the rights of women can get subordinated.  
 
Forced labor of undocumented workers. In each country the question about labor protection for 
undocumented works was asked differently to make the context locally relevant (see protocols in 
Appendix II for detail). In Bosnia such workers are citizens who are forced to work unreported 
with no protections due to the country’s poverty and high level of unemployment. In Turkey 
mostly non-citizens are undocumented workers. An average 88% of participants judged this 
situation negatively and the majority (73% on average) saw it as harm and an abuse of human 
rights. Yet, some (an average of 25%) judged it as acceptable. In Bosnia, where youth 
unemployment is the highest in the world, at 57.5% (ILO, 2017), working to contribute to 
personal or social progress was seen as more important than enjoying protections. In Turkey 
where an influx of war refugees and immigrants from the Middle East is an ongoing problem, 
ideas about undocumented work were associated with concerns for “keeping peace first in our 
homeland [so that] then we can help other nations.” Thus, while violating this derogable right 
was seen as unacceptable by most, for some it was not a straightforward moral issue, but one that 
was contingent on social constraints.   
 
Roma population and segregated housing. The problems faced by the Roma minorities in both 
Turkey and Bosnia include lack of access to education, healthcare and employment, segregated 
housing, pervasive prejudice, and open hostility and marginalization. While the Roma encounter 
these issues throughout Europe, in Turkey and Bosnia they face additional barriers to well-being. 
The Roma population in Turkey is estimated to be the largest in Europe, at over two million.7 In 
recent years, as a result of urban renewal in Turkey, many Roma homes have been demolished 
                                                
7 A 2009 report by Thomas Hammarberg, Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights, estimated the 
population of Roma in Turkey at 2 750 000. https://wcd.coe.int/ViewDoc.jsp?p=&id=1511197&direct=true 
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and families displaced, worsening their predicament since in Turkey accessing any public service 
depends on having a permanent residential address. The Roma in Bosnia share similar problems 
but are also disenfranchised due to being non-constituent peoples – they do not belong to one of 
the three majority ethnic groups constitutionally guaranteed equal rights and civic representation. 
Given these intricate sociopolitical circumstances, as well as Europe-wide normalization of the 
exclusion and criminalization of the Roma, (for further history of mistreatment of the Roma see 
Kóczé, 2017; McGarry & Drake, 2013; Hepworth, 2012; Kóczé & Trehan, 2009) views about 
their rights expressed by the participants in this study were complex. The findings showed that 
many of the negative characterizations of the Roma captured in a Europe wide attitudinal study 
over a decade ago still persist in Bosnia and Turkey. 8  They are, nonetheless, in the minority, 
more often expressed by adults, indicating perhaps start of a change with younger generations.   
 Most participants (84% average) rejected the idea of the Roma not having equal access to 
housing, and most (88%) said that the Roma should have the same rights as everyone else in the 
society. Most (83%) provided moral justifications such as the importance of equality and justice, 
and of human rights and dignity. Participants, therefore, had no qualms about recognizing the 
moral deficiency of the situation, articulating that the “Roma are citizens too and should be 
equal” (Female, Turkey, age 17); or that “ethnicity doesn't determine the value of person” (Male, 
Bosnia, age 15). Yet interestingly, their judgments differed with regard to laws that regulate 
rights of the Roma, such that a number of Bosnians and Turks (33%) did not reject the laws, 
seeing them as helpful or necessary in navigating their day to day lives. Thus, they judged the 
situation as not alright for moral reasons, but at the same time accepted the laws that absolve 
them of the responsibility to make accommodations that could lead to more equality. In Turkey, 
adult participants (46%), who judged the discriminating laws as acceptable, thought that it was  
“their [Roma’s] own responsibility to do something” (Turkey, female, age 22). Segregation was 
also seen by some as necessary to protect social order:       
 
 “I think the law is clear. Roma people have no right over that territory that’s why the 
 state can say you should leave, this is a public territory. It’s ok. Otherwise all homeless 
 people  go to the parks and build homes” (Turkey, male, 23).   
 
Similarly, in Bosnia, the legal framework which excludes the Roma from equal entitlements, was 
brought up (by 24%), ironically, as a conventional justification for supporting the laws that are 
discriminatory, rather than a moral concern in itself, or a source of the problem. Views were 
expressed that, “there has to be a law that determines who is a citizen and how they realize their 
rights” (Female, age 24). Adults mostly, also tried to reconcile their moral judgments against 
inequality, with their resentment of what they saw as the Roma’s social and civic indolence.      
 
 “When they are given housing they destroy it, but then again, they are not given the same 
 opportunities, so I cannot blame them. On the other hand, they don't take responsibility 
 and they teach their children to beg, spit, and steal. Since I was a kid I was afraid of 
 them” (Bosnia, male, age 24).    
 
Overall, the findings show that the views of the Roma are still complex and multifaceted. The 
participants supported the equality of the Roma in principle, by saying that they should have the 
                                                
8 A 2005 Attitudinal Study of Roma and non-Roma Citizens in Central Europe, (Open Society Reports) revealed the 
non-Roma described the Roma, as dishonest, aggressive, lazy, un-hygienic, uneducated, and prone to criminality.. 
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same rights but began to consider other factors and priorities in judging whether the principle 
should apply in practice and in the law. Reflecting on the constraints of their societies in this 
context, participants showed how support for the non derogable human rights to equality and 
protection from harm, can be dependent upon first realizing the derogable rights to participation.  
   
 In responding to the social welfare type or derogable human rights violations, including 
forced labor and the Roma segregation situations, the participants were just as likely to reject 
these practices on moral grounds, as they did torture and discrimination against veiled women. 
Moreover, in these derogable rights situations participants were likely to maintain their moral 
judgment in spite of any laws that sanction the abuses, more so than they did in the case of the 
non-derogable rights. Their justifications reveal that when it came to the violation of human 
rights that guarantee equal social welfare, and participation, in their reasoning they drew on 
personal experiences and encounters with the situations in question, more so than they did in the 
previous two situations. They focused on the current realities in each of their countries, 
counterbalancing the two priorities that seemed to be in tension - the rights of some individuals, 
and the constraints which hamper the progress of their societies. While the reasoning associated 
with torture and the veiled women situations pertained to larger, grander concerns with national 
security and with religion and secularism, respectively, the reasoning about derogable rights 
pertained to everyday situations and ways of negotiating the rights violations that were seen as 
socially entrenched. Thus, both social welfare type situations were judged somewhat differently 
in the two countries.  

Dignity and its connection to human rights  
 
 To the extent that the meaning of dignity, and particularly its role within the human rights 
narratives, has been discussed in the academic literature, such discussions have been mainly 
conceptual in nature and situated within the fields of philosophy, theology, ethics, law, and 
political science, but seldom empirical psychology. Most recently, Fukuyama (2018) has 
attempted to explain, through connecting the literature in political philosophy to the psychology 
of identity, that dignity is a driving force of human development. He points out that throughout 
human history individuals “have found themselves at odds with their societies” (p. 22), but only 
in modern times has the view emerged that “the authentic inner self is intrinsically valuable” and 
deserves dignity (p.24), and that individual dignity needs to be respected and supported by the 
outer society’s rules. That is, the conviction has taken hold that: 
 
 It is not the inner self that has to be made to conform to society’s rules but society itself 
 needs to change … The inner self is the basis of human dignity [and] the inner sense of 
 dignity seeks recognition. It is not enough that I have a sense of my own worth if other 
 people do not publicly acknowledge it, or worse yet, if they denigrate me (p. 10).  
 
This sense of dignity, Fukuyama explains, which encompasses the need for recognition, the 
distinction between inner and outer self, and the idea that recognition is due to everyone, not just 
a narrow class of people, has evolved as part of identity politics. Stemming from the same desire 
for public recognition, identity politics has, since the French Revolution, been manifested in 
different ways; as either democratic revolutions and social movements, demanding equal dignity 
for all people, or as radical nationalism, or Islamism, seeking dignity just for only a certain 
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group. The former sentiment has been at the root of the idea of universal human rights; the latter 
has not. This argument leads to questions: Whether, and under what circumstances do people 
connect human rights to dignity? Do people define dignity within the moral or personal domain?  

Findings from this study show that most participants understood that there is a connection 
between a violation of a human right and a loss of dignity. However, country-related differences 
were notable in how dignity was conceptualized. Most Bosnians (90%) said they knew what 
dignity was. Most provided a definition within either the moral domain (39%), explaining for 
example that dignity is, “respect, allowing everyone’s expression, and no humiliation” (Male, 
age 24); or the personal domain (40%) defining dignity as “some sort of a personal code of 
behavior” (Female, age 23). Moreover, almost half of the participants (44%) defined dignity 
with reference to human rights, without being prompted to do so. They described dignity as 
“connected to rights, having rights, and respecting the rights of others” (Male, age 15); as an, 
“ability to enjoy your human rights and not feel bad about it” (Female, age 24); and as “the root 
of human rights” (Male, age 17). While the other half did not bring up human rights within an 
abstract definition of dignity, most saw this connection in the contexts of rights violations.9  
 Unlike the Bosnians, Turkish participants were less clear about defining dignity in their 
own words. Fewer of them (47% in contrast to 96% Bosnians), said they knew what dignity was, 
and even fewer (35%) provided a definition. Most definitions were within the personal domain 
(25%), suggesting dignity “differs from person to person” (Male, age 15); or that it is “something 
abstract, something like honor that make the essence of the person” (Male, age 17). Only a few 
participants, all adults (13%), defined dignity with references to human rights. It is difficult to 
say why the responses were limited, but one might speculate that the sociopolitical situation and 
the current contentious relationship with secularism and human rights might, to an extent, 
explain the lack of the tendency to view dignity in connection to such rights. While further 
research focused, for example, on differences in secular, versus religious interpretations of 
dignity would be beneficial, other dignity related responses from this study, add some 
explanatory context.  
 The majority of participants in Bosnia and Turkey (64% and 79%) thought that dignity 
should be respected in all people, recognizing the equality of persons. Almost all Bosnians (94%) 
and most Turks (65%) thought that dignity could be lost.; for Bosnians dignity loss occurred for 
mostly moral reasons, for the Turks it occurred for both personal and moral reasons. A loss of 
dignity in specific situations revealed some differences. The Bosnians (79%), thought that torture 
and the Roma segregation led to a loss of dignity, due to harm and an abuse of human rights. 
Yet, fewer (55%) perceived the loss of dignity in by the discriminated veiled women, indicating 
that, “The women are defending their identity so their dignity is even stronger” (Male, age 16); 
or by the forced laborers who were, “fighting for their families [thus] actually gaining dignity” 
(Male, age 22).  This is consistent with Fukuyama’s claim that dignity seeks recognition, as 
those who were seen to be “seeking” (the women and the laborers) were seen as holding on to 
their dignity. 
 In Turkey, reasoning in context took into account different, specific aspects of injury to 
dignity to a greater extent than reasoning in the abstract. The majority of Turkish participants 

                                                
9 Few adolescents (28%), defined dignity in reference to cultural roles and societal expectations, as one participants 
put it, “As a man I see dignity as being cavalier, well mannered, holding the door open for the women etc.” These 
participants understood dignity as a condition of, or a response to social norms and conventions. Although this is a 
different way of defining dignity, it is nevertheless a definition that is not at odds with embedding dignity into the 
concept of human rights, as committing “good acts” is consistent with respect for persons. 
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perceived the loss of dignity in equal measure (82% average) in most situations (except for the 
Roma) and most provided moral justifications for why they thought that dignity was lost (75% 
average). Further, in their responses to these different contexts participants (45% on average) 
connected the loss of dignity to the denial of human rights. They did not make this connection 
when they were defining dignity or defining human rights in the abstract. Finally, most Turkish 
participants thought it was the perpetrator, rather than the victim who lost their dignity. It would 
be of interest in future studies, to explore why, and under what circumstances might individuals 
think differently of dignity loss, that is, as either a result of inflicting harm, or suffering harm.  
  Further cross-cultural comparisons add complexity to these interpretations. Participants in 
the U.S. study rarely connected the loss of dignity to human rights, and their views revealed age-
related differences not evident in Bosnia and Turkey. The U.S. adults defined dignity mostly 
within the moral domain (58%); the adolescents (92%) within the personal, as a loss of pride. 
Most thought that in general, dignity could be lost, but fewer (less than 50% on average) 
perceived that loss when presented with specific situations; the reverse was true for Bosnia and 
Turkey. More research is needed to explore this difference between the U.S. and the other two 
countries, but it is possible that the likelihood of personal encounters with certain rights 
violations impacts which aspects capture attention. In countries like Bosnia and Turkey, where 
frequent, systemic, or large-scale abuses of rights and dignity form the fabric of daily life, and 
where the mechanism of justice or even protections of free speech are not as accessible as in the 
U.S., the inextricable link between the lack of rights and loss of dignity may be more readily 
apparent and frequently experienced. If losing dignity is seen as “being stripped of something” 
(Bosnia, female, age 16), in countries where unemployment and discrimination are rampant, or 
where authoritarianism is on the rise, being stripped of things is likely to be a more familiar 
occurrence.  
 Within the human rights framework the notion of dignity is intended as a touchstone for 
consensus among different countries on what abusive practices should be prohibited. However, 
for such a function to be realized, dignity has to be a meaningful and a rights-related sentiment to 
the people whose human rights are to be protected. My findings show that dignity was often at 
the core of the participant’s moral judgments. Contrary to some literature that treats dignity as a 
meaningless (Pinker, 2011), or a redundant (Maklin, 2004) notion, for the participants in my 
study, dignity was neither vague, nor inconsequential, nor wholly synonymous with either 
autonomy or respect. Justifications revealed that dignity, as Fukuyama discussed, is indeed at the 
root of personal identity and it seeks acknowledgment and recognition. Participants reasoned that 
dignity was lost due to the failure to appreciate the inner worth of the individuals in question. 
Some country-related differences in perceptions of dignity loss call for further study into how 
dignity is embedded in different frameworks, such as various religious traditions. However, the 
present findings provide some evidence that having a diversity of habitats does not lessen the 
catalyzing value and power of dignity in moral reasoning.    

Conceptions of punishment for human rights abuses  
 
 A core feature of punishment is its rootedness in the feelings that concern fairness. That 
is, in seeking fairness, one uses punishment as a means of rebalancing the scales of justice. This 
process links punishment to morality. Yet, punishment is also a distinct feature of a conventional 
functioning of any society with its cultural manifestations, such that an absence of formal 
punishment can leave people with a perception that the perpetrators “escaped justice.” Indeed, in 
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the current study, Bosnian participants reported such feelings about the International Criminal 
Tribunal for former Yugoslavia, lamenting the fact that the Tribunal failed to sentence the chief 
indicted war criminal Slobodan Milosevic before he died, mid-trial, from a heart attack. Given 
that recognized punishment was left lacking, little solace was found in the fact that he died. 
Besides thinking of punishment within the moral and conventional domains, we can also think of 
it as a function that regulates the limits of personal choices and prerogatives, demarcating the 
extent to which an individual can exercise personal preferences that run counter to the group 
norms. Studying how people reason about punishment within these different domains: the moral, 
the conventional, and the personal, can help us understand how they view satisfaction of justice 
when rights are violated. Social domain theory’s framework is particularly suitable here. Recent 
studies have shown that there is a discrepancy between judgments about punishment, and its 
justifications have not shown the discrepancy to be consistent across different types of 
“punishable” situations (Carlsmith, 2008, 2006; Glaeser & Sacerdote, 2000; Sunstein, 2003). The 
findings presented here are by no means comprehensive; however, they highlight areas for 
future, more focused research on punishment in the context of human rights violations.  
 Overall, in judging the suitability of punishment in the four situations, the participants 
made a distinction between torture and forced labor on the one hand, and the discrimination 
against the veiled women and the Roma on the other hand. Whereas the majority of Bosnians 
and Turks endorsed punishment for torture (60% and 54%) and forced labor (75% and 59%), 
fewer did for the veiled women (32% and 23%) and the Roma (32% and 42%) discrimination. 
One thing that differentiated the two pairs of situations, was that the latter two were often 
perceived to involve an element of choice on the part of those discriminated against, while the 
former two were perceived as not only foreclosing choices but doing so in an existentially 
threatening manner. In providing justifications, the participants chose one of five responses 
exemplifying a course of action to be taken for the rights violations (retributive justice options: 
personal retribution, or punishment by authority rule; restorative justice options: community rule 
and service, or educational intervention; no action). Bosnians were significantly more likely than 
the Turks to choose authority ruled punishment, or to choose taking no action, but they were 
significantly less likely to choose education. Furthermore, with regard to forced labor and 
torture, when both retributive justice responses are taken together, Bosnians chose those options 
(69%) more often than all the other options together. One way of interpreting this finding is to 
reflect on the social context which people are considering. In Bosnia, where mechanisms of 
justice are constitutionally discriminatory, personal retribution may seem like the only way to 
arrive at some sense of justice. At the same time, given the fragmented communities, intergroup 
conflict, and weakness of civil society, trust in the restorative justice based on rule of community 
or (re)education may be a challenging idea to embrace. Indeed, the low frequency with which 
restorative justice options were chosen seems to support that, as few (less than 20%) suggested 
community rule or education as a course of action.  
 In Turkey, education was the most recommended course of action, across all situations 
(43% on average), excepting only the adults” view on torture. According to the participants, in 
Turkey, education is seen as a resistance tool against rising authoritarianism and the curbing of 
freedom of conscience and speech (respondents elaborated that it is the government officials who 
needed human rights education). In Bosnia, on the contrary, education is a contested territory, 
used as a politicized vehicle to re-inscribe ethnic divisions which have caused the war (Besirevic, 
2014). Overall, for forced labor and torture, authority ruled punishment was most likely to be 
suggested, whereas for veiled women and Roma discrimination, it was education. Thus, in this 
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context, issues of labor and security seemed to have been viewed as a matter of authority, while 
ethnic and gender/religious equality a matter of education. Further research on the views of 
punishment related to religious beliefs, personal experiences, or political views would be add 
more depth to the present findings. Nevertheless, this study provides some evidence against the 
explanations of punishment as a “moral instinct” (Prooijen, 2017). Such views, stemming from 
G.H. Mead’s (1918) argument that at the root of human propensity to punish are “hostile 
instincts” manifested in destructive reaction towards those that pose a threat to one’s existence, 
replace reasoning with evolved, “unthinking” reactions. It is important to challenge such 
propositions since they place individuals outside of control of their minds and close off the 
possibility of reliable study.  

Developmental differences in reasoning about human rights 
 

To the extent that most people reasoned about human rights in moral terms and rejected 
their violations on moral grounds, age did not have a significant effect on the majority of those 
judgments and justifications. However, in some instances where more complex reasoning about 
the tension between social and moral norms was required, age differences did emerge. Further, 
notable differences appeared in views about punishment and dignity. Finally, age related 
differences were often country specific, given that people, as Piaget (1932) claimed, develop 
knowledge of their social world through active and reciprocal participation in it.  

In reasoning about human rights in the abstract, Turkish adolescents were less in favor of 
national laws endorsing human rights than the adults (38% vs. 70%). However, their concerns 
were moral (48%) and personal (38%) and stemmed from having difficulty understanding how 
the current Turkish laws, viewed as not protective of equality, could be of any good use to the 
legitimization of human rights. An example below illustrates: 

 
“We have the right to education but there are many faults and failings, just giving the 
right is not enough. They just give a lip service, the content is empty” (Female, age 15). 

 
Conversely, while most adults (75%) thought that human rights shouldn’t be inalienable and can 
be suspended in war, or for national security, few adolescents (33%) thought that conventional 
reasons could justify the loss of human rights. In the sociopolitical context of Turkey, this might 
be an indication that the adults are more willing, or more accustomed to taking a multi-
perspectival position on a complex issue such as national security or suspension of rights. These 
findings are similar to those found in the U.S. study, in which the adults favored universality of 
human rights less than adolescents (33% vs. 70%) and provided fewer moral reasons (25% vs. 
71%) for their judgments. Instead, the adults in the U.S., similar to those in Turkey, suggested 
that security and sovereignty of each country should be a priority. In Bosnia also, age related 
differences were most apparent in the context of reasoning about security and social cohesion. 
For the Bosnians, however, this difference did not apply in general terms, but only in reference 
to the situation of the veiled women. Adolescents were less approving than the adults (4% vs. 
29%) of this type of discrimination, and of the laws that allow it (33% vs. 63%). The adolescents 
focused more on the moral aspect of the situation, opposing the harmful, unequal treatment of 
the women, while the adults prioritized the social conventional concerns, articulating that it was 
precisely this need for religious differentiation overriding the need for social cohesion that had 
led to the recent war.  
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 Aside from often being more likely to justify their judgments with moral rather than 
social conventional concerns, in both Bosnia and Turkey adolescents were significantly more 
likely than adults to recommend restorative justice for human rights abuses, in the case of 
education in particular. Regardless of the situation, they were less likely than the adults to 
suggest punishment by authority or no action. Evidence that adolescents favor restorative 
measures, including education, can give impetus to school based restorative justice programs, on 
which little systematic research still exists. These findings, thus, give all the more reason for 
pursuing such research. Relatedly, at the root of restorative justice, and of human rights, is the 
notion of human dignity. In reasoning about dignity, adolescents in both countries differed from 
adults. Specifically, in Bosnia, they reasoned that the loss of dignity results from committing 
harm, while the adults thought that dignity is lost through suffering harm. This difference is 
noteworthy, as it seems to indicate that in considering the role of dignity within human rights 
violations, adolescents in Bosnia focused more on the perpetrator, whereas the adults focused 
more on the victim. Moreover, for adolescents, dignity loss had to do with making poor choices; 
thus, it involved control. By contrast, for the adults, it had to do with being in a situation beyond 
one’s control. Additional research would be needed to gain an understanding of why this shift in 
perspective occurs. In Turkey adolescents were more likely than the adults to recognize a loss of 
dignity in all situations and especially in the case of Roma segregation, indicating perhaps that 
views about the Roma are changing.   

Conclusion   
 A range of disciplines, including political science, philosophy, anthropology and the law 
have lent their expertise to the question of what system(s) of law and morality afford a life of 
dignity; however, the input from moral psychology has been limited. The empirical findings of 
this study serve to provide that much needed perspective, by showing some important aspects of 
people’s reasoning about human rights and the rule of law in their own and other cultures. This 
perspective is crucial as one can argue that aspirations to rights and dignity as a human being are 
the most important and extemporal aspects of human development. How they are conceptualized 
and interpreted, therefore, is not up to scholars alone. Likewise, academic backlash against the 
discourses of human rights, when well-articulated, is a serious challenge and not without merit, 
but it is not a reflection of how people think. The findings of this research reveal certain aspects 
of people’s reasoning about human rights, as well as how development, and the particulars of 
(micro) social situations, or (macro) sociocultural context relate to that reasoning. In response to 
the allegations of critics, that human rights aspirations are alien to cultural settings not rooted in 
liberal democratic or Western traditions, or that they are underwhelming to those who are more 
directly exposed to systemic violations, my findings have shown otherwise. Over eighty percent 
of people in the study, regardless of their age and background know what human rights are and 
define them in reference to moral and personal concerns. Over seventy percent also supported 
laws that endorse human rights and reject practices and laws that violate them; when they judged 
otherwise, their justifications, rather than being misguided or cursory, revealed an awareness of 
the complexities of their social environments. In other words, the idea that all human beings have 
equal value and therefore merit the same entitlements and protections was equally supported in a 
post war, poor, ethnically divided, failing state (Bosnia); as it was in an increasingly autocratic, 
radical Islamist, economic power (Turkey); and in the world’s largest liberal democracy (USA). 
Nonetheless, significant age-related differences were found less often in Turkey and Bosnia than 
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in the U.S., indicating that living in spaces that are more repressive, corrupt, or rife with systemic 
human rights violations (Turkey and Bosnia) seemed to close the age gap in reasoning about 
human rights to an extent greater than in the U.S.    
 In reflecting on the inextricable link of conceptions of justice with conceptions of 
punishment, this study offers some insights into the developmental and cultural differences in 
reasoning about punishment. Although these insights were limited by the study design which was 
not specifically focused on understanding judgments about punishment, the findings revealed 
that people’s views are neither uniform nor consistent. Within each country differences in 
opinions showed that how people view punishment is to a substantial extent informed by their 
social interactions, and what they deem to be of priority for their own society. In line with that, 
the Bosnians who felt that the war criminals from the recent conflict have not been brought to 
justice, favored retributive, even vengeful punishment. The Turks, who felt that the escalating 
social crisis in their society is due to political indoctrination, and to the stifling of the freedom of 
speech, thought that restorative re-education is the best way to address injustices.  

Finally, the findings have shown that dignity is instrumental to judging what constitutes a 
moral transgression. Far from being immaterial or nebulous, dignity was seen as critical to both 
the possibility of justice and to psychological and social thriving. Responses from all participants 
demonstrated a belief that the rule of law, absent of restoration of dignity, is not sufficient for 
justice. They also revealed a belief that dignity can shield against the pernicious effects of 
injustice when people maintain dignity in the face of discrimination. Further, the findings 
showed that people, regardless of their age, distinguished between social status - with which 
dignity often gets conflated, and the actual meaning of dignity as a part of the moral core of 
every human being. One can argue that sometimes the desire for dignity is stronger than the 
desire for survival. People risk their lives to protect their honor and that of their social groups. 
Conversely, in honor killings, people turn on their closest kin, considering that life as less 
important than the dignity of the family. That a violation of dignity can feel like a threat to 
survival should give us some pause, as failing to fully appreciate the galvanizing role of dignity 
in moral reasoning may lead to an inadequate understanding of what it may take to transform 
conflict, interpersonal or political.   
 This study illuminates the ways in which young people across cultures make decisions 
about everyday situations, as well as about issues of consequence to peace and security, local and 
global. Importantly, in response to those who maintain that the human rights agenda is “facing its 
end times” (Moyn, 2017), the findings of this empirical study show that in very different cultural 
and sociopolitical settings human rights norms continue to be meaningful. This is the case, in 
part, because these norms are inherently persuasive to people’s sense of justice and fairness, 
values that matter to individuals regardless of their culture. Taking on board what the young 
people in all three countries have revealed can help shape practical action, as follows:  
 
● Understanding the role of development in reasoning about rights, and how moral judgment is 

impacted by experiences of rights abuses can help develop youth centered policies.  
● Understanding of how people distinguish law and custom from morality; how they perceive 

laws in their own and other countries, and why they do, or not, trust the institutions created to 
protect their human rights, can assist in responsibly shaping foreign aid and development. 
This rests on acknowledging that countries do not always violate human rights because their 
power of control is too strong (as in Turkey) but also because it is too weak (as in Bosnia).  

● Understanding how people conceptualize the process of reconciliation and satisfaction of 
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justice, and in what ways might these conceptions be culturally, temporally, or situationally 
dependent, can assist in shaping conflict resolution and reconciliation strategies, and 
educational institutions based on real social needs, in real time.      

● Understanding how personal experiences shape conceptions about one social environment 
and the priorities thereof, and how that impacts moral judgment can assist in applying human 
rights norms and programs in culturally sensitive and salient ways, without allowing the core 
principles of equality and justice to be lost in translation 

● Recognizing that the dichotomy of “the West” and “the rest” has no empirical grounding 
when it comes to people’s aspirations to enjoy justice and the recognition of their dignity, can 
go a long way in curbing xenophobic attitudes toward immigrants and refugees, and lead to 
more integrative, let alone humane, social, health and educational services.    

 
Perhaps most urgently, accepting that young adults, often economically disempowered and 
sometimes disenfranchised of the right to vote, nevertheless have understandings of their local 
and global communities, can help shape public institutions across the government, that capitalize 
on rather than stifle the voices of youth.  
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CHAPTER 4 TABLES 

 

 

 

Table 6. Responses to knowing what human rights are, given in percentages.   

 
Responses              

 
            Yes  

 
         No  

 
 Maybe / Depends  

 
Age group                  

 
Adolescent   Adult  

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Bosnia   

 
   96        100 

 
0         0 

 
       4         0 

 
Turkey   

 
  83        92 

 
13        4 

 
       4         4 

n = 96. Most of the participants responded yes, so no statistical testing was necessary.  
 

 

 
 
Table 7. Responses to defining human rights question, by domain of reasoning. Given in percentages.   

 
Justification  

 
         Moral  

 
Soc. Conventional  

 
      Personal   

 
No justification  

 
Age group                  

 
Adolescent   Adult  

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Bosnia   

 
        50        63 

 
         12        4 

 
       38        33 

 
        0          0 

 
Turkey  

 
        39        37 

 
          0        15 

 
       23        31 

 
       38        17 

  n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested:  X2 = 37.2, df = 3, p-value = 4.2e-08 
 *Note: Percentages of all responses add up horizontally to 100 for each age group in each country.  
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Table 8. Responses to general questions about human rights by adolescents and adults, in percentages 

 
Response  

 
Country 

            
            Yes  

             
            No 

 
  Maybe/depends 

 
Age group  

 
 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Should national laws 
allow for human rights 

 
Bosnia 
 
Turkey 

 
         83       84 
 
         38       70 

 
          4          4 
 
         38        13 

 
        13        12 
 
         24       17 

 
Is it all right to have anti 
human rights laws  

 
Bosnia 

            
          4         21  
   

          
         71       75 

         
         25         4 

 Turkey         13        17          87       79           0          4 

Should people sometime 
not have human rights  

Bosnia 
 
Turkey  

         33       25 
 
        29        54 

         58       62 
 
         63       33 

          8        13 
 
          8        13 

 
Is it OK to have cultural 
versions of human rights  

 
Bosnia 
 
Turkey 
 

          
         21       38 
 
        58        42 

          
         66       50 
 
         42       54 

        
         13        12 
 

0 4 
 

 
n = 96. Goodness of fit tested for Bosnia: X2 = 7.72, df = 2, p = 0.02; for Turkey: X2 = 28.46, df = 2, p = 6.6e-07 
*Note: Percentages of responses to each of the questions add up horizontally to 100 for each age group, in each 
country.  
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Table 9.  Effects of age, country and sex on positive responses to national laws allowing human rights (HR), and 
negative responses to anti HR laws, cultural differences in HR, and the idea of some people not having HR.  

Questions  Should national 
laws allow for 
human rights  

Is it all right to 
have anti human 
rights laws  

Should some 
people not have 
human rights  

Is it all right to have 
cultural versions of 
human rights  

Responses   Yes No No No  
 
Adolescent  

 
-0.19** 
(0.09)           

  
0.04 
(0.08)           

 
 0.29** 
(0.10)           

 
 0.04 
(0.10)           

Country   0.27*** 
(0.09)           

-0.08 
(0.08)           

 0.29** 
(0.10)           

 0.08 
(0.10)           

Female   0.06 
(0.09)           

 0.17** 
(0.08)           

-0.19** 
(0.09)           

-0.19** 
(0.09)           

Constant   0.60*** 
(0.09)           

 0.73*** 
(0.08)           

 0.33*** 
(0.10)           

 0.35*** 
(0.10)           

Observations  96 96 96 96 
R2 0.13 0.06 0.06 0.04 
Adjusted R2 0.10 0.02 0.03 0.02 
Residual Std. Error (df=92) 0.45 0.40 0.49 0.50 
F Statistic (df = 3; 92) 4.52*** 

 
1.79 2.11 1.16 

Note:                                                                                                                                 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
Table 10.  Consistent support / opposition to the idea of human rights, by age, country and sex.  

 
Response  

 
Constant   

Age group 
(Adolescents) 

Country 
(Bosnia) 

Sex 
(Female) 

Obser- 
vations 

Log 
likelihood 

Aikaike 
Inf. Crit. 

 
Supportive   
 

 
1.99*** 
(0.23) 

 
   0.08 
  (0.30)          

 
0.52**  
(0.21)                 

 
0.62** 
(0.30) 

 
96 

 
-137.44 

 
284.88          

 
Oppositional  
 

 
2.01*** 
(0.23) 

 
  -0.08 
  (0.30)          

 
-0.52**  
(0.21)                 

 
-0.63** 
(0.30)     

 
96 

 
-137.44 

 
284.88          

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table 12. Domain based justification of responses to general questions about human rights by adolescents 
and adults, given in percentages 

 
Response  

 
Country 

            
            Moral  

             
Social conventional  

 
          Personal 

 
Age group  

  
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Should national laws 
allow for human rights 

 
Bosnia 
 
Turkey 

 
         41       58 
 
         48       55 

 
        39        46   
 
        14        41      

 
        20        2 
 
        38        0 

Is it all right to have anti 
human rights laws  

Bosnia 
 
Turkey 

          48       66    
 
         68       51 

         48       25 
 
         32       42 

         4         9 
 
         0         0 

Should people sometime 
not have human rights  

Bosnia 
 
Turkey 

         56       61 
 
         60       47 

         35       31 
 
         36       49 

         4         0 
 
         4         4 

Is it OK to have cultural 
versions of human rights  

Bosnia 
 
Turkey 

         65       52 
 
         18       35 

         35       40 
 

52      50 

0         4 
 
         3         0 

 
n =96. Goodness of fit was tested for Bosnia: X2 (2) = 38.69, p = 3.9e-09; for Turkey: X2 (2)= 31.75, p = 1.3e-07 
*Note: Percentages of responses to each question, add up horizontally to 100 for each age, and in each country. 
Missing answers not shown.   
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Table 13.  Personal and conventional justifications for support/ opposition to human rights. 

 
Response  

 
Constant   

 
Personal  

 
Conventional  

 
Observations  

Log 
Likelihood 

Akaike 
Inf. Crit 

 
Supportive   
 

 
3.90*** 
(0.22) 

 
  - 0.31 
  (0.23)          

 
-0.78***  
(0.10)                 

 
67 

 
-78.98 

 
163.96 

 
Oppositional  
 

 
 0.10 
(0.22) 

 
   0.31 
  (0.23)          

 
 0.78***  
(0.10)                 

 
67 

 
-.78.98 

 
163.96 

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
Table 14.  Moral justifications for support/ opposition to human rights. 

 
Response  

 
Constant   

 
Moral  

 
Observations  

Log 
Likelihood 

Akaike 
Inf. Crit 

 
Supportive   
 

 
 0.88*** 
(0.23) 

 
   0.79*** 
  (0.10)          

 
67 

 
-81.58 

 
167.16 

 
Oppositional  
 

 
 3.12*** 
(0.23) 

 
  -0.79*** 
  (0.10)          

 
67 

 
-.81.58 

 
167.16 

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table 15. Justification responses in support and opposition to human rights, by country and age groups.     
_________________________________________________________________________________________             
                                                                       
                                                   COUNTRY                                                    AGE GROUP  
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                  TURKEY                  BOSNIA                      ADULTS                    ADOLESCENTS 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________           
                        
                      Support   Opposition    Support   Opposition      Support    Opposition         Support   Opposition                
__________________________________________________________________________________________  
Constant             1.13***    -0.17         0.46         0.51                   1.18***      0.29               1.18***      0.29     
                           (0.25)       (0.24)       (0.41)      (0.39)                 (0.33)         (0.35)             (0.33)         (0.35)                                                                                                              
 
Personal              0.43*                        0.23                                   0.32                                   0.32                 
                           (0.24)                        (0.47)                                 (0.30)                               (0.30)                                                                                                          
Social                                  0.79***                    0.76***                                 0.66***                            0.66*** 
conventional                      (0.11)                        (0.18)                                     (0.15)                               (0.15)                                                                                                           
 
Moral                  0.79***                    0.80***                              0.66***                            0.66***   
                           (0.11)                       (0.18)                                 (0.15)                                (0.15)                                                                                                          
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Observations           41          41           26           26                       37                 37                 37               37    
Log Likelihood   -45.27     -43.89      -31.70     -30.77                -45.75           -46.59          -45.75         -46.59   
Akaike Inf. Crit    94.53      93.77       67.39       67.54                 97.50            97.18            97.50          97.18    
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table 16. Responses to the question “is this alright or not” and to counter rationale, by situation, country, and age. Given in percentages. 

 
Country  

   
         BOSNIA   

   
       TURKEY 

 

 
Response  

 
           Yes  

 
            No                   

 
Maybe/Depends 

 
             Yes 

 
          No 

 
Maybe/Depends 

Age group  Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult 

 
Forced labor  
    Counter rationale 

 
         0        4 
        13       0 

 
       96        79 
       83        96 

  
        4        17 
        4         4 

  
        4         4 
       25       21 

 
       88       88 
       62       62 

   
        8        8 
       13      17 

 
Torture of detainees 
     Counter rationale 

 
        21      29 
        33      34 

 
       62        63 
       50        62 

 
       17        8 
       14        4 

 
       25       25 
       22       25 

 
       67       75 
       56       62 

  
        8        0 
        22     13 

 
Veiled women   
      Counter rationale  

 
         4       29 
         9       25 

 
       88        63 
       78        66 

 
        8         8 
       13        8 

 
        8        13 
        8        25 

 
       79       74 
       79       54 

  
        13     13 
        13     21 

 
Roma welfare access 
      Counter rationale                            

 
         0        0 
         8        8 

 
       92        79 
       84        79 

 
       8        21 
       8        13 

 
        8        13 
       17       13 

 
       88       79 
       70       74 

  
         4       8 
        13     13 

n = 96. Goodness of fit for “is this alright”: X2 = 29.71, df = 6, p-value = 4.5e-05; for counter rationale: X2 =14.16, df = 6, p-value = 0.028 
*Note: Percentages of all responses to each of the four situations, add up horizontally to 100 for each age group, and in each country.  
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Table 17. Responses to the question “should all groups have the same rights” by situation, country, 

 and age. Given in percentages. 

Response               Yes              No                   Maybe/Depends 

Age group Country Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult 

 
Forced labor  

 
Bosnia 
 
Turkey  

 

 
         83      70 
       
         63      84 
 

 
       17        17 
 
       29         8 
        

  
        0        13 
 
        8          8 
 

Torture of detainees 
     

Bosnia  
 
Turkey  
 

         50      62 
         
         59      75 
 

       37        17 
        
       33        21 

        13       21 
 
         8         4 
 

Veiled women   Bosnia 
 
Turkey  
 

         100    75 
          
         88       92 
 

        0         21 
        
        8          4 
 

         0         4 
        
         4         4 
 

Roma welfare access Bosnia 
 
Turkey 
 

         92       92 
          
         74       92 
 

        0          4 
        
       18         4 
 

         8         4 
 
        13        4 
 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X²= 64.66, df = 6, p-value = 5.1e-12.  
*Note: Percentages of responses to each of the four situations, add up horizontally to 100 for each age group,  
and in each country.  
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Table 18. Responses to the question “is this all right if an existing law allows it” by situation, country, 
and age. Given in percentages. 

Response               Yes             No                   Maybe/Depends 

Age group  Country Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult 

 
Forced labor  

 
Bosnia 
 
Turkey 

 

 
         13      13 
 
         17      17 
       

 
       74        79 
        
       75         7 

  
        13        8 
 
         8         8 
 

Torture of detainees 
     

Bosnia  
 
Turkey 
 

53    46 
 
         25      17 
         

       29        50 
 
       58         7 
        

        17        4 
 
        17        8 
 

Veiled women   Bosnia 
 
Turkey 

         33      63 
 
         25      38 
 

       73        33 
 
       62        54 
        

         4         4 
 
        13        8 
        

Roma welfare access Bosnia 
 
Turkey 
 

         13      17 
 
         17      29 
          

       64        70 
 
       70         5 
        

        13       13 
 
        13       17 
 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 30.63, df = 6, p-value = 2.9e-05.  
*Note: Percentages of all responses to each of the four situations, add up horizontally to 100 for each age group, 
and in each country.  
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Table 19. Percentages of domain-based justifications in response to “is this alright or not.” By age, 
country and situations.  

 
Social situation 

 
 

 
  Forced labor 

  
      Torture  

 
 Veiled women  

 
 Roma access   

 
Age group  

 
 

 
Adolescent Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

Personal / 
psychological 

 

Turkey  

Bosnia  

       14       13 

        4        19 

      23         10 

      27          6 

       38         52 

       27         19 

       10         4 

        4         10 

Social  

conventional 

  

Turkey  

Bosnia 

       14        6 

       17       21 

      30         25 

      31         35 

      13          10 

      15          35 

       15        15 

        4          8 

Moral  
(all categories) 

Turkey  
Bosnia 

       72       81 
       79       60  

      48         64 
      42         59 

      50          37 
      58          45 

      75         81 
      92         81 

 
    Moral domain                                                                                                                    
    
Equality/justice 

 
Turkey  
Bosnia 

 
        3         4 
       33       13 

 
      0           0 
      0           4 

 
       29       23 
       31       29 

 
       0          29 
      50         33 

 
    Moral domain  
    harm/welfare  
 

 
Turkey  
Bosnia 

        
       55       50 
       42       30 

      
     23         31 
     31         13 

        
       13        4 
        0         8 

       
      46         33 
       4          13 

   Moral domain 
   HR/ dignity  

Turkey  
Bosnia 

       14       27 
        4        17 

     25         33 
     11         42 

        8       10 
       27        8 

      29         19 
      38         35 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 34.17, df = 6, p-value = 6.2e-06 
*Note: Percentages of all responses to each of the four situations, add up horizontally to 100 for each age group, 
and in each country.  
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Table 20. Percentages of domain-based justifications regarding everyone having equal rights.  

By age, country and situations. 

 
Social situation 

  
  Forced labor 

    
     Torture  

    
Veiled women 

     
  Roma access 

 
Age group   

  
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Personal   
 
 

 
Turkey  
Bosnia  

 
9           0 
2           4 

 
4           8 
6          17 

 
        7         23 
       29        13 

 
        8          0 
        2          0 

Social  
conventional  
 
Moral  
(all categories) 

Turkey  
Bosnia 
 
Turkey         
Bosnia 

30         25 
16         23 

 
61        75 
82        73 

55         29 
40         42 

 
41        58 
50        42 

       11        11 
       17        33 
 
       82        66 
       54        54 

        8         14 
       25         0 
 
       84        82 
       72       100 

 
    Moral domain  
    equality/ justice 
 

 
Turkey  
Bosnia 

 
   30        31 
   55        35 

 
      18        13 
       0          4 

 
       46        34 
        6          8 

 
       44        36 
       17        55 

    Moral domain  
    harm / welfare  
 

Turkey  
Bosnia 

    4         13 
    4         21 

       0          8 
      33        17 

        4          0 
       19        17 

       08         0 
       13         0 

    Moral domain 
    HR/dignity  

Turkey  
Bosnia 

   27        32 
   23        17 

      23         37 
      17         21 

       32        32 
       29        29 

       32        46 
       42        45 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 41.44, df = 6, p-value = 2.4e-07 
*Note: Percentages of moral, social conventional and personal responses to each situation, add up horizontally 
 to 100 for each age group, and in each country. Percentages of differentiated moral domain responses add up to 
the overall moral percentage.  
.   
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Table 21. Percentages of domain-based justifications for “should laws allow these practices.”   

By age, country and situations. 

 
Social situation 

  
   Forced labor 

    
       Torture  

    
Veiled women 

     
Roma access 

 
Age group   

  
Adolescent Adult 

 
  Adolescent Adult 

 
Adolescent Adult 

 
Adolescent Adult 

 
Personal   
 
 

 
Turkey  
Bosnia  

 
     19         13 
      0           6 

 
        4          6 
        6         17 

 
       30        34 
       29        13 

 
       13         4 
        2          4 

Social  
conventional  
 
Moral  
(all categories) 

Turkey  
Bosnia 
 
Turkey         
Bosnia 

      2           6 
     21         33 
 
     79         72 
     76         61 

       39        31 
       40        42 
 
       57        62 
       50        42 

       20        18 
       17        33 
 
       50        48 
       54        54 

       13        21 
       25        23 
 
       75        74 
       72        73 

 
    Moral domain  
    equality/ justice 
 

 
Turkey  
Bosnia 

 
    14          21 
    17           6 

 
       0           0 
       0           4 

 
       23         5 
        6          8 

 
        9         31 
       17        35 

    Moral domain  
    harm / welfare  
 

Turkey  
Bosnia 

    36          23 
    42          40 

      25         33 
      33         17 

       18         9 
       19        17 

       44        33 
       13        21 

    Moral domain 
    HR/dignity  

Turkey  
Bosnia 

    29          38 
    17          15 

      32         29 
      17         21 

        9         34 
       29        29 

       22        10 
       42        17 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 39.65, df = 6, p-value = 5.3e-07 
*Note: Percentages of all responses to each of the four situations, add up horizontally to 100 for each age group, 
and in each country.  
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Table 22. Justifications for support (rejections of violations) of human rights, across all four  
social situations. Country differences presented for both age groups together.  
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Country                                            BOSNIA                                                   TURKEY  
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                                     Moral             Social         Personal                 Moral         Social       Personal  
Justification                                      Convent.                                                      Covent. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Constant                      1.11***          4.81***         3.78***               1.65***        4.63***       3.70***       
                                   (0.19)             (0.08)             (0.15)                  (0.20)           (0.09)          (0.15)                                                                                                                                                               
  
Coefficient                  0.79***         -0.84***         0.25                     0.64***      -0.80***       0.13                                                    
                                   (0.05)              (0.04)            (0.19)                  (0.06)           (0.05)          (0.14)                                                                                                                                                                                             
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Observations                 148               148                148                      137                137             137         
R2                                 0.65              0.72               0.01                      0.50               0.66            0.01        
Adjusted R2                  0.65              0.72               0.01                     0.49               0.65         -0.001       
Residual Std. Error  
   Bosnia (df = 146)      0.93              0.82               1.56    
   Turkey (df = 135)                                                                              1.01               0.83             1.41   
F Stat. (df = 1; 146)     268.52***   380.61***       1.77   
F Stat. (df = 1; 135)                                                                           133.05***      258.44***    0.90  
========================================================================== 
Note:                                                                                                              *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
Table 23. Justifications for support (rejections of violations) of human rights across all four social 
situations. Age group differences presented for both countries together.  

Age group  ADULTS   
 

ADOLESCENTS   

Justification Moral  Social  Personal  Moral  Social  Personal  

 
Constant  

 
1.38***  
(0.18) 

 
4.69*** 
(0.09) 

 
3.64*** 
 (0.15) 

 
1.36***   
(0.22) 

 
4.76***   
(0.08) 

 
3.87***   
(0.13) 

Coefficient  0.72***  -0.80*** 0.20 0.73*** 
 

-0.85***      
 

0.12    
 

Stand. Error  (0.05) (0.04) (0.16) (0.06) (0.05) (0.15) 

Observations  149 149 149 136 136 136 
R2 0.59 0.70 0.01 0.55 0.67 0.004 
Adjusted R2 0.59 0.70 0.004 0.55 0.67 -0.003 
Residual Std. Error  1.01  

df =147 
0.86 
df = 147 

1.58 
df = 147 

0.93 
df = 134 

0.80 
df = 134 

1.34 
df = 134 

F statistic  214.34*** 
 

351.07*** 
 

1.60 
 

163.28*** 
 

274.72***  
 

0.60  
 

Note:  *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table 24. Regression analysis results showing the likelihood of domain-based justifications, and effect  
of age, country and type of violation on indecisiveness about rejecting human rights violating situations.  
  
Age group  JUSTIFICATIONS   

 
EFFECT SIZES   

Justification Moral  Social  Personal  Age  

(Adolescent) 

Country 

(Bosnia) 

Type of  

violation  

 
Constant  

 
0.18***  
(0.04) 

 
 0.80*** 
(0.09) 

 
  0.18*** 
 (0.04) 

 
0.34***   
(0.05) 

 
0.33***   
(0.05) 

 
0.31***   
(0.05) 

Coefficient  -0.13***  0.12***  -0.09** -0.02 
 

0.004      
 

0.05    
 

Stand. Error  (0.02) (0.04)  (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.6) 

Observations     285    285    285   381  381   381 
R2    0.0003 0.67 0.004 
Adjusted R2    -0.002 0.67 -0.003 
Log likelihood -239.76 -239.38 -239.76    
Akaike Inf. Crit.   483.52  484.77  483.52    
Residual Std. 
Error (df = 379) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0.62 

 
0.62 

 
0.62 

F statistic (df = 1; 
379) 

   0.12 
 

0.005 0.70  
 

Note:  *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table 25. Judgments on whether the human rights abuse practices should be punished, given in 
percentages. By situation, country, and age. 

 
Response  

  
          Yes  

  
       No 

 
Maybe/Depends  

 
Age group  

  
Adolescent   Adult      

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Forced labor  

 
Bosnia 
 
Turkey 

 
75        75 

 
54        63 

 
21         25 

 
46         29 

 
4         0 

 
0         8 

Torture  Bosnia  
 
Turkey  

67        52 
 

45        62 

29         48 
 

42         25 

4         0 
 

13      13 

Veiled of women  Bosnia  
 
Turkey  

22        42 
 

25        21 

65         50 
 

71         79 

13        8 
 

4         0 

Roma access Bosnia  
 
Turkey  

38        29 
 

42        42 

33         54 
 

58         50 

29       17 
 

0         8 
n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 22.08, df = 6, p-value = 0.001 
*Note: Percentages of all responses to each of the four situations, add up horizontally to 100 for each age 
group, and in each country.  
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Table 26. Justification of judgments about punishment, given in percentages. By situation, country, and age. 

Punishment        RETRIBUTIVE  RESTORATIVE      NONE 

Response   

  

Personal 
retribution 

Punishment by 
authority rule 

Community      
rule /service 

Educational 
program 

 

 
Age group  

 
 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

Forced labor  Turkey 

Bosnia  

       13         12 

       28         19 

      29         39 

      52         65 

     13           15 

      7             4 

       46        27 

        3          4 

        0          8 

       10         8 

Torture  Turkey 

Bosnia  

       24         11 

       17         35 

      20         52 

      42         27 

     12           15 

     21            0 

       36        15 

        4          0 

        4          7 

       17        39 

Veiled women  Turkey  

Bosnia  

        4           0 

       11          7 

       0          17 

      11         21 

     24            8 

     15           17 

       56        63 

       41        35 

       16        12 

       19        17 

Roma welfare  Turkey  

Bosnia 

       16          0 

       13         14 

      16         30 

      26         33 

      8             7 

     26           22 

       60        44 

       32        28 

0 18 

        6          3 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 59.6, df = 9, p-value = 1.6e-09 
*Note: Percentages of all responses to each of the four situations, add up horizontally to 100 for each age group, and in each country.  
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Table 27. Age, sex and country effects on punishment responses, for all situations. 
__________________________________________________________________  
 
Punishment        Personal       Authority    Community    Education    No action 
 Type                  retribution       rule          rule /service    program      taken 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                 0.06**         0.32***         0.14***      0.35***      0.14*** 
                               (0.03)          (0.04)            (0.03)         (0.04)          (0.03)  
                                                          
Adolescents            0.05            -0.11**           0.05           0.09**        -0.08** 
                               (0.03)          (0.05)             (0.03)         (0.04)         (0.04)  
                                                          
Female                    0.01            -0.03              -0.05           0.09**       -0.02  
                               (0.03)          (0.05)             (0.03)         (0.04)         (0.04)  
                                                          
Country                   0.01            0.13***          0.001        -0.25***       0.11*** 
                               (0.03)          (0.05)             (0.03)         (0.04)         (0.04)                                                         
__________________________________________________________________ 
Observations            371             371                 371            371            371   
Log Likelihood      -45.21       -216.99           -116.63       -213.71      -122.09 
Akaike Inf. Crit.      98.42        441.99             241.27        435.42       252.18  
___________________________________________________________________ 
Note:                                                                  *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table 28. Differences in response choices across situations, for all participants  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
                    
Response:       No action     Education      Community       Authority      Personal  
                         taken            program        rule/service        rule               retribution 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
Constant            0.18***         0.21***           0.12***          0.36***         0.14*** 
                          (0.04)            (0.05)               (0.03)             (0.04)            (0.03)  
                                                                         
Roma                 -0.05              0.21***            0.04              -0.12*           -0.09** 
                          (0.05)            (0.06)               (0.05)             (0.06)            (0.04)  
                                                                         
Torture              -0.10*            -0.05                -0.01               0.14**            0.02   
                          (0.05)             (0.06)              (0.05)             (0.06)             (0.04)  
                                                                         
Veiling              -0.01               0.29***            0.04              -0.22***        -0.10** 
                          (0.05)             (0.06)               (0.05)             (0.06)            (0.04)                                                                        
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Observations       371                  371                 371                 371                371   
R2                       0.01                0.10                 0.01                0.09               0.04   
Adjusted R2       0.005              0.09                -0.003              0.08               0.03   
Residual Std.  
Error (df = 367)   0.34               0.43                 0.33                0.42              0.27   
F Statistic  
(df = 3; 367)        1.56              12.91***           0.62              12.17***       4.44*** 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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CHAPTER 6 TABLES. 
 
 
 
 
Table 29. Responses to question “do you know what dignity is” given in percentages.   

 
Responses              

 
            Yes  

 
         No  

 
 Maybe / Depends  

 
Age group                  

 
Adolescent   Adult  

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Bosnia   

 
   83        96 

 
0         0 

 
       17         4 

 
Turkey   

 
  48        45 

 
48       38 

 
        4         17 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 25.14, df = 2, p-value = 3.5e-06 
*Note: Percentages of responses add up horizontally to 100 for each age, in each country.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 30. Responses to defining human dignity, by domain of reasoning. Given in percentages.   

Justification            Moral  Soc. Conventional       Personal   No justification  
 
Age group                  

 
Adolescent   Adult  

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Adolescent   Adult 

 
Bosnia   

 
        33        44 

 
         28        18 

 
       42        38 

 
        0          0 

 
Turkey  

 
        4         17 

 
          0          0 

 
       33        17 

 
       63        66 

. n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 10.33, df = 3, p-value = 0.016  
*Note: Percentages of responses add up horizontally to 100 for each age, in each countr
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Table 31. Responses to questions about respect for dignity, and loss of dignity in general  

and in specific situations. Given in percentages.    

Response        Yes    No Maybe/Depends 

Age group   Country Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult Adolescent Adult 

Should dignity 
be respected  

Bosnia  
Turkey  

58        66             
83        75 

25         25                              
17         21 

17        8                                                    
0          4 

 
Can people  
lose dignity   

 
Bosnia  
Turkey 

92       96 
62       67 

4           0           
38         25 

4           4             
0           8 

 
Loss of dignity: 
Roma  

 
Bosnia  
Turkey 

74       84              
87       59 

13          4           
13         33 

13       12                   
0          8 

Loss dignity: 
Veiled women  

 
Bosnia  
Turkey 

54       62              
92       71 

25         25            
4           29 

21       13            
4           0 

Loss of dignity: 
Torture  

 
Bosnia  
Turkey 

74       83              
92       75 

13         13             
4           17 

13         4                                
4           8 

Loss of dignity: 
Forced labor  

 
Bosnia  
Turkey 87       75               

58      46 
25         29          
13         21 

17          25                    
0             4 

n = 96. Goodness of fit for Turkey: X² (2) = 81.62, p-value < 2.2e-16;  
and Bosnia: X² (2)= 62.34, p= 2.9e-14 
*Note: Percentages of responses to each situation add up horizontally to 100 for age groups, and countries. 
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Table 32. Percentages of domain-based justifications for responses to general  
questions about dignity. Total and differentiated moral justifications, and total  
social conventional and personal justifications included.  
 
 
Questions  

 
 

 
Should everyone’s 
dignity be respected 

 
Can people some-
times lose dignity   

 
Age group  

  
Adolescent Adult 

 
Adolescent Adult 

 
Moral  
(total) 

 
Turkey  
Bosnia  

 
       52        52 
       46        63 

  
       58        29 
       48        63 

     Harm/ 
     welfare  

Turkey  
Bosnia 

        2         10 
         0          0 

        42        13 
        39        50 

     Human  
     rights  

Turkey  
Bosnia 

       50        42 
        46        63 

        16        16 
         9         13 

Social  
convent. 

Turkey  
Bosnia 

        4          6 
       23        30 

        8          4 
       17        21 

Personal  Turkey  
Bosnia 

        6          0 
       23         7 

        8         33 
       27        16 

None  Turkey  
Bosnia 

       38        42 
        8          0 

        22       33 
         8         0 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 77.0, df = 3, p-value < 2.2e-16  
*Note: Percentages of moral (total), social conventional and personal justifications add up  
vertically to 100, for each age group, and each country. Percentages for differentiated moral  
categories add up to the moral total category.    
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Table 32a. Percentages of domain-based justifications for responses to context-bound questions about 
dignity. Total and differentiated moral; total social conventional and personal justifications included.  
 
Questions  

 
 

 
Loss of dignity: 
Roma access  

 
Loss of dignity: 
Veiled women  

 
Loss of dignity: 
Torture  

 
Loss of dignity: 
Forced labor  

 
Age group  

  
Adolescent Adult 

 
Adolescent Adult 

 
Adolescent Adult 

 
Adolescent Adult 

 
Moral  
(total) 

 
Turkey  
Bosnia  

 
       63        84 
       63        70 

 
       73        84 
       50        52 

 
      75        73 
      83        88 

 
   66         79 
   45         45 

     Harm/ 
     welfare  

Turkey  
Bosnia 

        29        29 
        42        30 

        29         38 
        20         19 

       58         56 
       70         71 

    24           33 
    33          16 

     Human  
     rights  

Turkey  
Bosnia 

        34        55 
        21        40 

        44        46 
        30        33 

       17         17 
       13         17  

    42          46 
    12          29 

Social  
convent. 

Turkey  
Bosnia 

        7         8 
       12       13 

        0         0 
        4         9 

        0         4 
        0         4 

     0          4 
    17        17 

Personal  Turkey  
Bosnia 

       17        4 
       25       17 

        23       8 
        46      39 

       17       15  
       17        8 

   14          0 
   25         25 

None  Turkey  
Bosnia 

       13        4 
        0         0 

        4         8 
        0         0 

        8         8 
        0         0 

   20         17 
   13         13 

n = 96. Goodness of fit was tested: X² = 77.0, df = 3, p-value < 2.2e-16  
*Note: Percentages of moral (total), social conventional and personal justifications add up vertically to 100 for 
each age group, and country. Percentages for differentiated moral categories add up to the moral total category.  
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Table 33. Regression analysis results for justifications of responses about dignity.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Justifications                        Personal                          Social                            Moral  
__________________________________________________________________________ 
  
Country                         Turkey      Bosnia          Turkey      Bosnia           Turkey      Bosnia   
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Constant                       0.31***     0.25***        0.09**       0.22***        0.60***     0.53*** 
                                     (0.06)        (0.06)            (0.04)        (0.05)            (0.07)         (0.07)  
  
Should everyone’s       -0.28***    -0.07              0.02           0.04              0.26**        0.03   
HD be respected          (0.09)         (0.09)            (0.05)        (0.07)            (0.10)         (0.10)  
                                                                  
Dignity loss                 -0.11          -0.06             -0.04            0.02              0.15           0.05   
Forced labor                (0.08)         (0.09)            (0.05)         (0.07)           (0.09)         (0.10)  
                                                                   
Dignity loss                 -0.17**      -0.01             -0.02           -0.13*           0.19**       0.14   
Roma welfare              (0.08)        (0.08)             (0.05)         (0.07)           (0.09)        (0.10)  
                                                                   
Dignity loss                  -0.14*       -0.16*            -0.06          -0.17**         0.21**       0.34*** 
prisoner torture            (0.08)        (0.08)             (0.05)         (0.07)           (0.09)         (0.10)  
                                                                   
Dignity loss                  -0.10          0.13               -0.06           0.15**         0.16*         0.02   
Women’s veil               (0.08)       (0.08)              (0.05)         (0.07)          (0.09)         (0.10)                                                                   
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Observations                   249            274               249              274             249            274   
Log Likelihood           -105.24      -139.54           38.56           -96.40      -128.81    -180.40 
Akaike Inf. Crit.           222.48       291.07          -65.12           204.79       269.63     372.80  
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Note:  *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Appendix I. Interview Protocols 

 
Interview Protocol Turkey  
 
Hi, my name is Zina and I am a doctoral candidate at University of California, Berkeley. I am 
interested in how we make sense of the world around us, so I am studying how people think 
about certain social situations in their own and other countries, and I would like to ask you a few 
questions about that. Would that be alright? This is not a test of your knowledge, so there are no 
right or wrong answers. All I need is your opinion, and whatever comes to your mind, please say 
it, everything you say is absolutely confidential.  
 
If there are terms or questions that you are not sure you understand, please ask and I will clarify. 
Your participation is voluntary and if at any point you wish to skip a question, take a break, or 
terminate the interview, you are completely free to do so without offering a reason. Your time 
and engagement are appreciated. Can we start? I want to ask you some question on the topic of 
human rights: 
  

1. Do you know what the HR are?  
(if yes explain; if not consistent - explain how you want them to think about it)  

2. Do you think national laws should allow for HR? Why?  
3. What if nation has laws against HR is that OK? 
4. Do you think in some situations people should not have HR? Why?   

(If yes - in what kinds of situations; If no, why)  
5. Do you think HR in different countries can be different?  
6. Do you know what meant by human dignity?  

(If no, offer a definition: “a sense of worth and value as a human being, inherent in every 
person, regardless of their race, gender, age and orientation”) 

7. Do you think everyone’s human dignity should be respected?  
8. Do you think in some situation people don’t have dignity?  

 
*Participant who are given the reverse order protocol will get this set of questions at the end.  
 
I am going to move on to some more specific questions now and I will tell you about some real 
life social situations that happen here and around the world. Can we proceed?  
 
Situation 1: Roma exclusion   
 
People in Sarıgöl, a poor district of Istanbul with many Roma people, were moved out of their 
homes as shanty houses were replaced with higher quality houses. The cost of the new houses 
was a lot higher than what the Roma could afford, and the money given to those who lost their 
houses was not enough. Many of the families did not have legal papers for the land even though 
they lived in the neighborhood for generations so they were unable to present a legal challenge . 
 

Is this all right or not [Why?] 
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Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Probe: Some people may say that the Roma are known to move around a lot, often set up their 
own communities and live their own way of life, apart from the rest of the society. They are also 
often involved in violence and petty crime. For these reasons it is hard to see why the taxpayer’s 
money should be spent on housing them and providing for them. Would you agree with this? 
 
Probe: Do you think that anyone in this situation loses dignity? Who? Why?   
 
Punishment probe: Do you think something should be done about this situation? 
 
a) Punish the perpetrator in the equal measure (eye for an eye)  
b) Let the authorities (court / police etc) decide  
c) Let the larger community affected decide on the punishment 
d) No punishment, but an education/ rehabilitation program instead  
e) Let it go /transcend vengeance /be the bigger person/ forgive and focus on the future 
 
 
Situation 2: Forced labor  
 
Many migrants coming into Turkey to either stay or eventually move on to Europe work in 
precarious condition for less than a minimal wage and work protection. A large number of them 
are indebted to those who helped them come into the country and get employment, so they have 
to work for their creditors for free, until they have paid off their debt. Is this all right or not?  
 
Is this all right or not [Why?] 
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Probe: Someone might say that people are willing to accept those terms of work in order to 
secure a better future in a new country and they will eventually be better off. The employers 
might be making a profit, but they are also helping these people and taking a risk to do so.  
 
Probe: Do you think that anyone in this situation loses dignity? Who? Why?  
 
Punishment probe: Do you think something should be done about this situation? 
 
a) Punish the perpetrator in the equal measure (eye for an eye)  
b) Let the authorities (court / police etc) decide  
c) Let the larger community affected decide on the punishment 
d) No punishment, but an education/ rehabilitation program instead  
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e) Let it go /transcend vengeance /be the bigger person/ forgive and focus on the future 
Situation 3: Torture and national security in the U.S. (same as U.S. study)  
 
American oversees detention prisons, such as Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay became known 
to the public through the media, based on evidence of physical and psychological abuse, and 
torture of detainees by the US Army. The military and the government officials gave orders for 
the prisoners to be tortured, in order to extract information about possible terrorism plots.  
 
Is this all right or not [Why?]  
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Probe: Suppose the officials said they were doing that because those prisoners were possibly 
dangerous and getting information from them, even through torture, was necessary to protect the 
nation, even the human kind. Suppose they said that harming one foreign terrorist in the interest 
of making many innocent people feel safer was just. Would you agree? 
 
Probe: Do you think that anyone in this situation loses dignity? Who? Why?  
 
Punishment probe: Do you think something should be done about this situation? 
 
a) Punish the perpetrator in the equal measure (eye for an eye)  
b) Let the authorities (court / police etc) decide  
c) Let the larger community affected decide on the punishment 
d) No punishment, but an education/ rehabilitation program instead  
e) Let it go /transcend vengeance /be the bigger person/ forgive and focus on the future 
 
Situation 4: Rights of veiled women  
 
Many Western countries discourage or ban wearing a headscarf or a burqa in a public place. As 
secular democracies, they argue that religion and public affairs should be separated, and that in 
the interest of integrating their multiethnic communities, everyone should subscribe to same laws 
and rules and keep their religious believes private. Women and girls who continue to cover 
themselves often face barriers in access to education and public sector employment.  
 
Is this all right or not [Why?] 
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?]  
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
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Probe: Suppose someone said to you that in liberal democracies where women have fought for 
equal rights and have nearly achieved them, any cultural / religious practices that subjugate 
women cannot be tolerated. Would you agree 
Probe: Do you think that anyone in this situation loses dignity? Who? Why?  
 
Punishment probe: Do you think something should be done about this situation? 
 
a) Punish the perpetrator in the equal measure (eye for an eye)  
b) Let the authorities (court / police etc) decide  
c) Let the larger community affected decide on the punishment 
d) No punishment, but an education/ rehabilitation program instead  
e) Let it go /transcend vengeance /be the bigger person/ forgive and focus on the future 
 
 
Interview Protocol Bosnia  
 
Hi, my name is Zina and I am a doctoral candidate at University of California, Berkeley. I am 
interested in how we make sense of the world around us, so I am studying how people think 
about certain social situations in their own and other countries, and I would like to ask you a few 
questions about that. Would that be alright? This is not a test of your knowledge, so there are no 
right or wrong answers. All I need is your opinion, and whatever comes to your mind, please say 
it, everything you say is absolutely confidential.  
 
If there are terms or questions that you are not sure you understand, please ask and I will clarify. 
Your participation is voluntary and if at any point you wish to skip a question, take a break, or 
terminate the interview, you are completely free to do so without offering a reason. Your time 
and engagement are appreciated. Can we start? I want to ask you some question on the topic of 
human rights: 
  

1. Do you know what the HR are?  
(if yes explain; if not consistent - explain how you want them to think about it)  

2. Do you think national laws should allow for HR? Why?  
3. What if nation has laws against HR is that OK? 
4. Do you think in some situations people should not have HR? Why?   

(If yes - in what kinds of situations; If no, why)  
5. Do you think HR in different countries can be different?  
6. Do you know what meant by human dignity?  

(If no, offer a definition: “a sense of worth and value as a human being, inherent in every 
person, regardless of their race, gender, age and orientation”) 

7. Do you think everyone’s human dignity should be respected?  
8. Do you think in some situation people don’t have dignity?  

 
*Participant who are given the reverse order protocol will get this set of questions at the end.  
 
I am going to move on to some more specific questions now and I will tell you about some real 
life social situations that happen here and around the world. Can we proceed?  
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Situation 1: Roma exclusion   
 
Throughout the past decade in Bosnia, efforts have been made at providing housing for the Roma 
population. Yet, only about a half of the houses required to serve the population have been built. 
The new houses are also lacking facilities such as a functioning toilet or a kitchen. Due to lack of 
information about the Roma, and a lengthy, costly application procedure, many Roma are unable 
to get other housing, or access to healthcare, jobs, and education. 
 
Is this all right or not [Why?] 
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Probe: Some people may say that the Roma are known to move around a lot, often set up their 
own communities and live their own way of life, apart from the rest of the society. They are also 
often involved in violence and petty crime. For these reasons it is hard to see why the taxpayer’s 
money should be spent on housing them and providing for them. Would you agree with this? 
 
Probe: Do you think that anyone in this situation loses dignity? Who? Why?   
 
Punishment probe: Do you think something should be done about this situation? 
 

a) Punish the perpetrator in the equal measure (eye for an eye)  
b) Let the authorities (court / police etc) decide  
c) Let the larger community affected decide on the punishment 
d) No punishment, but an education/ rehabilitation program instead  
e) Let it go /transcend vengeance /be the bigger person/ forgive and focus on the future 

 
 
Situation 2: Forced labor  
 
With extremely high rates of unemployment and many skilled and educated people looking for 
jobs in the country, private business owners have started to offer “under the table” employment. 
Many people who accept such employment have to agree to be paid in cash, often irregularly and 
at the owner’s discretion. They work for less than a minimum wage, long hours with unpaid 
overtime and no breaks, and they usually work the weekend too. Is this all right or not?  
 
Is this all right or not [Why?] 
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
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Probe: Some people say that this is all right because everyone wins: the private business owners 
are getting labor for less money, the workers are getting paid rather than being unemployed, and 
the government doesn’t have to deal with a large number of hungry people looking for jobs.  
 
 
Probe: Do you think that anyone in this situation loses dignity? Who? Why?  
 
Punishment probe: Do you think something should be done about this situation? 
 

a) Punish the perpetrator in the equal measure (eye for an eye)  
b) Let the authorities (court / police etc) decide  
c) Let the larger community affected decide on the punishment 
d) No punishment, but an education/ rehabilitation program instead  
e) Let it go /transcend vengeance /be the bigger person/ forgive and focus on the future 

 
 
Situation 3: Torture and national security in the U.S. (same as U.S. study)  
 
American oversees detention prisons, such as Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay became known 
to the public through the media, based on evidence of physical and psychological abuse, and 
torture of detainees by the US Army. The military and the government officials gave orders for 
the prisoners to be tortured, in order to extract information about possible terrorist plots.  
 
Is this all right or not [Why?]  
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Probe: Suppose the officials said they were doing that because those prisoners were possibly 
dangerous and getting information from them, even with torture, was necessary to protect the 
nation, even the human kind. Suppose they said that harming one foreign terrorist in the interest 
of making many innocent people feel safer was just. Would you agree? 
 
Probe: Do you think that anyone in this situation loses dignity? Who? Why?  
 
Punishment probe: Do you think something should be done about this situation? 
 

a) Punish the perpetrator in the equal measure (eye for an eye)  
b) Let the authorities (court / police etc) decide  
c) Let the larger community affected decide on the punishment 
d) No punishment, but an education/ rehabilitation program instead  
e) Let it go /transcend vengeance /be the bigger person/ forgive and focus on the future 
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Situation 4: Rights of veiled women  
 
Many Western countries discourage or ban wearing a headscarf or a burqa in a public place. As 
secular democracies, they argue that religion and public affairs should be separated, and that in 
the interest of integrating their multiethnic communities, everyone should subscribe to same laws 
and rules and keep their religious believes private. Women and girls who continue to cover 
themselves often face barriers in access to education and public sector employment.  
 
Is this all right or not [Why?] 
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?]  
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Probe: Suppose someone said to you that in liberal democracies where women have fought for 
equal rights and have nearly achieved them, any cultural / religious practices that subjugate 
women cannot be tolerated. Would you agree? 
 
Probe: Do you think that anyone in this situation loses dignity? Who? Why?  
 
Punishment probe: Do you think something should be done about this situation? 
 

a) Punish the perpetrator in the equal measure (eye for an eye)  
b) Let the authorities (court / police etc) decide  
c) Let the larger community affected decide on the punishment 
d) No punishment, but an education/ rehabilitation program instead  
e) Let it go /transcend vengeance /be the bigger person/ forgive and focus on the future 
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Appendix II. Table of justification categories with examples from interviews  

 
 

 Category   Descriptions and Examples 
 
Moral Domain 
 
     Equality   References to equality and reciprocity 

Example: “Men and women are the same and should be treated the 
same.” 
 

Justice References to fairness or maintaining a balance of rights between 
persons 

 Example: “Roma are also citizens so they should have the same 
rights” 

 
Equal human rights Mention of human rights, equal access to same rights 
 Example: If they don’t have equal protection in work, they don’t 

have their basic human rights, and that affects their health long 
term” 

 
Respect for persons References to a need for respect, for respectful treatment of others 
 Example: “People should be respected for who they are.” 
 
Welfare References to harmful consequences to others 
 Example: “Torture is harm if it is overseas or here.” 
 
Dignity/Worth of  Appeal to human dignity, worth, or rejection of humiliation of 

persons 
persons Example: “Because segregating people like that treats them like 

they are less than, and insults their dignity” / “By humiliating 
people like that you lose your dignity”  

 
 
Conventional Domain  

 
 
Societal progress/ References to positive or useful social consequences of an 

instrumental 
utility                                nature 
 Example: “It is OK even if they work unprotected because they 

still contribute to the society and the social progress”  
 
Authority Appeal to authority or existence of rules 
 Example: “If the law says that it’s OK then it’s OK, we have to 

obey”   
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Societal or cultural Appeal to societal or cultural customs, or traditions, or shared expectations 
Organization Example: “It works for that culture. I cannot have a say as an           

outsider.” 
 

Personal Domain 
 
Psychological                    References to maintaining positive psychological characteristics,  
Functioning                       including pride, self-worth, and identit 
                                           Example: “Human rights are there to protect your emotional well-  
          being your happiness”      
     
Personal needs                   References to needs, control (lack of) and sense of personal freedom  
         as a ne 
         Example: “some [veiled] women feel restricted, others just go with                        
                                          the flow” 
 
Personal choice       References to personal choice, preference, or individual fault   
          Example: “It’s wrong because they are not being given the  
                                           opportunity to make their own choices.”  
 
Practicality                        Reference to practical utility of some course of action. 
         Example: “Torture is not OK because it is not effective, people will  
                                           just lie, they will say anything”     

  
Uncodeable       Response vague, not responsive to question, or absent 
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Appendix III Summary of U.S. study: Results and Interview Protocol   
 
 
Table 1. Percentage of participants’ evaluations in response to questions about awareness of 
human rights  
 
                                      Positive        Negative                Maybe/Depends  
  
                          Adolescents     Adults      Adolescents    Adults      Adolescents    Adults     
Questions 
_________________________________________________________________________  
Do you know what  
human rights are?       88            96                  0                 0                  12                  4 
 
 
 
Table 1a. Percentage of participants’ domain-based definitions in response to questions can you 
define human rights  
 
                                        Moral                   Social Conventional           Personal   
     
         Adolescents   Adults       Adolescents   Adults        Adolescents   Adults     
Questions 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Can you define  
human rights?      95                   88             24                 34               12                    4 
 
 
 
 
Table 2. Percentage of participants’ evaluations in response to general questions  
 
                                                  Positive     Negative                     Maybe/Depends  
     
             Adolescents      Adults      Adolescents Adults     Adolescents      Adults     
Questions 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
Should national laws 
include human rights?         88                  96              0                 0                      12                   4 
 
Is it alright if national 
laws are anti-human rights   0                    0              96                84                     4                   16  
  
Should some people not                                                                                                                            
have human rights?              33                  30            46                62                    21                    8  
 
Is it OK to have different  
versions of human rights?    33                  75            55                25                     12                   0 
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Table 3. Percentage of participants’ evaluations in response to questions for each situation 
 
 
                                      Caste System.          Prisoner Torture         Forced Veiling              Roma People             
      
                             Adolescents Adults     Adolescents Adults     Adolescents  Adults    Adolescents  Adults                
______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
Is it alright or not?    
         
                    Yes           13             0                 12             30                 0                4                9             26   
 
                     No            79          92                 71             66               100              79              79           70 
 
                     Depends   8             8                   17             4                  0                17               21            4 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
Should all groups have the same rights?  
 
                     Yes            71            83               66            54               92               91               79            8 
                      
                      No            8              4                21            38                4                 0                 4             8 
 
                      Depends   21            13               12              8                 4                 9               17            4 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
Should there be A law permitting the act?       
 
                       Yes               0                4                     8               37                0                   8                 4               25 
                     
                        No              83              83                    80              63             100                92                75              71                     
  
 Depends             17              13                    12                0                 0                  0                21               4 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Is the act alright if a law allows it? 
          
                       Yes             0                 8                       8                30               0                 29                  8              21 
                                             
                       No              83              84                     80                66             100               71                75             70 
     
               Depends             17               8                      12                 4                0                   0                17              9 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Should act be punished?       
  
         Yes             44              37                    56                38                35               42                38            38 
 
           No            30               37                    31                43               48                37                48           46 
 
   Depends            26              26                    13                19               17                21                14           16 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 4. Percentage of participants’ justifications for in response to general questions by domain 
     

   
         
Moral                 Social Conventional.            Personal   

  
          Adolescents   Adults     Adolescents   Adults      Adolescents  Adults   
Questions 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
Should national laws 
include human rights?               95             88              24                34                  12           4 
  
Is it alright if national 
laws are anti-human rights        92             83              29                38                  16           4 
  
Should some people not                                                                                                                            
have human rights?                   46             49              50                 80                  16           0 
 
Is it OK to have national  
versions of human rights?         71             25              58                 88                   8            0 
    
 
 
 
 
Table 5. Percentage of participants’ justifications in response to general questions by specific moral 
categories 
    
                                     Harm/Welfare  Equality/Justice           Dignity/Human Rights  
     
                  Adolescents   Adults Adolescents   Adults      Adolescents   Adults     
Questions 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Should national laws 
include human rights?          33          17               33                21              29                   50 
 
Is it alright if national 
laws are anti-human rights   42           17              25                33              25                   33 
  
Should some people not                                                                                                                            
have human rights?               8              8              13                 4                25                   37  
 
Is  it OK to have national  
versions of human rights?     8              4              42                 21              21                     0 
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Table 6. Percentage of participants’ justifications for evaluations by situation and age 
     
 
                                        Caste System        Prisoner Torture        Forced Veiling         Roma People 
      
        Adolescents Adults     Adolescents Adults    Adolescents Adults    Adolescents Adults 
______________________________________________________________________________________  
Moral Domain        75               92              55                 55              96               71               84             74 
 
   Harm/Welfare      8                 4               13                 21               4                13                0               4 
 
   Justice/Equality    21              42               4                   4               67               42               21             25 
 
   Dignity/worth       25              21             13                 17                8                8                 13              8 
  
   Human rights    21               25              25                 13              17                8                50             37 
  
Conventional           21                4              33                 33               4                21                4              13 
Domain 
 
Personal Domain     4                 4              13                  13                0                 8               13             13 
 
    
 
 
Table 7. Percentage of participants’ justifications for judgments as to whether everyone in society should 
have equal rights by situation and age 
     
  
                       Caste System              Prisoner Torture              Forced Veiling            Roma People  
     
     Adolescents    Adults   Adolescents   Adults    Adolescents    Adults    Adolescents   Adults 
______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
Moral Domain      78               71           82            37               92              77                78                70 
 
   Harm/Welfare     0                 0            9               8                4                 0                  0                   9 
 
   Justice/Equality  26               21           9               8               46               45                39                  9 
 
   Dignity/ worth    26                8           30             17               17               5                 30                 22 
 
   Human rights   26                42          34             12                25             27                9                  30 
 
Conventional  
Domain                  9                 29           9              29                4               14                13                17 
 
Personal Domain   13                 0           9               24                4                9                 9                 13    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 106 

 
Table 8. Percentage of participants’ justifications for judgments as to whether a law should exist allowing 
the acts by situation and age 
    
 
                                 Caste System         Prisoner Torture           Forced Veiling           Roma People 
      
                          Adolescents  Adults   Adolescent  Adults    Adolescents  Adults    Adolescents  Adults 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Moral Domain       75              71                 55             50               84              62                79             75 
 
   Harm/Welfare      4               0                   21             21               13               0                 13              4 
 
   Justice/Equality    33            33                  4               8                 50              46                25             33   
 
   Dignity/ worth       8              17                 13             4                  17              8                 4                4 
 
   Human rights       29             21                 17           17                  4               8                37              33 
 
Conventional  
Domain                      25            21                  32           37                 8              34               17              21 
 
Personal Domain       0                8                   13          13                  8              4                 4                 4    
 
 
 
 
Table 9. Percentage of participants’ justifications for judgments as to whether there should be punishment 
by situation, judgment, and age 
     
                      Caste System       Prisoner Torture         Forced Veiling*      Roma People*   
    
   Adolescents   Adults     Adolescents    Adults      Adolescents   Adults      Adolescents   Adults 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Acceptance  
 
   Moral               55               26            33                  25                  38              37                30                34 
 
   Social- 
   Conventional   10               13             22                  20                   0               16                 9                  3 
 
   Personal            5                11              8                    0                    0                0                  4                  3 
 
Rejection  
 
   Moral               10                26             7                   12                   14               20               2                22    
 
   Social- 
   Conventional   10                 24            26                 43                    43              13               46               28 
 
   Personal           10                  0              4                   0                      5               13                9               10 
 
* One third of participants did not offer any justification  
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Table 10. Percentages of evaluations responses regarding dignity in general and in context  
 
                                 
Evaluation responses  

     
           YES  

       
            NO 

  
    MAYBE 

 

Question Adolescent Adult  Adolescent Adult  Adolescent Adults 

Do you know what  
dignity is? 

 
84 

 
74 

 
08 

 
13 

 
08 

 
13 

 
Should everyone’s  
dignity be respected? 

 
 

75 

 
 

78 

 
 

08 

 
 

13 

 
 

17 

 
 

09 
 
Do people in some  
situations lose dignity?  

 
 

71 

 
 

91 

 
 

08 

 
 

09 

 
 

21 

 
 

00 
 
Caste system in India  
has dignity been lost?  

 
 

62 

 
 

25 

 
 

30 

 
 

46 

 
 

08 

 
 

29 
 
Torture of prisoners  
has dignity been lost? 

 
 

50 

 
 

62 

 
 

29 

 
 

25 

 
 

21 

 
 

13 
 
Forced veiling  
has dignity been lost?  

 
 

60 

 
 

38 

 
 

12 

 
 

38 

 
 

28 

 
 

25 
 
Welfare of the Roma  
has dignity been lost?  

 
 

41 

 
 

33 

 
 

38 

 
 

54 

 
 

21 

 
 

13 
 
 
 
Table 11. Percentages of justification responses regarding dignity in general and in context  
                         
Justification 
Responses 

        
Moral   

       
Conventional 

      
Personal  

 

 Adolescent Adult  Adolescent Adult  Adolescent Adults 

Do you know what  
dignity is? 

08 51 08 09 84 39 

Should everyone’s 
dignity be respected? 

58 62 16 08 25 29 

Do people in some 
situations lose dignity?  

25 55 21 08 46 37 

Caste system in India 
has dignity been lost?  

54 46 12 08 33 37 

Torture of prisoners 
has dignity been lost? 

33 50 08 16 58 33 

Forced veiling in  
has dignity been lost?  

46 58 12 12 42 25 

Welfare of the Roma  
has dignity been lost?  

37 50 12 16 50 33 
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U.S. Study Interview Protocol  
 
[2 min] Introduction: Hi, I am Zina and I am a doctoral candidate at UC Berkeley. I am 
studying how people think about certain social situations and I would like to ask you a 
few questions about it. This is not a test of your knowledge, there are no right or wrong 
answers. If there are terms or questions that you are not sure you understand, please ask 
and I will clarify. Your participation is voluntary and if at any point you wish to skip a 
question, take a break, or terminate the interview, you are free to do so without offering a 
reason. Your time and engagement are appreciated. Can we start?  
 
I want to ask you some question on the topic of HR 
  

1. Do you know what the HR are?  
(if yes explain / if not consistent - explain how you want them to think about it)  

2. Do you think national laws should allow for HR? Why? 
3. What if nation has laws against HR is that OK? 
4. Do you think in some situations people should not have HR  

If yes - in what kinds of situations/ If no, why)  
5. Do you think HR in different countries can be different?  
6. Do you know what meant by human dignity?  

(If no, offer a definition: a sense of worth and value as a human being, inherent in 
every person, regardless of their race, gender, age and orientation) 

7. Do you think everyone’s human dignity should be respected?  
8. Do you think in some situation people don’t have dignity?  

 

[8 min] Dilemma 1. Poverty: the rich, the poor and the greater good / Welfare rights  
 
The caste system in India distinguishes classes of people. There are those who are rich, 
those who are moderately well off, and those who are poor, known as the untouchables. 
The wealthy employ the untouchables to perform hard work for barely enough pay to 
feed their families. The middle classes, while not employing the untouchables, still have 
no physical contact with them.  
 
Is this all right or not [Why?] 
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Probe: Some people say that the society is better run this way so that everything can 
function smoothly, they say that it is worthwhile, because everyone gets food and work. 
Do you agree?  
 
Probe: Suppose some people said that the untouchables who do dirty work are and 
unclean and because of that undignified, what would you say?  
 
[8 min] Dilemma 2. Terrorism and torture / Harm rights  
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American oversees detention prisons, such as Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay became 
known to the public through the media, based on evidence of physical and psychological 
abuse, and torture of detainees by the US Army. The military and the government 
officials gave orders for the prisoners to be tortured, in order to extract information about 
possible terrorist plots.  
 
Is this all right or not [Why?] 
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Probe: Suppose the officials said they were doing that because those prisoners were 
possibly dangerous and getting information from them, even with torture, was necessary 
to protect the nation, even the human kind. Suppose they said that harming one foreign 
terrorist in the interest of making many innocent people feel safer was just.  
 
Dignity probe: If those issuing orders were to say the prisoners are undignified, would 
you agree?  
 
[8 min] Dilemma 3. Women’s rights in Saudi Arabia 

Saudi Arabia is a wealthy country and women there are highly educated, qualified and 
rich. The government, however, places many restrictions on them. Women must wear 
clothes that cover them head to toe, cannot question religious authorities and are not 
allowed to drive but must be driven by men who are either family or hired drivers.  

Is this all right or not [Why?] 
Should all groups in a society have the same rights? [Why?] 
Do all groups in a society deserve to have their rights protected?  [Why?] 
Is it OK to have a law allowing this situation to happen?  [Why?]   
Is it OK to do this, if it is the law?  [Why?]     
 
Counter probe: Suppose that some Saudi people, men and women said that traditional 
values are important and act as the glue that holds the society functioning. Suppose they 
said that because women are fragile and vulnerable that they must be protected. 
 
Dignity probe: If the government said that it is undignified for a woman to be 
“immodest,” would you agree? 




