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Abstract
The aim of this study is to identify homogeneous profiles based on the five moral foundations in a sample of 376 men undergoing court-mandated treatment for violently abusing their partners. To understand better the meaning of these new profiles as well as their temporal consistency, the profiles were related to different outcomes of the current psychological treatments, before and after a prescribed one, such as self-deception, moral self-concept, benevolent sexism and hostile sexism. Results from Latent Profile Analysis and Latent Transition Analysis showed good fit for a 4-profile solution. This solution was stable from Time 1 to Time 2, both in terms of the scores on the moral foundations and the participants included in each profile. The participants included in each profile were called “Sacralizers”, “All for one”, “Moral outsiders” and “Purists”. Comparing with standard samples and consistent with the predictions of the Moral Foundation Theory and the Sacredness Hypothesis, their scores on the moral foundations were clearly different by excess or defect. Those tending to exaggerate or sacralize the moral concerns (“Sacralizers” and “Purists”) were the most self-deceived, the less hostile sexists and the ones with the highest moral self-conceptualization. Future research will have to test the role of the moral variables in the psychological treatments and think of strategies to change the importance that men convicted of domestic violence give to the five moral foundations, but at least two strategies seem to be needed: One to reduce the exaggerations and another to increase the deficits of the moral foundations.
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The extreme moral diversity of men convicted of violence against their partners: Four profiles based on the five moral foundations
The topics of morality and violence are generally related since moral convictions provide motivational foundations for violent acts, which are always strongly considered as immoral (Baumeister, 1996; Hirschberger & Pyszczynski, 2012; Skitka, 2010). Recently, the moral foundation theory (MFT) has provided an explanatory framework for understanding the meaning of many violent acts in the American culture war (capital punishment, the use of torture, abortion, etc.) (Koleva, Graham, Iyer, Ditto, & Haidt, 2012), and even the irreconcilable fights between the contenders: Liberals and Conservatives. In this respect, Liberals create a morality by relying primarily on the care and fairness foundations, and support abortion, whereas Conservatives use all five moral foundations, including ingroup, authority and purity, and support the death penalty (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Haidt, Graham, & Joseph, 2009). As a result, we have different moral profiles supporting different violent acts. In this paper, we argue that the MFT can also be applied to intimate partner violence (IPV) because at least three out of its five moral foundations are present in any kind of violence against women: Harm, (un)fairness and authority. In order to gain evidence for this novel hypothesis, this study examines whether there are consistent profiles based on the five moral foundations in men convicted of intimate partner violence(IPV); “and whether theses moral profiles are differently related to variables related to the current psychological treatments (self-deception, moral self-concept and sexist attitudes).
The Moral Foundation Theory and Violence Against the Partner
The MFT was conceived to understand why morality, that is, what is right and wrong, varies so much across cultures yet still shows so many similarities and recurrent themes (Haidt & Joseph, 2008; Haidt et al., 2009). The theory proposes that there are five innate and universally available psychological systems for detecting and reacting emotionally to moral issues related to: (1) Care/Harm or distaste for the pain of others; (2) Fairness or sensitivity to issues of equality, justice and rights; (3) Ingroup or the tendency to form shifting coalitions and approve of those who contribute to the group’s well-being and cohesion; (4) Authority or the propensity to manifest hierarchical social interactions; and (5) Purity or the propensity to exhibit emotions of disgust in response to biological and social contaminants. On top of these moral foundations, groups, cultures and societies create unique moralities by emphasizing different foundations to differing degrees. In this respect, different moral profiles have already been shown and it seems that women score higher than men on care, fairness and purity (Graham et al., 2011); Conservatives score higher than Liberals on ingroup, authority and purity (Graham, et al., 2009); and those who support the torture of out-group members strongly endorse ingroup, authority and purity (Smith, Aquino, Koleva, & Graham, 2014).
	The Theory of Moral Disengagement allows to understand the psychosocial mechanism by which people selectively disengage their moral self-sanctions from their harmful conduct {Bandura, 2016 #1459: Bandura, 2016 #1459}, and it is clear that men convicted of IPV use many of them. They can sanctify their harmful behavior as serving worthy causes; they can displace their responsibility, minimize the harmful effects of their actions, and even dehumanize those they maltreat. However, the Moral Foundation Theory goes deeper and allows us to understand for the combinations of the moral foundations that would motivate the activation of such mechanisms.
Taking into account that discrimination and violence against women could be considered one of those recurrent and persistent themes in virtually all cultures (Buss & Duntley, 2011; DeKeseredy, 2011; Garcia-Moreno, Heise, Jansen, Ellsberg, & Watts, 2005; Garcia-Moreno, Jansen, Ellsberg, Heise, & Watts, 2006), we hypothesize that specific configurations of the moral intuitions may underlie IPV. Although this social problem adopts different forms at different times, it always implies harming and treating someone unfairly and acting based on hierarchical social structures of dominance and subordination. Supporting this idea, there is a wealth of evidence connecting violence and prejudicial attitudes toward women with asymmetric power distribution between the sexes in patriarchal social systems (Brandt, 2011; Dobash & Dobash, 1997; Glick & Fiske, 2001; Johnson, 1995; Sarlet, Dumont, Delacollette, & Dardenne, 2012; Yllö, 2007). 
Is there any particular combination of the moral foundations that can be used to support violence against women?
 Some moral concerns are primarily focused on protecting the rights and freedoms of individuals (Graham et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2011). These moral concerns are care and fairness, also called the individualizing foundations. High scores on care and fairness can be considered protective factors because they motivate people to minimize the suffering of others and refrain from harm-doing and unfair treatment. However, there are three other moral foundations with more controversial roles: Ingroup, authority and purity, called the binding foundations and focused on preserving the group as a whole through roles, duties and mutual obligations (Graham & Haidt, 2012; Haidt & Graham, 2007; Koleva et al., 2012). Despite their functional benefits, the binding foundations may also lead people to harm and devalue out-group members if it benefits their in-group or if a leader commands them to do so (Smith, Aquino, Koleva, & Graham, 2014). 
Men convicted of IPV have been judged precisely for the violation of the care and fairness foundations. Although nothing is known about their scores on these foundations, following this logic we could say that they are not overly concerned about not harming others and respecting women’s rights. Regarding the binding foundations, we know even less but it seems that they place themselves in a dominant position when they use violence against their partners. So, cautiously we hypothesize that their hierarchical conceptualization of the relationships between women and men should be attenuated. 
The paradoxes of morality and the role of self-deception
The previous assumptions would be enough if morality always followed a rational logic, but morality can also be paradoxical (Hirschberger & Pyszczynski, 2012). Many examples show us how to defend peace using violence to the point that Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King were strangely remarkable exceptions. The concept of sacredness has been used to understand how peace and violence, love and harm can be together so often. Sacredness is defined as the “human tendency to invest people, places, times and ideas with an importance far beyond the utility they possess” (Graham & Haidt, 2012) (p. 4). Making something or someone sacred implies giving it an exaggerated importance and, as a consequence, being prone to react in its defence no matter how. In fact, sacred values seem to be resistant to cost-benefit analyses and make individuals engage in acts that are harmful to themselves or to others (Ginges & Atran, 2009). According to the MFT, any moral foundation can be made sacred and evil inevitably arises in whatever threatens those sacred values (Graham & Haidt, 2012). This could lead to consider the protective foundations of care and fairness dangerous by excess.  
Research shows evidence of many other paradoxical results related to morality, such as the moral licensing effect (Merritt, Effron, & Monin, 2010; Sachdeva, Iliev, & Medin, 2009), which implies that morality fluctuates from moment to moment in such a way that when people feel that they are sufficiently moral in a given domain, their motivation to be moral in other domains decreases. Many situational combinations are possible to licence us, but all of them imply contradictions focused on preserving the sensitive moral self-concept that the actor does not usually see (Jordan, Mullen, & Murnighan, 2011; Merritt et al., 2012; Nisan, 1991).
Self-deception is critical in all these situations because it allows people to see the world according to their needs, wishes and hopes rather than according to the way it is (Triandis, 2009, 2011), and even to claim to be acting morally right while acting selfishly bad (von Hippel & Trivers, 2011). Considering how self-deception plays a dual role - one protective, to cope with a threatening world, and the other offensive, to deceive others into thinking that one is better than one appears (von Hippel & Trivers, 2011) -, men convicted of IPV may be strongly affected by self-deception because both objectives are relevant for them. On the one hand, they need to deceive themselves to protect their moral self-concept from a threatening reality that says they are sexist and violent, and on the other hand such a strategy could serve them to better deceive those who may judge them (e.g., family, psychologists and judges) that they are moral, non-sexist and non-violent people.
Objectives and hypotheses
The general aim of this study is to obtain evidence on the usefulness of the five innate and universally available moral foundations so as to better understand the persistent social problem of violence against women. More specifically, the first objective is to examine whether there are consistent moral profiles based on the five moral foundations in a sample of 376 men convicted of IPV. To this end, we used Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) and Latent Transition Analysis (LTA), techniques that look for subtypes of individuals who exhibit similar patterns of individual characteristics at different times. As a reference for extracting meaning from the moral profiles, we compared the mean scores of the five moral foundations of men convicted of IPV with the means of two external samples reported by Graham and colleagues (2011): Liberals, who scored highest on care and fairness and lowest on ingroup, authority and purity; and Conservatives, who scored lowest on care and fairness and highest on ingroup, authority and purity.
The second objective focused on the external validity of the moral profiles. Non-parametric tests based on ranks were used to analyse the relationships between the moral profiles and some relevant variables for the psychological treatments (benevolent and hostile sexism, self-deception and moral self-concept). Since all these objectives were novel and our approach exploratory, several feasible hypotheses may be posited:
H1: Low scores on care and fairness and high scores on ingroup, authority and purity will characterize men convicted of IPV. This hypothesis was directly derived from the MFT and the role described for each moral foundation (Graham et al., 2009). Such a profile should be related to prejudicial attitudes toward women (hostile and benevolent sexism) (Glick, & Fiske, 2001). In addition, and appealing to the importance of preserving a good moral self-concept for everyone, including the violent participants of our sample (Jordan et al., 2011; Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008; Merritt et al., 2012; Monin & Jordan, 2009), and to the role of self-deception to fix contradictions and protect the moral self-concept (Triandis, 2009; Trivers, 2000; von Hippel & Trivers, 2011), this profile should be associated with high scores on self-deception, and therefore on moral self-concept. 
H2: Exaggerated high scores on the five moral foundations, especially on purity, which reflects individual differences in the tendency to perceive sacredness (Koleva et al., 2012), will characterize men convicted of IPV. This hypothesis appeals to sacredness to understand non-rational behaviours (Graham & Haidt, 2012; Skitka, 2002) in such a way that being so extremely concerned about the five moral foundations entails several contradictions and paradoxes that men in this profile should solve with a higher level of self-deception. However, and because sacred moral values portray people fighting for a good end that may justify the means (Skitka, 2002), this profile should be associated with a better moral self-conceptualization and lower level of ambivalent sexism.
H3: The moral profiles will be consistent at two different moments, at the beginning of the prescribed psychological treatment (Time 1) and at the end (Time 2). We assume that the psychological intervention performed will have an impact on the treated variables (sexist attitudes), but not on the moral ones. The psychological intervention was based on a cognitive–behavioural approach with gender perspective. It lasted 6 months and took two hours per week. 
Method
Participants and procedure
Participants were 376 men undergoing court-mandated psychological treatment for violently abusing their partners from a total of 533. This means that 29.5% of the potential participants were eliminated for different reasons: They didn’t want to participate (8%), they left more than 3% of the questions unanswered (22%) or they did not complete the psychological treatment (70%). Participants had no previous criminal record or psychiatric disorders. They were asked to voluntarily participate in a research project that ensured confidentiality and anonymity and answered a questionnaire during the second session (T1) and during the last session (T2), spaced six months apart. All of them were Spanish speakers. The average age was 39 (SD = 11.14), with ages ranging from 19 to 84. Twenty-three percent of the participants had completed higher education, 39% had completed an elementary education, and the remaining participants (38%) had an intermediate level. 
Because our research was conducted with people under psychological treatment, we were required to interfere as little as possible in the time devoted to the prescribed psychological treatment. We thus randomly selected a subset of the total sample (almost 50%; N = 174) to assess an additional set of variables both at the beginning of the psychological treatment (Time 1) and at the end (Time 2) in order to address the objective 2 focused on the external validity of the moral profiles. There were no significant differences in any of the sociodemographic variables between both groups.
Measures
Participants answered the short-form of the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (Graham et al., 2011). It measures the degree to which individuals value the culturally constructed virtues and concerns built on each foundation. The Relevance subscale contains two items for each one of the five moral foundation (scale from 0 = not at all relevant to 5 = extremely relevant), e.g., “Whether or not someone suffered emotionally” for Care; “Whether or not some people were treated differently from others” for Fairness. The Judgment subscale also contains two items for each moral foundation (scale from 0 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), e.g., “I am proud of my country’s history” for Ingroup; “Men and women each have different roles to play in society” for Authority; and “I would call some acts wrong on the grounds that they are unnatural” for Purity. Cronbach’s alpha values were low, but never lower than those reported by Graham and colleagues (Graham et al., 2011). Their objective was not to maximize internal consistency via item redundancy. Instead, they sought maximal item heterogeneity to increase confidence that the foundation was maximum represented.
The moral self-concept was measured using the Morality subscale of the Six-Factor-Self-Concept Scale (Stake, 1994). Participants indicated how accurately six adjectives (loyal, truthful, law-abiding, faithful, trustworthy, and honest) described them on a 5-point-scale (0 indicated “never true of me”, and 4 indicated “always true of me”). The internal consistency measured by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .87 at T1 and T2. 
Self-Deception was measured using the Self-Deception Enhancement (SDE) subscale from the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Response (Paulhus, 1991). Their 20 items measure sincere beliefs in desirable self-descriptions on a 7 point-scale, ranging from 0 = completely false to 6 = completely true (e. g. “I am a completely rational person”, “I never regret my decisions”). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .84 at T1 and .86 at T2. 
Sexist attitudes were measured using the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996). It contains two subscales, ranging from 0 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree;  Hostile sexism is defined as the conventional prejudice against women (e.g., “Women seek to gain power by getting control over men”; T1 = .88 and T2 = .91). Benevolent sexism is defined as an attitude that idealizes women playing the traditional female role, which reflects subjectively positive feelings toward this type of woman (e.g., “Many women have a quality of Purity that few men possess”; T1 = .87 and T2 = .91). 
Statistical Analysis
For the analysis, we used Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) and Latent Transition Analysis (LTA) to estimate the latent classes present in the sample in T1 and T2. LPA is a cross-sectional mixture analysis where a latent class variable is estimated from continuous observed indicators. LTA is a longitudinal mixture analysis where one latent class variable is estimated per wave, offering individual transitions in class membership. 
So, Latent profile analysis (LPA) let us use person-centered statistical approaches to mimic higher-order interaction terms (Lanza, Rhodes, Nix, & Greenberg, 2010) and answer the research question about how the five moral foundations are organized within individuals or, what is the same, to find homogenous subtypes of men convicted of IPV based on the five moral foundations. Cataloging interactive effects as subtypes is practical in that it offers a brief and simple summary of complicated relationships (Robins, John, & Caspi, 1998). Latent Transition Analysis (LTA) combines the prevalence of latent profile membership (or LPA) with the incidence of membership transitions over time in those latent profiles (Bray, Lanza, & Collins 2010), what allow us to know the evolution of the profiles from T1 to T2.
Results
The means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s for the five moral foundations in the total sample, both at Time 1 (T1) and Time 2 (T2), are listed in Table 1, which also shows the means and standard deviations for conservative and liberal samples extracted from the study by Graham and colleagues (2011).  Globally, we can see that the scores for the five moral foundations of men convicted of IPV were higher than the scores in the comparative samples of Conservatives and Liberals at both T1 and T2. In addition, note that their scores on care, fairness and purity remained the same from T1 to T2, while their scores on ingroup and authority decreased slightly at T2 (small effect sizes < 0.15). These results indicate that the psychological treatment received by the participants was no substantial impact on the moral variables.
INSERT TABLE 1
Profiles from the Latent Profile Analysis and Latent Transition Analysis
Two series of LPA were carried out, one for the five moral foundations at T1 and another for the same variables at T2. Classes from one to six were tested. Based on parsimony and the theoretical meaning, a four-class solution was preferred for both times. Then, LTA was applied to T1 and T2 data. Table 2 shows some fit indices along with an entropy measurement which indicates classification accuracy. They confirmed the LPA results, since the indices decreased until they reached the four-class model, and the highest entropy index was for the model with four profiles.
INSERT TABLE 2 AND FIGURE 1
Profile 1 was the largest one (N = 189 at T1; N = 207 at T2) and may include the participants tending to sacralize that we hypothesized in H2 (Figure 1). Comparing with the three other profiles, they scored the highest on the five moral foundations, which means that they care a lot about all the five moral foundations. Comparing with the external sample of Conservatives and Liberals, they scored higher than the Liberals on care and fairness and higher than the Conservatives on ingroup, authority and purity. In other words, they seem to be more liberal than the Liberals and more conservative than the Conservatives at the same time. It was because of these extreme scores on the individualizing and the binding foundations, that they were called “Sacralizers”.
Profile 2 contained 126 participants at T1 and 117 at T2. They scored like Conservatives (high and very similar on the five moral foundations). However, they beat the sample of Conservatives in the ingroup foundation by almost one point. In fact, for these men the greatest moral concern was ingroup, so they were called “All for one”. This result may partially support Hypothesis 1, since very high regard for the binding foundations characterizes this profile, but not low regard for the individualizing ones.
Profile 3 was the smallest one with 21 participants at T1 and 11 at T2. Their scores on the five moral foundations were the lowest. Comparing with the external samples, they scored low on everything: Lower than Conservatives on care and fairness and as low as Liberals on ingroup, authority and purity. These men exhibited the kind of deficit in the care and fairness foundations that we hypothesized in the first part of Hypothesis 1, but at the same time they exhibited low regard for the binding foundations. Because they seemed not to care much about any moral foundation, they were called “Moral outsiders”.
Profile 4 contained 40 participants at T1 and 41 at T2. They scored higher than Liberals on care and fairness, and as high as Conservatives on purity. Since purity reflects the tendency to perceive sacredness, they were called “Purists”. These participants did not seem to sacralize everything, only those moral foundations that seem to be apparently good (care, fairness and purity).
All these results support the sacredness hypothesis (H2) since there was a large group with exaggerated scores on the five moral foundations, including Purity (Sacralizers), and a small one characterized by very high concerns about care, fairness and purity (Purists). Hypothesis 1 finds partial support in two profiles, the one with high regard for the binding foundations, especially for ingroup (All for one), and the smallest one with very low regard for care and fairness (Moral outsiders). 
Consistency of the moral profiles over time
Table 3 shows the estimated and empirical transition matrices for classes 1 to 4 from T1 to T2. Most of the participants (94%) in profiles 1, 2 and 4 at T1 remained in the same profile at T2. Profile 3, the smallest one (Moral outsiders), was not related to subjects: Only 3 out of 21 participants remained in profile 3 from T1 to T2. 
INSERT TABLE 3 AND 4
The stability in terms of the scores on the moral foundations is described in Table 4 and shown in Figure 1. Table 4 presents the differences between the five moral foundations from T1 to T2 for each profile. There were statistical significant differences in only 5 out of 20 possibilities. These five exceptions exhibit small effect sizes and can be interpreted as reasonable, given that the participants were subjected to a six-month psychological treatment to change their sexist attitudes, and relationships between the moral foundations and sexist attitudes cannot be ruled out. All these results mostly support Hypothesis 3 on the temporal consistency of the moral profiles since the three profiles that group 94% of the sample (Sacralizers, All for one and Purist) remained practically the same with regard to both the scores on the moral foundations and the participants included in them, even after a six-month psychological treatment. 
The external validity of the moral profiles: relationships between the moral profiles and self-deception, moral self-concept and ambivalent sexism
Table 5 shows a description of the variables that can be considered conventional outcomes of the psychological treatments (benevolent and hostile sexism) and for variables that can help us to connect them to the moral ones (self-deception and moral self-concept). It also shows the significant differences between them from T1 to T2. As expected, after a psychological treatment based on cognitive concepts and gender perspective, both benevolent and hostile sexism decreased substantially (large effect size, higher than .85). Self-deception was reduced slightly from T1 to T2 (small effect size) and no significant differences were found for moral self-concept: Participants seem to feel very moral at both times. These results support the sensitivity of the sample to the treatment and indirectly support Hypothesis 3 on the stability of the moral profiles because the sample changed for the variables that were manipulated but not for the moral ones. That allows us to observe the same moral profiles at two different times. 
INSERT TABLE 5 AND 6
In order to better understand the meaning of the profiles, Table 6 shows the between-classes and pre-post comparisons broken down by profile. Note how, as expected from Hypothesis 2, the Sacralizers, those in the highest contradiction, self-deceived more than any other group and enjoyed the highest moral self-concept, tied with the Purists. In parallel, the Sacralizers and the Purists exhibited the lowest hostile sexism scores with significant differences between them as well, with the Purists having the lowest hostile and benevolent sexism scores. 
The results also showed significant relationships to support Hypothesis 1. In this respect, Table 6 shows that profiles 2 (All for one) and 3 (Moral outsiders) presented the same levels of self-deception, but lower than the levels exhibited by the profile with the highest scores (Sacralizers). Both profiles also scored the same on hostile sexism, but more than the ones who scored the lowest (Purists). Thus, they seem to be equally related to the outcomes of the psychological treatments, although they exhibited clear differences between them in terms of their moral concerns: Either low regard for the protective foundations or high regard for the binding foundations.
Discussion
This research sheds light on the moral foundations that are important for men who have used violence against their partners and were sentenced to undergo a psychological treatment. Our rationale for connecting the MFT to IPV rests on two ideas: 1) A prevalent and persistent social problem like IPV could be rooted in deep structures, such as moral foundations, which have been defined as psychological systems that give rise to moral intuitions about what is right and wrong (Haidt & Graham, 2007); and 2) At least three moral foundations are involved in all cases of IPV (harm, fairness and authority). 
The results support these ideas and allow us to conclude that virtually the same four peculiar moral profiles clearly describe men convicted of IPV at two different times within a six-month interval. Generally, this peculiarity can be read in terms of excesses or deficits of the moral foundations. If we compare their scores with those of external samples of Conservatives and Liberals reported by Graham and colleagues (2011), the men in all four profiles convicted of IPV always exceeded either above or below the ranks of Conservatives and Liberals. This peculiarity can also be described as diverse because the four moral profiles were clearly different between them. Consistent with the sacredness hypothesis that predicts paradoxical results of imbuing some values with an importance far beyond the utility they possess (Graham & Haidt, 2012), the results showed that most of the participants in the study (Sacralizers and Purists), who had been convicted of violence against their partners, exhibited an extraordinary and paradoxical high regard for not harming people (care), treating them fairly (fairness) and leading a self-controlled life (purity). For the Sacralizers, the contradiction went further as they displayed at the same time an extraordinarily high regard for the controversial binding foundations. 
We also found empirical evidence to support the predictions driven directly by the MFT, concluding that the remaining participants (Moral outsiders and All for one) displayed either low interest in not harming other people and treating them fairly or high interest in defending the group itself, maintaining hierarchical relationships of authority and respecting considerations related to the purity of body and spirit. These two moral profiles present an understandable relationship to violence: If people do not care about not harming others, they can strike them; if they do care about the hierarchized ways of relating to others, they treat people differently. However, the first two moral profiles shock and are the ones that give rise to questions like, how can they pretend to be protecting people by harming their partners? How can they be strongly concerned about justice and hold sexist attitudes against women? How can they be concerned about an elevated and self-controlled way of life, while at the same time mistreating?
To better understand these paradoxical possibilities, the four moral profiles were analysed in terms of various outcomes of the psychological treatments. We first assumed that most of the men in our sample, who had no criminal record before, would have the same need to preserve a good moral self-concept as everybody else, and that self-deception may allow them to fix the inconsistency between their violent and sexist behaviour and their need to feel like moral people, as this variable does for the inconsistency of everybody (Triandis, 2009, 2011; von Hippel & Trivers, 2011). Secondly, we hypothesized that those tending to sacralize would feel the highest contradiction, and would thus be in more need of self-deception. We also hypothesized that their sacred moral values would portray them as fighting for a good end (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996; Graham & Haidt, 2012; Skitka, 2002), so they would have less benevolent and hostile sexism toward women. Supporting these hypotheses, we found that the Sacralizers displayed the highest level of self-deception and the highest moral self-concept, the latter tied with the Purists, who also tended to sacralize. Consistent with the idea that they were fighting for something worthwhile, they showed more benevolent than hostile sexism and significantly less hostile sexism than any other profile. Regarding profiles 2 and 3 (Moral outsiders and All for one), which together supported the hypothesis derived from the MFT, we found that both exhibited the same relationships to self-deception, moral self-concept and sexist attitudes. 
Study limitations
In this paper we used a longitudinal approach to analyse a novel set of variables in a large sample of people who have used violence against their partners. As a result, we have some answers and many more questions. Our findings suggest that the moral profiles are quite stable over time but also that they might change under specific treatments. However, our approach is not enough to ascertain how much they might change or whether that change could be related to a future decrease in violence. We found that self-deception was higher in those tending to sacralize everything, but we do not know whether the high self-deception is a cause or consequence of these intense contradictions. 
According the well-established Moral Foundation Theory, the four moral profiles make theoretical sense in the sample of men convicted of IPV who are not recidivist, but we wonder what would happen with these profiles in a sample of people imprisoned for more severe violence and recidivism. The generalizability is not guaranteed to other populations and contexts. Finally, there is an underlying question regarding the relationship between sacredness and paradoxical violent reactions. How can the extra meaning conferred to some protective moral foundations provoke violent defensive reactions? In this study we only have indirect evidence showing the high level of contradiction in which those violent men tending to sacralize could be living. In this respect, the Sacralizers claimed to be extremely concerned about caring for people and treating them fairly while they were undergoing court-mandated treatment for violently abusing their partners. In addition, they said to be equally and exaggeratedly concerned about opposite moral foundations, those that protect individuals and those that protect the group. In such circumstances it is easy to infer tension and paradoxical reactions, but we lack experimental evidence. 
Practical and Policy Implications
Supporting the exploratory hypothesis that specific configurations of the five moral foundations can be underlying to Intimate Partner Violence, a LPA and a LTA were utilized to draw four consistent moral profiles in a sample of violent men that are usually perceived as homogeneously immoral. Such immorality can now be tentatively interpreted by saying that their morality is diverse and extreme. 
This new portrait of men convicted of IPV in terms of the moral foundations that are important for them reinforces the validity of the MFT to understand different violent acts, and opens the door to new and specific treatment variables for IPV. This is especially important in a context where court-mandated psychological treatments are prescribed for more people every year, with insufficient empirical evidence of their effectiveness (Gondolf, 2011). Future research will have to explore this possibility and focus on strategies to change the moral profiles. At least two strategies seem to be needed: One to reduce the exaggerations and another to increase the deficits of the moral foundations.
These results may be considered a starting point for more research but they promise to be useful for understanding different types and degrees of violence against women and especially for its prevention and treatment. We could tentatively say that different approaches and tasks will be required to lower the value of authority and raise the value of justice; to raise the value of care and lower that of loyalty to the group; and even more complex, to maintain the values of all moral foundations at their optimal and adaptive levels.
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