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ABSTRACT  

This study intends to test if action consistency is an appropriate way to identify moral 

exemplars and if these moral exemplars display the same consistency when responding to 

various morality measures (as measured by their self-reported levels of morality 

matching their perceived levels of morality from behaving in a moral manner). It also 

aims to discover how the morally exceptional differ from the morally indifferent on 

several morally-relevant personality characteristics. 100 participants took part in part 1 of 

the study, which consisted of two honesty tasks. 99 participants took part in part 2 of the 

study (a moral hypocrisy task). 20 participants took part in part 3 of the study (a dictator 

game task and moral questionnaires battery). Participants were classified as morally 

exceptional or morally indifferent based on their performance in the four tasks. Findings 

indicate that the morally exceptional do, indeed, significantly differ on certain morality 

traits and that these self-reported differences in personality are consistent with their 

behavior. More specifically, the morally exceptional are significantly more guilt-prone, 

honest, humble, loyal, committed to human rights, and committed to their community 

than the morally indifferent. In conclusion, this study endorses the idea that there are 

morally exceptional people in our communities who can be identified by looking at the 

consistency of their behaviors and who differ on certain morality traits. Moreover, moral 

behavior tends to follow the same general pattern as self-reported levels of morality. So, 

those who report the lowest levels of morality act the least moral and those who report 

the highest levels of morality (i.e. the moral exceptional) act the most moral.



 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

This study intends to test if action consistency is an appropriate way to identify 

moral exemplars and if these moral exemplars display the same consistency when 

responding to various morality measures (as measured by their self-reported levels of 

morality matching their perceived levels of morality from behaving in a moral manner). It 

also aims to discover how the morally exceptional differ from the morally indifferent on 

several morally-relevant personality characteristics. This matter is important to study for 

at least three reasons: (a) it helps determine whether or not the moral exceptional are 

indeed different from the rest of the population when it comes to resisting the temptation 

of certain moral pitfalls and exhibiting certain moral traits, (b) it gives some insight into 

the moral principles of humans (both moral the morally exceptional and the 

unexceptional) and  (c) it reveals whether or not this method of identifying the morally 

exceptional can be a viable new way of identify these unique individuals. .  

It’s rather easy – and quite appealing—to think of oneself as a relatively good 

person. In fact, research tells us that the average person prefers to think of themselves 

through a favorable lens (Alicke & Govorun, 2005) and it’s all too possible that that’s 

also the case with the morally exceptional. That’s why it seems appropriate to evaluate 

the actions of these people in addition to collecting self-reports about their self-judgments 

of morality. Though I believe that self-reports of morality provide us with valuable 

information, I feel that it is only through the observation of actions that we can 

comfortably say that someone actually behaves in a particular manner. By having people 

participate in several situational test of morality, we can see if their actions match the 

values they claim to hold. It also leaves us in a better position to gauge if they 
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consistently choose the more moral path. Those who do the right thing consistently, 

despite being tempted to do the less moral alternative or to not act at all, should (in 

theory) be morally exceptional individuals. 

Nevertheless, a claim of this nature cannot be made without strong evidence and, 

although our most recent research has been encouraging (Hamza & Fleeson, 2017), I 

believe that more evidence is needed to bolster this bold point of view. Thus, I intend to 

further test this idea by running another iteration of Batson et al.’s (1997) seminal moral 

hypocrisy study, this time with three other tests of morality and a mélange of morality 

self-report measures. Of the three additional tests, two will look at honesty and the other 

will involve a dictator game which acts as a test of compassion/generosity. Through these 

three unrelated tests, I can not only uncover the proportion of people who are capable of 

picking the moral course of action in 4 separate situations, but I can also use this criteria 

to define what it would mean to be morally exceptional. That is, I would conceptually 

define the morally exceptional as those who consistently choose the morally right course 

of action with the right motivations in various situations designed to test their morality, 

regardless of the virtue being tested. However, due to practical restrictions tied to testing 

moral motivations in a lab setting, my operational definition of the morally exceptional 

shall focus on the behavioral aspect. The legitimacy of this definition would then be 

verified by whether or not self-report measures can detect significant differences among 

this group of people and whether these self-reported differences are also consistent with 

their actions. I would hypothesize that the individuals who choose the moral action in all 

four morality test are indeed morally exceptional and that this distinction would be 

validated by some self-reports of morality. Namely, a number of self-report measures 
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should show significantly higher morality in this population and that these heightened 

morality levels should directly line up with their actions on the four morality test. 

Morality: A Brief Overview of Its Importance 

Morality is considered to be “…a code of values guiding the choices and actions 

that determine the purpose and the course of our lives” (Pascual, Rodrigues, & Gallardo-

Pujol, 2013, p. 1). As social creatures that often live in large groups, humans require 

certain rules and regulations to give meaning to people’s lives and provide direction to 

communities. These moral guidelines ensure that humans lead pleasant lives in fairly 

functional societies (Kohlberg, Milgram, Stein, & Rosenhan, 1973). In addition to the 

regulatory role of morality, it also serves an integral part in an individual’s identity 

(Goodwin, Piazza, & Rozin, 2014; Hartley, Furr, Helzer, Jayawickreme, Valasquez, & 

Fleeson, under review; Matsuba & Walker, 2005; Monroe, 2012; Strohminger & Nichols, 

2014; Walker & Frimer, 2007, 2009).  

That being said, it’s no wonder that people consider a person’s moral character to 

be the most important factor in the impression they form of them (Goodwin, Piazza, & 

Rozin, 2014), more moral people are more liked and respected than less moral people 

(Hartley, Furr, Helzer, Jayawickreme, Valasquez, & Fleeson, under review), and morality 

judgements are used to inform an individual on another person’s character and influence 

their evaluations of that person (Brambilla & Leach, 2014; Goodwin, Piazza, & Rozin, 

2014; Strohminger & Nichols, 2014). For this reason, moral psychologists can spend 

years trying to understand one particular moral belief or action. However, since morality 

is central to the inner fabric of our societies, it’s well worth the time. I believe that it is 

possible (and necessary) to reach a comprehensive understanding of morality by studying 

the morally exceptional. These morally exemplary individuals represent the pinnacle of 
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moral heights that humans are capable of realizing; thus, it should stand to reason that 

studying their actions can help scientists make sense of moral behavior. 

The Morally Exceptional 

Like personality, people’s levels of morality can be conceptualized as being 

normally distributed. Some of the population is on the low end of the distribution, most 

people lie in the average ranges, and a few fall on the higher end of the spectrum (Jones, 

2014; Miller, 2013, 2014). People on the higher end of the bell curve can be considered 

morally exceptional individuals. These morally exceptional people have been portrayed 

by some moral psychologists as representing the pinnacle of morality (Fleeson, Miller, 

Furr, Knobel, Jayawickreme, & Hartley, 2016). That is, they are said to epitomize the 

height of moral thoughts, beliefs, and actions. As such, they are often the social activists, 

organ donors, and “heroes” of the world.  

Previous research has focused its efforts on said people, in addition to other 

exemplary individuals found in the community. These other individuals have been 

defined as being influential leaders in Time Magazine, winners of national awards in 

bravery and compassion, humanitarians, whistleblowers, and non-profit organizers 

(Dunlop & Walker, 2013; Fleeson et al., 2016; Frimer, Walker, Dunlop, Lee, & Riches, 

2011; Frimer, Walker, Lee, Riches, & Dunlop, 2012; Matsuba & Walker, 2004, 2005; 

Walker, 2002; Walker & Frimer, 2007, 2009; Walker, Frimer, & Dunlop, 2010). 

However, despite the recognition that this population has gained in the psychological 

community as of late, much remains to be uncovered about their personal lives, values, 

motivations, and actions (Fleeson et al., 2016). For instance, it would behoove 

researchers to learn whether or not these people are truly exceptional. Perhaps they are 

too casually perceived as being morally exceptional! One way to uncover that is by 
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having them participate in multiple tests of morality that people tend to fail and 

examining whether or not they also fail. I intend to do just that in the present study. 

Failure to pass one or more of the tests would indicate that a label of exceptionality 

cannot be granted because exceptionality presumes remarkability by definition. And, 

while it is not remarkable for someone to behave morally on one occasion, it is arguable 

much more remarkable for someone to behave morally time and time again. Thus, 

individuals who consistently do the moral action, in face of difficult circumstances, can 

be thought of as truly morally exceptional. 

Researching the morally exceptional comes with many advantages. For example, 

by studying those individuals that are the most moral, one can better understand the 

factors that contribute to good moral character. Previous research has uncovered that 

morally exceptional people have distinct moral goals, values, and traits (Caprara, 

Alessandri, Di Giunta, Panerai, & Eisenberg, 2010; Carlo, PytlikZillig, Roesch, & 

Dienstbier, 2009; Cohen, Turan, Morse, & Kim, 2014; Fleeson, Furr, Jayawickreme, 

Meindl, & Helzer, 2014; Fleeson et al., 2016; Frimer et al., 2012; Matsuba & Walker, 

2005; Skitka, 2010; Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 2005; Walker & Frimer, 2007) that 

distinguish them from others. For instance, morally exemplary individuals hold goals and 

values that center around communion, or the motivation to “contribute to the social 

collective” (Frimer et al., 2012, p. 1118). Even their agency goals—goals that concentrate 

on advancing the self— are aimed at furthering their communal motives (Frimer et al., 

2011, 2012; Walker & Frimer, 2007). In this respect, self-enhancing motives, such as 

agency goals, are an integral part of moral action that need not be suppressed (Frimer, 

2011; Frimer et al., 2011, 2012; Walker, 2013; Walker & Frimer, 2007, 2015). Moreover, 

the dedication of the morally exceptional to improving the lives of others can also help 



 

6 
 

guide people to performing good deeds (Frimer et al., 2011, 2012; McFarland, Webb, & 

Brown, 2012; Monroe, 2002). Accordingly, research on the morally exceptional can 

come with practical benefits, as well as didactic benefits.  

In addition to agency and communion, the morally exceptional exhibit certain 

traits such as agreeableness, optimism, social responsibility, nurturance, generativity, 

affiliation, and identification with all humanity (Fleeson et al., 2016; Matsuba & Walker, 

2005; McFarland, Webb, & Brown, 2012; Monroe, 2002; Walker & Frimer, 2007), with 

certain traits being common to all types of exemplars and some traits being more 

characteristic of specific exemplars. That is, traits like honesty, self-control, 

dependability, positivity, emotional stability, and openness are shared by all moral 

exemplars alike (Walker, 2002). However, a caring exemplar might have higher levels of 

agreeableness and nurturing than, say, a just exemplar. Just exemplars, on the other hand, 

are typically associated with conscientiousness, openness, and stability (Walker, 2002; 

Walker & Frimer, 2007). What’s more interesting is that personality variables have been 

shown to be just as predictive of exemplary action as moral cognition (Walker & Frimer, 

2007, 2009). In many cases, knowing the personality profile of a particular exemplar can 

help illuminate what kind of moral exemplar they are (Dunlop & Walker, 2013; Dunlop, 

Walker, & Matsuba, 2012: Walker, 1999; Walker & Frimer, 2009; Walker, Frimer, & 

Dunlop, 2010; Walker & Hennig, 2004).  

Furthermore, studying the life stories and lifestyles of the morally exceptional can 

help inform the field of moral psychology on the development of good moral character 

(Aquino, Freeman, Reed II, & Felps, 2009; Dunlop, Walker, & Matsuba, 2012; Matsuba 

& Walker, 2005; McAdams, 2009; Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007; Walker & Frimer, 2007, 

2009). In particular, these individuals have usually had secure personal attachments, look 
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at major life events through optimistic lenses, and have had people guide them 

throughout their moral development (Matsuba & Walker, 2005; Walker & Frimer, 2007, 

2009). To boot, moral exemplars tend to have transformative life experiences that they 

construe as chances for redemption (Matsuba & Walker, 2005; Walker & Frimer, 2007, 

2009). Additionally, in developmental instances where socio-cognitive maturity and 

moral motivation are both fostered collectively, displays of care-based moral action can 

be observed (Dunlop, Walker, & Matsuba, 2012).  

Because this is a relatively new field, there are only a few scientists that have 

concentrated on this group of people (Fleeson et al., 2016), meaning that the existing 

research on the morally exceptional is quite short.  Therefore, there’s no denying that 

much is left to be discovered. Although researchers have made great strides in identifying 

and studying these individuals, there is still a lack of diversity in this field that can only 

be improved through further research. A group as fascinating as this surely has more to it 

than the bits of information that have been made available. And so, it seems evident that 

further examination of this population is essential, as it can help resolve several 

quandaries in moral psychology and also bring refinement to an otherwise repetitive 

field.  
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The Average Human: Moral Integrity or Moral Frailty? 

A number of philosophers and morality researchers have often championed the 

inherent goodness of humans, as seen through altruistic behavior (Batson, 1991; Batson 

& Shaw, 1991; Darley & Batson, 1973), while others have demonstrated that people are 

more influenced by situational forces than they are their “inherent goodness” (Asch, 

1951; Haney, Banks, & Zimbardo, 1973; Milgram, 1963). Classic social psychology 

experiments, such as the Asch Conformity Study, the Milgram Experiment, the Stanford 

Prison Experiment, and the Good Samaritan Study have revealed the moral frailty of 

mankind (Asch, 1951; Darley & Batson, 1973; Haney, Banks, & Zimbardo, 1973; 

Milgram, 1963). For example, take the Good Samaritan study: Darley and Batson (1973) 

found that seminary students were less likely to help a sick man when in a hurry to get to 

a particular destination, even when they themselves are on their way to speak on the story 

of the Good Samaritan. Additionally, they also found that there was no correlation 

between a person’s inclination to identify with religion and their propensity to help. In 

fact, only participants who saw religion as a quest were more likely to help. So, this 

experiment ultimately suggested that even the moral values held by those believed to be 

among the most moral (religious persons) were not something they themselves 

practiced… only preached in this case.  

In the Asch Conformity Study, participants were asked to perform what they 

thought was a “vision test” where they were placed in a room with seven confederates. 

The objective of the study was to see if the participant conformed to the majority’s view 

on a line test, even if the confederates’ answers were blatantly wrong. What was found 

was quite extraordinary. Most participants reported the wrong answer at least once in the 

experimental group, but nearly no one did in the control group, indicating to the 
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researchers that most people would go against their logic and conform to the opinion of 

the majority (Asch, 1951). The obedience and conformity displayed in this study have 

been used by social psychologists to explain why people allow injustice to happen, 

despite the moral misgivings they might personally have about it. Accordingly, this study 

presents itself as a prime example of powerful situational forces by demonstrating that 

most people conform against their better judgement. However, it seems important to note 

that this study has been cited as being a “product of its time” in that it has not replicated 

well over the years, suggesting that the observed effect was markedly influenced by the 

historical events surrounding the study’s execution (Perrin & Spencer, 1980). 

The Milgram Experiment was designed to gauge the extent to which people 

would obey orders. If harm was involved, would people refrain from following 

instructions? To answer this question, Milgram (1963) set up an experiment that impelled 

participants to electrically shock another person every time that person answered a 

question incorrectly. Of course, the person receiving the electric shocks was a 

confederate and was thus prompted to purposefully give incorrect answers. When 

participants declined to shock the confederate, the experimenter would then order them to 

continue (Milgram, 1963). Using this method, Milgram (1963) found that two-thirds of 

the participants continued administering the electric shocks until they reached the highest 

level of volts, which was 450 volts. In addition, all participants continued administering 

the electric shocks until they reached 300 volts. This experiment was pivotal in that it 

established the lengths that people would go to obey an order given by an authority 

figure. Even when most people hold strong moral convictions against harming others, this 

conviction is no match when pitted against the commands of an authority figure. Once 

again, situational pressures outmatch moral principles.  
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Zimbardo’s (1973) Stanford Prison Experiment is yet another example of 

situational pressures besting morality. Participants in this study were invited to play the 

role of either a prisoner or a guard in a mock prison for a few days. The aim was to 

determine if regular people would conform to the hostile roles of prisoner and guard 

based on the social environment that they were embroiled in. The results confirmed that 

this was the case. In just a short period of time, the experimenters observed a stark 

change in the behavior of the participants. Prisoners acted submissive and obedient like 

actual prisoners, while guards became more aggressive and merciless with each passing 

day (Haney, Banks, & Zimbardo, 1973). For that reason, this study serves as an indicator 

of how strong situational pressures can be. In particular, it illustrated that people will 

conform to social roles even when those roles require brutality and even if their moral 

compass typically leads them away from that kind of behavior. 

Moreover, research has demonstrated that even ostensibly altruistic behavior can 

be self-serving at its core (Batson, Kobrynowicz, Dinnerstein, Kampf, & Wilson, 1997). 

Moral hypocrisy is perhaps the most blatant example of this phenomenon. Batson et al.’s 

(1997) notion of moral hypocrisy emerged from a series of studies conducted in the late 

90s, during which Batson and his colleagues found that an astonishing number of people 

kept a positive task to themselves even after they said they would flip a coin to determine 

who got to do the positive task (90% to be precise). That is, participants were given the 

option to simply assign a task to themselves and another participant or to flip a coin and 

let fate decide. They were to choose between a positive task and a neutral task, where the 

positive task offered rewards and the neutral task did not. As expected, 90% of the people 

who decided not to flip the coin kept the positive task to themselves. This group 

constituted 50% of the sample. The remaining 50% of the participant pool decided to flip 
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the coin and 90% of those people also kept the positive task to themselves. Herein lies the 

interesting part. Random chance dictates that a coin toss should yield equal probability (a 

50/50 split), so how is it that 90% of the group kept the positive task? Well, all decisions 

were made in private, giving participants the opportunity to lie about the outcome of the 

coin toss. Consequently, the researchers concluded that a sizable portion of people 

pretend to be moral, even though they don’t actually do the moral action (Batson et al., 

1997). 

Some experimental economic studies, such as the dictator and trust game studies, 

have also demonstrated the relative ease with which people can exhibit self-serving 

behavior. In the dictator game experiment, one of the players is given an allocation of 

money to share with another player. Player 1 is the dictator in this scenario because 

he/she decides how much of the monetary allotment is given to player 2. Player 2’s role 

is simply as the recipient of the money, so he/she does not participate in the decision 

making process. This kind of setup allows participants to act in a completely self-serving 

manner should they choose to. This is made even easier if participants are assured that 

their decision would not be shared with the other participant. Indeed, some studies have 

shown that almost no one donates any money to the other player when they are not given 

information about the other player and they are lead to believe that their decision is 

completely private and anonymous. In these instances, “donations tend to be very low, 

around 10% of the pie on average” (Aguiar, Branas-Garza, & Miller, 2008, p. 344). Take 

away the assurance of anonymity, however, and this pattern changes to reveal more 

generous dictators. The same goes for including information about the recipient. In one 

study, up to 25% of dictators donated as much as half of the total amount to the recipient 

when they were shown pictures of said recipient (Aguiar, Branas-Garza, & Miller, 2008; 
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Burnham, 2003). Therefore, the generous and fair behavior observed in these studies 

appears to stem from social pressures to seem fair and not necessarily from an internal 

motivation to do the right thing. The idea here is that anonymity creates social isolation, 

or distance, that allows the dictator to comfortably engage in self-serving behavior. When 

the picture is introduced, the distance is reduced, creating a social demand for reciprocity. 

Nevertheless, the desire to engage in self-serving behavior remains, ultimately leading 

the dictator to donate more money (but still not all). 

Moral Hypocrisy Unpacked  

Since the time of the original study, Batson and several others have substantiated 

and expounded upon the concept of moral hypocrisy (Batson, 2008, 2011; Batson & 

Collins, 2011; Batson & Thompson, 2001; Batson, Thompson, & Chen, 2002; Batson, 

Thompson, Seuferling, Whitney, & Strongman, 1999; Carpenter & Marshall, 2009; 

Caviola & Faulmüller, 2014; Geher, 2012; Graham, Meindl, Koleva, Lyer, & Johnson, 

2015; Greene & Low, 2014; Kray & Haselhuhn, 2012; Lammers, Stapel, & Galinsky, 

2010; Laurent, Clark, Walker, & Wiseman, 2014; Leblois & Bonnefon, 2013; Lemmers, 

2012; Lönnqvist, Irlenbusch, & Walkowitz, 2014; Lönnqvist, Rilke, & Walkowitz, 2015; 

Monin & Merritt, 2012; Naso, 2006; Polman & Ruttan, 2012; Rustichini & Villeval, 

2014; Sun, Gu, Wu, Wang, & Jin, 2012; Tong & Yang, 2011; Valdesolo & DeSteno, 

2007, 2008). Indeed, the last two decades have seen a substantial increase in information 

about moral hypocrisy, with some studies replicating the original experiment (Batson et 

al., 1999; Batson, Thompson, & Chen, 2002; Valdesolo & DeSteno, 2007), and others 

establishing new conditions (Batson, 2008; Batson et al., 1999; Batson & Collins, 2011; 

Carpenter & Marshall, 2009; Graham et al., 2015; Lammers, Stapel, & Galinsky, 2010; 

Laurent, Clark, Walker, & Wiseman, 2014; Lemmers, 2012; Lönnqvist, Irlenbusch, & 
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Walkowitz, 2014; Lönnqvist, Rilke, & Walkowitz, 2015; Naso, 2006; Polman & Ruttan, 

2012; Rustichini & Villeval, 2014; Sun et al., 2012; Tong & Yang, 2011; Valdesolo & 

DeSteno, 2008) and/or limits to the original study (Fernandez-Dols, Aguilar, Campo, 

Vallacher, Janowsky, Rabbia, Brussino, Lerner, 2010; Greene & Low, 2014; Leblois & 

Bonnefon, 2013; Sargoglou, Pichon, Trompette, Verschueren, & Dernelle, 2005; Watson 

& Sheikh, 2008). In the following paragraphs, I make an effort to discuss the full extent 

to which these studies have improved the knowledge on moral hypocrisy.  

Although moral hypocrisy has been defined as the inclination “to uphold the 

appearance of morality while serving self-interest” by Daniel Batson himself (Batson et 

al., 1997, p. 1337), several other definitions and operationalization’s have also emerged 

over the years. Researchers have broadened the concept to include moral double-

standards, or an individual’s tendency to evaluate his/her own moral indiscretions 

differently than he/she evaluates the same moral indiscretions of others (Graham et al., 

2015; Kray & Haselhuhn, 2012; Lammers, Stapel, & Galinsky, 2010; Lemmers, 2012; 

Monin & Merritt, 2012; Polman & Ruttan, 2012; Rustichini & Villeval, 2014; Sun et al., 

2012; Valdesolo & DeSteno, 2007, 2008), as well as moral weakness (Graham et al., 

2015; Naso, 2006). In accordance with Batson et al.’s (1997) original viewpoint, studies 

suggest that moral hypocrisy flourishes because of its ability to deter punishment (Batson 

et al, 1997; Lönnqvist, Rilke, & Walkowitz, 2015). Specifically, since it’s not typically 

possible to be completely sure that a person is acting in hypocritically, a shroud of doubt 

and uncertainty is created. This doubt is enough to discourage punishment. Consequently, 

hypocrites come to rely on moral posturing to prevent the punishments associated with 

behaving immorally (Lönnqvist, Rilke, & Walkowitz, 2015).  
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In addition to moral posturing to others, some explanations have posited that self-

deception is also a necessary component of moral hypocrisy (Batson, 2008; Batson et al., 

1999; Batson & Collins, 2011; Rustichini & Villeval, 2014; Sun et al., 2012). That is, 

moral hypocrisy can offer both self-enhancing and self-protecting benefits if the 

individual is deceiving him/her-self as well as other people (Batson & Collins, 2011). 

Often times, self-deception is achieved by failing to compare one’s actions with the 

appropriate moral standards (Batson et al., 1999). However, there appears to be a lack of 

consensus surrounding the self-deception premise. Lönnqvist, Irlenbusch, and Walkowitz 

(2014) conducted three separate studies in which they refuted the claim that moral 

hypocrisy necessitates self-deception. Instead, the authors posited that moral hypocrisy 

emerges as a result of conscious impression management concerns aimed to satisfy public 

perception (Lönnqvist, Irlenbusch, & Walkowitz, 2014). Other studies have suggested 

that moral hypocrisy exists because of conflicting moral imperatives naturally occurring 

within an individual (Graham et al., 2015; Naso, 2006), thereby making moral hypocrisy 

a normal part of the human experience. Under this assumption, moral hypocrisy is not as 

objectively negative as it is typically perceived to be.           

One’s propensity to act morally hypocritical is also said to be affected by their 

gender (Kray & Haselhuhn, 2012; Sargoglou et al., 2005), level of religiosity (Carpenter 

& Marshall, 2009; Sargoglou et al., 2005), and viewpoint (Lemmers, 2012). Perhaps 

unsurprisingly, men have been found to engage in more moral hypocrisy than women. It 

has been postulated that this is the case because men allow themselves more leniency in 

moral matters than women (Kray & Haselhuhn, 2012). In addition, religious women have 

demonstrated more willingness to help others than their male counterparts (Sargoglou et 

al., 2005). Research also suggests that religiosity can directly impact the level of moral 
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hypocrisy that one exhibits. Specifically, when religiosity is primed in intrinsically 

religious individuals, the resulting outcome is a decrease in moral hypocrisy (Carpenter 

& Marshall, 2009). Lastly, moral hypocrisy is influenced by the point of view of the 

actor. Having an abstract view on moral issues, as opposed to a concrete view, has been 

shown to consistently increase moral hypocrisy; yet this relationship is mediated by the 

degree of moral flexibility that the actor has (Lemmers, 2012).  

Despite the growing evidence of moral hypocrisy, some research has actually 

contested the theory’s overwhelmingly bleak assertion that the majority of people are 

hypocrites when dealing with moral matters. One particular study found that the majority 

of participants demonstrated both fair and caring behaviors when appropriate, thereby 

challenging the idea that most people are moral hypocrites (Watson & Sheikh, 2008). Not 

only did these participants hold high moral standards in the domains of fairness and 

compassion, but they actually acted in a way that directly corresponded to their moral 

ideals. This finding allowed Watson and Sheikh (2008) to conclude that moral hypocrisy 

would be best detected from a pattern of self-serving behavior rather than from a single 

action. Another study went so far as to say that moral hypocrisy might be a counterpart of 

the ‘demands’ that Batson and colleagues (1997) placed on participants. More 

specifically, Fernandez-Dols et al. (2010) assert that moral hypocrisy only occurs when 

the researcher presents the participants with contradictory explicit and implicit 

instructions. That is, this study hypothesized, and confirmed, that “Batson and his 

colleagues had not merely made moral norms 'salient'. They had actually presented their 

participants with contradictory 'demands': explicitly inviting them to meet the norm of 

justified self-interest in private but then give public lip-service to the experimenter’s 

instructions as to a supererogatory way to behave” (Fernandez-Dols et al., 2010, p. 525). 



 

16 
 

Therefore, the participants were inexplicitly given two separate moral norms to abide by 

and it was the lack of clarity in expectations that lead to the perceived moral hypocrisy 

effect. In fact, if either demand is eliminated from the equation by modifying the 

instructions to favor only one demand (either encouraging participants flip the coin in an 

effort to be fair or telling participants they can assign the tasks whichever way they chose 

without mention of which option is more fair), the moral hypocrisy effect is no longer 

observed (Fernandez-Dols et al., 2010).  

Regardless of one’s stance on the prevalence of moral hypocrisy, I think we can 

agree that it dilutes a person’s perceived level of morality. Imagine a scenario in which 

two people have the same perceived level of morality because of their equal commitment 

to social activism. In this scenario, you are judging the morality of person 1 and person 2 

from their outspoken social justice rhetoric and civic engagement photos on social media. 

You then find out that person 1 shows up to civic engagement events to take pictures and 

leaves without participating, while person 2 participates in the events. Your perceived 

level of morality for these two ostensibly moral people is bound to change in light of that 

information, in that person 1’s morality might seem less motivationally pure. Thus, 

person 1’s moral hypocrisy is likely to attenuate their perceived level of morality because 

their motivation to engage in social activism hinges on seeming moral rather than acting 

moral. This matter is relevant because it directly impacts research on the morally 

exceptional. As I referenced earlier, the morally exceptional are often social activists and 

humanitarians. They are deemed to be morally exceptional because of their high 

perceived level of morality, of which their actions and the motivations behind those 

actions play a large role. If you were to find out that they, in fact, also displayed a high 

degree of moral hypocrisy, then your perception of their exceptionality would be 



 

17 
 

incorrect. They would cease to be morally exceptional because they would no longer hold 

the highest esteem, as moral hypocrisy decreases perceptions of morality. So, by 

definition, the morally exceptional cannot be simultaneously moral hypocrites because 

one negates the other.  

I felt it important to delve into detail about morally hypocrisy because, of the four 

morality tests utilized in this present study, it may be the most stringent (and perhaps 

most telling) of an individual’s morality. As I alluded in the preceding paragraphs, it is 

my belief that moral hypocrisy is the antithesis of moral exceptionality and, in a way, 

could essentially be a litmus test for moral exceptionality. Besides, although 

identification of moral hypocrisy in an individual may negate moral exceptionality, it 

isn’t necessarily the case with other breaches of morality. For instance, while behaving in 

a dishonest, unfair, or uncompassionate manner might make you a less moral person, it 

doesn’t automatically rule out your potential moral exceptionality because the 

motivations behind those actions could be inherently good. However, this is never the 

case with moral hypocrisy, as it is (by definition) geared towards creating an illusion of 

morality to fulfill self-serving motives; Hence, my assertion that it serves as the most 

stringent test of moral exceptionality.  

I also think that it is important to maintain focus on moral hypocrisy in the present 

study because this study was designed as a follow-up of my previous moral hypocrisy 

experiments and could allow for a more detailed account of moral hypocrisy in addition 

to information about how it relates to the morally exceptional. My previous iterations of 

the moral hypocrisy study have been conducted with two student samples and an Amazon 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk) sample in an effort to survey a broad range of people. These 

studies provided suggestive evidence that moral hypocrisy is not as wide-spread as 
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Batson concluded, and that questionnaire scores might predict it. All 3 studies followed 

the same procedures as Batson et al.’s (1997) original study, but with some minor 

differences. In both the student and MTurk samples, participants submitted their answers 

using a survey software known as Qualtrics, instead of using paper and pencil. 

Participants also completed pre-measure of morality called the GMC that was used to 

identify the top 10% of scorers as “Morally Exceptional,” the middle 10% as “Morally 

Average,” and the bottom 10% as “Morally Abase.” In addition, participants in the two 

student samples completed this measure a few months prior to them coming into the lab 

for the studies, while participants in the MTurk sample did not have a significant time 

difference between the pre-screening portion of the study and the experiment itself. That 

is, qualifying participants in the MTurk sample proceeded to the second portion of the 

study almost immediately after completing the first portion because the entire study was 

conducted online (Hamza & Fleeson, 2017). 
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The Present Study 

I believe that it’s theoretically probably that the morally exceptional are resistant 

to situational pitfalls of the moral nature. That is, individuals that are truly morally 

exceptional would not behave immorally or indifferently when dealing with situations 

involving morality. Instead, they should consistently chose the morally right course of 

action and their actions should exemplify their moral values. Therefore, it is their actions 

that are used to qualify them as morally exceptional individuals. In addition, their 

responses on any self-report of morality should map directly on to said actions in a test of 

morality. Otherwise, we return back to the aforementioned problem of imagining yourself 

to be better than you actually are, which has practical implications for researchers 

studying the morally exceptional. Namely, it invalidates and undermines the utility of 

self-reports of moral exceptionality, it makes it considerably more difficult to identify the 

morally exceptional, and it forces researchers to search for new stringent ways to classify 

moral exceptionality.  

Fortunately, I don’t believe that the morally exceptional have a falsely inflated 

sense of morality and I base this assertion on the existing research on the morally 

exceptional. Recall, these individuals are not only high in moral values, but they also 

integrate those values into their identity (Matsuba & Walker, 2005; Monroe, 2012; 

Walker & Frimer, 2007; Walker & Frimer, 2009; Fleeson et al., 2016). As such, they 

should be inherently hesitant to act contrary to their moral standards because it may mean 

contradicting their identities. For that reason, they should consistently choose the moral 

course of action to stay in accordance with their identity. Furthermore, the fact that moral 

exemplars are typically high in agreeableness, communion, social responsibility, 

nurturance, and affiliation would predict actions that are not self-serving; yet, failing to 
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do the moral thing or doing the morally hypocritical thing is, at its core, somewhat self-

serving. In addition, our recent iterations of the moral hypocrisy experiment have also 

favored this view. In both the student sample and the MTurk sample, those in the morally 

exceptional group were more likely to pick the fair course of action and were less likely 

to act hypocritically than their morally average and morally indifferent counterparts 

(Hamza & Fleeson, 2017). Thus, it seems plausible to hypothesize that this group would 

consistently resist the grips of immorality and/or hypocrisy in situations that favor those 

types of actions. 

However unlikely it may be, it is still possible that a sizable number of people 

might display hypocrisy despite holding upstanding moral standards. In fact, Batson 

would likely predict that they would because a great deal of studies (including his own) 

point to the fact that a large majority of human beings are highly influenced by their 

desire to look moral without actually having to do the hard work that morality often 

demands. In Batson’s own original study, a whopping 90% of participants acted in a 

morally hypocritical manner (Batson et al., 1997). Those are not odds that one can ignore. 

In addition, Batson et al. (1997) included four individual difference measures in their 

study: two measures focusing on the justice and relationship-care perspectives of 

Kholberg and Gilligan and two measures centered on personal responsibility. Of those 

measures, the relationship-care perspective and the social responsibility scales 

significantly predicted who would flip the coin. However, none of the individual 

difference measures used by Batson et al. (1997) could strongly predict who would assign 

the positive consequence task to the other participant. Hence, the compelling argument 

that most human beings (possibly even the most moral ones) can be swayed to act 

immorally in the right circumstances, regardless of their personal moral standards. 
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However, I believe that there has been promising evidence from our previous iterations of 

this experiment that point to an alternative view (Hamza & Fleeson, 2017). In this view, 

those who have the strongest moral backing can hold steadfast to their ethical standards 

and demonstrate consistent moral decency. 

The present study is also notably different from our previous iterations of 

Batson’s (1997) Moral Hypocrisy study. In this study, I deliberately reversed the 

methods, so that participants are categorized as moral exemplars through their actions as 

opposed to a selection measure. By making a person’s actions serve as the assessment 

tool, it becomes much easier, and considerably more convincing, to confidently judge 

someone as morally exceptional or morally indifferent. Since actions are arguably the 

most objective observable demonstration of a person’s morality, studying them should 

provide us with an accurate depiction of an individual’s moral character. This is 

especially true when subjects are allowed to demonstrate their morality, or lack thereof, 

on more than one occasion. That is, a single behavior might not necessarily be as 

predictable and/or predictive of later behaviors as a set of behaviors. In fact, “at best, 

behavior on one occasion predicts behavior on another occasion at around the 0.30 level” 

(Fleeson, 2001, p. 1013). A more efficient and impressive way to predict behavior is to 

base the prediction on an aggregate of several behaviors. 

In addition, the reversal of the methods allows me to avoid unnecessary 

complications stemming from the selection criteria. Specifically, the selection criteria 

cutoff was problematic. When using scales to categorize sets of people into groups, it’s 

necessary to establish each group’s cutoff scores a priori. This poses a problem because 

(a) this might not reflect how the population is actually structured, (b) it runs the risk of 

being overly limiting or overly generous in relation to group size (in the case of our 
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previous iterations, it was overly limiting), and (c) the types of people who make up the 

morally exceptional group might vary based on population make-up (Fleeson et al., 

2016). Given these issues, it became evident that a new classification method would be 

needed and it seems like the best way to classify people as morally exceptional is to 

witness them actually being morally exceptional.  

Perhaps the most easily observable (and sometimes most telling) moral actions 

are those that fall within the honesty, fairness, and compassion/ generosity domains. 

These virtues are often what I think of when trying to gauge the moral acumen of an 

individual. In a way, they might even be the quintessential virtues considered when 

forming perceptions of morality. Therefore, it felt appropriate to include those types of 

tasks in this study. In addition, testing a variety of virtues is important to establish overall 

morality. One is not likely morally exceptional unless he/she is inclined to exhibit 

exceptional morality in more than one domain.  One is also not likely morally exceptional 

if he/she fails to act morally with regard to one of the domains. Consequently, testing 

participants on all three virtues (honesty, fairness, and compassion/generosity) should 

reveal a group of people who not only consistently behave morally, but also display the 

appropriate moral behavior in various domains. This would be the kind of behavior that 

we would look for in the morally exceptional: consistent, comprehensive morality. 

Moreover, requiring that participants exemplify all three virtues before being branded as 

morally exceptional is a reasonable way to identify these people. While any person can 

demonstrate one virtue, only the truly morally exceptional will demonstrate all three. As 

such, passing one test of morality can be the result of a transient state of morality, but 

passing multiple tests of morality suggests a deliberate predisposition for doing the right 

thing.         
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As participants progress through the study, they will find that their moral 

willpower is tested with each task. The first part of the study is intended to measure 

honesty behaviors by making it easy and advantageous to engage in dishonest behavior. 

In two separate tasks (with the one task making it harder to resist temptation than the 

other), participants will have to resist the urge to lie and/or cheat in order to reap the 

monetary benefits of doing so. I suspect that an authentically honest person should not be 

swayed by such enticements. In the second part of the study, participants will have the 

opportunity to demonstrate fairness. This portion of the study, consisting solely of the 

Moral Hypocrisy task, really puts participants’ moral motivations to the test. It is in this 

stage of the study that we can discern if a group of people are truly fair in practice or 

simply fair in name. My expectation is that only the people most attached to their moral 

values will continue through both parts 1 and 2 without committing any moral 

indiscretions. These morally inclined individuals should probably be on the high end of 

the morality spectrum, with some of them ranking as morally exceptional. However, 

despite the allure of the Moral Hypocrisy task, I don’t believe that participants will have 

been properly tempted to act immorally without a fourth enticing task; which is when part 

3 comes in. Part 3 tests participants’ compassion/generosity by giving them a chance to 

be an impartial dictator in a Dictator Game.  

In addition to providing a well-rounded account of an individual’s level of 

morality, each of the four tasks were specifically chosen for their ability effectively to 

measure their respective virtue. The two honesty tasks are advantageous because they 

assess dishonest behaviors (cheating and lying) in a less overt way than typical measures 

of honesty, thus bypassing social desirability and avoiding test bias. The moral hypocrisy 

test is, in my opinion, the most optimal test of moral exceptionality (or lack thereof) for 
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the reasons discussed earlier in this paper. And, lastly, the dictator game is a reliable 

indicator of compassion/generosity behaviors because it allows participants to act 

naturally, given that it lacks an element of social pressure to behave in a certain way 

since the entire process is anonymous.  

It is my belief that only participants who truly hold strong moral standards, and 

consistently abide by them, will resist the temptation of all three parts of this study. These 

people have the admirable ability to repeatedly choose the moral course of action, 

regardless of whether or not it is the least favorable, beneficial, or lucrative action. It is 

these individuals that I believe make up the morally exceptional populous. Their less 

morally inclined counterparts, or the morally indifferent, should naturally fit into a group 

on their own. These morally indifferent people shall serve as a comparison group to the 

morally exceptional. Like the morally inclined, the morally indifferent should start off as 

a large group of people with varying levels of morality and taper down to a small group 

of people who consistently display immoral actions by the completion of the fourth task.  

Both the morally exceptional and the morally indifferent will be asked to fill out a 

series of morality questionnaires in part 3. The questionnaire battery includes a Moral 

Traits scale (Prentice, Furr, & Hawkins, 2017), the HEXACO-60 (Ashton & Lee, 2009), 

a Human Rights Commitment Scale (McFarland, 2010), an Empathy scale (Frias-

Navarro, 2009), a Moral Identity scale (Aquino & Reed, 2002), the five-item Guilt 

Proneness scale (Cohen, Kim, & Panter, 2014), and an Identification with All Humanity 

scale (McFarland, 2010). Scores on these questionnaires should differ by group 

membership. More specifically, the morally exceptional should score highly on all 

morality scales and the morally indifferent should score substantially lower on all 

measures. This is because the scales were specifically chosen to optimize the potential for 
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identifying the morally exceptional. Previous research on the morally exceptional has 

justified the relevance of moral identity and identification with all humanity in the lives 

of the morally exceptional (Colby & Damon, 1993; Fleeson et al., 2016; Matsuba & 

Walker, 2005; McFarland, Webb, & Brown, 2012; Monroe, 2002, 2012; Walker & 

Frimer, 2007, 2009). Human Rights Commitment was chosen because it is closely linked 

with IWAH and the two scales are often highly correlated. The Moral Traits scale was 

included because it measures eight different dimensions related to morality (Prentice, 

Furr, & Hawkins, 2017). The Honesty/Humility and Conscientiousness dimensions of 

HEXACO (Ashton & Lee, 2009) have also been linked with moral exceptionality. 

Moreover, it has also been proposed that these two dimensions, when coupled with a 

measure of guilt proneness, could be an excellent identification method for the morally 

exceptional (Helzer, Cohen, & Aven, 2016). Lastly, the Empathy scale seemed like a 

logical addition because the morally exceptional have been rated as highly compassionate 

people. Knowing that the morally exceptional score highly on these constructs could 

serve to substantiate their exceptionality. That is, if the morally exceptional differ on 

these traits, then we know that the questionnaires can predict how people act. It would 

also validate this study’s identification method for the morally exceptional, which would, 

in turn, bolster the self-report measures. To put it another way: we would know that the 

subjects identified are morally exceptional because they differ on these self-report 

measures and we would know that the self-report measures are predictive because they 

match behavior. 

Thus, I hypothesize that: 

(1) Based on data from previous iterations of the tasks, approximately 8 people 

should pass all 4 of the moral tests and be classified as morally exceptional 
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and about 9 people should fail all of the moral tests and be classified as 

morally indifferent.  

(2) The morally exceptional should score significantly higher on the various 

honesty/humility, conscientiousness, moral traits, human rights commitment, 

empathy, moral identity, guilt-proneness, and identification with all humanity 

dimensions than the morally indifferent.  

(3) The morally indifferent should score significantly lower on the various 

honesty/humility, conscientiousness, moral traits, human rights commitment, 

empathy, moral identity, guilt-proneness, and identification with all humanity 

dimensions than the morally exceptional. 
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METHODS 

 Participants: 100 Wake Forest introductory psychology students participated in 

this particular 3 part research study. All participants were asked to take part in the first 

two parts of the study and only a subset of participants (35 participants) were asked to 

participate in the third portion of the study. Of the participants who were asked to return 

for part 3 of the study, 20 participants completed all 3 parts of the study. Participants 

were required to schedule themselves for both part 1 and 2 when signing up for part 1. 

Participants received 1 credit to be applied to their introductory psychology class 

requirement for their participation in the first 2 parts of the study and 1 credit for their 

participation in part 3 of the study. All participants completed the 3 parts of the study 

within a 10 day window during the busiest time of the semester (with regard to fulfilling 

study participation requirements for their introductory psychology class), so the 

possibility of participants communicating about any of the deception was circumstantially 

restricted. In addition, only participants who participated in mass testing were eligible to 

partake in the present study. Mass testing was conducted at the beginning of the semester, 

approximately 2-3 months prior to participants coming into the lab for the present study. 

During mass testing, a large subject pool of participants completed the Moral Traits scale, 

which they then repeated in part 3 of the present study. Participants’ mass testing scores 

on the Moral Traits scale served as a comparison to Moral Traits scores obtained in part 3 

of the study. 

Performance on part 1 and 2 of the study were used to categorize participants into 

two groups: those who are morally inclined and those who are morally indifferent. More 

specifically, participants that did what I interpreted as the moral thing in both tasks 



 

28 
 

(answered 0 of the impossible IQ questions, circled 0 of the false Knowledge of 

Literature names, and gave the positive task to the other person) were put into the morally 

inclined group and participants who did what I interpreted as the less moral thing in both 

tasks (answered 1 or more of the impossible IQ questions, circled 1 or more of the false 

Knowledge of Literature names, and assigned the positive task to themselves) were put in 

the morally indifferent group. Thus, to be categorized as morally inclined, participants 

had to (a) refrain from cheating in the IQ task of part 1 by not answering any of the 

impossible IQ questions AND (b) be completely honest in the Knowledge of Literature 

task of part 1 by not circling names of things that are not real. They then had to (c) give 

the positive task to the other participant, regardless of whether or not they decided to flip 

the coin or assigned the tasks. To be categorized as morally indifferent, participants had 

to either (a) cheat in the IQ task of part 1 by using the answer key to answer any of the 

impossible IQ questions OR (b) be dishonest in the Knowledge of Literature task of part 

1 by circling any of the names of things that are not real. They then also had to (c) assign 

themselves to the positive task without flipping the coin.  

Based on previous Honesty Study data, approximately 90% of participants do not 

cheat (answer impossible questions correctly) on the IQ task and 46% of participants are 

completely honest (circle zero false names) on the Knowledge of Literature task, so 41% 

of participants should be classified as morally inclined after part 1. The remaining 59% of 

participants should be classified as morally indifferent after part 1. Previous data from 

our lab (Fleeson, Velasquez, & Hawkins, 2015) revealed that about 10% of participants 

cheat (answer any of the impossible questions correctly) on the IQ task and 54% of 

participants are dishonest (circle one or more false names) on the Knowledge of 

Literature task, with a small fraction of them being dishonest on both tasks. Data from 



 

29 
 

my previous iterations of the Moral Hypocrisy study indicates that 34.5% of participants 

give the positive task to the other participant independent of how they chose to do it 

(either by assigning the positive task to the other participant or flipping the coin to reach 

the decision). On the other hand, 37.5% of participants typically assign themselves to the 

positive task without flipping the coin (Hamza & Fleeson, 2017).  

Given those statistics, I feel as though the requirements for each group were not 

too stringent, thereby ensuring that we had a fairly good sample of participants 

continuing on to each task. In addition, the percentages indicate that it becomes 

considerably harder to do the right thing with each task, so I expected the number of 

participants to taper off after part 2. This pattern continued in part 3 of the study, where 

participants were asked to play a dictator game. A recent study by Hilbig, Thielmann, 

Hepp, Klein, and Zettler (2015) found that typical dictator game allocations (how much 

to give to the other player in the game) are around 20-30% of the total money available 

and that people who gave more than 30% are judged to be significantly more fair. Thus, 

of the morally inclined group, only people who gave more than 30% were considered 

more moral than average. In fact, participants who gave 35% ($1.75) and above were 

categorized as morally exceptional. Participants who gave less than 35% of the money 

retained their label as morally indifferent and served as a comparison group to the 

morally exceptional. Based on Hilbig et al.’s (2015) allocation data, I estimated that 

approximately 58% of participants will give more than 35% of the money and about 42% 

of participants will give less than that. Based on that data, I estimated the amount of 

participants remaining after each part of the study. That information is presented below in 

Table 1. 
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Table 1. 

Participant Estimations by Group 

 

 

 Morally  Morally Total People 

 Inclined  Indifferent in Study 

 

 

People in each  

group after part 1 41 59 100 

 

People in each  

group after part 2 14 22 36 

 

People in each  

group after part 3 8 9 17 

 

 
 
 

Procedure: The study had 3 parts, which each part playing a unique role in 

gauging the moral acuity of participants. Part 1 was a 30 minute honesty study, part 2 was 

a 30 minute moral hypocrisy study, and part 3 consisted of a dictator game, a quick 

reaction time task, and a moral questionnaires battery (approximately 1 hour).  

Part 1: Part one of the study was an honesty study where participants had the 

opportunity to either be honest or lie on two separate tasks. Participants came into the lab 

on an individual basis to complete two “general knowledge measures.” Participants were 

told that this portion of the study is aimed at gathering intelligence information. 100 

participants completed this part of the study. 

The first task was an IQ task (Appendix A) in which participants were given a set 

of 12 questions to answer, in addition to the answer key for the questions. They were told 

that they have 15 minutes (marked by a timer) to finish the test and that they should score 
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their own test sheet using the answer key when the timer goes off. They were also told 

that the participant with the highest IQ score will win a $25 gift card to a store of their 

choice. 5 of the 12 questions were impossible to answer, so answering those questions 

correctly was an indication of cheating behavior (using the answer key).   

The second task was a Knowledge of Literature task (Appendix A) wherein 

participants were instructed to circle the names of famous scientists, painters, classical 

composers, or books they were sure they recognized in some capacity. Some of the 

names and titles were fake, so participants who circled those names or titles were lying to 

make themselves look more intelligent.  

After completing these tasks, participants were asked to return on a later date to 

participate in part 2 of the study. Participants were also told that they would receive 1 

credit to be applied to their introductory psychology class requirement upon completion 

of both parts 1 and 2 (0.5 credits for part 1 and 0.5 credits for part 2).  

Part 2: Part 2 of the study was the Moral Hypocrisy task where participants had 

the opportunity to either be self-serving or fair. Once again, participant were brought into 

the lab on an individual basis for this portion of the study. They were told that they’re a 

part of an ongoing study concerning “how a variety of task characteristics affect people’s 

feelings and reactions after performing a task” (Batson et al., 1997, p. 1339). Ninety-nine 

participants completed this part of the study. 

Participants were instructed that they are part of a 2-person study and that they 

will not be meeting the other participant. Unbeknownst to them, the other participant did 

not exist. Participants were then directed to assign themselves and their “partner” to a 

positive consequence task and a neutral consequence task. They had the choice to flip a 

coin if they felt like that would be fairer to the other participant. As in Batson et al.’s 
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(1997) study, they were told that “most participants feel that giving both people an equal 

chance—as by, for example, flipping a coin—is the fairest way to assign themselves and 

the other participant to the tasks (we have provided a coin for you to flip if you wish).  

But the decision is entirely up to you. You can assign yourself and the other participant 

however you choose. The other participant does not and will not know that you are 

assigning tasks; he or she will think that the task assignment was purely by chance. 

Because of this and because the two of you will never meet, your anonymity is assured” 

(Batson et al., 1997, p. 1339). Participants were made aware of the fact that they will be 

awarded a raffle ticket for every correct answer in the positive task condition and that 

they will not be rewarded for correct answers in the neutral task condition. The prize in 

the raffle was a $30 gift card to the store of their choice. Participants were also warned 

that the neutral consequence task would be rather boring.  

Upon completion of the instructions, participants were left alone to make the task 

assignment and complete a set of questionnaires. The questionnaires included: an initial 

“Feelings Questionnaire” (Appendix B) to be filled out as they were making the task 

assignment, another “Feelings Questionnaire” (Appendix B) to be filled out after they 

had made the task assignment, and a “Reaction questionnaire” (Appendix B) to be filled 

out after the second “Feelings Questionnaire.”  

Following the surveys phase of the experiment, participants who did not qualify 

for part 3 of the study (those who did not fit into either the morally inclined or the 

morally indifferent groups) were awarded 1 credit for their introductory psychology class 

and were given a thorough debriefing where they were told of the deception. Conversely, 

participants who qualified for part 3 of the study were awarded 1 credit and were told that 

they have the option to earn 1 additional participation credit and 20 more raffle tickets if 
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they were to come back on a later date to complete their chosen “positive or neutral” task 

along with some other tasks. Participants who agreed to partake in part 3 of the study 

were scheduled to return on a later date and were not debriefed until after the completion 

of the 3rd portion.    

Part 3: In the third part of this study, participant were brought into the lab on an 

individual basis. They were asked to participate in two quick tasks and to complete a 

questionnaires battery before being administered the task they chose in part 2. 

Participants were told that this last portion of the study is aimed at gathering personality 

data pertinent to their "behavior in a decision situation." Twenty participants completed 

this part of the study. 

The first quick task was a standard dictator game in which participants were asked 

to split a specific allotment of money between themselves and a “second player.” 

Participants received an envelope marked with a random participant code and containing 

$5 in the form of $0.25 coins. They were instructed to take however much they desire 

from the envelope and leave the remainder in the envelope for the second player to 

receive. They were told that the second player’s role is simply as the recipient of the 

money and nothing else. Similar to the moral hypocrisy task, participants in this task 

were also told that they will not see or meet the other player, so their anonymity is 

assured. In addition, there was not actually a second player receiving the remainder of the 

money. Participants also placed the envelope into a ballot box, insuring that their choice 

was made even more private (Hilbig, Thielmann, Hepp, Klein, & Zattler, 2014). 

The second quick task was a reaction time task that was included as a filler task to 

circumvent the role of demand characteristics. Participants were asked to "click the 

tranquilizer button whenever you see a sheep leaving the flock and running for freedom. 
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There are five sheep to stop. But be warned, there is a 3 second penalty if you shoot a 

dart when no sheep are running." The task took approximately 1 minute to complete and 

generated 5 reaction times, with each reaction time corresponding to the speed with 

which the participant tranquilized the fleeing sheep. Participants were asked to do this 

task twice: once for practice and once more for the study. Participants were asked to 

record their 5 reaction times from the second trial on a sheet of paper that was provided 

to them. The paper was labeled using their random participant code. The reaction time 

task also rated each participant as either a "sluggish snail," an "ambling armadillo," a 

"bobbing bobcat," a "rocketing rabbit," or a "turbo-charged cheetah" based on their 

performance. 

Immediately following the two quick tasks, participants were asked to complete a 

questionnaire battery “designed to assess personality dimensions.” The questionnaire 

battery contained 1 classic personality measure (HEXACO-60) for believability reasons, 

but primarily gauged morality. The battery consisted of 7 separate scales: the Moral 

Traits scale (Appendix C), the HEXACO-60 (Appendix C), a Human Rights 

Commitment Scale (Appendix C), an Empathy scale (Appendix C), a Moral Identity 

scale (Appendix C), the five-item Guilt Proneness scale (Appendix C), and an 

Identification with All Humanity scale (Appendix C).  

Upon competition of both the quick tasks and the questionnaire battery, 

participants were awarded 1 credit to be applied to their introductory psychology class 

requirement. They were thoroughly debriefed about the deception and were informed that 

they do not have to perform the task they chose in part 2 of the study. Instead, they were 

awarded 20 raffle additional tickets for their participation. Participants who completed 
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the 3rd part of the study also had their scores on the Moral Traits scale from Mass 

Testing correlated with their scores on the Moral Traits scale in part 3 of the study. 

Measures: The General Knowledge Measure (Appendix A) is a 72 item measure 

used to assess dishonest behavior. Participants were asked to identify familiar book titles, 

scientists, classical composers, and artists—some of which were real and some of which 

were made up. Examples of fake items include “West Gate Story” and “Oldenhof” (Nicol 

& Paunonen, 2002). 

The IQ Questionnaire (Appendix A) is a 12 item measure designed to assess 

participants’ willingness to cheat in order to gain monetary compensation. Participants 

answered 7 real questions, such as “Six people meet for a business lunch.  Each person 

shakes hands once with each other person present.  How many handshakes take place?”, 

and 5 impossible questions. Examples of the impossible questions include “what is the 

antonym of transvind?” and “what theory was Plastonicus was famous for?” (Niiya, 

Ballantyne, North, & Corocker, 2008).  

The Initial “Feelings Questionnaire” (Appendix B) asked participants to indicate 

how they felt as they were making the task assignment. Participants were given 16 

various adjectives, such as “worried” and “anxious,” to rate on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 

7 (extremely) based on which emotions they felt best reflected their feelings at the time. 

The second “Feelings Questionnaire” asked participants to indicate how they felt after 

making the task assignment. This questionnaire was structured precisely like the initial 

feelings questionnaire, except that there were 12 different adjectives to choose from, 

including “guilty” and “ashamed” (Batson et al., 1997).  

The “Reaction Questionnaire” (Appendix B) consisted of 18 different questions 

aimed at examining the task assignment decision that the participants made. The first 
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three questions asked participants to explain what their decision was, how they came to 

that decision, and why they made the decision that they did. Three of the questions were 

devised to discern perceptions of morality of the decision, while the remaining 12 

questions covered a wide range of topics pertaining to the task assignment, from how 

difficult it was to make the decision to how concerned each participant was for their own 

welfare versus the welfare of the other participant (Batson et al., 1997). 

The HEXACO-60 (Appendix C) is a 60 item personality inventory used to assess 

6 dimensions of personality: honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and openness to experience. Participants were asked to indicate how 

much they agree that an item describes them on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). Sample items include “I rarely express my opinions in group meetings” 

and “I plan ahead and organize things, to avoid scrambling at the last minute” (Ashton & 

Lee, 2009). The 10-item (α = 0.126) honesty-humility and 10-item (α = 0.403) 

conscientiousness measures were used in this study as morality variables.  

The Moral Traits measure (Appendix C) consists of 34 items (α = 0.752) designed 

to assess people’s self-reported levels of eight dimensions: general morality, loyalty, 

honesty, fairness, compassion, humility, purity, and respect. There are 6 general morality 

items (α = 0.604), 4 loyalty items (α = 0.183), 4 honesty items (α = 0.033), 4 fairness 

items (α = 0.092), 4 compassion items (α = 0.209), 4 humility items (α = 0.631), 4 purity 

items (α = 0.054), and 4 respect items (α = 0.279). Participants were asked to rate how 

well a statement described them on a sale of 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). 

Among the items are statements like “I consistently tell the truth” and “I tend to act 

morally” (Prentice, Furr, & Hawkins, 2017).  
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Human rights commitment (Appendix C) was measured using McFarland and 

Mathew’s (2005) twelve-pair-item (α = 0.522) Human Rights Choices Questionnaire 

(HQCR), their ten-item (α = 0.478) Human Rights Scenarios (HRScene), and a 

seventeen-item “ranking of goals.” The HQCR offered participants choices between 

twelve pairs of competing goals. One goal in the pair concerns international human rights 

and the other goal concerns national self-interests. The HRScene described events (past 

and present) and had participants choose their preferred actions. The choices “range from 

acting on national self-interest to investing national resources, including troops, to defend 

international human rights” (McFarland, 2010, p.1740). The HQCR and the HRScene 

were both used to measure human rights commitment because they consistently correlate 

above .50 and both have great internal consistency (McFarland, 2010). 

The Empathy Scale (Appendix C) is a 28 item measure (α = 0.748) used to gauge 

the extent to which a participant empathizes with others. Participants were asked to rate 

how well a statement describes them on a scale of 0 (does not describe me well) to 4 

(describes me very well). Example items include “when I see someone being taken 

advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards them” and “I’m often quite touched by 

things that I see happen” (Frias-Navarro, 2009).  

The Moral Identity Scale (Appendix C) is a 13-item questionnaire (α = 0.686) 

used to measure the degree to which people incorporate morality into their identity or 

self-concept. Participants were given 9 stimulus traits and were asked to visualize the 

kind of person who possesses those traits. They were then asked to indicate how much 

they agreed with a statement on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly disagree) 

with the image of that person in mind. Items include “it would make me feel good to be a 
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person who has these characteristics” and “being a person who has these characteristics is 

an important part of who I am” (Aquino & Reed, 2002). 

The five-item (α = 0.846) Guilt Proneness Scale (Appendix C) is a short measure 

of a person’s propensity towards guilt. Participants were asked to read 5 scenarios and 

their respective reactions and then rate the likelihood that they would react in the same 

manner on a scale from 1 (extremely unlikely) and 5 (extremely likely). Among the items 

are statements like “After realizing you have received too much change at a store, you 

decide to keep it because the salesclerk doesn't notice. What is the likelihood that you 

would feel uncomfortable about keeping the money?” and “You lie to people but they 

never find out about it. What is the likelihood that you would feel terrible about the lies 

you told?” (Cohen, Kim, & Panter, 2014). 

Identification with all humanity (Appendix C) was measured using McFarland’s 

(2010) Identification with All Humanity scale (IWAH). This scale has nine three-part 

items (α = 0.902) that are intended to evaluate the extent to which an individual deeply 

cares for all human beings. Namely, 9 items (α = 0.904) gauge commitment to the 

community, 9 items (α = 0.788) gauge commitment to the United States, and 9 items (α = 

0.842) gauge commitment to the world at large. Sample items include “How often do you 

use the word “we” to refer to the following groups of people?” and “How much would 

you say you have in common with the following groups?” In addition, the IWAH has the 

added bonus of removing social desirability correlations. The IWAH “has correlated from 

.42 to .59 with the HRCQ and from .29 to .32 with HRScene” (McFarland, 2010, p. 

1745).  
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RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics:  

Part 1: About 50% of participants did not cheat on the IQ task AND did not lie on 

the Knowledge of literature task (Morally Inclined). The other 50% of participants 

cheated on the IQ task or lied on the Knowledge of Literature task (Morally Indifferent). 

Overall, 13% of participants cheated on the IQ task, 45% of participants lied on the 

Knowledge of Literature task, and 8% of participants were dishonest on both tasks. 

Part 2: Approximately 30.3% of participants gave the positive task to the other 

participant (Morally Inclined). Of those people, 23.23% of participants assigned the 

positive task to the other person and 7.07% of them flipped the coin to reach that 

decision. Alternatively, 70.7% of participants took the positive task for themselves. 

43.43% of participants assigned the positive task to themselves without flipping the coin 

(Morally Indifferent) and 26.26% of participants took the positive task for themselves 

after flipping a coin to reach that decision. In addition, of the participants who were 

classified as morally inclined based on their behavior in part 1, 73.47% of them took the 

positive task for themselves and 26.53% of them gave the positive task to the other 

participant. 47.22% of the participants in the morally inclined group that took the positive 

task for themselves did so by flipping the coin, meaning that roughly an equal amount of 

participants in this condition assigned the positive task to themselves (52.78%). Of the 

people who were classified as morally indifferent based on their behavior in part 1, 66% 

of them took the positive task for themselves and 34% of them gave the positive task to 

the other person. 27.27% of the participants in the morally indifferent group that took the 
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positive task for themselves did so by flipping the coin, meaning that the majority of 

participants in this condition assigned the positive task to themselves (72.73%). 

Overall, unlike in Batson et al.’s (1997) study, in which an equal number of 

people assigned the tasks as those that flipped the coin (50-50 split), 66.66% of 

participants in this study assigned the tasks and 33.33% flipped the coin to reach their 

decision. Of the people who assigned the tasks, 65.15% of them assigned themselves to 

the positive task and 34.85% of them assigned themselves to the neutral task. In Batson et 

al.’s (1997) study, 90% of the people who assigned the tasks took the positive task for 

themselves and only 1 person assigned the positive task to the other person. Of the people 

who flipped the coin, 78.78% of them took the positive task for themselves and 21.22% 

of them took the neutral task for themselves, suggesting a fair amount of moral hypocrisy 

but not as much as there was in Batson et al.’s (1997) study. Namely, in Batson et al.’s 

(1997) study, 90% of the people that flipped the coin took the positive task for 

themselves.  

Part 3: About 65% of participants gave more than 35% of the money ($1.75) to 

the other participant and the other 35% gave less than that. Of the morally inclined 

participants, 88.88% gave half or more of the money to the other participant (Morally 

Exceptional). Of the morally indifferent participants, 63.63% gave less than 35% of the 

money to the other participant. A t-test, ran with people classified as morally inclined or 

morally indifferent based on their behavior from parts 1 and 2, indicated that there was no 

significant difference between the amount of money given by the morally inclined and 

the morally indifferent, t(1, 18) = -1.241, p = 0.115. However, a Pearson chi-squared, 

looking at differences between the two groups based on whether or not participants gave 
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more or less than 35% or the money, did indicate significant differences, χ2(6, N = 20) = 

4.105, p = 0.022.  

Table 2 presents the group results from each part in raw numbers.  
 
 

Table 2. 

Participant Results by Group 

 

 

 Morally  Morally Total People 

 Inclined  Indifferent in Study 

 

 

People in each  

group after part 1 50 50 100 

 

People in each  

group after part 2 13 22 35 

 

People in each  

group after part 3 8 6 14 

 

 

 

 

Analyses: 19 t-tests were run on this data. There was one independent variable: 

morality group, which is divided into the “Morally Exceptional” and the “Morally 

Indifferent”. There was also nineteen dependent variables (moral traits and its eight 

dimensions, the honesty/humility and consciousness dimensions of HEXACO, human 

rights commitment as measured by the human rights commitment questionnaire and 

human rights commitment scenarios, empathy, moral identity, guilt-proneness, and the 

three identification with all humanity dimensions) extracted from the seven scales 

included in part 3 of the study.  
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Scores on the Moral Traits Scale of part 3 were also correlated with scores on that 

same scale from mass testing to assess the degree to which participants responded to the 

morality measures in part 3 because they felt compelled to respond in a certain way due 

to their behavior in the four tasks they took part in. Listed below are all the significant 

and nearly significant group differences observed between the morally exceptional and 

the morally indifferent. Group means for the variables tested are also presented in Figure 

1. In addition, individual scores on the most robust trait difference—guilt proneness—are 

depicted in Figure 2.  

T-test results: 

(1) The morally exceptional were significantly higher on the Honesty/Humility 

dimension of the HEXACO-60 than the morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = -2.058, p = 

0.031; d = -1.136. 

(2) The morally exceptional were significantly higher on guilt-proneness than the 

morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = -2.911, p = 0.007; d = -1.471. 

(3) The morally exceptional were significantly higher on the loyalty dimension of the 

Moral Traits scale than the morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = -2.394, p = 0.017; d = 

-1.242. 

(4) The morally exceptional scored significantly higher on the Identification with All 

Humanity Community dimension than the morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = -2.999, p 

= 0.006; d = -1.504. However, there was one extreme score in the morally 

indifferent group that may have contributed to this t-test result. 

(5) The morally exceptional scored significantly higher on the Human Rights 

Commitment Questionnaire than the morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = -2.201, p = 

0.024; d = -1.189. 
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(6) The morally exceptional scored significantly higher on the Human Rights 

Commitment Scenarios than the morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = -1.715, p = 0.056; 

d = -0.889. 

(7) The morally exceptional were nearly significantly higher on the Identification 

with All Humanity America dimension than the morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = 

-1.619, p = 0.066; d = -0.872. 

(8) The morally exceptional were nearly significantly higher on the humility 

dimension of the Moral Traits scale than the morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = -1.475, 

p = 0.083; d = -0.811. 

(9) The morally exceptional were nearly significantly higher on the Moral Traits 

scale (overall) than the morally indifferent, t(1, 12) = -1.376, p = 0.097; d = 

-0.719. 

Correlations results: 

(10) There was a significant moderate correlation between mass testing Moral Traits 

scores and Moral Traits scores from part 3 of the study, r(18) = 0.415, p = 0.035, 

suggesting that participants generally responded to the morality measures in part 3 

in a way that is consistent with their beliefs from before their participation in this 

study.  

(11) There was a significant strong correlation between mass testing Moral Traits 

scores and Moral Traits scores from part 3 of the study for the morally 

exceptional participants, r(6) = 0.736, p = 0.019, suggesting that the morally 

exceptional participants responded to the morality measures in part 3 in a way that 

is consistent with their beliefs from before their participation in this study.  
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(12) There was a non-significant weak correlation between mass testing Moral Traits 

scores and Moral Traits scores from part 3 of the study for the morally indifferent 

participants, r (4) = 0.124, p = 0.407, suggesting that the morally indifferent 

participants responded to the morality measures in part 3 in a way that is not 

consistent with their beliefs from before their participation in this study.  

 
 
 

Figure 1: Scale Means by Group  
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Figure 2: Individual Guilt-Proneness Scores by Group 

 
  
 

Figure 2 shows that there was some overlap in in guilt-proneness between the two 

groups, though this overlap is not substantial. Overall, the morally exceptional tended to 

report higher guilt-proneness scores than the morally indifferent. 
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DISCUSSION 

 Findings indicate that the morally exceptional do, indeed, significantly differ on 

certain morality traits and that these self-reported differences in personality are consistent 

with their behavior. More specifically, the morally exceptional are significantly more 

guilt-prone, honest, humble, loyal, committed to human rights, and committed to their 

community than the morally indifferent. Being able to detect these trait differences, 

despite having a small pool of participants (14 total), suggests that there may be real 

tangible differences between the morally exceptional and the morally indifferent in the 

population at large. Moreover, the existence of multiple trait differences establishes the 

role that morality plays in the lives of these individuals. Not only were these people able 

to resist the temptation to act immoral and/or morally indifferent on four separate 

occasions, but they also reported higher salience of  several morality values in their 

personal lives. This consistent emphasis on morality makes it clear that the morally 

exceptional distinctly differentiate into a group of their own. The findings also promote 

an added layer of consistency  for the morally exceptional, in that their scores on the 

mass testing edition of the Moral Traits scale (from before their participation in the 

present study) had a significant strong correlation with their scores on the part 3 edition 

of the Moral Traits scale; suggesting that their behavior on the four tasks was consistent 

with their existing moral beliefs and that this behavior was not the product of a desire to 

continue doing the right thing throughout the study because they had done so initially (in 

part 1), but  could instead be due to their unwavering high levels of morality and the 

intrinsically consistent nature with which they deal with moral issues. 
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 Furthermore, the fact that a number of predicted trait differences were detected by 

various self-report measures substantiates the identification method used. Accordingly, it 

seems that measuring consistency of behavior yields favorable results when trying to 

identify the two extremes of the morality spectrum (the morally exceptional and the 

morally indifferent). This finding could have major implications for how the morally 

exceptional are identified in the future because it suggests that studying behavior on 

multiple instances could provide a better identifier of moral personality traits and other 

related moral behaviors. In addition, peoples’ reported levels of morality were 

exemplified in their actions to some degree. That is, people who self-identified as being 

more moral actually demonstrated the corresponding moral actions and people who self-

identified as being less moral also tended to demonstrate the corresponding immoral 

and/or morally indifferent actions. For that reason, I feel that the findings point to  some 

credibility in self-report measures because  people’s self-reported levels of morality  

tended to be directly in line with their actions on the four morality tasks more times than 

not. What’s more, the morally exceptionals’ self-reported levels of morality were also 

relatively the same after the study as they were before the study, indicating that the self-

report measures were accurately gauging their beliefs and that their behavior was guided 

by their own beliefs, as opposed being guided by the way the experimental manipulations 

were structured.  

However, in the case of the morally indifferent, there was a weak relationship 

between their mass testing Moral Traits scores and their Moral Traits scores from part 3 

which signals that, though their actions were consistently immoral or morally indifferent, 

their beliefs about their own morality are less consistent than the morally exceptional. In 

fact, 5 out of the 6 participants who were classified as morally indifferent rated 
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themselves as being more moral on the Moral traits scale of part 3 than they had during 

mass testing. Thus, despite rating themselves lower on morality variables before the study 

and behaving immorally during the study, they claimed to be higher on the morality 

variables of the Moral Traits scale the second time around. This odd pattern leads me to 

assume that the morally indifferent may be even more immoral/ indifferent than they 

have already been found to be because they may have lied on one (or potentially more) of 

the morality measures by falsely inflating their own morality ratings. However, given that 

a confirmation of this assumption is beyond the scope of this study, there is no way to 

know for sure.  

Implications for Morality 

 By verifying the utility of some morality self-reports, endorsing the existence of 

moral exemplars, and affirming the role of behavioral consistency in identifying the 

morally exceptional, this study can further research in the field of morality as a whole. 

Moral psychologists have contemplated questions like “What is it about moral saints and 

moral heroes that make them steadfastly do the right thing? What makes some people so 

admirably good that they stand out from the rest of us and demand such attention? ... Are 

they motivationally pure or do they struggle with temptation? Do they always have a dark 

side or can they be moral in all respects?” (Fleeson et al., 2016, p. 4-5) and yet there 

appears to be no answer to date. However, research on the morally exceptional—like this 

study—can help answer these questions, as well as other questions that have been 

stumping morality experts all over the globe. In fact, the present study provides a 

prefatory answer to at least one of those questions. Though future studies are needed to 

substantiate this claim, results of the current study imply that people high in morality 

stand out because they are consistently moral, in both their actions and their beliefs about 
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themselves. For this reason, it seems evident that studies like this can provide valuable 

information critical to understanding morality in a general sense. 

Also, this study can complement the current literature advocating moral integrity. 

As I have mentioned previously, psychology research has oscillated between ideas of 

moral integrity and moral frailty. Often times—and especially within social psychology 

circles—humans have been declared as lacking moral integrity. Batson et al.’s (1997) 

study is the perfect illustration of this school of thought. In spite of this, some moral 

psychologists have fought for the notion of moral integrity (sometimes through 

promoting the presence of purely altruistic motivations). The present study joins those in 

favor of moral integrity by rejecting the idea that humans are inherently vulnerable to the 

influence of tempting situations and championing the notion that some people are capable 

of being consistently moral in their actions and beliefs.  

Implications for the Morally Exceptional 

 This study has confirmed several points that are valuable to research on the 

morally exceptional: (a) the morally exceptional exist, (b) the morally exceptional can be 

identified, (c) identification based on multiple behavioral instances is a strong method to 

use, and (d) in certain instances, self-reports of morality can be trusted to reflect accurate 

levels of morality.  

 I was especially surprised to find average moral exemplary people. I describe 

these individuals as “average moral exemplary people” because, unlike the bulk of moral 

exemplars that have been identified as exceptional by displaying one or more egregious 

acts of morality (like winning a national awards of bravery or being one of Time 

Magazine’s most influential leaders), these people are normal students at a university that 

exhibit their exceptionality through consistent moral actions. The idea that such people 
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exist is valuable in and of itself because it suggests that moral exceptionality is both 

possible and attainable. It also directs researchers to celebrate small consistent acts of 

morality in the same way that grand singular acts of morality are celebrated. To put it 

simply: you don’t have to donate a kidney or run into a burning building to live up to 

your full virtuous potential; you can potentially be just as morally exceptional by striving 

to be your best moral self and consistently doing the right thing. I posit that the 

characteristics observed in the morally exceptional might have developed if there was an 

emphasis placed on morality during their upbringing. I say this because the most robust 

trait difference was found in guilt-proneness and guilt-proneness is often tied to religion 

(Luyten, Corveleyn, & Fontaine, 1998); which is a system of beliefs that places a strong 

emphasis on morality, shapes someone’s identity and beliefs, and helps cultivate a 

number of the trait differences seen in the morally exceptional (such as honesty/humility, 

commitment to the community, and commitment to human rights). So, it’s possible that a 

devotion to religion or spirituality might be motivating the ardent moral values of the 

morally exceptional and their desire to consistently uphold those values. 

 In addition to confirming the existence of the morally exceptional, this study was 

also able to specify a set of traits characteristic to this unique group of people. Recall, 

results support the notion that the morally exceptional are honest, humble, guilt-prone, 

loyal, community centered, and committed to human rights. It is my belief that these 

findings were made possible by the identification method used. Relying heavily on 

consistency of behavior was, and still is, a more conceptually sound way to identify a set 

of people and predict future behavior than using a self-report measure. Research on the 

morally exceptional could be simplified (in a way) by moving more towards studying 

“average moral exemplary people” making a difference in normal day-to-day settings.  
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Since this study intentionally verified participants’ self-reports of morality by 

examining their behavior on moral tasks and comparing their self-reported morality with 

said behaviors, it was able to substantiate the credibility of some self-report measures; 

thereby demonstrating that self-reported levels of morality can be trusted in certain 

instances (instances such as when participants have been identified as being morally 

exceptional). To that end, one can safely say that people identified as morally exceptional 

by certain self-report measures are actually exceptional and not just making it up. As 

such, individuals who claimed to be high on the moral dimensions of honesty/humility, 

guilt-proneness, and loyal were actually the ones that were honest in part 1, fair in their 

dealings, and more compassionate towards the other participant (perhaps due to loyalty to 

their community or fear of feeling guilty about mistreating others). Conversely, those 

who did not exhibit those moral tendencies were also the ones that reported lower levels 

of those same moral traits, though this group displayed less consistency with regard to the 

self-report measures. This suggest that some face-valid self-report measures are not the 

best for soliciting self-perceived levels of morality in people who are less inclined to be 

honest. Thus, although researchers have been hesitant to accept self-reports of morality as 

reliable indicators of moral exceptionality, this study could help alleviate that tension and 

aid scientists in trusting that morally exceptional people can provide accurate portrayals 

of their morality when prompted. Simultaneously, findings also suggest that the same 

self-report measures may be unreliable indicators of morality for less moral populations. 

Implications for Moral Hypocrisy 

The present study has surely added to the contemporary knowledge of moral 

hypocrisy by presenting a new perspective on the issue. This study suggests that some 

people are not moral hypocrites and it’s specifically the people who are high on guilt-
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proneness, honesty/ humility, loyalty, commitment to human rights, and commitment to 

their community. However, while this study did provide valuable insight on the moral 

hypocrisy – and thus, the moral motivations—of the morally exceptional, the same could 

not be said of the morally indifferent because to qualify for this this group one had to act 

in a completely self-serving manner (by assigning the neutral task to the other participant 

and taking the positive task) and not hypocritically.  

Furthermore, though I acknowledge the existence of moral hypocrisy, I have good 

reason to believe that it’s not as prominent as it has been portrayed to be. The present 

study’s findings demonstrated that there is less moral hypocrisy (overall) than Batson et 

al.’s (1997) study indicated. And so, either moral hypocrisy is less prevalent than 

previously believed to be or this sample is inherently different in some way. A possible 

interpretation could be that Wake forest University could have a higher proportion of 

morally exceptional people than University of Kansas students or that Wake Forest 

students are more honest overall. However, it’s not clear to me why Wake Forest would 

cultivate those kinds of individuals more so than its mid-western neighbors in Kansas. 
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Limitations and Future Directions 

 Despite the promising results, this study did have a couple of limitations. First, the 

small size of the sample I analyzed greatly limited our power to detect significant 

differences. While we were able to detect some differences, having a larger sample size 

might have yielded more robust results. Having a small sample size effects 

generalizability—in that it makes it difficult to generalize the findings to the general 

population.  

Furthermore, it is unclear whether or not testing more than one morality domain 

was the best option. It certainly has its pros and cons! On one hand, measuring honesty, 

fairness, and compassion/generosity behaviors allowed for a more comprehensive 

evaluation of participants’ morality levels. However, perhaps it would have been better to 

stick to one domain because it would’ve been an even more consistent and stringent test 

of that particular virtue. Additionally, if I had measured compassion in all 4 tasks, then I 

would have been able to vary the recipient in the dictator game task to gauge whether or 

not group affiliation has an effect on a person’s willingness to behave compassionately. 

In other words, I wonder if the loyalty and commitment to community observed in this 

study were due to participants’ inherent compassion tendencies or spurred by an in-group 

allegiance to their fellow Wake Forest students. The latter could explain why significant 

differences emerged in the loyalty dimension of the Moral Traits scale and not the other 

dimensions (some of which were directly elicited by this study).  

I intend to further verify the claims made in this paper using sizeable and more 

diverse samples in the future. In a current study being designed, I plan to replicate the 

present study with a large community sample in the Winston-Salem area. Once 

completed, this upcoming study will allow me to further test the effectiveness of the 



 

54 
 

identification method (for the morally exceptional) used in the present study. It can also 

potentially provide more realistic and generalizable findings, as Wake Forest students 

typically tend to be on the wealthier end of the socio-economic spectrum and may not 

necessarily be representative of the world at large. Moreover, since there was a strong 

relationship between moral exemplarity and guilt-proneness, I plan to include a measure 

of religiosity in part 3 of the study to evaluate the role of religion in this relationship. 

Lastly, this study will be designed in a way that lets me tease apart the degree to which 

in-group allegiance is driving results. Particularly, in part 3 of the upcoming study, some 

participants will be told that the recipient of the money is a less fortunate person in a 

different country (such as Kenya or Sudan) and some participants will be told that the 

recipient of the money is someone within their immediate community. Future studies 

could use these studies as a springboard for research on the morally exceptional and 

situational temptation. As I have hopefully demonstrated, much is known about the 

morally exceptional, but there is little research on the interplay of exceptionality and 

situational moral pitfalls.  

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, this study endorses the idea that there are morally exceptional 

people in our communities who can be identified by looking at the consistency of their 

behaviors and who differ on certain morality traits. Moreover, their moral behavior tends 

to follow the same general pattern as their self-reported levels of morality. So, those who 

reported the highest levels of morality (i.e. the moral exceptional) acted the most moral.  
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APPENDIX A 

GENERAL KNOWLEDGE MEASURE (72 Items)______________________________ 
I. The list below contains book titles that are popularly read by North American 

undergraduate students. Please circle the books you are certain you have read.  
 

1. Death of a Salesman 
2. West Gate Story 
3. Gregory’s Revenge 
4. Two Cliffs Apart 
5. An Escape through Time 
6. Where Sleeping Dogs Lie 
7. Miranda’s Adventure 
8. Shadows of the Night 
9. Peaceful Pastures 
10. Catcher in the Rye 
11. Small and Big Heroes 

12. Tale of Widow’s Son 
13. The Burning Tomb 
14. Three Lessons Learned 
15. The Adventures of 

Huckleberry Finn 
16. Death by Sunrise 
17. East of Africa, a Short 

Tale 
18. Warm Morning 
19. The Curse of Croyden 
20. A Wry Tale  

 
II. The list below contains the names of famous dead scientists that are most 

commonly known by North American undergraduate students. Please circle 
the scientists you are certain you have heard of.  

 
1. Einstein 
2. Grunert 
3. Newton 
4. McKeachen 
5. Kunze 
6. Curie 
7. Paterson 

8. Galileo 
9. Breton 
10. Flint 
11. Pauling 
12. Torquay 
13. Faraday 
14. Legate  
15. Kepler

 
III. The list below contains the names of famous dead classical composers that are 

most commonly known by North American undergraduate students. Please 
circle the composers you are certain you have heard of. 

 
1. Beethoven 
2. Mozart 
3. Vellissarios 
4. Duchame 
5. Chopin 
6. Kietermann 
7. Brahms 
8. Raspolnikov 
9. Groeneweg 
10. Bach 
11. Strauss 
12. Wuerte 

13. Liszt 
14. Restavitali 
15. Tchaikovsky 
16. Annelo 
17. Handel 
18. Carlington 
19. Roelandt 
20. Haydn 
21. Wagner 
22. Von Wahl 
23. Paganini 
24. Oldenhof 



 
 

 
 

IV. The list below contains the names of famous dead artists most commonly 
known by North American undergraduate students. Please circle the artists 
you are certain you have heard of.  

 
1. Michelangelo 
2. Picasso 
3. Van Darme 
4. Szabo 
5. Leonardo da Vinci 
6. Weihrich 
7. Rubens 

8. Giliano 
9. Monet 
10. Vaghefe 
11. Chagall 
12. Drouillard 
13. Ren

 
IQ QUESTIONAIRRE (12 Items)____________________________________________ 

Instructions: Read each question and mark your answer on the blank lines in the “Answer 
Box.” One point will be awarded for each correct answer. One quarter of a point will be 
deducted for each incorrect answer, so placing a guessed answer may hurt your score. 
You will have 15 minutes to complete these 12 questions.  Begin when the experimenter 
indicates to do so. 
 
1. Six people meet for a business lunch.  Each person shakes hands once with each other 

person present.  How many handshakes take place? 
2. If L is three quarters of M, M is two thirds of N, and N is one half of O, what is the 

ratio of O to L? 
3. In a computer language, ten a's in a row can be deleted, the word 'abab' can be 

deleted, and the word 'bbb' can be replaced with 'aaaab'.  (Ex: 'aaaaaa' + 'bbb' = 
'aaaaaa' + 'aaaab' = 'aaaaaaaaaab' = 'b').  Using these rules, what is equivalent to 
abbaa? 

4. Four sentences of an ancient language were discovered.  Researchers translated them 
and found that <toise laya mron> means <Strangers find us>, <floof rox 
toise>  means <Strangers approach rapidly>,   <Mron uka stun> means <Will help 
us>.  What does <laya> mean? 

5. What theory was Plastonicus was famous for? 
6. What is the next group of letters in the series?   aaaa...byeb....caic....dymd.... 
7. Pans is to snap as _  is to deed 
8. What is the next number in the following sequence?  2, 19, 12, 32, 26, ? 
9. What is the next number in the following sequence?  7345, 2661, 3305, 4021, ? 
10. What is the antonym of transvind? 
11. Vacuum cleaner is to carpet as theroplan is to: 
12. Your teenage daughter Sally and her friend Monica invented a secret alphabet. You 

find a note that Sally wrote for Monica using this secret code. Sally tells you that it 
says:  

Hi Monica,  
Yesterday, ?????? asked me out. Sally  

You desperately want to know who the guy is, but she won't tell you. Can you figure out 
his name from the note?        Ls Ucvskj,  
                                               Tbdfboqjt, Ujofsv jdmbq ub cxf. Djppt  
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APPENDIX B 

INITIAL FEELINGS QUESTIONAIRRE (16 Items)____________________________ 
First, we wish to know how you were feeling as you were making the task assignment 
decision. Think about your feelings as you were making the decision, and circle the 
number on the scale beside each of the adjectives below that best reflects your feelings at 
that time.   

 
                                          Not at all                       moderately                      extremely 
 
1.   Happy                      1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
2.   Anxious                         1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
3.   Sympathetic                  1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
4.   Lucky                             1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
________________________________________________________________________ 
5.   Concerned         1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
6.   Softhearted       1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
7.   Warm              1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
8.   Distressed        1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
________________________________________________________________________ 
9.   Compassionate     1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
10.  Upset             1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
11.  Tender            1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
12.  Moved             1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
________________________________________________________________________ 
13.  Worried           1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
14.  Disturbed         1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
15.  Perturbed         1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
16.  Uneasy            1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
 
SECOND FEELINGS QUESTIONAIRRE (12 Items)____________________________ 
Now we wish to know how you are feeling after making the task assignment decision.  
Think about your feelings right now, and circle the number on the scale beside each of 
the adjectives below that best reflects the way you are feeling after making the task 
assignment decision.   
 
                                         Not at all                       moderately                       extremely 
 
1.   Relieved          1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
2.   Irritated         1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
3.   Sad               1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
4.   Pleased           1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
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________________________________________________________________________ 
5.   Guilty            1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
6.   Proud             1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
7.   Afraid            1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
8.   Ashamed           1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
________________________________________________________________________ 
9.   Satisfied         1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
10.  Unsettled         1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
11.  Lucky             1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
12.  Calm              1           2           3           4           5           6           7 
 
REACTIONS QUESTIONAIRRE (17 Items)___________________________________ 
1.  Which participant did you assign to which task? 
 
     Self to ___________ (fill in either positive or neutral) consequences task  
     Other participant to ___________ (fill in either positive or neutral) consequences task  
 
2. Briefly explain why you made the decision you did.   
3. Briefly explain how you made the decision you did. 
4.  In your opinion, what was the most morally right way to assign the task 
consequences?   
5.  In assigning the tasks, how important were each of the following: 
 
      a. Concern for your own welfare? 
 
                 Not at all                                                                        very important 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
      b. Concern for the welfare of the other participant? 
 
            Not at all                                                                        very important 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
      c. Concern to be fair or just? 
 
          Not at all                                                                        very important 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
      d. Concern for treating both you and the other participant equally? 
 
      Not at all                                                                        very important 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
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e. Concern to give both you and the other participant an equal opportunity to be 
assigned to the positive consequences task? 

 
         Not at all                                                                        very important 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
6.  Do you think the way you made the task assignment was morally right? 
 
         Not at all                                                                        yes, totally 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
7.  How much did you enjoy making the task consequences assignment?   
 
      Not at all                                                                        very much 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
8.  How difficult was it for you to make the task assignment?   
 
      Not at all                                                                      very difficult 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
9.  When considering the task assignment, how much did you want to perform the 
positive rather than the neutral consequences task?   
 
      Not at all                                                                        very much 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
10.  When considering the task assignment, how much did you think about whether the 
other participant wanted to perform the positive rather than the neutral consequences 
task?   
 
      Not at all                                                                        very much 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
11.  Were you glad you got to make the task assignment?   
 
      Not at all                                                                        very much 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
  



 

68 
 

12.  Would you have preferred it if the other participant had been selected to assign the 
task consequences?   
 
      Not at all                                                                        very much 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
 
13.  Would you have preferred it if neither participant had the option of assigning the task 
consequences?   
 
         Not at all                                                                        very much 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
14.  Did the other participant think that the task assignment was being made purely by 
chance or that you were making the assignment?  (Please indicate your answer by placing 
a check mark below) 
 
The other participant thought the task assignment was being made: 
 

_____ Purely by chance 
_____ By you  

 
15. How much did the way the other participant thought the decision was being made 
affect your task assignment decision?   
 
      Not at all                                                                        very much 
            1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9 
 
16.  How do you think participants in other sessions assigned the tasks?  Imagine 10 
participants who have been asked to make the task assignment under exactly the same 
conditions as you.  What is your guess as to how they made their assignment?  (Your 
total should add to 10.) 
 
 _______ out of 10 flipped a coin.   

_______ out of 10 didn't flip and chose to assign themselves the positive 
consequences task.   
_______ out of 10 didn't flip and chose to assign themselves the neutral 
consequences task.   
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17.  Using a scale from 1-9, where 1 = not at all and 9 = extremely, please indicate how 
morally right you consider each option to be.   
 

______ flip a coin.   
______ not flip and assign yourself the positive consequences task. 
______ not flip and assign yourself the neutral consequences task.   
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APPENDIX C 

MORAL TRAITS (34 Items)________________________________________________ 
Instructions: Please indicate how much the statement describes you by the following 
scale: 
 

(1) Very inaccurate 
(2) Moderately inaccurate 
(3) Neither accurate nor inaccurate 
(4) Moderately accurate 
(5) Very accurate 

 
1. I would say that I am a good person. 
2. I am not a particularly virtuous person. (R) 
3. I am a person of strong moral character. 
4. I consistently want to do the moral thing. 
5. I tend to act morally. 
6. I believe that being moral is important. 
7. I am a loyal person. 
8. I shift my loyalties easily. (R) 
9. I believe it is important not to betray people. 
10. I want to be loyal even when it’s hard. 
11. I don’t believe that honesty is that important. (R) 
12. I consistently tell the truth. 
13. I am an honest person. 
14. I want to be honest even when it’s hard. 
15. I am a fair person. 
16. I treat people fairly. 
17. I don’t believe it is important to treat others fairly. (R) 
18. I want to treat everyone as fairly as possible. 
19. I am a compassionate person. 
20. I care a lot about helping other people. 
21. I often do things that help other people. 
22. It’s not important to me to be compassionate. (R) 
23. I am a humble person. 
24. I often boast about myself. (R) 
25. It is important that I do not get a “big head.” 
26. I want to accurately assess my strengths and weaknesses. 
27. I would say that I’m a wholesome person, relatively “pure.” 
28. I think it is important to be wholesome and decent. 
29. I will admit that some things I do are indecent. (R) 
30. I want to think and act without vulgarity or filth. 
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31. I am a respectful person. 
32. It is not important to show respect to tradition and authority. (R) 
33. I treat others with respect. 
34. I do not want to be rude or irreverent toward others. 

 
HEXACO-60 (60 Items)____________________________________________________ 
Instructions: Please indicate how much you agree with the statement as it pertains to your 
life using the following scale: 
 

(1) Strongly disagree 
(2) Disagree 
(3) Neutral 
(4) Agree 
(5) Strongly agree 
 

1. I would be quite bored by a visit to an art gallery. 
2. I plan ahead and organize things, to avoid scrambling at the last minute. 
3. I rarely hold a grudge, even against people who have badly wronged me. 
4. I feel reasonably satisfied with myself overall. 
5. I would feel afraid if I had to travel in bad weather conditions. 
6. I wouldn't use flattery to get a raise or promotion at work, even if I thought it would 

succeed. 
7. I'm interested in learning about the history and politics of other countries. 
8. I often push myself very hard when trying to achieve a goal. 
9. People sometimes tell me that I am too critical of others. 
10. I rarely express my opinions in group meetings. 
11. I sometimes can't help worrying about little things. 
12. If I knew that I could never get caught, I would be willing to steal a million dollars. 
13. I would enjoy creating a work of art, such as a novel, a song, or a painting. 
14. When working on something, I don't pay much attention to small details. 
15. People sometimes tell me that I'm too stubborn. 
16. I prefer jobs that involve active social interaction to those that involve working alone. 
17. When I suffer from a painful experience, I need someone to make me feel 

comfortable. 
18. Having a lot of money is not especially important to me. 
19. I think that paying attention to radical ideas is a waste of time. 
20. I make decisions based on the feeling of the moment rather than on careful thought. 
21. People think of me as someone who has a quick temper. 
22. On most days, I feel cheerful and optimistic. 
23. I feel like crying when I see other people crying. 
24. I think that I am entitled to more respect than the average person is. 
25. If I had the opportunity, I would like to attend a classical music concert. 
26. When working, I sometimes have difficulties due to being disorganized. 
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27. My attitude toward people who have treated me badly is “forgive and forget”. 
28. I feel that I am an unpopular person. 
29. When it comes to physical danger, I am very fearful. 
30. If I want something from someone, I will laugh at that person's worst jokes. 
31. I’ve never really enjoyed looking through an encyclopedia. 
32. I do only the minimum amount of work needed to get by.  
33. I tend to be lenient in judging other people. 
34. In social situations, I’m usually the one who makes the first move. 
35. I worry a lot less than most people do. 
36. I would never accept a bribe, even if it were very large. 
37. People have often told me that I have a good imagination. 
38. I always try to be accurate in my work, even at the expense of time. 
39. I am usually quite flexible in my opinions when people disagree with me. 
40. The first thing that I always do in a new place is to make friends. 
41. I can handle difficult situations without needing emotional support from anyone else. 
42. I would get a lot of pleasure from owning expensive luxury goods. 
43. I like people who have unconventional views. 
44. I make a lot of mistakes because I don’t think before I act. 
45. Most people tend to get angry more quickly than I do. 
46. Most people are more upbeat and dynamic than I generally am. 
47. I feel strong emotions when someone close to me is going away for a long time. 
48. I want people to know that I am an important person of high status. 
49. I don’t think of myself as the artistic or creative type. 
50. People often call me a perfectionist. 
51. Even when people make a lot of mistakes, I rarely say anything negative. 
52. I sometimes feel that I am a worthless person. 
53. Even in an emergency I wouldn’t feel like panicking. 
54. I wouldn’t pretend to like someone just to get that person to do favors for me. 
55. I find it boring to discuss philosophy. 
56. I prefer to do whatever comes to mind, rather than stick to a plan. 
57. When people tell me that I’m wrong, my first reaction is to argue with them. 
58. When I’m in a group of people, I’m often the one who speaks on behalf of the group. 
59. I remain unemotional even in situations where most people get very sentimental. 
60. I’d be tempted to use counterfeit money, if I were sure I could get away with it. 
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HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITMENT (39 Items)_________________________________ 
Human Rights Choices Questionnaire 

Instructions: On the following items, pairs of issues are presented.  Please rate what you 
see as the relative importance of the two items according to the following scale:  
 

A = Item a is much more important than item b. 
B = Item a is somewhat more important than item b. 
C = Items a and b are of equal importance. 
D = Item b is somewhat more important than item a. 
E = Item b is much more important than item a. 

 
 1. a.   Ending torture of political dissenters in countries around the world.  

b.   Keeping the price of oil at a reasonable level.  
 
 2.        a. Not interfering in another country’s internal affairs. 

b. Ending slavery where it is still practiced. 
 
 3. a. Promoting freedom of press and information for every country.   

b. Keeping undesirable people out of America. 
 
 4.        a. Maintaining a strong American military. 

b. Ending child prostitution worldwide. 
 
 5.        a. Ending ethnic cleansing and genocide in other countries. 

b. Getting America involved only in foreign affairs that directly impact our 
own security. 

 
 6.        a. Keeping America the strongest nation.   

b. Working toward livable wages for workers in every country. 
 
 7.        a. Making medicines available for those who cannot afford them (i.e., the 

elderly poor, victims of AIDS in Africa, etc.). 
b. Ending illegal immigration into the US.  

 
 8.        a. Making sure that America’s allies around the world support us. 

b. Making basic education available to everyone in every country (i.e., 
through the UN, sponsored charity groups). 

 
 9.        a. Ensuring that all people have access to adequate food, shelter and clean 

drinking water.  
            b. Stopping the export of American factories and jobs to other countries. 
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10.       a. Increasing the standard of living in third world countries. 
b. Keeping America free from international laws. 

 
11.       a. Not supporting nations that have poor human rights records. 

b. Being involved with nations that can aid or benefit the United States, 
whatever their domestic policies. 

 
12.       a. Preventing crimes against humanity (mass killings and genocide) around 

the world. 
b. Being sure that only the right people are allowed to immigrate to America. 

 
Human Rights Scenarios 

 
Instructions: Please read each of the events below carefully.  Following each one, you 
will be given choices of policy.  Please choose the one you think is best of the available 
choices. 
 

1. In the central African country of Rwanda, rival tribal groups, Hutu and Tutsi, had a 
growing hatred.  In 1994, the Hutu extremists began killing all Tutsi, including women, 
children and babies.  It quickly became evident that a deliberate genocide was beginning.  
United Nations personnel in the country urged the UN to send troops to stop the genocide 
and said that such a mission could succeed.  However, the mission would be dangerous 
and costly.  Do you think the President of the United States should have:  
 
A. sent American troops along with other nations to stop the genocide?  
B. offered supplies and transportation to troops from other nations, but not sent 

American troops? 
C. not become involved if no vital American interest were at stake?  
 

 
2. In the summer of 1998, representatives from most United Nations countries met in Rome 

and adopted a treaty to create a permanent International Criminal Court, called the ICC.  
Now established, this Court will be authorized to prosecute suspects, including national 
leaders, for genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, and aggression.  While 120 
nations voted for the ICC, including all Western European nations, the United States was 
one of seven to vote against it.  Some believe that the Court is urgently needed to deter 
these horrible crimes and to punish those who commit them.  Others fear that American 
military commanders or officials could be arrested on biased charges, although 
proponents say that safeguards in the treaty make such arrests very unlikely. But ratifying 
the treaty will mean that American actions overseas will be subject to a new international 
law and that a court will be in place to try violators, even Americans, if they commit 
these crimes. The United States is not now a part of the treaty, so Americans cannot now 
be prosecuted by the Court, even if they commit these crimes. Would you want the 
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Senate to:  
 
A. ratify the treaty, because deterring and prosecuting genocide is the most important 

thing?  
B. ratify the treaty only if it is changed so that Americans cannot be charged and tried 

by the ICC? 
C. not ratify the treaty because it might threaten the arrest and trial of Americans by 

non-Americans? 
 
 

3. American troops are now part of a United Nations peace keeping force in Bosnia.  Their 
job is to prevent further bloodshed between Bosnian Serb Christians and Muslims.  The 
Serb military leader, Ratko Mladic, has been indicted for crimes against humanity by the 
International Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, a court established by the United 
Nations.  He is charged with leading the massacre of about 7,000 unarmed men and boys 
at one town in 1995.  The Court has been urging the UN forces, including the Americans, 
to arrest Mladic so that he can be tried.  But arresting him could be risky.  His small but 
loyal militia has sworn to protect him.  Would you like for the President to:  
 
A. order American troops to participate promptly in arresting Mladic? 
B. order American troops to arrest Mladic only if an opportunity arises to do so 

without serious risk to American troops?  
C. not try to arrest Mladic? 
 
 

4. American trade with China is about $40 billion each year.  This trade creates jobs for 
American workers and cheaper goods for American consumers.  However, China still 
commits major human rights violations.  Religious believers -- Christians, Buddhists, and 
others -- are persecuted, and religious leaders are arrested.  Those who call for democracy 
are tried and receive long sentences.  Some are held for long periods without trial.  The 
US State Department estimates that several thousand persons are now being held for 
peacefully expressing their political, religious, or social views.  The rights of suspects and 
defendants are often violated.  China also routinely blocks access to all news that 
criticizes its communist leaders, including American newspapers and Internet sites.   Do 
you want the United States to: 
 
A. increase trade with China only if it improves its human rights practices?  
B. increase trade with China, but speak out against its human rights abuses? 
C. increase trade with China because of the benefits for Americans; human rights in 

China is their business, not ours.  
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5. During the late 1970s and 1980s, the Central American country of El Salvador had a long 
civil war.  The revolutionary forces were pro-Cuban and were believed to be receiving 
aid from the Soviet Union.  On the other hand, the anti-communist government backed by 
the American government was very repressive.  In one event in 1981, the army 
slaughtered everyone in a village, several hundred people, whose inhabitants were 
suspected of supporting the revolution.  Government-backed Adeath squads killed several 
thousand people, and many other people thought to support the revolution simply 
disappeared forever when taken into custody.  Political prisoners were tortured routinely.    
 
Because of El Salvador’s human rights abuses, President Carter cut off military aid.  But 
when President Reagan was elected, this aid was restored and the government’s human 
rights offenses were largely ignored.  President Reagan feared that a second communist 
government in this hemisphere like Cuba could provide military bases for the Soviet 
Union. "Central America," he said, "is simply too close, and the strategic stakes are too 
high, for us to ignore the danger of governments seizing power there with ideological and 
military ties to the Soviet Union. If you had been President at that time, would you have:  
 
A. ended military aid to El Salvador until the human rights abuses ceased? 
B. continued to provide aid but urge the government to end abuses, perhaps 

threatening to cut aid? 
C. continue to provide aid unconditionally to be sure that a communist government 

did not come to power? 
 
 

6. For the past few years, the United States military has been used to stop human rights 
atrocities such as mass killings or ethnic cleansing.  Which of the following is closest to 
your opinion? 
 
A. The United States should use the military to stop mass killings or ethnic cleansing 

much more often than it is doing now.  
B. The United States should use the military to stop mass killings or ethnic cleansing 

a little more often than it is doing now.  
C.  The United States should use the military to stop mass killings or ethnic cleansing 

about the same as it is doing now. 
D. The United States should use the military to stop mass killings or ethnic cleansing 

a little less often than it is doing now.  
E. The United States should use the military to stop mass killings or ethnic cleansing 

much less often than it is doing now.  
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7. Sudan’s government has long been one of the world’s worst.  But in March 2004, 
Sudan’s Arab leaders began an ethnic cleansing and mass killing of black African 
Sudanese.  More than 700,000 villagers have been forced to flee, often into areas where 
they lack adequate food and water. An estimated 1,000 people were killed each week, 
including 50 in a single village. Tribeswomen are raped regularly by the government-
backed militia forces. On March 19, 2004, the United Nations representative in Sudan 
said, “This is ethnic cleansing.  This is the world’s greatest humanitarian crisis.”  If the 
killings and abuse are to be halted, a strong world reaction seems necessary.  Do you 
believe that the U. S. should:  
 
A.   be willing to send forces to Sudan along with other nations to stop the ethnic 

cleansing. 
B.  urge other U. N. nations to send forces to Sudan to stop the ethnic cleansing, but 

not participate directly. 
C. stay out of this Sudanese problem which does not affect the U.S.  
 
 

8. While Charles Taylor was President of the African nation of Liberia, his security forces 
killed, tortured, and beat many citizens. The torture of political prisoners was very 
common. President Taylor also used children as soldiers and committed aggression 
against the neighboring country of Sierra Leone. He was forced from power in August 
2003, and he is now in exile in Nigeria.   
 
The United Nations has set up a Special Court for war crimes in that area.  Taylor has 
been indicted on 17 counts of war crimes and crimes against humanity, including charges 
of murder, rape, and terrorism, but Nigeria has refused to turn him over for trial. Human 
rights organizations have urged the United States to press Nigeria, from whom the U. S. 
buys billions of dollars of oil each year, to insist that Nigeria turn over Taylor to the 
Court. The U. S. could lead a boycott of Nigerian oil if necessary to get Nigeria to turn 
over Taylor.  Do you believe that the U. S. should: 
 
A.  boycott Nigerian oil if necessary to get the Nigerians to hand over Taylor. 
B.  urge the Nigerian government to turn over Taylor, but not threaten an economic 
boycott. 
C.  stay out of it; it isn’t America’s business. 
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9. During the Vietnam war, a 45-man Tiger Force of the U. S. Army killed, mutilated, and 
tortured a large number of Vietnamese civilians. The Tiger Force atrocities began with 
the torture and execution of prisoners in the field, then escalated to the slaughter of 
unarmed farmers, elderly people, even small children. One former sergeant said that, "It 
didn't matter if they were civilians. If they weren't supposed to be in an area, we shot 
them. He added that "he killed so many civilians he lost count." The number of civilian 
casualties were probably in the hundreds. The Army knew of these killings, but it did not 
prosecute any of the participants for war crimes.   
 
Under both American and international law, war crimes have no statute of limitations; the 
participants could still be prosecuted. But thirty years have passed. Would you favor or 
oppose prosecuting those who committed these crimes now? 
 
A. I would strongly support prosecuting those accused of these crimes now. 
B. I would somewhat support prosecuting those accused of these crimes now. 
C. I am neutral or undecided about prosecuting those accused of these crimes now. 
D. I would somewhat oppose prosecuting those accused of these crimes now. 
E. I would strongly oppose prosecuting those accused of these crimes now. 
 

  10. In the early 1990s, Unocal, an American company, lay a pipeline in Burma, in 
partnership with the Burmese government. However, the Burmese army enslaved 
villagers to work on the pipeline, forced others to move from their homes without 
compensation, and tortured and even murdered some who resisted.  In 1997, a lawsuit 
was filed on behalf of the villagers in a US court, using the 1789 Alien Tort Claims Act, 
which allows non-citizens to sue in US courts when international law is violated. The 
court found that the Unocal officials knew what the army was doing and that Unocal 
profited from letting these abuses continue. The case is still in the courts. 
 
The legal issue is whether or not American companies should be held responsible in US 
courts for human rights abuses against non-Americans by their international partners, 
particularly if the companies know about and profit from these abuses. American 
companies, and the Bush Administration, oppose holding them responsible. Unocal did 
not itself commit these abuses, and holding the American company responsible may 
reduce American business oversees.  Human rights organizations argue that companies 
should be held accountable for profiting from severe human rights abuses that they know 
are occurring by their partners.  In your opinion, should Unocal and other American 
companies  
 
A. be sued in American courts for human rights abuses committed by their 

international partners if they know about these abuses?  
B. be sued in American courts for human rights abuses committed by their 

international partners only if they participate in these abuses in some way? 
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C. not be sued in American courts for human rights abuses committed by their 
international partners? 

 
Ranking of Goals 

 
Instructions: The following list of possible goals for American foreign policy asks you to 
American citizens and opinion leaders to rate the importance of these goals in regular 
surveys.  Please rank the goals from the most to the least important.  Write the number 1 
by the goal you think is the most important, 2 beside the second most important, and so 
on to 17, the one you think is the least important.  Making these choices may be difficult, 
but please give it your best effort.  Your responses will be kept confidential.   
 
___ Reducing our trade deficit with foreign countries  
___ Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons  
___ Helping to bring democracy to other nations  
___ Combating world hunger  
___ Protecting the jobs of American workers  
___ Strengthening the United Nations  
___ Combating international terrorism  
___ Maintaining superior military power worldwide  
___ Protecting the natural environment  
___ Controlling and reducing illegal immigration 
___ Defending our allies (security) 
___ Promoting and defending human rights in other countries  
___ Protecting weaker nations against aggression  
___ Preserving American independence from international law  
___ Helping to improve the standard of living of less developed nations  
___ Securing adequate supplies of energy  
___ Promoting the export of American products  
 
EMPATHY (28 Items)_____________________________________________________ 
Instructions: Please indicate how much you agree with each statement as it pertains to 
your life using the following scale: 
 

(0) Does not describe me well – (4) describes me very well 
  

1. I daydream and fantasize, with some regularity, about things that might happen to me. 
2. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me. 
3. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the "other guy's" point of view.*  
4. Sometimes I don't feel sorry for other people when they are having problems.*  
5. I really get involved with the feelings of the characters in a novel. 
6. In emergency situations, I feel apprehensive and ill-at-ease. 
7. I am usually objective when I watch a movie or play, and I don't often get completely 
caught up in it.*  
8. I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement before I make a decision. 
9. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective toward them. 
10. I sometimes feel helpless when I am in the middle of a very emotional situation. 
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11. I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from 
their perspective. 
12. Becoming extremely involved in a good book or movie is somewhat rare for me.*  
13. When I see someone get hurt, I tend to remain calm.*  
14. Other people's misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal.*  
15. If I'm sure I'm right about something, I don't waste much time listening to other 
people's arguments.  
16. After seeing a play or movie, I have felt as though I were one of the characters. 
17. Being in a tense emotional situation scares me. 
18. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don't feel very much pity for 
them.  
19. I am usually pretty effective in dealing with emergencies.*  
20. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. 
21. I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both. 
22. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. 
23. When I watch a good movie, I can very easily put myself in the place of a leading 
character. 
24. I tend to lose control during emergencies. 
25. When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to "put myself in his shoes" for a while. 
26. When I am reading an interesting story or novel, I imagine how I would feel if the 
events in the story were happening to me. 
27. When I see someone who badly needs help in an emergency, I go to pieces. 
28. Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place. 
 
MORAL IDENTITY (13 Items)______________________________________________ 
Instructions: Listed below are some characteristics that may describe a person: 
 

(1) Caring  
(2) Compassionate  
(3) Fair  
(4) Friendly  
(5) Generous  
(6) Hardworking  
(7) Helpful  
(8) Honest  
(9) Kind  

 
The person with these characteristics could be you or it could be someone else. For a 
moment, visualize in your mind the kind of person who has these characteristics. Imagine 
how that person would think, feel, and act. When you have a clear image of what this 
person would be like, answer the following questions on the following scale:  
 

(1) Strongly disagree – (5) Strongly agree 
 
1. It would make me feel good to be a person who has these characteristics 
2. Being someone who has these characteristics is an important part of who I am 
3. A big part of my emotional well-being is tied up in having these characteristics.  
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4. I would be ashamed to be a person who has these characteristics.  
5. Having these characteristics is not really important to me.  
6. Having these characteristics is an important part of my sense of self. . 
7. I strongly desire to have these characteristics.  
8. I often buy products that communicate the fact that I have these characteristics.  
9. I often wear clothes that identify me as having these characteristics.  
10. The types of things I do in my spare time (e.g., hobbies) clearly identify me as having 
these characteristics.  
11. The kinds of books and magazines that I read identify me as having these 
characteristics.  
12. The fact that I have these characteristics is communicated to others by my 
membership in certain organizations.  
13. I am actively involved in activities that communicate to others that I have these 
characteristics.  
 
GUILT PRONENESS (5 Items)______________________________________________ 
Instructions: In this questionnaire, you will read about five situations that people could 

encounter in day‐to‐day life, followed by reactions to those situations. As you read each 
scenario, try to imagine yourself in that situation. Then indicate the likelihood that you 
would react in the way described.  
 

(1) Extremely unlikely 
(2) Unlikely 
(3) About 50% likely 
(4) Likely 
(5) Extremely likely 
 

1. After realizing you have received too much change at a store, you decide to keep it 
because the salesclerk doesn't notice. What is the likelihood that you would feel 
uncomfortable about keeping the money? 

2. You secretly commit a felony. What is the likelihood that you would feel remorse 
about breaking the law? 

3. At a coworker’s housewarming party, you spill red wine on their new cream‐colored 
carpet. You cover the stain with a chair so that nobody notices your mess. What is the 
likelihood that you would feel that the way you acted was pathetic? 

4. You lie to people but they never find out about it. What is the likelihood that you 
would feel terrible about the lies you told? 

5. Out of frustration, you break the photocopier at work. Nobody is around and you 
leave without telling anyone. What is the likelihood you would feel bad about the 
way you acted? 
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IDENTIFICATION WITH ALL HUMANITY (27 Items)_________________________ 
How close do you feel to each of the following groups? Please mark the letter that best 
represents your feelings on the following scale: 
 

A = not at all close 
B = not very close 
C = just a little or somewhat close 
D = pretty close 
E = very close 
 

1. People in my community 
2. Americans 
3. People all over the world 
 
How often do you use the word “we” to refer to the following groups of people? 
 

A = almost never 
B = rarely 
C = occasionally 
D = often 
E = very often 
 

4. People in my community 
5. Americans 
6. People all over the world 
 
How much would you say you have in common with the following groups? 
 

A = almost nothing in common 
B = little in common 
C = some in common 
D = quite a bit in common 
E = very much in common 
 

7. People in my community 
8. Americans 
9. People all over the world 
 
Please answer the following questions using the following choices: 
 

A = not at all 
B = just a little 
C = somewhat 
D = quite a bit 
E = very much 
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Sometimes people think of those who are not a part of their immediate family as 
“family.” To what degree do you think of the following groups of people as “family?” 
 
10. People in my community 
11. Americans 
12. All humans everywhere 
 
How much do you identify with (that is, feel a part of, feel love toward, have concern for) 
each of the following? 
 
13. People in my community 
14. Americans 
15. All humans everywhere 
 
How much would you say you care (feel upset, want to help) when bad things happens to 
 
16. People in my community. 
17. Americans. 
18. People anywhere in the world. 
 
How much do you want to be: 
 
19. A responsible citizen of your community. 
20. A responsible American citizen. 
21. A responsible citizen of the world. 
 
How much do you believe in: 
 
22. being loyal to my community. 
23. being loyal to America. 
24. being loyal to all mankind. 
 
When they are in need, how much do you want to help: 
 
25. People in my community. 
26. Americans. 
27. People all over the world. 
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