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Lay Beliefs in True Altruism versus
Universal Egoism
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Contemplating the first and most simple operations of the human soul,
1think I can perceive in it two principles prior to reason,

one of them deeply interesting us in our own welfare and preservation,

and the other exciting a natural repugnance at seeing any other sensible
being, and particularly any of our own species, suffer pain or death.

—ROUSSEAU, 1950/1755, PREFACE

No man giveth but with intention of good to himself,

because gift is voluntary; and of all voluntary acts,

the object is to every man his own good; of which,

if men see they shall be frustrated, there will be no beginning of
benevolence or trust, nor consequently of mutual help.

—HOBBES, 1651, CHAPTER 15

Are human beings capable of truly altruistic behavior? This question has been
central to many scholarly disciplines, including philosophy, psychology, eco-
nomics, and theology (Batson, 1991, 2011). Yet scholars still disagree fervently
on the answer. We approached this issue indirectly. Our research did not con-
cern the existence of true altruism or scholarly disagreement on the topic.
Instead, it focused on the beliefs of lay people.

Do lay people side with Rousseau’s introductory claim and deem that peo-
ple are capable of truly altruistic behavior? Alternatively, do they side with
Hobbes’s claim and agree that all apparent altruism is egoistically motivated?
Moreover, is there consensus or disagreement among lay people’s beliefs?
If lay people differed in their beliefs in true altruism, how would these dif-
ferences be linked to their other beliefs about human nature? Finally, and
probably most importantly, are individual differences regarding belief in the
existence of true altruism associated with moral character? These questions
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have potentially important ramifications, because the answers promise a
fuller understanding of the genesis of moral character. Thus, our research
(Gebauer, Sedikides, Leary, & Asendorpf, 2015), which we review in this
chapter, has begun to address these questions. ’

Our research may also help to bridge the classic altruism literature (Batsen,
2011; Sober & Wilson, 1998; Stich, Doris, & Roedder, 2010) with the burgeon-
ing literature on lay beliefs (Baumeister, 2008; Carey & Paulhus, 2013; Dweck,
2000). Hence, before embarking on a description of our findings, we briefly
discuss (2) the literature on true altruism, (b) the broader literature on lay
beliefs, and (c) prior indirect evidence regarding lay beliefs in true altruism

versus universal egoism.

Brief Review of the True Altruism Literature

Helpfulness, kindness, coaperation, and the like, are frequent human behav-
iors (Dovidio, Piliavin, Schroeder, & Penner, 2006). There is no scientific
dispute about that. There is also no scientific dispute about the notion that
these prosocial behaviors can be motivated by various forms of self-interest.
Put otherwise, even the most fervent proponent of true altruism’s existence
would agree that prosocial behavior is often motivated by egoistic concerns,
including the expectation of personal benefit, positive affect, or reciprocal
favor (Batson, zo11; Rousseau, 1950/1755). Hence, the altruism debate does
not revolve around the issues of whether people act prosocially (they do) or
whether human prosociality can be egoistically motivated (it can). The altru-
ism debate refers to whether human prosociality is sometimes motivated by a
genuine desire to benefit others as an end in itself—that is, by true altruism.
We borrowed our definition of true altruism from Batson (1991, p. 6): “Altru-
ism is a motivational state with the ultimate goal of increasing another’s wel-
fare” In contrast to Batson, we use the term frue altruism rather than simply
altruism. We were influenced in our terminological choice by researchers who
suggested that the term frue altruism better describes Batson's motivational
conceptualization of altruism (Maner, Luce, Neuberg, Cialdini, Brown, &
Sagarin, 2002; Piliavin & Charng, 1990; Sober & Wilson, 1998), because the
simple term altruism has frequently served as a synonym for reciprocity (Triv-
ers, 1971) and prosociality (Rushtomn, 1976; Sober, 1988).

EMPIRICAL APPROACHES TO THE EXISTENCE

OF TRUE ALTRUISM

Traditionally, the altruism question has been mainly debated in philosophy
as well as in theology and economics (for thorough reviews, see Batson, 2013
Stich et al, 2010). Yet, over the last half-century, psychology has been at the
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forefront of the true altruism debate. Even philosophers welcome this shift: “As
generations of introductory philosophy students have found out, such a-r -
ments [ie., logical arguments for true altruism versus universal ,egbism] ire
bound to end in inconclusive speculation—so long as the competing explana-
tions are not empirically evaluated” (Stich et al,, 2010, p. 170; emphasis added)
What has psychological research found out? .
Many of the early empirical psychologists assumed that human nature is
characterized by universal egoism (Campbell, 1975). Guided by this assump-
tion, many psychologists in the 1970s amassed evidence for egoistic reasons
underlying helping (Cialdini, Darby, & Vincent, 1973; Piliavin & Piliavin
1973; Schwartz, 1977; Staub, 1974). For example, Schwartz (1977) poi-nted to thf;
power of normative expectations as drivers of prosociality. Some others, how-
ever, made an empirical case for true altruism (Krebs, 1975; Meind] & Ijerner
1983; Sagi & Hoffman, 1976). This case, though, was inconclusive. As Batson’
(1991) put it, “[T]he empirical evidence presented in support is unconvincing;
it can easily be accounted for by one or more egoistic explanations” (p. 47) ¢

Still, the early empirical evidence for true altruism was crucial be-caus-e it

highl.ighted the role of other-oriented emotions as motivational fo,rces of true
altruism. For example, Hoffman (1981) saw “an affective response appropriate
to someone else’s situation rather than one’s own” (p. 128) as the motivational
basis of true altruism. Similarly, Rosenhan, Salovey, Karylowski, and Hargis
(1981) argued that “while experiencing those [other-oriented] af%ects peo gle
are led away from stances that maximize their own rewards and ﬁnd,instelzxd
that their attention, cognitions, and behaviors are directed toward the needs of
others, often without regard for the quid pro quo” (p. 234).

To be sure, the idea that other-oriented emotions are involved in the genesis
of true altruism did not originate in psychology. Theologians and philosophers
had entertained this possibility for centuries (Stich et al., zo10). For exafn le.
Thomas Aquinas (1917/1270) argued that “mercy is the heartfelt sympathypfo;
another’s distress, impelling us to succour him if we can” (article 1, objection 3)
and Adam Smith (1853/1759) argued that “compassion, the emoti,on which wé
feel for the misery of others, when we either see it, or are made to conceive itina
very lively manner” (section 1, chapter 1; emphasis added) drives selfless concern
for others. Nonetheless, early empirical psychologists introduced other-oriented
emotions into the empirical inquiry of true altruism and, as such, they paved the
way for the most influential statement of true altruism, Batson's (2011) theo

At the heart of Batson’s theory lies the empathy-altruism hypoﬂz-sis
(Bat:'son, 1987, 1991), according to which “empathic concern produces altruistic
Tnotn.ration” (Batsom, 2011, p. 11). We have described how Batson defines altru-
ism (i.e., frue altruism in our terminology). But what precisely does Batson
mean l?y the term “empathy”? Empathy, he stated, refers to “other-oriented emo-
tion elicited by and congruent with the perceived welfare of someone in need”
(Batson, 2011, p. 11). He clarified that empathy is ultimately “other-oriented in
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the sense that it involves feeling for the other—feeling sympathy for, compas-
sion for, sorry for, distressed for, concerned for, and so on” (Batsom, 2011, p. 11).
The empathy-altruism hypothesis stipulates that perceiving a person in need,
coupled with adopting that person's perspective, can induce empathic concern
for the other person. This, in turn, can trigger the truly altruistic motivation to
have the other person’s need satisfied.

Batson and colleagues first presented empirical evidence for the
empathy-altruism hypothesis in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Batson, Dun-
can, Ackerman, Buckley, & Birch, 1983 Coke, Batson, & McDavis, 1978).
In subsequent years, skeptics of true altruism’s existence raised several
egoistic alternatives underlying the effect of empathy on prosociality. These
alternatives include aversive-arousal reduction (Piliavin, Dovidio, Gaertner &
Clark, 1981), empathy-specific punishment (Archer, 1984; Dovidio, 1984), gen-
eral empathy-specific reward (Thompson, Cowan, &Rosenhan, 1980), empathic
joy as empathy-specific reward (Smith, Keating, & Stotland, 1989),

< negative-state relief as empathy-specific reward (Cialdini, Schaller, Houli-
han, Arps, Fulz, & Beaman, 1987), and empathy-specific self-other merging
(Cialdini, Brown, Lewis, Luce, & Neuberg, 1997; for reviews, see Batson, 1991,
2011; Batson & Powell, 2003; Cialdini, 1991).

Today, after 40 years of empirical scrutiny, how does the empathy-altruism
hypothesis fare? Contemporary psychologists’ views remain divided, partly
because definitive empirical tests have been difficult to obtain. To illustrate,
Batson and Powell (2003) concluded that contemporary alternatives can-
not explain the evidence for the empathy-altruism hypothesis; hence “in
addition to our all-too-apparent failing and fallibilities, we humans are, at
times, capable of caring, and caring deeply, for people and issues other than
ourselves” (p. 479). In direct opposition to this conclusion, Maner et al.
(2002, p. 1609) concluded that “evidence gathered across numerous studies
compellingly points to egoistic, rather than altruistic, explanations for proso-
cial behavior, including those forms of aid for which purely selfless motives
have been claimed.”

The long history of belief versus disbelief in true altruism’s existence among
scientists is interesting in its own right. This, however, is not the reason we
described the state of scientific disagreement at some length. The reason is that
this long-standing disagreement can also be seen in lay people’s beliefs about

altruism.

Brief Review of the Literature on Lay Beliefs

Lay beliefs can be impactful guides of behavior (Baumeister, Masicampo, &
DeWall, 2009), comparable perhaps to attitudes (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), val-
ues {Rokeach, 1973), goals (Kruglanski, Shah, Fishbach, Friedman, Chun, &
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gleeth-Keppler, 2002), and personality traits (John & Srivastava, 1999). Yet, the
Jiterature on lay beliefs is considerably less developed and influential than the
literatures on the aforementioned constructs. Relative lack of influence may be
due to its heterogeneity and disconnect from the mainstream.

In this section, we briefly review the research on lay beliefs. We discuss
beliefs in a just world, in free will, in the existence of God, and in moral good-
ness. Further, we highlight the relation between these lay beliefs and moral

character.

FOUR LAY BELIEFS AND THEIR RELATION
TO MORAL CHARACTER

Belief in a just world. According to Lerner and Miller (1978), people have a
“need to believe that they live in a world where people generally get what they
deserve” (p. 1030). As a result of this need, lay people are prone to believing
that they live in a just world (Lerner, 1965, 1980). However, people differ in the
degree to which they consider the world just (Dalbert, Montada, & Schmitt,
1987; Rubin & Peplau, 1975). Such individual differences are related to life out-
comes (Dalbert, 2009; Furnham, 2003), including moral character. Specifi-
cally, belief in a just world can motivate prosocial behavior, because just-world
believers may assume that acting prosocially will be rewarded, whereas refrain-
ing from prosocial acts will be penalized (Bierhoff, Klein, & Kramp, 1991).

Belief in free will. The existence of free will has sparked long and irrec-
oncilable debates in philosophy, much as the existence of true altruism has
(Baumeister, Mele, & Vohs, 2010; Kane, 2005). Unlike the topic of lay belief in
the existence of true altruism, lay belief in free will has garnered a great deal
of psychological attention over the past 30 years (Baumeister, 2008; Stillman,
Baumeister, Vohs, Lambert, Fincham, & Brewer, 2010; Stroessner & Green,
1990; Viney, Waldman, & Barchilon, 1982). Relevant research has documented
that most lay people believe in the existence of free will (Paulhus & Carey, 2011).

This research has also identified individual differences in the belief in
free will and shown that these individual differences are associated with life
outcomes, including moral character. Free will believers (compared to dis-
believers) exhibit more helping behavior (Baumeister et al., 2009). Indeed,
experimental evidence buttresses the idea that belief in free will encourages
moral behavior; whereas disbelief in free will discourages moral behavior. For
example, persuading people that free will does not exist leads to higher levels
of cheating (Vohs & Schooler, 2008), lower willingness to help, and increased
aggression (Baumeister et al., 2009).

Individual differences concerning belief in free will are typically assessed
with continuous rating scales, ranging from a strong conviction that free will
doesnot existto a strong conviction that it does (Baumeister et al,, 2009; Carey
& Paulhus, 2013; Vohs & Schooler, 2008). The advantage of continuous rating
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scales is that they allow participants to express differing degrees of subjective
certainty about the existence (or non-existence) of free will. Qur research on
beliefin true altruism adopted this continuous rating scale approach (Gebauer
etal, 2015). Our use of continuous rating scales is also consistent with research
on other lay beliefs, including the belief that personality is mutable versus
fixed (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997; Dweck, 2000; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) and
the belief in the existence versus non-existence of God (Friese & Winke, 2014;
Kay, Gaucher, Napier, Callan, & Laurin, 2008; Shariff & Norenzayan, 2007).

Belief in the existence of God. Belief in the existence of God is one of
the oldest documented lay beliefs of humankind. The Venus of Willendorf is
a 4.25-inch statuette, probably carved in the Paleolithic Period (“Old Stone
Age”). The statuette is thought to symbolize a fertility goddess (Ruether,
2005) and, as such, dates belief in god(s) at least to 22,000 BC. Philosophi-
cal debates about the existence of God date back to the ancient Greeks (see
Aristotle’s Metaphysics), much like debates about the existence of true altruism
and free will. Compared to the latter two kinds of lay belief, however, belief
in God’s existence has received much empirical attention from psychologists
(Baumeister, 2002; Saroglou, 2014; Sedikides, 2010).

Belief in the existence of God is prevalent. A representative survey from
the 1980s showed that 95% of the US population believed in God’s existence
(Gallup & Castelli, 1989). Nonetheless, there are individual differences linked
to various outcomes. For example, religious belief (including belief in God)
is associated with higher self-control (McCullough & Willoughby, 2009).
Although one might expect that religious people would be more prosocial
(Shariff & Norenzayan, 2007), the relationship between belief in God and pro-
sociality has proven to be intricate. Religious individuals report considerably
more prosocial behavior (Bloom, 2012; Galen, 2012), and informants attribute
heightened prosociality to them (Saroglou, 2012; Saroglou, Pichon, Trompette,
Verschueren, & Dernelle, 2005). The picture changes, however, when proso-
ciality is operationalized as overt behavior (Darley & Batson, 1973; Norenzayan
& Shariff, 2008). One extensive review of that literature concludes that the
religious prosociality hypothesis is altogether a “congruence fallacy” (Galen,
2012, p. 899). The minimal prosociality account {Saroglou, 2013) offers another
explanation for the gap between religious individuals’ prosociality self-reports
and their behavior. According to Saroglou (2013), religious individuals exhibit
rather specific forms of prosocial behavior, “behaviors that are not necessarily
of high cost but hold at least some importance if one wants to perceive oneself
and be percejved by others as moral” (p. 4).

Belief in moral goodness. Are people generally good to others or are peo-
ple generally bad and defective in cooperative situations, refuse to help, and
lack trustworthiness? Lay belief in moral goodness has been studied by many
psychologists under various labels. For example, Rosenberg’s (1956) Faith in
People scale assesses belief in moral goodness with items such as “Most people
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are inclined to help others” and “If you don't watch yourself, peaple will take
advantage of you” (negatively scored). Schuessler’s (1982) Doubt about Trust-
worthiness of People scale assesses belief in moral goodness with items such as
“Most people can be trusted” and “Most people don't really care what happens
to the next fellow” (negatively scored). Wrightsman (1991) noted the concep-
tual overlap between these measures. Content validity considerations suggest
that these measures are best described as indicators of the belief that human
beings generally possess a morally good character.

There is a key difference between belief in moral goodness and beliefs in a
just world, free will, and God’s existence. Specifically, most lay people do not
believe that humans are generally good-natured and possess moral character,
Participants from France, Germany, and the United States provided ratings
that are consistently closer to the “bad nature” than the “good nature” pole
of the scale (Bégue, 2002; Gebauer et al,, 2015). However, here again, indi-
vidual differences emerge (Rosenberg, 1956; Schuessler, 1982). Also, lay peo-
ple who believe that people are generally good-natured possess more moral
character (Cadenhead & Richman, 1996; Rosenberg, 1957). Experimental evi-
dence documents the effect of belief in moral goodness on prosocial behavior.
Hornstein, LaKind, Frankel, and Manne (1975) exposed participants to news
broadcasts that highlighted humans’ good nature or their bad nature. Partici-
pants who viewed the good nature broadcast exhibited more prosocial behav-
1or than those who viewed the bad nature broadcast.

There is a conceptual difference between belief in moral goodness and
belief in the existence of true altruism. Belief in moral goodness refers to
whether people on average behave prosocially and morally (Wrightsman,
1991). In contrast, belief in the existence of true altruism refers to the moti-
vation that underlies such prosocial and moral behavior. Hence, a person
who believes that people are generally prosocial and moral may also believe
that their prosociality and morality are based on true altruism; alternatively,
this person may believe that all prosociality and morality are based on uni-
versal egoism.

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT LAY BELIEFS

In all, empirical research suggests that most lay people believe in a just world,
free will, and the existence of God. At the same time, this research suggests
that most lay people have doubts about people’s moral goodness and believe
that human behavior is more bad than good. Individual differences in these
lay beliefs have been linked to life outcomes, in general, and to prosociality
and moral character, in particular. In contrast, there is little, if any, conclusive
research on lay beliefs in the existence of true altruism. Still, existing research
provides a starting point for our own empirical endeavors (Gebauer et al,,
2015). We turn to that prior research next.
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Brief Review of Prior Research on Lay Beliefs in True Altruism ver-
sus Universal Egoism

Two research lines pertain to individual differences in belief in the existence of
true altruism. In their early work on altruism, Batson and his colleagues used
several self-report measures to assess “self-perceived altruism” (Batson, Coke,
Jasnoski, & Hanson, 1978; Batson, Fulz, Schoenrade, & Paduano, 1987; Thomas
& Batson, 1981; Thomas, Batson, & Coke, 1981). With one exception, that work
assessed self-perceived altruism with self-ascription of multiple traits, includ-
ing “helpful,’ “cooperative, “compassionate;” “considerate;’ “unselfish,” “gener-
ous” “responsible,” and “sympathetic” These measures, then, assess neither par-
ticipants belief that they act truly altruistically nor their belief that humans in
general are capable of acting in 2 truly altruistic manner. Instead, the measures
are better described as assessing a broad, prosociality-related personality factor,
which is often labeled «ommumion” (Gebauer, Leary, & Neberich, 2012). Despite
the label “self-perceived altruism,’ then, that research does not bear relevance to
lay beliefs in the existence of true altruism, and it did not intend to do so.

'The exception is Batson et als (1987) Experiment 1. Self-perceived altruism
was assessed with two items: “To what extent do you generally help others for
selfish reasons?” and “To what extent do you generally help others for unself-
ish reasons?” (1=not at all, 9 =extremely). These items assess participants
belief that they act truly altruistically and thus provide indirect insight into
lay beliefs in the existence of true altruism; after all, one must believe in true
altruisms existence in general in order to belief that on€’s own actions are at
times driven by true altruism. Batson et al’s results, then, are informative for
our research questions. These results revealed that participants believed they
generally help others more for unselfish reasons (M =5.39) than for selfish rea-
sons (M=2.77)—a statistically significant difference. Thus, lay people believe
not only that true altruism exists but also that most of their prosocial behavior
is motivated by unselfish reasons. Yet, the results should be interpreted with
caution. It is unclear whether participants’ implicit definition of selfish versus
unselfish reasons to help is consistent with the definition of true altruism that
we have set forth here (see also Batson, 1991, 2011).

The second relevant line of research involves work on the belief in pure evil
and pure good (Webster & Saucier, 2013). The 28-item Belief in Pure Good
scale includes five items that assess belief in the existence of true altruism (e.g-
“There is such a thing as a truly selfless/altruistic person”; “People only help oth-
ers because they expect to be rewarded” [reverse scored]). However, although
s handful of other scale items are indirectly linked to true altruism (e.g., “In
essence, ‘pure good’ is selflessly helping other people in need’; “Even selfless
people hate helping enemies” [reverse scored]), the vast majority of items are
irrelevant to the existence of true altruism (e.g., “The forces of good will always
prevail in the end”; “We DO NOT need more ‘pure good’ people in this world”).
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Unfortunately, Webster and Saucier reported results only for the full scale rather
than for the items relevant to belief in the existence of true altruism separately.
Hence, their results do not directly inform our research question. Nonetheless,
it is telling that these authors found that true altruism items are part of the belief
that humans can be purely good. This empirical finding is consistent with the
entrenched philosophical position that the capacity for true altruism is a testi-
mony to humans’ good nature (Aristotle, 1911/350 BC; Bentham, 1876/178g). Two
additional findings by Webster and Saucier are relevant. First, mean values of
the Belief in Pure Good scale suggest that most people are inclined to believe in
pure goodness: means were consistently above the theoretical scale midpoint.
Second, the belief in pure goodness was related to some indicators of moral
character, including self-reported volunteerism and support for needy children.
Together, a few studies have been concerned with the lay belief in the exis-
tence of true altruism, but they do not inform the questions that we posed
(Gebauer et al,, 2015). Specifically, no prior research has directly examined
(a) whether lay people differ on their belief in the existence of true altruism
and, if so, how many are “naive Rousseauians” versus “naive Hobbesians”; (b)
whether and how belief in true altruism’s existence relates to lay beliefs in a just
world, free will, the existence of God, and moral goodness; and (c) whether and
how belief in the existence of true altruism relates to prosociality and moral
character. In the following three sections, we review our preliminary findings.

Review on Research Question I: Naive Rousseaunians
or Naive Hobbesians?

Are most lay people naive Rousseauians, believing that human prosociality
can be truly altruistic, or naive Hobbesians, believing that human prosocial-
ity is universally egoistic? In a first step toward resolving these ambiguities
we (Gebauer et al, 2015) constructed a measure of belief in true altruism’;
existence, the Belief in the Existence of True Altruism (BETA) scale, which we
describe below. ’

DEVELOPMENT OF THE BETA SCALE

chle instructions. To be certain that participants understood the constructs
pf 1rlterest, we provided them with clear explanations of the key terms, includ-
mg .SﬁlﬂeSS:’ “altruistic.” “selfish,” and “egoistic” Participants read the follow-
ing instructions before responding to the iterns:

f"xre. humans capable of doing selfless good deeds or is all human behav-
ior in the final end selfish (that is, motivated by expecting personal ben-
efits, good feelings, social acceptance, or to be treated well in return)?



-

84 { Jochen E. Gebauer, Constantine Sedikides, Mark R. Leary, and Jens B. Asendorpf

In other words, can people be ultimately other-loving (i.e., be truly
“altruistic”) or does self-love (i.e., “egoism”) underlie all human behav-
ior? We are interested in your personal opinion. The following items will
help us to assess whether you personally believe that people are capable
of doing selfless good deeds or whether all human behavior is selfish in
the final end (that is, motivated by expecting personal benefits, good
feelings, social acceptance, or to be treated well in return).

Scale items. The 16 items of the initial BETA scale followed. Each item was
accompanied by a 7-point rating scale (1= absolutely wrong, 7 = absolutely right),
Sample items are “People can act with the ultimate goal of contributing to
another person’s welfare and without expecting personal benefits of any kind”;
“We have the potential to love other people in a truly altruistic and unselfish
manner without expecting emotional, social, or material benefits for ourselves”;
“Everything humans do for other people is motivated by self-interest of one
kind or another” (negatively scored); and “The ultimate goal underlying our
love for other people is selfish and egoistic in nature” (negatively scored).

Exploratory and confirmatory-factor analyses. We included the 16-item
BETA scale in two online studies. We advertised Study 1(N=149) ona US-based
web portal that lists psychelogical online studies (in English). We advertised
Study 2 (N=226) on a German web portal for psychological online studies
(in German). We used data from both studies to examine the factor structure
of the 16 BETA items. The results of exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) were
highly consistent across the studies. The EFA indicated the existence of two
correlated dimensions (or factors). One factor contained the eight positively
scored items; the other, the eight negatively scored items. An explanation for
the two-factor structure is that lay people—unlike scholars (Batson, 2011)—do
not think of true altruism and universal egoism as two opposing poles of a
single dimension. Another explanation is to consider item scoring direction as
an undesirable method factor that contaminated the single-factor structure of
BETA. Indeed, scoring direction can artificially make a one-dimensional con-
struct appear two-dimensional (Paulhus & Vazire, 2007), with the Rosenberg
Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) being a well-known example (Marsh,
1996; Tomas & Oliver, 1999).

We then used confirmatory factor analyses {CFAs) to examine whether the
BETA scalé’s two-factor structure reflects a substantive, conceptual difference
in positive versus negative beliefs about true altruism or a methodological
response tendency to respond differently to positively worded versus nega-
tively worded items. To do this, we conducted two additional online studies.
We advertised Study 3 (N=171) in the United States and Study 4 (N=183) in
Germany (in English and German, respectively). Among other measures,
participants completed the BETA Scale, which we shortened to 10 items (5
positively scored, 5 negatively scored) on the basis of the two EFAs in Studies
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1-2 . Results in both studies indicated that the fit of the one-factor model was
superior to that of the two-factor model.

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE BETA SCALE

We proceeded to examine mean scores on the BETA scale, the distribution of
test scores, and the relations of BETA with demographic variables (culture, age,
sex). We pooled the data of Studies 1-4 to achieve a larger sample (N=729).

Overall tendencies. We asked whether people on average tend to believe
in the existence of true altruism versus universal egoism. Hence, we tested
whether participants’ test score on the BETA Scale was on average located
above or below the theoretical scale midpoint (1=absolutely wrong, 7= abso-
Iutely right): scores above 4 indicated belief in true altruism; scores below 4,
belief in universal egoism. Results revealed that on averagé participants tended
to believe in the existence of true altruism. Both the mean and median of test
scores across the pooled four-study sample were about one point above the
theoretical midpoint of the scale. Conceptually identical results emerged when
we separately examined the five positively scored items and the five negatively
scored itemns. Lay people, then, are generally inclined to believe that true altru-
ism exists.

Individual differences. We inspected the distribution of BETA scores. Do
Iay people uniformly believe in the existence of true altruism, or are there
sizeable individual differences? If such differences exist, is BETA normally
distributed, following a bell shape, with relatively few strong believers and
disbelievers, and many more people close to the scale midpoint? Alternatively,
is BETA equally distributed, with about the same number of people sternly
believing, sternly disbelieving, and holding moderate beliefs concerning true
altruism’s existence? Lastly, a bimodal distribution is also possible, with rel-
atively many stern believers and relatively many stern disbelievers, coupled
with only a relatively small number of moderates. Figure 3.1 displays the BETA
distribution. The figure shows that BETA has a skewed unimodal distribution,
with most participants siding scmewhat in favor of the existence of true altru-
ism, and fewer participants siding for absolute certainty either way.

Relations with demographics. We wondered whether this prevalence of
belief in true altruism (vs. universal egoism) varies as a function of partici-
pants’ culture, age, or sex. We found no overall differences between German
and US participants. However, US participants scored significantly higher
than German participants on the positively scored items (albeit the effect size
Was very small; Cohen, 1977), but the two cultural groups did not differ sig-
nificantly on the negatively scored items. Further, we found neither age dif-
ferences nor sex differences on the whole scale or on separate analyses for
positively scored and negatively scored items.
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CONCLUSIONS REGARDING RESEARCH QUESTIONI

We obtained strong evidence that lay people are more inclined to believe in the
existence of true altruism than in universal egoism. This proclivity was evident
across participants from two countries (Germans and Americans), almost the
entire adult age range, and both sexes. Individual differences on the BETA
scale emerged, and they showed a skewed unimodal distribution.

Review on Research Question I: BETA and Other Lay Beliefs

How is BETA related to other lay beliefs? We addressed this question by cap-
italizing on relevant measures that we included in the above studies. These
measures assessed belief in a just world (Dalbert et al,, 1987), belief in free
will (Paulhus & Carey, 2011), belief in God’s existence (Norenzayan & Hansen,
2004), and belief in moral goodness (Rosenberg, 1956; Schuessler, 1982).

We hypothesized that BETA is distinct from the other four lay beliefs, but
we also tested or explored additional hypotheses concerning relations between
BETA and other lay beliefs. Given that true altruism and moral goodness have
been classically considered instantiations of desirable human nature (Aristotle,
1911/350 BC; see also Webster & Saucier, 2013), we expected a positive relation
between belief in moral goodness and BETA. Also, given religious references
+0 the existence of true altruism (e.g. 1 Corinthians 13:4-7), we tested whether
belief in (a Christian) God is positively associated with BETA. In addition, a
positive outlook on the world is associated with belief in a just world (Dalbert,
2009) and with belief in true altruism’s existence (Webster & Saucier, 2013).
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A positive relation, then, between belief in a just world and true altruism is
Jikely. Finally, philosophers have often described free will and true altruism as
desirable human capacities, suggesting a positive association.

We inspected the correlations between the five lay beliefs in the pooled
sample from Studies 1-4 (N=729). As anticipated, BETA was distinct from
the other four lay beliefs. To begin, we found small, positive relations between
BETA and beliefs in a just world, free will, and God’s existence (Cohen, 1988).
Furthermore, we obtained moderate positive correlations between BETA and
the two scales used to assess belief in moral goodness {Cohen, 1988). The rela-
tionship between BETA and the other four lay beliefs did not differ between
the German and American samples.

CONCLUSIONS REGARDING RESEARCH QUESTIONI1

Across two cultures, the relations between BETA and other relevant lay beliefs
(beliefs in a just world, free will, God’s existence, and moral goodness) were
small to moderate. Hence, BETA is a unique lay belief. The literature has linked
all these other lay beliefs to higher prosociality and moral character. How is
BETA, then, linked to moral character, especially in comparison to the other
lay beliefs?

Review on Research Question III: BETA and Moral Character

Ts belief in the existence of true altruism associated with higher prosociality
and more moral character? Gebauer et al. (2015) examined three accounts for
such a “BETA-character link” Before reviewing those three accounts, however,
we comment on our measurement approach of moral character. ’

MEASUREMENT OF MORAL CHARACTER

Measuring individual differences in moral character is challenging (see Blei-
dorn, chap. 5, this volume; Miller, 2013). This broad construct cannot be cap-
tured adequately by a single behavior or a handful of behaviors. Hence, we
operationalize moral character broadly, drawing on an array of establi;hed
measures from psychology, sociology, and behavioral economics. In Studies
1-2, we used a measure of retrospectively reported helping (Rushton, Chris-
}c.:h.n, & Fekken, 1981). In Studies 3-4, we used sociological questions about
civic engagement (e.g., belonging to a charity organization, doing volun-
feer work; Costa & Kahn, 2003; Livingstone & Markham, 2008; Shah, 1998)
%n addition to the measure used in Studies 1-2. In Studies s-6 (online studies
in .the United States and Germany; N=682), we used moral quandaries from
philosophy (Bruder & Tanyi, 2014) in addition to the measures from our
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prior studies. Finally, in Study 7 (a laboratory study in Germany; N= 687), we
used three economic-decision games (dictator game [Kahneman, Knetsch, &
Thaler, 1986]; ultimatum game [Giith, Schmittberger, & Schwarze, 1982]; trust
game [Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe, 1995]), asked participants to donate some
of their participation money to charities (Verplanken & Holland, 2002}, and
assessed their willingness to volunteer for an Internet study in order to help a
graduate student (Coke et al., 1978), in addition to the measures from our prior
studies. Thus, our studies included up to eight diverse indicators of moral char-
acter. EFAs suggested that, in each of the seven studies, moral character can be
adequately assessed by averaging the standardized responses to the measures.

THREE ACCOUNTS FOR THE BETA-CHARACTER LINK

BETA was associated with higher moral character in all seven studies. The
size of this BETA-character link ranged between small and medium. But what
explains this highly consistent relation between the belief in true altruism’s
existence and more moral character?

The “spurious-effect account” The BETA-character link may be caused
spuriously by other variables with which it is correlated. First, all other
aforementioned lay beliefs are related to moral character (as our literature
review has shown) and to BETA (as our research has indicated). Therefore,
the BETA-character link may be spuriously caused by these other lay beliefs,
Second, people differ in the frequency and the degree to which'they develop
warm, empathic feelings toward others (Davis, 1983). People with a proclivity
for empathy should help others more frequently (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987).
They should do so because they are more frequently in a state of empathy,
which elicits altruistic motivation (Batson, 1991, 2011). Empathic people should
also believe more in the existence of true altruism, because their heightened
altruistic helping reinforces their belief that true altruism exists (possibly via
self-perception processes; Bem, 1967). Hence, the BETA-character link may be
spuriously caused by trait empathy. Third, there are potential third variables
pertaining to egoistic motivations to help. Examples are individual differences
in seeing others as similar to self (i.e., self-other merging; Cialdini et al, 1997;
Maner et al., 2002) or in gaining pleasure from helping (Gebauer, Riketta, Bro-
emer, & Maio, 2008). To elaborate, it is, for instance, possible that the belief
in true altruism’s existence leads people to derive pronounced feelings of plea-
sure from helping (“look at me, what an altruistic helper I am™), which in turn
may lead to exacerbated helping behavior. Finally, communion is a broad per-
sonality trait that is conceptually related to prosociality (Gebauer, Sedikides,
Liidtke, & Neberich, 2014). Thus, communion may spuriously inflate the rela-
tion between BETA and moral character.

We tested whether the BETA-character link weakened when we controlled
for beliefs in a just world, free will, God’s existence, and moral goodness.

|
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Pooling the data from Studies 1-4 (N=729) showed that controlling for the
other four lay beliefs did not substantially reduce the BETA-character link. In
fact, in a model that included BETA and the four other lay beliefs as simultane-
ous predictors of moral character, only BETA had a significant relation to moral
character. If anything, these results suggest that the relation between other lay
beliefs and moral character is spuriously caused by the BETA-character link.

We subsequently tested whether the BETA-character link weakened
when we controlled for empathic concern. Only Studies 5-7 (N=1,369)
included empathic concern. Hence, we pooled the data from these three
studies. Research has established that empathic concern is one of the most
robust correlates of prosocial behavior, and our results replicated this pat-
tern. Specifically, in line with a meta-analysis (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987),
we obtained a moderately positive relation between empathic concern and
moral character. When simultaneously including BETA and empathic con-
cern as predictors of moral character, the effect sizes of both predictors were
somewhat reduced, but both predictors remained signiﬁcant. Hence, the
possibility that the BETA-character link is partly spurious to empathic con-
cern deserves further attention. To this end, we proceeded with examining
the longitudinal interrelations between BETA, empathic concern, and moral
character. About 75% of Study 7's participants completed the same measures
twice with a time interval of about half a year! A full cross-lagged model
provided evidence against the idea that the BETA-character link is spurious
due to empathy. Specifically, neither did we find a significant longitudinal
effect of empathic concern on BETA; nor did we find a significant longitudi-
nal effect of empathic concern on moral character.?

Moreover, we tested whether the BETA-character link weakened when we
controlled for general self-other merging (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992) and
prosocial motivation pleasure (Gebauer et al, 2008). Again, we used the
pooled data from Studies 5-7 (N=1,369). Simultaneous inclusion of BETA,
self-other merging, and prosocial motivation pleasure as predictors of moral
character revealed that neither self-other merging nor prosocial motivation
pleasure accounted for the BETA-character link. Study 7 longitudinal analy-
ses corroborated these results. Neither self-other merging nor prosocial moti-
vation pleasure had a longitudinal effect on moral character or on BETA.

"We are currently in the process of collecting a third weve of data for Study 7. Hence, the results of
Study 7 should be regarded as preliminary.

*In our longitudinal analyses, we operationalized moral character with the average of six (out of
aur eight) measures. Specifically, two measures showed insufficient temporal stability (the trust game
and volunteering in an enline study to help a graduate student). This led us to strongly question the
suitability of these measures to assess moral character (a character trait). At the same time, the stabili-
ties of the other six measures were all comparatively high.
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Finally, we tested whether the BETA-character link weakened whey
we controlled for communion. We had included a measure of communiop
(Gebauer, Paulhus, & Neberich, 2013) in studies 2,3, 4, and 7, and we pooleg
the relevant data (N=1,267). Simultaneous inclusion of BETA and com.
munion as predictors of moral character revealed that communion did not
account for the BETA-character link. Study 7’ longitudinal analyses corroby.
rated these results. Communion had no longitudinal effect on moral characte
or on BETA.

The “BETA-effect account” In Roman Polanski’s movie Carnage, Penel.
ope Longstreet ponders a question that is right at the heart of the BETA-effect

account. Specifically, she asks, “We are only superficially fair-minded, so why

should we be fair-minded at all?” Along the same lines, reflections of BETA

disbelievers may go like this: “If all our prosociality is nothing but an indirect -

(and possibly self-deceptive and other-deceptive) way to benefit ourselves per:
sonally, why should I not be outwardly and directly selfish, gaining not only
personal benefits, but also authentically expressing my inner self” (cf. Lenton,
Bruder, Slabu, & Sedikides, 2013). Consequently, the BETA-effect account pre.
dicts a positive relation between BETA and moral character because low BETA
lowers moral character.

There is a complementary reason for why BETA may be linked to more

moral character. Specifically, people who believe that truly altruistic behavior

is indeed part of the human behavioral repertoire may seek to express their
altruistic self in an effort to act authentically. As a result of that effort BETA
believers may display more moral character than BETA disbelievers.?

We examined the BETA-effect account using Study 7% longitudina) data.
A cross-lagged panel analysis revealed that BETA predicted moral character
six months later, despite our controlling for the temporal stability of BETA and
moral character over this time period. The results remained intact even when
we controlled for empathic concern, self-other merging, prosocial motivation
pleasure, and communion at both time-points. Thus, within the natural limits
regarding causal conclusions based on nonexperimental designs, these longi-
tudinal analyses are in line with the BETA-effect account.

The “character-effect account?” People high in moral character may
self-enhancingly convince themselves of true altruism’s existence (cf
Leary, 2007; Sedikides & Gregg, 2008). By doing so, they can feel good
about their moral character since it is driven by altruism, which they
value (Aristotle, 1911/350 BC; Gebauer, Goritz, Hofmann, & Sedikides,
2012; Gebauer, Joiner, Baumeister, Goritz, & Teismann, 2015). Conse-
quently, the character-effect account predicts a positive relation between

*We thank Will Fleeson for suggesting this complementary theoretical explanation for why BETA
may lead to more moral character.
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BETA and moral character, because high moral character increases belief
ism’s exi e.

3 t{uea; hr:;:z];lisn?éli;;n;haracter—effect account using Study 7s longitudinal
We()usrocrossllagged panel analysis revealed that moral character pre.d.icted

e months later, despite our controlling for the temporal stability of

iy SIXd moral character over this period. The results remained signi.ﬁca‘nt

BETAWTlr;n we controlled for empathic concern, self-other merging, prosocial

;:zgvatmn pleasure, and communion at both time-points.

CONCLUSIONS REGARDING RESEARCH QUESTION IIT

BETA is positively related to moral chara.cter. We 9bt§inedd t}}ili
BETA-character link in each of our seven stu.dles. Results indicate 1'F la(
none of a range of third variables could explain the BETA-character link.
In contrast, we obtained a longitudinal effect of .BETA on moral ch]e}rac;er,
and this effect proved robust even after controlling for‘ empathjz, sef -ot der
merging, prosocial motivation pleasure, and COMMIIOT. We also foun eg
longitudinal effect of moral character on BETA, and t_hls effect, t.0(1>, pr?v N
robust when controlling for empathy, self-other merging, prosocia l1210 iv t
tion pleasure, and communion. Together, the BETA-character link is no

likely to be spurious.

Conclusion

Lay beliefs have received relatively little attention in scientific psychology.
Although they were not neglected altogether (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; ‘Ler;ei,
1965), they received less attention than attitudes, values, goals, or ';rarc;.l_ ef,
psychologists have increasingly become aware of the relevance of ay eh iefs
for human thought, feeling, and behavior. As a result, psychologists ave
amassed knowledge on key lay beliefs about human nature, such as belief
in free will (Baumeister et al., 2009; Carey & Paulhus, 2013)., moral good-
ness (Webster & Saucier, 2013; Wrightman, 1991), and the existence of God
(Gebauer & Maio, 2012; Shariff & Norenzayan, 2007). Ho_we\_rer, one T:ype of
belief has received scarce empirical research—namely, belief in the emsltence
of true altruism (BETA). Although true altruism has been discussed‘mte.r-
minably for hundreds of years, no research has directly tested la'{r beliefs in
true altruism’s existence. In this chapter, we provided an overview of our
esearch on this topic.
; S;:f\fe addressed f(fur key questions on BETA. First, we .asked‘ whether nlmst
lay people believe in the existence of true altruism or in universal egoism.
We found that, on average, lay people believe in the existence of true altru-
ism rather universal egoism. This pattern held across two cultures (Germany,



92 { Jochen E. Gebauer, Constantine Sedikides, Mark R. Leary, and Jens B. Asendorpf

the United States), the adult age range, and both sexes. Second, we tested
whether BETA can be conceptualized as an individual differences variable,
We obtained considerable individual differences, which were relatively nor-
mally distributed. Third, we examined the relation between BETA and other
relevant lay beliefs (beliefs in a just world, free will, God’s existence, and
moral goodness). BETA was consistently related to all these lay beliefs, but
the size of the relations was small to moderate. Finally, we investigated the
relation between BETA and moral character. In each of the seven studies,
we obtained a positive relation between BETA and moral character. This
BETA-character link occurred robustly despite sampling from two cultures
(Germany, the United States) and using a large array of moral character
measures, including retrospective self-reports of helping behavior, civic
engagement indices, moral quandaries, three different economic games
(dictator, ultimatum, and trust), charity donations, and volunteering in a
time-consuming task.

We also began to study the nature of the BETA-character link. We tested
for the spuriousness of this link due to other Tay beliefs, major altruistic and
egoistic drivers of prosociality, and trait communion. These third variables
did not account for the BETA-character link. Instead, there was a bidirec-
tional longitudinal relation between BETA and moral character. The longitu-
dinal effect of BETA on moral character suggests that future scholarly insight
into the existence of true altruism could have an effect on lay people’s moral
character. For example, if scientific evidence were to unambiguously support
universal egoism, one might find an accompanying decline in lay belief in
true altruism’s existence and, as a result, a decline in moral character among
lay people (cf. Vohs & Schoolar, 2008, for 2 similar argument regarding the
belief in free will).*

The bidirectional longitudinal relation between BETA and moral charac-
ter remained intact even when we controlled for empathy, self-other merg-
ing, prosocial motivation pleasure, and communion. In fact, in a common
cross-lagged panel design, BETA was the only significant longitudinal pre-
dictor of moral character; whereas empathy, self-other merging, prosocial

r

motivation pleasure, and frait communion played a little role at best. These
findings attest to the usefulness and pervasiveness of the lay belief in the exis-
tence of true altruism.’

4Of course, this does not imply that scientific evidence for universal egoism should be concealed ot
evaluated more critically than evidence for true altruism.

1
sThis paper was made possible through the support of a grant from the Character Project at ‘Wake i
i

Forest University and the John Templeton Foundation. The opinions expressed in this publication ar¢
those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of The Character Project, Wake Forest
University, cr the John Templeton Foundation. We thank Will Fleeson and Christian Miller for helpful
comments on earlier drafts of this chapter. !

Altruism versus Egoism

References

Ajzen, L, & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social behavior.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Aquinas, T. (1917). The summa theologica (Vol. 2, Pt. I1). (Fathers of the English Dominican
Province, trans.). New York: Benziger Bros. (Original work produced 1270.)

Ascher, R. L. (1984). The farmer and the cowman should be friends: An attempt at recon-
ciliation with Batson, Coke, and Psych. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46,
709-711.

Aristotle (1911). The Nicomachean ethics (D. P. Chase, trans.}. New York, NY: E. P. Dutton.
(Original work produced 350 BC.)

Aron, A., Aton, E. N, & Smollan, D. (1952). Inclusion of other in the self scale and the
structure of interpersonal closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63,
596-612.

Batson, C. D. (1987). Prosocial motivation: Is it ever truly altruistic? In L. Berkow-
itz (EQ.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 20, pp. 65-122). New York,
NY: Academic Press.

Batson, C. D. (1001). The altruism question: Toward a social-psychological answer. Hillsdale,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Batson, C. D. (2011). Alfruism in humans. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Batson, C. D., Coke, J. S., Jasnoski, M. L., & Hanson, M. (1978). Buying kindness: Effect of
an extrinsic incentive for helping on perceived altruism. Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy Bulletin, 4, 86-91.

Batson, C. D., Duncan, B, Ackerman, P, Buckley, T., & Birch, K. (1981). Is empathic emo-
tion a source of altruistic motivation? Journal of Personality and Secial Psychology, 40,
200-302.

Batson, C. D., Fultz, J., Schoenrade, P. A., & Paduano, A. (1987). Critical self-reflection and
self-perceived altruism: When self-reward fails. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 53, 594-602.

Batson, C. D., & Powell, A. A. (2003). Altruism and prosocial behavior. In T. Millon & M.
J. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of psychology, Vel. 5: Personality and social psychology (pp.
463-484). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Baumeister, R. E (2002). Religion and psychology: Introduction to the special issue. Psycho-
logical Inguiry, 13, 165-167.

Baumeister, R. (2008). Free will in scientific psychology. Perspectives on Psychological Sci-
ence, 3, 14-19.

Baumeister, R. F, Masicampo, E. ], & DeWall, C. N. (2009). Prosocial benefits of feeling
free: Disbelief in free will increases aggression and reduces helpfulness. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 35, 260-268.

Baumeister, R. E, Mele A. R., & Vohs, K. D. (2010). Free Will and Consciousness: How Might
They Work? New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Bem, D. J. (1967). Self-perception: An alternative interpretation of cognitive dissonance
phenomena. Psychological Review, 74, 183-200.

Berg, ], Dickhaut, J., & McCabe, K. (1995). Trust, reciprocity, and social history. Games and
Economic Behavior, 10, 122-142.

93



94 { Jochen E. Gebauer, Constantine Sedikides, Mark R. Leary, and Jens B. Asendorpf

Bierhoff, H. W, Klein, R., & Kramp, P. {1991). Evidence for the altruistic personality fron
data on accident research. Journal of Personality, 59, 263-280.

Bloom, P. (2012). Religion, morality, evolution. Annual Review of Psychology, 63, 179-199.

Bruder, M., & Tanyi, A. (2014). Overdemanding consequentialism? An experiments
approach. Utilitas, 26, 250-275.

Cadenhead, C., & Richman, C. L. (1996). The effects of interpersonal trust and group statug
on prosocial and aggressive behavior. Social Behavior and Personality, 24, 169-184.

Campbell, D. T. (1975). On the conflicts between biological and social evolution angd
between psychology and moral tradition. American Psychologist, 30, 1103-1126.

Carey, J. M., & Paulhus, D. L. (2013). Worldview implications of believing in free wil]
and/or determinism: Politics, morality, and punitiveness. Journal of Personality, &,
130-141.

Chiu, C-Y,, Hong, Y-Y., & Dweck, C. S. (1997). Lay dispositionism and implicit theories of
personality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 19-30.

Cialdini, R. B. (1991). Altruism or egoism? That is (still) the question. Psychological Inquiry,
2,124-126.

Cialdini, R. B., Brown, S. L., Lewis, B. P, Luce, C., & Neuberg, S. L. (1997). Reinterpreting
the empathy-altruism relationship: When one into one equals oneness. Journal of Per.
sonality and Social Psychology, 73, 481-494.

Cialdini, R. B., Darby, B. L., & Vincent, ]. E. (1973). Transgression and altruism: A case for
hedonism. Journal of Persanality and Social Psychology, 9, 502-516.

Cialdini, R. B., Schaller, M., Houlihan, D., Arps, K., Fulz, ]., & Beaman, A. L. (1987).
Empathy-based helping: Is it selflessly or selfishly motivated? Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 34, 749-758.

Cohen, J. (1977). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. New York
NY: Academic Press.

Cohen, ]. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences {2nd ed.). Hillsdale,
NJ: Erlbaum.

Coke, ]. 5., Batson, C. D., & McDavis, K. (1978). Empathic mediation of helping: A two-stage
model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36, 752-766.

Costa, D. L., & Kahn, M. E. (2003). Civic engagement and community heterogeneity: An
economist’s perspective. Perspectives on Politics, 1, 103-111.

Dalbert, C. (2009). Belief in a just world. In M. R. Leary & R. H. Hoyle (Eds.), Handbook
of Individual Differences in Social Behavior (pp. 288-297). New York, NY: Guilford
Publications.

Dalbert, C., Montada, L., & Schmitt, M. (1987). Glaube an eine gerechte Welt als Motiv: Vali-
dierungskorrelate zweier Skalen [The belief in a just world as a motive: Validity corre-
lates of two scales). Psychologische Beitriige, 29, 596-615.

Darley, ]., & Batson, C. D. (1973). From Jerusalem to Jericho: A study of situational and
dispositional variables in helping behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
27,100-108.

Davis, M. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for a multidimen-
sional approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 113-126.

Dovidio, J. F. (1984). Helping behavior and altruism: An empirical and conceptual overview.
In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 17, pp. 361-427)-
New York, NY: Academic Press.

r

i
f

PR

S —

Altruism versus Egoism } 95

]. £, Piliavin, ]. A., Schroeder, D. A., & Penner, L. A. (2006). The social psychology
of prosocial behavior. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

pweck, C. 5. (2000). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and development.
Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press.

Dweck, C. 5., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and person-
ality. Psychological Review, 95, 256-273.

Eisenberg, N.. & Miller, P. A. (1087). Empathy and prosocial behavior. Psychological Bulletin,

Dov‘idloa

101, §1-119-
Fricse, M., & Wianke, M. (2014). Personal prayer buffers self-control depletion. Journal of

Experimental Social Psychology, 51, 56-59.

Farnham, A. (2003). Belief in a just world: Research progress over the past decade. Person-
ality and Individual Differences, 34, 795-817. .

Galen, L. W. (2012). Does religious belief promote prosociality? A critical examination. Psy-
chological Bulletin, 138, B76-906.

Gallup, G., Jr., & Castelli, J. (1989). The people’s religion: American faith in the Ninefies.
New York, NY: Macmillan.

Gebauer, ]. B, Géritz, A. 5., Hofmann, W, & Sedikides, C. (2012). Self-love or other-love?
Explicit other-preference but implicit self-preference. PLoS One, 7, e41789.

Gebauer, J. E., Joiner, T. E., Baumeister, R. E, Goritz, A. S., & Teismann, T. (2015). Altruistic
suicide or escaping a burdened self: Why does suicide ideation increase when one feels like
a burden on others? Manuscript under review, Universitdt Mannheim, Germany.

(Gebauer, ]. E., Leary, M. R, & Neberich, W. (2012). Big Two personality and Big Three mate
preferences: Similarity attracts, but country-level mate preferences crucially matter, Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38, 1579-1593.

Gebaner, J. E., & Maio, G. R. (2012). The need to belong can motivate belief in God. Journal
of Personality, 80, 465-501.

Gebauer, J. E., Paulhus, D. L., & Neberich, W. (2013). Big Two personality and religiosity
across cultures; Communals as religious conformists and agentics as religious contrar-
ians. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 4, 21-30.

Gebauer, J. E., Riketta, M., Broemer, P, & Maio, G. R. (2008). Pleasure and pressure based
prosocial motivation: Divergent relationships to subjective well-being. Journal of
Research in Personality, 42, 399-420.

Gebauer, ]. E., Sedikides, C., Leary, M. R., & Asendorpf, J. B. (2015). Lay belief in the exis-
tence of true altruism. Manuscript in preparation, Universitit Mannheim, Germany.

Gebauer, J. E., Sedikides, C., Liidtke, O., & Neberich, W. (2014). Agency-communion and
interest in prosocial behavior: Social motives for assimilation and contrast explain
sociocultural inconsistencies. Journal of Personality, 82, 452-466.

Giith, W,, Schmittberger, R., & Schwarze, B. (1982). An experimental analysis of ultimatum
bargaining. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 3, 367-388.

Hobbes, T. (1651). Leviathan: Or the matter, form, and power of a commonwealth, ecclesiasti-
cal and civil. London: A. Crooke.

Hoffman, M. L. (1981). Is altruism part of human nature? Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 40, 121-137.

Hornstein, H. A., LaKind, E., Frankel, G., & Manne, S. (1975). Effects of knowledge about
remote social events on prosocial behavior, social conception, and mood. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 1038-1046.



g6 { Jochen E. Gebauer, Constantine Sedikides, Mark R. Leary, and Jens B. Asendorpf

John, O. P, & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big-Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement,
and theoretical perspectives. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John (Eds.), Handbook of personal-
ity: Theory and research (2nd ed., pp. 102-139). New York, NY: Guilford Press.
Kahneman, D., Knetsch, J. L., & Thaler, R. H. {1986). Fairness and the assumptions of eco-
nomics. Journal of Business, 59, 285-300.
Kzne, R. (2005). A contemporary introduction to free will New York, NY: Oxford
University Press.
Kay, A. C., Gaucher, D,, Napier, ]. L., Callan, M., & Laurin, K. (2008). God and the govern-
ment: Testing a compensatory control mechanism for the support of external systems
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 18-35.
Krebs, D. L. (1975). Empathy and altruism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32,
1134-1146.
Kruglanski, A. W, Shah, J. Y,, Fishbach, A., Friedman, R., Chun, W.-Y,, & Sleeth-Keppler,
D. (2002). A theory of goal systems. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (vol. 34, pp. 331-376). New York, NY: Academic Press.
Leary, M. R. (2007). Motivational and emotional aspects of the self. Annual Review of Psy-
chology, 58, 317-344.
Lenton, A. P, Bruder, M., Slabu, L, & Sedikides, C. (2013). How does “being real” feel? The
experience of state authenticity. Journal of Personality, 81, 276-289.
Lerner, M. J. (1965). Evaluation of performance as a function of performer’s reward and
attractiveness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1, 355-360.
Lerner,M.]. (1980). The beliefin ajust world: A fundamental delusion. New York: Plenum Press.
Lerner, M. J., & Miller, D. T. (1978). Just world research and the attribution process: Looking
back and ahead. Psychological Bulletin, 85, 1030-1051.
Livingstone, S., & Markham, T. (2008) Mediating public participation: On the political sig-
nificance of everyday media consumpticn. British Journal of Sociology, 59, 351-371.
Maner, J. K., Luce, C. L., Neuberg, 8. L., Cialdini, R. B., Brown, S., & Sagarin, B. J. (2002).
The effects of perspective taking on motivations for helping: Still no evidence for altru-
istn. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1601-1610.
Marsh, H. W. (1996). Positive and negative self-esteem: A substantively meaningful distinc-
tion or artifactors? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 810-819.
McCullough, M. E., & Willoughby, B. L. B. (2009). Religion, self-control, and
self-regulation: Associations, explanations, and implications.. Psychological Bulletin,
135, 69-93.

Meind], J. R., & Lerner, M. ]. (1983). The heroic motive: Some experimental demonstrations
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 19, 1-20.

Miller, C. (2013). Moral character: An empirical theory. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press

Norenzayan, A., & Hansen, 1. G. (2006). Belief in supernatural agents in the face of death.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32,174-187.

Norenzayan, A., & Shariff, A. E (2008). The origin and evolution of religious prcsoc':ality-
Science, 322, 58-62.

Paulhus, D. L., & Carey; J. M. (2011). The FAD-Plus: Measuring lay beliefs regarding free will
and related constructs. Journal of Personality Assessment, 93, 96-104.

Paulhus, D. L., & Vazire, S. (2007). The self-report method. In R. W. Robins, R. C. Fraley, &
R. Krueger (Eds.), Handbook of research methods in personality psychology (pp. 224-239)-
New York, NY: Guilford Press.

e inime -
R ——

Altruism versus Egoism } 97

Piliavin, T A., & Charng, H. (1990). Altruism: A review of recent theory and research.
Annual Review of Sociology, 16, 27-65.

Piliavin, J. A Dovidio, J. E, Gaertner, S. L., & Clark, R. D., III (1981). Emergency interven-
tion. New York, NY: Academic Press.

piliavin, J. A, & Piliavin, I. M. (1973). The Good Samaritan: Why does he help? Unpublished
manuscript, University of Wisconsin, Madison, WI.

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. New York, NY: Free Press.

Rosenberg, M. (1956). Misanthropy and political ideology. American Sociological Review,
21, 690-695.

Rosenberg, M. (1957). Misanthropy and attitudes toward international affairs. Journal of
Conflict Resolution, 1, 340-345.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Rosenhan, D. L., Salovey, P, Karylowski, J., & Hargis, K. (1981). Emotion and altruism.
In] P Rushton & R. M. Sorrentine (Eds.), Altruism and helping behavior: Social, per-
sonality, and developmental perspectives (pp- 233-248). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Rousseaw, J. J. (1950). A discourse on the origin of inequality. In The social contract and dis-
courses. (G. D. H. Cole, trans.) New York: E. P. Dutton. {Original work published 1755.)

Rubin, Z., & Peplau, L. A. (1975). Who believes in a just world? Journal of Social Issues,
31, 65-89.

Ruether, R. (2005). Goddesses and the divine feminine: A Western religious history. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press.

Rushton, J. P. (1976). Socialization and the altruistic behavior of children. Psychological Bul-
letin, 83, 898-913.

Rushton, ]. P, Chrisjohn, R. D., & Fekken, G. C. (1981). The altruistic personality and the
self-report altruism scale, Personality and Individual Differences, 6, 34-43.

Sagy, A., & Hoffman, M. L. (1976). Empathic distress in newborns. Developmental Psychol-
0gy, 12, 175-176.

Sarogloy, V. (2012). Is religion not prosocial at all? Comment on Galen (2012). Psychological
Bulletin, 138, go7-912.

Saroglou, V. (2013). Religion, spirituality, and altruism. In K. I. Pargament, J. Exline, & J.
Jones (Eds.), APA Handbook of psychology, religion and spirituality (Vol. 1, pp. 439-457).
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Saroglou, V. (2014). Religion, personality, and social behavior. New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Saroglou, V., Pichon, I, Trompette, L., Verschueren, M., & Dernelle, R. (2005). Prosocial
behavior and religion: New evidence based on projective measures and peer ratings.
Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 44, 323-348.

Schuessler, K. E (1982). Measuring social life feelings. London, England: Jossey-Bass.

Schwartz, S. H. (1977). Normative influences on altruism. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances
in experimental social psychology (Vol. 10, pp. 221-279). New York, NY, Academic Press.

Shah, D. V. (1998). Civic engagement, interpersonal trust, and television use: An individual
level assessment of social capital. Political Psychology, 19, 469-496.

Sha‘riff, A. F, & Norenzayan, A. (2007). God is watching you: Priming God concepts
increases prosocial behavior in an anonymeus economic game. Psychological Science,
18, 803-809.



98 { Jochen E. Gebauer, Constantine Sedikides, Mark R. Leary, and Jens B. Asendorpf

Sedikides, C. (2010). Religiosity: Perspectives from social and personality psychology. Spe. ‘

cial issue of Personality and Social Psychology Review, 14(1).

Sedikides, C., & Gregg, A. P. {2008). Self-enhancement: Food for thought. Perspectives o,

Psychological Science, 3, 102-116.

Smith, A. (1853). The theory of moral sentiments. London, England: Henry G. Bohn. (Origi. :

nal work published 1759.)

Smith, K. D, Keating, J. P, & Stotland, E. (1989). Altruism revised: The effect of deuy'mg
feedback on a victims status to empathic witness. Journal of Personality and Social Psy,
chology, 57, 641-650.

Sober, E. (1988). What is evolutionary altruism? Canadian Journal of Philosophy,
18(sup1), 75-99.

Sober, E.,, & Wilson, D. S. (1998). Unto Others: The Evolution and Psychology of Unselfish .

Behavior. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Staub, E. (1974). Helping a distressed person: Social, personality, and stimulus determinants,
In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 7, pp. 293-341),
New York, NY: Academic Press.

Stich, S., Doris, J. M., & Roedder, E. (2010). Altruism. In J. M. Doris and the Moral Psychol-
ogy Research Group (Eds.), The handbook of moral psychology. Oxford, England: Oxford
University Press.

Stillman, T. F, Baumeister, R. E, Vohs, K. D., Lambert, N. M,, Fincham, E D., & Brewer,

L. E. (2010). Personal philosophy and personnel achievement: Belief in free will predicts p

better job performance. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 1, 43-50.

Stroessner, S. J., & Green, C.W. (1990). Effects of belief in free will or scientific determinism !

on attitudes toward punishment and locus of control. Journal of Social Psychology, 130,
789-799. .

Thomas, G., & Batson, C. D. (1981). Effect of helping under normative pressure on
self-perceived altruism. Social Psychology Quarterly, 44, 127-131.

Thomas, G. C., Batson, C. D., & Coke, . S. (1981). Do Good Samaritans discourage helpful-
ness? Self-perceived altruism after exposure to highly helpful others. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 40, 194-200.

Thompson, W. C., Cowan, C. L., & Rosenhan, D. L. (1980). Focus of attention mediates the
impact of negative affect on altruism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38,
291-300.

Tomas, J., & Oliver, A. (1999). Rosenberg’s self-esteem scale: Two factors or method effects.
Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 84-98.

Trivers, R. L. (1971). The evolution of reciprocal altruism. Quarterly Review of Biology,
46, 35-57.

Verplanken, B., & Holland, R. W. (2002). Motivated decision making: Effects of activation
and self-centrality of values on choices and behavior. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 82, 434-447.

Viney, W., Waldman, D., & Barchilon, J. (1982). Aftitudes toward punishment in relation to
beliefs in free will and scientific determinism. Human Relations, 35, 939-950.

Vohs, K. D., & Schooler, J. (2008). The value of believing in free will: Encouraging a belief in
scientific determinism increases cheating. Psychological Science, 19, 49-54.

\Webster, R. 7., & Saucier, D. A. (2013). Angels and demons are among us: Assessing indi-
dual differences in belief in pure evil and belief in pure good. Personality and Social
?sy;hpfog}' Bulletin, 39, 1455-1470.

Wrightsman, L. S. (1991). Interpersonal trust and attitudes toward human nature. In J.
P Robinson, P. R. Shaver, & L. S. Wrightsman (Eds.), Measures of personality and social
psychofthiCﬂf attitudes. London, England: Academic Press.

Altruism versus Egoism } 99






