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ABSTRACT

Morality is an eternal topic that has been contemplated and pursued by both philosophers and lay people alike for 
thousands of years. Psychologists have found that individuals' moral judgments, moral emotions, moral intentions, moral 
motivations, moral reasoning and moral behaviors are not internally consistent. Among these, moral behavior is most 
relevant to everyday life. Given that moral behaviors are influenced by various factors such as personality traits (e.g., virtue), 
social situations (e.g., time pressure), and social desirability (e.g., moral image), it is quite challenging to effectively and 
accurately measure moral behaviors both in the laboratory and in real-life social situations. Our current work synthesizes 
differing concepts of moral behaviors and their conceptual distinctions from diverse disciplinary perspectives. We then offer a 
selective review on differing paradigms such as scale method, laboratory experiment, virtual reality, field experiment, big data 
approaches and experience-sampling method. It is our hope that this work would inspire researchers to better capture and 
explore the complex and dynamic moral behaviors, and provide potential future prospects to the emerging trends of novel 
thoughts, theories, methods, paradigms and applications for unveiling moral behaviors and their underlying processes.
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INTRODUCTION

As the famous German philosopher Immanuel Kant 
once said: Two things awe me most, the starry sky 
above me and the moral law within me. Morality is an 
eternal topic that philosophers, psychologists and the 
general public have been contemplating, arguing, and 
debating for thousands of years. In recent years, the 
field of moral psychology has developed vigorously, 
covering divergent theories and methods from various 
domains such as social psychology, behavioral 
economics, neuroscience, experimental philosophy, and 
cultural anthropology (Haidt, 2007; Hu et al., 2018). 
Philosophy has a long history of intellectual discussions 
about morality, from Aristotle's virtue ethics to Kant's 
rat ional ism,  Hume's  emotional ism,  etc., these  

metaphysical philosophical thoughts have profoundly 
influenced psychological perspectives on morality (Peng 
et al., 2011b; Yu et al., 2011). In the early stages of 
psychology, influenced by Kantian rationalism, it mainly 
focused on the stages of moral development, moral 
inferences, and other cognitive factors (Kohlberg, 1994). 
Later, influenced by emotional revolution, it began to 
study non-cognitive factors such as moral emotions and 
moral intuitions (Carlo, 2014; Greene et al., 2001; Haidt, 
2001). We argue that, regardless of theoretical 
perspectives, morality research should ultimately center 
on describing, explaining, and promoting individuals' 
authentic moral behaviors in daily life contexts. Our 
current work seeks to synthesize differing moral 
paradigms to capture moral behaviors, which may be 
beneficial to inform moral education and moral 
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enhancement both in theory and in practice.

A large amount of literature shows that there are blatant 
inconsistencies between moral identity, moral 
judgments, moral intentions, moral motives, moral 
reasoning and moral behaviors. For instance, Bandura 
proposed a theory of moral disengagement to explain 
how and why people mentally defend themselves to 
avoid moral  punishment (Bandura e t  a l . ,  1996). 
Therefore, most extant moral indicators cannot 
accurately reflect and predict actual moral behaviors 
(Batson et al., 2002; FeldmanHall et al., 2012; Teper et al., 
2011). Although there are factors such as emotional 
states that can partly explain these inconsistencies 
(Teper et al., 2015), we contend that researchers cannot 
use moral intentions or moral motives to replace moral 
behaviors. Moral behaviors derive from a complex 
interplay between personality traits such as moral 
personality and social situations such as normative social 
contexts (Hu et al., 2018). In addition, there is a close 
relationship between moral behaviors and culture. The 
nature of a particular behavior may vary across cultures; 
an action considered immoral in one cultural context 
may be regarded as morally acceptable in another (Fiske 
& Rai, 2014). Using artificial stimuli to induce unethical/
immoral behaviors in laboratory settings is currently the 
mainstream paradigm for measuring moral behaviors 
(Hofmann et al., 2014), but we must be alert to the 
extent to which these behavioral paradigms can 
effectively simulate moral behaviors in our everyday life. 
To tackle this issue, our current review does not aim to 
provide a comprehensive overview of all types of moral 
behaviors, but rather to synthesize representative and 
diverse types of moral paradigms and their relative 
strengths and weaknesses. We also attempt to envision 
emerging trends of future directions of paradigm shift 
on moral behavior research, which ultimately inspire 
future work to better capture the complex and dynamic 
moral behaviors in real life settings.

DEFINING MORAL BEHAVIORS

Although moral behaviors have been widely concerned 
and studied, there is currently no consensual and unified 
definition. In addition to psychology, disciplines such as 
philosophy, economics, sociology, anthropology, and 
biology each have differing opinions and understandings 
to conceptualize moral behaviors. Biology emphasizes 
the survival and reproduction functions of moral 
behaviors, which are considered to be selfless and 
altruistic behaviors that can be observed among social 
animals (Ellemers et al., 2019). Evolutionary biologist 
Ayala (2010) defines moral behaviors as whether an 
individual considers the impacts of his/her behaviors on 
others in a compassionate way. If it is just immoral 
thoughts or behaviors that violate local ethical customs, 

such as eating pork, he didn't include it in the category 
of moral behaviors. Philosophy, law, and psychology put 
more emphasis on the social signaling functions of 
moral behaviors, focusing on how specific behaviors 
conform to different moral principles (Churchland, 
2011), the relationship between moral cognitions and 
moral behaviors (Blasi, 1980), and strive to distinguish 
moral behaviors from animal moral behaviors 
(Ellemers, 2018). Hertz and Krettenauer (2016) 
conducted a meta-analysis of 111 studies on moral 
behaviors, and defined moral behaviors as avoiding 
harm to others, or actively promoting the happiness of 
others by helping, sharing, and caring for others. They 
divided moral behaviors into three categories: Avoidance 
of antisocial behaviors such as aggression; prosocial 
behaviors, including volunteering, and other ethical 
behaviors. Liu (2008) believes that moral behaviors are 
actions that conform to social norms under the 
domination of moral will. We adopt a synthesized 
definition of moral behaviors that both emphasizes the 
observable moral behaviors and mental aspects of the 
moral agent, as well as is sensitive to social norms. In 
other words, whether an action is moral or not depends 
not only on whether the act itself is a conscious effort by 
the agent to cause harm to others, but also on the local 
social norms (Ayala, 2010). Therefore, moral behaviors 
are closely tied to the orderly operation and prosperity 
of human society. Moreover, there is an inseparable 
connection between morality and well-being. Rooted in 
the tradition of ancient Greek philosophy, virtue is 
regarded as the foundation of a good life, and well-being 
is seen as a lasting state of happiness that arises from 
living a life guided by moral reasoning (Dhiman, 2020). 
Moral behaviors promote both the well-being of others, 
and exert positive effects on the individual, helping to 
enhance well-being and improve mental health (Hoyda 
& Jarry, 2024).

MEASURING MORAL BEHAVIORS

Scale methods
The moral behavior scale does not capture the 
observable behavior in real life, but rather focuses on the 
participants' self-reported intention to behave morally or 
immorally (Krylova et al., 2017). For example, the Self-
Reported Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies scale 
(SINS) is a classic scale for measuring immoral behavior, 
which measures whether participants are willing to adopt 
unethical negotiation strategies, such as "deliberately 
distorting factual information to support your 
negotiation arguments or positions" (Hershfield et al., 
2012). In addition, some researchers have recently 
developed a more general daily moral behavior scale. 
Myyry et al. (2021) developed the three-point Morally 
Relevant Behaviors scale to evaluate the ethical or 
unethical behaviors of college students in their daily 
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lives. Although some researchers try to overcome the 
shortcomings of the scale method, moral behaviors are 
easily influenced by social norms and judgmental 
standards, it naturally has a strong color of right and 
wrong (Ellemers et al., 2019) and easily influenced by the 
social pressure (Graham et al., 2016), so the self-rating 
scale is easily affected by social approval and demand 
characteristics. There are many examples of moral 
contradictions in individuals who show a discrepancy 
between what they say they will do and what they 
actually do (FeldmanHall et al., 2012). For example, there 
is an inconsistency between immoral behavior measured 
by the scale and measured implicitly (Pozzoli et al., 
2016). Therefore, most current research seldom uses 
scales and surveys to measure moral behaviors.

Behavioral experiments
Cheating and lying behaviors
Because moral behaviors include the avoidance of 
antisocial behavior, the creation of artificial stimuli to 
measure participants' cheating or lying behavior in 
laboratory situations has become the dominant paradigm 
in current behavioral experiments (Graham, 2014). 
Cheating or lying behavior falls under a specific form of 
immoral behavior, which overstates individuals' 
performances to earn more money rewards, but it can 
undermine an individual's moral self-concept and may 
have long-term costs (Gino & Mogilner, 2014).

These paradigms are standardized and simple to operate, 
and participants' responses to stimuli are natural and 
authentic. Moreover, it's unquestionable that moral 
behaviors can be influenced by cultural elements, 
including languages, social contexts, social norms and so 
on (Graham et al., 2016). Using behavioral experiments 
can mitigate the influence of culture on moral behavior 
to some extent because it contains a collection of "moral 
rules and mathematical functions", which are 
independent of the cultural context and the natural 
language.

There are many kinds of paradigms to evaluate cheating 
or lying behaviors, such as anagram task (Wiltermuth, 
2011), computer-glitch cheating paradigm (Lu et al., 
2017), and so on. Ellemers et al. (2019) studied all the 
literature on moral psychology from 1940 to 2017 and 
obtained the three most influential papers in the field of 
moral behavior, and we will present the paradigm used 
in one of them to measure deceptive behavior: The 
number-search matrix task. It provides participants with 
20 matrices consisting of 12 three-digit numbers. The 
participants need to find as many numbers as possible in 
the matrix that add up to 10 within a limited time. At the 
end of the five minutes, each participant needs to report 
the number found, fold the answer sheet and throw it 
into the wastebasket containing the answer sheets of 

other participants. The whole process is completed 
without supervision. Therefore, the participants think 
that this is an anonymous answering process. But in fact, 
the last number of the last matrix in the participant's 
answer sheet corresponds to the participant's Identi-
fication number (Gino & Mogilner, 2014). Therefore, 
researchers can compare the number of self-reported 
participants with the actual number to determine 
whether the participant has committed a deceptive 
behavior.

However, these paradigms are limited to the laboratory 
settings and two specific immoral behaviors, and it's 
unsure that the laboratory paradigms can capture the 
psychological processes underlying the moral situations 
that people actually face in real life (Bauman et al., 2014), 
the results thus cannot be overly generalized to other 
moral domains or outside the lab.

Economic Games
Game theory has become a popular paradigm in 
behavioral and evolutionary research to study how this 
social control makes groups do better (Fehr & Gächter, 
2002), with the central idea that groups can benefit from 
enforced fair norms, but on the other hand, it is 
expensive for the individuals enforcing the norms 
(Eriksson et al., 2017). These games simulate real-life 
social dilemmas that can only be solved through 
collective action. Thus, preconceived beliefs about 
fairness, justice, harm, and other moral concerns about 
right and wrong are likely to influence participants' 
decisions (Clark et al., 2017). The ultimatum game was 

first introduced by Güth et al. (1982). The task consists 
of a proposer and a responder, the former has the right 
to propose an allocation plan for a certain amount of 
money, and the latter has to make a decision to accept or 
reject the plan. If the responder chooses to accept, both 
parties will receive the corresponding amount of money 
in the allocation plan; if the responder chooses to reject, 
both parties will gain nothing. Whether the responder 
rejects is the result of a trade-off between perceived 
fairness of the money-sharing strategy and financial 
harm to the proposer (Oosterbeek et al., 2004). Using the 
ultimatum game, Crockett et al. (2010) found that 
participants with more serotonin were less likely to reject 
unfair offers.

However, economic games' disadvantages are also very 
prominent. Explicit and implicit factors may have 
impacts on the bargaining games, such as culture, 
expectations, property rights, etc., which may lead to 
diverse behaviors (Hoffman et al., 1994; Oosterbeek et al
., 2004; Suleiman, 1996). And this kind of paradigm fails 
to take into account social situations, specific norms, and 
emotional experiences that have a significant impact on 
moral or unethical behavior in real life (Ellemers et al., 
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2019). It is thus deemed as artificial forgery and the 
findings cannot directly capture, explain and predict the 
complex and dynamic real-life moral behaviors.

Cooperation paradigms
Buchan et al. (2009) developed a multilevel sequential 
contribution (MSC) paradigm to measure the impacts of 
globalized experiences on cooperative behaviors, which 
was born out of the multilevel public-goods experiment 
paradigm but the difference is that in the MSC 
paradigm, the decisions made by the participants do not 
affect the group they belong to, but affect themselves 
and others in the future. Participants would receive 10 
tokens at the beginning of the experiment. The actual 
value of one token is equivalent to 0.5 United States 
dollars. There are three accounts: Personal Account, 
Local Account and World Account. Each token invested 
in a personal account is equivalent to the value of a 
token for the participants; each token invested in a local 
account would be equally divided among three local 
anonymous individuals, except for the participants. The 
token value would be doubled by the experimenter, that 
is, for every token invested in the local account, half of 
the token value would be lost; each token would be 
invested in the world account, and the examiner would 
triple the token, but participants can only get one-
twelfth of it, and the remaining tokens would be divided 
equally into three other anonymous participants from 
the same area as the participant and two groups of four 
from different countries (the participant was not told the 
specific country, they only know they are from any of 
the four continents where the research is conducted), 
that is to say, for every token invested in the local 
account, the participant would lose three-quarters of the 
token value. The tokens allocated to the local account 
and the world account represent the moral behaviors of 
the participants, but the difference is that the represent-
atives allocated to the local account can only represent 
the participants' cooperation with narrow local groups, 
while the tokens allocated to the world account expand 
the boundaries of cooperation to include local and non-
local individuals. This paradigm is an experimental 
paradigm for studying the boundary effects of 
cooperative behaviors that is worthy of advocacy and 
promotion, because it distinguishes different levels of 
cooperation objects, which makes it possible to examine 
people's moral inclinations towards themselves, 
ingroups, and outgroups. These findings are inspiring to 
induce more open questions: Given that we all live in a 
multicultural world (Hu et al., 2020), do people's 
divergent experiences of globalization expand 
cooperation with outgroups members or solidify their 
initial preferences for ingroups members. What might be 
the mediation mechanisms and boundary conditions? 
Are they affected by moral values? Are they affected by 
differing psychological strategies to cope with global-

ization, such as multicultural acquisition and ethnic 
protection (Hu et al., 2020; Hu et al., 2021)? These are 
still open issues to be explored by future work.

Virtual reality (VR)
Virtual social psychology is a new paradigm in which has 
emerged in recent years (Peng et al., 2011a). Due to 
ethical reasons, laboratory experiments could not expose 
participants to dangerous situations, which affects the 
validity of social behaviors. For example, risk-taking 
behavior refers to the behavior that helpers protect and 
save others even at the cost of their lives. This kind of 
risk-taking behavior is highly dangerous and will deplete 
one's own interest, but it has obvious potential benefits 
(Farthing, 2005). Due to the high risk of this behavior, 
relevant empirical studies have avoided exposing the 
participants to the crisis situation itself, but this may 
have psychological impacts on the participants and 
interfere with the authenticity of the situation (Slater et al
., 2013). However, the latest developments in immersive 
virtual environment technology enable these behaviors 
to be performed in an artificial but real 3D digital world. 
Studies have found that behaviors observed in VR 
experiments are highly consistent with behaviors 
observed in a typical laboratory environment (McCall et 
al., 2009). For example, Slater et al. (2006) found that 
using VR technology to repeat Milgram's classic 
obedience study, the participants' responses were 
consistent with those in the original experiment, even 
when only faced with virtual participants and electric 
shocks. Therefore, some researchers used VR 
technology to measure people's true reactions to the 
trolley problem, and found that most of the participants 
showed moral utilitarianism instead of both the 
utilitarian and deontological behaviors in the original 
moral dilemmas (Francis et al., 2016; Navarrete et al., 
2012). Therefore, VR, as a research paradigm that 
combines the advantages of laboratory experiments and 
real situations, achieves a certain balance between 
internal validity and ecological validity, it is worthy of 
further advocacy and promotion. The results, however, 
show that not all social situations in real life can be well 
simulated, for instance, the present VR moral researches 
address single virtual reconstraction of the moral 
dilemma (Francis et al., 2016), so it needs to be included 
to consider constructing multiple personal moral 
dilemma and cross-validated with field experiments or 
real life moral behaviors.

Field experiments
The field experiment has been applied in social 
psychology for a long time, its conditions are open and 
dynamic, containing various factors that are much more 
complex than the laboratory condition, thus providing 
conditions for studying complex mental processes in real 
life. Although the internal validity of field experiments is 
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not as good as that of laboratory experiments, a well-
designed field experiment can make up for this defect to 
a certain extent and bring out the advantages of high 
ecological validity. Cohn et al. (2019) measured integrity 
behaviors of more than 17,000 participants in 355 cities 
of 40 countries. They randomly selected a experimenter 
from 11 male experimenters and 2 female experimenters 
to pretend that he/she found the wallet on the street 
corner, but he/she was in a hurry, and hoped that the 
chosen participant would take care of the wallet. The 
wallet contains a small amount of cash and the owner's 
email address. The operational definition of integrity 
behavior is whether the participant will contact the 
owner's email address within 100 days. In this study, it is 
surprising that China has the lowest integrity behavior of 
all countries. This may be because "take care of" is 
translated as "custodial" in the Chinese context, which 
hinders the Chinese participants from returning their 
wallets. It was also found that in an 11-week field 
experiment in a supermarket where eye images or 
control images were displayed on charity collection 
buckets, there was a 48% increase in donation behavior 
for the presence of eye images compared to control 
images (Powell et al., 2012).

In recent years, the field experiment method has been 
more favored and adopted in the fields of social 
psychology and organizational behavior (Hansen & 
Tummers, 2020), however, field experiments still have 
many drawbacks (Heiman, 1995), such as the lack of 
adequate control over additional variables in the 
environment, which reduces internal validity; the lack of 
response control in field experiments because no guide 
is provided to instruct participants, whose responses 
may be very broad; the difficulty of consistently manipu-
lating an independent variable in field situations, where 
experimental assistants are usually used to set up a 
situation, and the assistant's behavior may not be 
consistent and may involuntarily respond to a more 
natural behavior of the participant; the sample of field 
experiments lacks representativeness, and participants 
are often not randomly selected under field conditions; a 
final issue is the ethics of field experiment, in some 
contexts, the research procedure may be considered an 
invasion of privacy (Carrier, 1999). This reveals to us 
that the influence of other interfering variables, such as 
time, space, language expression, etc., should be reduced 
as much as possible to improve the field experiment's 
precise control, so as to get more rigorous research 
conclusions.

Big data approaches
Big data psychology has become a research hotspot and 
paradigm shift in recent years (Yu et al., 2015). The 
measurement paradigm of moral behaviors is mostly 
confined to laboratories without social contexts, and the 

rise of big data technology provides a more ecologically 
valid method for capturing moral behaviors in real life. 
Researchers believe that language can infer the human 
psyche (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Therefore, extracting 
semantic information from social platforms allows 
researchers to infer the relationship between natural 
language and psychological phenomena. This method is 
called natural language processing which originated in 
the 1950s (Dostert, 1955). The implementation of 
Natural Language Processing (NLP) differs greatly 
between different methods. In order to clarify the 
concept, Iliev et al. (2015) divide NLP methods into 
three categories. Here is a brief description of the 
differences between the three methods.

The first method is called user-defined dictionaries 
(UDD), which relies on a dictionary developed by 
experts. It includes words related to the dimension of 
interest. The purpose is to classify the semantic content 
of the text according to a given dimension. The method 
is to sum the number of occurrences of words related to 
the dimension specified by UDD in the text 
(Pennebaker, 2011; Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). Yu et 
al. (2020) and others used a similar method to describe 
how the Chinese people's moral motivation changes 
dynamically within 24 h a day. They found that people 
have the highest moral motivation in the morning, 
followed by a decline in moral motivation in the 
afternoon and evening. Among them, eating time and 
sleep time would restore moral motivation (Yu et al., 
2020). The second method is called feature extraction, 
which relies on machine learning algorithms to extract 
features from text and can predict variables of interest. 
The algorithm needs to be trained on a subset of the text 
related to the variable, and then it can be applied to the 
target text after passing the test. Both of these methods 
only consider the occurrence rate of words and ignore 
the context in which the words appear. The third 
method is the word co-occurrence method, which tries 
to make up for this shortcoming by capturing the 
contextual connections between words. This method 
usually goes through several steps, and the specific steps 
have differences among differing methods (Hoover et al., 
2018). Researchers have used big data methods to 
examine ethical issues. For example, Graham et al. (2009) 
found that liberals' corpus of sermons (corpus of 
sermons) pay more attention to harm and fairness, while 
conservatives pay more attention to sacredness and 
authority. This conclusion was consistent with their 
previous research. Big data methods are widely used and 
are most closely related to people's natural behaviors, 
and behavior trends based on massive data can describe 
more universal moral behaviors. Its disadvantage is that 
the relevant models cannot explain causality and cannot 
exclude the subtle influence, even the word co-
occurrence method can only take into account the 
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context in which the two words occur together, not the 
dynamic and subtle contextual connections. Therefore, 
although it is worthy of advocacy and promotion, it 
should be cautiously inferred in the research process and 
form a corroborating relationship of complementarity 
with other moral paradigms.

Experience-sampling methods
Experience-sampling methods were first created by 
Rexford Hersey in 1932 to measure the daily work 
experience of 12 men (Beal, 2015). In recent years, the 
experience sampling method (ESM) has been widely 
used in the field of organizational behavior, and related 
studies have obtained repeated measures (daily, multiple 
times per day) of employees' perceptions of various 
structures, with the aim of obtaining employees' lived 
day-to-day experiences (Gabriel et al., 2019). However, it 
was not until 2014 that Hofmann et al. (2014) published 
in Science, pioneered the application of ESM to morality, 
extending the scenario of moral behaviors to any place 
where people are at the time of the cell phone ring 
notification and any ethically relevant behaviors they 
exhibit, maximizing the ecological validity of the study. 
They selected 1252 adult participants aged 18-68 years in 
the United States and Canada and sent a questionnaire 
on moral behaviors and nine different moral emotional 
(e.g., guilt, disgust) state scales to participants at random 
five times a day for three days from 9 am to 9 pm. The 
questionnaire on moral behaviors recorded whether the 
participants had, in the past hour acted ethically or 
unethically, whether they were the recipients of moral 
behaviors, or whether they witnessed or heard about the 
moral/immoral behaviors. While previous moral 
psychology has focused more on immoral behaviors, this 
study also shows that people regularly encounter a 
variety of caring, generous, and well-intentioned 
behaviors in their daily lives. This study validates some 
conclusions obtained in the laboratory, such as moral 
license and moral contagion (being the subject of moral 
behaviors increases the likelihood of subsequent moral 
behavior), but also rejects some conclusions that were 
regarded as norms in the past, such as the absence or 
presence of religious beliefs has no significant effects on 
the performance of moral behaviors. Following this, a 
body of literature has emerged that uses ESM to study 
ethical behavior. For example, Meindl et al. (2015) tested 
the consistency of real world morality via two experience 
sampling studies; Prentice et al. (2020) used the ESM to 
study the relationship between moral need satisfaction, 
ethical behavior, and psychological flourishing.

Although the empirical sampling method is effective in 
capturing real-life ethical behavior, it remains a form of 
self-reporting and faces some unavoidable challenges 
that sometimes limit its usefulness, such as repeated 
assessments, missing data, internal validity, and other 

issues (Beal, 2015). Ellemers et al. (2019) argue that most 
of the current moral research is limited to the 
interpersonal level and that more intragroup or 
intergroup moral behavior should be considered in the 
future by conducting a meta-analysis of 1278 moral 
psychology-related papers. Unfortunately, however, the 
ESM is still a within-person level approach that cannot 
assess group morality (Gabriel et al., 2019).

Comparisons of different moral behaviors 
measurements
As shown in Table 1, each measurement method has its 
own advantages and limitations, making it suitable for 
different research contexts. The scale method is easy to 
administer, but is rarely used due to the influence of 
social desirability and the deviation of measured 
intentions from actual behavior. The three types of 
behavioral experiments are standardized and have good 
internal validity, but their ecological validity is not 
sufficient due to the limitations of the laboratory 
context. Methods with higher ecological validity, such as 
virtual reality, field experiments, big data approaches, 
and experience-sampling methods, are able to capture 
real-life moral behaviors, but they also face different 
challenges such as technological constraints, difficulties 
in controlling variables, and ethical concerns. Notably, 
other factors also influence the applicability of these 
measurement methods. For example, cultural factors 
may affect economic games and cooperation paradigms, 
while technological advancements are expected to 
further promote the use of methods such as VR and big 
data approaches.

In summary, there is no single optimal method. Future 
research should integrate methods based on research 
needs, combining multiple paradigms in order to more 
fully capture the complex and dynamic nature of moral 
behaviors in real life.

DISCUSSION AND FUTURE PROSPECTS

Moral behaviors are core components of human beings' 
psychological processes and behavioral patterns. Moral 
phenomena permeate all aspects of the social field and 
partly constitute people's rapidly changing social life 
(Hoover et al., 2018). In ancient and modern times 
worldwide, for a long time, the study of ethics was 
mainly in the hands of philosophers who contemplated 
about ethical issues in discursive forms,. For psychology, 
as an empirical science, the adoption of rigorous and 
sophisticated experimental paradigms to verify or falsify 
metaphysical ethical disputes is highly symbolic and 
transformative, which has gradually emgerged as a new 
and flourishing field of study: Experimental ethics 
(Peng et al., 2011b).
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Table 1: Comparison of different moral behavior measurement methods

Method category Advantages Limitations Applicable contexts

Scale method Clear standards; easy to administer Susceptible to social desirability bias; low 
ecological validity

Suitable for preliminary investigation; this 
method is rarely used in current research

Cheating and lying 
paradigms

Standardized;  easy to operationalize; 
less influenced by cultural factors

Limited generalizability; specific to certain 
behaviors

Measuring two specific immoral behaviors

Economic games Structured; highly controllable; 
simulates social dilemmas

Influenced by culture and expectations; lacks 
real-world behavior validity

Applicable for simulating collective action 
in resolving social dilemmas

Cooperation paradigms Differentiates different levels of 
cooperation targets; reveals boundary 
effects

Mechanisms are complex; culturally sensitive Suitable for examining cooperation across 
relationships

Virtual reality Balanced control and realism; captures 
high-risk moral behaviors

Limited scenarios; technology-dependent Ideal for simulating high-risk or ethically 
difficult real-life settings

Field experiments High ecological validity; close to real 
life

Difficult to control variables; ethical issues; 
low internal validity

Applicable in studying moral behaviors in 
natural, uncontrolled environments

Big data approaches Analyzes large-scale natural behavior; 
shows widespread trends

No causal inference; sensitivity to contextual 
semantics

Best for uncovering universal moral 
behavior patterns

Experience-sampling 
Methods

Captures real-life moral behavior; has 
strong ecological validity

Self-report bias; missing data issues; difficult 
to assess collective or group-level morality

Excellent for tracking individual-level 
dynamic moral activity in real-world context

Among differing aspects of morality, moral behaviors 
are undoubtedly the most important and practical 
constructs because it's the ultimate standards of moral 
psychology research (Ellemers et al., 2019). The study of 
moral behaviors can provide us with guiding ideology 
and practical strategies for conducting effective moral 
education, leading moral progress, and shaping better 
ethical environments. Our selective review distinguishes 
different definitions of moral behaviors, and emphasizes 
the importance of moral principles and moral will. 
Secondly, we review the existing paradigms of measuring 
moral behaviors, mainly from the directions of scale 
method, experimental method, VR, big data and 
empirical sampling method, which are classic paradigms 
in social psychology in an ecological validity incremental 
manner. We did not list all the indicators that measure 
ethical behavior, such as moral neuroscience, because 
the field is currently immature and still controversial 
(Abend, 2013). By reviewing and explaining in detail the 
various paradigms of moral behaviors and their relative 
strengths and weaknesses, we actually hope to provide a 
representative academic landscape for researchers in the 
field of morality to better detect and capture authentic 
moral behaviors. Our research reviews the major current 
paradigms for measuring moral behavior, but it is 
important to note that cultural differences may influence 
the applicability and validity of these methods. Cultural 
norms can shape how individuals interpret moral 
behavior, meaning that the same measurement tool may 
yield different standards and interpretations across 
cultural contexts. For example, individuals from 
collectivist cultures are more likely to respond in the 
direction of societal expectations (Lalwani et al., 2006), 
making the scale method more susceptible to social 
desirability bias in such contexts. Moreover, individuals 
from Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and 
Democratic cultures tend to value individual autonomy, 

while those from other cultures emphasize collective 
responsibility and social obligations (Graham et al., 
2016). So experience-sampling methods may differ in 
their focus on analyzing moral events in different 
cultural contexts. Therefore, we should fully consider 
cultural factors when choosing measurement paradigms 
and interpreting measurement results. It is also our hope 
that future researchers can learn from the advantages of 
various paradigms, take cultural and other factors into 
comprehensive consideration, and create more natural 
paradigms to capture people's authentic moral life.

Future considerations of moral paradigms should 
emphasize their inclusiveness, contextuality, universality, 
and technological adaptability. First, the moral domain 
should be expanded. According to the moral foundation 
theory proposed by Haidt and Joseph (2004), morality 
can be divided into five basic categories: Care, fairness, 
loyalty, authority and sacredness. The current 
mainstream laboratory paradigms mostly focus on 
investigating one or two moral categories (such as care 
and fairness). Future research should include broader 
moral categories and draw on traditional paradigms in 
other disiplines, such as experimental philosophy 
(Knobe et al., 2012), Fei Xiaotong's notion of "Cha-Xu-
Ge-Ju" (Yu & Xu, 2018a), helping behaviors, aggressive 
behaviors, developmental psychology, educational 
psychology, organizational behavior, artificial intelligence 
(AI; Yu & Xu, 2018b) and other theories and methods. 
Second, the profound impacts of culture on moral 
behaviors are deeply ingrained (Graham et al., 2016; Hu 
et al., 2018; Hu et al., 2018; Hu et al., 2020). Because the 
cultural roots of "human nature is inherently good", 
Chinese people pay more attention to moral evaluation 
and normative contextual influence, and have a higher 
concealment for the appearance of moral behaviors 
(Zhang & Wang, 2010). Research shows that Chinese 
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people exhibit less unethical behavior in the presence of 
a third party, compared with counterparts from Western 
culture (Seo et al., 2020). Therefore, whether the moral 
paradigms derived from Western moral psychology 
discourse can properly capture the moral behaviors of 
1.4 billion Chinese people is still questionable. 
Therefore, we emphasize the necessity of incorporating 
a cultural perspective into the measurement of moral 
behavior to ensure that future research paradigms are 
more culturally adaptive. Third, future research should 
explore the antecedents and consequences of moral 
behaviors. For example, what vital roles does time, 
space, and social interactions play in the dynamic 
constructions of moral behaviors, how do moral 
behaviors differ across various types of social 
relationships such as family, friends, strangers, ingroup, 
outgroup, AI etc., and whether people with virtues are 
happier than people without virtues (Yu et al., 2014). 
Taking well-being as a typical example, it has been 
shown that engaging in moral behaviors is associated 
with increases in happiness and sense of purpose 
(Hofmann et al., 2014). At the same time, acts of 
kindness have a positive impact on life satisfaction and 
can enhance individual well-being (Buchanan & Bardi, 
2010). The close connection between moral behaviors 
and well-being suggests that future research could 
consider moral behaviors as a potential pathway through 
which well-being can be improved. Fourth, the impact 
of advances in emerging technologies such as AI on the 
study of moral behaviors deserves further attention. 
With the rapid development of AI technologies, tools 
such as deep learning and natural language processing 
have begun to be integrated into moral psychology. For 
example, AI can be used to identify and classify immoral 
content in social media (Shah et al., 2022); in the field of 
digital forensics, machine learning has also been used to 
analyze large datasets and to predict crimes and frauds 
(Qadir & Varol, 2020). AI not only facilitates the 
development of big data approaches in moral behaviors 
research, but can itself be used as an object of moral 
judgment to study the mechanisms of human responses 
to immoral requests (Lanz et al., 2024). Therefore, future 
research should reflect on effective ways to integrate AI 
into the measurement and modeling framework of moral 
behaviors to build a more practical research paradigm.

Taken together, future directions of moral behaviors 

research include (but not limited to) the following 

themes: First, how to use well-integrated paradigms to 

detect and capture real-life moral behaviors of Chinese 

people (and more nuanced cultural subgroups such as 

differing social class, geographical regions, and ethnic 

groups); second, how to describe, explain, and predict 

the moral diversity of Chinese society (such as 

mainstream culture and subcultures); third, how to 

implement effective moral education strategies for 

different social groups based on empirical evidence, etc; 

fourth, it is essential to explore how AI technologies can 

be used to develop more effective research tools for 

moral behaviors, in order to capture individuals' 

authentic moral experiences and promote the further 

advancement of AI moral psychology. Future work 

should further advance basic research, applied research 

and translational work to advance our understanding of 

these vital moral issues, unveil their underlying 

mechanisms and inform better policy-making in the 

moral domain.

DECLARATION

Acknowledgement
We acknowledge for Professor Kaiping PENG for his 
constructive comments and suggestions for this 
manuscript

Author contributions
Yumeng Sun: Conceptualization, Writing—Original 
draft preparation, Writing—Reviewing and Editing. Yue 
Teng: Conceptualization, Writing—Originaldraft 
preparation. Siqi Zhao: Conceptualization, Writing—
Original draft preparation. Huarong Liu: Conceptual-
ization, Writing—Original draft preparation. Xiaomeng 
Hu: Conceptualization, Supervision, Projecta dminis-
tration.

Source of funding
This work was supported by the people's psychology 
innovation research fund of the Department of 
psychology, Renmin University of China (No. RXB003).

Ethical approval
Not applicable.

Informed consent
Not applicable.

Conflict of interest
The authors declare no competing interest.

Use of large language models, AI and 
machine learning tools
This study used GPT-4 to polish the English 
expressions and improve the readability of the text. The 
authors take full responsibility for the content and 
interpretations.

Data availability statement
Not applicable.

REFERENCES

Abend, G. (2013). What the science of morality doesn't say about morality. 



Well-Being Sci Rev 2025;1(2): 86-96 http://www.wsrjournal.org

94

Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 43(2), 157-200. https://doi.org/10.1177/

0048393112440597

Ayala, F. J. (2010). The difference of being human: Morality. Proceedings of the 

National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 107(2), 9015-

9022. https://doi.org/10.2307/25681533

Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V., & Pastorelli, C. (1996). 

Mechanisms of moral disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(2), 364-374. https://doi.org/

10.1037/0022-3514.71.2.364

Batson, C. D., Thompson, E. R., & Chen, H. (2002). Moral hypocrisy: 

Addressing some alternatives. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83

(2), 330-339. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.2.330

Bauman, C. W., McGraw, A. P., Bartels, D. M., Warren, C. (2014). Revisiting 

external validity: Concerns about trolley problems and other sacrificial 

dilemmas in moral psychology. Social & Personality Psychology Compass, 8

(9), 536-554. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12131

Beal, D. J. (2015). ESM 2.0: State of the art and future potential of experience 

sampling methods in organizational research. Annual Review of 

Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 2(1), 383-407. https:/

/doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111335

Blasi, A. (1980). Bridging moral cognition and moral action: A critical review 

of the literature. Psychological Bulletin, 88(1), 1-45. https://doi.org/10.

1037/0033-2909.88.1.1

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology, 3(2), 77-101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

Buchan, N. R., Grimalda, G., Wilson, R., Brewer, M., Fatas, E., & Foddy, M. 

(2009). Globalization and human cooperation. Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 106(11), 4138-4142. 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0809522106

Buchanan, K. E., & Bardi, A. (2010). Acts of kindness and acts of novelty 

affect life satisfaction. The Journal of Social Psychology, 150(3), 235-237. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540903365554

Carlo, G. (2014). The development and correlates of prosocial moral 

behaviors. In M. Killen & J. G. Smetana (Eds.), Handbook of moral 

development (pp. 208-234). Psychology Press.

Carrier J. (1999). Reflections on ethical problems encountered in field 

research on Mexican male homosexuality: 1968 to present. Culture, 

Health &  Sexuality, 1(3),  207-221. https://doi.org/10.1080/

136910599300987

Churchland, P. S. (2011). Braintrust: What neuroscience tells us about morality. UK: 

Princeton University Press.

Clark, C. B., Swails, J. A., Pontinen, H. M., Bowerman, S. E., Kriz, K. A., & 

Hendricks, P. S. (2017). A behavioral economic assessment of 

individualizing versus binding moral foundations. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 112, 49-54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.02.

052

Cohn, A., Marechal, M. A., Tannenbaum, D., & Zund, C. L. (2019). Civic 

honesty around the globe. Science, 365(6448), 70-73. https://doi.org/10.

1126/science.aau8712

Crockett, M. J., Clark, R., Hauser, R., & Robbins, R. W. (2010). Serotonin 

selectively influences moral judgment and behavior through effects on 

harm aversion. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 

States of America, 107(40), 17433-17438. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.

1009396107

Dhiman, S. (2020). Being good and being happy: Eudaimonic well-being 

insights from Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. In P. L. Perrewé, P. D. 

Harms, & C. H. Chang (Eds.), The Palgrave handbook of workplace well-being 

(pp. 1-30). Cham: Springer International Publishing.

Dostert, L. E. (1955). The georgetown-ibm experiment. In W. N. Locke, & A. 

D. Booth (Eds.), Machine translation of languages (pp. 124-135). John 

Wiley & Sons.

Ellemers, N. (2018). Morality and social identity. In M. V. Zomeren, & J. 

Dovidio (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of the human essence (pp. 147-158). 

UK: Oxford Library of Psychology, Oxford University Press.

Ellemers, N., Toorn, J. V. D., Paunov, Y., & Leeuwen, T. V. (2019). The 

psychology of morality: A review and analysis of empirical studies 

published from 1940 through 2017. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 

23(4), 332-366. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318811759

Eriksson, K., Strimling, P., Andersson, P. A., & Lindholm, T. (2017). Costly 

punishment in the ultimatum game evokes moral concern, in particular 

when framed as payoff reduction. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 

69, 59-64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.09.004

Farthing, G. W. (2005). Attitudes toward heroic and nonheroic physical risk 

takers as mates and as friends. Evolution and Human Behavior, 26(2), 171-

185. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2004.08.004

Fehr, E., & Gächter, S. (2002). Altruistic punishment in humans. Nature, 415, 

137-140. https://doi.org/10.1038/415137a

FeldmanHall, O., Mobbs, D., Evans, D., Hiscox, L., Navardy, L., & Dalgleish, 

T. (2012). What we say and what we do: The relationship between real 

and hypothetical moral choices. Cognition, 123(3), 434-441. https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.02.001

Fiske, A. P., & Rai, T. S. (2014). Virtuous violence: Hurting and killing to create, 

sustain, end, and honor social relationships. Cambridge University Press.

Francis, K. B., Charles, H., Howard, I. S., Michaela, G., Giorgio, G., Grace, 

A., Sylvia, T., & Wan, X. (2016). Virtual morality: Transitioning from 

moral judgment to moral action? PloS One, 11(10), e0164374. https://

doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0164374

Gabriel A. S., Podsakoff, N. P., Beal, D. J., Scott, B. A., Sonnentag, S., 

Trougakos, J. P., & Butts, M. M. (2019). Experience sampling methods: 

A discussion of critical trends and considerations for scholarly 

advancement. Organizational Research Methods, 22(4), 969-1006. https://

doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626

Gino, F., & Mogilner, C. (2014). Time, money, and morality. Psychological 

Science, 25(2), 414-421. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613506438

Graham, J., Haidt, J., & Nosek, B. A. (2009). Liberals and conservatives rely 

on different sets of moral foundations. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 96(5), 1029-1046. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015141

Graham, J., Meindl, P., Beall, E., Johnson, K. M., & Zhang, L. (2016). Cultural 

differences in moral judgment and behavior, across and within 

societies. Current Opinion in Psychology, 8, 125-130. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007

Graham, J. (2014). Morality beyond the lab. Science, 345(6202), 1242-1242. 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259500

Greene, J. D., Sommerville, R. B., Nystrom, L. E., Darley, J. M., & Cohen, J. 

D. (2001). An fMRI investigation of emotional engagement in moral 

judgment. Science, 293(5537), 2105-2108. https://doi.org/10.1126/

science.1062872

Güth, W., Schmittberger, R., & Schwarze, B. (1982). An experimental analysis 

of ultimatum bargaining. Journal of economic behavior & organization, 3(4), 

367-388. https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-2681(82)90011-7

Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist 

approach to moral judgment. Psychological Review, 108(4), 814-834. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.108.4.814

Haidt, J. (2007). The new synthesis in moral psychology. Science, 316(5827), 

998-1002. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1137651

Haidt, J., & Joseph, C. (2004). Intuitive ethics: How innately prepared 

intuitions generate culturally variable virtues. Daedalus, 133(4), 55-66.

Hansen, J. A., & Tummers, L. G. (2020). A systematic review of field 

experiments in public administration. Public Administration Review, 80(6), 

921-931. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13181

Heiman, G. W. (1995). Research methods in psychology (pp. 311-314). Houghton 

Mifflin Company.

Hershfield, H. E., Cohen, T. R., & Thompson, L. (2012). Short horizons and 

tempting situations: Lack of continuity to our future selves leads to 

unethical decision making and behavior. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 117(2), 298-310. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

obhdp.2011.11.002

Hertz, S. G., & Krettenauer, T. (2016). Does moral identity effectively predict 

moral behavior? A meta-analysis. Review of General Psychology, 20(2), 129-

140. https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000062

https://doi.org/10.1177/0048393112440597
https://doi.org/10.1177/0048393112440597
https://doi.org/10.2307/25681533
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.2.364
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.2.364
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.2.330
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12131
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111335
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111335
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0809522106
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540903365554
https://doi.org/10.1080/136910599300987
https://doi.org/10.1080/136910599300987
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.02.052
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.02.052
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau8712
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau8712
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1009396107
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1009396107
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318811759
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2004.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1038/415137a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0164374
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0164374
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613506438
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259500
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1062872
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1062872
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-2681(82)90011-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.108.4.814
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1137651
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13181
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000062


Well-Being Sci Rev 2025;1(2): 86-96 http://www.wsrjournal.org

95

Hoffman, E., McCabe, K., Shachat, K., & Smith, V. (1994). Preferences, 

property rights, and anonymity in bargaining games. Games and Economic 

Behavior, 7(3), 346-380. https://doi.org/10.1006/game.1994.1056

Hofmann, W., Wisneski, D. C., Brandt, M. J., & Skitka, L. J. (2014). Morality 

in everyday life. Science, 345(6202), 1340-1343. https://doi.org/10.

1126/science.1251560

Hoover, J., Johnson, K., Boghrati, R., Graham, J., & Dehghani, M. (2018). 

Moral framing and charitable donation: Integrating exploratory social 

media analyses and confirmatory experimentation. Collabra: Psychology, 4

(1), 9. https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.129

Hoyda, J. J., & Jarry, J. L. (2024). Moral centrality is associated with better 

mental health through eudaimonic well-being. Current Psychology, 43(10), 

9130-9140. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-023-05080-4

Hu, X., Han, Y., Yu, F., & Peng, K. (2020). [The double-edged sword effect 

of multicultural experience: Psychological consequences and boundary 

conditions]. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 69(1), 1-9.

Hu, C. S., Peng, K., & Chen, S. X. (2021). [Cultural psychology interpretation 

of globalization paradox]. Applied Psychology, 70(1), 1-25.

Hu, X., Yu, F., & Peng, K. (2018). [How does culture affect morality? 

Intercultural variation, intracultural variation and multicultural 

perspectives]. Advances in Psychological Science, 26(11), 2081-2090. https://

doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2018.02081

Iliev, R., Dehghani, M., & Sagi, E. (2015). Automated text analysis in 

psychology: Methods, applications, and future developments. Language 

and Cognition, 7(2), 265-290. https://doi.org/10.1017/langcog.2014.30

Kistler, D., Thöni, C., & Welzel, C. (2017). Survey response and observed 

behavior: Emancipative and secular values predict prosocial behaviors. 

Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 48(4), 461-489. https://doi.org/10.

1177/0022022117696799

Knobe, J., Buckwalter, W., Nichols, S., Robbins, P., Sarkissian, H., & 

Sommers, T. (2012). Experimental philosophy. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 63, 81-99. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-

100350

Kohlberg, L. (1994). Stage and sequence: The cognitive-developmental 

approach to socialization. In D.A. Goslin (Ed.), Handbook of socialization 

theory and research. Garland Publishing.

Krylova, K. O., Jolly, P. M., & Phillips, J. S. (2017). Followers' moral 

judgments and leaders' integrity-based transgressions: A synthesis of 

literatures. The Leadership Quarterly, 28(1), 195-209. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.002

Lalwani, A. K., Shavitt, S., & Johnson, T. (2006). What is the relation between 

cultural orientation and socially desirable responding? Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 90(1), 165-178. https://doi.org/10.1037/

0022-3514.90.1.165

Lanz, L., Briker, R., & Gerpott, F. H. (2024). Employees adhere more to 

unethical  instruct ions from human than AI supervisors :  

Complementing experimental evidence with machine learning. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 189(3), 625-646. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-023-

05393-1

Liu, J. (2008). [The formation of moral character]. In Y. Morey (Ed.), 

Educational Psychology (pp. 228). Beijing: Educational Science Press.

Lu, J. G., Brockner, J., Vardi, Y., & Weitz, E. (2017). The dark side of 

experiencing job autonomy: Unethical behavior. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 73, 222-234. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.05.

007

McCall, C., Blascovich, J., Young, A., & Persky, S. (2009). Proxemic behaviors 

as predictors of aggression towards black (but not white) males in an 

immersive virtual environment. Social Influence, 4(3), 138-154. https://

doi.org/10.1080/15534510802517418

Meindl, P., Jayawickreme, E., Furr, R. M., & Fleeson, W. (2015). A foundation 

beam for studying morality from a personological point of view: Are 

individual differences in moral behaviors and thoughts consistent? 

Journal of Research in Personality, 59, 81-92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.

2015.09.005

Myyry, L., Helkama, K., Silfver-Kuhalampi, M., Petkova, K. G., Valentim, J. 

P., & Liik, K. (2021). Explorations in reported moral behaviors, values, 

and moral emotions in four countries. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 661172. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.661172

Navarrete, C. D., McDonald, M. M., Mott, M. L., & Asher, B. (2012). Virtual 

morality: Emotion and action in a simulated three-dimensional "trolley 

problem". Emotion, 12(2), 364-370. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025561

Oosterbeek, H., Sloof, R., & Kuilen, G. V. D. (2004). Cultural differences in 

ultimatum game experiments: Evidence from a meta-analysis. 

Experimental Economics, 7(2), 171-188. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.

286428

Peng, K., Liu, H., Cao, B., & Zhang, K. (2011). [Virtual social psychology: 

Reality, exploration, and significance]. Advances in Psychological Science, 19

(7), 933-943.

Peng, K., Yu, F., & Bai, X. (2011). [Experimental ethics: Research, 

contributions, and challenges]. Chinese Social Sciences, (6), 15-25.

Pennebaker, J. W. (2011). The secret life of pronouns: what our words say about us. 

Bloomsbury Press.

Powell, K. L., Roberts, G., & Nettle, D. (2012). Eye images increase charitable 

donations: Evidence from an opportunistic field experiment in a 

supermarket. Ethology, 118(11), 1096-1101. https://doi.org/10.1111/

eth.12011

Pozzoli, T., Gini, G., & Thornberg, R. (2016). Bullying and defending 

behavior: The role of explicit and implicit moral cognition. Journal of 

School Psychology, 59, 67-81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2016.09.005

Prentice, M., Jayawickreme, E., & Fleeson, W. (2020). An experience sampling 

study of the momentary dynamics of moral, autonomous, competent, 

and related need satisfactions, moral enactments, and psychological 

thriving. Motivation and Emotion, 44(2), 244-256. https://doi.org/10.

1007/s11031-020-09829-3

Qadir, A. M., & Varol, A. (2020, June). The role of machine learning in digital 

forensics. 2020 8th International Symposium on Digital Forensics and Security 

(ISDFS) (pp. 1-5). IEEE.

Seo, M., Na, J., & Kim, Y. (2020). Moral in whose eyes? Cross-cultural 

differences in moral decision making and behavior. International Journal 

of Psychology, 56(1), 175-182. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12681

Shah, F., Anwar, A., Ul Haq, I., AlSalman, H., Hussain, S., & Al-Hadhrami, S. 

(2022). Artificial intelligence as a service for immoral content detection 

and eradication. Scientific Programming, 2022(1), 6825228. https://doi.

org/10.1155/2022/6825228

Slater, M., Rovira, A., Southern, R., Swapp, D., Zhang, J. J., Campbell, C., & 

Levine, M. (2013). Bystander responses to a violent incident in an 

immersive virtual environment. PLoS ONE, 8(1), e52766. https://doi.

org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052766

Slater, M., Antley, A., Davison, A., Swapp, D., Guger, C., Barker, C., Pistrang, 

N., & Sanchez-Vives, M. V. (2006). A virtual reprise of the Stanley 

Milgram obedience experiments. PLoS ONE, 1(1), e39. https://doi.

org/10.1371/journal.pone.0000039

Suleiman, R. (1996). Expectations and fairness in a modified ultimatum game. 

Journal of Economic Psychology, 17(5), 531-554. https://doi.org/10.1016/

S0167-4870(96)00029-3

Tausczik, Y. R., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2010). The psychological meaning of 

words: LIWC and computerized text analysis methods. Journal of 

Language and Social Psychology, 29(1), 24-54. https://doi.org/10.1177/

0261927X09351676

Teper, R., Inzlicht, M., & Page-Gould, E. (2011). Are we more moral than we 

think  Exploring the role of affect in moral behavior and moral 

forecasting. Psychological Science, 22(4), 553-558. https://doi.org/10.

1177/0956797611402513

Teper, R., Tullett, A. M., Page-Gould, E., & Inzlicht, M. (2015). Errors in 

moral forecasting: perceptions of affect shape the gap between moral 

behaviors and moral forecasts. Personality of Social and Psychology Bulletin, 

41(7), 887-900. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215583848

Wiltermuth, S. S. (2011). Cheating more when the spoils are split. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 115(2), 157-168. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.10.001

https://doi.org/10.1006/game.1994.1056
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1251560
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1251560
https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.129
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-023-05080-4
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2018.02081
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2018.02081
https://doi.org/10.1017/langcog.2014.30
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022117696799
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022117696799
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100350
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100350
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.1.165
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.1.165
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-023-05393-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-023-05393-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510802517418
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510802517418
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2015.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2015.09.005
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.661172
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025561
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.286428
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.286428
https://doi.org/10.1111/eth.12011
https://doi.org/10.1111/eth.12011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2016.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-020-09829-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-020-09829-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12681
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/6825228
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/6825228
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052766
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052766
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0000039
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0000039
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(96)00029-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(96)00029-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X09351676
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X09351676
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611402513
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611402513
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215583848
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.10.001


Well-Being Sci Rev 2025;1(2): 86-96 http://www.wsrjournal.org

96

Yu, F., & Xu, Y. (2018). [Chinese moral structure: Moral difference sequence 

circle]. Journal of Nanjing Normal University (Social Science Edition), (6), 65-

74.

Yu, F., & Xu, Y. (2018). [How to make an ethical artificial intelligence body? 

A psychological perspective]. Journal of Global Media, 5(4), 24-42.

Yu, F., Peng, K., & Zheng, X. (2015). [Psychology in the context of big data: 

The restructuring and characteristics of the discipline system of Chinese 

psychology]. Chinese Science Bulletin, 60(5), 520-533. https://doi.org/10.

1360/N972014-00977

Yu, F., Dou, K., Dong, Y., & Han, S. (2014). [Is virtue the premise of 

happiness? ] Psychological Science, 37(6), 1518-1523. https://doi.org/

CNKI:SUN:XLKX.0.2014-06-039

Yu, F., Han, S., Chai, F., & Bai, X. (2011). [The predicament of moral 

dilemma: The debate between emotion and reason]. Advances in 

Psychological Science, 19(11), 1702-1712.

Yu, F., Xu, Y., Han, S., Liu, J., Qian, M., Peng, K., & Hu, C. (2020). [Moral 

rhythm: Moral motivation changes every minute based on Sina Weibo]. 

Science Bulletin, 65(1), 1-3. https://doi.org/10.1360/TB-2019-0714

Zhang, J., & Wang, X. (2010). [Personality self-assessment: The moderating 

effect of the consistency of his evaluation and relationship quality]. 

Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology, 18(3), 349-352.

https://doi.org/10.1360/N972014-00977
https://doi.org/10.1360/N972014-00977
https://doi.org/CNKI:SUN:XLKX.0.2014-06-039
https://doi.org/CNKI:SUN:XLKX.0.2014-06-039
https://doi.org/10.1360/TB-2019-0714

