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1  | INTRODUC TION

Developing strategies that promote prosociality is of critical soci-
etal importance. Prosocial behavior can help to address pressing 
social, environmental, and economic challenges humans face, such 
as poverty and inequality, environmental sustainability, and inter-
group conflict, through concern for the well- being of others (Grant 
& Berg, 2012; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). However, humans often 
do not behave with the benefit of others in mind, especially when 
those others are distant and unknown (e.g., Burnstein et al., 1994; 
Dawes et al., 1988; Maner & Gailliot, 2007; Neyer & Lang, 2003). 
An important factor limiting prosociality is that it can be costly 
to the self (Dovidio, 1984; Gneezy et al., 2012; Rand et al., 2012; 
Rand & Nowak, 2013; Simpson & Willer, 2008). Research on the ef-
fects of personal costs on helping behavior finds that as personal 
costs increase, helping decreases (see Dovidio, 1984, for a review). 
Personal costs can be psychological as well as material. Investing 
personal resources, such as money, time, effort, or worry about 
others decreases resources left to the individual, as humans have 
only finite physiological, cognitive, and social resources (Linville & 
Fischer, 1991). We only have a “finite pool of worry” (Weber, 2006), 

i.e., our capacity for worry and concern is limited. Therefore, as 
worry in one domain increases, it may decrease in another. Weber 
(2006) for instance suggests that increased concern about terror-
ism post 9/11 in the U.S. resulted in a decrease in concern in other 
areas, such as environmental degradation. More generally, findings 
in cognitive psychology show that humans have only finite atten-
tional resources (Pashler, 1989, 1994, 1998; Pashler et al., 2001). 
Mani et al. (2013) argue that preoccupation with personal poverty 
reduces the cognitive and emotional resources of the poor, making 
them more myopic (see also Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013).

Humans need to divide their resources across the multiple goals 
and needs they have. In this process not all goals receive equal 
priority. Maslow (1943) describes human needs to be arranged in 
“hierarchies of pre- potency” (p. 370). He suggests that more pre- 
potent, (i.e., pre- dominant) needs are satisfied before needs further 
down the hierarchy can be tackled. Costly prosociality, especially 
towards distant and unknown others, will undoubtedly rank lower 
than personal and self- related goals and needs. One fundamental 
self- directed human need is establishing and maintaining a posi-
tive self- image (Epstein, 1973; Heine et al., 1999; Leary et al., 1995; 
Maslow, 1943). Pursuing and fulfilling this important chronic goal 
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takes up resources. Yet, as outlined above, these limited resources 
are also needed for the capacity to worry about others and engage 
in prosociality. Therefore, a lack of prosociality may be in part ex-
plained by a lack of resources. If we worry about the self, we may not 
have resources left to worry about others. Support for this proposi-
tion can be found in research on the effects of one’s psychological 
state on helping behavior. It has been shown that people who are 
in a positive self- state (e.g., “egocentric joy”) are more likely to help 
others than people who are in a negative self- state (e.g., “egocen-
tric sadness”) (Rosenhan et al., 1981; see also Dovidio, 1984 for a 
review). Following this line of reasoning, people who are in a neg-
ative self- state, for example, depressed, and consumed with worry 
about the self, may not have the psychological resources to engage 
in prosocial action. We therefore propose that an intervention which 
allows people to satisfy the need for a positive self- image may foster 
prosociality by freeing up resources that can be dedicated to other 
uses, such as worry and care about others.

1.1 | Values affirmation to foster prosociality

Self- affirmation theory (Steele, 1988) may provide such an inter-
vention. According to Steele (1988, p. 262) maintaining a much 
needed “phenomenal experience of the self” can be achieved 
through self- affirmation processes. Affirming the self has been 
described as an act that demonstrates one’s adequacy and self- 
integrity to oneself (Cohen & Sherman, 2014; Steele, 1988), allow-
ing to secure a sense of being good and self- determining (Nelson 
et al., 2014; Sherman & Cohen, 2006; Steele, 1988). One sug-
gested way to achieve this sense of adequacy is by actively affirm-
ing an aspect of one’s self- concept deemed important to oneself 
(McQueen & Klein, 2006). One of the most studied experimental 
manipulations to affirm the self is to have participants reflect on 
important personal values (Cohen & Sherman, 2014; McQueen & 
Klein, 2006; Steele & Liu, 1983). This way of affirming the self is 
referred to in the literature as values affirmation. Personal val-
ues are desirable personal qualities (Rokeach, 1973, p. 7). They are 
internalized standards which people use to evaluate their selves 
(Cohen & Sherman, 2014; Rokeach, 1973). Thus, affirming impor-
tant personal values is intimately tied to the concept of maintain-
ing a positive self- image. It is plausible that through the process of 
self- affirmation a person’s mental resources can be reallocated. 
If the affirmation allows people to establish a positive self- image, 
thus fulfilling this crucial need, humans may have resources avail-
able to pursue other goals and behaviors, such as engaging in 
prosocial behavior.

Positive effects of self- affirmation interventions benefiting the 
individual have been demonstrated in various domains, such as 
increased performance in academic settings (Cohen et al., 2006, 
2009), positive health behavior change (Cooke et al., 2014; Epton & 
Harris, 2008; Logel & Cohen, 2012; Sherman & Cohen, 2006), open-
ness to opposing political views (Cohen et al., 2000), enhanced self- 
control (Schmeichel & Vohs, 2009), improved quality of an apology 

(Schumann, 2014), and increased well- being (Nelson et al., 2014; 
Ryan & Deci, 2001).

While the positive effects of values affirmation on behavior 
benefiting the individual are well established, not much work has 
investigated its effects on prosocial behavior. The literature is sparse 
and mostly limited to prosocial behavioral intentions (Lindsay & 
Creswell, 2014; Van Prooijen et al., 2012; Sparks et al., 2010) and 
prosocial behaviors in close social settings and face- to- face interac-
tions (Lindsay & Creswell, 2014; Thomaes et al., 2012). In the domain 
of pro- environmental motivation which involves prosocial consider-
ations, such as preventing harmful consequences of environmental 
damage to others (Schultz & Zelezny, 1998) or preserving a healthy 
environment for future generations (Zaval et al., 2015), two studies 
provide insights. Sparks et al. (2010) showed that affirmed partici-
pants exhibited lower levels of climate change denial and increased 
perceptions of personal involvement, as well as increased intentions 
to recycle among low recyclers. Van Prooijen et al. (2012) reported 
more constructive pro- environmental motives among participants 
with positive ecological worldviews following an affirmation in-
tervention. Outside the pro- environmental domain, Lindsay and 
Creswell (2014) reported that U.S. university students who were af-
firmed indicated that they would give more of their income to chari-
ties compared to control participants.

Two studies offer some preliminary insights into affirmation ef-
fects on actual prosocial behavior. In a study by Thomaes et al. (2012), 
teachers rated prosocial and antisocial behavior of students. Effects 
showed more prosocial behavior in affirmed students, but only among 
students who were relatively high in antisocial behavior at the base-
line period. However, it is questionable whether teacher reports offer 
an unbiased measure of prosocial behavior. Furthermore, it is unclear 
whether observed effects are limited to the investigated close social 
setting of peer- interactions in schools or whether they would extend 
to broader settings. In a similar vein, Lindsay and Creswell (2014) 
showed a greater extent of helping behavior in in- person interactions, 
operationalized by helping the experimenter in a set- up shelf collaps-
ing incident in the laboratory. While these studies provide import-
ant first insights into the potential of self- affirmation interventions 
to increase actual prosocial behavior, the question remains whether 
effects would extend beyond close, face- to- face situations or peer- 
group social settings to more broad measures of prosocial behavior 
towards distant others, such as donating money to charity or volun-
teering time to help unknown others.

The present research aims to close these gaps in the literature to 
shed light on the question of whether values affirmation interven-
tions could be used to motivate prosocial behavior towards distant 
and unknown others. Following from self- affirmation theory (and our 
presented line of reasoning) we suggest that engaging in a values af-
firmation exercise may increase people’s positive views of themselves 
(i.e., feeling connected to the self, good about the self, or at peace), 
and that such positive self- regard may in turn satisfy the need for a 
positive self- image, freeing up resources to engage in behaviors to-
ward others. We therefore formally test whether positive self- regard 
acts as a mediator in observed affirmation effects on prosociality.
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1.2 | The present study

The overall goal for the present research is two- fold. Firstly, we test 
whether a values affirmation intervention can motivate prosocial be-
havior towards unknown and distant others. Secondly, we formally 
test whether positive self- regard acts as a mediator in the affirmation 
effect in this context. We hypothesized that engaging in the values 
affirmation intervention task would lead to increased prosocial be-
havior compared to a control group. We furthermore hypothesized 
that engaging in the affirmation intervention would boost feelings 
of positive self- regard and that this triggered positive sense of self 
would translate into downstream prosocial action.

To test these hypotheses, we conduct two experiments. Study 1 
(“Intention Study”) expands on past work by testing whether a values 
affirmation intervention can shift prosocial behavioral intentions. It 
focuses on the domain of willingness to invest time to help others, as 
operationalized by completing an unpaid survey. Study 2 (“Behavior 
Study”) extends the intervention and its effects to two measures of 
actual prosocial behavior: actual completion of the unpaid study and 
donation of real money to charity.

2  | METHODS

Both studies were approved by Columbia University’s Institutional 
Review Board and conducted on the Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) 
online labor market platform to sample from a wide range of members 
of the American adult public. Sample size was 482 participants for the 
Intention Study (ntreatment = 241, ncontrol = 241; 51.87% females, Mage 
= 36.51, SDage = 11.93) and 1,045 for the Behavior Study (ntreatment 
= 517, ncontrol = 528; 45.17% females, Mage = 35.12, SDage = 10.84; a 
table of the detailed demographic composition of both studies is pro-
vided in the supplementary materials). Sample size was determined 
before any data analysis. To determine sample size for the Intention 
Study, we examined prior studies that investigated self- affirmation ef-
fects in the prosocial domain (Lindsay & Creswell, 2014; Van Prooijen 
et al., 2012; Sparks et al., 2010; Thomaes et al., 2012). Since effect 
sizes in those studies varied substantially between experiments or 
were not reported, we approximately doubled the sample size of 
prior work. For the Behavior Study, our power analysis to determine 
sample size was informed by the observed effects in the Intention 
Study. Five hundred participants per condition provides more than 
80% power to detect small effect sizes. Sensitivity power analyses 
were conducted for both the Intention as well as the Behavior studies 
(alpha- significance criterion = 0.05, power criterion = 0.8) showing 
sensitivity to detecting small effect sizes.

Participants were randomly assigned to either the treatment 
(values affirmation) or a control condition. Both conditions were 
identical apart from the content of the intervention component, i.e., 
a thinking and writing task. Participants who did not engage with the 
task were excluded from the sample. The only participants removed 
for not engaging did not complete the writing task but merely typed a 
string of random letters to fulfill the minimum character requirement 

to move on with the study. No other data exclusion criteria were 
used. Based on the described exclusion criterion, one respondent 
was omitted from the Intention Study and four respondents from 
the Behavior Study.

Participants in the treatment group engaged in a values affirma-
tion thinking and writing exercise (modeled after Cohen et al., 2006; 
Harris & Napper, 2005; van Prooijen et al., 2012; Sparks et al., 2010). 
Following the standard design of values affirmation interventions, 
participants were presented with a list of values (forgiveness, fair-
ness, goodness, honesty, kindness, loyalty, sincerity, altruism, tol-
erance; adapted from van Prooijen et al., 2012; Sparks et al., 2010) 
out of which they were instructed to pick the one that was most 
important to them and then answer several questions related to the 
chosen value (e.g., “Why is this value important to you?”, “How does 
this value guide your life?”, “Describe an occasion when you had the 
opportunity to really express this value”). For a complete description 
of the intervention prompts used for the Intention Study and the 
Behavior Study, please refer to the supplementary materials.

Participants in the control conditions wrote about what they 
had eaten or drunk in the past 48 hr for the Intention Study (Cohen 
et al., 2000; van Prooijen et al., 2012) and described the layout 
and product placement of their most frequented grocery store for 
the Behavior Study (see Schnall & Roper, 2012 for a similar control 
task). We decided to change the control group writing task from the 
Intention Study to the Behavior Study, because: (a) we felt that de-
scribing a grocery store layout would be an even more emotionally 
neutral and hence more conservative control task and (b) because 
we wanted to ensure that our effects would not depend on one par-
ticular control task, but be robust across different tasks. For the ini-
tial Intention Study participants engaged in about 3 min of thinking 
and writing. For the Behavior Study participants did so for about 
10 min. Both time frames lie within the range commonly used in the 
literature (e.g., 3 min in Lindsay & Creswell, 2014; 5– 6 min in Schnall 
& Roper, 2012 and Schmeichel & Vohs, 2009; 10 min in Crocker 
et al., 2008; 15 min in Thomaes et al., 2012).

Immediately following the writing task, the mediator measure 
was administered. Participants were asked to indicate how they felt 
when they were thinking about the questions and when crafting 
their answers. Participants rated their feelings on a 7- point Likert 
scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Our mea-
sure of positive self- regard consisted of an average of three items, 
which included “I felt connected to myself”, “I felt good about my-
self”, and “I felt at peace” (Cronbach’s α: Intention Study = 0.84; 
Behavior Study = 0.88).

Following this mediator assessment, participants were presented 
with the dependent measures. In the Intention Study, participants 
were asked whether they would be willing to complete a study for 
free helping us “pretest measures for a large- scale field intervention 
in Ecuador to reduce rainforest and wilderness habitat destruction”. 
In the Behavior Study, participants were provided with a link to com-
plete the additional, unpaid survey allowing us to examine actual pro-
social behavior. We measured survey completion as our dependent 
variable. Additionally, participants also had the opportunity to donate 
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any amount of their choosing of a potential $10 bonus, which one 
of the participants who was randomly selected received, or to keep 
the money for themselves (adapted from Schneider et al., 2017; see 
also Schneider & Weber, 2020; Zaval et al., 2015). Participants were 
given the option to choose between three charitable organizations: 
the American Cancer Society, Amnesty International, and the World 
Wildlife Fund. Participants could also spread the bonus across two 
or three of these charities. The three possible organizations offered 
participants a range of donation options with varying beneficiaries 
and missions. Giving participants only one donation outlet could bias 
observed results, as not donating could either be an indicator of low 
prosocial motivation or could alternatively merely reflect a dislike of 
the chosen donation outlet. For analysis, each participant’s donations 
across all three charitable organizations were summed and treated as 
an overall donation measure. For a breakdown of donations by char-
ity, please refer to the supplementary materials. All measures, ma-
nipulations, and exclusions are reported for both studies. Data and 
materials are available at https://osf.io/dk6a4/.

3  | RESULTS

3.1 | Prosocial behavioral intentions

In the Intention Study, 46.47% of control group participants indi-
cated to be willing to complete the unpaid survey, versus 55.60% in 
the affirmation group. Thus, more people in the affirmation group 
displayed willingness to invest time to complete the additional study 
for free. We use a logistic regression to model our binary choice 
outcomes and find a statistically significant difference between 
prosocial behavioral intention proportions in the affirmation ver-
sus control group (b = 0.37, SE = 0.18, p = .045, odds ratio = 1.44), 
supporting the descriptive findings (Figure 1). These results provide 
initial evidence that a values affirmation intervention can increase 
prosocial motivation.

3.2 | Prosocial behavior

In Study 2 (the Behavior Study), 42.05% of control group partici-
pants completed the unpaid survey versus 50.48% in the affirma-
tion group. This 8.43 percentage points difference in actual study 
completion between control and affirmation groups was statistically 
significant (logistic regression: b = 0.34, SE = 0.12, p = .006, odds 
ratio = 1.41) (Figure 2, panel A). With regards to donation to charity 
we find that out of the $10 bonus, affirmed participants donated 
significantly more (M = $3.29, SE = 0.14) than control participants (M 
= $2.74, SE = 0.14; linear regression: b = 0.56, SE = 0.20, p = .006, 
Cohen’s d = 0.17). Affirmed participants on average donated 55 
cents more than control participants which translates into a 20.1% 
increase in donations due to the affirmation intervention (Figure 2, 
panel B).

3.3 | Mediation analysis

To test our hypothesis that engaging in the values affirmation exer-
cise would increase feelings of positive self- regard and that positive 
self- regard would mediate the effect of the affirmation intervention 
on our prosocial outcome measures, we conducted formal mediation 
analyses for each of our dependent measures using the mediation 
package in R (Tingley et al., 2014). Parameter estimates are based 
on the bootstrapping method, which does not assume a particular 
sampling distribution for the indirect effect but generates a data- 
driven sampling distribution, allowing for an accurate and statisti-
cally powerful test of the significance of the indirect effect (Bolger & 
Amarel, 2007). All reported results are based on 5,000 bootstrapped 
samples. Results support our hypothesis: For all outcome measures 
we observe a significant mediation effect of positive self- regard. In 
the Intention Study, positive self- regard mediated the effect of the 
affirmation intervention on prosocial behavioral intent to complete 
the unpaid survey (indirect effect = 0.043, p < .01, 95% CI = [0.012, 
0.081], proportion mediated = 0.47). In the Behavior Study, positive 
self- regard mediated the effect of the affirmation intervention on 
both study completion behavior (indirect effect = 0.046, p < .001, 
95% CI = [0.018, 0.073], proportion mediated = 0.54) as well as do-
nation behavior (indirect effect = 0.462, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.284, 
0.661], proportion mediated = 0.83). In line with our hypothesis, our 
collective results suggest that increased feelings of positive self- 
regard, stemming from the affirmation intervention, mediate the 
observed effects on prosocial behavioral intentions and behavior.

4  | DISCUSSION

The present research investigated the potential of a values affirma-
tion intervention to promote prosocial behavior toward distant and 
unknown others and tested the mediating role of positive self- regard 
in the affirmation effect. Across two experiments, we find evidence 
for the viability of a values affirmation intervention to motivate 

F I G U R E  1   Proportion of respondents indicating willingness to 
complete the unpaid study in the control and affirmation groups 
(Intention Study). Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
The difference in study completion intention proportions between 
control and affirmation groups is significant at the 0.05 level as 
indicated by *

https://osf.io/dk6a4/
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prosocial behavioral intentions as well as actual prosocial behavior. 
Results of the Intention Study show that participants who engage 
in a values affirmation task report increased prosocial behavioral 
intentions, as measured through indicated willingness to complete 
an unpaid survey. The Behavior Study takes these findings one step 
further by measuring actual completion of the unpaid study. We find 
that a significantly higher percentage of participants completed the 
unpaid study in the affirmation condition compared to the control 
condition. Additionally, in the Behavior Study we show that effects 
also extend to the monetary domain, as measured via donation of 
real money. We find that participants in the affirmation group do-
nate significantly more to charity compared to control group par-
ticipants. The affirmation intervention increased donations by 
20.1%, an intervention effect that is substantial and meaningful 
in real- world terms. These findings point to a promising potential 
application of the investigated intervention to foster prosociality. 
They suggest that affirming people’s selves via values affirmation 
can translate into monetary contributions as well as contributions of 
personal time to assist others.

Our work extends prior research and knowledge on the motivat-
ing factors for prosocial human behavior in several important ways. 
We extend research on the positive effects of values affirmation on 
behavior benefiting the individual, such as in the well- studied domains 
of academic performance (Cohen et al., 2006, 2009), health behav-
ior (Cooke et al., 2014; Epton & Harris, 2008; Logel & Cohen, 2012; 
Sherman & Cohen, 2006), self- control (Schmeichel & Vohs, 2009), 
or openness to opposing views (Cohen et al., 2000), to show that 
a values affirmation intervention can be effective in the prosocial 
domain benefiting unknown and distant others. While prior research 
in this domain has largely focused on pro- environmental motivation 
and attitudes (van Prooijen et al., 2012; Sparks et al., 2010), as well 
as prosocial behavioral intentions (Lindsay & Creswell, 2014), we 
show that a values affirmation intervention has the potential to shift 
real prosocial behavior. We thereby validate and extend Lindsay and 
Creswell’s (2014) behavioral intention results, which found that af-
firmed university students intended to give more of their income to 
charities compared to control participants. We show that compared 
to control participants, affirmed participants indeed donate signifi-
cantly more to charity using a real behavioral measure. With regards 
to actual prosocial behavior, we extend prior work that investigated 

effects in peer group settings (Thomaes et al., 2012) or face- to- face 
interactions (Lindsay & Creswell, 2014) to show that a values affir-
mation intervention can successfully motivate prosocial action in sit-
uations in which the beneficiaries are distant and unknown.

As hypothesized, positive self- regard emerged as a significant 
mediator in the relationship between the affirmation intervention 
and observed prosocial behavioral intent and behavior. Our studies 
thus advance theory on human prosocial behavior by helping to shed 
light on an important motivating factor that underlies the expression 
of prosocial behavior. Our results suggest that engaging in the values 
affirmation intervention task increases positive self- directed feel-
ings, such as feeling at peace with oneself, and that these feelings 
can translate into downstream positive intent and action towards 
others. We offer a line of theorizing to explain how such enhanced 
positive feelings about the self may translate into downstream pro-
social action. As outlined in the introduction we propose that in-
creased positive self- directed emotions may help to satisfy the need 
for a positive self- image and thus reduce worry about the self. This 
may free up cognitive and emotional resources which can be put to 
other uses, such as to attend to other goals and actions at hand, for 
instance engaging in prosocial behavior. A logical next step would be 
to empirically test our explanation of the affirmation effect regard-
ing resource availability. Future cross- disciplinary studies, involving 
cognitive psychology and methods from neuroscience such as imag-
ing, could provide deeper insights into the availability and allocation 
of resources during values affirmation and shed light on how exactly 
the involved processes give rise to observed behavioral outcomes.

Apart from the described theoretical contribution, our work 
also makes important applied contributions. Our findings provide 
evidence that values affirmation interventions could be used to 
motivate positive behavior change in the domain of prosocial 
motivation and behavior. The real- world application potential is 
extensive, ranging from motivating volunteer work for charitable 
causes to providing monetary donations to support those in need, 
either directly or through supporting advocacy efforts. Such pro-
social actions have the potential to help address societal issues 
such as poverty and inequality, environmental sustainability, or in-
tergroup conflict. Our studies constitute a first step toward inves-
tigating the applied potential of fostering prosociality by means 
of values affirmation interventions. Future work should assess 

F I G U R E  2   Proportion of respondents who completed the unpaid study (a) and mean amounts donated to charity in US dollars (b) in 
the control and affirmation groups (Behavior Study). Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. The difference in study completion 
proportions and amount donated between control and affirmation groups is significant at the 0.01 level as indicated by **
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the impact of large- scale interventions in the field. Collaborations 
with external stakeholders may be particularly beneficial. It is con-
ceivable for instance to build values affirmation into the recruit-
ment process of volunteers for NGOs— such as through the use of 
communications and messaging which encourages self- affirmative 
reflection at the point of decision making. Ensuing contributions of 
personal time and other indicators of prosocial engagement could 
be measured and followed longitudinally over time, yielding both 
practically relevant applied insights as well as helping to provide 
empirical evidence of intervention effects in real- world settings. 
The scope could extend further to other domains as well, such as 
workplace settings to motivate employee engagement in corpo-
rate social responsibility projects. Recent work has furthermore 
provided evidence for the positive effects of values affirmation on 
discrimination reduction in conjunction with enhancing prosocial-
ity (Schneider & Weber, 2020). One could imagine these findings 
applied to for instance organizational or educational contexts for 
encouraging non- discriminatory work environments and fostering 
prosocial mindsets. Taken together, our research findings suggest 
that values affirmation has the potential to enhance prosociality in 
diverse contexts and addressing a range of issues.

Values affirmation as a potential lever for promoting prosocial 
behavior differs from other approaches that have been tested in 
the literature. These include for instance the priming of legacy con-
cerns in the context of promoting pro- environmental action (Zaval 
et al., 2015), the anticipation of positive self- directed emotions 
about a prosocial action (Schneider et al., 2017), and the applica-
tion of insights from Query Theory (Johnson et al., 2007) that query 
order can influence decision making to, for instance, boost organ 
donations through the use of defaults (Johnson & Goldstein, 2004). 
Other approaches have investigated the motivating power of so-
cial norms (Allcott, 2011; Cialdini, 2003; Goldstein et al., 2008; 
Schultz et al., 2007), particularly dynamic social norms (Loschelder 
et al., 2019; Mortensen et al., 2019; Sparkman & Walton, 2017), or 
exposure to media with prosocial content, such as music with pro-
social lyrics or video games with prosocial content to foster proso-
ciality (see Greitemeyer, 2011 for a review). These approaches tap 
into a variety of different mechanisms, such as exploiting memory 
processes or taking advantage of the fact that humans are moti-
vated by legacy concerns. The approach investigated in this paper 
of using values affirmation to foster prosociality stands out as an 
additional, qualitatively different, and novel tool. It elicits prosocial 
behavior through boosting positive self- regard thereby, as we theo-
rize, increasing the emotional and cognitive capacity of humans to 
act prosocially.

Our findings additionally offer insights into the nature of human 
prosocial behavior more generally. They indicate that people’s val-
ues and the extent to which one feels positively about oneself are 
important aspects of human altruism. A sizeable body of research 
has investigated the role of positive emotions for prosociality (see 
for instance Schneider et al., 2021 for a recent review in the environ-
mental domain). Research investigating real- world charitable giving 
via donations made on the online crowdfunding platform GoFundMe 

showed that people’s top motivations reported for driving their do-
nations were related to values (e.g., “recipient needed help”) and 
positive emotions (e.g., “helping feels good”, “felt empathy”, “feel like 
better person”; Sisco & Weber, 2019). It is also important to note that 
in our research there was no recognition or personal benefit for the 
participants for completing the unpaid study or for donating— there 
was no monetary reward or follow up for those who completed 
the additional survey and donations were made anonymously by 
the research team on behalf of the participant, precluding for in-
stance motivations of reciprocal altruism (Piliavin & Charng, 1990; 
Trivers, 1971). Our work thus highlights the important role that in-
ternal processes, such as feeling good about the self and having a 
positive self- image, play for human altruism over potential alterna-
tive motivations.

Our work is not without limitations. We haven’t empirically 
tested our explanation of the affirmation effect with regards to 
resource availability. As outlined above, we encourage future re-
search to investigate our proposition further. Another limitation 
of the current work is that we used online samples. Although re-
search has suggested that online samples are not inferior to tradi-
tional psychological research samples such as university students 
(Buhrmester et al., 2011; Casler et al., 2013; Kees et al., 2017), and 
may even be of higher data quality (e.g., Hauser & Schwarz, 2016; 
Ramsey et al., 2016) our work cannot claim representativeness on 
a population level. We thus encourage future research using rep-
resentative samples to test the generalizability of our observed ef-
fects. It should also be noted that observed effect sizes were fairly 
small, in line with what has been reported in prior work in this do-
main. However, even small effects can be meaningful and relevant 
when considering them scaled up to population levels. If values 
affirmation interventions were to be applied across a broad range 
of NGOs for instance, even small effects on outcomes would con-
stitute impacts worth considering. A final limitation is the fact that 
the monetary donation measure used was based on a potential 
but not sure bonus (i.e., every participant had an equal chance to 
win the bonus, but only one received it in the end). The question 
is whether the probabilistic nature of the reward affected the ob-
served effects. Research on gambling, positing that the “dream of 
hitting the jackpot” is one of the major motivations and drivers for 
gambling (Binde, 2013), suggests that even a chance of winning is 
real to people. We would therefore expect, given that there is a 
real possibility for participants to receive the bonus, that they take 
the decision of whether and how much of it to donate seriously 
and that they fully engage. Additionally, the fact that we observe 
an effect of the values affirmation intervention not just for the do-
nation measure but also for the completion of the additional study 
measure— which had no probability element to it, with participants 
spending time which they already possessed— further suggests 
that observed effects should likely still be in the same direction if 
a different donation measure was used. To what exact extent the 
donation amounts might differ if the bonus was not probabilistic 
in nature but given to everyone is however an empirical question 
that would require further investigation.
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5  | CONCLUSION

Our results point towards a potential avenue for encouraging 
prosocial behavior. Our findings suggest that a values affirmation 
intervention has the potential to foster prosocial motivation to-
wards unknown others outside of one’s close social network or in- 
person interactions. We show that engaging in values affirmation 
can positively affect the time spent helping others and financial 
contributions to the well- being of others. Both observed effects 
are of high relevance and potential in the real world. Additionally, 
we offer a line of theorizing regarding positive self- image needs 
and resource availability to explain observed effects on proso-
ciality. We show that positive self- regard mediates the effect of 
the affirmation intervention on prosocial outcomes. Our stud-
ies  advance both theory on human prosocial behavior, as well as 
 provide evidence for a potential avenue for encouraging prosocial 
behavior in the real world.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

ORCID
Claudia R. Schneider  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6612-5186 
Elke U. Weber  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1678-3631 

R E FE R E N C E S
Allcott, H. (2011). Social norms and energy conservation. Journal of Public 

Economics, 95(9), 1082– 1095. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpube 
co.2011.03.003

Batson, C. D., & Shaw, L. L. (1991). Evidence for altruism: Toward a plu-
ralism of prosocial motives. Psychological Inquiry, 2(2), 107– 122. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532 7965p li0202_1

Binde, P. (2013). Why people gamble: A model with five motivational di-
mensions. International Gambling Studies, 13(1), 81– 97. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14459 795.2012.712150

Bolger, N., & Amarel, D. (2007). Effects of social support visibility on 
adjustment to stress: Experimental evidence. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 92(3), 458– 475. https://doi.org/10.1037/002
2- 3514.92.3.458

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. (2011). Amazon’s Mechanical 
Turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet high- quality, data? 
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 3– 5. https://doi.
org/10.1177/17456 91610 393980

Burnstein, E., Crandall, C., & Kitayama, S. (1994). Some neo- Darwinian 
decision- rules for altruism: Weighing cues for inclusive fitness as 
a function of the biological importance of the decision. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(5), 773– 789. https://doi.
org/10 .1037/0022- 3514.67.5.773

Casler, K., Bickel, L., & Hackett, E. (2013). Separate but equal? A comparison 
of participants and data gathered via Amazon’s MTurk, social media, 
and face- to- face behavioral testing. Computers in Human Behavior, 
29(6), 2156– 2160. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.05.009

Cialdini, R. B. (2003). Crafting normative messages to protect the envi-
ronment. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 12(4), 105– 109. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467- 8721.01242

Cohen, G. L., Aronson, J., & Steele, C. M. (2000). When beliefs yield 
to evidence: Reducing biased evaluation by affirming the self. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(9), 1151– 1164. https://
doi.org/10.1177/01461 67200 2611011

Cohen, G. L., Garcia, J., Apfel, N., & Master, A. (2006). Reducing the ra-
cial achievement gap: A social- psychological intervention. Science, 
313(5791), 1307– 1310. https://doi.org/10.1126/scien ce.1128317

Cohen, G. L., Garcia, J., Purdie- Vaughns, V., Apfel, N., & Brzustoski, P. 
(2009). Recursive processes in self- affirmation: Intervening to 
close the minority achievement gap. Science, 324(5925), 400– 403. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/scien ce.1170769

Cohen, G. L., & Sherman, D. K. (2014). The psychology of change: Self- 
affirmation and social psychological intervention. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 65, 333– 371. https://doi.org/10.1146/annur ev- psych 
- 01021 3- 115137

Cooke, R., Trebaczyk, H., Harris, P., & Wright, A. J. (2014). Self- affirmation 
promotes physical activity. Journal of Sports & Exercise Psychology, 
36(2), 217– 223. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.2013- 0041

Crocker, J., Niiya, Y., & Mischkowski, D. (2008). Why does writing about 
important values reduce defensiveness? Self- affirmation and the 
role of positive other- directed feelings. Psychological Science, 19(7), 
740– 747. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 9280.2008.02150.x

Dawes, R. M., van de Kragt, A. J., & Orbell, J. M. (1988). Not me or thee 
but we: The importance of group identity in eliciting cooperation in 
dilemma situations: Experimental manipulations. Acta Psychologica, 
68(1– 3), 83– 97. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001- 6918(88)90047 - 9

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). Academic Press.

Epstein, S. (1973). The self- concept revisited: Or a theory of a theory. 
American Psychologist, 28(5), 404– 416. https://doi.org/10.1037/
h0034679

Epton, T., & Harris, P. R. (2008). Self- affirmation promotes health behav-
ior change. Health Psychology, 27(6), 746– 752. https://doi.org/10.1
037/0278- 6133.27.6.746

Galinsky, A. D., Stone, J., & Cooper, J. (2000). The reinstatement of dis-
sonance and psychological discomfort following failed affirmations. 
European Journal of Social Psychology, 30(1), 123– 147. https://doi.
org/10.1002/(SICI)1099- 0992(20000 1/02)30:1<123:AID- EJSP9 
81>3.0.CO;2- T

Gneezy, A., Imas, A., Brown, A., Nelson, L. D., & Norton, M. I. (2012). Paying 
to be nice: Consistency and costly prosocial behavior. Management 
Science, 58(1), 179– 187. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1110.1437

Goldstein, N. J., Cialdini, R. B., & Griskevicius, V. (2008). A room with 
a viewpoint: Using social norms to motivate environmental con-
servation in hotels. Journal of Consumer Research, 35(3), 472– 482. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/586910

Grant, A. M., & Berg, J. M. (2012). Prosocial motivation at work: When, 
why, and how making a difference makes a difference. In K. S. 
Cameron, & G. M. Spreitzer (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of positive 
organizational scholarship (pp. 28– 44). Oxford University Press.

Greitemeyer, T. (2011). Effects of prosocial media on social behavior: 
When and why does media exposure affect helping and aggression? 
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20(4), 251– 255. https://
doi.org/10.1177/09637 21411 415229

Harris, P. R., & Napper, L. (2005). Self- affirmation and the biased 
processing of threatening health- risk information. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(9), 1250– 1263. https://doi.
org/10.1177/01461 67205 274694

Hauser, D. J., & Schwarz, N. (2016). Attentive Turkers: MTurk participants 
perform better on online attention checks than do subject pool par-
ticipants. Behavior Research Methods, 48(1), 400– 407. https://doi.
org/10.3758/s1342 8- 015- 0578- z

Heine, S. J., Lehman, D. R., Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1999). Is there a 
universal need for positive self- regard? Psychological Review, 106(4), 
766– 794. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033- 295X.106.4.766

Johnson, E. J., & Goldstein, D. G. (2004). Defaults and donation decisions. 
Transplantation, 78(12), 1713– 1716. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.
TP.00001 49788.10382.B2

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6612-5186
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6612-5186
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1678-3631
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1678-3631
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2011.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2011.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0202_1
https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2012.712150
https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2012.712150
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.3.458
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.3.458
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.5.773
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.5.773
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.01242
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611011
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611011
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1128317
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1170769
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115137
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115137
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.2013-0041
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02150.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(88)90047-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034679
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034679
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.27.6.746
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.27.6.746
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(200001/02)30:1%3C123:AID-EJSP981%3E3.0.CO;2-T
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(200001/02)30:1%3C123:AID-EJSP981%3E3.0.CO;2-T
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(200001/02)30:1%3C123:AID-EJSP981%3E3.0.CO;2-T
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1110.1437
https://doi.org/10.1086/586910
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411415229
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411415229
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205274694
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205274694
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0578-z
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0578-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.106.4.766
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.TP.0000149788.10382.B2
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.TP.0000149788.10382.B2


     |  113SCHNEIDER aND WEBER

Johnson, E. J., Häubl, G., & Keinan, A. (2007). Aspects of endowment: 
A query theory of value construction. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 33(3), 461– 474.

Kees, J., Berry, C., Burton, S., & Sheehan, K. (2017). An analysis of data 
quality: Professional panels, student subject pools, and Amazon’s 
Mechanical Turk. Journal of Advertising, 46(1), 141– 155. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00913 367.2016.1269304

Leary, M. R., Tambor, E. S., Terdal, S. K., & Downs, D. L. (1995). Self- 
esteem as an interpersonal monitor: The sociometer hypothesis. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68(3), 518– 530. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022- 3514.68.3.518

Lindsay, E. K., & Creswell, J. D. (2014). Helping the self help others: 
Self- affirmation increases self- compassion and pro- social be-
haviors. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, 421. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2014.00421

Linville, P. W., & Fischer, G. W. (1991). Preferences for separating or com-
bining events. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(1), 5– 
23. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 3514.60.1.5

Logel, C., & Cohen, G. L. (2012). The role of the self in physical 
health: Testing the effect of a values- affirmation intervention 
on weight loss. Psychological Science, 23(1), 53– 55. https://doi.
org/10.1177/09567 97611 421936

Loschelder, D. D., Siepelmeyer, H., Fischer, D., & Rubel, J. A. (2019). 
Dynamic norms drive sustainable consumption: Norm- based nudg-
ing helps café customers to avoid disposable to- go- cups. Journal 
of Economic Psychology, 75, 102146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
joep.2019.02.002

Maner, J. K., & Gailliot, M. T. (2007). Altruism and egoism: Prosocial motiva-
tions for helping depend on relationship context. European Journal of 
Social Psychology, 37(2), 347– 358. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.364

Mani, A., Mullainathan, S., Shafir, E., & Zhao, J. (2013). Poverty impedes 
cognitive function. Science, 341(6149), 976– 980.

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychological 
Review, 50(4), 370– 396. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054346

McQueen, A., & Klein, W. M. P. (2006). Experimental manipulations of 
self- affirmation: A systematic review. Self and Identity, 5(4), 289– 
354. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298 86060 0805325

Mortensen, C. R., Neel, R., Cialdini, R. B., Jaeger, C. M., Jacobson, R. 
P., & Ringel, M. M. (2019). Trending norms: A lever for encourag-
ing behaviors performed by the minority. Social Psychological and 
Personality Science, 10(2), 201– 210. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485 
50617 734615

Mullainathan, S., & Shafir, E. (2013). Scarcity: Why having too little means 
so much. Henry Holt and Company.

Nelson, S. K., Fuller, J. A. K., Choi, I., & Lyubomirsky, S. (2014). Beyond 
self- protection: Self- affirmation benefits hedonic and eudaimonic 
well- being. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(8), 998– 
1011. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461 67214 533389

Neyer, F. J., & Lang, F. R. (2003). Blood is thicker than water: Kinship orien-
tation across adulthood. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
84(2), 310– 321. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 3514.84.2.310

Pashler, H. (1989). Dissociations and dependencies between speed and 
accuracy: Evidence for a two- component theory of divided atten-
tion in simple tasks. Cognitive Psychology, 21(4), 469– 514. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0010- 0285(89)90016 - 9

Pashler, H. (1994). Dual- task interference in simple tasks: Data and the-
ory. Psychological Bulletin, 116(2), 220– 244. https://doi.org/10.103
7/0033- 2909.116.2.220

Pashler, H. E. (1998). The psychology of attention. The MIT Press.
Pashler, H., Johnston, J. C., & Ruthruff, E. (2001). Attention and per-

formance. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 629– 651. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annur ev.psych.52.1.629

Piliavin, J. A., & Charng, H. W. (1990). Altruism: A review of recent the-
ory and research. Annual Review of Sociology, 16, 27– 65. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annur ev.so.16.080190.000331

Ramsey, S. R., Thompson, K. L., McKenzie, M., & Rosenbaum, A. (2016). 
Psychological research in the internet age: The quality of web- 
based data. Computers in Human Behavior, 58, 354– 360. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.12.049

Rand, D. G., Greene, J. D., & Nowak, M. A. (2012). Spontaneous giving 
and calculated greed. Nature, 489(7416), 427– 430.

Rand, D. G., & Nowak, M. A. (2013). Human cooperation. Trends in 
Cognitive Sciences, 17(8), 413– 425. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tics.2013.06.003

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. Free Press.
Rosenhan, D. L., Salovey, P., & Hargis, K. (1981). The joys of helping: 

Focus of attention mediates the impact of positive affect on altru-
ism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 40(5), 899– 905. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 3514.40.5.899

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2001). On happiness and human potentials: A 
review of research on hedonic and eudaimonic well- being. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 52, 141– 166. https://doi.org/10.1146/annur 
ev.psych.52.1.141

Schmeichel, B. J., & Vohs, K. (2009). Self- affirmation and self- control: 
Affirming core values counteracts ego depletion. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 96(4), 770– 782. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0014635

Schnall, S., & Roper, J. (2012). Elevation puts moral values into action. 
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 3(3), 373– 378. https://
doi.org/10.1177/19485 50611 423595

Schneider, C. R., & Weber, E. U. (2020). Reducing discrimination and 
fostering prosociality towards ex- prisoners in Nigeria and the 
United States. Journal of Social Issues, 76(1), 172– 199. https://doi.
org/10.1111/josi.12374

Schneider, C. R., Zaval, L., & Markowitz, E. M. (2021). Positive emotions 
and climate change. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 42, 114– 
120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.04.009

Schneider, C. R., Zaval, L., Weber, E. U., & Markowitz, E. M. (2017). The 
influence of anticipated pride and guilt on pro- environmental deci-
sion making. PLoS One, 12(11), e0188781. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journ al.pone.0188781

Schultz, P. W., Nolan, J. M., Cialdini, R. B., Goldstein, N. J., & Griskevicius, 
V. (2007). The constructive, destructive, and reconstructive power 
of social norms. Psychological Science, 18(5), 429– 434. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467- 9280.2007.01917.x

Schultz, P. W., & Zelezny, L. C. (1998). Values and proenvironmental be-
havior: A five- country survey. Journal of Cross- Cultural Psychology, 
29(4), 540– 558. https://doi.org/10.1177/00220 22198 294003

Schumann, K. (2014). An affirmed self and a better apology: The ef-
fect of self- affirmation on transgressors’ responses to victims. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 54, 89– 96. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.04.013

Schwartz, S. H., & Bilsky, W. (1990). Toward a theory of the universal 
content and structure of values: Extensions and cross- cultural rep-
lications. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58(5), 878– 
891. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 3514.58.5.878

Schwartz, S. H., & Howard, J. A. (1984). Internalized values as motivators 
of altruism. In E. Staub, D. Bar- Tal, J. Karylowski, & J. Reykowski 
(Eds.), Development and maintenance of prosocial behavior (pp. 229– 
255). Plenum Press.

Sherman, D. K., & Cohen, G. L. (2006). The psychology of self- defense: 
Self- affirmation theory. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 
38, 183– 242.

Sherman, D. A. K., Nelson, L. D., & Steele, C. M. (2000). Do messages 
about health risks threaten the self? Increasing the acceptance 
of threatening health messages via self- affirmation. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(9), 1046– 1058. https://doi.
org/10.1177/01461 67200 2611003

Simpson, B., & Willer, R. (2008). Altruism and indirect reciprocity: The 
interaction of person and situation in prosocial behavior. Social 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2016.1269304
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2016.1269304
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00421
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00421
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611421936
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611421936
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2019.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2019.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.364
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054346
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860600805325
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617734615
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617734615
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214533389
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(89)90016-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(89)90016-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.2.220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.2.220
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.629
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.629
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.16.080190.000331
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.16.080190.000331
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.12.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.12.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.40.5.899
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.141
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.141
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014635
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014635
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611423595
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611423595
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12374
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12374
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188781
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188781
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01917.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01917.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198294003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.5.878
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611003
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611003


114  |     SCHNEIDER aND WEBER

Psychology Quarterly, 71(1), 37– 52. https://doi.org/10.1177/01902 
72508 07100106

Sisco, M. R., & Weber, E. U. (2019). Examining charitable giving in real- 
world online donations. Nature Communications, 10(1), 1– 8. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s4146 7- 019- 11852 - z

Sparkman, G., & Walton, G. M. (2017). Dynamic norms promote sustain-
able behavior, even if it is counternormative. Psychological Science, 
28(11), 1663– 1674. https://doi.org/10.1177/09567 97617 719950

Sparks, P., Jessop, D. C., Chapman, J., & Holmes, K. (2010). Pro- 
environmental actions, climate change, and defensiveness: Do 
self- affirmations make a difference to people’s motives and beliefs 
about making a difference? British Journal of Social Psychology, 49(3), 
553– 568. https://doi.org/10.1348/01446 6609X 471976

Steele, C. M. (1988). The psychology of self- affirmation: Sustaining the integ-
rity of the self. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 21, 261– 302.

Steele, C. M., & Liu, T. J. (1983). Dissonance processes as self- affirmation. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(1), 5– 19. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022- 3514.45.1.5

Thomaes, S., Bushman, B. J., de Castro, B. O., & Reijntjes, A. (2012). 
Arousing “gentle passions” in young adolescents: Sustained ex-
perimental effects of value affirmations on prosocial feelings and 
behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 48(1), 103– 110. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0025677

Tingley, D., Yamamoto, T., Hirose, K., Keele, L., & Imai, K. (2014). medi-
ation: R package for causal mediation analysis. Journal of Statistical 
Software, 59(5), 1– 38.

Trivers, R. L. (1971). The evolution of reciprocal altruism. The Quarterly 
Review of Biology, 46(1), 35– 57. https://doi.org/10.1086/406755

van Prooijen, A. M., Sparks, P., & Jessop, D. C. (2012). Promoting or 
jeopardizing lighter carbon footprints? Self- affirmation can polar-
ize environmental orientations. Social Psychological and Personality 
Science, 4(2), 238– 243. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485 50612 
450465

Weber, E. U. (2006). Experience- based and description- based percep-
tions of long- term risk: Why global warming does not scare us (yet). 
Climatic Change, 77(1– 2), 103– 120. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1058 
4- 006- 9060- 3

Zaval, L., Markowitz, E. M., & Weber, E. U. (2015). How will I be remem-
bered? Conserving the environment for the sake of one’s legacy. 
Psychological Science, 26(2), 231– 236. https://doi.org/10.1177/09567 
97614 561266

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found in the online ver-
sion of the article at the publisher’s website.

How to cite this article: Schneider, C. R., & Weber, E. U. (2022). 
Motivating prosocial behavior by leveraging positive self- 
regard through values affirmation. Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology, 52, 106– 114. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12841

https://doi.org/10.1177/019027250807100106
https://doi.org/10.1177/019027250807100106
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-11852-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-11852-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617719950
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466609X471976
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025677
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025677
https://doi.org/10.1086/406755
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550612450465
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550612450465
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-006-9060-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-006-9060-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614561266
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614561266
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12841

