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Abstract
Purpose This study examines the impact of first-person versus third-person mental 
visualizations of self on prosocial behavior, building on research that links perspec-
tive-taking to differences in moral judgments, agency, and self-awareness. A first-per-
son perspective of self typically enhances feelings of agency, personal responsibility, 
and empathy, which has been hypothesized to lead to greater helping. However, a 
third-person perspective of self may heighten self-awareness, potentially leading to a 
greater focus on reputation management and consequently, helping.
Methods In two preregistered experiments we test the impact of perspective tak-
ing of self on altruistic behavior. Experiment One (n = 599) manipulates generalized 
perspective taking of self during memory recall and assesses its effect on the amount 
of time individuals engage in a charitable activity. Experiment Two (n = 271) extends 
this investigation to explore how targeted perspective taking of self while visualizing 
a future volunteer activity influences intention to volunteer and actual volunteering.
Results Across both experiments we found no evidence of an effect of perspective 
taking on altruistic behavior.
Conclusion Our results contrast with previous research suggesting that differences 
in mental visualizations of self influence prosocial behaviors. These findings under-
score the complexity of this research area and call for a deeper examination of the 
theoretical frameworks and methodology used in studies.

Keywords Altruism · Prosocial behavior · Third-Person perspective · First-Person 
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Introduction

Background

When creating a mental image of an event, such as recalling a memory or visualizing 
a hypothetical situation, people can include themselves in the mental image in dif-
ferent ways. A first-person perspective of the self involves looking out at the world 
from within one’s body, while a third-person perspective mimics how an observer 
might see the event and includes the whole self in the image. The phenomenological 
distinction between “field” (first-person) and “observer” (third-person) mental imag-
ery dates back to Freud and his contemporaries in their discussions of memory recall 
(Henri & Henri, 1896; Freud, 1899). Despite this lengthy history, empirical research 
on self-visualization began only fifty years ago, revealing important relationships 
between mental imagery, emotion, and cognition. Most recently, researchers have 
examined how self-visualization might influence prosocial cognition and behavior, 
including feelings of personal responsibility (e.g., Tausen et al., 2018), moral judg-
ments (e.g., Saine et al., 2021), and prosocial intentions (e.g., Crisp & Husnu, 2011). 
While some of the research on the correlates and effects of visual perspective have 
yielded inconsistent findings and have some methodological limitations, collectively, 
the current evidence suggests that self-visualization may play a role in influencing 
prosocial behaviors, thus warranting further investigation.

Most people report recalling autobiographical memories from both visual perspec-
tives (Nigro & Neisser, 1983; Robinson & Swanson, 1993). Some studies indicate 
a slight predominance of first-person memories (Nigro & Neisser, 1983; Lorenz & 
Niesser, 1985; D’Argembeau et al., 2003), while others report a greater tendency for 
third-person memory recall (McDermott et al., 2016; Rice & Rubin, 2009). Inward 
reflections also contain a mix of both perspectives. During a mind-wandering task, 
Christian et al. (2013) found that individuals experience an equal mix of both per-
spectives. For imagined future events (i.e., episodic future thought), both perspec-
tives are employed, with some research suggesting a higher prevalence of using the 
third-person perspective (McDermott et al., 2016). While a predilection for mental-
izing in one perspective may exist, individuals can usually control which perspective 
they adopt, especially after receiving instruction (e.g., Rice & Rubin, 2009).

Determining the frequency of each perspective is complicated by the non-mutu-
ally exclusive nature of the two perspectives (Rice & Rubin, 2009). Additionally, 
contextual factors, such as temporal distance, can influence the rate of using each 
perspective. For example, early studies established a tendency for more recent 
memories to be from a first-person perspective (Nigro & Neisser, 1983; Lorenz & 
Niesser, 1985), a finding which has been replicated in more recent work (Akhtar 
et al., 2017; D’Argembeau & Van der Linden, 2004; Pronin & Ross, 2006; Rice 
& Rubin, 2009) and holds not only for memories, but also for visualizations of the 
future (D’Argembeau & Van der Linden, 2004, 2012; Macrae et al., 2016; Pronin & 
Ross, 2006).

Gender, cultural, and individual differences in perspective taking may also exist. 
Across two studies with large samples, Rice and Rubin (2009) found that women, 
compared to men, were more likely to recall memories from the third-person. Other 
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studies, often involving smaller samples (e.g., Ayduk & Kross, 2010) have not 
found gender differences, although contextual factors regarding the memory may 
contribute to the inconsistent findings (e.g., Huebner & Fredrickson, 1999). Cohen 
and Gunz (2002) predicted that individuals from collectivist societies would adopt 
a third-person perspective more frequently, because they tend to be more concerned 
with how others perceive them, requiring them to consider their actions from an 
observer’s standpoint. The researchers found that Asian students studying at a Cana-
dian university were more likely to have third-person memories compared to native 
North American students. However, this difference was evident only for memories 
in which the participant was the center of others’ attention. Other research involving 
online participants has found that individuals from Eastern nations are more likely 
to adopt a third-person perspective when letting their mind wander (Christian et al., 
2013). Congruent with this, third-person memories are more common in situations 
that involve greater self-awareness and social anxiety, such as public speaking (Nigro 
& Niesser, 1983). And, publicly self-conscious individuals tend to remember more of 
their social interactions in the third-person (Robinson & Swanson, 1993).

If the mental perspective one adopts is influenced by concerns of how one is per-
ceived by others, it raises intriguing questions about the potential impact of deliber-
ately manipulating one’s visual perspective on self-perception, feelings of personal 
responsibility, and degree of social awareness – all factors which could influence 
prosocial behavior. Indeed, a sizable literature suggests that intentionally manipulat-
ing how events are visualized can impact the cognitive and emotional construal of 
those events.

Broadly, first-person perspective-taking has been associated with greater emo-
tional closeness, detail, and internal awareness (for review, Niese et al., 2022). Mem-
ories naturally recalled from the first-person are rated higher on vividness, sensory 
detail, emotional intensity, and memory clarity (Sutin & Robins, 2010). Likewise, 
first-person visualizations of the future are also more vivid (D’Argembeau & Van der 
Linden, 2012). Instructing participants to focus on personal feelings results in more 
first-person memories while focusing on objective circumstances of events produces 
more third-person memories (Nigro & Neisser, 1983). Moreover, positive and nega-
tive memories are more often experienced in the first-person, while neutral memories 
are more common in the third-person (D’Argembeau et al., 2003). Finally, in experi-
ments where participants are instructed to describe the same set of actions performed 
in a laboratory setting, those instructed to adopt a third-person perspective provide 
fewer details about their internal thoughts, emotions, and physical sensations, com-
pared to those instructed to recall the actions from a first-person perspective (Eich 
et al., 2009). Congruent with this, first-person memories are associated with greater 
activity in brain regions associated with interoception-based awareness, somatic-
motor activity, and arousal (Eich et al., 2009).

Perspective-Taking and Prosocial Behavior

It stands to reason that a third-person perspective may allow people to become more 
aware of how they appear to others (Cohen et al., 2002; Macrae et al., 2016), poten-
tially leading to an increased emphasis on reputation management, and consequently, 
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helping. Research suggests that when participants are instructed to recall memories in 
the third-person, those recollections contain richer “external” content, including self-
descriptions of appearance and actions, which are more salient to observers (Eich 
et al., 2009). Interestingly, manipulating the perspective one adopts during recall 
can also influence the type of attributions individuals make about their own actions 
(Frank & Gilovich, 1989; Storms, 1973). When instructed to recall memories of self 
from a third-person perspective, individuals tend to make more dispositional attribu-
tions, akin to the attributions people make when observing others (Frank & Gilovich, 
1989; Storms, 1973). However, when recalling a memory from a first-person per-
spective, individuals tend to make fewer dispositional inferences about themselves, 
possibly because they are reliving and experiencing the effects of the situation from 
within. This shift in causal attribution underscores how a third-person perspective 
increases awareness of self in relation to others (Frank & Gilovich, 1989) and pro-
vides individuals with valuable insight about how others may interpret their actions.

To the extent that third-person perspective taking reduces egocentrism and induces 
a heightened sense of social observation and accountability, it may too have apprecia-
ble effects on prosocial behavior. Evolutionary psychology has long highlighted the 
significance of reputation management in human cooperation, emphasizing that indi-
viduals are naturally motivated to uphold positive reputations in order to reap social 
rewards, such as attracting valuable partners and avoiding social consequences, like 
ostracism (for review, Wu, Balliet, and van Lange, 2016). While there is an exten-
sive literature suggesting that social visibility versus anonymity increases coopera-
tion (e.g., Bereczkei et al., 2007), other literature suggests that even subtle cues of 
being watched can lead to greater levels of cooperation. For instance, eyespots on a 
computer, known as the “watching eyes effect” can enhance generosity in a dictator 
game (Haley & Fessler, 2005). This effect extends to real-world scenarios, fostering 
greater contributions for drinks and charities (Bateson et al., 2006; Powell et al., 
2012), curbing littering in cafeterias (Ernst-Jones, Nettle, & Bateson,2012), deterring 
bicycle theft (Nettle et al., 2011) and promoting pedestrian adherence to traffic regu-
lations (Manesi et al., 2016). Just like the watching eyes effect, taking an observer’s 
perspective of self could enhance perceptions of social visibility.

Abstract thinking encouraged by a third-person perspective may also facilitate a 
greater appreciation of social context, including social rules and expectations as well 
as judgments from others. Thus, taking a third-person perspective could help facili-
tate behaviors motivated by social responsibility. In support of this, it has been shown 
that visualizing going to the polls from a third-person perspective increases intention 
to vote, as well as self-reported voting behavior (Libby et al., 2007). Additionally, in 
a small study involving 60 participants, Crisp and Husnu (2011) found that imagining 
contact with a member of a stigmatized group from a third-person perspective pro-
duced stronger intentions to engage with the group member in the future compared 
to a first-person perspective.

Engaging in a third-person perspective may also encourage more abstract evalu-
ations by reducing the focus on concrete details. This shift is thought to weaken the 
influence of contextual information when making moral judgments and encourage a 
more general application of moral rules to scenarios. Researchers have explored this 
possibility by comparing moral wrongness ratings for transgressions between individ-
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uals who were instructed to imagine themselves committing the transgression from a 
first-person perspective versus a third-person perspective. Those who imagined their 
immoral actions in the third-person tended to rate them as more wrong (Agerström 
et al., 2013; Saine et al., 2021). Similarly, when participants were instructed to read 
vignettes of moral transgressions and either focus on their own thoughts and feelings 
or to take the perspective of someone they know, participants who took the perspec-
tive of another person rated the scenarios as more morally wrong (Eyal et al., 2008). 
Taken together, adopting a third-person perspective may enhance prosocial inclina-
tions by both amplifying perceptions of social visibility and prioritizing the consider-
ation of moral principles over egocentric concerns.

There may be reasons for expecting first-person perspectives to foster increased 
prosocial behavior as well. Because first-person perspectives tend to be more vivid, 
concrete, and are imbued with heightened emotional and physiological arousal (Sutin 
& Robins, 2010; D’Argembeau & Van der Linden, 2012), they might evoke a stron-
ger empathetic response which could, in turn, lead to increased cooperation. Indeed, 
there is an extensive literature linking empathy to various prosocial behaviors (for 
review, Yin & Wang, 2023). For instance, an empathy induction has been shown to 
increase altruistic behavior in a dictator game, and experienced empathy predicted 
over 40% of the change in cooperative behavior (Klimecki et al., 2016).

In addition, Tausen et al. (2018) proposed that because sensorimotor percep-
tion helps give rise to an individual’s sense of agency, a first-person perspective 
may influence feelings of personal responsibility for one’s actions. They tested the 
hypothesis in two small samples (n = 137 and n = 64), manipulating perspective-tak-
ing and event valence in hypothetical scenarios. Judgments of personal responsibility 
were higher in the first-person condition, regardless of whether the scenario had a 
positive or negative outcome (Tausen et al., 2018). This effect on agency and per-
sonal responsibility might impact intentions and actions. Rennie et al. (2014) demon-
strated that first-person visualizations of engaging in a health behavior after reading 
an informational message increased intentions to engage in the behavior more than 
third-person visualizations. Similarly, in a sample of 113 participants, Brown and de 
Place (2022) found that first-person visualizations of life after being vaccinated for 
COVID-19 were more effective in increasing intentions to get the vaccine compared 
to third-person visualizations. Alternatively, Rennie and colleagues (2016) found that 
third-person visualizations were more effective in increasing intentions and actual 
engagement for simple rather complex health behaviors. This departure from the pre-
vious work may be due to the effects of a third-person perspective in reducing focus 
on concrete details, which could inhibit engagement in more complex behavior that 
requires planning. However, it’s worth noting that the study which had a partici-
pant pool of 150, might have lacked sufficient statistical power for identifying small 
effects in interactions. In another study, Zhang and colleagues (2021) used a 2 × 2 
design with a sample of 271 participants to investigate the interaction between visual 
perspective and thought focus. They found that third-person visualization was more 
effective in increasing intentions to recycle, but only when the visualization focused 
on the positive outcomes of recycling behavior. When the visualization focused on 
the actual process of recycling, a first-person perspective was more effective (Zhang 
et al., 2021).
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The existing body of research indicates that a third-person perspective may 
enhance prosocial behaviors by heightening the sense of being observed and evalu-
ated socially, and by shifting attention from self-centered issues to more general soci-
etal concerns. On the other hand, a first-person perspective could increase prosocial 
actions by intensifying feelings of personal agency, responsibility, and empathy. Here 
we explore how visual perspective-taking of self influences cooperative behavior. 
The current research stands out for its larger sample sizes, preregistration, and focus 
on actual cooperative behaviors rather than intentions. We conduct two experiments: 
the first explores whether a general first or third-person visualizations of self can 
enhance prosocial actions. Here, participants recall events from the previous day 
from one of the two perspectives. The second experiment takes a narrower approach, 
examining whether visualizing a specific future cooperative task from either a first 
or third-person perspective affects cooperative intentions and actions in that task. 
Finally, we also test whether any effects of visual perspective on altruistic behavior 
are mediated by self-construal (i.e., the extent to which an individual sees themselves 
as interdependent with others). It is possible that one’s perspective of the self may 
influence the relative salience of social connectedness, and thus emphasize coopera-
tive motivation. Self-construal has been shown to predict engagement in altruistic 
behaviors such as volunteering and donation to charity (Skarmeas & Shabbir, 2011; 
Yong Seo & Scammon, 2014).

Study 1

Materials and Methods

Preregistration and Data Availability Statement

This study was preregistered on Open Science Framework prior to any data being 
collected. Preregistration included desired sample size, exclusion criteria, measured 
variables, hypotheses, and planned analyses. Unless explicitly stated, we conformed 
to all aspects of the preregistration. Sample size was determined based on an a pri-
ori power analysis conducted to detect an effect size of d = 0.3 with 95% power at 
α = 0.05. Data and analysis code are publicly available on the Open Science Frame-
work. All measures, manipulations, and exclusions are disclosed in the manuscript 
or Online Resources. Figures were generated and analyses were conducted using R 
statistical software version 4.2.2, RStudio version 2023.09.1 + 494.

Participants

Responses were collected from 693 participants via Prolific. The sample was bal-
anced by gender. Prolific users were excluded from participation if they were not 
fluent in English or were living outside of the United States. A total of 94 participants 
were removed from analysis for completing less than 50% of the items, completing 
the study in under five minutes, or entering unintelligible text responses. The final 
sample comprised 599 participants, with 302 in the first-person condition and 297 in 
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the third-person condition. Of these, 50.3% were women; 5 identified as non-binary, 
and 2 chose not to disclose gender. A majority of the sample, 78.8%, identified as 
White, 7.5% as African American, 4.5% as Asian, 2.8% as Hispanic or Latino/a, 
0.3% as Native American or Indigenous, and 6.0% as Mixed Race/Other. The mean 
age was 42.3 years (SD = 13.6 years). The median income was $50,000 - $99,999 and 
the median educational attainment level was a bachelor’s degree. Finally, 97.6% of 
the sample reported being raised in the United States.

Procedures

The experiment was advertised on Prolific as a study on memory recall. Prospective 
participants were informed that they would be asked to recall a memory, write a short 
narrative of the memory, and respond to a few survey questions. Those who chose 
to participate received a Qualtrics survey link. After providing consent, participants 
filled out demographic information including gender, age, ethnicity, income, level of 
education, and whether they were raised in the United States.

Visualization Task Following the demographic questionnaire, all participants received 
instructions for a task that required them to visualize the events of the previous day. 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In the first-person 
condition, participants were instructed to use a first-person perspective where scenes 
are visualized “from within your body looking out”. Participants in the third-person 
condition were asked to use a third-person perspective where the perspective was 
described as picturing each scene, “from outside your body, including yourself in the 
mental image”. Both sets of instructions included prompts to encourage participants 
to visualize the entire day, as well as photographs depicting examples of the visual 
perspective corresponding to their assigned condition (see Online Resource 1 for 
full set of instructions). Participants had to spend at least 90 s on the task but were 
informed that they could take as much time as needed.

Next, participants wrote a narrative of the day they visualized using pronouns that 
matched the perspective assigned to them, i.e., “I”, “my”, “we”, in the first-person 
condition and “she/her”, “he/him”, “they/them” in the third-person condition. Partici-
pants in the third-person condition were also permitted to refer to themselves by their 
first name. In both conditions, participants were instructed to enter a response with a 
minimum of 1,200 characters.

Visualization Rating Scales Following the writing task, participants responded to 
several questions about the day that they just recalled. Using Likert-scales, they 
rated the extent to which the events of the day were typical for their daily life (0 = 
“very unusual”, 3 = “very typical”), the extent to which the day was generally posi-
tive or negative for them (0 = “extremely negative”, 4 = “extremely positive”), the 
extent to which the day involved interaction with others (“lots, some, or no interac-
tion with others”), and the vividness of their visualizations (0 = “not vivid at all”, 4 
= “extremely vivid”). Participants also identified emotions experienced during the 
visualization from a provided list (see Online Resource 2 for list of emotions) and 
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responded “yes” or “no” as to whether the memory involved interactions with family, 
friends, or strangers.

Altruism Measure A brief cover story was used to mask the true intent of the altruism 
measure, helping to ensure participants remained unaware of the study’s actual focus. 
After responding to the questions regarding their visualized day, participants read the 
following message:

“You are almost finished with the study, thank you for your participation thus 
far. Before we wrap up the study, we would like to request an additional moment 
of your time.
Our research group is participating in a winter charity campaign for the Chil-
dren’s Hospital of Philadelphia (CHOP). A donor has pledged to contribute 
$0.10 for every view on select promotional videos. By spending only 30 sec-
onds per video, you can help us raise money to donate to CHOP. If every-
one who takes our survey chooses to watch all of the videos, we estimate that 
together we will raise $600 for CHOP. You are not required to participate in our 
charity campaign to earn credit for completing this study. You may choose to 
watch as many or as few videos as you would like.”

They were then asked, “Are you willing to spend 30 seconds watching a promotional 
video to raise money for our charity campaign?”. If participants chose not to watch 
the video, they continued directly with the study. If participants chose to watch the 
video, they were presented with the opportunity to watch another 30-second video, 
or to return to the study. This choice was presented repeatedly for up to ten vid-
eos before they were automatically redirected back to the study. The total number 
of videos that participants chose to watch (0–10) served as a measure of altruistic 
behavior, as they were informed that they were not required to participate in the 
charity campaign to receive credit for completing the study, nor would they receive 
any additional compensation for their time. While we used a cover story, all money 
earned ($) was donated to CHOP.

Manipulation Checks and Natural Perspective Taking The section following the 
charity campaign message was the same, regardless of whether participants chose 
to watch any videos. At the beginning of this section, participants were presented 
with a reminder of the narrative they wrote earlier in the study. As a manipulation 
check, participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they saw the events 
in the recall task from a first- or third-person perspective (0 = completely first-per-
son; 4 = completely third-person). Participants also rated the difficulty of using the 
assigned perspective on a 5-point Likert scale, with a higher rating corresponding to 
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more difficulty. They were also asked to indicate which perspective they generally 
take when naturally recalling a memory.

Self-Construal In the final section of the study, participants responded to a scale 
that measured self-construal. This measure consists of a 7-item subscale measuring 
independent self-construal, as well as a 10-item subscale measuring interdependent 
self-construal (Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013). Ratings for each item on the sub-
scales are averaged separately to form independence and interdependence scores. 
The independence score is subtracted from the interdependence score to calculate an 
overall self-construal score. A higher overall score indicates a more interdependent 
self-construal. Participants also rated the extent to which they agree with the state-
ments, “I consider myself to be an altruistic/generous/good person”, on a 5-point 
Likert scale (“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”).

At the end of the study, participants were debriefed. They were informed of the 
true purpose of the charity campaign task and told that any money raised by partici-
pants who watched the videos would be donated to CHOP at the conclusion of the 
study. Based on the total number of videos watched by participants, the final donation 
to CHOP amounted to $130. The study took approximately 15 min to complete, and 
each participant was paid $3.00 for participation.

Results

Manipulation and Balance Checks

Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated that the manipulation check measures (perspective used 
in the visualization task; difficulty of using assigned perspective) were not normally 
distributed (p < 0.001 for both measures). As a result, we deviated from the preregis-
tration to use nonparametric tests (i.e., Mann-Whitney tests) to compare the ratings 
between groups. A significant difference was found between the perspectives used by 
each group, W = 4217.50, p < 0.001, r = 0.83, with participants in the first-person con-
dition being more likely to report using a first-person perspective in the task (Med = 0, 
IQR = 0) and participants in the third-person condition being more likely to report 
using a third-person perspective in the task (Med = 3, IQR = 2). Across all participants, 
the level of difficulty was low (Med = 2, IQR = 4). There was a difference in the aver-
age rating of difficulty between conditions, W = 38,579, p < 0.01, r = 0.13. Participants 
in the third-person condition rated difficulty higher (Med = 2, IQR = 4) than those in 
the first-person condition (Med = 0, IQR = 4). Further, there was a slight difference 
in ratings of difficulty between participants whose natural perspective during recall 
did or did not match the perspective assigned for the visualization task, W = 36,734, 
p = 0.03, r = 0.09. Participants whose natural perspective matched their assigned 
perspective rated the difficulty of using the assigned perspective lower (Med = 2, 
IQR = 4, Mean = 1.81, SD = 1.87) than those who’s natural and assigned perspective 
did not match (Med = 2, IQR = 4, Mean = 2.16, SD = 1.66). Still, the overall difficulty 
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for both groups was low since a rating of 2 corresponds to “neither easy nor difficult”. 
Finally, a linear regression found no significant relationship between vividness rat-
ings and whether participants’ natural perspective did or did not match the perspec-
tive assigned for the visualization task, b = -0.07, SE = 0.07, p = 0.28.

A t-test indicated no significant difference in the mean age between conditions, 
t(598) = 1.41, p = 0.16, d = 0.12. Chi-square tests determined that there were no sig-
nificant associations between condition and any of the categorical demographic vari-
ables including gender, ethnicity, income, education, and whether the participant was 
raised in the United States (Online Resource 3).

Altruistic Behavior

The median number of charity videos that participants watched was 1 (IQR = 3, 
Range = 0–10). A Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that the number of charity videos 
watched was not normally distributed (p < 0.001), and again we opted to diverge from 
the preregistration by using Mann-Whitney tests to compare the number of charity 
videos watched by participants in each condition. There was no significant difference 
in the number of videos watched in the first-person condition (Med = 1, IQR = 3) com-
pared to the third-person condition (Med = 1, IQR = 3), W = 43,838, p = 0.63, r = 0.02; 
Fig. 1a. The 95% confidence interval indicates an extremely close range for the dif-
ference in means between the groups (-0.00004, 0.00004), suggesting that any dif-
ference between the conditions is likely negligible. Our final sample size provided 

Fig. 1 (a) Boxplot presenting the total number of charity videos participants watched, categorized 
by condition. Boxplot shows median values, represented by the bold line and the interquartile range, 
indicated by the span of the box. (b) Scatterplot illustrating the relationship between the number of 
charity videos participants watched and their rating of themselves as an altruistic/generous/good per-
son. The gray area depicts a confidence interval around the line of best fit. (c) Boxplot presenting the 
total number of charity videos participants watched, categorized by the perspective they naturally use 
to recall events
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80% power to detect an effect size of d = 0.2 or greater in an independent-samples 
Mann-Whitney test at ɑ = 0.05.

To explore the robustness of this null result, a backward stepwise regression analy-
sis was performed. We opted to run a Poisson regression rather than the linear regres-
sion planned in the preregistration as it is a better option to model the non-normal 
essay count data. The aim was to assess whether the null findings were sensitive to 
the inclusion of potential confounders in the model. Predictor variables included con-
dition, gender, ethnicity, education, income, age, whether an individual was raised 
in the United States, vividness rating of the events recalled, the extent to which the 
events recalled were typical of daily life, were generally positive or negative, and 
generally involved social interaction, and specifically whether the events recalled 
involved interaction with family, friends, or strangers. Notably, the condition vari-
able did not emerge as a significant predictor in the regression analysis further sup-
porting the null result obtained from the initial Mann-Whitney test. The final model 
retained affect, education, vividness, ethnicity, age, and the extent to which the events 
recalled generally involved social interaction, and specifically with friends or strang-
ers (Online Resource 4). It is important to interpret these findings with caution. The 
sample size for certain ethnic categories was small. Additionally, these findings were 
not predicted a priori and emerged in the context of multiple comparisons. Thus, the 
practical significance of these findings is limited and should not detract from the pri-
mary conclusion: there was no effect of condition on our measure of altruism.

Natural Perspective

Approximately 67% of participants indicated that they generally use a first-person 
perspective when naturally recalling memories. Only about 7% indicated that they 
generally use a third-person perspective, and about 25% indicated that they use both 
a first and third-person perspective equally.

We ran a Kruskal-Wallis test to check for an association between the three natu-
ral perspective groups and altruistic behavior. There was no significant association 
between natural perspective and the number of videos watched, χ2; = 1.69, df = 2, 
p = 0.43, ε2 < 0.001; Fig. 1c. A Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there was an asso-
ciation between natural perspective and the participant’s ratings of vividness of 
their visualization, χ2; = 7.68, df = 2, p = 0.02, ε2 = 0.01. Vividness was rated the high-
est by participants who naturally use first-person (Med = 3, IQR = 1, Mean = 3.14, 
SD = 0.76), slightly lower for those that use first and third person equally (Med = 3, 
IQR = 1, Mean = 3.01, SD = 0.83), and lowest for those that use third person (Med = 3, 
IQR = 0.25, Mean = 2.82, SD = 0.76). Although different tests were planned in the pre-
registration to analyze the relationship of natural perspective to altruism and vivid-
ness, a Kruskal-Wallis test was determined to be the more appropriate test in both 
cases.

We conducted chi-square tests to determine whether there was an association 
between any of the categorical demographic variables and the perspective that indi-
viduals generally use when recalling a memory. There was no association between 
natural perspective and gender (χ2; = 4.01, df = 4, p = 0.41), income (χ2; = 7.86, df = 10, 
p = 0.64), ethnicity (χ2; = 10.52, df = 10, p = 0.40), or whether an individual was raised 
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in the United States (χ2; = 1.05, df = 2, p = 0.59). A one-way ANOVA determined 
that there was no significant association between age and natural perspective, F(2, 
596) = 2.19, p = 0.11.

Self-Construal

We hypothesized that participants in the third-person condition would identify more 
closely with an interdependent self-construal, whereas those in the first-person condi-
tion would identify more closely with an independent self-construal. A linear regres-
sion indicated that condition was not a significant predictor of self-construal, b = 0.07, 
SE = 0.08, p = 0.39.

We hypothesized that individuals who spent more time watching the charity vid-
eos would be more likely to show high agreement with the statements “I consider 
myself to be an altruistic/generous/good person”. We calculated a Spearman correla-
tion to test the relationship between altruistic behavior and ratings of the self on these 
characteristics. There was a significant positive correlation between the number of 
videos watched and one’s ratings of the self as an altruistic/generous/good person, 
r = 0.11, p < 0.01; Fig. 1b. A Spearman correlation between self-construal and rat-
ings of the self as an altruistic/generous/good person was also significant, r = -0.09, 
p = 0.03. A more independent self-construal was correlated with a higher rating of the 
self as an altruistic/generous/good person.

Study 2

Materials and methods

Preregistration and Data Availability Statement

This study was preregistered on Open Science Framework prior to data collection. 
Preregistration included desired sample size, exclusion criteria, measured variables, 
hypotheses, and planned analyses. Unless explicitly stated, we conformed to all 
aspects of the preregistration. Sample size was determined based on an a priori power 
analysis conducted to detect an effect size of d = 0.4 with 90% power at α = 0.05. 
Data and analysis code are publicly available on the Open Science Framework. All 
measures, manipulations, and exclusions are disclosed in the manuscript or Online 
Resources. Figures were generated and analyses were conducted using R statistical 
software version 4.2.2, RStudio version 2023.09.1 + 494.

Participants

Responses were collected from 293 undergraduates at the University of Pennsylvania 
via SONA systems. SONA users were excluded from participation in the study if they 
were not fluent in English or were under the age of 18. Twenty two participants were 
removed from analysis for failing to complete at least 50% of the measures. The final 
sample consisted of 271 participants (141 participants in the first-person condition 
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and 130 participants in the third-person condition). The sample was 70.48% female, 
and one participant did not disclose their gender. The median age was 20 years old. 
The sample was ethnically diverse, with 35.4% of the sample identifying as White, 
35.8% as Asian, 12.9% as Hispanic or Latino/a, 8.5% as African American, 4.8% as 
Middle Eastern, and 2.2% as Mixed Race/Other. Additionally, 23.61% of the sample 
identified as a first-generation student. The median household income was $150,000 
- $199,999.

Procedures

The experiment was advertised as a study about attitudes toward volunteer-based 
tutoring programs that could be implemented at the participants’ school. This descrip-
tion was intended to misdirect participants about the focus of the research in order 
to avoid demand characteristics. Participants were informed that the study would 
involve completing a short visualization task about the tutoring program followed 
by several survey questions. Those who chose to participate were provided with a 
link to a Qualtrics survey. After providing consent, participants were asked to report 
demographic information including gender, age, ethnicity, income, first-generation 
student status, and year in school. As described below, we used a brief cover story to 
avoid demand characteristics and elicit genuine altruistic behavior.

Behavior Intention Participants were asked to read the following description of a 
hypothetical volunteer program:

Imagine that the writing center at Penn is offering a new program that pairs Penn 
undergraduates with students from local high schools who are seeking support 
in writing their college application essay. The program serves low income high 
school students who would be the first in their family to attend college. The role 
of Penn undergraduates is to offer advice on the application process and provide 
written feedback on a student’s essay. The program operates on a volunteer 
basis, and while undergraduate volunteers do not receive payment or course/
internship credit, they have the opportunity to help a student in need.

Before and after the treatment (visualization task - described below), participants rated 
their willingness to volunteer in the program on a 5-point Likert scale (“extremely 
likely” to “extremely unlikely”). We calculate the change in volunteer intention as the 
difference in these scores pre-and post-treatment.

Visualization Task Participants were randomized into one of two conditions for a 
visualization task where they were asked to imagine themselves volunteering in the 
program described in the previous section. They were guided through this visualiza-
tion with various prompts (see Online Resource 5 for full task instructions). In one 
condition, the instructions for the task asked the participant to visualize the scenario 
from a first-person perspective, and in the other condition the instructions asked the 
participant to use a third-person perspective. After engaging in the visualization task, 
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participants were asked to again rate the likelihood that they would participate in this 
program if it were to exist at their university.

Self-Construal In the next section, participants responded to the same self-construal 
scale used in Study 1 and were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the 
statements, “I consider myself to be an altruistic/generous/good person”, on a 5-point 
Likert scale (“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”).

Behavior Commitment Participants were then presented with the following message 
explaining an opportunity to immediately volunteer for a similar program by provid-
ing feedback on student college application essays:

“Our research lab has partnered with a Philadelphia-based nonprofit to assist 
in the development of a program very similar to the one you were asked to 
envision. Ultimately, the goal of this program is to expand access to higher 
education for low income and first-generation youth in the Philadelphia public 
school system.
As part of the development of this program, we are collecting data on the type 
of feedback that undergraduate students are able to provide on college applica-
tion essays.
We are looking for undergraduate students to read short excerpts from college 
application essays and answer a few questions about the paragraph they read. 
You are not required to participate in this activity to receive SONA credit for 
completing this study, and you will not receive additional credit if you decide 
to participate. This is voluntary. However, your participation would be a major 
contribution to the success of the program.”

After reading this message, participants were asked to indicate how many essay 
excerpts they would be willing to review (up to 5). They had the option of selecting 
“0” to skip the task. Because we were only interested in the amount of time partici-
pants were willing to spend volunteering for this task and not in the essay feedback 
itself, participants did not actually review any essay excerpts regardless of the num-
ber that they indicated on this item. However, when selecting their response, partici-
pants were under the impression that they were committing to review these excerpts 
immediately after completing the survey measures.

Manipulation Checks and Natural Perspective Taking As a manipulation check, par-
ticipants were asked to indicate the extent to which they visualized the scenario from 
a first- or third-person perspective (0 = completely first-person; 4 = completely third-
person). Participants were also asked to rate the difficulty of visualizing the scenario 
from the assigned perspective (0 = extremely easy; 4 = extremely difficult), as well as 
the vividness of their visualization (0 = not vivid at all; 4 = extremely vivid). Finally, 
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participants were asked to indicate which perspective they naturally take when visu-
alizing the future.

At the end of the study, participants were debriefed. They were informed about the 
true purpose of the request to read essay excerpts and the true focus of the study. The 
study took approximately 15 min to complete, and participants earned course credits 
for participation.

Results

Manipulation and Balance Checks

Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated that the manipulation check, difficulty, vividness, and age 
measures were not normally distributed (p < 0.001 for all measures). Consequently, 
due to this non-normality, we deviated from our preregistration plan and opted for 
equivalent nonparametric (i.e., Mann-Whitney) tests to compare the ratings between 
groups. To test the effectiveness of the manipulation, we compared participant ratings 
of the perspective they used in the visualization task and reported difficulty using the 
assigned perspective between conditions. A significant difference was found between 
the perspectives used by each group in the intended direction, W = 6722.5, p < 0.001, 
r = 0.24. However, the median ratings in both groups were close, with a median rating 
of 1 (IQR = 1) corresponding to “mostly first-person” in the first-person condition, 
and a median rating of 2 (IQR = 2) corresponding to “equally first and third person” 
in the third-person condition.

Across all participants, the median rating of difficulty corresponded to “somewhat 
easy” (Med = 1, IQR = 1). There was a small difference in the rating of difficulty using 
the assigned perspective between conditions, W = 7698.5, p = 0.02, r = 0.14, with 
participants in the third-person condition rating difficulty slightly higher (Med = 1, 
IQR = 1.75, Mean = 1.54, SD = 1.08) than those in the first-person condition (Med = 1, 
IQR = 1, Mean = 1.21, SD = 0.92). There was no significant difference in ratings of 
difficulty between participants whose natural perspective when visualizing the future 
did or did not match the perspective assigned for the visualization task, W = 6256, 
p = 0.08, r = 0.11. Participants were also asked to rate the vividness of their visualiza-
tion. A linear regression found no significant relationship between vividness ratings 
and whether participants’ natural perspective did or did not match the perspective 
assigned for the visualization task, b = -0.11, SE = 0.11, p = 0.36.

A Mann-Whitney test indicated no significant difference in the mean age between 
conditions, W = 9465.5, p = 0.63, r = 0.03. Chi-square tests determined that there were 
no significant associations between conditions and various categorical demographic 
variables, including gender, ethnicity, household income, first-gen status, and class 
year (Online Resource 6).
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Altruistic Behavior Intention and Commitment

Participants rated their likelihood of joining the volunteer program pre- and post-
visualization. We predicted an increase in volunteer intention following the visualiza-
tion task in both conditions. Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated a non-normal distribution 
for both pre-and post-visualizations (p < 0.001). Consequently, we conducted a 
Wilcoxon two-sample paired test for comparison. In support of our hypothesis, 
there was a significant increase from pre- to post-visualization volunteer intention, 
V = 970.5, p < 0.001, r = 0.45; Fig. 2a. Despite identical medians (Med = 4, IQR = 1), 
the distributions of pre-visualization (Mean = 3.62, SD = 1.07) and post-visualization 
(Mean = 4.00, SD = 0.87) volunteer intention do differ. We also hypothesized that 
post-visualization volunteer intention would be correlated with volunteer commit-
ment (the number of essay excerpts that a participant volunteers to provide feedback 
on). A Spearman correlation between post-visualization volunteer intention and vol-
unteer commitment was significant, r = 0.34, p < 0.001; Fig. 3.

We hypothesized that the change in volunteer intention would be more pronounced 
in the third-person condition than the first-person condition. However, a Mann-Whit-
ney test revealed no difference in change in volunteer intention between conditions, 
W = 8655, p = 0.38, r = 0.05; Fig. 2b. Similarly, no significant difference was found 
in the number of excerpts participants agreed to review between the first-person 
(Med = 0, IQR = 1) and third-person (Med = 0, IQR = 1) conditions, W = 9126, p = 0.95, 

Fig. 2 Boxplot comparisons of altruism measures. Each boxplot shows median values, represented by 
the bold line and the interquartile range, indicated by the span of the box. (a) Presents the distribution 
of participants’ likelihood to participate in the volunteer program, comparing responses before and 
after the visualization task. (b) Presents change in volunteer intention, categorized by condition. (c) 
Presents the total count of essay excerpts that participants volunteered to review, categorized by condi-
tion. (d) Presents the total count of essay excerpts that participants volunteered to review, categorized 
by the perspective they naturally use to imagine future events
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r < 0.001; Fig. 2c. Our final sample size provided 80% power to detect an effect size 
of d = 0.3 or greater in an independent-samples Mann-Whitney test at ɑ = 0.05.

There was no significant difference between white and non-white participants in 
post-visualization volunteer intention, W = 8649.5, p = 0.60, r = 0.03, or volunteer 
commitment, W = 8609.5, p = 0.65, r = 0.03. There was no association between age 
and post-visualization volunteer intention, r = -0.06, p = 0.33, or volunteer com-
mitment, r = -0.01, p = 0.93. Although including a test for an association between 
post-visualization volunteer intention and gender was overlooked in the prereg-
istration, this analysis was deemed pertinent. We found a significant difference in 
post-visualization volunteer intention by gender, W = 5678, p < 0.001, r = 0.21, with 
women (Med = 4, IQR = 1, Mean = 4.13, SD = 0.79) rating themselves as more likely 
to volunteer compared to men (Med = 4, IQR = 1, Mean = 3.70, SD = 0.99). There was 
also a significant difference in volunteer commitment by gender in the same direc-
tion, W = 6220.5, p = 0.01, r = 0.15. Women volunteered to rate more essay excerpts 
(Med = 1, IQR = 1.50, Mean = 1.01, SD = 1.29) compared to men (Med = 0, IQR = 1, 
Mean = 0.68, SD = 1.15).

Natural Perspective

Approximately 41% of participants indicated that they generally use a first-person 
perspective when naturally visualizing the future, while only about 15% indicated 
that they generally use a third-person perspective. Around 43% indicated that they 
use both a first and third-person perspective equally. A Kruskal-Wallis test to check 
for an association between natural perspective (generally first, generally third, or 
equal) and post-visualization volunteer intention found no significant association, 
χ2; = 5.59, df = 2, p = 0.06, ε2 = 0.01. A similar test for an association between natural 

Fig. 3 Scatterplot illustrating the relationship between participants’ post-visualization ratings of their 
intention to volunteer and the total number of essay excerpts they volunteered to review. The gray area 
depicts a confidence interval around the line of best fit
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perspective and number of essay excerpts participants agreed to review was also not 
significant, χ2; = 0.20, df = 2, p = 0.91, ε2 = < 0.001; Fig. 2d.

Chi-square tests determined that there were no significant associations between 
natural perspective and gender (χ2; = 0.53, df = 2, p = 0.77), income (χ2; = 11.97, 
df = 10, p = 0.29), ethnicity (χ2; = 13.06, df = 12, p = 0.37), first-generation status 
(χ2; = 2.33, df = 2, p = 0.31), or class year (χ2; = 5.21, df = 8, p = 0.73). Additionally, a 
Kruskal-Wallis test determined that there was no significant association between age 
and natural perspective, χ2; = 9.14, p = 0.24.

Self-Construal

We ran a t-test to determine if self-construal was significantly different between the 
conditions, and found that this was not the case, t(266.5) = 0.26, p = 0.79, d = 0.03. 
Ratings of the self as an altruistic/generous/good person were not normally distrib-
uted, so we ran a Mann-Whitney test to compare ratings between conditions. This 
was also not significant, W = 9094, p = 0.91, r = 0.01. We hypothesized that individu-
als who volunteered to provide feedback on a greater number of essay excerpts would 
be more likely to show high agreement with the statements, “I consider myself to be 
an altruistic/generous/good person”. We calculated a Spearman correlation to test 
the relationship between volunteer commitment and ratings of the self as an altru-
istic/generous/good person. There was no significant correlation, r = 0.09, p = 0.12. 
A Spearman correlation test between self-construal and one’s rating of the self as an 
altruistic/generous/good person was also not significant, r = -0.007, p = 0.91.

Discussion

The concept of self-visualization has been contemplated for over a century. Yet, 
empirical exploration into its effects on cognition, emotion, and prosocial behavior is 
relatively new, having gained momentum in the last few decades. Expanding on this, 
our research, through two distinct experiments utilizing different visualization para-
digms, examined whether first- versus third-person visualizations of oneself affect 
prosocial behavior. We found no evidence that manipulating the perspective taken 
during self-visualizations – whether envisioning future engagement in a volunteer 
activity or recalling past events more generally – affects one’s intention to volunteer 
in the present or the future, or the amount of time they spend raising money for a 
charity. Further, we also found no relationship between participants’ self-reported 
natural mode of self-perspective taking and any of our prosocial measures. Conse-
quently, the current research does not support claims that different modes of visual-
izing oneself affect prosocial behaviors.

There exists a substantial body of work examining how visualizations of oneself 
engaging in an activity, irrespective of the perspective used, can affect performance, 
confidence, and behavioral intention. For instance, the general efficacy of visual-
ization on behavior has shown positive effects in various domains, such as blood 
donation (Armitage & Reidy, 2008), studying for exams (Pham & Taylor, 1999), 
and health behavior (Knäuper et al., 2011). In line with this literature, results from 
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Study 2 revealed that participants in both the first- and third-person condition showed 
an increase in intention to volunteer after visualizing themselves engaging in the 
activity. While it is possible that this result could have been influenced by demand 
characteristics, it is noteworthy that post-visualization volunteer intention positively 
predicted the number of essay excerpts participants agreed to read during the cur-
rent session. Given that reading essay excerpts is a costly activity, the finding helps 
mitigate the potential influence of demand characteristics in driving the relationship 
between visualizing and volunteer intention.

The findings from Study 2 suggest that it is possible that any form of self-visual-
ization, as opposed to no visualization could enhance prosocial behaviors. However, 
our experiment which lacks a “no visualization” control group, was not designed 
to address this hypothesis. The current experiments were designed to discern the 
relative effectiveness of first versus third-person visualization on prosocial behav-
ior, focusing on the direct comparison between these two perspectives rather than 
how they compare against a no-visualization baseline. This decision, in part, stems 
from the premise that self-visualization inherently involves adopting a perspective, 
whether first-person, third-person, or a combination of the two. Incorporating a con-
trol group in this context would necessitate asking participants to refrain from visual-
izing anything when contemplating the tasks and would not reflect the natural process 
of mental visualization, as individuals undoubtedly engage in some form of self-
visualization when thinking about their future actions or past activities. Alternatively, 
we could have eliminated the visualization component altogether in a control group. 
However, this would introduce a fundamentally different experience. And, this dispa-
rate experience could potentially lead to confounding variables. Again, our primary 
interest lies in comparing the two perspectives, not in the presence versus absence 
of visualization per se – a topic already explored. Finally, our approach is consis-
tent with the precedent set in previous literature that explores the differential effects 
of first versus third-person visualizations, further justifying our experimental design 
choice. Given the robustness of our findings, underscored by a large sample and nar-
row confidence intervals between the two conditions, the inclusion of a control group 
is unlikely to have altered our conclusion: the perspective used when visualizing self 
does not significantly influence prosocial behaviors.

The current results differ from previous findings that report that the perspective 
taken when visualizing oneself influences prosocial behaviors. A potential explana-
tion for this discrepancy may lie in the nature of the outcome behaviors examined. 
The target behaviors in the present studies differ from those used previously. Behav-
iors such as voting, recycling, and getting vaccinated against COVID-19 may provide 
some real or perceived benefit to the self, whereas the target behaviors in the current 
studies almost exclusively serve to benefit the recipient. It may be that the perspective 
from which an individual views themself matters when the behavior serves to also 
benefit to the self, and not just others. This interpretation is consistent with the fact 
that manipulating the perspective taken in visualizations of the past and future did 
not change the extent to which an individual sees themselves as interdependent with 
others, as indicated by a lack of an effect on self-construal.

On the other hand, the relevance of self-benefit in eliciting differences between 
perspectives remains an open question, given the mixed results in prior research. That 
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is, it is unclear which mode of perspective-taking is likely to have the greatest effect. 
For instance, adopting a first-person perspective was found to increase intentions to 
vaccinate against COVID-19 (Brown & de Place, 2022), while a third-person per-
spective was associated with greater intentions to vote (Libby et al., 2007) and recycle 
(Zhang et al., 2021), though in the recycling study the results were only found when 
participants were asked to focus on the positive outcomes of the behavior. Given our 
null findings coupled with the variability and context-dependency observed in prior 
studies, it is possible that some of the reported effects may be attributed to method-
ological factors, rather than reflecting a consistent influence of perspective-taking on 
prosocial behaviors.

In both conditions of our studies, engagement in altruistic behavior was generally 
quite low. Thus it is possible that the lack of an observed effect in our studies might 
be due to greater resistance in performing altruistic behaviors that entail personal 
costs, without offering direct benefits to oneself. However, it is important to note that 
despite this overall low engagement, there was still noticeable variability in these 
measures, and our studies benefited from substantial sample sizes. Still, one future 
direction might compare the effect of perspective in visualizations of altruistic behav-
iors with and without a benefit to the self, for example a verifiable volunteer oppor-
tunity that also serves as resume booster versus a volunteer activity that is difficult to 
receive credit for, such as cleaning trash from a local park.

Previous research relied on measures of prosocial intention, possibly leading to an 
overestimation of the effects, should an effect exist. Intentions are often swayed by 
social desirability among other factors and may not accurately represent true behav-
ior change. In contrast, actual behavior offers a more objective and reliable measure. 
It captures real-world actions, unaffected by the discrepancies that can arise between 
what people intend to do and what they actually do. Notably, we also did not find an 
effect of perspective-type on our intention measure in Study 2.

Among the studies we reviewed, two also included a measure of real behavior 
in addition to intention, specifically, in the contexts of voting (Libby et al., 2007) 
and exercise (Rennie et al., 2016). However, these studies relied on self-reported 
data, collected post-hoc. Self-report may also not be a reliable measure of behavior 
because it is also prone to factors related to social desirability, norms and expecta-
tions, as well as memory recall biases. Further, only 65% of the original sample in the 
voting study and 44% of the original sample in the exercise study responded to the 
follow-up behavior measure, raising concerns about bias.

The prosocial behaviors examined in the current experiments also occur in pri-
vate. If taking a third-person perspective on the self has the potential to increase 
altruistic behavior by increasing awareness of how others may view you, then such 
behaviors might need to occur in the presence of others to be influenced by this per-
spective-shift. This distinction between public and private contexts may moderate the 
effectiveness of perspective-taking interventions on prosocial behavior, for example 
donating money via an anonymous website versus contributing to an in-person fund-
raiser. This would be an interesting avenue to explore for future research.

Our studies employed more detailed manipulations compared to what has histori-
cally been used in similar studies. Other studies often described the scenario to be 
visualized using only a single sentence (e.g., picture yourself voting in the upcom-
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ing election), whereas our participants were given several detailed prompts to imag-
ine the given scenario. It is possible that more open-ended instructions would have 
allowed participants to focus more on internalizing the given perspective and less on 
the details of the action or the scenario being visualized. Moreover, an open-ended 
visualization prompt may also allow for a more naturalistic visualization experience, 
but possibly at the expense of increased variation in what content is visualized and 
thus more noise. Also, it is unclear how a more open-ended visualization task would 
have generated a difference between the conditions and in what direction. Neverthe-
less, future work might compare simple versus detailed visualization instructions for 
target behaviors that have an established effect.

In Study 1 we found a small but significant positive correlation between the num-
ber of videos participants watched for a charity and their self-ratings as altruistic, 
generous, and good individuals. The correlation may reflect participants’ self-aware-
ness of their usual generosity. However, it is probable that their charitable activity 
in the task influenced their self-perception, given that the self-assessment occurred 
post-task. In Study 1, we also found that self-rating as an altruistic person was linked 
to a more independent self-construal. In the context of this study, this may suggest 
that those with a more independent self-construal might have factored their willing-
ness to help others into their self-ratings more than those with an interdependent 
self-construal. For interdependent individuals, helping others might be seen as more 
of a duty and responsibility rather than as a generous deed. That said, the relationship 
between self-construal and self-perceived altruism was small and only observed in 
Study 1, possibly because of its larger sample size. Additionally, the measure of self-
perceived altruism did not specify to whom the participant is altruistic towards. It is 
possible that this rating may differ depending on the target, and asking participants 
to rate how altruistic they are towards strangers specifically may have yielded a more 
relevant response. When measuring self-perceived altruism, future research should 
specify whether the question refers to altruism towards family, friends, strangers, etc.

Despite the enduring fascination in self-visualization, our research indicates that 
neither the manipulation of self-visualization (first-person or third-person) nor indi-
viduals’ natural visualization tendencies impact prosocial intentions or behaviors. 
These findings, coupled with the mixed results from prior studies, suggest that the 
role of perspective in self-visualization on prosocial behavior is either more com-
plex than appreciated or potentially inconsequential. Our results highlight the need 
for further investigation into the cognitive processes underlying prosocial behavior, 
pointing to factors beyond the simple dichotomy of one’s mental self-visualization.
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