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Abstract
In three experiments, the authors study charitable behaviors and demonstrate that
consumers who feel socially excluded react more positively to altruistic, other appeals
rather than egoistic, self-benefit appeals. In Study 1, a child poverty relief campaign
with a message persuasiveness variable, consumers who feel socially excluded are
more persuaded by other-benefit appeals, but other appeals and self-benefit appeals
have equal effects on consumers who feel socially included. Study 2 replicates the
findings in a cancer research campaign with an amount-to-donate variable: consumers
who feel socially excluded allocate more dollars to the charity in response to otherbenefit rather than self-benefit ads, but the effects are not observed among consumers
who feel socially included. Study 3, a campaign for providing drinking water, further
validates the findings with a donation intentions variable: other-benefit ads rather than
self-benefit ads drive consumers who feel socially excluded to be more willing and
likely to donate, but the effects are not observed among consumers who feel socially
included and those in the baseline control condition.
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In the USA, charitable donations total nearly $400 billion a year (Giving USA
Foundation 2017). If individual donations increased by 5%, charities would see an
increase of $20 billion per year, an enormous incremental value. Consequently, marketing researchers have examined how charities can most effectively promote prosocial
behaviors and increase donations (Ekici and Shiri 2018; Fisher et al. 2008; White and
Peloza 2009).
Charitable organizations use various appeals to drive donations. Egoistic, selfbenefit appeals persuade donors that they will derive personal benefits by contributing
(White and Peloza 2009); for example, they can acquire tax deductions and feel good
about supporting a cause. In contrast, altruistic, other-benefit appeals remind donors
that their contributions will alleviate the suffering of others (Batson 1987). Results have
been equivocal regarding whether self- or other-benefit appeals are more effective in
encouraging charitable donations. In this study, we introduce a new factor that
fundraisers should consider when selecting charitable advertising appeals: social exclusion. Social exclusion may occur in almost every facet of social life, such as being
ignored at work, being turned down for a date, and being rejected from club membership applications (Su et al. 2017). Previous research has found that social exclusion can
cause people to donate money to those in need (Lee and Shrum 2012).
The purpose of this research is to test how self- and other-benefit appeals for
encouraging charitable giving have varying persuasive effects depending on message
recipients’ feelings of social exclusion. We posit that socially excluded individuals will
react differently than socially included individuals in responding to charity advertising
campaigns. Particularly, we expect that the socially excluded will respond more
positively to other-benefit appeals rather than self-benefit appeals because they have
heightened relational needs and thus tend to be more sensitive and responsive to social
cues embedded in advertising messages. Charitable giving can be a way to restore
social bonds and remedy social exclusion.

1 Theoretical background
1.1 Self- versus other-benefit appeals
To promote charitable behaviors, social marketers often use self-benefit appeals to
target donors driven by egoistic motives (White and Peloza 2009); for example, “Your
donation will bring more fulfilment to your life.” Egoistic, selfish motives drive many
to donate to charity as a way to achieve gifts, tax breaks, social recognition, or
psychological well-being. National Public Radio (NPR) is a prominent example of an
organization that offers gift incentives and local discounts to encourage listeners to
donate to their annual fundraising events. Social marketers also use other-benefit
appeals to target donors driven by altruistic motives (Batson 1987); for example, “Your
donation will save the lives of those suffering from hunger.” Truly altruistic reasons
motivate some donors to focus on essential causes and missions, such as feeding the
hungry, building houses for hurricane victims, and supporting cancer research.
Studies have reported mixed findings as to whether self-benefit or other-benefit
appeals yield more donations. For example, women tend to be more persuaded by
other-benefit appeals, but men tend to be more persuaded by self-benefit appeals
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(Brunel and Nelson 2000). An analysis of fund-raising by a public television station
concluded that other-benefit appeals can evoke more positive reactions than self-benefit
appeals (Fisher et al. 2008). Another study found that when donors have strong
impression-management needs, they will be more persuaded by other-benefit appeals,
but when they lack impression management needs, self-benefit appeals are more
effective (White and Peloza 2009). Thus, the mixed findings from the literature indicate
that context affects whether self-benefit or other-benefit appeals will maximize advertising effects. We argue that social exclusion is one such context.
1.2 The moderating role of social exclusion
Socially excluded individuals can suffer subtle to explicit social exclusion, from
loneliness to outright ostracism (Williams 2007). In recent decades, stable relationships
have declined and individuals tend to feel less interconnected (Twenge et al. 2002).
Ironically, the ubiquitous presence of technology and social media has fostered a
growing number of online communities that actually exacerbate social exclusion,
according to research showing that young U.S. adults who spend much time on social
media feel more socially isolated (Primack et al. 2017). What are the ramifications of
widespread social exclusion for charitable advertising? More specifically, would potential donors who feel socially excluded be more or less likely to comply with
messages framed in self- or other-benefit appeals?
The literature has failed to clearly determine how social exclusion is related to
charitable giving or prosocial behaviors. Some evidence indirectly suggests that social
exclusion reduces prosocial behavior. For example, one study revealed that when
socially excluded, people were insulted; they evaluated the offenders negatively and
acted aversively toward them, but when the socially excluded were praised, they
showed neither positive nor negative reactions (Twenge et al. 2001), possibly because
social exclusion impairs empathic sensitivity and reduces prosocial behavior (Twenge
et al. 2007). Although the findings indicated that social exclusion is negatively related
with prosocial behaviors, the reactions were clearly related to reciprocity: participants
showed more anti-social behaviors toward those who insulted them. Therefore, the
evidence fails to clearly indicate whether similar outcomes would occur in the absence
of visible connections. For our purposes, we are interested in learning whether social
exclusion, independent of the context, will enhance or undermine the general likelihood
of engaging in prosocial behaviors.
In contrast, other studies have shown that social exclusion leads to prosocial
behavior (Lee and Shrum 2012; Williams 2007). For example, socially excluded
individuals were shown to exhibit increased helping behaviors when their relational
needs were threatened (Lee and Shrum 2012). Socially excluded consumers were
shown to be highly motivated to reconnect with others and to join a social group
(Maner et al. 2007). Perhaps, charitable giving is a practical way to establish and
cultivate positive interpersonal relationships when social needs are threatened
(Baumeister and Leary 1995). In sum, previous research on social exclusion and
prosocial behaviors shows equivocal results: one line of research suggests that social
exclusion reduces prosocial behaviors and possibly increases anti-social behaviors
(e.g., Twenge et al. 2001), while another line indicates that social exclusion encourages
prosocial behaviors (e.g., Lee and Shrum 2012; Williams 2007).
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How can the conflicting findings be reconciled? Whether social exclusion increases
or decreases prosocial behaviors depends on the type of needs that are threatened
(Williams 2007). “Controlling, provocative, and even antisocial responses” may be the
most likely reaction to thwarted efficacy and existence/recognition needs (Williams
2007, p. 431), which might explain the extremely violent mass shootings at public
places, such as the Virginia Tech mass shooting and the recent Las Vegas massacre.
Nonetheless, in charitable giving, relational rather than efficacy needs are more
predictive of donation behavior because relational needs foster desires to form and
maintain positive interpersonal relationships (Baumeister and Leary 1995), whereas
efficacy needs motivate self-focused desires for personal control and meaningfulness
(Lee and Shrum 2012). Consequently, individuals are likely to proactively fortify
thwarted relational needs by “thinking, feeling, and behaving in a prosocial manner”
(Williams 2007, p. 431). That is, in most everyday social exclusions, prosocial behaviors counter relational issues. For example, when elementary schoolchildren find
themselves alone at a lunch table, they will seek somebody to sit with. When individuals are rejected on job applications, most will work harder on networking.
Perspective-taking explains how social exclusion tends to shift egocentric perspectives to a focus on others (Knowles 2014). For example, in Study 1, we adopted
Knowles’s (2014) Cyberball task requiring social coordination and found that rejected
participants tended to take the perspective of others. Consumer researchers have
reported similar findings: socially excluded consumers sacrifice personal and financial
well-being for the sake of social well-being (Mead et al. 2011), perhaps because social
exclusion makes others’ perspectives more readily accessible. Considering that individuals can replenish their threatened needs to belong by taking an other-perspective
(Knowles 2014), we speculate that perspective-taking may drive the relationship
between social exclusion and prosocial behavior.
Applying Williams’s (2007) conceptualization of ostracism and Knowles’ (2014)
perspective-taking to the receptivity toward self- versus other-benefit ad appeals,
individuals whose relational needs are threatened via social exclusion are likely to
pay close attention to social cues embedded in other-benefit appeals as they pursue
social bonding to cope with ostracism (Gardner et al. 2000) and take others’ perspectives (Knowles 2014). If complying with such embedded social cues indeed helps
gratify relational needs, the socially excluded are more likely to accept other-benefit ad
messages rather than self-benefit messages to recapture connections with others.
However, the persuasive effect of other-benefit appeals is expected to become weaker
for the socially included. Accordingly, we hypothesize:
H1a: For socially excluded individuals, other-benefit appeals will be more persuasive than self-benefit appeals.
H1b: For socially included individuals, lesser effect of other-benefit appeals will be
observed.

2 Study 1
In Study 1, we examined responses to ad messages that promoted charitable giving for
child poverty relief. To test our hypothesis, we used a 2 (social exclusion prime:
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exclusion vs. inclusion) × 2 (message appeal: self-benefit vs. other-benefit) betweensubjects design. Study 1 was conducted in a controlled lab setting on computer-based
experimental software.
2.1 Method
In exchange for course credit, 140 undergraduate business students (50.7% men;
average age, 19.3) from a northeastern U.S. university participated in the study.
Participants were informed that the study comprised several unrelated tasks. When
participants arrived at the lab, they first played cyberall, a ball-tossing game that is
frequently used to induce states of social exclusion or social inclusion (Williams and
Jarvis 2006). Participants were instructed to practice their mental visualization skills to
virtually catch and throw the ball. Participants in the social exclusion condition
received the ball only three times at the beginning of the game and then received no
ball tosses in the remaining game; those in the social inclusion condition received onethird of the ball tosses (Su et al. 2017).
In an ostensibly unrelated second task, participants were asked to view and evaluate
two charitable advertisements using a self- or other-benefit appeal (see Appendix 1).
After participants viewed the ad, they rated the ad message on a 7-point scale anchored
by not effective/effective, not convincing/convincing, and not compelling/compelling
(Dillard and Ye 2008). The three items were averaged to form an index for message
persuasiveness: a higher score indicated more persuasiveness (α = 0.91). Afterward,
participants indicated how much they felt “rejected” and “left out” during the game on a
7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much; α = 0.97; Duclos et al. 2013). The manipulation of ad message features was assessed on a two-item, 7-point scale (“The ad
message focuses on: helping others/yourself and looking out for the interests of others/
your own interests”; α = 0.94; White and Peloza 2009). These measures were included
as manipulation checks.
2.2 Results
2.2.1 Manipulation checks
Social exclusion and ad message manipulations were successful. Specifically, participants in the exclusion condition (M exclusion = 4.58) felt more socially excluded than
those in the inclusion condition (M inclusion = 2.41, t = 8.27, p < 0.001). For ad
message manipulation, participants perceived that the other-benefit appeal emphasized
helping others (M other-benefit = 2.53) and that the self-benefit appeal focused on
helping oneself (M self-benefit = 4.55). The self- and other-benefit appeal conditions
were significantly different (t = 3.14, p < 0.01).
2.2.2 Message persuasiveness
An ANOVA on message persuasiveness revealed no main effect of social exclusion (F
(1, 136) = 0.16, p = 0.69), while a significant main effect of message appeal occurred (F
(1, 136) = 4.06, p < 0.05). Importantly, there was a significant interaction effect (F (1,
136) = 3.83, p < 0.05). As Fig. 1 shows, planned contrasts revealed that participants in
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Fig. 1 Study 1 results: social exclusion and ad appeal effects on message persuasiveness

the exclusion condition perceived that other-benefit appeals were more effective than
self-benefit appeals (M self-benefit = 4.25 versus M other-benefit = 5.21; t = 2.86,
p < 0.01). However, participants in the inclusion condition showed no significant
difference in message persuasiveness between self- and other-benefit appeals (M selfbenefit = 4.82 versus M other-benefit = 4.83; t = 0.04, p = 0.97).
2.3 Discussion
Study 1 provides initial support for our hypothesis that other-benefit messages will be
more persuasive than self-benefit messages for socially excluded individuals and that
self- and other-benefit messages will be equally persuasive for socially included
individuals.

3 Study 2
In Study 2, we conceptually replicated the findings from Study 1 with two exceptions.
First, we used a different charity—the Cancer Research Institute—for generalizability
purposes. Second, rather than using the Cyberball method, we manipulated social
exclusion by assigning a writing task in which participants recalled and wrote about
an experience of being socially excluded or included (Lee and Shrum 2012).
3.1 Method
Participating in the study for extra course credit were 284 undergraduate business
students from a northeastern U.S. university (53.2% men; average age, 19.5). We used
a 2 (social exclusion prime: exclusion vs. inclusion) × 2 (message appeal: self-benefit
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vs. other-benefit) between-subjects design. The experimental procedure was as described in Study 1, except an essay-writing task was used to prime social exclusion.
Participants in the exclusion (inclusion) condition were asked to recall a past
experience in which they were socially excluded (included) and to write about the
incident for 5 min. Then, they were randomly assigned to view charitable advertisements using a self- or other-benefit appeal (see Appendix 2). Then, participants
completed dependent measures including message persuasiveness and charitable behavior. Specifically, to measure charitable giving, we asked participants to imagine that
they had $100 to donate and to indicate how much they would give, from $0 to $100
(Winterich and Zhang 2014).
3.2 Results
3.2.1 Manipulation checks
Participants in the exclusion condition (M exclusion = 4.07) felt more excluded
than those in the inclusion condition (M inclusion = 2.33, t = 8.77, p < 0.001).
Participants perceived that the other-benefit message was focused on helping
others (M other-benefit = 2.32) and viewed the self-benefit appeal as focused on
helping oneself (M self-benefit = 4.56, t = 5.89, p < 0.001).
3.2.2 Message persuasiveness
An ANOVA on message persuasiveness showed no main effects of social
exclusion (F (1, 280) = 0.59, p = 0.45) and message appeal (F (1, 280) = 0.74,
p = 0.39). As expected, a significant interaction effect emerged (F (1, 280) =
4.00, p < 0.05). As shown in Fig. 2, planned contrasts revealed that participants
in the exclusion condition perceived other-benefit ad appeals as more effective
than self-benefit ad appeals (M self-benefit = 3.73 versus M other-benefit = 4.43;
t = 2.04, p < 0.05). However, message appeal type did not influence message
persuasiveness for those in the inclusion condition (M self-benefit = 4.03 versus
M other-benefit = 3.75; t = 0.80, p = 0.43).
3.2.3 Charitable giving (dollars donated)
An ANOVA on charitable giving revealed no main effects of social exclusion (F (1,
280) = 2.19, p = 0.14) and message appeal (F (1, 280) = 0.32, p = 0.57). As anticipated,
there was a significant interaction effect (F (1, 280) = 6.182, p < 0.05). As shown in
Fig. 3, planned contrasts showed that participants in the exclusion condition would give
more money in reaction to an other-benefit appeal rather than a self-benefit appeal (M
self-benefit = $20.56 versus M other-benefit = $30.58; t = 2.00, p < 0.05). However,
under the inclusion condition, other- and self-benefit appeals showed no significant
differences (M self-benefit = $23.87 versus M other-benefit = $17.57; t = 1.49, p =
0.14).
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3.2.4 Moderated mediation
We conducted a moderated mediation analysis with 5000 bootstrapped samples using
model 8 of the PROCESS SPSS macro (Hayes 2013) to test whether social exclusion
(vs. inclusion) moderates the indirect effect of message appeal on charitable giving
35
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Fig. 3 Study 2 results: social exclusion and ad appeal effects on charitable giving
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through message persuasiveness. Message persuasiveness significantly mediated the
impact of message appeal (0 = self-benefit appeal, 1 = other-benefit appeal) under the
exclusion condition (B = 4.10, SE = 2.09, 95% CI = 0.12 to 8.38). However, there was
no mediation under the inclusion condition (B = − 1.62, SE = 2.03, 95% CI = − 5.77 to
2.26).
3.3 Discussion
The results of Study 2 further support hypotheses 1a and 1b by demonstrating that
other-benefit rather than self-benefit appeals more strongly impact message persuasiveness and charitable giving for individuals feeling socially excluded, but not for
individuals feeling socially included. Furthermore, message persuasiveness mediates
the impact of other-benefit appeals in the exclusion condition but not in the inclusion
condition.

4 Study 3
In Study 3, we tested the robustness of the persuasive effect found in Studies 1 and 2
with three variations. First, in the control condition, we did not manipulate social
relationships to compare the social exclusion (inclusion) condition to a non-relational
baseline condition. Second, we assessed charitable behavior with a different measure:
intention to donate. Third, we used a different charity context: donations to provide
drinking water to people in developing countries.
4.1 Method
We recruited 131 undergraduate business students from a northeastern U.S. university
to participate in a lab experiment in exchange for course credit (39.7% men; average
age, 20.8). We used a 3 (social exclusion prime: exclusion vs. inclusion vs. control) × 2
(message appeal: self-benefit vs. other-benefit) between-subjects design.
We manipulated social exclusion (inclusion) by using an essay-writing priming task
as described in Study 2. In the non-relational control condition, participants wrote about
their daily lives. Participants were randomly assigned to view charitable advertisements
using a self- or other-benefit appeal (see Appendix 3). To measure donation intentions,
participants indicated their likelihood of donating on a 7-point scale anchored with
unlikely/likely, impossible/possible, and improbable/probable (Baek and Yoon 2017),
averaged to form an index for donation intention (α = 0.82).
4.2 Results
4.2.1 Manipulation checks
Participants in the exclusion condition reported feeling more socially excluded than
those in the inclusion and control conditions (Mexclusion = 4.35 vs. Minclusion = 1.76 vs.
Mcontrol = 2.23; F (2, 128) = 51.57, p < 0.001). They also judged the other-benefit
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message to be focused on helping others (Mother-benefit = 2.55) and the self-benefit appeal
to be focused on helping oneself (Mself-benefit = 4.03, t = 6.36, p < 0.001).
4.2.2 Donation intention
An ANOVA on donation intention showed no main effects of social exclusion (F (2,
125) = 0.02, p = 0.98) and message appeal (F (1, 125) = 0.52, p = 0.47). Importantly, a
significant interaction effect emerged (F (2, 125) = 3.59, p < 0.05). As Fig. 4 shows,
planned contrasts revealed that participants in the exclusion condition had stronger
donation intentions when they viewed other-benefit rather than self-benefit appeals
(Mself-benefit = 4.74 versus Mother-benefit = 5.53; t = 2.08, p < 0.05). In contrast, the directional opposite occurred for participants in the inclusion condition, but insignificant
difference occurred between self- and other-benefit appeals (Mself-benefit = 5.42 versus
Mother-benefit = 4.90; t = 1.75, p = 0.09). Under the control condition, we observed no
significant difference between self- and other-benefit appeals (Mself-benefit = 5.02 versus
Mother-benefit = 5.20; t = 0.45, p = 0.66).
4.3 Discussion
The findings from Study 3 are consistent with our proposition that other-benefit appeals
are more effective in shaping donation intentions for socially excluded participants but
not for socially included participants and those in the baseline control condition.

5 General discussion
In three studies, we consistently show that socially excluded individuals perceive other-benefit, altruistic ad appeals to be more persuasive than self-benefit,
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Fig. 4 Study 3 results: social exclusion and ad appeal effects on donation intention
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egoistic ad appeals. In contrast, socially included individuals show somewhat
mixed responses: in Study 1, participants in the inclusion group perceived the
two appeal types to be equally persuasive; in Studies 2 and 3, they appeared to
perceive altruistic appeals to be less persuasive than egoistic appeals, yet the
results are statistically nonsignificant (Study 2) or marginally significant (Study
3; t = 1.75, p = 0.09). We attribute the nonsignificant results partly to the small
effect sizes (Cohen’s d’s range from 0.14 to 0.54). Although we lack direct
evidence, the directions of the mean differences from Studies 2 and 3 suggest a
possible reversal effect under yet-to-be-identified circumstances. That is, our
findings clearly indicate that marketers should use altruistic appeals when their
messages target audiences who feel excluded. For messages that target audiences who feel included, egoistic appeals will be likely to be more persuasive.
The results warrant future research regarding specific conditions causing socially included consumers to respond more positively to egoistic appeals.
Our research has several theoretical implications. First, we contribute to
growing research on the self–other perspective by identifying social exclusion
as an important but uninvestigated moderator. The literature on charitable
persuasion has examined the relative effectiveness of self-focused (egoistic)
versus other-focused (altruistic) ad appeals (Fisher et al. 2008; Kulow and
Kramer 2016), but has provided inconclusive evidence as to which charitable
appeal is more persuasive. Researchers have identified several moderators that
may affect the self–other effects, including demographics (Brunel and Nelson
2000), emotions (Fisher et al. 2008), cultures (Nelson et al. 2006), and public
self-image concerns (White and Peloza 2009). We add to the literature by
identifying social exclusion as the moderator that may reconcile the conflicts.
Our findings contrast with research arguing that lonely consumers react more
positively to self-focused rather than other-focused appeals in terms of favorable attitudes toward the ad and stronger behavioral intentions (Kemp et al.
2016). The conflicting results remain to be empirically verified and may have
happened because we used nonprofit public charities as stimuli rather than forprofit commercial advertisements used in the previous study. Indeed, for-profit
and nonprofit advertisings have varying effects on perception and acceptance
(Baek and Yoon 2017). Although we broaden our understanding of the persuasive effect of other-benefit versus self-benefit appeals on charity ad persuasion,
we do not, by any means, deny the basic assumption that charitable donation
behaviors are sometimes motivated by genuine concern for others and at other
times are motivated by self-interests (Kulow and Kramer 2016).
Social exclusion and loneliness are often used interchangeably, but the two
are conceptually distinct and evoke different consumer responses. Social exclusion is an active and dynamic experience of being rejected or ignored; loneliness is the subjective feeling of social isolation involving a passive state or
chronic personality trait (Duclos et al. 2013; Wang et al. 2012). Lonely people
tend to be self-centered (Cacioppo et al. 2017), but socially excluded people
often try to satisfy relational needs to belong and to acquire shared understandings. Consequently, they will pay more attention to social cues indicating ways
to achieve their objectives (Williams 2007). Apart from possible nuances
between social exclusion and loneliness, our research provides valuable insights
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showing how to motivate excluded people to express prosocial behavior
through empathetic responses to charitable persuasion.
Our findings have practical implications indicating that social marketers and
charity fundraisers should consider whether their target audience may feel
socially excluded and psychologically distressed, perhaps as a result of TV
programs, rich media posts, or editorial contents that trigger social exclusion
with elimination catchphrases such as “you are fired” (The Apprentice); “I’m
sorry. You’ve both been eliminated from the race” (The Amazing Race);
“Please give me your jacket and leave Hell’s Kitchen” (Hell’s Kitchen); and
“you are out” (Project Runway). Although these examples are targeted at the
TV show contestant, they might prime an empathetic audience with social
exclusion. Our research suggests that these programs may be suitable venues
for campaigns using other-benefit ad appeals. Thus, selecting appropriate media
vehicles to induce feelings of social exclusion is of critical interest to social
marketers and charity fundraisers.
Furthermore, social exclusion can be a useful segmentation variable for charitable
donation campaigns. In today’s digital age, social marketers make use of the social
media audience targeting options (e.g., Facebook’s custom audience and Twitter’s
follower targeting) that enable them to define what type of people they want to reach
and customize their donation posts for non-profit organizations. For example, people
might feel ostracized when they have few followers, their status updates receive only a
few “likes,” or someone has unfriended them on Facebook. In such occasions, social
marketers seeking to fundraise on social media should be more proactive in following
their target audiences’ status on whether their target audience members are going
through a socially painful experience. This may be done by keeping abreast with many
proxies for social exclusion such as status updates, personal profiles, and friend
contacts.
5.1 Limitations and future research
Our studies have some limitations that suggest directions for future research.
First, we used college student samples. Certain demographic segments such as
retired and older adults tend to be more socially excluded than younger adults
(Scharf et al. 2005). Future research should enhance external validity by
replicating our findings using nonstudent samples with a broader demographic
spectrum. Another caveat is that the effects we observed might have been
caused by negative affect, such as guilt, which has been associated with
charitable donation behavior (Chang 2014). Future research should consider
whether ad-evoked guilt influences the dynamics between ad appeals and social
exclusion. In addition, the studies in the current work do not directly assess
participants’ real donation behaviors, but behavioral intentions as a proxy for
actual behaviors. A field study examining an actual donation amount will add
to our understanding of how socially excluded and included donors differently
react to self- and other-benefit appeals in a real-world setting.
Funding information This work was supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea Grant
funded by the Korean Government (NRF-2017S1A2A2041723).
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Appendix 1
Self-Benefit Appeal (Study 1)

Other-Benefit Appeal (Study 1)

Appendix 2
Self-Benefit Appeal (Study 2)

Other-Benefit Appeal (Study 2)
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Appendix 3
Self-Benefit Appeal (Study 3)

Other-Benefit Appeal (Study 3)
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