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Abstract
The authors suggest that an individuakdf-construa—how people view themselves in
terms of connectedness to versus separatenesofhems—affects socially responsible
behavior via perceived effectiveness of individaation. Study 1 shows that a more
prominent interdependent self-construal is assediatwith greater perceived
effectiveness of individual consumption choices,veasl as more environmentally
conscious purchasing behavior, and recycling. Ttegliating role of the perceived
effectiveness in the relationship between self-toas and socially responsible
behavior is further tested by means of a moderaifgorocess experiment in Study 2.
Study 3 demonstrates that the prominence of trexdapendent self raises perceived
effectiveness of individual action to the level pdrceived effectiveness of collective
action. Prominence of the independent self is aatemt with a smaller perceived
effectiveness of individual action compared to pleeceived effectiveness of collective
action. We discuss the implications of our findifigs research on socially responsible

behavior.

Keywords self-construal, interdependent self, independelit socially responsible

behavior, perceived effectiveness.
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One person in the battlefield is not a warrior:

Self-construal, perceived ability to make a differe and socially responsible behavior

Can a single individual prevent the depletion dfira resources and solve other
large scale societal problems such as hunger aretty® Of course s/he cannot. Yet,
individuals act in support of environmentally fradp practices at work, and as
consumers, they choose to make energy conseneitmms and donate money and
other resources to help fight hunger and povertyh&ps, motivating these efforts is not
only the desire to achieve better large scale slaatcomes, but also the belief that
their individual contribution can make a difference

Many of the outcomes that people seek are achiewatl through collective
action (Bandura, 2000). For example, climate chasdgrgely caused by the excessive
use of fossil fuels by both industrial and indivédlusers, and it would take joint efforts
to curtail such use by all types of users to slogdoivn (Solomon et al., 2007). Such
efforts may be desirable but are often inconveniamd it is the perceived ability to
make a difference that can motivate individualsdotribute to positive change.
Whether an individual believes he or she can makiéerence will depend on the
beliefs about self vis-a-vis others: is what thdividual does part of a concerted effort
by a collective or is it an isolated individual Act

In this paper, we suggest that the perceived éffsoess of individual action is
affected byself-construal Self-construal describes how individuals defimeniselves
in terms of connectedness and similarity with, uerseparateness and distinctiveness
from, others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). We exantime role of self-construal in the
shaping of socially responsible behavior and sughes it affects such behavior via the

perceived effectiveness of individual action (segife 1).
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Overcoming Barriersto Socially Responsible Behavior

Socially responsible behavior are actions takembividuals to enhance
societal well-being (do good) or to avoid harmfahsequences for society (do no harm;
Crilly, Schneider, & Zollo, 2008). Challenges tacmtal wellbeing often present
themselves in the form of social dilemmas (Daw880] Olson, 1965). These are
situations in which the interest of the individaald the interest of the society collide
(Dawes, 1980). As a result, people may refrain femtions that are beneficial to the
society as a whole, but are personally costly (M&s& Brewer, 1983). Moreover,
social problems typically unfold on the large scabdgjuiring the contributions of many
to enable change, and rendering each individuabgribution negligible. Therefore, a
sense of personal ineffectiveness is an additiohabitor of socially responsible
behavior (Kerr, 1989).

Therole of social values

Research on behavior in situations of social irdpethdence has devoted much
attention to the role of social values in shapiogally responsible behavior. Social
values refer to the extent to which people asdole collective’s goals (Messick &
McClintock, 1968). Studies on socially responsitédavior in laboratory and field
settings demonstrate that social values predichiehin contexts such as traveling by
public transport in order to reduce road congestliingness to incur a personal cost
to pursue the goals of one’s employing organizatrghingness to make personal
sacrifices in close relationships, helping behgwaod intentions to behave pro-
environmentally (Garling, Fujii, Garling, & Jakoloss 2003; McClintock & Allison,
1989; Nauta, De Dreu, & van der Vaart, 2002; Vandes Agnew, Harinck, &

Steemers, 1997; Van Lange, Van Vugt, Meertens, &RuL998). An individual who
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lacks a prosocial orientation will be less likebygarticipate in such socially responsible
behaviors.

Ascribing to a group’s goals, however, does notrguige that the individual
behaves in a socially responsible manner. KollnmasAgyeman (2002) distinguish
between socially responsible behavior that is tivecsus indirect. Direct actions are
actual changes in one’s behavior, whereas indaeabns refer to ideological support
for and the endorsement of policy changes in fa¥dine collective wellbeing. They
suggest that the effect of problem awareness aridls@lues is mostly limited to
motivating indirect actions and that other condi@re necessary to produce a change
in actual behavior (see also, Wiener & Doesche®,11.90ne of the often cited reasons
for a divide between social values and sociallpoesible behavior is people’s sense of
ineffectiveness, or the feeling that as an indigidone’s behavior has a negligible
impact on the larger scale (e.g., Ellen, Wiene€dbb-Walgren, 1991; Jackson, 2005;
Stoll-Kleemann, O'Riordan, & Jaeger, 2001), so Wwbther? Even when they are aware
of a problem, individuals may perceive that theyenaneither the prime responsibility
to take action, nor the agency to have much eff@@tvens, 2000).

Therole of perceived effectiveness of individual action

Perceived effectiveness captures individuals’ garoes of their ability to make
a difference on a larger scale through individugilca (Hinkle, Fox-Cardamone,
Haseleu, Brown, & Irwin, 1996; Kinnear, Taylor, &hfed, 1974). Previous work
studied the role of perceived effectiveness as @enador of the effect of awareness and
concern regarding collective issues on sociallpoesible behavior (e.g., Axelrod &
Lehman, 1993; Bandura, 1986; Grob, 1995; Hines gdtford, & Tomera, 1986;
Pelletier, Dion, Tuson, & Green-Demers, 1999). &ample, in a study of social

activism, only those individuals who perceived ttagtions as effective acted on their
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beliefs (Hinkle et al., 1996) and perceived effestiess differentiated inactive versus
active participants in an anti-war movement (Fisk@87).

The relevance of both factors, social values amggmal effectiveness, is
reflected in classical theories of motivation. Egample, Vroom’&xpectancy theory
(Vroom, 1964) states that an individual will be mated to engage in a behavior
insofar as it allows him or her to achieve goat thad to valued rewardSxpectancy
refers to the perceived probability that an actigihlead to the targeted goal.
Therefore, the motivation to engage in sociallyoessible behavior is influenced both
by the extent to which the individual values cdiiee rewards, and the extent to which
the individual feels that his or her behavior efifezly contributes to achieving goals
that bring about collective rewards. The lack d@i component presents a barrier to
socially responsible behavior.

Expectancy has also been referred to as efficangepred ability to make a
difference, and perceived effectiveness (Band@86)L In a consumption context,
Thggersen (1999) found that perceived effectivenesg with problem awareness,
determined efforts to reduce waste production é&se Olander & Thagersen, 1995;
Webster, 1975). Roberts (1996) concludes that “.cgieed consumer effectiveness
has been identified as the most promising variabéxplaining variation in
ecologically conscious consumer behavior” (p. 228hen the wellbeing of the society
depends on the collective efforts of all membérs,impact that each individual can
make is small by definition (Messick & Brewer, 1983owever, previous research
demonstrated that individuals differ in the extientvhich they believe that their
behavior makes a difference (Kerr, 1989). This sstgthat individual differences in
perceived effectiveness can be an important detemmiof socially responsible

behavior. In what follows, we develop hypothesemrding the role of self-construal in
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shaping individual perceptions of effectiveness sumosequent socially responsible
behavior.
Self-Construal and Socially Responsible Behavior

Self-construal refers to the general knowledge sgpry about the self and self-
relevant goals and attitudes that helps individpalgeive and process information
about the external environment, and organizesitifiamation in memory (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991; Markus & Wurf, 1987). Previous wbis established the relationship
between self-construal and social values, and dhendtream effect of self-construal on
socially responsible behavior (Arnocky, StroinkD&Cicco, 2007; McCarty & Shrum,
2001). We suggest that there is an alternativebethveen self-construal and socially
responsible behavior. In particular, we propose $keH-construal also relates to the
perceived effectiveness of individual action, amat this link further enhances the role
of self-construal in shaping socially responsitéédvior.

Two distinct dimensions of self-construal have bsteried in the literature: the
independent sednd thanterdependent se{Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Both
dimensions co-exist within the individual, and atianal factors may temporarily
activate beliefs and behaviors corresponding tortiependent or the interdependent
self (Sinha & Tripathi, 1994). Markus and Kitayafd91) suggest that the thoughts
and actions motivated by the independent self esipbahe qualities (e.g., abilities and
achievements) that make the individual unique afidrdnt from other people. Greater
prominence of the independent self is associatéd avilesire to be authentic, pursue
individual goals, and demonstrate autonomy andraggraess from others. Associated
with the independent self is a comparative mintissding individuals to pay attention
to differences in their own performance and thégoerance of others (Johnson,

Selenta, & Lord, 2006).
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The interdependent self is that part of the setteay which defines the self in
terms of relationships and group memberships (kagn a US citizen; Singelis, 1994).
It emphasizes connectedness to and similarity etitlers. It motivates striving to fit in
social groups, fulfill one’s social roles, pursedational goals, and engage in actions
that promote social harmony and respect for somahs (Cross, Bacon, & Morris,
2000; Singelis, 1994). Recent research has denabedtthat socially responsible
behavior is an expression of prosocial values, ssgsotonnectedness and benevolence
(Pepper, Jackson, & Uzzell, 2009). These are theegdhat are typically associated
with the interdependent self (Triandis, 1995). &xample, greater prominence of the
interdependent self is associated with greater asiplon group and relational, rather
than personal, goals (e.g., Cross, Hardin, & Gefwlng, 2011; Utz, 2004). Therefore
it can be expected that self-construal acts aseardaant of socially responsible
behavior. Studies have confirmed that relationghijpe context of self-report
environmental conservation behavior (Arnocky et2007), recycling behavior
(McCarty & Shrum, 2001), prosocial intentions amshations to charity (Karremans,
Van Lange, & Holland, 2005). The implicit or expliassumption in those studies is
that the causal mechanism underlying this effettiadarger commitment of the
interdependent self to further the interest of ersgcial group or society (Kelley &
Thibaut, 1978).

We suggest that, other than this commitment t@th®ic good, there is an
additional link connecting self-construal to solgiaksponsible behavior. Specifically,
we propose that self-construal is associated \Wethperceived ability to make a
difference on the larger scale. In a large scateabkdilemma, the contribution of an
individual to the collective wellbeing is negligéblThe collective, however, through

concerted effort, can be an influential agent. PPrevwork has established that a
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prominent interdependent self shifts the individgiattention and self-definition to the
level of the group (Cross et al., 2000).When euaigeone’s ability to make a
difference, a group-level perspective promotesriitfg a larger perceived effectiveness
than when evaluating one’s effectiveness from dependent perspective. Therefore,
even though the individual only manages his orderavior, and does not have any
control over the contributions of other people, pheminence of the interdependent self
is likely associated with larger perceived effeetiess of individual action. On the other
hand, the prominence of the independent self &ylikssociated with the feeling that
the individual is less capable to make a differethceugh his/her actions, in line with
the proverbial expression “One person in the Hatteis not a warrior.”

Hypothesis 1: Self-construal is related to percéieffectiveness of individual
action such that perceived effectiveness of indalidction is greater when the
interdependent self is prominent than when thepeddent self is prominent.

Consistent with this idea, Messick and Brewer ()9B8orized that group
identification may increase the perceived effectess of individual action because
“when individuals feel [...] that their actions aepresentativef some larger social
entity, theperceivedmpact of those actions is magnified [...].” (p. 28Jthough this
idea was first suggested 30 years ago, it hasew®at tested empirically. As we
discussed in the review of the literature on the of effectiveness, a larger perceived
effectiveness in turn increases the likelihoodamhially responsible behavior (e.g.,
Roberts, 1996). Thus,

Hypothesis 2: Perceived effectiveness partiallyiated the relationship
between self-construal and socially responsiblealoedr.

To explain how self-construal impacts perceive@df’eness, we draw on

previous work showing that a prominent interdepandelf shifts the individual’s
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attention and self-definition to the level of th@gp (Cross et al., 2000). For example, a
self-definition in terms of a collective implies'shift towards the perception of self as
an interchangeable exemplar of some social categb(yurner, Hogg, Oakes,
Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987, p.50). To the exteiat tihe interdependent self is
prominent, individual action becomes more symboficollective action, and its
effectiveness may be perceived as similar to thectfeness of collective action.
However, the prominence of the independent sel§sociated with an individual-level
perspective. Because the actions of a single iddaliobjectively have a negligible
impact on the larger scale, the prominence ofridependent self will be associated
with a lower perceived effectiveness of individaation compared to a concerted
action of a collective. Thus,

Hypothesis 3a: Prominence of the independent sel§$ociated with the
perceived effectiveness of individual action beainmgller than the perceived
effectiveness of collective action.

Hypothesis 3b: Prominence of the interdependemisaksociated with the
perceived effectiveness of individual action besimgjlar to the perceived effectiveness
of collective action.

We test our research hypotheses by means of neuttypperiments and survey
data. In Study 1, we provide initial support forgdyheses 1 and 2 by means of a large
scale survey in a consumption setting. In Studyeovesent anoderation-of-process
experiment testing Hypotheses 1 and 2. In Stuaye3provide a direct experimental
test of Hypotheses 3a and 3b.

Study 1
Study 1 was conducted to test Hypotheses 1 an&aZamsumption setting of

relevance to individuals from diverse professidmatkgrounds. We examined whether
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individual differences in self-construal could prtdhe likelihood of socially
responsible consumption choices. Most importamiy examined whether the
relationship between self-construal and social§pomsible behaviors was mediated by
the perceived effectiveness of individual choiegmve and beyond the mediating
effect of social values.

Method

Participants and procedure. Seven hundred and fifty four US-based full-time
employees (59.7% female; = 44.2, SQy= 11.5) completed a survey containing
measures for self-construal, socially responsiblealvior, and perceived effectiveness,
among others. Participants were recruited onlineuiggh CT Marketing Group, Inc. We
included an instructional manipulation check (IM@ypenheimer, Meyvis, &
Davidenko, 2009) to identify participants who dd fadlow instructions and do not
read the questions carefully. In particular, halfiilarough the survey, we presented
participants with the following item: “Please, chdmtton ‘2’ on the scale below—
just making sure that everyone is keeping up witlvesy instructions”. The data of the
participants who failed to click the requested duifl5.4%) were excluded from
further analysis.

M easur es.

Self-construal. We assessed participants’ self-construal usindgetieds of self-
concept scale (Johnson & Lord, 2010; Johnson, &el&n_ord, 2006). Responses to
the 15 items of the self-concept scale (and alheffollowing measures) were given
using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = “stronglyagdjree” to 7 = “strongly agree.”
Results of a factor analysis with Varimax rotatsuggested that the 15 items made up
two subscales, accounting for 62% of total variafite first component included the

10 items intended to measure the interdependdntsel the second component
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included the 5 items intended to measure the inudgd self. Items included

“Knowing that a close other acknowledges and valtiesole that | play in their life
makes me feel like a worthwhile person” and “Whdetome involved in a group
project, | do my best to ensure its success” (d@pendent selfy = .92), and “I thrive

on opportunities to demonstrate that my abilitiesatents are better than those of other
people” and “I often compete with my friends” (iqeadent selfg = .86).

Socially responsible behavior. We measured two types of socially responsible
behavior: recycling, and environmentally conscipuschasing behavior. Participants
were asked to indicate, on a scale from 1 = “néws” to 7 = “always true”, whether
they engage in the specific behaviors. Recyclirttpmr was measured using 6 items
from the recycling subscale of the socially resfldiegpurchase and disposal scale
(Webb, Mohr, & Harris, 2008). Sample items includétrecycle plastic containers”
and “I recycle magazinesa = .94). Environmentally conscious purchasing bejrav
was measured using 7 items from the same scalel{\&tedd., 2008). Sample items
included: “I make an effort to avoid products onsees that cause environmental
damage” and “I avoid buying products that are nfaal® endangered animalsi €
.92).

We conducted confirmatory factor analyses to vehfytwo-dimensional
structure of the measure. The model with two fax:@o?r(61) =210.44, RMSEA = .06,
CFI = .98, SRMR = .04) yielded a significantly leettit with the data than the model
with one factorx?(62) = 2192.03, RMSEA = .23, CFl = .72, SRMR = .20)

Perceived effectiveness of individual action. To measure perceived
effectiveness of individual action, we includedethitems from the perceived consumer
effectiveness scale (Roberts, 1996). A 7-item seale used (1 = “strongly disagree”, 7

= “strongly agree”). Items included: “It is wordds for the individual consumer to do
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anything about pollution” (reverse scored), “Sioce person cannot have any effect
upon pollution and natural resource problems, @st make any difference what | do”
(reverse scored), and “Each consumer's behavion@am a positive effect on society
by purchasing products sold by socially responsiblapanies” ¢ = .83).

Social values. Social values were measured using four items fteconsumer
ethics scale (Vitell & Muncy, 2005). Respondentsenasked to agree or disagree, on a
7-point scale ranging from 1 = “strongly disagré®7 = “strongly agree,” whether
specific behaviors were morally acceptable. Tabgéiaviors were chosen so as to
correspond to the self-report socially respondigeaviors. The items were:
“Purchasing something made of recycled materiagsm eéliough it is more expensive”,
“Recycling materials such as cans, bottles, newessaptc.”, “Buying products labeled
as “environmentally friendly” even if they do nobwk as well as competing products”,
and “Buying only from companies that have a strosaprd of protecting the
environment” & = .87).

Social desirability. Previous research showed that individuals withoae
prominent interdependent self are more concernduseif-presentation and are
motivated to be liked by others (van Baaren, Maddhartrand, de Bouter, & van
Knippenberg, 2003) To control for the possible cese bias due to self-presentation
motives, we included 11 items from the Marlowe-Cnevsocial Desirability scale
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). Participants were asledhticate whether each of the
items was true or false. Sample items includeds“#ometimes hard for me to go on
with my work if I am not encouraged” and “I am algawilling to admit it when |
make a mistake’o = .70).

Gender and age were included as control variables.

Results
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Descriptive statistics for dependent and independamables are presented in

Table 1.

First, we verified whether our data replicate thlationship between perceived
effectiveness and socially responsible behavigoned in previous studies. The
correlations between both concepts were signifit@nboth measures of socially
responsible behavior, see Table 1.

Second, we evaluated the hypothesized relatiorstigeen self-construal and
perceived effectiveness. Higher levels of interaeleat self were associated with
higher perceived effectivenes$g38) = .44p < .001), and higher levels of independent
self were associated with lower perceived effectass ((638) = -.08p < .05), thereby
supporting Hypothesis 1. The difference in the &lisosalue of the two correlation
coefficients is statistically significarttiotelling’s (635) = 7.66p < .01, suggesting that
greater prominence of the interdependent self insgaerceived effectiveness to a
greater extent than does greater prominence ohtlependent self.

Third, we replicated the previously reported relaship between self-construal
and (self-report) socially responsible behavioe($able 1). Considering the strong
relationship between the interdependent self anckpesd effectiveness, we are
predominantly interested in how the interdependeiitrelates to socially responsible
behavior. Correlations of interdependent self i two measures of socially
responsible behavior were positive and significant.

We then tested our suggested mediation model gisengootstrapping
procedure developed by Preacher and Hayes (200Barticular, we estimated the

indirect effect of the prominence of the interdegemt self-construal on socially
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responsible behavior via perceived effectivenesstrolling for a possible mediating
effect of social values. Social desirability biage, and gender were included as control
variables. The results, presented in Table 2 (upaeel), indicate that the indirect

effect of the prominence of the interdependentsatistrual on socially responsible
behavior via perceived effectiveness is signifidantboth measures of socially
responsible behavior (both 95% CI's exclude 0) psufing Hypothesis 2. Analogous
analyses of the indirect effect of the prominentcéhe independent self-construal
revealed that these were not statistically sigaifio Table 2, lower panel). These results
further indicate that the association between aafistrual on the one hand, and
perceived effectiveness and socially responsibh@tier on the other, is stronger for

levels of the interdependent (vs. independent) self

Discussion

In Study 1, we assessed the relationships betwaedenmstrual, perceived
effectiveness of individual consumption choices] aacially responsible behavior. As
predicted, we found that higher (versus lower) lewé interdependent self are
associated with greater perceived effectivenessdifidual action, whereas higher
(versus lower) levels of independent self are aateat with lower perceived
effectiveness of individual action. Also, for independent self, we found that perceived
effectiveness mediates its effect on socially rasgame behavior. These results provide
initial supportive evidence to our prediction tpatceived effectiveness mediates the
effect of self-construal on socially responsiblédaor. Importantly, these results were
obtained controlling for a possible mediating effeicsocial values, suggesting that

perceived effectiveness affects the relationshipvéen the prominence of the
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interdependent self and socially responsible beimabove and beyond the extent to
which the respondents value such behaviors.

Although these findings are encouraging, they m#fesfrom a common
source bias as independent, mediating, and depewaléables were reported in the
same survey. Also, given the correlational natdrth® results, these findings do not
allow us to make causal claims regarding the mtatip between self-construal,
perceived effectiveness, and socially responsieleabior. Finally, our research
hypothesis spoke about differences in the percesfiedtiveness of individual action
due to the prominence of interdependent versugperient self. However, this study
only allowed us to compare the effect of highewsusrlower levels of
interdependent/independent self.

To address these issues, in Study 2, we conduntegerimental test of
mediation by means ofraoderation-of-procesdesign (Spencer, Zanna, & Fong,
2005). In addition, we employed a behavioral @athan self-report) measure of
socially responsible behavior. Finally, we primetf-sonstrual in order to make a
specific dimension of self (e.g., the interdependetf) temporarily prominent
(Oyserman & Lee, 2008), and be able to examinefiéxt on the perceived
effectiveness of individual action and sociallypessible behavior.

Study 2

In Study 2, we conducted an experimental test afiatien to verify the causal
chain of relationships between self-construal, @eead effectiveness, and socially
responsible behavior. We tested mediation by metasnoderation-of-process
experiment (Bullock, Green, & Ha, 2010; Spencenra & Fong, 2005). In particular,
we manipulated both the independent variable (s@itrual) and a moderating

variable capable of affecting the proposed psyajiodd process (perceived
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effectiveness of the individual action). Previoasaarch shows that by priming
interdependent versus independent self, a speliffiension of self can be made
temporarily more accessible so that its causateffen behavior can be assessed (for a
meta-analysis, see Oyserman & Lee, 2008). Aftelfacenstrual manipulation, we
provided participants with information about théeefiveness of the program to which
they could make voluntary contributions. Thus, wparticipants perceived the
effectiveness of their individual action to be hige fact that they contributed to a
non-effective program would diminish their perceps of effectiveness, and vice
versa. In addition, we included a measure of saahles to control for its possible
effect on socially responsible behavior. Our degemndariable was a behavioral
measure of socially responsible behavior. In paldic following experimental
manipulations, we observed the magnitude of firereontributions that participants
made to support the activities of an organizati@t promotes ethical business and fair
trade.
Method

Participants and procedure. One hundred-forty students (52% female)
participated in the study for & $how-up fee. Each participant took a seat in a-sem
closed cubicle in front of a computer. The experitremployed a 2 (self-construal
prime: independent vs. interdependent) x 3 (effeciess: control vs. low vs. high)
between-subjects design. Participants were randasdigned to one of two self-
construal conditions. After a self-construal matagion and a short waiting time
(approximately 2-5 minutes), participants were tiedito engage in a seemingly
unrelated task. They were randomly assigned tdfantereness condition as part of
task description. In particular, participants wefiered an opportunity to make a

financial contribution to an organization that paies ethical business and fair trade.
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The amount that participants decided to contrilde subtracted from their
participation fee. All proceeds were donated tof#tietrade organization in question.
Participants then completed measures of sociakgand the perceived effectiveness of
their contribution.

Manipulation and measures.

Manipulation of self-construal. We used a self-construal manipulation
previously shown to increase the prominence ogeitfiterdependent or independent
self-construal (Mandel, 2003). Participants weleedsither to recall a present they
recently purchased for themselves or for a frienthmily member, to describe how
they (resp. the other person) benefited from regithis gift, and how they felt about
the purchase. Thinking about an episode in whighgimes him/herself a treat has been
shown to make the independent self more promiridmihking about a moment in
which one treats those close to him/herself has beewn to make the interdependent
self more prominent.

Socially responsible behavior. We told our participants that they would be given
a bar of chocolate marketed by an NGO that pronettgsal business and fair trade.
We then offered participants the opportunity to faythe chocolate by contributing
part of their participation fee to that NGO. Papants were free to indicate any number
from 0 and €. This contribution constituted our measure of albgiresponsible
behavior.

Effectiveness manipulation. In the low- and high- effectiveness conditions, we
manipulated perceived effectiveness by providingfeteeparticipants made their
contributions—explicit information on the potentiadpact of their contribution. In
particular, participants were told that “The pratef this collection will be used in a

scholarization program for children in rural areHsis can increase the number of
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children benefiting from the program by X%.” Thegactt percentage was fixed at 2%
in the low-effectiveness condition and at 92% ia liigh-effectiveness condition. No
information on the impact of the program was prediéh the control effectiveness
condition. Thirteen participants (9%) were excluftedn the analysis for failing to
recall the impact percentage when asked to do gwaind of the study.

Perceived effectiveness of individual action. We included three items measuring
perceived effectiveness of individual action. Ttegns were adapted from the perceived
consumer effectiveness scale (Roberts, 1996) kectehe context of the current study.
The items were: “The contribution of a single indial to the NGO is important and
can help people in need”, “Contributions to chaotganizations make the world a
better place”, and “My contribution to charity carake a difference and have an
impact”. Each item was rated by participants onpint scale ranging from 1 =
“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agreel’= .77.

Social values. Social values were assessed using selected itemstie
aspiration index scale (Kasser & Ryan, 1993). Intigalar, participants rated, on a
scale from 1 = “not at all important” to 7 = “extnely important,” eight items designed
to measure the importance of long-term goals reélede&eommunity contributions and
meaningful relationships. Sample items included &8eist people who need it, asking
nothing in return,” “To work to make the world attee place,” and “To have good
friends that | can count on”. The reliability oktscale was acceptables .73).

Results

Spencer, Zanna, and Fong (2005) suggest that niatecd-process
experiments provide strong support for a psychaokagirocess if the following key
conditions are met: 1) the moderating variable @adaffects the psychological process,

and 2) the moderating variable affects the relatigm between the independent and the
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dependent variable through its effect on the meujgisychological process and no
other variable. To verify the first condition, weadyzed self-report perceived
effectiveness of individual action to check whettier manipulation of effectiveness
was successful (see Manipulation checks below).sBleend condition was taken into
account when we designed the manipulation thatrexfd¢o effectiveness solely, and
contained no additional information. Following matlelogical suggestions by Bullock,
Green, and Ha (2010), we also checked whethan#repulation of effectiveness had
inadvertently affected self-report social valuesof participants (i.e., another potential
mediator; see Manipulation checks).

Manipulation checks. As expected, participants in the low effectiveness
condition M = 4.37,SD = 0.18) reported lower perceived individual effeehess
ratings than those in the high effectiveness camdiM = 4.97,SD= 0.21,F(1, 77) =
451,p< .05,;1,;,2 =.06). An ANOVA testing the effect of the self-&trual and
effectiveness manipulations on perceived effecegerratings revealed that only the
effect of effectiveness was significaR({, 75) = 4.37p < .05,77|02 =.06). Neither the
effect of self-construal, nor the interaction effeteffectiveness and self-construal was
significant,F’s < 1. Moreover, our manipulation of effectivenelés not affect social
values, which were rated as similarly importanphayticipants in low = 4.80,SD=
0.10) and high effectiveness conditiovs £ 4.98,SD=0.11,F(1, 77) = 1.53ns).

The effect of self-construal on perceived effectiveness of individual action
and social values. We first examined the data in the control condgiare., where
effectiveness was not explicitly manipulated. lagé conditions, the manipulation of
self-construal affected perceived effectiveneshefindividual contribution. The latter
was higher for participants primed with interdepemdself-construalM = 5.18,SD =

0.27) than for those who were primed with indep@andelf-construall = 4.13,SD=
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0.25,F(1, 46) =8.13p < .01,;1,;,2 =.15), thereby supporting Hypotheses 1. The
importance of social values was rated, on aversigelarly by those primed with
interdependent selM = 4.84,SD= 0.10) and those primed with independent $élf(
4.82,SD=0.20,F(1, 46) < 1).

The effect of self-construal on individual contributionsto the NGO. An
ANOVA test aimed at explaining the variance in tlo@tributions made in the control
condition revealed that there was a significantafbf the self-construal manipulation
(F(1, 46) =4.82p < .05,;1,;,2 =.10). Figure 2 depicts mean contributions by dioml
Participants whose interdependent self was pririved (.27,SD= 0.31) made larger
contributions, on average, than those in the indeget-self conditionMl = 0.54,SD=
0.13). In a linear regression of contributions eli-sonstrual condition (0 =
independent; 1 = interdependent), perceived indali@ffectiveness ratings, and social
values ratings as predictors, only perceived dffeness ratings had a significant effect
(8= .39,1(43) = 2.54p = .02, adjR = .17).

We next analyzed the patterns of results in thelitmms where effectiveness
was manipulated explicitly. We expected the eftddelf-construal on contributions to
be reduced when effectiveness was manipulatedgottasly. An ANOVA testing the
effect of self-construal and the effectiveness palation revealed a significant effect
of effectivenessK(1, 75) = 4.11p < .05,;7p2 = .05), while the effect of self-construal
and the interaction effect were not significafis(< 1). Participants in the high
effectiveness condition contributed more to the NGIO= 1.15,SD = 1.15) than those
in the low effectiveness conditioM(= 0.70,SD= 0.78).

Discussion
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The results of Study 2 shed further light on thgchslogical process by which
self-construal affects socially responsible behavising experimental mediation
analysis (Bullock et al., 2010; Spencer et al.,3)0@e showed that a prominent
interdependent self-construal induces individualsdlieve their individual action is
more likely to make a difference on a larger schléhe experimental conditions,
where individuals were not provided with expligiformation about effectiveness—and
thus had to infer it themselves—the effect of selfistrual on participants’
contributions to the NGO was significant. In costran the conditions where explicit
information on the effectiveness of individual acs was provided, the effect of self-
construal on socially responsible behavior wasomgér observed. These results imply
that perceived effectiveness of individual actiargely contributes to the link between
self-construal and socially responsible behavior.

Study 3

Study 3 was designed to provide a direct test@fpychological process that
explains the relationship between self-construdlthe perceived effectiveness of
individual action. We hypothesized that the promoeof the interdependent self leads
to a perceived similarity between the effectiverefsadividual and collective action.

In contrast, when the independent self is prominedividuals differentiate the
effectiveness of individual action (objectively diprom the effectiveness of the
collective action (objectively greater). Thus, wedict that manipulating self-construal
affects the perceived effectiveness of individudiam but not the perceived
effectiveness of the collective action. To test biyy@ses 3a) and 3b), we manipulated
both self-construal (interdependent vs. indeperjdemd the type of effectiveness being
evaluated (individual vs. collective action).

M ethod
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Participants and procedure. Seventy students (46% female) participated in the
study for a 8 show-up fee. The lab setting was identical to $idThe experiment
employed a 2 (independent vs. interdependent seltcual prime) x 2 (level of
effectiveness evaluation: individual vs. collecjibetween-subjects design. Participants
were randomly assigned to one of the four condstiéiirst, they completed a self-
construal priming task. Next, they read a shorageaph postulating that an
individual/society cannot do much about the prolderhpollution, climate change, or
the depletion of natural resources. They were askeapress their agreement or
disagreement with the statement. The extent totwifiey disagreed with the
ineffectiveness statement was our dependent variabl

Manipulation and measures.

Sdlf-construal manipulation. Self-construal was manipulated through the same
procedure as in Study 2.

Effectiveness manipulation. The level at which effectiveness was evaluated—
individual vs. collective—was manipulated by charggihe wording of the
ineffectiveness statement from “an individual” &otiety”. In the individual
[collective] effectiveness condition, the statemmeatd: “An individual [society] cannot
do much about the problems of pollution, climatarde, or the depletion of natural
resources. Because an individual [society] canrakeaimuch of a difference with
regard to these problems, it does not matter what[g] does.” At the end of the study,
participants were asked to indicate whether thBantveness statement they read in
the beginning of the study was about an individuaghe society. Five participants (7%)
failed to answer this question correctly and theserexcluded from the analysis.

Perceived effectiveness of individual/collective action. Perceived effectiveness

(of individual or collective action depending ore thxperimental condition) was
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measured as the degree to which participants @isdgwith the ineffectiveness
statement. A 4-item scale, anchored at 1 = “totdibpagree” and 7 = “totally agree”,
was used for this purpose. Sample items includéduks“Statement is accurate” (reverse-
scored) and “I agree with this statement” (revexsared = .87).

Results

Figure 3 summarizes perceived effectiveness rabggsondition.

Separate analyses by the individual and the colkeiction conditions revealed
that the manipulation of self-construal had a gigant effect on the evaluation of the
effectiveness of individual actiofr (1, 31) = 4.89p < .05,77|02 =.14). Participants
primed with interdependent self-construal ratedetffiectiveness of individual action
higher M = 6.34,SD= 0.57) than participants primed with independssit-construal
(M =5.59,SD=1.26). There was no effect of self-construatteevaluation of the
effectiveness of collective actioR((,30) < 1).

Furthermore, an ANOVA of the perceived effectivenegtings across all four
conditions revealed a significant effect of the fpafation of the level at which
effectiveness was evaluatde(1, 61) = 6.41p < .05,;1|02 =.10) and, importantly, a
significant effectiveness level by self-construderaction F(1, 61) = 4.20p < .05,77|02
=.07). The main effect of self-construal on peredieffectiveness ratings was not
significant (1, 61) = 2.94ns). Further analyses showed that among participants
primed with independent self-construal, perceiviéeiciveness ratings were higher for
the collective i = 6.50,SD = 0.15) than for the individuaM = 5.59,SD = 0.31,F(1,
31)=7.06p< .05,;7|02 =.19). In contrast, participants primed with igkgpendent self-
construal reported similar perceived effectiverrasisigs for the collectivel = 6.43,
SD=0.13) and the individuaM = 6.34,SD= 0.14,F(1, 30) < 1ns). These results

show that the prominence of the interdependeniselsociated with the perceived
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similarity between the effectiveness of individaald collective action, whereas the
prominence of the independent self is associatéu tive perceived effectiveness of
individual action being smaller than that of cotlee action. Thus, Hypotheses 3a) and

3b) were supported.

Discussion

The results of Study 3 showed that the effectivemmésndividual action was
perceived to be smaller than the effectivenes®ltéative action when the independent
self was made prominent. In contrast, perceiveectffeness of individual and
collective action was perceived as similar wheeri¢pendent self was made
prominent. Perceptions of the effectiveness ottikective action were not different
across the experimental conditions. Thus, thetigsliare supportive of the idea that the
prominence of the interdependent self blurs thegreed boundaries between self and
others (Cross et al., 2000), making individualsasshe effectiveness of individual
action to be greater because it is perceived wrh#ar to the effectiveness of the
collective action.

General discussion

In three studies, we showed that self-construalctédfperceptions of the
effectiveness of individual socially responsiblé@t. In particular, our results
demonstrated that prominence of the interdepersi#has opposed to the independent
self is associated with a belief that socially megpble actions of a single individual
may be as effective as those of a collective. Assalt, prominence of the
interdependent self as opposed to the independ#rns sissociated with a greater

likelihood to engage in socially responsible bebavi
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This research has several strengths that givenfegdeoce in our results. First,
we used both correlational and experimental methmdsst the relationship between
self-construal, perceived effectiveness of thevialdial action, and socially responsible
behavior. We collected data by means of a survedyirataboratory settings. Moreover,
we studied both self-report and directly observdiglaviors. The use ofraoderation-
of-process experimefEpencer et al., 2005) to test the mediating sbkbe perceived
effectiveness of individual action is an additiogkength of this research. Finally, we
also showed that the perceived effectiveness afiohaal action is different when the
interdependent self (as opposed to independentis@fominent, but perceived
effectiveness of collective action is not.

Implicationsfor theory. Our work has several implications for theory. Eivee
suggest that a comprehensive account of the edfesslf-construal on socially
responsible behavior must include not only chamgdise individual’s values, but also
the perceived effectiveness of the individual’sad that benefit the society. Such an
account aligns self-construal research with clasgtvation theories emphasizing the
importance of both goals and the perceived effeotgs of one’s actions in reaching
goals (e.g., Vroom, 1964).

Also, our work contributes to the growing literatun organizational behavior
on the benefits of relational job design and thpartance of cultivating a sense of
connectedness at work (with one’s co-workers arstiocoers, for example; Grant &
Parker, 2009). Previous research has shown thabgegs with a heightened sense of
connectedness to the beneficiaries of their jobdikely “to engage in the pursuit of
making a positive difference in these beneficiatiges” (Grant, 2007, p. 403). Related
evidence suggests that other-orientation, whidhoisely related to interdependent self-

construal, is linked with such behaviors as helmogorkers or protecting the
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organization (De Dreu & Nauta, 2009). Our resutiply that a previously unexplored
advantage of relational job design might lie intdimey greater socially responsible
behaviors—behaviors that are not linked to a sfelbéneficiary, coworker, or the
organization, but aim at benefiting the societiagge. Importantly, as interdependence
gains prominence in the employee identity systeshpnly will the employee become
more concerned with others’ wellbeing, but als@sftay acquire a greater sense of
personal effectiveness in changing large scaleta@utcomes. When employees
begin to ascribe greater effectiveness to theividdal actions aimed at benefiting the
society as a whole, they may engage more in sgcidponsible behavior.

The behaviors that we observed are similar to tidseh draw increasing
attention from organizational behavior scholarthey theorize about environmental
sustainability at work (Ones & Dilchert, 2009, 2p1Ror example, recycling and
switching to environmentally responsible productpmcesses are among the most
common organizational initiatives aimed at enviremtal sustainability (D'Mello,
Ones, Klein, Wiernik, & Dilchert, 2011; ZibarrasBallinger, 2011).

Practical implications. Our results contain promising ideas for motivating
socially responsible behavior. In particular, poesd research suggested that the most
important obstacle for socially responsible behawadhe feeling of personal
ineffectiveness when individuals consider actirgpomsibly for the purpose of enabling
better large scale societal outcomes (e.g., JacR8@b; Lorenzoni, Nicholson-Cole, &
Whitmarsh, 2007; Stoll-Kleemann et al., 2001). @sults show that the feeling of
personal effectiveness—and thus socially respom$ibhavior—can be fostered by
emphasizing the interdependent self, the togetlsraed connectedness of individuals.

By pointing out the importance of self-construahifecting the perceived effectiveness
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of individual action, we offer an avenue for themotion of socially responsible
behavior.

Our findings are in line with McKenzie-Mohr’s (200@ork on community-
based social marketing, a framework using insi§iot® multiple areas in psychology
to develop programs that foster sustainable behawibile most traditional programs
rely on informing people about positive consequesfceocially responsible behavior
(or negative consequences of the lack of thereafjdtivate behavior change, previous
research clearly indicate the limits of such an-efo#xpensive—approach (Owens &
Driffill, 2008; Sturgis & Allum, 2004). Effective nomgrams should include more subtle
elements that do not only increase motivation @aege in socially responsible behavior
but also translate that concern in a change in\befa patterns. Understanding what
kind of information to provide in such campaignsrigcial for their success. For
example, in a field experiment among hotel gué&stddstein, Cialdini, and
Griskevicius (2008) showed that hotel signs desugithe conservation behavior of
“fellow guests” were significantly more effectiviean standard appeals to duty for
increasing the rate of towel reuse. Our work suggbsit the effect might have
occurred because the mention of “guests who prelyaised this room” inadvertently
primed the guest’s interdependent self. Similaabjyertisement slogans such as “We're
all in this together” (as used by Virgin Airlines promote civic behavior by airplane
passengers) might be effective because such slogakes the client’s interdependent
self more salient.

Futureresearch. It is important to note that the mediating effetcperceived
effectiveness operates in addition to the well-knoelationship between self-construal
and one’s commitment to further societal goalsuFatesearch could investigate the

relative importance of effectiveness versus sa@bles in mediating the effect of self-
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construal on socially responsible behavior. It vdoog important to identify settings
which foster or, on the contrary, hinder either hadsm. For example, in deciding
how to act towards a specific other person (effectess of individual action is
objectively high), the effect of self-construal magy primarily operating through its
impact on one’s social values. However, in decidiog to act in order to achieve a
specific large scale societal outcome (effectiversgsndividual action is objectively
low), reliance on social values alone may not fécsent to motivate behavior.

It is also instructive to examine the implicatiafour findings for actions
targeted at bringing about negative large scaletad®utcomes. For example, greater
prominence of the interdependent self may be aasativith anti-social values in
relation to out-group members (e.g., Triandis gt28l01). We speculate that the effect
of self-construal on the perceived effectivenessaividual action is likely to hold
given both social and anti-social values. Givetirsocial values, greater (versus less)
prominent interdependent self may be more likelgrimduce behavior aimed at
harming the society. This possibility clearly meffiairther research attention.

Conclusions. To conclude, in this work we sought to provide aeno
comprehensive account of the effect of self-comdton socially responsible behavior
by highlighting how self-construal affects the paved effectiveness of the individual
action. We showed that prominence of the interdépenself leads to perceiving
individual effectiveness as more similar to theeefiveness of collective action. This
matters a great deal in settings where the obgetifectiveness of individual action is
low, whereas the effectiveness of collective acisohigh. Hence, our results are
particularly important for understanding socialigponsible behavior, and they open

promising avenues for future research.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics, Study 1

Variable Mean SD Correlations
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Interdependent self-construal 581 0.88 (.92)
2 Independent self-construal 419 1.35 3% (.86)
3 Perceived effectiveness of individual 5.48 1.31 A 4rrx -.08* (.83)

action
4 Recycling behavior 533 1.73 1 9xx* .02 32%** (.94)
5 Environmentally conscious purchasing 4.44  1.40 31 A1 50%** 44 (.92)

behavior
6 Social values 488 156 2 Rl -.02 A5¥* 19¥** 22%kx (.87)
7 Social desirability 155 0.24 2% - 12%* i .08* 20%** -.06 (.70)
8 Age 44.08 11.44 B e -16**  .09* .04 .07 -.07 5%
9 Gender (female=1, male=0) 0.62 0.49 1 3xx* - 18%k 20 .07 A1 .09* .00 .03

Note N=638. *p < .05, *p < .01, ** p < .001 (two-tailed). Coefficient alphas appeanasrthe diagonal in parentheses.
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Table 2

Evaluation of the indirect effect of self-constroalsocially responsible behavior via perceiveddafVeness, Study 1

Indirect effect of self-construal via perceived
Dependent variable effectiveness
(Socially responsible behavior)

Coef. Std.Err. z 95% BC Cl

Interdependent self-construal

1. Recycling behavior 21 %% .05 4.18 12; .32
2. Environmentally conscious purchasing .28*** .05 6.25 .20; .38
behavior

Independent self-construal

1. Recycling behavior -.01 .02 -.43 -.04; .02
2. Environmentally conscious purchasing -.01 .02 -.44 -.05; .03
behavior

Note N = 638. *p < .05, * p <.01, **p < .001. Std.Err. = standard error; BC CI = bias
corrected confidence interval. Based on 5,000 cefins. Social desirability, gender, and age
were included as control variables.
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Figure captions
Figure 1.Hypothesized mediation model
Figure 2.Mean contribution to the NGO (Study 2)

Figure 3.Mean perceived effectiveness ratings by condif&indy 3)
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
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