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Purpose: Donation behavior plays a crucial role in promoting the development of social and 
public welfare undertakings. Previous studies have partially explored the influencing factors 
of donation behavior, but effective methods for boosting individuals’ donation behavior 
remain unclear. Based on the resource dependence theory, our present study further explored 
the promoting effect of self-affirmation on the relationship among cost, self-control, and 
individuals’ donation behavior, and provided empirical basis for boosting individuals’ dona-
tion behavior.
Methods: In preliminary experiment, Carlson’s real donation paradigm was conducted to 
examine the effect of cost on individuals’ donation behavior. In experiment 1, we examined 
the effects of cost, self-control ability, and self-affirmation on individuals’ donation behavior. 
Individuals with high or low self-control ability were assigned to complete the experimental 
induction of self-affirmation or non-affirmation. Subsequently, all participants completed the 
donation task under three cost conditions same as preliminary experiment. In experiment 2, 
we examined the effects of cost, self-control resource, and self-affirmation on individuals’ 
donation behavior. Participants were assigned to complete the different Stroop task to induce 
the state of self-control resource exhaustion or non-exhaustion. Then, they completed the 
priming of self-affirmation or non-affirmation same as experiment 1. Finally, all participants 
completed the donation task under three cost conditions same as preliminary experiment.
Results: The results of preliminary experiment indicated that participants engaged in more 
donation behavior under low- and medium-cost conditions compared with high-cost condi-
tion. The results of experiment 1 demonstrated that self-affirmation exerted a promoting 
effect on the donation behavior for individuals with low self-control ability under low-, 
medium-, and high-cost conditions. The results of experiment 2 demonstrated that self- 
affirmation promoted the donation behavior of individuals with self-control resource exhaus-
tion under low-, medium-, and high-cost conditions.
Conclusion: Self-affirmation could promote the donation behavior of individuals with low 
self-control ability and those with self-control resource exhaustion, whether donation’s cost 
was high or low. Self-affirmation plays a crucial role for boosting individuals’ donation 
behavior.
Keywords: cost, self-control, self-affirmation, donation behavior

Introduction
Donation behavior plays a crucial role in promoting the development of social and 
public welfare undertakings and maintaining national modernization drive. 
Individuals from all walks of life engaged in donation behavior during the 
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coronavirus disease 2019 pandemic. Donation behavior 
refers to the act of voluntarily providing money, goods, 
or time to someone in need to increase their welfare.1 

Donation behavior is a type of prosocial behavior2 and 
can be divided into organ donation,3 blood donation,4 

goods donation,5 and monetary donation.6 The present 
study mainly investigated individuals’ monetary donation 
behavior.

Carlson’s Real Donation Paradigm
Previous studies have adopted different measurement 
methods to explore individuals’ donation behavior based 
on different experimental variables. For instance, (1) took 
the willingness to donate money as the measurement stan-
dard of donation behavior,7 or used a Likert scale to 
examine the willingness to donate;8 (2) took the willing-
ness to donate goods as the measurement standard of 
donation behavior by asking, “Would you be willing to 
donate clothing to charity?”;9 (3) considered the difficulty 
of donation task as the measurement standard and reported 
that the more difficult the task, the stronger is the will-
ingness to donate.10 However, these aforementioned dona-
tion paradigms lacked authenticity and validity because of 
a fictitious donation situation. Therefore, our study used 
Carlson’s real donation paradigm6 to bring participants 
into a real donation situation.

In the real donation paradigm, participants would get 
a starting payment of 20 Yuan at the beginning of the 
experiment, and he/she would play as a “Donator” to 
decide whether to accept the donation plan presented in 
the computer. If he/she accepted the donation plan, the 
corresponding money would be donated to the Charity. If 
he/she refused the donation plan, he/she would get all 
money and did not donate money to the Charity. 
Moreover, participants were told that average money of 
all rounds’ donation would be considered as the actual 
donation money to the Charity, and it would be deducted 
from their starting payment. The final participation fee of 
subjects was their starting payment minus actual donation 
money, so donation decisions of participants would affect 
their final participation fee. This donation paradigm could 
effectively reflect participants’ real donation behavior 
based on a real donation situation. With the deeply 
research on online technology, online technology can 
clearly simulate real donation situation.11 Because online 
technology is very convenient and efficient, more and 
more researchers have adopted online donation paradigm 
to measure individuals’ donation behavior,6,11 their studies 

provide further support for how donations online can be 
measured in a consequential way.

Cost and Donation Behavior
Carlson’s real donation paradigm also discussed the effect 
of cost on individuals’ donation behavior.6 The previous 
study suggested that prosocial tendency depended on 
costs, benefits, and the environment.12 Cost was the main 
influencing factor of helping behavior.13 In the field of 
donation, cost refers to time, material possessions, risk, 
and expenses that individuals are required to pay when 
making a donation.14 According to the research of 
Chinman and Wandersman,15 the present study would 
define cost as a tangible material cost, namely money. In 
the present study, donation behavior refers to the act that 
participants donate money to the Charity, material cost 
(money) is the main cost of donation behavior.

Studies indicated that individuals’ donation behavior 
would decrease with an increase in donation cost.16–18 

Harbaugh et al reported that participants’ willingness to 
donate decreased with an increase in donation cost.18 

However, a unified division standard for cost has not 
been used to investigate the effect of cost on prosocial 
behavior. Heyman and Ariely suggested that cost in terms 
of money could be divided into low-cost (US$0.50) and 
high-cost (US$5.00).19 Yu et al proposed that 25–50% and 
75–100% of the total disposable money could be consid-
ered low- and high-cost, respectively.20 Furthermore, 
Carlson et al divided donation cost into low, medium, 
and high level and indicated that 5–35%, 40–60%, and 
65–95% of the starting payment could be considered as 
low-, medium-, and high-cost, respectively.6 Carlson’s 
division standard of cost is more precise and reasonable, 
and thus is more convenient for use in experiments. 
Accordingly, Carlson’s division method was adopted in 
the present study to investigate the effect of cost on indi-
viduals’ donation behavior under the real donation para-
digm, and to examine the validity of the paradigm.

Self-Control and Donation Behavior
According to the resource dependence theory,21 indivi-
duals’ donation behavior is mainly affected by both inter-
nal and external resources, including human capital 
(personal characteristics), social capital (social networks), 
and cultural capital. Self-control is considered as 
a regulatory mechanism between internal natural impulse 
and external cultural demand,22 self-control exerts 
a crucial effect on donation behavior.23 Self-control refers 
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to individuals’ ability to control and transform their own 
impulsive and habitual actions to match their own values, 
ideals, social morality, and expectations for maintaining 
the ability to pursue long-term goals.24 Self-control can be 
divided into two aspects: self-control ability and self- 
control resource. Self-control ability is a trait that develops 
with an individual’s growth and is relatively stable,25 

whereas self-control resource is an immediate state of 
individual and can be manipulated. Studies have shown 
that cognitive resources would be consumed during self- 
control tasks, such resources were called self-control 
resources.26 According to the theory of limited self- 
control, self-control resource will be consumed and 
exhausted after individuals conduct purposeful and con-
scious self-control task. They will be in the state of self- 
control resource exhaustion.27 Our research used the self- 
control scale developed by Tangney et al and revised by 
Tan and Guo to measure individuals’ self-control ability 
and select individuals with low or high self-control 
ability.25,28 We adopted the Stroop task to manipulate 
participants’ self-control resource.29

Previous studies have explored the relationship 
between self-control resource and donation behavior. 
Fei et al found that compared with individuals with self- 
control resource exhaustion, those without self-control 
resource exhaustion engaged in more donation behavior 
and prosocial behavior.30 Cantarero and van Tilburg 
found that compared with control group, the group with 
self-control resource exhaustion chose to engage in less 
altruistic behavior and more selfish behavior.23 Previous 
studies have reported that the significance of self-control 
for explaining donation among adults.31,32 Moreover, 
a field experiment for children aged between 4–8 found 
that self-control resources depletion led to significantly 
lower likelihood of donating.33 However, few studies 
have explored the relationship between self-control abil-
ity and donation behavior. Whether self-control resource, 
self-control ability, or both play a major role in improv-
ing individuals’ donation behavior has not been fully 
clarified in previous studies and thus should be explored.

Self-Affirmation and Donation Behavior
According to the resource dependence theory,21 indivi-
duals’ state factors or internal resources can affect their 
donation behavior. However, previous studies have mainly 
investigated the effect of emotion, personality factors, and 
social factors on donation behavior.34–36 Few studies 
explored the effect of individuals’ state factors on donation 

behavior. With further studies, researchers have gradually 
focused on self-affirmation as an individual’s state 
factor.37,38 Self-affirmation refers to individuals maintain-
ing or restoring their own global positive self-integrity 
from threats by affirming some vital aspects of the self 
that are unrelated to the threatening domain.39 Self- 
affirmation can be divided into value affirmation and attri-
bute affirmation.40 Value affirmation leads individuals to 
think more regarding their own core values and norms, 
whereas attribute affirmation leads individuals to affirm 
their own positive traits and believe that they are more 
capable.41 According to previous studies,42–44 the value 
scale method was used to manipulate value self- 
affirmation in the present study.

Previous studies have indicated that self-affirmation 
could promote prosocial and donation behavior. Thomaes 
et al found that self-affirmation could increase adoles-
cents’ prosocial behavior.45 In addition, self-affirmation 
could change individuals’ attitudes toward organ donation 
and increase individuals’ organ donation decisions.38 

According to the theory of self-affirmation, individuals 
who experience self-affirmation can maintain the integrity 
of the self, pay more attention to others’ needs, and make 
more donation decisions. Because ignoring the demands of 
others would indicate that an individual is not kind; thus, 
this behavior can be a threat to the integrity of the self.38 

Therefore, the theory of self-affirmation can explain why 
individuals with self-affirmation have more donation 
behavior.

Self-Affirmation and Cost
Previous studies have explored the relationship between 
self-affirmation and cost. Epton et al found that compared 
with the nonaffirmation group, the self-affirmation group 
was more likely to accept high-cost or high-risk informa-
tion, and change their behavior to complete high-cost or 
high-risk tasks because they were less sensitive to costs 
and risks.46 Furthermore, Wang and Zhao examined the 
relationship between self-affirmation and individuals’ will-
ingness to donate organs and found that self-affirmation 
enhanced the possibility of individuals to consider future 
consequences, and reduced the time cost that individuals 
might think about.38 Which might suggest that self- 
affirmation could increase individuals’ donation behavior 
whether donation’s cost was high or low, which meant that 
self-affirmation might increase individuals’ donation beha-
vior even under high-cost level.
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Self-Affirmation and Self-Control
Previous studies have explored the relationship between 
self-affirmation and self-control. Harris and Miles reported 
that self-affirmation could improve individuals’ self- 
control.47 Schmeichel and Vohs indicated that self- 
affirmation was regarded as a psychological strategy to 
enhance self-control when individuals were in a state of 
self-control resource exhaustion.48 Furthermore, self- 
affirmation could reduce restricted eaters’ motivation of 
eating high-calorie foods when they were in a state of self- 
control resource exhaustion, indicating that self- 
affirmation could offset the loss of self-control resource 
and increase individuals’ self-control resource to improve 
their performance.49 Which might suggest that self- 
affirmation could increase individuals’ donation behavior 
even if when they were in a state of self-control resource 
exhaustion. However, whether self-affirmation could 
increase the donation behavior of individuals with low 
self-control ability has not been fully clarified. Further, it 
was not clear that whether self-affirmation could increase 
the donation behavior of individuals with low self-control 
ability and individuals with self-control resource exhaus-
tion under different cost levels.

The Present Study
Previous studies have found that individuals would reduce 
donation behavior under high-cost condition.16–18 

Moreover, individuals in a state of self-control resource 
exhaustion would also have less donation behavior.31–33 

However, donation behavior plays a crucial role in pro-
moting the development of social and public welfare 
undertakings.1,2 Therefore, it is very important to explore 
how to promote the donation behavior of individuals with 
self-control resource exhaustion and how to promote the 
donation behavior of individuals with self-control resource 
exhaustion even under high-cost condition.

Existing studies have found that self-affirmation could 
promote donation behavior.38,45 More importantly, self- 
affirmation could help people to accept high-cost informa-
tion and change their behaviors to achieve long-term 
benefits,38,46 and self-affirmation could also facilitate self- 
control when the resource had been exhausted.48,49 

However, whether self-affirmation could increase indivi-
duals’ donation behavior under high-cost condition has not 
been fully clarified, whether self-affirmation could 
increase donation behavior of individuals with low self- 
control ability and individuals with self-control resource 

exhaustion has not been fully clarified. Further, it was not 
clear that whether self-affirmation could increase donation 
behavior of individuals with low self-control ability and 
individuals with self-control resource exhaustion even 
under high-cost condition.

Based on these findings, three experiments were con-
ducted in this study to investigate the effect of cost, self- 
control, and self-affirmation on individuals’ donation 
behavior from two aspects of self-control ability and self- 
control resource. The present study aimed to examine (a) 
whether self-affirmation can increase the donation beha-
vior of individuals with low self-control ability, (b) 
whether self-affirmation can increase the donation beha-
vior of individuals with low self-control ability under 
high-cost condition, (c) whether self-affirmation can 
enhance the donation behavior of individuals in a state of 
self-control resource exhaustion, and (d) whether self- 
affirmation can improve the donation behavior of indivi-
duals in a state of self-control resource exhaustion under 
high-cost condition. Specifically, In the preliminary 
experiment, anonymous donation tasks were performed 
to investigate the effect of cost on donation behavior and 
to verify the validity of Carlson’s real donation paradigm. 
In experiment 1, we examined the effects of cost, self- 
control ability, and self-affirmation on donation behavior. 
In experiment 2, we examined the effects of cost, self- 
control resource, and self-affirmation on donation 
behavior.

The present study could provide insights into factors 
affecting individuals’ donation behavior, enhance the 
resource dependence theory of donation behavior, and 
provide a crucial basis for formulating measures to 
improve individual donation behavior.

Preliminary Experiment
Purpose and Hypothesis
Purpose
The aim was to verify the validity of the real donation 
paradigm and investigate the effect of cost on individuals’ 
donation behavior.

Hypothesis
Compared with high-cost condition, participants would 
engage in more donation behavior under medium-cost 
condition;

Compared with medium-cost condition, participants 
would engage in more donation behavior under low-cost 
condition.
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Materials and Methods
Participants
We used G*Power 3.150 to calculate the required number 
of participants and these parameters were set as f=0.25, 
α=0.05, P=0.8. The required total sample size was 28 
(Single factor and three levels within-subjects design, 
two tailed). However, we aimed to recruit as large 
a sample as we could to maximize the statistical power, 
we finally recruited 46 participants aged over 18 years old, 
comprising 18 males and 28 females. Those aged between 
18 and 20 accounted for 95.65% of the total number of 
participants. All participants were right-handed, with 
a normal or corrected-to-normal vision, and all participants 
involved in the present study signed informed consent. 
This study was approved by the Institutional Review 
Board of Hunan Normal University, Department of 
Psychology, and the research protocol was approved by 
the ethics committee. The research was conducted in 
accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. Three parti-
cipants were excluded from the analysis due to the proce-
dural problem that did not record their data.

Experimental Design
A single factor within-subjects experimental design. Cost 
was a within-subjects factor and divided into three levels 
(Low vs Medium vs High). Donation proportion was the 
dependent variable.

Procedure
Donation Task 
Each participant needed to complete the experiment in 
a separate small room. We used the real donation paradigm 
proposed by Carlson et al,6 and the experimental proce-
dure was presented in E-prime 2.0. At the beginning of the 
experiment, participants would get a starting payment of 
20 Yuan and were informed related information about the 
China Charity Federation, including the status of the char-
ity organization and some projects to which they could 
donate. Next, each participant was told that they needed to 
complete the donation task consisted of 100 rounds. In 
each round, he/she would play as a “Donator” to decide 
whether to accept the donation plan presented in the 
screen. If he/she accepted the donation plan and pressed 
the “F” key, the corresponding money would be donated to 
the Charity. If he/she refused the donation plan and press 
the “J” key, he/she would get all money and did not donate 
money to the Charity. Moreover, participants were told 
that average donation money of all rounds would be 

considered as the actual donation money to the Charity 
and it would be deducted from their starting payment. The 
final participation fee of participants was their starting 
payment minus the actual donation money, the more 
money that they chose to donate, the less their final parti-
cipation fee. Finally, participants were informed that the 
donation task was anonymous and the total amount they 
donated would be donated to the China Charity Federation 
through their official website. For example, the computer 
showed a donation plan in which participant would receive 
1 yuan and the remaining 19 yuan would be donated to the 
Charity. If participant accepted the donation plan, he/she 
would receive 1 yuan and 19 yuan would be donated to the 
Charity. If participant refused the donation plan, he/she 
would receive 20 yuan (see Figure 1).

Donation Plan 
According to the division standard for cost of Carlson 
et al,6 5–35%, 40–60%, and 65–95% of the starting pay-
ment could be considered as low, medium, and high cost. 
These specific donation plans would be presented based on 
the division standard of cost. In formal experiment, there 
are 5 blocks and each block had 20 trials, included 7 trials 
for the high-cost level, 6 trials for the medium-cost level, 
and 7 trials for the low-cost level. Specifically, for the low- 
cost level, participants needed to decide whether donated 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 Yuan to the Charity. For the medium-cost 
level, participants needed to decide whether donated 8, 9, 
10, 10, 11, 12 Yuan to the Charity. For the high-cost level, 
participants needed to decide whether donated 13, 14, 15, 
16, 17, 18, 19 Yuan to the Charity, respectively. The 
formal experiment consisted of 5 blocks and 100 trials in 
total, there were 35 trials for the high-cost level, 30 trials 
for the medium-cost level, and 35 trials for the low-cost 
level. Each participant is required to complete the donation 
task under all three cost levels. All trials were presented 
randomly on the computer. Donation proportion was equal 
to the number of trials that participant chose to donate 
(accept the donation plan) at each cost level divided by the 
total number of trials at each cost level.

Statistical Analysis
All data were analyzed by SPSS 24.0. A repeated measure 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) of 3 (cost: low vs medium 
vs high) was conducted for the donation proportion. 
Statistical differences were considered significant at 
p <0.05. Post hoc comparisons were Bonferroni-corrected 
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at p <0.05, and the partial eta-squared (η2
p) was reported as 

a measure of effect size.

Results
Donation Proportion
The main effect of cost was significant (F[2, 40] = 4.791, 
p = 0.013, η2

p= 0.105). The donation proportion was sig-
nificantly higher at the low cost level (M = 0.818, SD = 
0.037) than at the medium cost level (M = 0.674, SD = 
0.057) and at the high cost level (M = 0.134, SD = 0.032). 
Furthermore, the donation proportion was significantly 
higher at the medium cost level than at the high cost 
level (see Figure 2).

Discussion
The real donation paradigm proposed by Carlson was used 
in preliminary experiment, and the results showed that the 
main effect of cost was significant. In line with our hypoth-
esis, individuals would engage in more donation behavior 
under low- and medium-cost conditions compared with 
high-cost condition. This finding is consistent with those of 
previous studies,6,51 and it verified the validity of Carlson’s 
real donation paradigm. Previous studies indicated that cost 
was the main factor for affecting prosocial behavior.52 

Penner et al reported that the probability of engaging in 
helping behavior would decrease with an increase in 
cost.13 Similarly, individuals’ donation behavior decreased 
as donation’s cost increased.16,17 One plausible explanation 
of this finding is that individuals are inclined to measure 
their own benefits under high-cost condition and thus reduce 
their donation behavior to prevent large losses.

Experiment 1
Purpose and Hypothesis
Purpose
The aim was to investigate the effects of cost, self-control 
ability, and self-affirmation on individuals’ donation 
behavior.

Hypothesis
Self-affirmation would increase individuals’ donation 
behavior under high-cost condition compared with non- 
affirmation.

Figure 1 Illustration of the donation task.

Figure 2 Results of the preliminary experiment: individuals’ donation proportion at 
low-, medium-, and high-cost levels. Error bars indicate standard errors. **p < 0.01, 
***p < 0.001.
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Self-affirmation would increase the donation behavior 
of individuals with low self-control ability compared with 
non-affirmation.

Self-affirmation would increase the donation behavior 
of individuals with low self-control ability under high-cost 
condition compared with non-affirmation.

Materials and Methods
Participants
We used G*Power 3.150 to calculate the required number 
of participants and these parameters were set as f=0.25, 
α=0.05, P=0.8. The required total sample size was 124 
(mixed-design, two tailed). However, we aimed to recruit 
as large a sample as we could to maximize the statistical 
power, we distributed self-control ability scales to 278 
undergraduates to measure their self-control ability.28 We 
successfully received 251 copies. The recovery rate was 
90.2%. According to their scores on the self-control ability 
scale, we selected the top 27% of the undergraduates as 
exhibiting high self-control ability, and then selected the 
latter 27% of the undergraduates as exhibiting low self- 
control ability, and each group included 67 participants. 8 
participants were excluded because they did not want to 
participate in the formal experiment. Finally, we recruited 
126 participants aged over 18 years old, comprising 45 
males and 81 females. Those aged between 18 and 20 
accounted for 89.68% of the total number of participants. 
A total of 64 participants were gathered (M=35.06, 
SD=8.07) in the people with high self-control ability, 
including 25 men. Moreover, 62 participants were in the 
people with low self-control ability (M=75.97, SD=7.37), 
including 20 men. All participants were right-handed, with 
a normal or corrected-to-normal vision, and all participants 
involved in the present study signed informed consent. 
This study was approved by the Institutional Review 
Board of Hunan Normal University, Department of 
Psychology, and the research protocol was approved by 
the ethics committee. The research was conducted in 
accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki.

Experimental Design
The experiment had a 3 (Cost: Low vs Medium vs High) × 
2 (Self-control ability: Low vs High) × 2 (Self-affirmation: 
Self-affirmation vs Nonaffirmation) mixed-design. Cost 
served as a within-subjects factor, self-control ability and 
self-affirmation were between-subjects factors. Donation 
proportion was the dependent variable.

Experimental Material
Self-Control Ability Scale 
Tan and Gou revised the Self-Control Ability Scale28 for 
college students in China and included 19 questions 
related to 5 dimensions. The internal consistency coeffi-
cient (α) was 0.862, which showed good reliability and 
validity. 5-point Likert scale was used to calculate the 
score of each question, where a score of 1 indicated 
“completely inconsistent” and a score of 5 indicated “com-
pletely consistent.” We used the total score of the scale to 
represent self-control ability of subjects, and the higher the 
total score, the lower self-control ability (see Appendix 1).

Self-Affirmation Manipulation 
The value scale method reported by Spencer et al was used 
to induce individuals’ self-affirmation and nonaffirmation.42 

Participants with self-affirmation were asked to rank listed 
values (including 13 values, such as social skills, physical 
health, and so on) and choose a value that they believed was 
the most important. Furthermore, they were asked to explain 
why the selected value was the most important for them and 
write it on the page. Participants with nonaffirmation were 
asked to rank listed fruits (including 13 kinds of fruit) and 
choose their favorite fruit. They were also asked to explain 
why the selected fruit was their favorite and write it (see 
Appendix 1).

Self-Affirmation Manipulation Check 
We adopted the method reported by Chen and Shi to 
examine the manipulation of self-affirmation.40 Two ques-
tions were asked to individuals with self-affirmation and 
those with nonaffirmation: “Do you think about your posi-
tive aspects at the moment?” and “Do you think about 
something that is very important to you at the moment?” 
We used a five-point Likert scale to calculate the score for 
each question, where a score of 1 indicated “completely 
disagree” and a score of 5 indicated “completely agree.” 
The higher the score, the higher level of self-affirmation.

Procedure
Each participant needed to complete the experiment in 
a separate small room. Moreover, the experimental instruc-
tion and experimental procedure were presented on the 
computer. Firstly, half of 64 high self-control ability partici-
pants were selected randomly to complete the manipulation 
of self-affirmation, and the other half completed the manip-
ulation of nonaffirmation. Similarly, half of 62 low self- 
control ability participants were selected randomly to 
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complete the manipulation of self-affirmation, and the other 
half completed the manipulation of nonaffirmation. Finally, 
each participant completed the donation task under all three 
cost levels. Experimental procedure is shown in Figure 3.

Donation task and Donation plan: Same as the preli-
minary experiment.

Statistical Analysis
An independent sample t-test was used to analyze the 
results of self-affirmation’s manipulation check. 
A repeated measure analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted for the donation proportion.

Results
Manipulation Check
Significant differences were observed in the scores of two 
questions between self-affirmation group and nonaffirma-
tion group (see Table 1). According to existing research,42 

the results suggested that the manipulation of self- 
affirmation was effective.

Donation Proportion
The main effect of cost was significant (F[2, 123] = 372.139, 
p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.753). Individuals’ donation proportion was 
significantly higher at the low cost level (M = 0.698, SD = 
0.018) than at the medium cost level (M = 0.522, SD = 0.017). 
Individuals’ donation proportion was significantly higher at 
the medium cost level than at the high cost level (M = 0.194, 

SD = 0.009). A significant main effect of self-control ability 
(F[1, 124] = 12.447, p = 0.003, η2

p= 0.093) was observed. The 
donation proportion was significantly higher for the high self- 
control ability group (M = 0.509, SD = 0.015) than the low 
self-control ability group (M = 0.434, SD = 0.015). The main 
effect of self-affirmation was significant (F[1, 124] = 182.675, 
p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.600). The donation proportion was higher 
for the self-affirmation group (M = 0.615, SD = 0.015) than 
for the nonaffirmation group (M = 0.327, SD = 0.015).

No significant interaction effect was observed 
between cost and self-control ability (F[2, 120] = 
1.888, p = 0.286). A significant interaction effect was 
observed between cost and self-affirmation (F[2, 120] = 
13.043, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.097). The simple effect ana-
lysis revealed that at the high cost level, the donation 
proportion was higher for the self-affirmation group than 
for the nonaffirmation group (F[2, 120] = 262.248, p < 
0.001, η2

p = 0.682). At the medium cost level, the dona-
tion proportion was higher for the self-affirmation group 
than for the nonaffirmation group (F[2, 120] = 123.830, 
p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.504). At the low cost level, the 
donation proportion was higher for the self-affirmation 
group than for the nonaffirmation group (F[2, 120] = 
28.624, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.190; see Figure 4).
A significant interaction effect was observed between 

self-control ability and self-affirmation (F[1, 122] = 5.339, 

Figure 3 Illustration of the experimental procedure of experiment 1.

Table 1 Manipulation Check Results for Self-Affirmation in Experiment 1

Self-Affirmation Group (M±SD) Non-Affirmation Group (M±SD) t p Cohen’s d

Positive aspects 4.00±0.950 2.21±0.936 10.673 <0.001 1.122

Important things 3.98±0.889 2.44±0.980 9.236 <0.001 1.366
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p = 0.021, η2
p = 0.042). The simple effect analysis revealed 

that when self-control ability was low, the donation pro-
portion was higher for the self-affirmation group than for 
the nonaffirmation group (F[1, 122] = 127.256, p < 0.001, 
η2

p = 0.511). When self-control ability was high, the dona-
tion proportion was higher for the self-affirmation group 
than for the nonaffirmation group (F[1, 122] = 61.797, p < 
0.001, η2

p = 0.336; see Figure 5).

A significant interaction effect was observed among 
cost, self-control ability, and self-affirmation (F[2, 114] = 
7.045, p = 0.008, η2

p = 0.055). The simple effect analysis 
revealed that at the high cost level, the donation proportion 
was higher for the low self-control ability group that 
experienced self-affirmation than it was for the low self- 
control ability group that did not experience self- 
affirmation (F[2, 114] = 124.690, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.505). 

Figure 4 Results of experiment 1: differences in individuals’ donation proportion between the self-affirmation group and the nonaffirmation group under low-, medium- and 
high-cost conditions. Error bars indicate standard errors. ***p < 0.001.

Figure 5 Results of experiment 1: differences in individuals’ donation proportion between the self-affirmation group and the nonaffirmation group under low self-control 
ability and high self-control ability conditions. Error bars indicate standard errors. ***p < 0.001.
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At the medium cost level, the donation proportion was 
higher for the low self-control ability group that experi-
enced self-affirmation than it was for the low self-control 
ability group that did not experience self-affirmation (F[2, 
114] = 73.361, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.376). At the low cost 
level, the donation proportion was higher for the low self- 
control ability group that experienced self-affirmation than 
it was for the low self-control ability group that did not 
experience self-affirmation (F[2, 114] = 40.456, p < 0.001, 
η2

p = 0.249). At the high cost level, the donation proportion 
was higher for the high self-control ability group that 
experienced self-affirmation than it was for the high self- 
control ability group that did not experience self- 
affirmation (F[2, 114] = 137.631, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.530). 
At the medium cost level, the donation proportion was 
higher for the high self-control ability group that experi-
enced self-affirmation than it was for the high self-control 
ability group that did not experience self-affirmation (F[2, 
114] = 57.604, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.297; see Figure 6).

Discussion
The results of our study indicated that the donation pro-
portion was higher for the high self-control ability group 
than for the low self-control ability group; this finding is 
consistent with that of a previous study.31 According to the 
previous study, individuals with high self-control ability 

could make more reasonable decisions because their deci-
sion-making might be dominated by rational systems. By 
contrast, individuals with low self-control ability could 
choose to maximize self-interest because their decision- 
making might be dominated by intuitive systems, and they 
would engage in less donation behavior.53 The results of 
our study revealed that the donation proportion was higher 
for the self-affirmation group than for the nonaffirmation 
group; this finding is consistent with the previous study.54 

According to the theory of self-affirmation,38 individuals 
who experience self-affirmation can maintain the integrity 
of the self, pay more attention to others’ needs, and make 
more donation decisions. Ignoring the demands of others 
would indicate that an individual is not kind; thus, this 
behavior can be a threat to the integrity of the self.

The results of experiment 1 showed a significant inter-
action effect between cost and self-affirmation. Self- 
affirmation was found to exert a promoting effect on 
individuals’ donation behavior under different cost levels; 
however, self-affirmation exerted a stronger promoting 
effect on individuals’ donation behavior under high-cost 
condition than low- and medium-cost conditions. In line 
with our predictions, self-affirmation could increase indi-
viduals’ donation behavior even under high-cost condition. 
These results are consistent with the previous study. Harris 
and Epton reported that compared with the nonaffirmation 

Figure 6 Results of experiment 1: differences in individuals’ donation proportion between the low and high self-control ability groups and the self-affirmation and 
nonaffirmation groups under low-, medium-, and high-cost conditions. Error bars indicate standard errors. ***p < 0.001.
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group, the self-affirmation group was more likely to accept 
high-cost or high-risk information and change their beha-
vior to complete high-cost tasks.55 One plausible explana-
tion of this finding is that value affirmation leads to equal 
consideration for different cost levels and helps individuals 
to reduce egoistic thoughts.46 Another plausible explana-
tion of this finding is that value affirmation may improve 
individual empathy, previous study showed that indivi-
duals who experienced self-affirmation could better per-
ceive other’s situation and changed their behavior to help 
others,56 so individuals who experienced self-affirmation 
might increase donation behavior even under high-cost 
condition.

The results of experiment 1 revealed a significant inter-
action effect between self-control ability and self- 
affirmation. Self-affirmation exerted a promoting effect 
on individuals’ donation behavior under conditions of 
different self-control ability. However, self-affirmation 
exerted a stronger promoting effect on donation behavior 
of the low self-control ability group than that of the high 
self-control ability group. In line with our predictions, self- 
affirmation could increase donation behavior of indivi-
duals with low self-control ability. These results are 
consistent with previous studies. Self-affirmation led indi-
viduals to think more about their value to control crucial 
results, and it could improve individuals’ perception of 
self-control ability to some extent.39 Storr and Sparks 
found that self-affirmation could lead individuals to pay 
more attention to their value and give up immediate 
interests.49 One plausible explanation of this finding is 
that self-affirmation can strengthen individual’s self- 
concept and enhance self-regulation.48 Consequently, 
individuals who experienced self-affirmation could 
compensate for self-control by attaching importance to 
individual’s self-concept and enhancing self-regulation 
ability.

The findings of experiment 1 showed a significant 
interaction effect among cost, self-control ability, and self- 
affirmation. In line with our predictions, self-affirmation 
would improve donation behavior of individuals with low 
self-control ability even under high-cost condition. 
Previous study indicated that self-affirmation could 
improve self-control level and that the self-affirmation 
group was more likely to accept high-cost information 
and change their behavior to complete high-cost 
tasks.47,55 These results suggested that self-affirmation 
might improve donation behavior of low self-control abil-
ity group even under high-cost condition.

Self-control ability is a stable personality trait that is diffi-
cult to change or manipulate. However, self-control resource is 
a state factor that can be manipulated. If self-control resource 
might affect individuals’ donation behavior, we could promote 
individuals’ donation behavior by manipulating individuals’ 
self-control resource. Therefore, in the subsequent experi-
ment, we examined whether self-control resource could affect 
individuals’ donation behavior. Previous studies have reported 
that self-affirmation could offset the loss of self-control 
resources and increase individuals’ self-control resources to 
improve their performance in subsequent tasks.49 

Accordingly, in subsequent experiment, we investigated 
whether self-affirmation could improve the donation behavior 
of individuals in a state of self-control resource exhaustion. 
Furthermore, we explored whether self-affirmation could 
improve the donation behavior of individuals in a state of self- 
control resource exhaustion under high-cost condition.

Experiment 2
Purpose and Hypothesis
Purpose
The aim was to investigate the effects of cost, self-control 
resource, and self-affirmation on individuals’ donation 
behavior.

Hypothesis
Self-affirmation would increase individuals’ donation beha-
vior under high-cost condition compared with non- 
affirmation.

Self-affirmation would increase the donation behavior 
of individuals in a state of self-control resource exhaustion 
compared with non-affirmation.

Self-affirmation would increase the donation behavior 
of individuals in a state of self-control resource exhaustion 
under high-cost condition compared with non-affirmation.

Materials and Methods
Participants
We used G*Power 3.150 to calculate the required number of 
participants and these parameters were set as f=0.25, α=0.05, 
P=0.8. The required total sample size was 124 (mixed- 
design, two tailed). Finally, 124 participants with moderate 
self-control ability were selected and randomly divided into 
self-control resource exhaustion group and nonexhaustion 
group, each group had 62 participants. All 124 participants 
aged over 18 years old, comprising 50 males and 74 females. 
Those aged between 18 and 20 accounted for 95.96% 
of the total number of participants. All participants were 
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right-handed, with a normal or corrected-to-normal vision, 
and all participants involved in the present study signed 
informed consent. This study was approved by the 
Institutional Review Board of Hunan Normal University, 
Department of Psychology, and the research protocol was 
approved by the ethics committee. The research was con-
ducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki.

Experimental Design
The experiment had a 3 (Cost: Low vs Medium vs High) × 2 
(Self-control resource: Exhaustion vs Nonexhaustion) × 2 
(Self-affirmation: Self-affirmation vs Nonaffirmation) 
mixed-design. Cost served as a within-subjects factor, self- 
control resource and self-affirmation were between-subjects 
factors. Donation proportion was the dependent variable.

Experimental Material
Self-Control Resource Manipulation 
We used the Stroop task developed by Fan et al to manip-
ulate the state of self-control resource.29 The Stroop task 
had two forms, included the task of word-color consis-
tency and the task of word-color inconsistency. In two 
tasks, participants were asked to identify the word’s color 
that presented in the screen. In the task of word-color 
consistency, the word’s meaning was the same as the 
word’s color (green vs green), but in the task of word- 
color inconsistency, the word’s meaning was not the same 
as the word’s color (green vs red) (see Figure 7).

The task of word-color inconsistency was difficult 
because participants needed to identify the word’s color 
and avoid the interference from the word’s meaning at the 
same time. Therefore, participants would use more self- 
control resources to complete the task and their self-control 

resource would be temporarily exhausted. The task of word- 
color consistency was easy because participants could easily 
identify the word’s color with the help of the word’s mean-
ing. Therefore, their self-control resource would not be 
temporarily exhausted. In our experiment, self-control 
resource exhaustion group would complete the task of word- 
color inconsistency and self-control resource nonexhaustion 
group would complete the task of word-color consistency.

Manipulation Check for Self-Control Resource 
We adopted the manipulation check method developed by Fan 
et al and used a seven-point Likert scale to measure the 
exhaustion of participants before and after the Stroop task.29 

Exhaustion was measured by asking “How tired are you 
now?” Before the Stroop task and “How tired are you after 
the Stroop task?”. A score of 1 indicated “the least fatigue” and 
a score of 7 indicated “the most fatigue”. We used a seven- 
point Likert scale to measure the difficulty of the Stroop task 
by asking “How difficult do you think the task is?” A score of 
1 indicated “not at all,” and a score of 7 indicated “very 
difficult.” We used a seven-point Likert scale to measure the 
effort level of participants in the Stroop task by asking “How 
much effort will you have to take to complete the task?” 
A score of 1 indicated “no effort at all,” and a score of 7 
indicated “very hard work.”

Self-Affirmation Manipulation and Manipulation 
Check: Same as experiment 1.

Procedure
Each participant needed to complete the experiment in 
a separate small room. Moreover, the experimental instruc-
tion and experimental procedure were presented on the 
computer. Firstly, self-control resource exhaustion group 

Figure 7 Illustration of the stroop task.
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completed the Stroop task of word-color inconsistency and 
nonexhaustion group completed the Stroop task of word- 
color consistency. Then, half of 62 self-control resource 
exhaustion participants were selected randomly to complete 
the manipulation of self-affirmation, and the other half com-
pleted the manipulation of nonaffirmation. Similarly, half of 
62 self-control resource nonexhaustion participants were 
selected randomly to complete the manipulation of self- 
affirmation, and the other half completed the manipulation 
of nonaffirmation. Finally, each participant was asked to 
complete the donation task under all three cost levels. 
Experimental procedure is shown in Figure 8.

Donation task and Donation plan: Same as the preli-
minary experiment.

Statistical Analysis
An independent sample t-test was used to analyze the results 
of self-control resource’s manipulation check and self- 
affirmation’s manipulation check. A repeated measure analy-
sis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted for donation 
proportion.

Results
Manipulation Check
Significant differences were observed in the scores of 
exhaustion difference, task difficulty, and effort level 
between the group with self-control resource exhaustion 
and the group without self-control resource exhaustion 

(see Table 2). According to existing research, the results 
suggested that the manipulation of self-control resource 
was effective.29

Significant differences were observed in the scores of 
the two questions between self-affirmation group and non-
affirmation group (see Table 3). According to existing 
research, the results suggested that the manipulation of 
self-affirmation was effective.42

Donation Proportion
The main effect of cost was significant (F[2, 121] = 
374.360, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.757). Individuals’ donation 
proportion was significantly higher at the low cost level 
(M = 0.718, SD = 0.021) than it was at the medium cost 
level (M = 0.390, SD = 0.023). Individuals’ donation pro-
portion was significantly higher at the medium cost level 
than at the high cost level (M = 0.210, SD = 0.017). 
A significant main effect of self-control resource was 
observed (F[1, 122] = 5.169, p = 0.024, η2

p = 0.051). The 
donation proportion was higher for the group without self- 
control resource exhaustion (M = 0.475, SD = 0.015) than 
for the group with self-control resource exhaustion (M = 
0.400, SD = 0.015). The main effect of self-affirmation was 
significant (F[1, 122] = 153.739, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.558). The 
donation proportion was higher for the self-affirmation 
group (M = 0.583, SD = 0.015) than for the nonaffirmation 
group (M = 0.295, SD = 0.015).

Figure 8 Illustration of the experimental procedure of experiment 2.
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No significant interaction effect was observed between 
cost and self-control resource (F[2, 118] = 1.677, p = 
0.362). A significant interaction effect was observed 
between cost and self-affirmation (F[2, 118] = 10.875, 
p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.083). The simple effect analysis showed 
that at the high cost level, the donation proportion was 
higher for the self-affirmation group than for the nonaffir-
mation group (F[2, 118] = 270.475, p < 0.001, η2

p = 
0.693). At the medium cost level, the donation proportion 
was higher for the self-affirmation group than for the 
nonaffirmation group (F[2, 118] = 117.554, p < 0.001, η2

p 

= 0.495). At the low cost level, the donation proportion 
was higher for the self-affirmation group than for the 
nonaffirmation group (F[2, 118] = 26.676, p < 0.001, η2

p 

= 0.182; see Figure 9).

A significant interaction effect was observed between 
self-control resource and self-affirmation (F[1, 120] = 
4.899, p = 0.032, η2

p = 0.039). The simple effect analysis 
showed that in a state of self-control resource exhaustion, the 
donation proportion was higher for the self-affirmation group 
than for the nonaffirmation group (F [1, 120] = 122.125, p < 
0.001, η2

p = 0.504). Without self-control resource exhaustion, 
the donation proportion was higher for the self-affirmation 
group than for the nonaffirmation group (F[1, 120] = 61.715, 
p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.340; see Figure 10).
A significant interaction effect was observed among cost, 

self-control resource, and self-affirmation (F[2, 112] = 
4.690, p = 0.01, η2

p = 0.038). The simple effect analysis 
showed that at the high cost level, the donation proportion 
was higher for the group with self-control resource 

Table 2 Manipulation Check Results for Self-Control Resource

Exhaustion Group (M±SD) Non-Exhaustion Group (M±SD) t p Cohen’s d

Exhaustion difference 2.65±1.319 0.60±1.123 9.309 <0.001 1.331
Task difficulty 4.24±1.141 2.44±1.002 9.369 <0.001 1.340

Effort level 4.18±1.420 3.35±1.427 3.217 0.002 0.476

Table 3 Manipulation Check Results for Self-Affirmation in Experiment 2

Self-Affirmation Group (M±SD) Non-Affirmation Group (M±SD) t p Cohen’s d

Positive aspects 4.03±0.975 2.21±0.943 10.581 <0.001 1.541

Important things 4.08±0.963 2.47±0.936 9.456 <0.001 1.377

Figure 9 Results of experiment 2: differences in individuals’ donation proportion between the self-affirmation group and the nonaffirmation group under low-, medium-, and 
high-cost conditions. Error bars indicate standard errors. ***p < 0.001.
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exhaustion that experienced self-affirmation than for the 
group with self-control resource exhaustion that did not 
experience self-affirmation (F[2, 114] = 135.097, p < 
0.001, η2

p = 0.530). At the medium cost level, the donation 
proportion was higher for the group with self-control 
resource exhaustion that experienced self-affirmation than 
for the group with self-control resource exhaustion that did 
not experience self-affirmation (F[2, 114] = 71.008, p < 
0.001, η2

p = 0.372). At the low cost level, the donation 
proportion was higher for the group with self-control 
resource exhaustion that experienced self-affirmation than 
the group with self-control resource exhaustion that did not 
experience self-affirmation (F[2, 114] = 33.530, p < 0.001, 
η2

p = 0.218). At the high cost level, the donation proportion 
was higher for the group without self-control resource 
exhaustion that experienced self-affirmation than for the 
group without self-control resource exhaustion group that 
did not experience self-affirmation (F[2, 114] = 135.378, p < 
0.001, η2

p = 0.530). At the medium cost level, the donation 
proportion was higher for the group without self-control 
resource exhaustion group that experienced self-affirmation 
than for the group without self-control resource exhaustion 
group that did not experience self-affirmation (F[2, 114] = 
47.702, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.284; see Figure 11).

Discussion
The results of our study demonstrated that the donation pro-
portion was higher for the group without self-control resource 
exhaustion than for the group with self-control resource 

exhaustion; this finding is consistent with that of a previous 
study.31 According to the model of self-control resource, 
when individuals’ self-control resource is depleted, they are 
more inclined to pursue immediate temptation and pay less 
attention to others’ needs.29 This eventually affects their next 
task, and they may engage in less donation behavior.

The results of experiment 2 revealed a significant inter-
action effect between self-control resource and self- 
affirmation. In line with our predictions, self-affirmation 
could increase donation behavior of individuals in a state 
of self-control resource exhaustion. These results are con-
sistent with previous studies. Self-affirmation can improve 
individuals’ self-control resource by enhancing their level of 
psychological explanation.12 According to temporal con-
strual theory, high-level construals can lead individuals to 
make more rational psychological explanations and be 
capable to understand the core of things.57 One plausible 
explanation of this finding is that individuals who experience 
self-affirmation have high-level construals and can offset the 
loss of self-control resource or increase their self-control 
resource, thus improving their performance in subsequent 
tasks.48 Another plausible explanation of this finding is that 
self-affirmation can strengthen individual’s self-concept and 
enhance self-regulation.48 Consequently, individuals who 
experience self-affirmation can offset self-control resource 
exhaustion by attaching importance to individual’s self- 
concept and enhance self-regulation ability.

The findings of experiment 2 showed a significant 
interaction effect among cost, self-control resource, and 

Figure 10 Results of experiment 2: differences in individuals’ donation proportion between the self-affirmation group and the nonaffirmation group under conditions of with 
and without self-control resource exhaustion. Error bars indicate standard errors. ***p < 0.001.
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self-affirmation. In line with our predictions, self- 
affirmation would improve donation behavior of indivi-
duals in a state of self-control resource exhaustion even 
under high-cost condition. Self-affirmation is regarded as 
a psychological strategy to enhance self-control when 
individuals are in a state of self-control resource exhaus-
tion, and it leads individuals to make more valid decisions 
based on higher values and goal.58 The self-affirmation 
group was more likely to accept high-cost or high-risk 
information and change their behavior to complete high- 
costs tasks,55 and self-affirmation enhanced the possibility 
of individuals to consider future consequences and 
reduced the time cost of an individual may think about.38 

These results suggested that self-affirmation might 
improve donation behavior of the group with self-control 
resource exhaustion even under high-cost condition.

General Discussion
Self-Affirmation Improved Donation 
Behavior of Individuals with Low 
Self-Control Ability and Those with 
Self-Control Resource Exhaustion
The results of experiments 1 and 2 showed that self- 
affirmation exerted a promoting effect on the donation 
behavior of individuals with low self-control ability and 

those with self-control resource exhaustion. One plausible 
explanation of these findings is that self-affirmation can 
lead individuals to think more about their values to control 
crucial results and can improve individuals’ perception of 
self-control ability to some extent.39 Storr and Sparks 
found that self-affirmation could lead individuals to pay 
more attention to their values and give up immediate 
interests.49 Another plausible explanation of these findings 
is individuals who experienced self-affirmation had high- 
level construals that could offset the loss of self-control 
resource or increase their self-control resource, thus 
improving their performance in subsequent tasks.48 

Previous study had revealed that self-affirmation, as 
a psychological intervention, facilitated self-control when 
the resource had been exhausted.48 Researchers suggested 
self-affirmation could counteract self-control resource 
exhaustion by promoting high levels of mental 
construal.48 Moreover, previous studies had indicated that 
high levels of mental construal contributed to successful 
self-control.59–61 Self-control resource exhaustion indivi-
duals operated at relatively concrete or low levels of 
mental construal.62 Thus, a manipulation that boosts levels 
of mental construal should have a greater impact on 
depleted individuals, whereas nondepleted individuals 
(who are presumed to be at relatively high levels of con-
strual) benefit less. This is precisely the pattern we 

Figure 11 Results of experiment 2: differences in individuals’ donation proportion between the groups with and without self-control resource exhaustion and the self- 
affirmation and nonaffirmation groups under low-, medium-, and high-cost conditions. Error bars indicate standard errors. ***p < 0.001.
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observed in our results. A third possible explanation of 
these findings is that self-affirmation can strengthen indi-
vidual’s self-concept and enhance self-regulation.48 

Consequently, individuals who experience self- 
affirmation can offset self-control resource exhaustion 
and compensate for self-control by enhancing self- 
regulation ability.

Promoting Effect of Self-Affirmation on 
Individuals’ Donation Behavior Under 
Different Cost Levels
Self-affirmation could increase donation behavior of indi-
viduals with low self-control ability and individuals with 
self-control resource exhaustion under different cost 
levels. On the one hand, previous study showed that the 
self-affirmation group was more likely to accept high- 
cost or high-risk information and change their behavior 
to complete high-cost or high-risk tasks.55 Value affirma-
tion might lead to equal consideration for different cost 
levels and helped individuals to reduce egoistic 
thought.46 One plausible explanation of these findings is 
that self-affirmed participants are more likely to focus on 
long-term consequences than short-term defensive reac-
tions, they are more likely to accept persuasive messages 
and change behaviors to achieve long-term 
benefits.12,46,56 Crocker et al speculated that self- 
affirmation might increase levels of oxytocin, 
a hormone that increased feelings of love and trust.63 

Moreover, donation behavior could help more people to 
achieve long-term benefits.1 Therefore, even under high- 
cost condition, individuals could engage in more dona-
tion behavior after self-affirmation. On the other hand, 
Steele found that self-affirmation could lead individuals 
to think more about their values to control crucial results 
and improve individuals’ perceptions of self-control abil-
ity to some extent.39 Self-affirmation was regarded as 
a psychological strategy to enhance self-control when 
individuals were in a state of self-control resource 
exhaustion and led individuals to make more valid deci-
sions based on the higher value and goal.58 Our results 
suggest that even under high-cost condition, individuals 
with low self-control ability and those with self-control 
resource exhaustion could engage in more donation beha-
vior after self-affirmation. However, self-affirmation 
could not improve the donation behavior of individuals 
with high self-control ability or those without self-control 
resource exhaustion under low-cost condition. According 

to the model of dual self, the short-run self only con-
siders immediate interests and pays less attention to an 
individual’s values or what they think about others’ 
needs, the long-run self uses self-control to influence 
the short-run self’s mind and behavior and further lead 
them to make rational decisions and consider long-term 
interests.64 Under low-cost condition, the long-run self 
might execute self-control to realize their long-term goals 
and would not be affected by other factors. However, the 
underlying influencing mechanism should be further 
explored in the future.

Theoretical Implications and 
Practical Implications
Our results highlight that even under high-cost condition, 
self-affirmation (individual’s state factor) exerts 
a promoting effect on donation behavior of individuals 
with low self-control ability and those with self-control 
resource exhaustion. Our study provides new insights into 
influencing factors of individuals’ donation behavior, 
enhances the resource dependence theory of donation 
behavior. On the other hand, our study provides empirical 
basis for boosting individual donation behavior, provides 
a crucial basis for formulating measures to improve indi-
vidual donation behavior.

Limitations and Prospects
First, we selected college students as participants, and they 
are a zero-income group. This might affect the experimen-
tal results. Future studies should include a diverse sample 
and explore the donation behavior of different groups. 
Moreover, although the sample size of the present study 
has reached the appropriate effect size calculated by 
G*Power, the sample size can be increased in the future 
studies. Which could make the findings of the research 
have better generalization and stronger explanatory power.

Second, previous studies found that emotion or grati-
tude might exert effects on donation behavior. Future 
studies should further exclude other irrelevant variables 
that might influence individuals’ donation behavior to 
acquire more valid results.

Third, self-affirmation can be divided into value affir-
mation and attribute affirmation. We only explored the 
effect of value affirmation on donation behavior. Future 
studies could further examine the effect of attribute affir-
mation on donation behavior.
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Conclusion
Individuals with high self-control ability engaged in more 
donation behavior than did those with low self-control 
ability. Individuals without self-control resource exhaus-
tion engaged in more donation behavior than did those 
with self-control resource exhaustion.

Self-affirmation could increase donation behavior of 
individuals with low self-control ability and improve 
donation behavior of individuals with self-control resource 
exhaustion.

Even under high-cost condition, individuals with low 
self-control ability and those with self-control resource 
exhaustion could engage in more donation behavior after 
self-affirmation.

Ethical Approval
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the Hunan 
Normal University in Hunan approved the study (2021- 
274).

Acknowledgments
All authors made a significant contribution to the work 
reported, whether that is in the conception, study design, 
execution, acquisition of data, analysis and interpretation, 
or in all these areas; took part in drafting, revising or 
critically reviewing the article; gave final approval of the 
version to be published; have agreed on the journal to 
which the article has been submitted; and agree to be 
accountable for all aspects of the work.

Funding
Supported by the the Layout Foundation Project of 
Humanities and Social Sciences Research of the Ministry 
of Education, China (21YJA190007).

Disclosure
The authors have declared no competing interests in this 
work.

References
1. Zhou X, Wildschut T, Sedikides C, Shi K, Feng C. Nostalgia: the gift 

that keeps on giving. J Consum Res. 2011;39(1):39–50. doi:10.1086/ 
662199

2. Greener S, Crick NR. Normative beliefs about prosocial behavior in 
middle childhood: what does it mean to be nice? Soc Dev. 1999;8 
(3):349–363. doi:10.1111/1467-9507.00100

3. Jericho BG. Organ donation after circulatory death: ethical issues and 
international practices. Anesth Analg. 2019;128(2):280–285. doi:10. 
1213/ane.0000000000003448

4. Tey YS, Arsil P, Brindal M, Lee SK, Teoh CT. Motivation structures 
of blood donation: a means-end chain approach. Int J Health Econ 
Manag. 2020;20(1):41–54. doi:10.1007/s10754-019-09269-8

5. Goette L, Stutzer A. Blood donations and incentives: evidence from 
a field experiment. J Econ Behav Organ. 2020;170:52–74. doi:10. 
1016/j.jebo.2019.11.021

6. Carlson RW, Aknin LB, Liotti M. When is giving an impulse? An 
ERP investigation of intuitive prosocial behavior. Soc Cogn Affect 
Neurosci. 2016;11(7):1121–1129. doi:10.1093/scan/nsv077

7. Kogut T, Kogut E. Exploring the relationship between adult attach-
ment style and the identifiable victim effect in helping behavior. 
J Exp Soc Psychol. 2013;49(4):651–660. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.20 
13.02.011

8. DeWall CN, Baumeister RF, Gailliot MT, Maner JK. Depletion 
makes the heart grow less helpful: helping as a function of 
self-regulatory energy and genetic relatedness. Pers Soc Psychol 
Bull. 2008;34(12):1653–1662. doi:10.1177/0146167208323981

9. Fleischer MP. Charitable giving and utilitarianism: problems and 
priorities. Indiana Law J. 2014;89(4):1485–1545.

10. Grant AM, Gino F. A little thanks goes a long way: explaining why 
gratitude expressions motivate prosocial behavior. J Pers Soc 
Psychol. 2010;98(6):946–955. doi:10.1037/a0017935

11. Bruine DBW, Ulqinaku A. Effect of mortality salience on charitable 
donations: evidence from a national sample. Psychol Aging. 2020;36 
(4):415–420. doi:10.1037/pag0000478

12. Wakslak CJ, Trope Y. Cognitive consequences of affirming the self: 
the relationship between self-affirmation and object construal. J Exp 
Soc Psychol. 2009;45(4):927–932. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2009.05.002

13. Penner LA, Dovidio JF, Piliavin JA, Schroeder DA. Prosocial beha-
vior: multilevel perspectives. Annu Rev Psychol. 2005;56:365–392. 
doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070141

14. Shenhav A, Greene JD. Moral judgments recruit domain-general 
valuation mechanisms to integrate representations of probability and 
magnitude. Neuron. 2010;67(4):667–677. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2010. 
07.020

15. Chinman MJ, Wandersman A. The benefits and costs of volunteering 
in Community Organizations: review and practical implications. 
Nonprofit Volunt Sect Q. 1999;28(1):46–64. doi:10.1177/089 
9764099281004

16. Bekkers R, Wiepking P, Literature A. Review of empirical studies of 
philanthropy. Nonprofit Volunt Sect Q. 2010;40(5):924–973. doi:10. 
1177/0899764010380927

17. Eckel CC, Grossman PJ. Rebate versus matching: does how we 
subsidize charitable contributions matter? J Public Econ. 2003;87 
(3–4):681–701. doi:10.1016/s0047-2727(01)00094-9

18. Harbaugh WT, Mayr U, Burghart DR. Neural responses to taxation 
and voluntary giving reveal motives for charitable donations. Science. 
2007;316(5831):1622–1625. doi:10.1126/science.1140738

19. Heyman J, Ariely D. Effort for payment: a tale of two markets. Psychol 
Sci. 2004;15(11):787–793. doi:10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00757.x

20. Yu H, Gao X, Zhou Y, Zhou X. Decomposing gratitude: representation 
and integration of cognitive antecedents of gratitude in the brain. 
J Neurosci. 2018;38(21):4886–4898. doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2944- 
17.2018

21. Bekkers R. Traditional and health-related philanthropy: the role of 
resources and personality. Soc Psychol Q. 2006;69(4):349–366. 
doi:10.1177/019027250606900404

22. Hofmann W, Friese M, Strack F. Impulse and self-control from a 
dual-systems perspective. Perspect Psychol Sci. 2009;4(2):162–176. 
doi:10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01116.x

23. Cantarero K, van Tilburg WA. Too tired to taint the truth: 
ego-depletion reduces other-benefiting dishonesty. Eur J Soc 
Psychol. 2014;44(7):743–747. doi:10.1002/ejsp.2065

24. Baumeister RF, Bratslavsky E, Muraven M, Tice DM. Ego depletion: 
is the active self a limited resource? J Pers Soc Psychol. 1998;74 
(5):1252–1265. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.74.5.1252

https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S325651                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

DovePress                                                                                                                         

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2021:14 1356

Huang et al                                                                                                                                                           Dovepress

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.1086/662199
https://doi.org/10.1086/662199
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00100
https://doi.org/10.1213/ane.0000000000003448
https://doi.org/10.1213/ane.0000000000003448
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10754-019-09269-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2019.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2019.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsv077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208323981
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017935
https://doi.org/10.1037/pag0000478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2010.07.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2010.07.020
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764099281004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764099281004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764010380927
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764010380927
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0047-2727(01)00094-9
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1140738
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00757.x
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2944-17.2018
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2944-17.2018
https://doi.org/10.1177/019027250606900404
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01116.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2065
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.74.5.1252
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


25. Tangney JP, Baumeister RF, Boone AL. High self-control predicts good 
adjustment, less pathology, better grades, and interpersonal success. 
J Pers. 2004;72(2):271–322. doi:10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x

26. Baumeister RF, Vohs KD, Tice DM. The strength model of 
self-control. Curr Dir Psychol Sci. 2007;16(6):351–355. doi:10.11 
11/j.1467-8721.2007.00534.x

27. Muraven M, Baumeister RF. Self-regulation and depletion of limited 
resources: does self-control resemble a muscle? Psychol Bull. 
2000;126(2):247. doi:10.1037//0033-2909.126.2.247

28. Tan SH, Guo YY. Revision of self-control scale for Chinese college 
students. Chin J Clin Psychol. 2008;05:468–470. doi:CNKI:SUN: 
ZLCY.0.2008-05-010

29. Fan W, Zhong Y, Li H, Meng C, You C, Fu X. The influence of 
self-control in the perceived of deception and deception. Xin 
Li Xue Bao. 2016;48(7):845–856. doi:10.3724/sp.J.1041.20 
16.00845

30. Fei DZ, Qian DH, Huang XC. The self-control process model of 
altruistic behavior: the positive effect of moral emotions under the 
ego depletion. Xin Li Xue Bao. 2016;48(09):1175–1183. doi:10.3724/ 
SP.J.1041.2016.01175

31. Achtziger A, Alós-Ferrer C, Wagner AK. Money, depletion, and 
prosociality in the dictator game. J Neurosci Psychol Econ. 2015;8 
(1):1–14. doi:10.1037/npe0000031

32. Andreoni J, Koessler AK, Serra-Garcia M. Who gives?-The roles of 
empathy and impulsiveness. In: Scharf K, Tonin M, editors. The 
Economics of Philanthropy: Donations and Fundraising. 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, courtesy of the MIT Press; 
2018:49–62. Available from: http://hdl.handle.net/10419/183140.

33. Ugur ZB. Does self-control foster generosity? Evidence from ego 
depleted children. J Behav Exp Econ. 2021;90:101652. doi:10.1016/j. 
socec.2020.101652

34. Alpízar F, Martinsson P. Paying the price of sweetening your dona-
tion: evidence from a natural field experiment. Econ Lett. 2012;114 
(2):182–185. doi:10.1016/j.econlet.2011.10.008

35. Aretz B, Kube S. Choosing your object of benevolence: a field 
experiment on donation options. Scand J Econ. 2013;115(1):62–73. 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9442.2012.01743.x

36. Newman GE, Shen YJ. The counterintuitive effects of thank-you 
gifts on charitable giving. J Econ Psychol. 2012;33(5):973–983. 
doi:10.1016/j.joep.2012.05.002

37. Lindsay EK, Creswell JD. Helping the self help others: 
self-affirmation increases self-compassion and pro-social behaviors. 
Front Psychol. 2014;5:421. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00421

38. Wang X, Zhao X. The mediating role of temporal considerations on 
the effects of self-affirmation on responses to organ donation 
messages. Health Commun. 2018;33(2):148–155. doi:10.1080/ 
10410236.2016.1250190

39. Steele CM. The psychology of self-affirmation: sustaining the integ-
rity of the self. Adv Exp Soc Psychol. 1988;21:261–302. doi:10.1016/ 
S0065-2601(08)60229-4

40. Chen YY, Shi W. The influence of self-affirmation on university 
students’ ego identity status. Chin J Health Psychol. 
2018;09:1378–1383. doi:10.13342/j.cnki.cjhp.2018.09.027

41. Sherman DAK, Nelson LD, Steele CM. Do messages about health 
risks threaten the self? Increasing the acceptance of threatening 
health messages via self-affirmation. Pers Soc Psychol Bull. 
2000;26(9):1046–1058. doi:10.1177/01461672002611003

42. Spencer SJ, Fein S, Lomore CD. Maintaining one’s self-image vis- 
à-vis others: the role of self-affirmation in the social evaluation of 
the self. Motiv Emot. 2001;25(1):41–65. doi:10.1023/A:101065 
9805978

43. Blanton H, Pelham BW, DeHart T, Carvallo M. Overconfidence as 
dissonance reduction. J Exp Soc Psychol. 2001;37(5):373–385. 
doi:10.1006/jesp.2000.1458

44. Reed MB, Aspinwall LG. Self-affirmation reduces biased processing 
of health-risk information. Motiv Emot. 1998;22(2):99–132. doi:10. 
1023/A:1021463221281

45. Thomaes S, Bushman BJ, de Castro BO, Reijntjes A. 
Arousing “gentle passions” in young adolescents: sustained experi-
mental effects of value affirmations on prosocial feelings and 
behaviors. Dev Psychol. 2012;48(1):103–110. doi:10.1037/a0025 
677

46. Epton T, Harris PR, Kane R, van Koningsbruggen GM, Sheeran P. 
The impact of self-affirmation on health-behavior change: a 
meta-analysis. Health Psychol. 2015;34(3):187–196. doi:10.1037/ 
hea0000116

47. Harris PS, Harris PR, Miles E. Self-affirmation improves perfor-
mance on tasks related to executive functioning. J Exp Soc Psychol. 
2017;70:281–285. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2016.11.011

48. Schmeichel BJ, Vohs K. Self-affirmation and self-control: affirming 
core values counteracts ego depletion. J Pers Soc Psychol. 2009;96 
(4):770–782. doi:10.1037/a0014635

49. Storr SM, Sparks P. Does self-affirmation following ego depletion 
moderate restrained eaters’ explicit preferences for, and implicit 
associations with, high-calorie foods? Psychol Health. 2016;31 
(7):840–856. doi:10.1080/08870446.2016.1149585

50. Faul F, Erdfelder E, Lang AG, Buchner A. G*Power 3: a flexible 
statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and 
biomedical sciences. Behav Res Methods. 2007;39(2):175–191. 
doi:10.3758/BF03193146

51. Moll J, Krueger F, Zahn R, Pardini M, de Oliveira-souza R, 
Grafman J. Human fronto–mesolimbic networks guide decisions 
about charitable donation. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2006;103 
(42):15623–15628. doi:10.1073/pnas.0604475103

52. Warneken F, Tomasello M. Varieties of altruism in children and 
chimpanzees. Trends Cogn Sci. 2009;13(9):397–402. doi:10.1016/j. 
tics.2009.06.008

53. Holt TJ, Bossler AM, May DC. Low self-control, deviant peer 
associations, and juvenile cyberdeviance. Am J Crim Justice. 
2011;37(3):378–395. doi:10.1007/s12103-011-9117-3

54. Kim S, McGill AL. Helping others by first affirming the self: when 
self-affirmation reduces ego-defensive downplaying of others’ mis-
fortunes. Pers Soc Psychol Bull. 2018;44(3):345–358. doi:10.1177/ 
0146167217741311

55. Harris PR, Epton T. The impact of self-affirmation on health cogni-
tion, health behaviour and other health-related responses: a narrative 
review. Soc Personal Psychol Compass. 2009;3:962–978. 
doi:10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00233.x

56. Cohen GL, Sherman DK. The psychology of change: self-affirmation 
and social psychological intervention. Annu Rev Psychol. 
2014;65:333–371. doi:10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115137

57. Trope Y, Liberman N. Temporal construal. Psychol Rev. 2003;110 
(3):403–421. doi:10.1037/0033-295x.110.3.403

58. Huynh S, Stefanucci JK, Aspinwall LG. Self-affirmation counters the 
effects of self-regulatory resource depletion on height perception. 
J Exp Soc Psychol. 2014;52:96–100. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2014.01.003

59. Fujita K, Trope Y, Liberman N, Levin-Sagi M. Construal levels and 
self-control. J Pers Soc Psychol. 2006;90(3):351–367. doi:10.1037/ 
0022-3514.90.3.351

60. Vallacher RR, Wegner DM. What do people think they’re doing? 
Action identification and human behavior. Psychol Rev. 1987;94 
(1):3–15. doi:10.1037/0033-295X.94.1.3

61. Vallacher RR, Wegner DM. Levels of personal agency: individual 
variation in action identification. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1989;57 
(4):660–671. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.660

62. Vohs KD, Schmeichel BJ. Self-regulation and extended now: con-
trolling the self alters the subjective experience of time. J Pers Soc 
Psychol. 2003;85(2):217. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.217

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2021:14                                                                    https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S325651                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

DovePress                                                                                                                       
1357

Dovepress                                                                                                                                                           Huang et al

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2007.00534.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2007.00534.x
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.126.2.247
https://doi.org/10.3724/sp.J.1041.2016.00845
https://doi.org/10.3724/sp.J.1041.2016.00845
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2016.01175
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2016.01175
https://doi.org/10.1037/npe0000031
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/183140
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2020.101652
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2020.101652
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2011.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9442.2012.01743.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2012.05.002
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00421
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2016.1250190
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2016.1250190
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60229-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60229-4
https://doi.org/10.13342/j.cnki.cjhp.2018.09.027
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611003
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010659805978
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010659805978
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2000.1458
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021463221281
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021463221281
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025677
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025677
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000116
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014635
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2016.1149585
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0604475103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2009.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2009.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-011-9117-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217741311
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217741311
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00233.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115137
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.110.3.403
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.351
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.351
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.94.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.660
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.217
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


63. Crocker J, Niiya Y, Mischkowski D. Why does writing about impor-
tant values reduce defensiveness? Self-affirmation and the role of 
positive other-directed feelings. Psychol Sci. 2008;19(7):740–747. 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02150.x

64. Fudenberg D, Levine DK, Maniadis Z. An approximate dual-self 
model and paradoxes of choice under risk. J Econ Psychol. 
2014;41:55–67. doi:10.1016/j.joep.2013.02.007

Psychology Research and Behavior Management                                                                               Dovepress 

Publish your work in this journal 
Psychology Research and Behavior Management is an international, 
peer-reviewed, open access journal focusing on the science of psychol-
ogy and its application in behavior management to develop improved 
outcomes in the clinical, educational, sports and business arenas. 
Specific topics covered in the journal include: Neuroscience, memory 
and decision making; Behavior modification and management; Clinical 

applications; Business and sports performance management; Social 
and developmental studies; Animal studies. The manuscript manage-
ment system is completely online and includes a very quick and 
fair peer-review system, which is all easy to use. Visit http://www. 
dovepress.com/testimonials.php to read real quotes from published 
authors.  

Submit your manuscript here: https://www.dovepress.com/psychology-research-and-behavior-management-journal

DovePress                                                                                      Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2021:14 1358

Huang et al                                                                                                                                                           Dovepress

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02150.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2013.02.007
https://www.dovepress.com
http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php
http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php
https://www.facebook.com/DoveMedicalPress/
https://twitter.com/dovepress
https://www.linkedin.com/company/dove-medical-press
https://www.youtube.com/user/dovepress
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com

	Introduction
	Carlson’s Real Donation Paradigm
	Cost and Donation Behavior
	Self-Control and Donation Behavior
	Self-Affirmation and Donation Behavior
	Self-Affirmation and Cost
	Self-Affirmation and Self-Control
	The Present Study

	Preliminary Experiment
	Purpose and Hypothesis
	Purpose
	Hypothesis

	Materials and Methods
	Participants
	Experimental Design
	Procedure
	Donation Task
	Donation Plan

	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Donation Proportion

	Discussion

	Experiment 1
	Purpose and Hypothesis
	Purpose
	Hypothesis

	Materials and Methods
	Participants
	Experimental Design
	Experimental Material
	Self-Control Ability Scale
	Self-Affirmation Manipulation
	Self-Affirmation Manipulation Check

	Procedure
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Manipulation Check
	Donation Proportion

	Discussion

	Experiment 2
	Purpose and Hypothesis
	Purpose
	Hypothesis

	Materials and Methods
	Participants
	Experimental Design
	Experimental Material
	Self-Control Resource Manipulation
	Manipulation Check for Self-Control Resource

	Procedure
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Manipulation Check
	Donation Proportion

	Discussion

	General Discussion
	Self-Affirmation Improved Donation Behavior of Individuals with Low Self-Control Ability and Those with Self-Control Resource Exhaustion
	Promoting Effect of Self-Affirmation on Individuals’ Donation Behavior Under Different Cost Levels

	Theoretical Implications and Practical Implications
	Limitations and Prospects
	Conclusion
	Ethical Approval
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	Disclosure
	References

