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people (prosocial spending) makes you happier than spending it on yourself 

(proself spending). The present study tested and extended this idea. Also, how an 

active or a passive choice in spending affect happiness has been tested. Lastly, this 

study is the first one to test the effect of nudging on happiness by examining the 

role of choice, defaults in spending. Three measures of subjective well-being 

(SWB) was used before and after the manipulation. The web experiment consisted 

of 788 people recruited from a web-based research company that were randomized 

to five conditions. Participants played a game and won money, of which some 

could be donated to a charity organization - representing prosocial spending. The 

results show that prosocial spending makes people happier than proself spending 

and that active choices elicit significantly more negative affects than passive 

choices. A default effect was also found, in so that more people chose proself 

spending when this was the default. Lastly, the greatest effect on happiness is to 

change from a default, compared to following a default or doing an active choice 

without a default. The results are in line with findings in positive psychology as 
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Is happiness choosing to give or to take money?  

What makes people happy? Within the research field of positive psychology, 

studies have shown that prosocial behaviour such as spending money on other 

people, in comparison to spending money on oneself, increases happiness (Dunn, 

Aknin & Norton, 2008). This means that prosocial behaviour aimed at benefiting 

another person has a positive effect for the individual’s happiness by the emotional 

gain that follows after having done a good thing. However, it is still unclear what 

psychological mechanisms that elicit this effect or what the boundary conditions 

for this effect are. For example, research in other fields have suggested that an 

active choice may have a different effect on emotions than a passive choice. 

However, no research has directly addressed this issue so far. By making this 

clearer, positive changes in the pursuit of happiness for people can arise and also 

contribute to the public good. First an overview of prosocial behaviour will be 

given, followed by an explanation of positive psychology and a description of the 

concept happiness. Lastly, processes in decision making will be examined in the 

light of this study. 

Introduction 

Prosocial behaviour and happiness 

The voluntarily actions people take throughout their lives affect happiness levels 

(Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). This implies that certain behaviours have a positive 

effect on happiness levels in both short and long term. One of these behaviors that 

will be highlighted and tested in this study is prosocial behavior. Prosocial 

behaviour is an umbrella term that involves different behaviours that are meant to 

protect or benefit other people’s welfare, or simply put, to do good for others 

(Weinstein & Ryan, 2010; Nelson et al., 2014).  

 

Both correlation studies (Borgonovi, 2008) and experimental studies (e.g. Aknin, 

Dunn & Norton, 2012; Geenen, Hohelüchter, Langholf & Walther, 2014) have 

shown that various prosocial behaviours correlate with and have a positive effects 

on happiness and well-being. This includes both small children (Aknin, Hamlin & 

Dunn, 2012) as well as grown-ups in western countries (Aknin, Dunn, Whillans, 

Grant & Norton, 2013; Konow & Earley, 2008) and in countries with minimal 

contact with western cultures (Aknin, Broesch, Hamlin & Can De Vondervoort, 

2015; Aknin et al., 2013). Further, the effect of prosocial behaviour on happiness 

does not only benefit psychologically healthy people but also, for example, people 

that recently experienced a traumatic event (Frazier et al., 2013).  

 

Harbaugh et al. (2007) showed that the same areas in the brain are activated when 

people carry out a prosocial action to benefit another person (giving away money) 

as when people get the benefit for themselves (receives money) - areas in the brain 
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associated with reward and pleasure. However, this activation was most prominent 

when the action was volitional. The authors suggest that this is in line with the so 

called "warm glow" theory, which states that when people do something good 

voluntarily it creates a feeling of agency and, as a reward, they feel good about it 

(Harbaugh, Mayr & Burghart, 2007). Further, Weinstein and Ryan (2010) showed 

in both correlation and experimental studies that enforced prosocial behaviour, for 

example helpful acts and sharing money with others, does not affect well-being 

positively but does so when the act is volitional and autonomously. This suggests 

that the effect of prosocial behaviour on happiness is stronger when the helper is 

acting autonomously. This was also found in another study, showing that well-

being increased when the helper felt autonomous and competent (Nelson et al., 

2015). 

 

As previously mentioned, sometimes prosocial behaviour involves money. Some 

researchers choose to call this form of prosocial behaviour prosocial spending 

(Aknin et al., 2014; Dunn, Gilbert & Wilson, 2008). This term will be used in the 

present study. Aknin et al. (2013) found that in the vast majority of countries 

around the world, 136 countries being measured, there is a positive correlation 

between prosocial spending and well-being, as well as life satisfaction. These 

effects are still evident even after controlling for differences in income. However, 

not only correlation studies have shown this, but also experiments show that there 

is a causal effect of prosocial spending on happiness. Dunn, Aknin and Norton 

(2008) showed in their experiment that spending money on others causally made 

people happier than spending it on themselves. To spend money on oneself is  

referred to as proself spending, and the term will be used in the present study as 

well. This effect was the same despite the amount of money that was given to the 

participants to spend (5 vs. 20 US dollars). Geenen et al. (2014) later replicated this 

in another experiment, and also found that it did not matter if the money were 

given as a wage or as a windfall. The same effect has also been shown in a small-

scale rural society, where inhabitants who were randomized to buy something for 

someone else were significantly happier than those who were randomized to buy 

something for themselves (Aknin, Broesch, Hamlin, & Van De Vondervoort, 

2015). However, when people are asked to predict what would make them the 

happiest, they are usually wrong about the impact of money on happiness. In the 

experiment of Dunn et al. (2008), a significant majority thought that spending 

money on themselves would make them happier than spending money on others. 

 

Further, Aknin, Dunn and Norton (2011) showed in an experiment that prosocial 

spending can give rise to a positive feedback loop, meaning that prosocial spending 

increase happiness levels which in turn encourage prosocial spending. This is 

further supported by Fowler and Christakis (2010) who, in a money game, showed 

that cooperative, prosocial behaviour could move from one person to another like 
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ripples on the water. The authors even suggested that one person in a network can 

influence dozens of people (Fowler & Christakis, 2010). 

However, some studies show that who you spend money on might matter. One 

study found that participants reported higher levels of positive emotions after 

recalling spending money on someone that the participant had a close tie to than 

had a weak tie to (Aknin, Sandstrom, Dunn & Norton, 2011). They also found that 

it was the intimacy in the relationship, rather than the type of relationship, that 

contributed to this effect. In another study, those who adopted an interdependent 

self-construal tended to give more money to donation that benefited their in-group, 

rather than an out-group, because of the belief that helping the in-group would 

make them happier (Duclos & Barasch, 2014). The authors hypothesized that this 

could be due to the social gains that might come from helping people in one’s in-

group. However, there are also studies that show the opposite. In one study 

participants induced with feelings of love showed that prosocial behaviour 

increased, even to people that were psychologically distant from them (Cavanaugh, 

Bettman & Luce, 2015). In another experiment, Aknin et al. (2013) showed that 

even if no contact with the recipient existed, and the spender and the recipient 

would never meet, prosocial spending still gave an emotional reward and increased 

the happiness levels of the spender. This result was shown both in Canada and 

South Africa (Aknin et al., 2013). Lastly, who people want to benefit with their 

prosocial act affect happiness levels differently. Caprariello (2012) showed that 

prosocial spending made to benefit oneself made people less happy than prosocial 

spending made to benefit the recipient.  

 

In conclusion, there seem to be a positive relationship between prosocial behaviour 

and happiness. More precisely, prosocial spending has a positive effect on 

happiness in comparison with proself spending. The present study will extend this 

and thus contribute to the field of positive psychology, in which prosocial behavior 

often is studied. What positive psychology is will be presented next.    

Positive psychology as a field of research 

Positive psychology can be seen as a counterweight to the focus on illnesses and 

weaknesses in people that has been excessively studied in the field of psychology 

since after World War II, by pointing to the importance to also examine what 

strengths that exist - without for that part minimize what is known about human 

suffering and mental illnesses (Seligman, 1998; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 

2000; Snyder & Lopez, 2008). Scientists within the field of positive psychology 

believe that happiness is something beyond the absence of mental illness and 

misfortune (Seligman, Parks & Steen, 2004). Positive psychology can thereby be 

seen as the scientific study and practice of identification and understanding of 

human strengths and virtues, to help people live happier and more meaningful lives 

and understand what it is that makes people and societies flourish (Lambert, 

Passmore & Holder, 2015; Seligman, Parks & Steen, 2004; Snyder & Lopez, 
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2008). Positive psychology emphasize positive resources such as optimism, 

courage, relationship skills, empathy and well-being (Seligman & 

Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). A large amount of studies within this research field 

examine how, and by what, happiness and well-being are influenced. One part of 

this concerns prosocial behaviour and the effect it has on people’s happiness and 

well-being. However, happiness and well-being can be studied in many different 

ways depending on the perspective of the researcher. This will be presented next.   

Happiness and well-being 

To define happiness is hard because it can be assigned to both temporarily affects 

and emotions but also to a way of living. The concepts of affect; a physiological 

response to a stimuli with accompanying arousal (Snyder & Lopez, 2008), and 

emotion; a conscious state of an emotional response that are targeted and acute 

(Manstead, 2007), are often used synonymously. When speaking of positive and 

negative emotions and affects, research show that these two states are two parallel 

dimensions rather than two end points on a common dimension for emotions 

(Quirin & Bode, 2014; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988). This means that people 

can feel both positive and negative emotions at the same time.  

 

To operationalize and measure happiness, two constructs in research about 

happiness are most common; hedonia and eudaimonia. They constitute two 

different views on happiness and what the pursuit of a desirable life looks like. 

However, these can be hard to measure separately from each other and especially 

eudaimonia can be hard to define (Huta & Waterman, 2014). The most common 

view of hedonia is that it is the pursuit of experiencing frequent positive emotions 

in balance with infrequent negative emotions, as well as a high life satisfaction 

(Lambert, Passmore & Holder, 2015; Lyubomirsky, Sheldon & Schkade, 2005). 

Thus, researchers using a hedonic view on happiness often use forms that measure 

subjective well-being (SWB) which measure three things; life satisfaction 

(cognitive aspect), presence of positive emotions and absence of negative emotions 

(emotional aspects; Ryan & Deci, 2001). This concept is frequently used by, for 

example, measuring changes in emotions and affects.  

 

Eudaimonia originally came from Aristotle and the concept has traditionally been 

translated to happiness, but today some argue that a better translation would be 

flourishing (Huta, 2013). In comparison with hedonia, which has been researched 

on for more than 40 years, eudaimonia has only got attention in empirical research 

during the last 20 years. Therefore, multiple definitions and interpretations of 

eudaimonia exist (Huta & Waterman, 2014). Eudaimonia can be seen as a way of 

living rather than a subjective feeling, where a person pursues becoming better by 

using his or her strengths and creating a meaningful life - with positive emotions as 

a byproduct (Lambert, Passmore & Holder, 2015; Ryan & Deci, 2001).   
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Huta and Waterman (2014) showed that correlations between hedonia and 

eudaimonia differ whether the focus is on state or trait. When focus is on trait, 

meaning a person’s average or typical level of happiness, these concepts correlate 

between .0 and .6. Instead, when focus is on state, meaning a person’s level of 

happiness during a certain point in time or during a particular activity, these 

concepts correlate between -.3 and .8. Lastly, but importantly, one can see hedonia 

and eudaimonia as two components that together form a person’s overall well-

being (Ryan & Deci, 2001). 

 

Happiness levels of prosocial spending are often examined by measuring SWB, 

because often it is changes in emotions after a manipulation or a behavior that is of 

interest. However, when the decision leading up to the prosocial behaviour is not 

volitional, the positive effect on happiness might diminish. By examining decision 

making in prosocial spending, and, more precisely, to test if the way the decision is 

made makes any difference for happiness, this can be more clear. The present study 

will test exactly this. Thus, research on decision making within the scope for this 

study will be presented next. 

Decision making and happiness 

Two aspects of the research field of decision making are especially relevant to the 

present research: 1) how nudging is a way to alter the process of decision making 

and 2) how defaults (described later) affect decision making.  

 

Nudging. When confronted with a situation involving several choices, people often 

need to decide one thing over other things. Previous studies show that having 

multiple choices to choose from can affect people negatively in different ways. For 

example, with more choices people tend to feel less satisfied and experience lower 

well-being with their choice (Roets, Schwartz & Guan, 2012) or tend to postpone 

making a decision because they might feel they will make the wrong decision 

(Carroll, White & Pahl, 2011). Schwartz (2000) have come to call this excessive 

amount of choices ‘tyranny of choice’. Implicitly, people think that happiness is 

the product of the choices one make and that an imperfect result is their own fault 

since, having several choices to choose from, they cannot blame it on something 

else (Roets et al., 2012). People also tend to repeatedly make erroneous affective 

forecasting. Affective forecasting are predictions people make about how future 

events and decisions will affect them emotionally (Kurtz, 2015). People tend to fail 

in making correct estimation about the way, for how long and how intense events 

will affect them. 

 

However, people also like to have choices to choose between (Carroll et al., 2011). 

Some decisions that are made voluntarily have a rewarding effect on the decision 

maker (Harbaugh et al., 2007). One way to refer to decisions that are made 

explicitly and voluntarily is to call them active choices. In making an active 
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decision, meaning that a person has considered pros and cons of a service or 

product (or the choices at hand) and has made an explicit choice (Walsch, 

Fitzgerald, Gurley-Calvez & Pellillo, 2011), studies are showing that these kind of 

decisions increase commitment to do what one has agreed upon (Baca-Motes, 

Brown, Gneezy, Keenan & Nelson, 2012) and that active choices can wake up 

latent willingness for doing something (Stutzer, Goette & Zehnder, 2006). Taking 

it all together, this can be seen as the paradox of choices - meaning that people 

many times want alternatives to choose from, but don’t like when there are too 

many choices and can feel less satisfied with their choices (Carroll et al., 2011). In 

conclusion, choices are important to people’s feeling of freedom and autonomy but 

they can also decrease well-being and satisfaction of the decision maker. 

 

However, how people make decisions depend on a wide range of things - such as 

how the options are framed or what is presented as the norm (Nagatsu, 2015). This 

means that there can be alterations in the architecture of choices (i.e. how choices 

are presented) which later will have an effect on how people decide. Alterations in 

choice architecture have been studied and better understood in the view of decision 

making processes but, however, it has not yet been examined and it is unclear how 

these alterations affect happiness levels and well-being. 

 

Alterations in the choice architecture can be called nudge. Nudges are attempts to 

change a person’s decision making or/and behaviour in a predictable way without 

removing other options or significantly change the person’s economic motives, as 

well as being an intervention that is easy and cheap to avoid (Thaler & Sunstein, 

2008). Sunstein (2015) argue that choice architecture can be seen basically 

everywhere in society and therefore is inevitable. Nudge can be said to be within 

the philosophy of libertian paternalism, which shortly means that influencing 

choices is legitimate and acceptable while it still should respect people's freedom 

of choice (Johnson, 2014; Jung & Mellers, 2016; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Nudge 

has received both praise and criticism (for further reading, see Rachlin, 2015; 

Sunstein, 2015), but Kosters and Van der Heijden (2015) mean that nudge need to 

be further examined and receive more evidence for it to be adequately assessed. 

 

One way to examine nudges is to ask people what they think about them. This has 

been done both in Sweden (Hagman, Andersson, Västfjäll & Tinghög, 2015) and in 

the United States of America (Jung & Mellers, 2016). Depending on how nudges 

are categorized, they receive different support and opinions. When nudges are 

categorized as proself - nudging people for their own, personal good -, they are 

seen as more acceptable than if they are prosocial - nudging people to focus and 

serve one's community and other people rather than oneself (Hagman et al., 2015). 

However, most nudges are supported. Further, when nudges are categorized based 

on two different cognitive processes, system 1 and system 2, those nudges based on 

system 2 are perceived as less autonomy threatening (Jung & Mellers, 2016). 
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However, Jung and Mellers (2016) also found that most nudges were supported no 

matter system processing. System 1 is the cognitive process that operates fast and 

do not require much attention or energy (Kahneman, 2011). Further, system 1 is 

unaffected by intellect, motivation and alertness - for example, recognizing that the 

face of the person walking in the classroom is the teacher (Frederick, 2005). Since 

system 1 is fast and require minimal attention, it is also more prone to be affected 

by biases (Kahneman, 2011). System 2 processes are more slow; they require 

alertness and motivation and use more deliberate processing - for example, 

calculating a hard math problem without a calculator (Frederick, 2005). Kahneman 

(2011) mean that these two processes coexist. However, people tend to rely 

different on them (Pachur & Spaar, 2015). Regarding these processes and nudges, 

system 1 nudges can be seen as more directly affecting the behaviour, and skipping 

the mental processing (for example defaults). System 2 nudges, however, require 

more processing and are seen as more transparent (for example, labels on cigarette 

packages about the danger of smoking; Jung & Mellers, 2016). However, past 

studies have shown that system 1 nudges are more effective in changing behaviour 

and beliefs than system 2 nudges (Felson, Castelo & Reiner, 2013; Wisdom, 

Downs & Loewenstein, 2010). 

 

Defaults. As previously mentioned, different kinds of nudges can be categorized in 

different ways. One kind of nudges are defaults. A default is the chosen decision 

when a person does not make a decision, meaning there is a pre-selected choice in 

case of people failing to make one (Dinner, Johnson, Goldstein & Liu, 2011; 

Johnson & Goldstein, 2003). Defaults have been shown to be effective in several 

areas, for example regarding organ donation. In countries who have opt-out default 

about organ donation - meaning the pre-selected choice is to donate one's organs 

but the person can "step out" from it and choose to not donate the organs -, they 

have a much higher rate of organ donations among the population than the 

countries who have an opt-in default - meaning the pre-selected choice is to not 

have one's organs donated but the person can "step into” the arrangement and have 

the organs donated (Johnson & Goldstein, 2003). Further, defaults can also affect 

how much money individuals choose to donate to charity, depending on what 

amount that is selected as the default (Altmann, Falk, Heidhues & Jayaraman, 

2014). Three reasons have been presented as to why defaults work (Dhingra, Gorn, 

Kener & Dana, 2012; Johnson & Goldstein, 2003). First, it might be because it is 

perceived as the choice policy-makers recommend. Secondly, it might be that 

changing from the default requires some effort while sticking to it requires nothing. 

Third, the default might be seen as a reference point, the status quo, that other 

options are evaluated from and that changing from the default requires some kind 

of trade-off. Davidai, Gilovich and Ross (2012) add another reason that might be at 

stake, namely that people put different meaning in the choice depending on what 

the default is. They showed that people reason different whether the default is opt-

in or opt-out, such that donating organs in a opt-in country feels much more 
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significant than in an opt-out country or that donating in an opt-out country feels 

more meaningful than in a opt-in country (Davidai et al., 2012). 

 

In conclusion, people feel autonomous when given choices to choose from but 

might as well feel burdened by it. People also fail to make decisions that they 

would have done if they had unlimited energy and time, because of a range 

different reasons - for example biases and fast processing. One way to reduce this 

is by nudging, and further by the use of defaults in the choice architecture. 

Purpose 

Research within positive psychology has shown that prosocial behaviour and, more 

specifically, that spending money on others rather than on oneself have positive 

effects on people’s happiness levels and well-being (Dunn et al., 2008). The overall 

aim of this study is to both replicate and extend this finding by examining the role 

of active versus passive choice and the use of default choices. People feel better 

when making active, volitional choices rather than being enforced or not giving an 

option. However, people can also feel less satisfied and regret their choices more 

when given alternatives to choose from. How happiness levels are affected by 

either making an active choice or passively being assigned to a choice regarding 

prosocial spending will be directly tested here. Defaults are ways of nudging 

people’s decision making and is a very popular approach to subtly influence 

people's decisions. However, how these alterations affect happiness is unknown. 

This will be tested here by examining if defaults affect happiness levels, such as 

either opting-in to do a prosocial act or to stick with a default that is pre-

determined to involve a prosocial act. Finally, individual dispositions regarding 

System 1 and 2 will also be examined to see if individual's tendency in decision 

mode accounts for differences in happiness levels from prosocial spending. 

Research questions 

Three research questions are asked in this present study. First, I will try to 

replicate, and extend, the study showing that prosocial spending make people 

happier than proself spending (Dunn et al., 2008). The second research question 

will address if an active or a passive choice in prosocial spending makes people 

happier. The last question address defaults, and namely what kind of prosocial 

spending within defaults that affects happiness levels most - to either follow a 

default that is originally set to prosocial spending or to opt-in from a default set on 

proself spending. More specifically, the following questions will be addressed in 

this study: 

 Are there any differences in happiness levels for prosocial spending in 

comparison to proself spending? 

 Are there any differences in happiness levels when the prosocial spending is 

an active decision in comparison to a passive decision? 
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 Are there any differences in happiness levels when there is a default set to 

either prosocial spending or proself spending? 

Hypotheses 

Three hypotheses will be tested, following the three research questions. 

1.    Prosocial spending makes people happier than proself spending. 

2.   To make an active choice in prosocial spending can make people happier 

than to passively make such a choice. However, simply being assigned to a 

choice, referred to as a passive choice, towards prosocial spending can also 

make people happier since they will not have to regret making the choice 

later (since they, in this case, will not be required to make a choice at all). 

Therefore, it is hard to determine if an active or a passive choice in prosocial 

spending will make people happier. Thus, this is not a directional hypothesis. 

3.   To follow a default set to prosocial spending could make people less happy 

than if people change to prosocial spending in a default set to proself 

spending, since this would be an active choice to prosocial spending. 

However, since the effect of defaults on happiness has not yet been tested, 

people could become equally happy or happier to simply follow a default. 

Therefore, this is not a directional hypothesis. 

Method 

Design 

The present study is experimental with five conditions between-subjects and two 

measurement points for each participant within-subject (before and after the 

manipulation). The main hypotheses will, however, be explored using a between-

group analysis, to examine if groups differ from one another on happiness levels 

after the manipulations - after controlling for initial differences before the 

manipulation. Standard measures of happiness and life satisfaction will be the 

dependent variables throughout the study, whereas prosocial behaviour as well as 

decision making in prosocial behaviour will be the independent variables that will 

be manipulated. 

 

In hypothesis 1, this study will try to replicate that prosocial spending makes 

people happier than proself spending (Dunn et al., 2008), but will be set in other 

circumstances and conditions. Therefore, this study will not only try to replicate 

the finding but also extend to it. Here, the extension of hypothesis 1 will be by 

offering the participants only one type of prosocial spending, by donating to a 

charity organization. In contrast, participants in the original study (Dunn et al., 

2008) were free to spend the money as they wanted, and on whoever they wanted. 

By only offering two concrete choices for participants in the present study, the 

control of the prosocial behaviour will be enhanced.  
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Procedure 

The experiment was conducted online through CMA Research. CMA Research 

pays their participants to engage in different surveys and experiments. CMA 

Research received a fee to collect 1000 observations for this study. Each condition 

was prepared in a Word-file and sent to CMA Research. See Appendix A to see 

one of the Word-files sent, showing condition 4. Then, CMA Research set up the 

web experiment. However, before sending the files to CMA Research, the 

experiment was tested on two independent individuals, who had no involvement in 

the experiment, to assess that instructions in the experiment were understandable. 

During this process, small changes were made to make instructions clearer. Before 

launching the experiment to participants, it was checked online to look as intended.  

 

The conditions were identical to each other except the information and choices 

given during the last part of the manipulations. To view a flowchart of the 

experiment from start to end, see Figure 1. Initially, participants answered 

demographic questions and were informed that they would undergo an experiment 

about decision making. Thereafter, they filled out PANAS, SWLS and IPANAT
1
 

before receiving the following instruction (in Swedish, here translated to English): 

“You will now play a game where you have the chance to win money. How much 

money you will win depend on your choice. The game objective is that you will 

see five doors, with a certain amount hidden behind every door. Your task is to 

choose the door that you think have access to the biggest amount of money. The 

money you will win, you will later also get for real. After finishing playing the 

game, you will get some options about what you want to do with the money.”   

 

Following this, participants saw the picture of five identical doors to choose from. 

The amount behind every door was the same, in order to ensure greater control 

over conditions. Previous instructions given to participants was a way to reduce 

their chances to guess the aim of the study (demand characteristics) as well as 

match the initial information that the experiment was about decision making. After 

choosing a door, participants read that they had won 60 Swedish crowns (SEK) 

and, further, had won an extra bonus of 20 SEK - which made the profit a total of 

80 SEK. This amount was presented to all participants. After the experiment, all 

participants received at least 60 SEK. However, depending on condition 

randomized to and the participants decisions, some received 80 SEK. 

 

Up until now, the procedure was identical in all conditions. However, the given 

information hereafter was different across conditions. In the control condition 

(condition 1), participants got the information that the money earned were theirs to 

spend as wished. 

                                                           
1
 Filler tasks were also part of the experiment, inserted between the pre measures and the instructions of the 

experiment, to further reduce demand characteristics and participants' possibility to guess the aim of the study.   
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In the passive choice condition (condition 2), participants got the information that 

the bonus of 20 SEK would be given away to Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF; In 

Swedish, “Läkare utan gränser”) and that MSF would use the money in the best 

way to help people in need. In this study, MSF were chosen as the donation 

organisation because a recent study (Erlandsson, Västfjäll, Tinghög & Nilsson, 

2016) showed that MSF is the donation organization, among other similar 

organizations, that people view as the most trusted one.  

 

In the active choice condition (condition 3), participants got two choices; to either 

donate the bonus of 20 SEK to MSF who would use the money in the best way to 

help people in need (prosocial spending) or to keep the bonus for themselves 

(proself spending). 

 

In the default set to prosocial spending condition (condition 4), participants got the 

information that the bonus was set to go to MSF who would use the money in the 

best way possible to help people in need, but that they could change this direction 

so that they got the money themselves. If participants would want to change the 

default, they were instructed to press a button labeled “I want to change” which 

would take them to another site where they could change direction, making the 

bonus of 20 SEK go to themselves. If they wanted to follow the default, they were 

instructed to press a button labeled “I am satisfied”. 

 

In the default set to proself spending (condition 5), participants got the information 

that the bonus of 20 SEK was set to go to themselves but that they could change 

the direction of this so that the bonus would be donated to MSF who would use the 

money in the best way possible to help people in need.  If participants would want 

to change the default, they were instructed to press a button labeled “I want to 

change” which would take them to another site where they could change direction, 

making the bonus of 20 SEK go to MSF. If they wanted to follow the default, they 

were instructed to press a button labeled “I am satisfied”. 

 

In all conditions, except the control condition, participants got the information that 

the remaining 60 SEK that they had won was theirs to keep. Following this phase 

of the experiments, all participants received the same information once again. They 

were congratulated for the money they had won before being instructed that they 

would fill out some forms. Participants filled out the measures in the following 

order; PANAS, SWLS, IPANAT, CRT7 and USID.  Lastly, they were thanked for 

their participation and were dismissed. 

Participants 

Seven hundred and eighty-eight (N=788) people were randomized to the five 

conditions. The participants were collected through CMA research, an independent 
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 Demographic variable (age, gender) 

Information given about 

the experiment 

Instruments given for participants 

to answer before the experiment, in  

the following order; PANAS, SWLS 

and IPANAT before (plus filler tasks) 

 
Participant get information about 

choosing a door with a hidden 

amount of money and chooses a 

door. Then given information about 

winning 60 SEK and bonus of 20 SEK 

Condition 1 - 

Control 

condition 

Condition 2 - 

Passive 

choice  

Condition 3 - 

Active choice  

Condition 4 - 

Default_ 

prosocial 

spending  

Condition 5 - 

Default_ 

proself 

spending  

Instruments given for the 

participants to answer after the 

experiment, in the following order; 

PANAS, SWLS, IPANAT, CRT7 and 

USID 

Figure 1. Flowchart of the experiment.  

 

research company. CMA conducted randomization by sending out a invitation to 

their total representative sample of 14000 adults living in Sweden. Then, those who 

accepted to be part of the experiment were randomly assigned to one of the five 

conditions. Thus, the participants of this study consist of a sample from a 

representative sample of adults living in Sweden. The request to CMA was 1000 

participants for the experiment but because the experiment took about 30 minutes 

to complete, CMA had difficulties reaching 1000 participants. Therefore, because 

of lack of time and financial reasons, the web experiment closed when the number 

of participants reached 788 people. Table 1 show the number and percentage of 

gender and mean age for all participants, as well as for each condition. Also, there 

were no significant differences in age or gender within the conditions. 
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Measures 

 Primary measures. PANAS. The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

(PANAS; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988) consist of 20 items which measure 

10 positive affects (e.g. happy, inspired, strong) and 10 negative affects (e.g. 

afraid, hostile, frightened). In the schedule, positive affects and negative affects 

constitute two independent dimensions. PANAS is a measure of subjective well-

being, which makes it a hedonic measure. It measures the frequency of positive 

affects as well as the absence of negative affects at a given moment (Watson et 

al., 1988). The participants were asked to rate how much they experienced the 

affects at the present moment on a 5-point Likert scale (1=not at all, 5=very 

much), once before the manipulation and once after it. PANAS scores are 

calculated as PA (positive affects) and NA (negative affects), separately, by 

calculating the sum of ratings for the positive affects respective negative affects. 

It is also possible to calculate the mean of PANA for each participant by 

subtracting NA from PA. 

 

The psychometric properties of PANAS are good; the schedule is highly internally 

consistent, the two dimensions are largely uncorrelated and the scale is stable at a 

2-month period which makes it a possible to use as a trait measure (Watson et al., 

1988). However, here it is measured at state level happiness. PANAS has been 

excessively used in research about affect, emotions and positive psychology and is 

one of the most used instruments to measure positive and negative affects (e.g. 

Aknin et al., 2013a; Dunn et al., 2008; Sheldon & Lyubomirsky, 2006). Here, 

PANAS will be one of the primary measures. 

 

SWLS. Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) consist of five items measuring the 

overall life satisfaction (Diener, Emmons, Larsen & Griffin, 1985). Life 

satisfaction is conceptualized as the cognitive, judgmental part of subjective well-

Table 1  

Descriptive statistic and p-value for participant’s gender and age, both in total 
and for each condition.   

 Total 1 2 3 4 5 p 

Gender  788 156 156 155 164 157 0.15 

Women 402 (51.0%) 87 71 85 76 83  

Men 384 (48.7%) 69 85 69 88 73  

Other 2 (0.3%) 0 0 1 0 1  

Age 54.8 55.0 54.8 54.0 53.6 56.5 0.39 
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being. This makes SWLS a cognitive aspect of a hedonic measure. Items from the 

scale are, for example, “If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing” 

or “So far I have gotten the important things in life”. Since the SWLS was assessed 

twice in this study, once before and once after the manipulation, changes in state 

level life satisfaction were of interest. Therefore, the phrase “right now” were 

added to all the items, for example “Right now, if I could live my life over again, I 

would change almost nothing”. Participants rated how well they agreed with the 

statements on a 5-point Likert scale (1=not at all, 5=very much; Kobau, Sniezek, 

Zack, Lucas & Burns, 2010). The scores are calculated as the sum of ratings for 

each participant. 

 

The psychometric properties of SWLS has been proven good (Diener et al., 1985). 

It has good internal consistency and high test-retest reliability (Kobau et al., 2010). 

SWLS is one of the most used and validated instruments in studies about well-

being and within positive psychology (e.g. Aknin et al., 2013a; Aknin et al., 2013b; 

Nelson et al., 2015). SWLS is used in the present study because of the short length 

of the scale as well as the scale being a measure more closely related to the concept 

of eudaimonia, which also is of interest. However, assessments of eudaimonia are 

often measured at trait level, are lengthy and, because of the lack of consensus 

about the concept, there exist multiple eudaimonia scales measuring fairly different 

things. Therefore, SWLS was used to somewhat resemble eudaimonia. Here, 

SWLS will be one of the primary measures. 

 

IPANAT. The Implicit Positive And Negative Affect Test (IPANAT; Quirin, 

Kazén & Kuhl, 2009) is an implicit test measuring positive and negative affect 

using artificial words. Implicit affects are defined as cognitive concepts of 

emotional states that automatically activates, or the automatic process of mentally 

representing affective experiences (Quirin & Bode, 2014). Six artificial words 

(Safme, Vikes, Tunba, Talep, Belni and Sukov) are presented together with both 

three positive affects (happy, cheerful and energetic) and three negative affects 

(helpless, tense and inhibited). The participants rate how well these artificial words 

sound like the affects on a 5-point Likert scale (1=doesn’t fit at all, 5=fits very 

well). The scores are calculated in two steps: first, as the mean for each participant 

and affect word (e.g. happy) and secondly, as one mean for the positive affect 

words and one mean for all the negative words, for each participant. IPANAT is 

used here as a supplement to self-reports of affects and states, since implicit 

measures can shed light to inaccessible aspects of individual’s states as well as 

avoid the problem of participants answering according to what is socially desirable 

(Quirin & Bode, 2014). 

 

The instructions of the test given to participants were as follows: “The following 

words are from an artificial language. They are intended to express various moods. 

In all languages, there are words that help to express their meanings by the way 
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they sound (for example, the word rattle almost sounds like something that rattles). 

In poetry and literature, this is known as onomatopoeia. For each of the following 

words, please rate how well each artificial word expresses different moods (for 

example, to what extent does the sound of the artificial word FILNU convey each 

of the following moods: happy, helpless, energetic, tense, cheerful, and inhibited)? 

In making these ratings, let yourself be guided by your spontaneous feelings.” 

 

In this study, IPANAT was used once before the manipulation and once after it as a 

primary measure. Since the test is implicit, two versions of the test were used in 

order to minimize demand characteristics (meaning participants could interpret the 

aim of the study and change their behaviour and responses based on that 

interpretation or to fit the researcher’s expectation). Therefore, six new words were 

prepared to be given as an implicit test before the manipulations. This was done by 

scrambling the letters of each original, artificial word. Thus, the new artificial 

words were produced to Fesma, Sekvi, Nubat, Etlap, Nebli and Kovsu. The original 

IPANAT were given after the manipulation partly because this version have good 

psychometric properties; it is validated and reliable as well as correlating with 

other affect measures, such as PANAS (Quirin et al., 2009). Also, since it was of 

interest to find differences in affect and happiness levels among groups after 

manipulating prosocial spending and decision making, the original IPANAT were 

thought to be more reliable and valid to use for this purpose. 

 

Secondary measures. The Unified Scale to Assess Individual Differences in 

Intuition and Deliberation (USID) is a self-questionnaire aiming to assess how 

people generally make decisions (Pachur & Spaar, 2015). USID measures 

individual’s tendency to use two decision modes, one being intuitive and the other 

being deliberative. USID consist of two separate scales with 16 statements in each, 

one concerning deliberate decision making and the other intuititive decision 

making. The Deliberation scale is in turn divided into two subcategories, one 

concerning Planning (e.g. “Developing a clear plan is very important to me” and “I 

like detailed action plans”) and one concerning Knowing (e.g. “I want to have a 

full understanding of all problems” and “I study every problem until I understand 

the underlying logic”). The Intuition scale is also divided into two subcategories, 

one concerning Affective (e.g. “When I make a decision, it is more important for 

me to feel the decision is right than to have a rational reason for it” and “When I 

make a decision, I trust my inner feeling and reactions”) and one concerning 

Spontaneous (e.g.  “I make quick decisions” and “I am often aware of how to 

decide even before I review all aspects”). Participants indicated their agreement 

with each item on a 5-point Likert scale (1=I don’t agree, 5=I agree completely). 

Scores are calculated as the mean of each subscale, with higher values indicating a 

stronger tendency to rely on the respective decision mode. USID’s psychometric 

properties has been tested and shown to have high internal consistency and the two 

subscales being uncorrelated (Pachur & Spaaar, 2015). 
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For the purpose of this study, USID was translated to Swedish since this had not 

been done before. To ensure that the quality of the translation was good, the scale 

was then back translated by a Swedish scientist currently working in the USA, who 

assessed it as good translated. USID is used here as a self-assessment of the 

participants tendency to use System 1 (i.e. Intuition scale) or System 2 (i.e. 

Deliberation scale). By examining if individual differences in decision mode affect 

happiness levels, more can be understood about prosocial spending and happiness. 

USID was administered after the manipulation, and is a secondary measure. 

 

The Cognitive Reflection Task 7 is a test consisting of seven questions. CRT7 

measures individual’s tendency or ability to reflect on a question and resist 

reporting the first response that comes to mind, which is incorrect, in order to 

engage in further reflection that leads to the correct response (Frederick, 2005; 

Toplak, West & Stanovich, 2014). The original CRT consist of three items 

(Frederick, 2005), but since an increasing number of people might have heard these 

questions and the answers, there is a developed version with four extra questions - 

making it a total of seven questions (Toplak et al., 2014). Here, CRT7 is used to 

minimize the risk that participants know all the answers because they have heard 

about them from elsewhere. Further, CRT7 measures System 1 and System 2 in 

action. The test measures how participant use these systems in answering questions 

that initially give rise to intuitive answers that are incorrect (e.g. system 1 process). 

To read the seven questions, see CRT7 in Appendix A. Participants read each 

question and submitted an answer. Scores are the sum of correct answers given.   

 

The psychometric properties of CRT7 have been tested and proven to be good 

(Toplak et al., 2014). CRT7 have substantial internal consistency among the items 

and correlate well with the original version as well as with cognitive ability, 

thinking dispositions and with several other rational thinking tasks. CRT7 has been 

shown to be a strong predictor of rational thinking composite (Toplak et al., 2014). 

In the present study, CRT7 is one of the secondary measures and were given after 

the manipulations. Mean for correct answers was calculated for this sample. Mean 

was 3.02 correct answers (SD=2.09).  

 

Psychometric properties for measures and exploratory data analysis for the 

measures in the current study  

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for all measures, both for the pre and post 

measures. The values of cronbach’s alpha ranged between .89-.95, showing that all 

measures have a high internal consistency.  

 

The correlation between PA and NA (in PANAS) respectively IPA and INA (in 

IPANAT) were calculated. The measures correlated weakly, around .1 for both 

pairs. This indicates that these constructs should best be tested separately, rather 
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than creating a combined PANAS and IPANAT measure, even though Dunn et al. 

(2008) used a combined PANAS measure. Thus, the dependent variables will be 

the separated constructs of the positive and negative affects.   

 

However, when normal distribution and outliers were examined, the NA measure 

was problematic. It had a bimodal distribution with around 75% of the participants 

clustered around the lowest value while participants with high values emerged as 

outliers and extreme values. For the pre measure of NA, the skewness value was 

1.84 and kurtosis was 4.27. For the post measure, skewness was 2.88 and kurtosis 

was 10.1. Because of the misshaped distribution and the multiple outliers, the post 

measure of NA will be excluded in the results. Thus, this strengthens the use of 

separating PA and NA instead of using a combined PANAS measure.  

 
Further, normal distribution and outliers was examined for the other measures as 

well. PA, IPA, INA and SWLS was normal distributed and only a few outliers 

occurred in a few measures. However, because of the large amount of participants 

in this study, no particular correction was made in the few cases of outliers.  

 
Construct validity between the measures was also examined. For the explicit and 

implicit measures, PANAS and IPANAT, the correlation for them ranged from .29 

for INA and NA (post measure) to .39 for IPA and PA (post measure). This implies 

that even though a common variance for implicit and explicit measures exist, there 

is also a big amount of variance that is explained by other unknown factors. 

Therefore, implicit and explicit measures will be reported separately.  

 
For SWLS and IPA respectively INA, the construct validity range from r=-.10 to 

.18.  For SWLS and PA respectively NA, the constructs correlate from -.23 to .39 

as seen in Table 2. Table 2 will also show how CRT7 and USID correlate, as 

measures of individual differences in decision modes.  

 

CRT7 and USID showed weak correlations with PA, NA, IPA and INA, ranging 

from .00 to .28. This indicates that individual differences in decision mode will 

probably not account for any found effects. However, this was still tested using 

ANCOVAs with the two scales of USID and number of correct answers in CRT7 

as covariates. Doing this, only one significant result became evident. This suggests 

that there were no systematic results of individual differences on happiness and, 

therefore, these results are not further discussed. All subsequent analyses were 

conducted without these measures as covariates.   
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Prediction study 

As an extra feature of the present study, a small prediction study was also 

conducted prior to the main experimental study. Thirty-one people (N=31) were 

asked to predict how happy the average person would be, on a scale from 1 to 10 

(1=not happy at all, 10=very happy), if confronted with the aforementioned 

conditions. This was done by creating a form with eight possible scenarios, derived 

from the five conditions. It was a total of eight scenarios since three of the five 

conditions had two possible outcomes (see Figure 2). The participants were asked 

to read and rank each scenarios on how happy they thought an average person 

would be if faced with them. The participants were recruited through social media 

and were sent a link to fill out the form. For each scenario, a mean score derived 

from participants' answers was calculated. 

Results 

Hypothesis testing 

The three hypotheses will be presented separately. The hypotheses will be tested 

in different ways, by comparing conditions and/or comparing individuals within 

conditions depending on choices made in condition 3-5. Figure 2 shows the 

eight outcomes that are possible. These eight outcomes will be paired differently 

depending on what hypothesis that will be tested. Figure 2 also display the 

number of and percentage of participants in this study that chose the possible 

outcomes within condition 3-5, showing the existing variance within these
2
.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2
 In total, the participants' choices in prosocial spending resulted in 10 440 SEK being donated to MSF.   

Table 2  

Construct validity between PA, NA, SWLS, USID and CRT7. Correlations are 

shown. 

 PA (pre) PA (post) NA (pre) NA (post) CRT7 

SWLS** (pre) .39* - -.28* - -.04* 

SWLS (post) - .35* - -.23* -.05* 

USID int*** .25* .28* -.02* .04* -.23* 

USID del*** .20* .19* -.01* -.01* .20* 

* significant result, p>0.01 

**SWLS=Satisfaction with Life Scale 

***The Unified Scale to Assess Individual Differences in Intuition and Deliberation 

Intuition/Deliberation  

 

  

 

 

 

Tabel xx. Construct validity between PA, NA, SWLS, USID and CRT7. Correlations are 

shown.  

* significant result, p>0,01.  

 



19 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 2. Figure showing the eight possible outcomes in the experiment, as well as 

the variance in choices made in condition 3-5. 
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Prosocial and proself spending. Hypothesis 1, that prosocial spending makes 

people happier than proself spending, was tested in three ways using one-way 

ANOVA. Initial differences in the pre measures of PA, IPA, INA and SWLS for 

either of the three tests were tested, but no significant results emerged. Mean 

differences in the pre measures between prosocial and proself spenders for the 

three tests ranged from 0.03 for IPA in test 1, in favor of proself spending3, to 

1.84 for SWLS in test 3, in favor of proself spending.4 Therefore, because there 

were no initial differences, only the post measures of PA, IPA, INA and SWLS 

are examined as the dependent variables. These measures were given equal 

weight as measures of the underlying construct, subjective well-being. 

 

In test 1, prosocial spending was compared with proself spending by including 

participants from all five conditions, sorting them to either prosocial or proself 

spending. Prosocial spending constituted of all participants in condition 2, the 

participants in condition 3 that chose to give away the money, the participants in 

condition 4 that followed the default as well as the participants in condition 5 that 

chose to change the default. On the other hand, proself spending constituted of all 

participants in condition 1, the participants in condition 3 that chose to take the 

money, the participants in condition 4 that changed the default as well as the 

participants in condition 5 that followed the default. Table 3 shows the means and 

results for hypothesis 1. As seen in Table 3, there was a significant result for PA, 

showing that the participants of prosocial spending was significantly happier than 

those of proself spending after the manipulation (ηp2=.01). 

 

                                                           
3
 F(1, 786)=0.00, p=.97 

4
 F(1, 153)=2.97, p=.09  
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Again in test 2, prosocial spending was compared to proself spending. In this test, 

being the one most similar to the study of Dunn et al. (2008), prosocial spending 

constituted of the participants in condition 2 and proself spending constituted of 

participants in condition 1. As seen in Table 3, PA was again significant, showing 

that participants in prosocial spending was significantly happier than those in 

proself spending (ηp2=.01). However, this should be viewed with some caution. 

After a Bonferroni-Holm correction, because three tests were conducted, the 

significance disappeared. 

 

In test 3, prosocial spending constituted of those in condition 3 that chose prosocial 

spending while proself spending constituted of those in condition 3 that chose 

proself spending, meaning this test compared the participants that were offered a 

choice. As seen in Table 3, no measure reached significance. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3  

Means, standard deviations, F-value and p-values for testing of hypothesis 1 

  M1 (SD) M2 (SD) F p 

 Test 1*     

N  523 265   

Post PA (Positive 

affects) 

 29.27 (8.83) 27.56 (9.08) 6.46 .01
¤ 

Post IPA 

(Implicit positive 

affect) 

 34.67 (12.89) 34.66 (12.42) .00 .99 

Post INA 

(Implicit negative 

affect) 

 29.50 (9.91) 29.42 (9.51) .01 .91 

Post SWLS   16.10 (4.97) 15.80 (5.03) .64 .42 

 Test 2**     

N  156 156   

Post PA  28.97 (8.47) 26.93 (9.46) 4.01 .05
¤ 

Post IPA  35.37 (12.49) 35.08 (11.84) .04 .83 

Post INA  28.78 (9.31) 29.54 (8.56) .57 .45 

Post SWLS  15.86 (4.91) 15.78 (4.75) .02 .88 

 Test 3***     

N  128 27   

Post PA  27.77 (9.11) 26.37 (7.30) .56 .45
 

Post IPA  33.87 (13.22) 34.93 (11.92) .15 .70 

Post INA  31.41 (10.84) 32.07 (12.70) .08 .79 

Post SWLS  15.84 (5.20) 17.81 (5.35) 3.20 .08 

M1=Prosocial spending, M2=Proself spending.  

* M1=con2+con3 prosocial+con4 follow+con5 change, M2=con1+con3 proself+con4 change+ 

con5 follow, F(1, 785)  

** M1=con2, M2=con1, F(1, 310)  

*** M1=con3 prosocial, M2=con3 proself, F(1, 153)  
¤
significant result, p>0,05 
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Active and passive choices. Hypothesis 2 examines the difference in happiness 

levels between doing an active versus passive choice in prosocial or proself 

spending. This hypothesis was tested in three different ways using one-way 

ANOVA, by comparing those doing an active choice with those doing a passive 

choice. Again, no initial differences existed in the pre measure of PA, IPA, INA 

and SWLS. Mean differences in the pre measures between active and passive 

choices for the three tests ranged from 0.15 for SWLS in test 1, in favor of 

active choice5, to 1.37 for PA in test 3, in favor of active choice.6 Therefore, the 

post measures will be the dependent variables and be considered equally 

significant. 

 

In test 1, active choice constituted of all participants in condition 3 while passive 

choice constituted of all participants in condition 1 and condition 2. Table 4 shows 

the result of hypothesis 2. As seen in Table 4, INA was significant, in so that 

participants doing a passive choice had a significantly lower mean for INA than 

those doing an active choice (ηp2=0.01). However, this should be taken with some 

caution because this result disappear with a Bonferroni-Holm correction. 

 

In test 2, active and passive choice for prosocial spending is compared. Active 

choice constituted of participants in condition 3 that chose to give the money away 

while the passive choice constituted of those in condition 2. As seen in Table 4, 

there was again a significant result for INA, showing that the participants who did 

a passive choice had lower implicit, negative emotions in comparison with those 

that did an active choice (ηp2=0.02). Again, this should be viewed with some 

caution because with a Bonferroni-Holm correction, this was no longer significant.  

 

In test 3, active and passive choice for proself spending is compared. Active choice 

constituted of participants in condition 3 that chose to take the money. Passive 

choice constituted of those in condition 1. As seen in Table 4, there was a 

significant result for SWLS, showing that the participants who made an active 

choice to proself spending had significantly higher life satisfaction than those 

doing a passive choice (ηp2=0.02).   
 

 

 

 

                                                           
5
 F(1, 465)=0.11, p=.74 

6
 F(1, 319)=2.13, p=.15  
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Defaults. Hypothesis 3 examine the effect of defaults on happiness, in either 

following a default set to either prosocial spending or proself spending, or to 

change from the default. This hypothesis was tested in six different ways using 

one-way ANOVA, comparing decisions of prosocial and proself spending 

within the defaults as well as in condition 3. Condition 3 was included in the 

tests as a control for the defaults, since condition 3 also required making a 

choice of prosocial or proself spending, but without a set default to these 

choices.  
 

Firstly, a default effect was found. This was found by comparing how many 

participants that chose prosocial spending and proself spending in the default 

conditions (condition 4 and 5) with the amount of participants that chose these 

options in the active choice condition (condition 3). More participants chose 

Table 4 

Means, standard deviations, F-value and p-value for testing of hypothesis 2 

  M1 (SD) M2 (SD) F p 

 Test 1*     

N  155 312   

Post PA  27.53 (8.82) 27.95 (9.02) .23 .63
 

Post IPA  34.05 (12.97) 35.22 (12.15) .92 .34 

Post INA  31.52 (11.14) 29.16 (8.94) 6.13
¤¤ 

.02
¤ 

Post SWLS  16.18 (5.26) 15.82 (4.82) .55 .46 

 Test 2**     

N  128 156   

Post PA  27.77 (9.11) 29.00 (8.47) 1.31 .25
 

Post IPA  33.87 (13.22) 35.37 (12.49) .96 .33 

Post INA  31.41 (10.84) 28.78 (9.31) 4.84
 

.03
¤ 

Post SWLS  15.84 (5.20) 15.86 (4.91) .00 .97 

 Test 3***     

N  27 156   

Post PA  26.37 (7.30) 26.93 (9.46) .12
¤¤ 

.73
 

Post IPA  34.93 (11.92) 35.08 (11.84) .00 .95 

Post INA   32.07 (12.90) 29.54 (8.56) 1.00
¤¤ 

.33
 

Post SWLS  17.81 (5.35) 15.78 (4.75) 4.08 .05
¤ 

M1=Active decision, M2=Passive decision.  

* M1=con3, M2=con1+con2, F(1, 465)  

** M1=con3 prosocial, M2=con2,  F(1, 282)  

*** M1=con3 proself, M2=con1, F(1, 181) 
¤
significant result, p<0,05 

¤¤
Result and degrees of freedom according to Welch.  
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proself spending when this was the default (condition 5), in comparison to the 

amount of participants who chose this with no default (condition 3). As seen in 

Figure 2, there was an increase of almost 20% for choosing proself spending when 

there was a default for this. There was also a slight increase in prosocial spending 

when this was the default (condition 4), in comparison to the amount of 

participants choosing prosocial spending when there was no default (condition 3).   

 

Initial differences in the pre measure was tested for PA, IPA, INA and SWLS, 

showing that there was a significant difference in test 1 for PA, F(1, 224)=3.97, 

p=0.05, ηp2=0.02. Therefore, an ANCOVA was conducted when examining test 

1,with the pre measure of PA as the covariate. For the other tests, there were no 

initial significant differences for the pre measures of PA, IPA, INA and SWLS. 

Mean differences in the pre measures for the remaining five tests ranged from 0.04 

for SWLS in test 3, in favor of changing from the default in condition 5
7
 (see 

further), to 2.19 for SWLS in test 4, in favor choosing proself spending in 

condition 3
8
 (see further). Thus, because of the lack of significant results in the pre 

measures, the post measures will be the dependent variables, and are considered 

equally important.  

 

In test 1, prosocial spending with and without a default is compared. M1 constitute 

of participants in condition 5 that chose to change the default (opt-in) while M2 

constitute of participants in condition 3 that chose prosocial spending. As seen in 

Table 5, there was a significant result for the post measure of INA, showing that 

those who chose to take the money in condition 3 reported significantly higher 

implicit, negative affects than those who chose to change their decision from the 

default in condition 5, ηp2=0.04. Further, since the pre measure of PA in test 1 was 

significant, an ANCOVA was conducted for the post measure of PA with the pre 

measure of PA as a covariate. As seen in Table 5, this ANCOVA was significant 

(ηp2=0.02). This means that there was two significant result for test 1, both INA 

and PA. 

 

In test 2, prosocial spending with and without a default is compared again, but in a 

different way. M1 constitute of participants in condition 4 that followed the default 

and M2 constitute of participants in condition 3 that chose to give away the money. 

As seen in Table 5, there were no significant differences between following a 

default set to prosocial spending and to choose prosocial spending without a set 

default. 

 

Again in test 3, prosocial spending is compared but this time only when there is a 

default in both cases. M1 constitute of participants in condition 4 that chose to 

follow the default and M2 constitute of participants in condition 5 that chose to 
                                                           
7
 F(1, 235)=0.00, p=.95 

8
 F(1, 84)=3.71, p=.06  
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change from the default. As seen in Table 5, there was a significant result for INA 

(ηp2=0.02), such as those in condition 4 that chose to follow the default had higher 

implicit, negative affects than those in condition 5 that chose to change from the 

default. 

 

In test 4, proself spending with and without a default is compared. M1 constitute of 

participants in condition 5 that chose to follow the default and M2 constitute of 

participants in condition 3 that chose to take the money. As seen in Table 5, there 

was a significant result for SWLS, where the participants in condition 3 that chose 

to take the money for themselves had a significant higher life satisfaction in 

comparison to those in condition 5 that chose to follow the default (ηp2=0.06). 

However, this should be viewed with some caution because the significance 

disappear after a Bonferroni-Holm correction. 

 

In test 5, proself spending with and without a default is compared again, but 

differently this time. M1constitute of participants in condition 4 that chose to 

change from the default and M2 constitute of participants in condition 3 that chose 

to take the money for themselves. As seen in Table 5, there was a significant 

difference between these two groups in PA. Participants in condition 4 that chose 

to change from the default had significant higher PA than those in condition 3 that 

chose to take the money for themselves (ηp2=0.09). 

 

Again in test 6, proself spending is compared but this time only when there is a 

default in both cases. M1 constitute of participants in condition 4 that chose to 

change from the default and M2 constitute of participants in condition 5 that chose 

to follow the default. As seen in Table 5, there were no significant result.  

Extension of hypothesis 2 and 3. As an extension of hypothesis 2 and 3, two 

extra tests were conducted to examine the difference on happiness of making a 

passive or active choice within defaults. This was done by comparing all 

participants that had done an active choice with those that had done a passive 

choice. One-way ANOVA was conducted to see if there existed any initial 

differences for PA, IPA, INA and SWLS for the tests, but no significant pre 

measures emerged as significant. Mean differences in the pre measures for the 

two tests ranged from 0.22 for IPA in test 2, in favor of making an active 

choice
9, to 1.85 for SWLS in test 1, in favor of making an active choice.

10
 The 

post measures are therefore the dependent variables.   

 

In the first test, active choice constituted of participants in condition 4 and 5 that 

chose to change from the default while passive choice constituted of participants in 

                                                           
9
 F(1, 786)=0.06, p=.81 

10
 F(1, 181)=3.66, p=.06  



25 
 

condition 4 and 5 that chose to follow the default. One-way ANOVA yielded no 

significant results for any of the four measures.  

 

In the second test, condition 1 and 2 were also added. Active choice constituted of 

participants in condition 3 as well as participants that chose to change from the 

defaults in both condition 4 and 5, while passive choice constituted of those in 

condition 1 and 2 as well as those that chose to follow the default in condition 4 

and 5. One-way ANOVAs yielded no significant results. 

Prediction study 

Thirty-one people (N=31) answered how happy they thought an average person 

would be, on a scale from 1-10 (1=not happy at all, 10=very happy), if faced 

with the eight different outcomes in the experiment (see Figure 2). The result 

show that out of all eight scenarios, to choose to give away the money in the 

active choice condition (prosocial spending in condition 3) received the highest 

mean (M=7.27, SD=1.76). Further, most people thought that changing from the 

default in the condition set to prosocial spending (condition 4) would make an 

average person the least happy (M=4.5, SD=2.11). This means that people 

predicted that actively choosing to spend money on others would make a person 

most happiest and that changing from a default set to prosocial spending would 

make a person least happy. 
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Table 5 

Means, standard deviations, F-value and p-value for testing of hypothesis 3 

  M1 (SD) M2 (SD) F p 

 Test 1* con5_change con3_prosocial   

N  98 128   

Post PA  31.19 (8.71) 27.77 (9.11) 4.30
# 

.04
¤ 

Post IPA  34.93 (12.65) 33.87 (13.22) .37 .54 

Post INA  27.26 (8.82) 31.41 (10.84) 10.07
¤¤ 

.00
¤ 

Post SWLS  16.63 (4.71) 15.84 (5.20) 1.41 .24 

 Test 2** con4_follow con3_prosocial   

N  139 128   

Post PA  29.65 (8.91) 27.77 (9.11) 2.91 .09
 

Post IPA  34.32 (13.31) 33.87 (13.22) .08 .78 

Post INA  30.09 (10.08) 31.41 (10.84) 1.06
 

.30
 

Post SWLS  16.27 (5.03) 15.84 (5.20) .47 .49 

 Test 3*** con4_follow con5_changing   

N  139 98   

Post PA  29.65 (8.91) 31.19 (8.71) 1.75 .19
 

Post IPA  34.32 (13.31) 34.93 (12.65) .13 .72 

Post INA  30.09 (10.08) 27.26 (8.82) 5.26
¤¤ 

.02
¤ 

Post SWLS  16.27 (5.03) 16.63 (4.71) .32 .57 

 Test 4**** con5_follow con3_proself   

N  59 27   

Post PA  28.36 (8.96) 26.37 (7.30) 1.02 .32
 

Post IPA  33.22 (13.17) 34.93 (11.92) .33 .57 

Post INA  27.47 (9.93) 32.07 (12.70) 2.77
¤¤ 

.10 

Post SWLS  14.92 (5.11) 17.81 (5.35) 5.79 .02
¤ 

 Test 5***** con4_change con3_proself   

N  24 27   

Post PA  31.13 (7.89) 26.37 (7.30) 4.99 .03
¤ 

Post IPA  35.79 (15.11) 34.93 (11.92) .05 .82 

Post INA  30.21 (9.81) 32.07 (12.70) .34 .56 

Post SWLS  15.92 (5.80) 17.81 (5.35) 1.48 .23 

 Test 6****** con4_change con5_follow   

N  24 59   

Post PA  31.13 (7.89) 28.36 (8.96) 1.72 .19
 

Post IPA  35.79 (15.11) 33.22 (13.17) .60 .44 

Post INA  30.21 (9.81) 27.47 (9.93) 1.30 .26 

Post SWLS  15.92 (5.80) 14.92 (5.11) .61 .44 

*F(1,223), **F(1, 265), ***F(1, 235) ,****F(1, 84), *****F(1, 49), ******F(1, 81)  
¤
significant result, p>0,05 

¤¤
Result and degrees of freedom according to Welch.  

#
Using ANCOVA with pre-PA as a covariate. 
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Discussion 

The overall aim of the present study was to investigate how prosocial or proself 

spending affect happiness and, further, to test how choices and defaults within 

these two ways of spending money affect happiness. This was put to test in an 

experiment containing five conditions, with eight possible outcomes.  

Result discussion 

More specifically, this study had three aims. The first aim was to try to replicate 

and extend the finding stating that people get happier when they spend money on 

other people than if they spend money on themselves (Dunn et al., 2008). This was 

done in this study, showing that people who spent money on others were 

significantly happier than the people who spent money on themselves. The second 

aim was to examine whether an active choice, made explicitly and voluntarily, or a 

passive choice in choosing prosocial or proself spending had the biggest effect on 

happiness. This study shows that doing a passive choice is better than doing an 

active choice, in so that doing an active choice evokes significantly more negative 

affects than doing a passive choice. Lastly, the third aim of this study was to 

investigate prosocial and proself defaults - a form of nudging (Thaler & Sunstein, 

2008). The result of this can be divided in two parts, one for prosocial spending 

and one for proself spending. For prosocial spending, the greatest effect on 

happiness is to make a decision to not follow a default (set to proself spending), in 

that it evokes significantly more positive affects and significantly less negative 

affects. This is in comparison with simply following a default or to make an active 

choice without a set default. For proself spending, the result show that people who 

make an active choice to spend money on themselves without a set default, have 

significantly higher life satisfaction than people who simply follow a default set to 

proself spending. However, if people change from a default set to prosocial 

spending and thereby take the money for themselves, they are significantly happier 

than people who make an active choice to take the money without a set default. 

Lastly, another aim of this study was to test if individuals’ general tendency to use 

either decision mode of System 1 or of System 2 would alter the effects of 

spending and choices for happiness. However, no systematic effects of decision 

modes on happiness or interaction with experimental manipulation emerged.  

 

Prosocial and proself spending. Growing support for the effect of prosocial 

spending on happiness, in comparison to proself spending, has emerged (Aknin et 

al., 2013a, Caprariello, 2012; Dunn et al., 2008). The present study adds to this 

support. This study did an abstract replication of Dunn's et al (2008) study, 

meaning that the idea, rather than the exact same manipulation, of comparing the 

effect of prosocial and proself spending in happiness was replicated. Comparing 

this study and the original study, this study had more control of the manipulation 

since the act of prosocial spending was the same for all participants - to donate 
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money to charity. Participants in the Dunn et al. (2008) study were offered money 

to spend them on whoever they wanted. Also, most participants in that study spent 

the money on family or friends, people they had close ties to - which previous 

research has shown to elicit more happiness (Aknin et al., 2011). In contrast, the 

participants of this study donated the money to a rather unspecified target, MSF, 

and to gain people that they would never meet. Thus, the present study supports 

findings that people get significantly happier even when they act prosocial to 

someone that they will never meet or interact with (Aknin et al., 2013b). Further, 

this also show that people act prosocial even when there is not an identified, single 

victim but rather several, unidentified victims (Hagman et al., 2015). Lastly, the 

present study goes in line with the study showing that the source of the money, 

given as a wage or a windfall, does not affect how happy people become when 

giving it away (Geenen et al., 2014). Instead, it might simply be to give that is 

important, rather than the source of the money.          

 

Further, it is interesting that this finding was replicated, since the present study 

used a arguably relatively weak manipulation. All participants walked out of the 

experiment with money they did not have before entering it, so it is fair to 

speculate that the majority of the participants were rather happy with this. Further, 

only a small part of this windfall was current in the manipulation, namely the 

bonus. Still, the present study managed to show that prosocial spending makes 

people happier than proself spending, suggesting that this finding is quite solid and 

that even a rather small prosocial act has positive effects on happiness. This has 

implications both for individual's happiness and for the greater good by helping 

people in need through MSF.  

Active and passive choices. The significant difference in happiness between 

prosocial spending and proself spending was evident in two out of three tests. 

An explanation for the last test not being significant is that this test consisted 

only of participants that did active choices, which goes in line with the second 

finding of this study - that active choices evoke significantly more negative 

affects than passive choices. Overall, this finding is in line with the idea of 

tyranny of choice (Schwartz, 2000), stating that people can feel overwhelmed 

and less satisfied with their decision when they are offered several alternatives. 

Even if the present study only offered the participants two alternatives, 

participants who made an active choice had significantly more negative affects 

than participants who had not done an active choice, which supports the theory 

that people can feel less satisfied with choices they make (Roets et al., 2005).  

 

However, by comparing actively choosing to take the money with passively 

receiving the money, people who actively chose proself spending had significantly 

higher life satisfaction. Thus, to actively chose to take the money, rather than 

passively, is better for life satisfaction. An explanation for this could be that the 
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people who passively received the money did not know anything about the 

possibility to donate their bonus to MSF, and therefore there might not have been 

any particular effect on happiness and life satisfaction at all for them. In contrast, 

people who actively chose to take the money instead of giving them away might 

have been convinced that this was the right thing to do for them, which result in 

higher life satisfaction. However, it is important to note that the most common 

choice was to give away the money when offered the possibility, which points to 

the fact that people at group level were prone to donate their bonus.  

Defaults. The third aim was to test how nudges and, more particularly, defaults 

affect happiness. Nudges and defaults have been tested and examined before 

but, to my knowledge, no prior study has tested how they affect happiness. The 

result from this study showed that changing from a default, and especially from 

a default set to proself spending, had the greatest effect on happiness. As 

Davidai et al. (2012) showed, depending if it is an opt-in or an opt-out default, 

people put different meanings in them. This might be one explanation to why 

changing from a default have greater effect on happiness than simply following 

the default or making an active choice without a set default. By changing from a 

default, and especially to opt in for a good cause, the decision is more 

significant, and thereby evoke more positive emotions and less negative 

emotions.  

 

Further, people who change from a prosocial default, opting out to proself 

spending, feel significantly more positive affects than people doing an active 

choice without a set default. In turn, doing an active choice without a default 

results in greater life satisfaction in comparison with simply following a default set 

to proself spending. One explanation for this could be by taking a closer look at the 

people who chose to opt out, especially since there were only few people who 

chose to do this relative to people who chose prosocial spending. Out of the 

representative sample from CMA Research, a previous study (Erlandsson et al., 

2016) has shown that 10-15% of this sample are followers of Swedish Democrats 

(SD), a nationalistic and conservative party in Sweden. One speculation could be 

that the people with nationalistic opinions might be opposed to donating money to 

other countries, and that a part of the participants who chose to take the money for 

themselves sympathize with these opinions. Thus, by taking the money, the result 

is that they feel more satisfied with their choice and their life. This could be the 

same reason that test 3 in hypothesis 2 show a significance for higher life 

satisfaction in making an active choice to proself spending than doing a passive 

choice (see Table 4).  

 

Another part of the third aim was to see if the two defaults affect how people 

choose to spend their money. As seen in Figure 2, there was an evident default 

effect of this, meaning that the defaults affected the participants' behavior. More 
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people chose proself spending when this was the default than when there were no 

default or an opt-out default.  This goes in line with previous studies showing the 

effect of nudging and defaults (Altman et al., 2014; Johnson & Goldstein, 2003). 

There was also a small default effect of prosocial spending, but since a big part of 

participants in condition 3 already chose prosocial spending, this effect was very 

small. Overall, this study show that people are more prone to spend their money in 

a direction when there is a set default to that direction. However, this effect is 

rather small. Many still chose to change from the proself default, and this might be 

an indication that people are prone to donate. In fact, most people in Sweden 

donate to some cause and many view it as being the morally correct thing to do 

(Vamstad, 2015).  

Prediction study. It is interesting that people incorrectly predicted about how 

happy the eight outcomes of the experiment would make a person. When 

predicting, people thought that making an active choice to spend money on 

others, without a default, would yield the greatest happiness. Compared to the 

actual reactions, this is largely incorrect. Instead, to opt in to prosocial spending 

yielded the greatest happiness. Also, people predicted that opting out to proself 

spending would yield the least happiness. This was also incorrect, since this 

scenario yielded more happiness than, for example, actively choosing proself 

spending (see Table 5). One explanation for this incorrect predictions could be 

incorrect affective forecasting, stating that it is common that people make 

erroneous predictions about how future event will affect them (Gilbert, 2006; 

Kurtz, 2015). It is also interesting that incorrect affective forecasting was 

detected in the study of Dunn et al. (2008), where people predicted that proself 

spending would make people happier than prosocial spending, when it in fact 

was the other way around.  

 

The incorrect prediction can also be linked to the result of hypothesis 2, showing 

that active choices elicit more negative affects than passive choices. Thus, the 

prediction that active choices would yield the greatest happiness did not go in line 

with the result. Also, it might be seen as paradoxically that one active choice is 

good for happiness (changing from a default) and the other is bad for happiness 

(active choice without a default). However, by examining the effect defaults have 

on people, this might become more clear. Defaults can be viewed as the status quo 

and norms, declaring which choice might be the better one (Davidai et al., 2012; 

Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). When given a choice without a set default, people are 

left on their own to figure out what they should do. This puts more effort on mental 

processing, and on system 2, which takes more energy (Kahneman, 2011). 

However, if there is a default, people might be able to follow their intuition more, 

system 1. The default is thereby the status quo which one can depart from (Dinner 

et al., 2011). It might be easier to depart, or follow, a default than to make a choice 
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without any guidelines. Thus, choices in defaults might inflict less negative affects 

than active choices without a pre-determined choice.   

Method discussion 

This study used three kinds of dependent variables within the hedonic perspective.  

All three measures, PANAS, IPANAT and SWLS, measure the same underlying 

construct; subjective well-being  (Diener et al., 1985; Quirin et al., 2009; Watson et 

al., 1988). They all map to affects and measure differences and changes in them. 

When measuring happiness with a hedonic construct, affects and emotions are in 

center, meaning that not only explicit measures of affects are useable but also 

implicit. By including three measures, this study measures affects and emotions 

more thoroughly. This is also a strength in comparison with Dunn's et al. (2008) 

study where only one, explicit measure was used.  

 

Further, even though the measures correlate to some degree, they map to different 

aspects of affects, meaning they can capture changes in affects separately. This was 

evident in, for example, hypothesis 2, where INA differed significantly between 

active and passive decision.  If in this case, only PANAS would have been used in 

this study, the significant result in hypothesis 2 would not have emerged. Thus, it is 

a gain to the study that the implicit measure was included. If yet another way to 

measure affects would have been used in the present study, for example biological 

markers, the results could show changes in affects even more comprehensive. 

However, why only the implicit measure, and not also the explicit measure, in the 

aforementioned tests were significant is unclear. It is fair to speculate that positive 

affects should decrease when negative affects increase, and that this should show in 

the results. However, since it is possible to feel both negative and positive affects 

at the same time (Quirin & Bode, 2014; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988), this 

must not be the case. Another explanation could be that the constructs measure 

somewhat different aspects of affects, and therefore do not show significant 

differences at the same time.  

 

Finally, the lack of an eudaimonia measure in this study can be seen as a limitation, 

since this is also a construct of happiness. Though this was initially the idea, no 

proper state version of a eudaimonia measure was found, and a trait measure was 

not of interest since the manipulation of the present study yielded an effect on state 

level happiness, and not on trait level.  
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Prosocial and proself spending. In the present study, prosocial spending 

constituted of a donation to a pre-selected organization. This is a special form of 

prosocial spending, partly because it is not completely free (the organization was 

chosen) and restricted (it was the only prosocial act offered). Further, because no 

consideration were taken for individual opinions about donating to organizations 

or to other social or political factors that might influence individual's views on 

this, donating to MSF might not have been seen as a prosocial act for some of 

the participants. Thus, the act of prosocial spending in this study was not 

individual sensitive, which can be seen as a limitation. Another way to test this 

could have been by offering all participants the possibility to choose what 

organization they wanted to donate to. In this way, participants would get to 

choose their prosocial act, making it even more volitional. This would mean that 

participants not only could choose to either give or not, but also choose to give 

to something that feels meaningful and truly prosocial for the individual.     

Active and passive choices. In this study, active and passive choices were 

compared. A limitation concerning this part is the assessment of what choices 

were active and passive. Now an active choice constituted of participants that 

got a choice while passive choice were the participants that were simply 

assigned to a choice. However, it is not certain that the participants that got a 

choice felt it as they were in control to make their choice. Another possible way 

to test this would have been by asking the participants how much control they 

felt they had after having done the choice, and then by the answers divide it into 

active and passive choices. By doing that, testing active and passive choices 

might be more valid, and maybe elicit different results. 

Defaults. Finally, testing defaults as conducted in this study has some 

methodical implications as well. As previous ones, this manipulation was also 

done without considering individual factors that might affect the results. For 

example, depending on individual characteristics such as how conservative or 

reactant they are, or how people view nudges and defaults, different actions will 

be taken (Jung & Mellers, 2016). Since this has not been taken into 

consideration in this study, some participants might see defaults as demands 

rather than recommendations and therefore oppose to this, no matter what the 

default is set to. For other people, who see the defaults as recommendation or 

likewise, they might be more accepting towards default. For these kind of 

individuals, to follow a default might not be big of a deal. Finally, by examining 

individual characteristics about defaults, a better understanding of the actions 

and effects of the defaults might have been the result.   

Limitations 

This study has some limitations that are worth of mentioning. One limitation 

concerns the internal validity based on the concept proself spending, which 

implies that people spend money on themselves. However, participants in the 



33 
 

proself conditions in this experiment did not actually spend the money on 

themselves, but rather received them. Since no control on how the participants 

spent their received money later, it is not certain that the money were spent on 

themselves. Also, the positive effect of proself spending on happiness for these 

participants could occur later when the participants actually spent the money. 

Thus, the comparison between proself and prosocial spending in this study is not 

as controlled as it was in Dunn et al. (2008) study, where the participants later 

was asked how they had spent the money. However, this checking would be 

hard to do in the present study because of the large number of participants, and 

since it was not part of the experiments' time frame.  

Further, since all participants received money in the present study, one 

alternative explanation for the found positive effect of prosocial spending on 

happiness would be the combination of receiving a larger amount of money (60 

SEK) and donating a smaller amount of money (20 SEK), rather than the actual 

prosocial act of donating. Thus, if the whole profit would have been donated 

instead - and participants in prosocial conditions would not receive anything for 

themselves - the found effect might have diminished or disappeared. However, 

since all participants received money and a difference between these groups was 

still evident, this implies that the small donation still had some kind of positive 

effect on happiness.       

Further, that the phrase “right now” was added to the items in SWLS might have 

some effect on how participants answered this form. This might somehow 

disturb the construct validity of the test. However, Cronbach's alpha showed it 

had high internal consistency and since all participants was subjected to the 

same version of SWLS, the potential impact does not matter much. Also, this 

was required since a state measure was of interest here.  

Lastly, another limitation is that the sample of the study might not be 

representative, but simply was drawn from a larger representative sample from 

CMA Research. Thus, there is a possibility that the sample might be biased 

somehow. However, since the present study did not aim to generalize its 

findings to a Swedish population but rather investigate mechanisms in prosocial 

spending, this issue is not as important as it would have been if generalization 

was of interest.    

Future research 

As earlier discussed, another way to test prosocial spending, choices and defaults, 

similar to this study, would have been to make the whole profit, and not just the 

bonus, current for donation. This could have yielded a different result, which also 

would be of interest. Future research could investigate this and see if there would 
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be any differences in happiness levels and also the percentage rate for how 

prosocial people choose to be when there is more money at stake. Now it was 

rather harmless to donate the bonus of 20 SEK, and this could be one reason for 

why the majority of the participants chose to donate their bonus. By examining 

this, the mechanisms of prosocial spending and choices made within it would 

become more clear.  

 

This is the first study to test the effect of defaults and nudges on happiness, so to 

see if the results of this study are supported, more studies need to investigate this. 

In this study, defaults concerning prosocial behavior were tested to see how they 

affect happiness levels. The result show that defaults do have a behavioral effect on 

people and that opting in for a good cause has the best effect on happiness. In the 

future, when nudging and defaults are examined, it is important not to just examine 

the behavioral effects of them but also examine how they affect happiness and 

well-being.  

Conclusions 

This study adds to the research showing that prosocial spending makes people 

happier than proself spending, even when the recipient is unidentified and the 

aim of the prosocial act is quite vague. Also, this study shows that doing an 

active choice in prosocial spending elicit significantly more negative affects than 

doing a passive choice. This study also is first to test how one type of nudging, 

defaults, affect happiness when the defaults concern prosocial and proself 

spending. The result show that defaults have a behavioral effect and that opting 

in for a good cause has the greatest effect on happiness, in comparison with 

simply following a default or making an active choice without a default. Also, to 

follow a default is better for happiness levels, in comparison to making an active 

choice, when the outcome is proself spending. Lastly, this study also show proof 

that people often make erroneous affective forecasting.   
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Appendix A 

Första sidan:  

Fyll i nedanstående uppgifter. 

 

Kön Man � Kvinna � Annat � 

 

Ålder (ange siffra) ______år 

 

Ny sida:  

Du kommer nu vara med i en studie kring beslutsfattande. Innan du får mer information om 

vad du ska göra, kommer du få fylla några formulär. Skatta hur väl påståendena passar in på 

dig själv just nu. 
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Ny sida:  

 

PoNe 

Den här skalan består av ett antal ord som beskriver känslor och stämningsläge. Ange i vilken 

utsträckning du känner detta just nu. Du svarar genom att läsa varje ord och ange det 

svarsalternativ, på raden till höger, som du tycker stämmer bäst in på dig.  

 

                       Inte alls             Lite            I någon mån       Ganska mycket       Väldigt 

mycket  

engagerad.....................      1                     2                   3      4      5  

förtvivlad.......................      1                     2                   3      4      5 

upprörd.........................      1                     2                   3      4      5  

haft skuldkänslor..........       1                     2                   3      4      5 

rädd..............................       1                     2                   3      4      5 

fientlig.........................        1                     2                   3      4      5 

entusiastisk.................        1                     2                   3      4      5 

stolt............................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

retlig...........................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

på alerten...................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

skamsen.....................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

inspirerad...................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

nervös........................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

bestämd.....................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

uppmärksam..............         1                     2                   3      4      5 

pirrig, ängslig..............        1                      2                   3      4      5 

aktiv...........................        1                       2                   3      4      5 

skrämd.......................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

ivrig............................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

stark...........................        1                      2                   3      4      5 
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Ny sida:  

Dieners 

Nedan finns fem påståenden. För varje påstående ska du ange i vilken utsträckning det 

stämmer in på dig. Använd följande skala. 

  

              

                    Inte alls    Något    Ganska bra    Bra    Mycket bra 

                                    

Just nu är mitt liv för det mesta idealiskt.         1              2               3               4              5       

  

Just nu är jag nöjd med mitt liv.                        1             2               3                4              5       

 

Just nu känner jag att så här långt  

har jag uppnått/fått de viktiga                            1             2               3                4              5       

sakerna i livet.   

  

Just nu skulle jag nästan inte ändra  

någonting om jag fick leva mitt                         1             2               3                4              5       

liv igen.           

  

Just nu är omständigheterna i mitt liv                1                2            3                4              5       

perfekta.  
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Ny sida: 

Non-ord 
Följande ord är från ett artificiellt språk. De är avsedda att uttrycka olika humör. I alla språk 

finns det ord som hjälper oss att uttrycka deras betydelse genom sättet de låter (till exempel 

låter ordet skallra nästan som något som skallrar). I poesi och litteratur är detta känt som 

onomatopoeia. För vart och ett av de följande orden, var god skatta hur väl varje artificiellt 

ord uttrycker olika humör (till exempel, till vilken utsträckning verkar ljudet på det artificiella 

ordet FILNU förmedla de följande humören: lycklig, hjälplös, energisk, spänd, glad, 

hämmad?) När du gör dessa skattningar, låt dig guidas av dina spontana känslor.  

 

                      Passar inte alls      Passar något      Passar ganska bra       Passar väldigt bra  

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

FESMA Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad     1              2                    3         4 

 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

SEKVI  Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad   1              2                    3         4 

 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

NUBAT Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad     1              2                    3         4 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 
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   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

ETLAP  Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad     1              2                    3         4 

 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

NEBLI  Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad   1              2                    3         4 

 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

KOVSU Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad   1              2                    3         4 
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Ny sida:  

Du kommer nu få spela ett spel där du kommer ha chans till att vinna pengar. Hur mycket du 

vinner kommer bero på ditt val. Spelet går ut på att du kommer få se fem dörrar där ett visst 

belopp gömmer sig bakom varje dörr. Din uppgift är att välja den dörr där du tror det finns 

mest pengar. Pengarna du vinner kommer du sen också få på riktigt. Efter att du har spelat 

klart kommer du få några valmöjligheter om vad du vill göra med pengarna. Tryck på Nästa 

så kommer du till spelet. 

 

Ny sida:  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Här ser du fem dörrar. Bakom varje dörr gömmer sig ett visst belopp pengar. Välj den dörr 

som du tror kommer ge dig mest pengar. Tryck med musen på dörren du vill välja.  

 

Ny sida (efter att person tryckt på en dörr):  

Grattis, du har nu vunnit 60 kr! Du har även vunnit en bonus på 20 kr!  

Din bonus på 20 kr är förvald att gå till Läkare utan gränser. Läkare utan gränser kommer 

använda dessa pengar på bästa sättet för att hjälpa behövande. 

Om du däremot vill ändra vart bonusen hamnar så att bonusen istället går till dig, kan du göra 

det genom att trycka på knappen "Jag vill byta" så kommer du till en ny ruta. Annars trycker 

du på knappen "Jag är nöjd". Övriga 60 kr som du vunnit är dina att behålla oavsett hur du 

väljer.   

   

Ny sida om person trycker på "Jag vill byta": 

 

Kryssa i rutan nedan om du vill ändra så att din bonus på 20 kr går till dig istället för Läkare 

utan gränser.  

 

Byt riktning så bonus går till mig istället � 

  

Tryck på Nästa när du är klar. 

 

Ny sida om person trycker på "Jag är nöjd" samt när person tryckt på Nästa på sidan som 

dyker upp om denne valde "Jag vill byta":  

 

Grattis igen till din vinst! Du kommer nu få fylla i några formulär innan experimentet är över.  
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Ny sida: 

PoNe 

Den här skalan består av ett antal ord som beskriver känslor och stämningsläge. Ange i vilken 

utsträckning du känner detta just nu. Du svarar genom att läsa varje ord och ange det 

svarsalternativ, på raden till höger, som du tycker stämmer bäst in på dig.  

 

                       Inte alls             Lite            I någon mån       Ganska mycket       Väldigt 

mycket  

engagerad.....................      1               2                   3      4      5  

förtvivlad.......................      1               2                   3      4      5 

upprörd.........................      1                     2                   3      4      5  

haft skuldkänslor..........       1                     2                   3      4      5 

rädd..............................       1                     2                   3      4      5 

fientlig.........................        1                     2                   3      4      5 

entusiastisk.................        1                     2                   3      4      5 

stolt............................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

retlig...........................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

på alerten...................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

skamsen.....................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

inspirerad...................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

nervös........................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

bestämd.....................         1                     2                   3      4      5 

uppmärksam..............         1                     2                   3      4      5 

pirrig, ängslig..............        1                      2                   3      4      5 

aktiv...........................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

skrämd.......................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

ivrig............................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

stark...........................        1                      2                   3      4      5 

 

Tryck Nästa när du är klar.  



47 
 

Ny sida:  

 

Non-ord  

Följande ord är från ett artificiellt språk. De är avsedda att uttrycka olika humör. I alla språk 

finns det ord som hjälper oss att uttrycka deras betydelse genom sättet de låter (till exempel 

låter ordet skallra nästan som något som skallrar). I poesi och litteratur är detta känt som 

onomatopoeia. För vart och ett av de följande orden, var god skatta hur väl varje artificiellt 

ord uttrycker olika humör (till exempel, till vilken utsträckning  verkar ljudet på det artificiella 

ordet FILNU förmedla de följande humören: lycklig, hjälplös, energisk, spänd, glad, 

hämmad?) När du gör dessa skattningar, låt dig guidas av dina spontana känslor.  

 

                      Passar inte alls      Passar något      Passar ganska bra       Passar väldigt bra  

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

SAFME Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad     1              2                    3         4 

 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

VIKES  Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad     1              2                    3         4 

 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

TUNBA Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad   1              2                    3         4 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 
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   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

TALEP  Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad   1              2                    3         4 

 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

BELNI  Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad   1              2                    3         4 

 

   Lycklig        1              2                    3         4 

   Hjälplös      1              2                    3         4 

SUKOV Energisk     1              2                    3         4                 

   Spänd        1              2                    3         4 

   Glad        1              2                    3         4 

   Hämmad   1              2                    3         4 

 

Tryck Nästa när du är klar. 
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Ny sida: 

 

Dieners  

Nedan finns fem påståenden. För varje påstående ska du ange i vilken utsträckning det 

stämmer in på dig. Använd följande skala. 

              

                    Inte alls    Något    Ganska bra    Bra    Mycket bra 

                                    

Just nu är mitt liv för det mesta idealiskt.         1              2               3               4              5       

  

Just nu är jag nöjd med mitt liv.                        1             2               3                4              5       

 

Just nu känner jag att så här långt  

har jag uppnått/fått de viktiga                            1             2               3                4              5       

sakerna i livet.   

  

Just nu skulle jag nästan inte ändra  

någonting om jag fick leva mitt                         1             2               3                4              5       

liv igen.           

  

Just nu är omständigheterna i mitt liv                1                2            3                4              5       

perfekta.  

  
 
Tryck Nästa när du är klar. 
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Ny sida:  

 

Uppgifter 

Svara på följande frågor.  

 

Ett slagträ och en boll kostar tillsammans 110 kr. Slagträet kostar 100 kr mer än bollen, vad 

kostar bollen? 

Svar: _______ kr 

 

 

Om det tar 5 maskiner 5 minuter att tillverka 5 apparater, hur lång tid tar det för 100 maskiner 

att tillverka 100 apparater? 

Svar:_______ minuter 

 

 

I en sjö finns det näckrosor. Varje dag dubbleras ytan som näckrosorna täcker. Om det tar 48 

dagar för näckrosorna att täcka hela sjön, hur lång tid tar det för näckrosorna att täcka halva 

sjön? 

Svar:_______ dagar 

 

 

 

Om John kan dricka en tunna vatten på 6 dagar och Mary kan dricka en tunna vatten på 12 

dagar, hur lång tid tar det för dem att tillsammans dricka en tunna vatten? 

Svar:_______ dagar 

 

 

 

Jerry fick både den 15de högsta och 15de lägsta summan i sin klass. Hur många studenter går 

i klassen?  

Svar:_______ studenter 

 

 

En man köper en gris för 600 kr, säljer den för 700 kr, köper tillbaka den för 800 kr och säljer 

den slutligen för 900 kr. Hur mycket har mannen tjänat?  

Svar:_______ kr 

 

 

Simon bestämde sig för att investera 80 000 kr i aktier en dag i början av 2008. Den 17 juni, 

sex månader efter att han har investerat så har värdet på hans aktier minskat med 50 %. 

Turligt nog för Simon så ökade värdet på hans aktier från den 17 juli till 17 oktober med 75 

%.  

Nu har Simon:  

A) Plus/minus noll i aktievärde.  

B) Högre värde på aktierna än när han startade.  

C) Förlorat pengar på aktierna.  

Svar:_______ 

 

 

Tryck Nästa när du är klar. 
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Ny sida: 

Beslut 

Välj det alternativ som passar in bäst på hur du generellt fattar beslut på vardera påstående. 

                    Håller ej    Håller med  Håller med   Håller med   Håller med  

                  med           något                                 bra          fullständigt   
 

När jag fattar ett beslut så är det viktigare  

för mig att känna att beslutet är rätt än att        1      2                3                 4                5 

ha en rationell anledning till det.              

         

När jag fattar ett beslut så litar jag på min  

inre känsla och mina reaktioner.              1       2                3                 4                5 

 

I de flesta beslut verkar det rimligt att  

fullständigt förlita mig på mina känslor.         1       2               3                 4                5 

 

Jag föredrar att dra slutsatser baserade på  

mina känslor, min kunskap om den mänskliga   1        2               3               4                5 

naturen och min livserfarenhet.  

 

Att använda mina magkänslor brukar  

fungera väl för mig när jag ska klura 

ut problem i mitt liv.                   1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag tror på att lita på mina aningar.            1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag har nästan aldrig fel när jag lyssnar 

på mina djupaste magkänslor  

för att finna ett svar.                  1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag tenderar att använda mitt hjärta som en     1        2               3               4                5 

guide för mina handlingar.  

 

Jag brukar generellt fatta plötsliga beslut.       1        2               3               4                5  

 

Jag fattar snabba beslut            1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag är ofta medveten om hur jag ska välja  

även innan jag granskar alla aspekter.          1        2               3              4                5 

 

Jag har fått tillräckligt med erfarenhet för  

att helt enkelt veta vad jag behöver göra  

mestadels utan att behöva försöka   

räkna ut det varje gång.             1        2               3              4                5 

 

Den rätta vägen att välja brukar komma 

upp i huvudet nästan direkt.                  1        2               3              4                5 

 

Jag brukar vanligtvis räkna ut hur jag 

ska välja snabbt.               1        2               3              4                5 

 

Jag gör snabbt det rätta när jag väljer  

eftersom jag ofta har varit med om  

samma sak tidigare.                    1        2               3              4                5 
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                    Håller ej    Håller med  Håller med   Håller med   Håller med  

                  med           något                                 bra          fullständigt   
 
Jag behöver sällan grubbla över saker;  

hur jag ska välja brukar vanligtvis  

snabbt bli uppenbart.                1        2               3               4                5 

 

Att utveckla en tydlig plan är väldigt 

 viktigt för mig.               1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag gillar detaljerade handlingsplaner.          1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag föredrar välförberedda möten med  

en tydlig agena och en strikt tidsplanering       1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag gör exakta avtal och jag följer  

upp dem grundligt.                1        2               3               4                5 

 

När jag fattar beslut gör jag det genom 

att ta steg för steg.                 1        2               3               4                5 

 

Innan jag fattar beslut brukar jag tänka 

på målen som jag vill uppnå.                           1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag föredrar att göra detaljerade planer 

snarare än att lämna saker åt slumpen.           1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag brukar ha tydliga, förklarliga  

anledningar för mina beslut.                       1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag vill ha en full förståelse av alla problem.   1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag gillar att analysera problem.             1        2               3              4                 5 

 

Jag studerar varje problem tills jag förstår 

den underliggande logiken.                       1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag har inga problem med att tänka  

igenom saker noggrant.               1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag tycker om intellektuella utmaningar.         1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag tycker om att lösa problem  

som kräver hårt tänkande.               1        2               3               4                5 

 

Jag föredrar komplexa problem 

framför enkla problem.              1        2               3               4                5 

          

Jag tycker om att tänka i abstrakta termer.       1        2               3               4                5 

 

 

Detta var det sista formuläret. Tack så mycket för din medverkan! 


