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SESSION OVERVIEW
Prosocial motivations and actions are pervasive in consumer 

contexts. For example, a corporation’s perceived social responsibil-
ity alters consumer responses to its products (Bodur, Gao, & Grohm-
ann, 2014; Torelli, Monga, & Kaikati), and prosocial motivations 
may lead consumers to seek out socially responsible brands or chari-
table giving opportunities. Markets also have social dimensions, as 
consumers may rely on advice from or their impressions of other 
people. Prosocial actions, however, depend upon complex underly-
ing psychological processes, and no single experimental approach 
can encapsulate these rich phenomena. Therefore, insights from mul-
tiple methods and disciplines must be combined in order to advance 
understanding of prosocial behavior in consumer contexts.

This session incorporates a diverse set of methods to elucidate 
the underlying psychological processes guiding prosocial behavior, 
including findings from pharmacology, functional neuroimaging, 
and field data. At the heart of these different approaches, however, is 
a common set of questions derived from, and building on, laboratory 
experiments on human prosociality. The first presentation by Ming 
Hsu, Ignacio Sáez, and Andrew Kayser addresses a core question 
in the study of prosocial behavior: are prosocial actions relatively 
automatic and reflexive, or are they relatively effortful and con-
trolled? Employing a pharmacological approach in conjunction with 
a social decision making task, Hsu and colleagues demonstrate that 
controlled, as opposed to automatic, processes appear to enable pro-
social behavior. 

The second presentation by Crystal Reeck, Nina Mazar, Dan 
Ariely, Rita Ludwig, and Malia Mason examines prosocial behavior 
in the context of conflicts of interest. Combining functional magnetic 
resonance imaging (fMRI) with a conflict of interest task, the authors 
demonstrate that activation in neural regions involved in self-control 
predicts variability in the extent to which judges respond selflessly 
when confronted with potential conflicts of interest. These findings 

suggest that those seeking to curb the negative consequences of con-
flicts of interest should focus on enhancing self-control among those 
whose judgments might be biased by self-interest. 

In the third presentation, Alexander Genevsky and Brian Knut-
son assess which affective processes predict microlending decisions. 
Using fMRI to predict market-level outcomes, the authors examine 
how responses to those requesting microfinancing predicts decisions 
to lend. Positive affect as indexed by behavioral and neural measures 
predicts both individual and market-level lending decisions. These 
findings provide greater insight into how marketing actions by loan 
applicants can influence their outcomes. 

The final presentation by Alex Imas, Elizabeth Keenan, and 
Ayelet Gneezy uses a combination of laboratory and field experi-
ments to examine how prosocial incentives motivate effort. The au-
thors demonstrate that explicitly linking efforts with charitable out-
comes improves their impact compared to standard self-benefiting 
incentives. 

This session will advance connections among these different 
approaches, which is critical for both developing richer theories at 
the mechanistic level and enhancing predictive power as a result of 
these insights. What predictions for market outcomes emerge from 
understanding biological phenomena, and vice versa? How can 
marketing agents improve consumer experiences or promote better 
outcomes? How can prosocial motivations be enhanced to promote 
charitable giving, honest advice, or social responsibility?

The Controlled Nature of Prosociality: Pharmacological 
Enhancement of Prosocial Behavior

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Prosocial motivations often form an important part of consum-

ers’ decision-making process. Charitable giving in 2013, for ex-
ample, reached more than $400 billion, or around 1.9% of personal 
income (The Hudson Institute 2013). More recently, prosocial moti-
vations have become an increasingly important element of market-
ing strategy aimed to promote customer engagement and satisfaction 
(Duclos and Barasch 2014). 

At the psychological level, considerable debate exists regard-
ing the specific mechanisms that enable prosocial behavior (Gino et 
al. 2011; Rand, Greene, and Nowak 2012). In particular, it remains 
largely unknown the extent to which prosocial actions are a product 
of automatic or controlled processes. That prosocial behaviors result 
from the interaction of these two processes has come from several 
difference sources. Behaviorally, a number of existing experimental 
studies have shown changes in prosocial behavior following taxing 
control processes using time pressure, cognitive load, or ego-deple-
tion manipulations (Gino et al. 2011; Rand et al. 2012; Shalvi, Eldar, 
and Bereby-Meyer 2012). More recently, studies using functional 
brain imaging techniques have provided direct insight into the en-
gagement of prefrontal cortex-dependent cognitive control mecha-
nisms in decisions that require tradeoff between self-interested and 
prosocial motivations. 

However, it is much less clear whether control is exercised in 
the service of promoting self-interested or prosocial actions. In par-
ticular, behavioral studies have resulted in conflicting findings such 
that both increases and decreases in prosociality have been observed 
(Gino et al. 2011; Rand et al. 2012; Shalvi et al. 2012). Likewise, 
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neuroimaging evidence is limited by their inherently correlational 
nature. More generally, this highlights the limits of traditional meth-
odological approaches that rely on indirect manipulation of internal 
psychological processes. 

To address these questions, we sought to provide novel causal 
evidence by using a pharmacological approach that allows direct ma-
nipulation of the brain regions known to subserve control processes 
(Badre 2008; Baumgartner et al. 2011). Specifically, we conducted 
a within-subject, double-blind, placebo-controlled, crossover study 
using the brain-penetrant drug tolcapone to manipulate prefrontal 
functioning by inhibiting the degradation of prefrontal dopamine. 
Although widely associated with motivation and reward, it has long 
been known that dopamine in the prefrontal cortex serves a critical 
role in cognitive control through its influence on plasticity of activa-
tion states in prefrontal regions (Cools 2008; Aarts et al. 2014). In 
previous studies, enhancement of prefrontal dopamine via tolcapone 
have been associated with improved cognitive control and reducing 
impulsivity (Apud et al. 2007; Kayser et al. 2012), but its effects on 
social behavior have not been characterized.  

Over two visits, we administered either placebo or a single 
200mg dose of tolcapone to 35 healthy volunteers (Mean age 32.5; 
SD 9.0 years). Following administration, each subject participated in 
a continuous version of the Dictator game with an expanded choice 
space (Andreoni and Miller 2002; Camerer 2003). As in the standard 
Dictator game, the participant in the position of the dictator received 
an endowment consisting of T tokens and could unilaterally choose 
to give some portion To to an anonymous recipient while keeping the 
remaining Ts tokens. In addition, we manipulated the relative cost 
and benefit of giving on each trial by independently varying how 
much each token was worth to the dictator (rs) and the recipient (ro). 
For example, under a 3:1 exchange rate, a token could be worth $3 
if kept by the subject and $1 if given to the recipient. Under the 1:1 
exchange rate, our task reduced to the standard Dictator game.  

First, we assessed how tolcapone administration affected be-
havioral sensitivity to inequity in our participants. Specifically, we 
conducted a paired comparison in mean inequity, calculated as the 
absolute difference between the participant’s payoff and those of 
the recipient, under tolcapone versus placebo. We found that tolca-
pone administration resulted in a highly significant mean reduction 
in overall inequity—from $87.08±3.45 in the placebo condition to 
$80.16±3.3 in the tolcapone condition—with a paired difference of 
$6.92±2.43 (paired random effects t-test, p<0.001). 

Next, we separately examined mean changes in advantageous 
and disadvantageous inequity. If tolcapone administration resulted in 
a general increase in behavioral sensitivity to inequity, we should ex-
pect to see a decrease in both advantageous and disadvantageous in-
equity.  Consistent with this hypothesis, we found that advantageous 
inequity decreased from $128.36±4.34 to $112.04±4.44 (p<0.01, 
two-tailed t-test), and disadvantageous inequity from  $131±8.27 to 
$74.99±10.23 (p<10-4, two-tailed t-test; Fig. 3B). Importantly, this 
concomitant reduction in both types of inequity, across all exchange 
rates, further argues against the hypothesis that tolcapone directly 
increases the reward value attached to the payoff of others, which 
would instead predict a reduction in advantageous inequity and a 
corresponding increase in disadvantageous inequity. 

Finally, to assess the robustness of our results to potential con-
founding variables such as order of drug and placebo administration, 
gender, and body mass index (BMI), we performed a repeated-mea-
sures ANOVA including these measures, as well as their interactions 
with the drug condition, as covariates of no interest. We found that 
none of these factors exerted a significant influence on behavior 

(p>0.1 for all tests), and that the drug effect on inequity is robust to 
their inclusion (p<0.01). 

Taken together, our results support the idea that cognitive con-
trol is engaged to curb self-interested motives, at least in the case 
of the dictator game. Future studies combining this approach with 
additional experimental manipulations can shed light on prosocial 
motivations in other behavioral domains. More generally, our ap-
proach highlights the ability of pharmacological manipulations in 
providing direct causal insight into psychological mechanisms un-
derlying behavior. 

Neural Mechanisms Promoting Selflessness in Potential 
Conflicts of Interest

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Self-interest is fundamental to neoclassical economic models 

of human reasoning, which assume that individuals are utility maxi-
mizers. Yet people occasionally act against their own self-interest. 
Sometimes they do so because of external reinforcement, including 
social scorn and reputational concerns, which promotes seemingly 
selfless, virtuous behaviors. Sometimes, however, they behave self-
lessly even when external reinforcements are minimal, as when they 
leave generous gratuities at restaurants they only visit once (Kahne-
man, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1986), donate organs to strangers (Jacobs, 
Roman, Garvey, Kahn, & Matas, 2004), or disclose mechanical 
problems while selling used vehicles to strangers (Akerlof, 1970). 
Moreover, people occasionally act against their own interest even 
when the “proper” response is ambiguous. In circumstances where 
the proper course of action is difficult to determine and the external 
consequences of selfish behavior are minimal, what distinguishes 
people who continue to choose the principled course of action from 
those who act selfishly? What explains such extreme righteousness? 

Conflicts of interest (Cain, Loewenstein, & Moore, 2011) pres-
ent a particularly important context for examining righteousness, as 
they have been shown to undermine a broad range of professional 
judgments that consumer rely upon, such as doctors’ espousal of 
self-interested medical guidance (Dana & Loewenstein, 2003) and 
investment recommendations from financial professionals (Mullain-
athan, Noeth, & Schoar, 2012) at the expense of patient or client wel-
fare. In particular, as the objectively proper course of action becomes 
more ambiguous, higher-order ethical commitments no longer pre-
scribe a particular action clearly and people’s tendency to pursue 
self-interest becomes more pronounced (Babcock & Loewenstein, 
2004). Therefore, understanding what predicts who is most likely to 
act on their self-interest as the appropriate response becomes more 
unclear is important to avoiding negative outcomes for those who 
rely on their advice. 

To investigate whether internal reward or control processes ex-
plain individual differences in righteousness behavior, the present 
experiment employed a conflict of interest task in conjunction with 
functional neuroimaging (Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008b). On each 
of 150 trials, participants (N = 27) viewed an image that contained 
100 dots and a vertical line dividing the image into left and right 
halves. Although participants were instructed to indicate which side 
contained more dots accurately, they were paid more ($0.10 per re-
sponse) when they indicated there were more dots on the right than 
when they responded there were more dots on the left ($0.02 per 
response). Thus, trials that consisted of more dots on the left, lower 
paying side represented a potential COI between giving the correct 
response or giving an incorrect response in exchange for higher pay 
(incentivized error trials). As previous research has demonstrated 
that selfish behaviors are more common in response to ambiguity 
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(Argo & Shiv, 2012; Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008a), ambiguity was 
manipulated such that on half the trials the discrimination was dif-
ficult and uncertainty about the correct response was relatively high. 
Not surprisingly, we find that incentivized responses occurred more 
frequently than disincentivized responses, F(1, 26)=21.93, p<.001. 
Importantly, there was a significant interaction between response 
incentive and ambiguity, F(1, 26)=13.016, p=.001. Pairwise com-
parisons revealed that incentivized responses were provided more 
frequently than disincentivized responses when the correct response 
was more ambiguous, t(26)=5.544, p<.001. This same pattern of 
results was also observed in error rates, with participants making 
more selfish, incentivized errors on more ambiguous than less am-
biguous discriminations, t(26)=4.882, p<.001. Overall, participants 
did allow motives for personal gain to color their judgment, and this 
self-serving bias was more common when the appropriate response 
was more ambiguous. 

A network of neural regions putatively involved in cognitive 
control exhibited greater activation in individuals who did not in-
crease their self-interested responding when the proper response 
was more obscure, including lateral prefrontal cortex, dorsal parietal 
cortex, and temporoparietal junction. Importantly, these regions dis-
criminated those who responded in a self-serving fashion from those 
who did not, specifically on trials in which the correct response was 
more ambiguous and self-interest was most likely to influence judg-
ments. Conversely, activation in reward processing regions did not 
predict individual differences in selflessness when confronting po-
tential conflicts of interest. The parietal regions and temporoparietal 
junction have been previously implicated in directing attention and 
other controlled processing (Corbetta, Patel, & Shulman, 2008). The 
correlation between lateral prefrontal cortex and righteousness may 
reflect the role of this region in resolving competition between com-
peting responses, rules, or representations (Botvinick, Braver, Barch, 
Carter, & Cohen, 2001; Kerns et al., 2004; MacDonald, Cohen, 
Stenger, & Carter, 2000) and resisting temptation by implementing 
self-control (Hare, Camerer, & Rangel, 2009; McClure, Laibson, 
Loewenstein, & Cohen, 2004). 

Taken as a whole, these findings advocate a central role for self-
control and not reward in determining who will continue to subvert 
their own self-interest when the “proper” action becomes more diffi-
cult to determine. In light of the present findings, interventions seek-
ing to limit the negative consequences of conflicts of interest should 
focus on enhancing self-control among those whose judgments they 
seek to insulate from self-interest. 

Affective Mechanisms in Microlending Decisions: Using 
Internet Data and Neuroimaging to Predict Market-level 

Behavior

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Humans sometimes share with others whom they may never 

meet or know. These acts elude the scope of theories that assume 
that people choose according to pure self-interest. Microlending, 
or individual choices to make small low-interest loans to strangers, 
represents an example of this phenomenon. While incentives like 
repayment with interest motivate traditional institutional loans, indi-
viduals often fund microloans that return little or no interest while in-
curring significant opportunity costs. The psychological mechanisms 
underlying lenders’ decisions remain unclear, however, as does the 
question of whether the influence of those mechanisms extends be-
yond individual choice to account for aggregate behavior. In two 
studies, we demonstrate that neural affective mechanisms influence 
microloan request success. These findings highlight affective neuro-

science’s potential to test theories about neuropsychological mecha-
nisms that drive microlending, to predict market-level behavior, and 
to enhance the effectiveness of loan requests.  

Successful loan requests that impose opportunity costs may 
recruit some of the same psychological mechanisms as appeals for 
charitable gifts (Harbaugh, Mayr, and Burghart 2007; Genevsky et 
al. 2013)and has been proposed to partly depend on affect. By so-
liciting charitable donations from human subjects during behavioral 
and neural (i.e., functional magnetic resonance imaging. Therefore, 
we sought to examine whether neural affective mechanisms impli-
cated in charitable giving might also promote microlending. The 
current research specifically aimed to determine whether affective 
mechanisms could account for microlending in a large internet da-
taset involving significant financial incentives, as well as to test 
whether neural and affective responses in a neuroimaging sample 
could predict microlending not only at the group level, but also at 
the market level. 

A first internet study explored the impact of affective loan re-
quest features on loan request success in a large online microloan 
dataset (obtained from Kiva.org; n=13,500). Two features of loan 
requests were identified as potentially having affective impact: (1) a 
text description introducing and describing each borrower’s individ-
ual circumstances and needs, and (2) a photograph of each borrower 
prominently displayed at the top of each loan request. If microloan 
requests and charitable giving appeals are similar, we predicted that 
photographs’ positive affective impact should promote loan request 
success, while also testing the alternative possibility that negative 
affective impact might enhance loan request success. 

Study 1 analyses indicated that positive arousal ratings of pho-
tographs were positively associated with loan funding rate. The ef-
fect of negative arousal ratings of photographs and the percentage of 
both positive and negative words in the text was not associated with 
loan request success (Appendix 1a). Further, analyses indicated that 
requests with photographs classified as ‘happy’ received a higher 
rate of funding than those with photographs classified as ‘sad’. To 
establish the financial impact of these effects, we explored descrip-
tive and predictive aspects of models of loan request success. Photo-
graphs in the top versus the bottom decile of positive arousal ratings 
were funded at $8.04 (8.2%) more per hour.

While the internet study focused on whether loan request fea-
tures could elicit affect and promote loan request success, it could 
not specifically test whether affective responses increased lending, 
since affective responses were assessed in a separate group of sub-
jects who rated borrowers’ expressions rather than their own ex-
perience. In a second neuroimaging study, we aimed to determine 
whether the experiential and neural affective responses of a neuro-
imaging sample to loan requests could account for aggregate loan 
request success, even beyond overt behavioral measures. Thus, we 
scanned a neuroimaging sample (n=28) as they chose whether or not 
to lend to borrowers.

We predicted that activity in brain regions implicated in antici-
patory affect (e.g., NAcc and anterior insula; Knutson & Greer, 2008)
technical limitations have made it difficult to determine whether an-
ticipatory affect influences subsequent choice. Recent advances in 
the spatio-temporal resolution of functional magnetic resonance im-
aging, however, now allow researchers to visualize changes in neu-
ral activity seconds before choice occurs. We review evidence that 
activation in specific brain circuits changes during anticipation of 
monetary incentives, that this activation correlates with affective ex-
perience and that activity in these circuits may influence subsequent 
choice. Specifically, an activation likelihood estimate meta-analysis 
of cued response studies indicates that nucleus accumbens (NAcc 
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might scale to predict internet loan request success. Anticipatory ac-
tivity in regions drawn from predicted volumes of interest (NAcc, 
AIns, MPFC) as well as whole brain group analysis (anterior MPFC, 
amygdala, precuneus, and temporal gyri) were correlated with inter-
net loan request success (as in Berns & Moore, 2012). Of these re-
gions, only NAcc activity significantly and positively correlated with 
aggregate loan funding rates. Model comparisons indicated that neu-
roimaging sample brain activity explained more variance in internet 
funding rate than choice despite penalties for additional predictors. 
Further, in a combined model that included choice, affect, and neural 
variables, only NAcc activity and positive arousal remained signifi-
cantly associated with internet funding rate (Appendix 1b).

These findings collectively suggest that neural affective mecha-
nisms promote microlending, both at individual and market scales. 
While a growing number of studies suggests that neural responses 
can predict individual behavior ( e.g., financial risk taking or pur-
chasing; Knutson & Greer, 2008)technical limitations have made 
it difficult to determine whether anticipatory affect influences sub-
sequent choice. Recent advances in the spatio-temporal resolution 
of functional magnetic resonance imaging, however, now allow 
researchers to visualize changes in neural activity seconds before 
choice occurs. We review evidence that activation in specific brain 
circuits changes during anticipation of monetary incentives, that this 
activation correlates with affective experience and that activity in 
these circuits may influence subsequent choice. Specifically, an acti-
vation likelihood estimate meta-analysis of cued response studies in-
dicates that nucleus accumbens (NAcc, only a handful have explored 
whether group brain activity can predict aggregate behavior (Falk et 
al. 2011; Berns and Moore 2012). No studies, however, have initially 
used findings from aggregate data to infer a neurobehavioral mecha-
nism, and then assessed that mechanism in an independent group to 
reciprocally classify aggregate behavior.

This research makes a number of novel contributions. First, 
the findings implicate specific neural affective mechanisms in mi-
crolending across both individual and aggregate scales. By demon-
strating that psychologically “hidden” mechanisms can account for 
aggregate choices better than behaviorally “revealed” choices, the 
findings empirically address a challenge from economic theorists. A 
second contribution of the current findings is that they help distin-
guish between different theoretical accounts of which psychologi-
cal mechanisms promote microlending, and specifically support an 
anticipatory affect account. While previous research on charitable 
giving has presented mixed evidence of the impact of positive versus 
negative affect (Andreoni 1990; Small and Verrochi 2009), by simul-
taneously assessing affect at both internet and laboratory levels of 
analysis, the current studies provide clear evidence that photograph-
elicited positive arousal most powerfully promoted loan funding 
rates and outcomes. A third contribution of the current findings is 
that they validate neuroimaging technology as potentially providing 
useful practical information about how to enhance loan request suc-
cess. 

Opportunities exist for further developing models that can 
specify when and how neural mechanisms account for aggregate 
behavior. The present findings thus raise the hope that integrating 
neuroscience evidence across levels of analysis can ultimately im-
prove theories of choice. Together, these findings highlight affective 
neuroscience’s potential to test theories about neuropsychological 
mechanisms that drive microlending, to predict market-level behav-
ior, and to enhance the effectiveness of loan requests.

Prosocial Incentives: Limits and Benefits of  
Working for Others

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Optimizing incentive schemes to increase effort provision is 

an important design question for firms, governments, and other or-
ganizations. However, standard self-benefiting monetary incentives 
have been shown to backfire, particularly when the payments are low 
(Ariely, Bracha and Meier, 2009; Deci, 1971; Gneezy and Rustichi-
ni, 2000; Heyman and Ariely, 2004). Recent work has demonstrated 
that individuals report greater happiness when spending money on 
others than when spending on themselves (Dunn, Aknin, and Nor-
ton 2008). Building on these findings, we use two field experiments 
to compare the effectiveness of prosocial incentives, where effort is 
tied directly to charitable contributions, to standard, self-benefiting. 
We hypothesize and show that when incentives are low, individuals 
will exert more effort under a prosocial incentive scheme than un-
der a standard incentive scheme. However, when incentives go up, 
individuals work harder under standard incentives but do not adjust 
effort when the money is donated to others. Additionally, we demon-
strate that individuals are more likely to select into prosocial incen-
tive schemes—especially in public. 

In study 1 we used an online labor spot market, Amazon Me-
chanical Turk, to advertise a task requiring workers to populate an 
image database with pictures in a particular domain (e.g., wildlife). 
The advertisement featured the basic details of how these images 
should be collected, as well as the flat fee for completing the task, 
which entailed collecting ten links to images from the web. It also in-
cluded a link to learn more information and to sign up. Once workers 
(N=872) clicked on the link, they were randomized into one of four 
conditions, which varied the incentive (Low/$0.01 per 10 images vs. 
High/$0.05 per 10 images) and the beneficiary (For Self vs. For Oth-
ers, where the Others is one of six charities). This design allowed us 
to test how many workers selected into completing the task under the 
incentive scheme, as measured by the ratio of those who began and 
finished the task to those who clicked on the link. In line with our 
hypothesis, when incentives were Low, workers were more likely to 
begin and finish the task under the prosocial incentive scheme (62% 
For Others) than in the standard incentive scheme (53% For Self, 
p=.04). This difference disappeared when the incentive increased: 
workers were just as likely to begin the task under the prosocial in-
centive scheme (64% For Others) as under the standard one (61% 
For Self, p=.45). 

Recent studies suggest that although individuals often choose to 
act prosocially when having to make this choice, they may intention-
ally avoid such decisions if possible (Andreoni, Rao and Trachtman, 
2012). In light of this evidence, to assess the effectiveness of proso-
cial incentive schemes in practice, it is critical to determine whether 
they discourage or encourage participation. In study 2, we ran a field 
experiment in the context of a recycling drive to study whether in-
dividuals will be less likely to participate in a campaign that uses 
a prosocial incentive scheme, and to test the effect of making the 
decision public. We made announcements for an upcoming recycling 
drive in 12 classrooms, and asked students (N=846) to indicate on a 
slip of paper their intention to participate in the drive. Students saw 
one of two incentive schemes for bringing in recyclables (For Self 
or For Others), crossed with one of two levels of visibility: students 
either opted-in privately by marking a sheet of paper and slipping 
it into an envelope, or publicly by raising their hands after marking 
the paper and bringing it to the front of the room. Students were 
told the procedure prior to making their decisions. Results showed 
that individuals were significantly more likely to participate in the 
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recycling drive when money from recyclables went to charity rather 
than themselves.  The prosocial incentive scheme had a significant 
main effect on participation, with 19.1% of students agreeing to par-
ticipate in the For Others treatments compared to 7.4% in the For 
Self treatments  (p<.001). Pairwise comparisons show significantly 
more sign ups in both the public and private For Others treatments 
(23.9% and 15.1%, respectively), compared to sign-ups in the pub-
lic and private For Self treatments (6.79% and 8.09%, respectively), 
though the difference between private For Others and private For 
Self was marginally significant (p=.06). Making participation public 
had a significant effect on sign-ups, but only in the prosocial treat-
ment: 23.9% signed up in the For Others public treatment compared 
to 15.1% in the private treatment (p<.05). In contrast, making the act 
public had no significant effect on participation in the For Self treat-
ments (6.79% vs. 8.09%, n.s.).
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