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Variability of Self-Other Indifference Point

Most individuals recognize the value of both selfish and other-oriented e Ao S
motivations, and it is clear that there are large individual differences in You get {O choose. Either o suggesting tEat the majority ofi:\dividﬂais do not behave
these motivations between individuals. Although quantifying and /\_/\ /\_/\ purely selfishly or altruistically. Additionally, we observed that
increasing other-oriented behavior is of great societal interest, little is you get >1ora stranger —

self-other IPs were significantly correlated with related Fach Subject’s
constructs such as self-reported willingness to donate to a Indifference Point
known about how to reliably measure other-oriented preferences. In getS $5, What do you

stranger (r=-.23, p=.05).
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stranger. By altering the amounts of money we offered to each subject, and understood that payouts would be determined based on their questionnaire (MCSD). Self-Other IP was not significantly
we were able to estimate the specific value of a dollar to another person. choices. correlated with MCSD (r=.01, n.s.).
Real money was used. Subjects made 200 choices and 6 trials were We further demonstrated the reliability of self-other IP as a
random |y chosen for payout. measure of individual differences !oy rc?—’Festlng 2§3 subjects
between 2 and 14 weeks after their original test, in the same
. _ task. We observed significant correlations between IPs across
There was no opportunity to return the favor. Participants who made time, (r=.61, p=.0006; ICC=.61) suggesting that individual P T e
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