Chapter 12
Better Living Through Perspective Taking

Sara D. Hodges, Brian A.M. Clark, and Michael W, Myers

One of 'us (SDH) teacties an undergraduate seminaf in the University of Oregon’s
Honors. Coilege called “Normal People Behaving Badly.” It's all about tenden.
cles that are commion (if not universal} among mentally healthy humans - that is,
people without any kind of psychopathology — but that nonetheless result in con-
duct and attitudes that are commonly (pethaps universally) condemned, such as
hypocrisy, prejudice, and selfishness, The psychological mechanisms behind thess
bad behaviors are not inherently “evil” and in fact, they probably persist in the
human repertoire because they developed alongside some other useful purpose, such
as reducing cognitive effort in processing information or increasing the lkelihood
of survival,

The senxinar has been popular, emrolling as many literature, history, and politi-
cal science majors ag psychalogy majors. However, at some point into the course,
after several weeks of listening 10 the Hitany of “bad behaviors” and analysis thereof,
students starl to show signs of being a little overwhelmed.and depressed. Not only
does the course cdver loathsome behaviors, such as acts of discrimination and stan-
der, and even atrocities like genocide, but also furthermore, because part of the
undertying course message is that these acts are related 1o “pormal” human ien-
dencies, the “normal® students enrolled in the class do not have the comfort of
being assured that they are above such behaviors, In fact, only unrealistic self.
serving biases (something actually covered in the cotirse ...} could really keep a
student from thinking he or she was entirely immune. Eventually, the swdents start
to plead for mercy from the seemingly endless barrage of nasty human foibles and
plaintively ask, “Can't something be done? Is there something we can do?” The
long answer of course is tomplicated: Historical wrongs would have to be righted,
ingrained prejudices would have to be reversed, and cultwral and institutional fra-
ditions (some of which serve very positive purposes) would have to be unlearned
and dismantled. However, 1o keep the students’ despair at bay, a litde ray of sun-
shine is offered ~ in the form of perspective taking. Virtually every “bad behavior”
covered in the course has appeared in some empirical psychology study alongside
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fion of perspective taking, aad these studies conclude with a common

a manipala « . com
behave hetter — more acceptably, more admirably, more prosociatly —

motal: People
after perspective taking.

What exactly are the effects of
will address in this chapter, but to begin, the simplest answ : ; e ¢
most tervitory can be summed up in two parts. First, perspective taking has been
Found to increase compassionate emotions {com monly called empathy,
rapathic concern”™) toward the person whose
perspective has been taken. Second, perspective taking mmmmw people B.«,wm% M,Ea treat
other peaple more like the self, viewing them as possessing more _B;.w in szﬁwm
with the seif, and symbolicalty having “merged,” at least gaﬂ:% with the vrmm zw
terms of cognitive ropresentations and descriptions of personality and explanations
o NM“&MMW two general outcomes separable? Oi.m:wéﬁ, is only wﬁwn&»,sce - %E
requires freading carefully, There has been a %m%& ‘amgs m.wai \mmmﬁwzm cmé,wv
whose perspective we take and éwwmm_@w this r&?zm is “truly’ u?&mmm Qm w.ww&,
tic, givon that the recipient of the wmm?a.m may .g finked to the mn.&, ?ﬁw,. m,u MMP
Sager, stal.. 1997: Cialdini, Brown, Lewis, Luce, %.Zaammﬁmg Wogv. mzmwm@y:ma. Y.
this debate has focused on the “either/or” question af éww.ﬁ mediates w@mﬁ_:m. wwwm?.
ior: Ig it BITHER smpathic concern OR similarity/merging? Oa@ answey is clear:
does ultimately lead to more helping behaviors, regardless of
avolved, However, researchers have not generally asked a
amental: Does perspeciive taking have sepa-
rable effects on empathic concern and similarity/merging, o are ‘%mwm two-sides
of the same constuct? We know of only three ﬁﬁmam {two ,mcw:m:nav wzm. r,\.ém
explicitly explored the simultaneous effects of perspective taking on wawmm?r .mo.?
cern and similarity/merging, and the results do not explicitly answer this nmmm:.oa‘.
Maner et al. (2002} found that pérspective taking increased @Emmmﬁn Coheetn acy ﬁ,
the hoard, and that it also increased one measure of merging A?Ao? .uao?.m,m
Smolfan's 1092 “Inclusion. of Other in Self” {108} soale), g,: m?m latter wmaom
occurred oaly when ao information was provided about how similar the target ﬁ
g was {0 the perspective taker. Batson, Sager, et al. {1997) found
ased empathic concern and affected some measures
nd Hodges (unpublished manuscript)
and increased merging
y set out to test

this simple panacea? This is the question we
er that encompasses the

consistently ;
but the precise label in this case 1s e

Perspective taking
which mediators are i
question that we think is more fund

perspective takin
that perspective taking incre
of merging, but not others. Pinally, Myers a )
found that perspeetive taking inereased empathic concern, and
on some measures mote than others, Without studies that specificall : :
whether one part mediates perspective taking's effect on the other, an answer May.oe

ature, . ) b
Bmm” this chapter, although we will present numerous exarmples of the an_n.” mmwmwm. .
of perspective taking on erpathic concern and related Quicomes, We Wil BOULL

to tackle the much larger and more diffuse relationship between the wm.ow&m« Sa .
2l for positive soctal

; : i 1 the potenti
struct of empathy {or other moral ..wBo:aa& and : soc
change {for reviews, see Haidt, 2003; Pizarro, 2000; Tangney, m”cmﬁv”mm & .gamwwr .
2007). Instead, we will focus specifically on perspective taking, which is %8% .
times identified as the “cognitive” side of the multidimensional constract of empal
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(Davis, 1983; Hodges & Biswas-Diener, 2007). We will further narrow our focus by
not attempting o cover the extensive literature on accuracy in perspective taking —
for woxma%m@ acturately guessing other people’s attitudes, mmaumgm, thoughts Mnm
feelings (for this topic, we refor to the reader to other sourees, such as wmnom.ﬂmwﬁ
1997; Hall & Bernieri, 2001 Ickes. 2003; Smith, Tckes, mm:,_ & mcmwmm in préss u«
Instead, we will Emit our discussion to the effects of engaging in vm«mmmnwé Ewwsa.
wmmm*&?wm of whether the perspective taken is accurate or not. Even with these :9”
its, there is plenty to say about the potential for perspective taking to lead to positive
sucial change, - .

Cross-Cultural Caveat

Virtually all of the studies we have referred to so far and those that we will refer o
subsequently were contucted using North American samples. Although we would
like to believe that the claims we are making about perspective taking are universal
thers is good reason to expect that many of the effects we report would be Bcaw&mm
3. culture. Particolarly, results would be expected o differ becween individual-
ist Q,_xcmwm (particularly associated with North America) and collectivist cultures
(particularly those asspciated with Asian countries, like Hmmmz and Taiwan), largely
.wmnmsmm of different conceptions of the self in these two broad classes of nz,:im In
individualist cultures, the self is viewed largely as independent of others and in wmmq
may even be defined by how the self differs from others. In collectivist cultures, the
self is defined in relation to others, and reflects a self that is partof'a larger cc:mm:,\n
éw@..@ (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), Thus, the idea of “taking™ woagmm else’s per-
spective might be a more meaningful concept in individualist cultures, where the seif
and.others would be thought to have different perspectives. In a oe:wnﬁ?mﬁ culture,
the embedded self might already have a perspective that reflects the perspective sm
others (see Brewer & Gardner; 1996; Wu & Keysar, 2007), without havine o :mmwm.;
anything new, , )

Some. intriguing research findings support these ideas. For example, Cohen and
Gunz (2002) evoked specific emotions {e.g., fear, shame, or anger) in individualist
and mo:.wnnsma. participants by having them recall events in which those specific
emotions were predominant. Participants-then viewed pictures of faces and were
me,& o rate the emotions being felt by the people in the pictures, People with
E&«E:mmmm cultural backgrounds showed evidence of what the authors called “Bgo-
centric E&mnmo::” They rated the faces as more frightened when they had ..mvc:wa
a frightening memory. However, people with collectivist backgrounds showed “rela-
ua.wmm prejection” They saw more of whatever emotion would likely have prompted
or been felt in response o their own emotion. So, for exanple, when they folt fear
they saw the other faces as angrier; when they felt sad, they saw the other @nmw.

#s-more sympathefic; when they felt conteript, they saw the other faces as more
shameful,

! People with colleetivist cultural backgrounds are also relatively more fikely w

L ree es | id-ner o biar
W all memeories. from a third-person perspective — one that could be shared by
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igries sgelfexciusive’™ first-
others — and relatively less likely 10 recall meniories from the self- @ﬂ..omcw.wmm oped
Ss,s perspective, In addition, they appear {0 be betier able 10 put wmm e p leged
hn . : assess how a situation would appea
ratlable he self and assess how a s e
knowledge available only to € . O b ive
ive” (W Seysar; 2007}, at least when they ate no r cognitly
“raive” porson {Wa & Keysar O e on thie
> % Hoshiro-Brown, 2005} Thus, we humbly limi
toad (Cohen & Hoshiro-Brown, , y it o e o
s 1oy individualist caltures, However, we eficourage uture res 4 .
chapter to individualist cu A B O O e rorent staring
i orin ther collectivist and individoalist culture ont startin,
sider exploring whether coles v e b e i nch
inis f rspective takd 25 perspective taking have the s d
sints for pefspective taking. Does pe ; , the same cf o
wwmcmmmm mwnm ﬂwc:woni,ﬁ cultures, creating the same pattern of results, sdﬂw :«Mm
different mean levels? Or are members. of collectivist nnr:_.mm.mrmm% perte w _m
M a ,mm?mamsé taking “ceiling™ or some other qualitatively different starting po!

AR T
than members of individualist cultures?

Development and Mechanics of Perspective Taking

. . . shrmieay 10
We have presented perspective taking 50 x,nwmm a ESMWWMM@W%MMWMMMMmMWmm
i X i sior, and certainly ¥ 1% less complicate ,
inerease prosocial behavior, & : o e ey soe
fverss i - demupcracy. However, while persp g ;
say, universal education o . ‘ e o e
ask fc dults reading this book, for the younger s
to be a simple task for the a ; L O S B eeton.
i itutes & maj lopmental milestone. The famous cog
taking constitutes 4 major deve s imous CORMILIVS develiop.
Beamw psychologist, Jean Piaget, included a visual perspecti <M.?MMBW Www»m Mam&
i itive mile es (P & Tohelder, 1956). Children lopking at & = i
i§ cognitive milestones (Piaget ren looking at 2 3D mACe
M». i me%mvm from one side were asked what someone viewing the Fm%w%c MSQ
Ea on osite. side would see. Specifically, the task tested whether children A\H o
. Cthe view from one vantage
Emmwwww% mountains in the landscape obscured parts .ow MMF view mwmﬁ MHNMQ xzwz
i at the . The ability to perform such vistial perspective-faking tasks
hoint, but net the other. The abili o tive 8 ik
m% maa: tinked, developmenitally ‘and conceptuaily, 8%@2& mgxuwnm%%moamm
Smuwm and prosacial behavior (Rlavell, 1963; Underwond & Moare, wow ¥ v
ocit ive taking i ait s of this chapter, perspective
SOCH spective taking is the main focus . 4 £
ety 5 ingness to consider alternatives. which may potentially

et oo producing pesitive social

underlie the power of perspective taking and may be key in
change. . ) e
° >m,w§w.. dramatic social perspective-taking development takes Ewmn m: ow”d_w o
between the ages of ahout 3 and § years old, as they %ﬁwaﬂigw is aﬁeﬂg 5«
it N d tha ave minds
Foind.” Chi e fo understand thal people have 2
“theory of mind.” Children come f0 1 people Bave T
i [ these mi ide and isflusnce people’s behaviors, | t
workings of these minds guid cople’ raviors, A e e
§ 3 >s mind (her thoughts, beliefs, desires) ¢ j o
tents of another person’s mind { e e ring &
ont *s i though the changes associated Wil e}
~onfents of one’s own mind, Al gh the changes ith acquiting 2
%Mw_,% of mind may not be as dramatically visible to a mccsm.awww 3 vMMMwMMMa
i ) 4ns s fe
Camili ites s such ag learning to walk or talk, the transition do e
familiar milestones such ag learning ‘ nsition 4o e e
tld gualitatiy dif] - dnd possessing what some wou giie constity
ghild qualitatively different - an . what s e poinclli &
istinguishes humansy from other species (see; &
the very essence of what distinguis! , 51 : el &
Vonk, waomr Like many key early childhood developments, a theory of mind
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smerge when the child is developmentally ready. Focused coaching or even the ear-
ter development of other skills {Sabbagh, Xu, Carlson, Moses, & Lee, 2006) does
nat change the developmental trajectory substan tially, although some developmental
disabilities, like autism spectrum disorders, feature theory of mind deficits.,
Ironically, a theory of mind can also improve some skills not considered o be
prosocial. For example, a child may become a better Har by being able to 1ake into
account what information another person might consider in assessing the wothful-
ness of & claim, sych as being able 1o construct platsible answers to questions about
exactly why there are cookic crumbs on the child’s fap ifhe did not just cat'a caokie.
Although parents may not see their children’s increased ability to lie convincingly as
a positive development, it does represent an advancersent in children’s socialization
when one considers that # large proportion of fes are told with an eye (o avoiding
other people’s feelings from being hurt (DePaulo, 2002),
Onee a young child has acquired a theory of mind, the work surrounding perspec-
tive taking is not over. Other developmental progress alows for more complicated
theory of mind tricks, such as the multi-fevel perspective taking involved in imagin-
ing what Karyn thinks Ezra feels about Sean. However, the subsequent development
of perspective taking appears 1o reflect mare ineremental progress, rather than the
dramatic qualitative shift that occurs early on in life. And even though perspec-
tive taking may become more sophisticated over developmental time, it can still be
hard for grown ups. Intentionaily trying to take another person’s perspective ucti-
vates arcas of the brain associated with effortful processiiig {Sabbagh & Taylor,
2000, focuses attention on certain pieces of information to the exclusion of others
{Pichert & Anderson, 1977}, and deteriorates under cognitive load (Keysar, Barr, &
Horton, 1998; Rossnagel, 2000) and time pressure {Epley, Keysar, Van Boven, &
Gilavich, 2004). As further evidence that perspective taking-can be difficult, peo-
ple’s attempts 10 take other perspectives are less sucesssful when they are offered
fewer ipcentives t do it accwately (Kléin & Hodges, 2001). Indeed, when people
are praised for being goad perspective. tukers, the admiiation may he because of
the perception that they have taken the. cffort fo try, as much as any actual swccess
they have at taking the other person’s perspective (Hodges, Kiel, Kramer, Veach, &
Villanueva, 2010;

If perspective taking ever does seem easy, it is probably when it does not need
to be prompred by explicit intentions or instructions to take the other person’s per-
spective. Under these circumstances, it may not feel like perspective taking to the
perspective taker, and thus it tay not even be labeled as such by the person doing
it. Repeatedly taking another person’s perspective — such a5 a person whose opinton
we care.about (Baldwin & Holmes, 1987}, someone with whom we must fréquently
coordinate, or even a fictional character (Taylor, Hodges, & Kohanyi, 2003) — may
result in perspectivé taking becoming awtomatic {sec Hodges & Wegner; 19973, in
the same way that other often-repeated actions such as driving become automatic
(2.g., Dreyfus & Dreyfus, 1986),

Some of the more effortless aspects of perspective taking may be handled out-
side conscious awareness in noural structures specifically designed to link the self
and others. Groundbreaking newroscience research began to identify the presence of
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“mipror peurons” in non-human primates about 20 years wm.a { mnm .Hwnnwoar M%@%Mﬂ
a review’ with analogous brain régions and functions also manamm@m in humans. ~ w
hallmark of thie mirror neurons in monkeys was that they fired mn% %w.mn .&w ow mvw
of the brain performed certaln motor actions Qsa.ﬂozw@ _.wmnwm:m for raising), mw :
when the owner of the brain observed another primate performing the sane motor
~tion (the simenter reaching for raisins}, .
mﬁ.wmmwmmwomwwwwmﬂgmm.% mwaﬁwz may play a fundamental role in méaﬂomma wc?
tagion: Seeing your emotional mxw&wﬂg Amm »,nwa causes .Em o ﬂmma. wm HN mMMH
emotion {see, Carr, Tacoboni, Dubeau, Mazzioua, & h@w%w woowy m:vman ,ma o
cept of emotional contagion was avound wgm hefore mmw.nvomgmzmm _uw,awmm o mw% .%W
which neural areas might be involved in it Mmﬁmawa,.ﬂmﬁowwom & mww?o? MH 3 nw
the name implies, emotional contagion is not n@w&am@& an ﬁﬁa:c.:&, Mﬂwﬁrwqam
increase perspective taking, although it may m»nm:.ﬁn perspective ﬁwywywm, Qw U
perspective taker and the target of perspective taking are feeling the same em 3
the distance between their two perspectives may be %oﬁwx ) -
Something along the lines of “redueed effort” perspective taking may oarmn when
the distinction between the perspective taker and the person éwcmn perspective z
taken is fuzzy, as is the case when represenitations of E.m self and awm.,mmmww»mwww
of the other overiap or merge. When this oceurs, some might argue that um?nw&zn
taking is not oceurring at all. If the self and other are the same, they wmiw m.xnwmmmww
perspective and there is not really any new perspective to @8 {see, m,wmonw mwﬂm
et al., 1997: Claidini et al., 1997), However, there are striking paralle a in m,o«am !
how people represent themselves and others, NSm m?‘w they allocate Em.wm”n.nw MMMW i
as helping to others, that result both mncm.u an anaama attempt to M M z orhe
person’s perspective and from close associations with others {Batson, . wmmr aooo,w
1997: Cialdini et al., 1997; Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996: Maner et al., 2002;
s & Hodges, unpublished manuscript). .
Zmﬂﬂ%mﬂw%v@%%mmé of another person involves. a awﬁwmw(x w.&ﬁﬂmm% 0% ,WMM
tiple processes: projection (“What is my currenit perspective? % maﬂ.:mrmﬂ: (Tlow
does her perspective differ from mine?”); m@dmm ,wmwﬁmam@ and oowsm mmm $ %r,g
types and scripts (“What de single mothers .ﬁmt What wa&mﬁ:m mgcwv her
someone Toses a parent?™); attention to wn%ﬁmmw, cues provided by the E«mwo
perspective taking (“He looks nervous;”™ “She said she’s :o.m hungry gnmam@w ey
ate on the road™); and imagination (I wonder what he thinks m.vo& iwn: o is
afone””}, Although researchers are starting to identify waﬁ the Sd.SamM M& wﬁnwwa,m‘
taking strategies interact {e.g., Ames, 20044, 2004b; @mﬁm wm wm,..noo&,. p m% e a -
2004; Gesn & Tckes,1999; Karniol & Shomroni, 1999}, identifying which strategies
inate yihen 1s an ongoing investigation. ) o
_%mm%w:mws&ww - both Hmen in the literature at w.ﬁ.mn .wma those aﬁamw@@ :M wwm
chapter — have successfully manipulated .mm«wvnm:a& Q.Eam by mxvrmﬁ \§ Em...mga
ifig research participants to take anothér person’s nnwmvwﬁzm ﬁ.mw: atson etal,
1991 Toi & Batson, 1982). However, there are few easily aa,nzmmZm _mmu Ewm msﬂ
togues to 4n experimenter telling us fo take another person 8 manwm%mccrm. al ﬁwmmw(
explicit requests for perspective takipg may come Sca.nwcmmw mmrwsm or nder.
standing and sympathy (“Try to see it from my point of view:” “Just imagine.
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felt when 1 read your letter™). Encouraging perspective taking as a habit may come
from people trying t socialize children, such as parents who encotrage their chil-
dren to consider others” feelings (Krevans & Gibbs, 1996) or even institutionalized
educational programs such as “Second Step” (Commitiee for Children, 1992) or
the PATHS ewrriculum (Greenberg, Kusche, Cook, & Quamma, 1995). Perspective
taking is entrenched i aphorisms (“walk a mile in another person’s shoes™) and
moral and religions teachings {e.g., the “Golden Rule™). Perspective taking may also
be “the result of prior simifar experience or of attachment” (Batson, 1987, p. 91
Furthermore, manipulating similarity by telling people they have shared preferences
and traits produces a similar pattern of sffects on empathic concern and helping as
do perspective taking instructions (e.g., Batson, Duncan, Ackerman, Buckley, &
Birch, 1981; see also Goldstein & Cialdini, 2007).

In addition to being considered a variable that can be manipulated, perspective
taking has also been treatéd as a tendency that varies in degree across individuals
{e.g., Davis & Oathout, 1987, Galinsky, Maddux, Gilin, & White, 2008; Richardson,
Green, & Lago, I998; Richardsen, Hammock, Smith, Gardner, & Signo, 1994,
Studies 1 and 3} Greater perspective taking is assumed t6 oceur ainong those scor-
ing higher on scales such as. the perspective-taking subscale of the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (IRL Davis, 1983). Yet other lines of research do not exphicitly
manipulate or measure perspective taking, but vather focus on the processes refated
to perspective taking, like guessing what other people are thinking (fckes, 2003), or
the dynamics of close relationships, especially romantic ones, in which perspective
taking is presumed to oceur (Kilpairick, Bissonnette, & Rusbuly, 2002).

Exactly what triggers spontaneous perspective taking, how often the friggers
eccur, and whether people are consciously aware of them all represent frontiers
yet twrbe-eharted in the perspective-taking landscape. Furthermore, we do not Know
whether the resulis of naturalistic perspective-taking prompts parallel the effects of
explicit imstructions from an experimenter. However, given the focus of this volume
on mechdnisms for social change, we want to.make the encowraging statement that
perspective-taking propensity is something that can be at least partially controlled,
is affected by effort, and thus can potentially be increased. The following points
SUpPpORL our position,

First, the beneficial outcomes associated with being dispositionafly high in per-
spective taking do not fook that different from those associated with manipulations
that expticitly instruct peeple to perspective take. Researchers who have used both
manipulated and measured perspective taking in conceptially similar studiss find
similar outcomes (¢.g., Galinsky, Wang, & Ku, 2008; Galinsky, Maddux, et al..
2008). The difference just seems to be that people who score high in dispositional
perspective taking do it without being told,

Second, dispositional measures of perspective taking look a lot like manipu-
lated perspective taking instricrions. A very commonly used measure of disposi-
tional perspective taking (perhaps the most commonly used measure) is Davis's
perspective-taking subscale of the IRI (Davis, 1983). As a self-report measore, it is
largely a measure of people’s self-perceived propensity and frequency to taks oth-
ers’ perspectives (e.g,, it includes itemis such as “I try to look at everybody's side of

»,
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ision” ST somelimes iry estand my
a disagresment before I make a decision” and “T sometimes iy _,c ﬁgﬁwﬂ Mm@ - w
frien i hings i sir perspective’} an :
Fri s by imagi how things look from their persp ) a .
friends better by fmagining & om their persp h il
ranee of their abilities {i.e., the items are not things like “1 can mw.&m .wwmwmam o
Aﬂdﬂmm:camaw sensitive fo what others are feeling™). In other wards, the tems on
Mum,wmaw individual difference perspective-taking subscale could all be rewnitter
) N . P .
i i ased 3 ciive-taking instructions!
the imperative and used as perspe king in A ) vt
ﬁmma ahthough dispesitional perspective taking has wwm: mrﬁ,ﬂ\“ Mw wnmcm e
i it tabilily is v than other eomponents of etpa & L,
heritable, its heritability is lower 1 e e s
; - Soe ez, Vansteenkiste, & Goossens, 1, suggesting
Kraus, 1994; Soenens, Duriez, : : el ool
; f i ] % g ay a rofe. Finally, what p
ial 1o or environment and teaching to play a : ”
potential room for ¢ 3 er another person appears to resemble
i : » when they encounter anothey perse
thiak about “natuzly’ wher i icit instructions to imagine how another
¢ thi hen given explicii inglruchions (0 imag) nothe
more what they think about w ! e ing (o tahibi
1 lot fess Jike what people do when they are trying 1o }
srson feels and looks a lot fess e , Bl
wwmmwmnm«a taking (Davis et al,, 2004; see also Aderman, Brehn, & MA&MMMWW W_nS
, 0 i suasively) argue that when dilierences
f socatively (and persuasively) argue ferenc
fact, Davivet al, (2004) provoca dr e wionaging
in instructional sets for pefteiving other people, it is less the "tmag v
are found in instroctional se e andition ihat
i > sart of instruct ften portrayed as an experimen ) i
selffother” sort of instructions {0 : ondition) et
HMW&EE@Q% perspeetive taking, and more the “observe car Qcm%\aﬁwaim me;www "
of Eﬁ&nmcmm {often porirayed as a control condition) that may wﬁ:% Y e
\ ' i magini : the ot erson 18 feeling may
i i sifically, magining what the other person 1 :
erspective taking. Specificatly, : person 18 Jee e
MEMM of defanlt Mﬁ&m@., in person perception and preventing onesell from trying
is may be unmitural, o o o
a0 wwzwxgw there Mm hope for all of s, individually and ocacn,caiuw s?w _z
; ) i e 3 4 117 QA change. 5
comes (o harnessing perspective taking as & vehicle of positive ,%Qm_ rwwmﬂwa %M
ble, and , ] jts = pifects of being dis-
| shen controtled, its effects are similar w the e ;
controllable, and when controlied, ¢ e out porspatine
iti igh'i ive-taki ropensity. Big guestions about |
4 erspective-taking propensi 3 | perspen
A i eady accunulated a substantial body
i ermin, B hologists have already accur A body
Hking o o v o ive taki d behavior associated
! ali ink bstween perspective taking an 5
of work demonstrating the link e e O e
: tive review o
i iti ial che Rather than providing an exhaus ° i th
with positive social change. , ] oty of effosts
i age is designed o give a sense of the breadth a ¥
studies, otir coverage is designe 18 cad 1 varieh e
MMSm perspective taking has on societally relevant behaviors and atitudes, Wi
L& 2

turh to those findings.

Perspective Taking, Compassion, and Helpful Behavior

f ] o start wif ¢ of the
Tn surveying the positive resulis of pefspective taking, énmnmn:ﬁ :anwwcm P
h ; indings in sec - Tuking the perspective o
5%t icated ¢ findings in social psychology: Taking 0
most replicated and robust g ; logy: Takin, perspective
w;o&w«ﬂﬁwos incredses compassionate emotions (often called min&Wn S“ " ,;w
&ﬁm& that person (as just a sampling of references: mm?amm u.wmum . mwcm %@Mm%
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suppoit of Butson’s (1987) claim thar perspective taking is likely to ocour between
people who have had similar experiences, several studies havé shown that people —
at least children and adilt women — have greater empathic concern for those who
have had similar experience (Barnett, 1984; Batson etal,, 1996; Hodges et af., 201 a3,

Many perspective-taking studies: then g0 on r show the next step in Batson’s
“erapathy-altruism™ hypothesis {e.g., Coke, Batson, & McDavis, 1978), wherehy
empathic feelings lead toa valuing of the target’s welfare, which motivates help-
ing on their behalf (Batson et al,, 1991; Batson, Polyearpou, €t al., 1997; Batson,
Sdger, ¢t al., 1997). As already alluded to, researchers have hotly debated whether
the helping that results from perspective taking is motivated by truly alirgistic con-
cerns {i.e., no benefit to the self, and perhaps even some cost; Batson, Sager, et al.,
1997 or whether it benefits a self that has been exten

ded to include répresenta-
tions of others (Claldini ot al,, 19975, However, designating a winner in dhat debate

can be sidestepped for the purposes of this chapter, where we are more focused on
outcomes than mechanisms, and the outcomes (empathic concern und helping as a
result of perspective taking) are undisputed,

One important aspect of Batson's model that has been nicely resolved is the dis-
tinction between two kinds of empathic emotion — empathic concerry and personal
distress — that are evoked by perspective taking. The former is concern or com-
passion far the target of perspective taking; whereas: the latter is distress folt by
the perspective taker that is aroused by the target’s plight, Shight, bug meaningful,
changes in perspective-tuking instructions affect the balance of the two emptions.
Asking research participants to imagine what they would féel in another person’s
sttuation (“imagine self” instructions) evokes hoth personat distress and empathic
concern, whereas instructions to inagine what they think the other person is feel-
ing (“imagine other” instructions) evokes wnly empathic concern (Batson, Eaily, &
Salvarani, 1997}, Related distinctions between the two sets of instructions have also
been demonstrated by brain imging studies (Lamm, Batson, & Decety, 2007), hut
it should be noted that for other behavioral oufcomes, sometimes the results of the
two sets of instructions are similar (Davis et al., 1996; Finlay & Stephan, 2000).
Empathic concern is thought 1 be a more sophisticated empathic response than
personal distress (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990; Eisenberg, Wenizel, & Harris, 1998),

emerging later developmentally (Hoffman, 1984; Zahn-Waxler & Radke-Yarrow,
1990; Zahn-Waxler. Radke-Yarrow, Wagner, & Chapman; 1992} and reflecting
healthy emotion regulation (Eisenberg et'al., 1996). Empathic concers is thought
lo do more of the heavy liffing, mediating the link between perspective taking and
helping, whereds pérsonal distress may interfere with addressing the target of per-
spective taking's needs, because the perspective taker becomes focused on resolving
his own distress (Batson, 1987). This suggests that people might be iore help-
ful after “imagine other” instructions than after “imagine self™ instructions (Batson
etal., 2003),
In another variation on perspective taking instructions, Oswald ([9963 found
that instructions to atfend to a target person’s féelings resubted in more willingniess
t help others similar to the target than did instructions to attend 1o the target’s
thoughis. The patiernof means for empathic concern in this-study échoed those for
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Perspective Taking, Similarity, and Self-other Merging
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Moskowitz, 2000). For example, Galiasky and Moskowitz {2000, Study 2} found
that student participants taking the perspective of an elderly man showed less ahsa-
e difference between participants’ selfratings on 85 traits and participants’ ratings
of the elderty as a group on those same traits,

I addition 1o perspective takers viewing the farget of the perspective taking as
more ke the self, there is growing evidence that perspeetive takers also change their
views of the seff to be more similar to the target of perspective taking (Galinsky.
Wang, et al.. 2008; Goldstein & Cialdini, 2007). In a series of studies, Galinsky.
Wang, et al. (2008) showed that people. instructed to take the perspective of a
stereotyped group (refative 1o people given instructions t remain objective) rated
themselves, and even behaved, in witys that resemble the group’s stereotype. For
example, people asked 1o take the perspeciive of g cheerleader while writing ahout
& day in her life subsequently rated themselves as more altractive and sexy (Study
LAY People asked to take the perspeetive of a professor rated themsefves ag more
intelligent (Study 1B} and afterward performed better on standardized test ques-
tions designed o measured anglytic abitity (Study 2A), Bven negive traits of the
stereotyped group were attributed to the self more after taking the perspective of a
representative of tha group (Study 1C), with people rating themselves as weuker
and fess independent afler taking the perspective of an elderly man. Galinsky,
Wang, et al. (2008) assert that changing self-conceptions in a direction toward
the group stereotype facilitates coordination with the target of perspective taking,
Furthermore, they believe that perspective-taking instrictions have a more power-
fut effect than merely priming traits associated with stereotyped group, although it
ntust be noted that the mechanisms and effects involved appear 1o share COMmon
ground with those found is studies that prime stereotypes (e.g., Dijksterhuis & van
Knippenberg, 1998} or create the anticipation of interactions with others who hold
stereotyped views (e.g., Sinclair, Huntsinger, Skorinko, & Hardin, 2005).

Perspective-taking indueed similarity in trait ascription is sometimes accompa-
nied by greater global perceptions of similarity with the perspective-taking target
{e.g., answers 1o the quéstion, “How similar are you and the target?” Davis et af.,
1996; Vorauer, Martens, & Sasaki, 2009, Study 43, but sometimes it s aot {e.g.,
Calinsky & Moskowitz, 2000). Perspective taking also influences “inclusion of the
other in self™ (Y08}, a construct introduced by Art Aron (e.g., Aron et al, 1992;
Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson, 1991) in the close relationships Hierature 1o describe
how people perceive demselves as “merging” with close others or being intercon-

neeted with them i @iwis of their representations. The construct is often measured

using the 108 scale developed by Aron et al. (] 992) that presents seven pairs of side-
by-side circles that increasingly overlap. ¥t is striking that taking the perspective of
a stranger — one who Is often presented only via audiotape or videotape (Batson,
Sager, ¢t al., 1997, Stidy 2; Maner et al,, 2002; Myers & Hodges, unpublished
manuscript) - can result in people viewing themselves as Joined to this stranger in a
manner resembling the way long-term romantic couptes.see themselves as joined,
Thus, taking the perspective of another persan seems to “align” the self with that
person (sec, Gentner & Markman, | 994), increasing the extent to which the perspec-
tive takers see the target of perspective taking as sharing their own waiis: friggering
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Perspective Taking and More Charitable Attributions
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gave the observers instructions to sither imagine how the target person felt or care-
fully observe the farget. Observers were then told that the target either succeeded or
tatled at making a positive impression, and were asked to make attributions about
the ovteome. For dbservers instructed to “imagine. the other,” failurés (ie., nega-
tive ouicomes) were scen as more due to situational causes than Were suecesses.
Importantly, the perspective taking instructions did not affect how much observers
tiked the target, relative to observess in the control “observe” condition. Thus, the
effects of perspective taking went beyond mere evaluation of the target,

Vescio, Sechrist, and Paolucei 20035 found that perspeetive-taking instructions
(“imagine other™ mcreased the extent to which White students made situational
attributions for adinstment difficulties faced by an African-American student, rela-
tive to students who received instructions to remain objective: while hearing about
the African-American student. Furthermore, Vescio et al. also found that.the extent
to which participants made sitaaficnal aitributions significantly mediated the effect
of perspective taking on pro-African-American attitudes: Participants who took the
target’s perspective made more situational atiributions, which in tutn led to more
pro-African-American attitudes,

In terms: of perspective taking’s effects on assigning blame and punishment; a
study by Macrae and Milne {1992) asked participants to tmagine a food-poisoning
incident either from the perspective of the victim of foed poisoning of froni the
perspective of the restarant where the incident occurred. Participants® estimates of
what the compensation and fines for the incident should be corresponded to their
perspective: greater compensation when taking the victim's perspective and less
compensation wher taking the restaurant’s perspective, refative to a control condi-
tion with no assigned perspective. Participants’ responses. were amplified in these
respective directibng when the eircumstances preceding the incident were out of the
ordinary as oppesed to routine (L&, the diner wént to a new restaurant instead of
her regular haynt), The rescarchers also measared amount of sympatty felt for-the
vietin, which appears to have mediated the financial award results,

In related work, Archer, Foushee, Davis and Aderman €1979) put perspective
taking’s atiributional effetts-on irial, When instructed by a defense lawyer to take
the defendant’s perspective (using “imagine sel perspective-taking instructions),
mock jurors saw the defendant’s personality as having aless causal role it an aggres-
sive bar room brawl (as tong us they did not also hear 2 reminder from the judge
fo weigh only the facts in their deliberation). Taking the perspective of wrong-
doers appears to have resulted in holding the defendant less responsible for the
wrongdoing, However, a potentially even more effoctive way to get people to sce
a wrongdoer as less responsible is to have them recafl 4 time when they engaged in
similar wrongdoing (Takaku, Weinet, & Ohbuchi, 2001},

Of course, more sympathy or less bame for a particular party in a dispute
does not Aecessarily lead to posifive social change. More sympathy for a sham
victim or truly guilty defendant may not be a good thing, However, in many Con-
texts, those who are disadvantaged {economically, socially, eic.} are not only more
likely to be victimized, and victims are atso often blamed for their misfortune (g.g,,
Branscombe, Owen, Gurstka, & Coleman, 1996; Kaiser & Milfer, 2003); Taking

S e
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Perspective Taking and Prejudice
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Rowland (2002} found that perspective lakers not onfy reporied more empathic
concern for a convicted criminal and heroin addict, but they also recommended
allocating more “Student Action Committee” funds to. an addiction counselihg
program.

Perspective taking has been shown to reduce ingroup favoritism, even when the
ingroup/outgroup distinction was novel to participants (Galinsky & Moskowitz,
2000, Study 3} ~ a result that appears to stem from a reduction in ingroup ratings
and an incréase in owgroup ratings. In at Jeast one study. taking the perspec-
tive of ingroup member who experienced discrimination resulted in more positive
attitudes toward members of another outgroup: Finlay and Stephan (2000) asked
Eyropean-American participants to read a scenario about an American student
(race not specifiedy who was discriminated against in Hong Kong, The partici-
pants. were asked (o either take the perspective of the student (using “imagine
self” or “imagine other” instructions) or to follow controf (“observe”™) instruc-
tions. Relative to participants in the controf condition, participants who were
asked to imagine the perspective of the student later reported more positive atti-
tudes toward an outgroup (African-Americans), and less positive attitudes toward
European-Americans (their own ingroup). However, these results may be lm-
ited to situations where the target of perspective: taking is like the self and
toward -outgroups for whom prejudice is well-documented and easily brought
o mind.

Perspective taking not only reduces prejudice, but also appears. to reducs use
of stereotypes. Galinsky and Moskowitz (2000) showed college participants a pic-
ture of an elderly man and asked them to write about a day in his life, Participants
who were asked to imagine themselves as if they were the man in the photo wrote
essays with content that was less stereotypic of the elderly and more positive in
tone, relative to control participants, In a less serious context, Piper and Langer
{1984} reported that people instructed to watch soap-operas from the perspective of
people in different professions ended up seeing the characters as more complex and
less:stersotypic.

Galinsky and Moskowitz (2000) explain their stereotype reduction resulls as
being due to the faet that “perspective-taking nonconseciosly increases the acces-
sibility of the self-concept, which then diminishes the accessibility and application
of the stereotype because only one construct tends to be dominant at any one time™
{p. 720). This leads to an interesting paradox: On the one hand, perspective tak-
ing leads to wreduction in prejudice toward a group, which would seem consistent,
with abandoning the group’s stereotype. On the other hand, it Teads to viewing the
self ag having more in common with the stereotype of the group, which sounds
consistent with embracing the group’s stereotype. Despite an apparent surface con-
tradiction, simultaneously obtaining both results is not impossible. After perspective
taking, stereotypes.are applied relatively less to members-of the group {Galinsky &
Moskowitz, 2000), but relatively more to the self (Galinsky, Wang, et al., 2008). The
final piece of the puzele that has 1o be reconciled is that past results have also shown
that perspective takers ascribe more of their own traits to targets of perspective tak-
ing (Davis et al., 1996}, In order to balance the eqiration, these self-traits would have

- to be traits that are inconsistent with the stereotype.
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OfF conrse, prejudice is a complex, thorny, and deeply embedded problem, and
we should not expect any simple solutions; even with perspective taking. Further
coraplicating matters are important boundary conditions to keep in mind, such as
the perspective taker’s view of the self. If, as we have asserted earlier, perspective
taking results in sharing traits-of the self with the trget of perspeetive taking, then
the positive effects of perspective taking on perceptions of another person might
be expected o disappear If the self is not viewed favorably, Support for this idea
comes from work by Galinsky and Ka (20043, who showed that perspective taking
produces a reduction in prejudice toward a sterentyped group only when self-esteem
is high, Furthermore, perspective taking may backfire in terms of reducing prejudice
when the instruction to perspective take comes from a member of the stereotyped
group and is directed toward people who are highly prejudiced against members of
that group {Focella, Whitehead, Stous, & Schmader, 2010}, In addition, Skorinko
and Sinclair (2010} suggest an important moderator in perspeciive taking’s ability
to reducs the use of a group’s stercotype in desaribing group members: When the
group member strongly confirms te the group stereotype (such as an elderly man
who is also clearty 1), perspective taking may actually increase stereotype use,
Fioatly, although perspective taking appears to improve beliels and attitudes
about other groups, work by Vorauer et al. (2009) demonstrates. that perspective
taking may backfire for certain peoplé in actual social interactions. In four studies,
university participants were asked 10 communicate with 4 person who was an sth-
nic minority {by writing, making an avdiotape, or interacting face-to-face), Among
those who took the perspective of their ethnic minority partner prior to the inter-
sction, fower prejudice scores predicted fewer iitimacy-building. behaviors ini their
communication with their partner (Studies 1, 2, and 3) as well as interactions that
were rated fesy positively by their ethaic minority partners (Study 4). 'Vorader et al.
explain these counterintuitive resulis by using a “divergent effert account”™ Low
prejudice people assume that ethnic minorities will recognize their low prejudice
beliefs, and thus they do not feef like they need to “work? to avoid being perceived
as prejudiced. However, their non-prejudicial beliefs are nor readily apparent to eth-
nic wminorities, whereas their lack of work to convey positive altitudes apparently
is: Tronically, higher prejudiced people may fair better after perspective faking ~
they do not assume that they will be perceived by the ethnic minorities in a positive
mannerand thus work harder to counteract negative perceptions. Clearly, although
perspective taking is powerful weapon against prejudice, it is not perfect,

Perspective Taking and Aggressive Behavior

Perspective taking (either manipulated or measured as an individual difference) gen-
erally predicts less aggressive responses in a competitive laboratory task (although
there appear 1o be boundary conditions, such as how threatening the task is;
Richardson et al., 1998, 1994). In particular, people who score higher in dispo-
sitional perspective taking (using Davis's perspective-taking subscale of the IRT)
respond less aggressively than do people who score lower, in response to interaction
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partners M..ww.mmm:mm in a highly provocative way (Richardson et al,, 1994, Stud kY
ar mmn&m,r:m. in aggressivensss (Richardson et al., 1998). People &Wa wmmmr hi «N c

perspective taking also report being more likely to seek out Qéﬁéamé »M.EMW? a
m.aow as problem solving and discussion in patentially mwaaamm?c 5 Emmosm,. wwawwmv
likely mo, seek out aggressive tactics (Richardson om &;J 9G4, WE% 1y maé. :M, w
perspective taking does not always lead to less aggression. When the mﬁw nwwmw
M.mwms 18 that E, & member of a group that is stereotyped as agoressive ﬂan as
>,m3.au?>imzn§w, perspective taking may lead 1o mhore wcm_‘mwmé grw«mo.. n,,m,.
ative ma. taking the perspective of a membes of a group E.Mrmw nit ﬁﬁ,ﬁ,x ype Wr :
aggressive, such as the elderly {Cialinsky, Wang, et al., 20085, . , ypecs

Perspective Taking and Social Interactions

People .2"5 score higher i dispositional perspective taking (using Davis's
nﬂmnnnaﬁ;mﬁsm subscale of the IR1Y appedr to e more w@&m:ﬂm&a?. m‘w@h g«m
r%rﬁ mﬂmé&ammw and m&c& less social anxiety an a variety of measures (Davis,
1 m.d,, m..w_ eater perspective taking may incredse the chances of reaching a deal 5
mmms:mmw:m dnd lead o move creative solutions that result in gains m,,w wamw, -
ties {Galinsky, Maddux, et al., 2008: see also Neale & mem:zmw m,cm& :&MMT
gnwgwn, they think more aboiit what would satisty the other mwnﬁ .:M M&mmm%\
wnmﬁgm and Davis {{982) reported that peaple dispositionally high in pers o?
tive mmw_mm were betler at a social perception tagk 58?3% ﬁzanmm mm:mamwm:z
were given three-word self-descriptions written by wm«:amvwaw ww b m.m.cmw %wmcm‘
M_WWMMQ, %Mﬁﬁwm a ,Mmmﬁmmw of the group discussion, penple who fng E.mx M:
Crspective taking were better ahle ate ich self-description we i i
o vm«mnmg;w thle to match which self-description went with which
Perspective taking might be a particularly important component of successful
&oWﬁ long-term relationships (Davis & Cathogt, ‘Emﬁ Franzof, quiﬁ % M\ocm x
Evmm m.cmm & Andrews, 1990}, Davis and Qathout (1987) found that ﬁhmma in &oww
nggwmﬁmv peeple who scored high in perspective taking reported more positive
msmnm lraits (e.z.. having a positive outlooky and fewer nowmmé soctal :.awﬁ .Am :
being csn.aw@o:w% when describing themselves, Many i‘rm\samm mmx,._.@vﬁaw MEMJ
were echoed'in their romantic partners” perceptions, and some of those perce memh
in turn led to reports of greater relationship satisfaction by the wmauﬁ,m‘ P

Perspetive Taking and the Environment

D% taking the perspective of something other than anather person result in ositive
mcﬁ.ﬁ& change? A small collection of environmental science wEEwm,, sug V%fw mmm
mn_mm m.ww& to.take the perspective of plants or animalsthat are ?.&:EQ, cwwrwr: bl
i fexi increases proenvironmental attitudes and commitment to helping the owﬁ«az,
ment, Berenguer (2007) showed university students either a photo Z‘M,c% that had
been cut down, or a dead bird on an oil-covered beach. They were mmcnm r%x.zwzc:m
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fo either take the perspective of the trees or the bird, or to remain ov,wnm&é ﬁwg%
viewing the photo. Perspective takers not only ﬂmvoﬂm@a preater empathidc omamﬁa
after viewing the photos, but they also %@oﬁww feeling more of a moral Ew %w‘
tion to help the bird or frees and a greater desire m.o help nature as a éwm? ;?Nm
also Shelion & Rogers, 1981, for conceptually mm,ﬁmmm results using Swm.mwv wv MM
perspective-taking targets). Furthermore, perspective takérs advocated greater .zs -
ing for environmental programs when asked to allocate money to student programs,
a result that was mediated by how much empathic concern they reported moo.rmm.

In a similar study, Berengoer (2010) asked some participants to n.nwm_umo:g take
while reading about a vulture being hit by a car and um_m& Ew.aw m.ﬁmﬁvmim o mwma
the passage objectively. He found the same perspective taking induced empathic
concern results as he did in the 2007 study. muc_.«wﬁacama he found m.m: iwmm w,mﬂ
spective takers were Tatér asked 10 read environmental .m:g:dmm .w:g ,Em:m.« m&,n_
course of action they would take, their answers naaﬁnn.a more “ecocentiic mww‘
sons (i.e., reasons that referred to protecting nature for its own sake, rather than
protecting it because of instrumental benefits to humans). ) . _—

However, greater “ccocentirism” may be evoked by perspective EWSm on wrs am
the target of perspective taking in nature is w&wm harmed. mmwcw.u ,Amoc@ mw owe
undergraduates photus of people in natiral environments, animals in natural envi-
romments, or animals being harmed by human caused factors Aa.‘m; a .wma nmmmww
in & fishing net). Before viewing the phatos, wﬁm&wgmﬁ were given Em@:ozoﬁ
either to take the perspective of the subject (human or animal in the vwom.ow. aﬂ. £ mw
to remain objective while viewing the photo. The two m»&@wm. — type gw photo an
instructions — inferacfed, such that perspective mmwaww wlho émﬁwu animals vwsm
harmed feported more “biospheric aennm%m:. Sﬁ. is, aoann_.,zms based aﬁ a M&mw

for all Hving things™ (p. 392), a construct similar 1o Berenguer’s “ecocentrism.

Perspective Taking as Thinking Again, Thinking Differently

We detour now fiom conerete positive sacial outcomes m.mmonmwnwm with perspective
taking to a more speculative path about how perspective mmﬁmm may be m@ﬁw
ally related to flexible cognition. If pothing else, perspeciive &w_sm makes us Q,

think again and (b) think differently (see, Nonvwan. @wdﬁsuw:nr o.wu. aw:.mn us to
attend to new ot different information, For example, participants w@&:m a wm,?
sage about a wopical island learned and recalled different information %ww: mv&M
took the perspeetive of a florist looking for vmmmm o gather flowers than 5&4& ﬁmv.
ook the perspective of a shipwrecked person (Pichert & ?ﬁo«mw? 1977, Q:,cm.wwﬁ
and Trope (1987) alse found that asking people to take a &mmmnma. va«%aﬁ?.m
caused them to-attend to information to which they would n.o” vaa_.Swmw wno:m. n
their study, they provided subjects with a hit-and-run scenario 65_5,@ a mmw._nmw.
Subjects weie asked to assess the likelihood wgm the Eﬁcm&.émm from one .ow two
cab comparies, the answer to which relied in part on the gww rates of mwo. BuDI-
ter of cabs from the two-companies, Subjects given this scenario usvally igaore or
under-utilize the base rate information (cf. Tversky & Kahneman, 1982), but when
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of a lawyer involved in the case, their perspective-taking manipulation incregsed
subjects” use of base rate information. In addition, thinking of allernative scenar
ios (which perspective taking seemns to involve) results in making those alternatives
maore cognitively available (Koghler, 1991). Bven though owr initial construal (in
this case, the seif perspective) will probably sl dominate, we may be less biased
to doggedly defend it (Anderson, | 982; Bassok & Trope, 1984; Griffin, Dunning, &
Rass, 1990 Lord, Lepper, & Preston, 19843,

Perspective taking may reduce people’s unrealistic optimism about the kel
hood of certain life outcomes happening. Weinstein and Lachendro (1982} found
that asking students to list possible factors that weuld sither increase or decrease
their chances of a negative life event (e.g., cancer or heart disease) did not reduce
their unrealistic optimism, However, asking subjects to either read another student's.
factor Tist or fill out the factor list from the perspective of a “typival” student did
reduce optimisim,

Ginossar and Trope asked their subjects to judge the fikelihood from the perspective

Ending Ideas

Even though we think we have gathered together a convincin 2 collection of Hndings
suggesting that perspective taking could play an important role in promoti ng positive
sacial change, we don’t want io feave the impression that we are “Pollyannas for per-
spective taking,” Although we have already acknowledged a number of limitations
on the positive poténtial of perspective taking within our section on prejudice and
himed at it in our section on attributions, there are other potential perspective tak-
ing pitfalls. For example, when Batson, Klein, Highberger, and Shaw {1995} asked
participants to take the perspective of a target who had experienced a major life
set back (4 romantic breakup or a serious disease), they gave the targets preferential
treatment when it came to allocating subsequent outcomes, even when that preferen-
tial treatment directly contradicted allocation guidelines and even when participants
agreed it wasn’t the fairest way to make the alloeation {see also Batson et al,, 1995},

Perspective taking can also backfire in zero-sum, competitive contexts where
perspective. takers have little information with which to geunerate another party's:
perspective, other than general theories of human behavior or their own tendencies,
Epley, Caruso, and Bazerman {2006} reasoned that if participants who were agked
to-claim a part of a shared resource were also asked t6 take the perspective of vther

 parties who were sharitg that resource, they would assume the other parties would

overclaim. They would then increase their aws cldim in order to counteract the pre-
dicted overclaiming by the other parties. In other words, if perspective taking Jeads
people to diaw negative conclusions about.the targetof perspective taking, then the
perspective takers® subsequent behaviors may teflect retaliatory or self-protective
hehaviors that may impede positive social change, Perspective taking in zero-sum
situations, particularly “winner takes ali” scenarios (see Batson et af., 20033, may’
also highlight the costs to the self of behaving sympathetically toward the othet.
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Perhaps mose sobering is that even when perspective mm.w,_mm is working m,” .?
best, it may fall.short in counteracting soie of the most soxious human rafﬁm_ w
Perspective taking operates en a personal scale. Even :&mmw we vmﬁw mﬂﬁﬁv
studies where taking the perspective of an individual w@mcjmm in more positive :EM
comes for groups, there may be a bottleneck, given the :m:mmmé:m mxm ﬁw can ﬁMWr
just one perspective at a time and that taking m:.a%mm perspective is ef ms.«,mc_‘ ? ,Mm
faced, for example, with a whole nation of victims, as in the case of gesocide,
perspective taking appears to be woefully m:m%amoﬁw { m_\oﬁ.@ m,ocﬁ, A )

However, while we humbly acknowledge the limitatiors of perspective taking,
we.want to end this chapter on a positive note. Pérspective 1aking has umigwwﬁg
a remarkable Bexibility in its applicafions: Tt is like the duct tape cﬁwos& _Eﬁm?
tions. And like duct tape. there may be ways we are —or could be—using pers mwa .:.a
taking that have ot yet been tried (or studied). _,m we can take mﬁ na«mmaﬁméw%w:ammu
{Herenguer, 2007), could we take the manwmno:é. of wm@. things ,l.:xn a pur M w
department in which we work, or democracy — with similarly .ﬁaﬁxé a&.ooacm. to
the ones we have already covered? Here I8 a strategy thal requires 1o mmwaaw equip-
méant or infrastructure and it is already endorsed by many of the world’s religious,
educational, and moral institutions. It is within the skill range-of most ,wunam_m over
the age of 5, and is pethaps close to the human default course oﬁ..mﬂ.ﬁa in .mmam
SE«MQ already (e.g., Davis et al., 2004). Most of us just rieed a bit of pradding to
engage in it more often.
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Chapter 13
Investing in Others: Prosocial Spending
for (Pro)Social Change

Lara B. Aknin, Gillian M. Sandstrom, Elizabeth W, Donn,
and Michael I, Norton

Imagine the following: It is a Saturddy morning in December and you have decided
to have breakfast at your local diner. You take 2 seat in a booth by the window and
order the usual — a mushroom and cheess omelet with a side of hash browns and 2
coffee. As you enjoy your omelet, you consider your plans for the day. You have 4
tong list of erranids to attend to before heading to a friend’s place tonight, so as soon
as you finish your meal, you summon your waitress for the check, She miakes her
way to your table and tells you that your check has been paid by anether customer
who just left the diner and then adds, “Happy Helidays.” Your bill was not large,
but you are emotionally moved by the kindness of this generous-act. You reach for
your wallet anyway and tell the waitress you would like to pay the check for the
next table. You leave $20 and head out the door with a smile. And just like that, a
favor has been paid forward,

This may sound more fike a scene from a movie than real life, but this is justwhat
happened in a Philadelphia diner in the winter of 2009 (Johnson, 2009). The positive
chain reaction was initiated by an unknown couple who paid for their bill and the
bill of another customer. The couple did not Jeave their names or phone number, but
simply asked that the waitress wait unti] they had left the restaurant before informing
the othér customer that their tab had been paid. This act inspired others to do the
same. Forthe next 5 h, dozens of customers continued 1o pay the favor forward, The
staff at the diner were amazed by the string of generous spending, so much so. that
one waitress reported that the “magical” event brought tears to her eyes,

This oceurrence provides a poignant example of how prosocial spending; that is,
spending money on others, can lead to positive outeomes for the people spending
the money, those receiving it, and even other individuals nearby. In this chapter,
we unpack and explore the possibility of prosecial spending as a mechanism for
positive social change. After providing some background, we review our research
on the happiness benefits of prosocial spending. We discuss the impact of proso-
cial spending at four levels, starting first with the happiness benefits of prosocial
spending for individualg, and then extending this discussion outward to dyads, to
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