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Self-Transcendence or Self-Enhancement: People’s Perceptions of Meaning
and Happiness in Relation to the Self

Mengdi Huang and Fan Yang
Department of Psychology, The University of Chicago

We all desire to have meaningful experiences in life, but what factors give rise to perceptions of meaning?
Across seven preregistered studies (total N = 1362), we examined the role of self-transcendence
(i.e., benefits to society) and self-enhancement (i.e., benefits to the self) in people’s judgments of meaning,
in comparison with their judgments of happiness. We found that people weighed benefits to society more
heavily than benefits to the self when evaluating the meaning of different jobs (Study 1), other people’s life
(Study 2a), and advice given to others (Study 2b). In contrast, benefits to the self were weighed similarly to
(Studies 1 and 2) or even more heavily than benefits to society (Study 3) in people’s judgments about happi-
ness, suggesting people’s meaning judgment is more self-transcendent than happiness judgment. Similar dif-
ferences between meaning and happiness were found in participants’ first-party perceptions of their own
jobs (Study 4), advice intended to improve their own lives (Study 5), and actual feelings of completing a be-
havioral task (Study 7), except that self-enhancement played a relatively bigger role in first-party meaning
judgments than in third-party meaning judgments (Studies 4–6). The results consistently suggest that peo-
ple’s meaning perceptions are more self-transcendent than their happiness perceptions (Studies 1–7). Our
findings help illuminate the social–cognitive processes underlying people’s perceptions of meaning, as well
as shed light on the similarities and differences between people’s conceptualizations of meaning and
happiness.
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What gives rise to a sense of meaning in life? This eternal ques-
tion for human beings has been discussed by philosophers, psy-
chologists, and ordinary people throughout history. According to
existential philosophers (e.g., Camus, 1954; Nietzsche, 1883/
1995; Sartre, 1948, 1966), life has no intrinsic meaning, and each
individual has to overcome nothingness and create a sense of
meaning through their own choices, values, and actions. Based on
this view, meaning is inherently subjective and idiosyncratic, and
each individual has the freedom and responsibility to construct the
meaning of his or her own life. The majority of psychological
research on meaning has also embraced a subjective approach, fo-
cusing on self-reported feelings of meaning in life as a emotional
state that relies on each participant’s own definition of meaning

(e.g., the Purpose in Life Test, Crumbaugh & Maholick, 1964; the
Meaning in Life Questionnaire, Steger et al., 2006; the Perceived
Personal Meaning Scale, Wong, 1998; also see Hicks & King,
2009; King & Hicks, 2021; for review). Research adopting this
approach has generated substantial insights about feelings of
meaning in life and its correlates (see King & Hicks, 2021, for a
review). But researchers have also wondered what meaning in life
judgment is about (Costin & Vignoles, 2020) and raised questions
about directly asking participants about meaningfulness (Leontiev,
2013). What needs to be understood is essentially the social–
cognitive processes underlying people’s perceptions of meaning:
How do individuals determine what constitutes meaning and make
meaning judgments? Are there basic conceptual structures or
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themes underlying people’s perceptions of meaning? To shed light
on these questions, our article aims to systematically examine peo-
ple’s conceptions and judgments of meaning (with happiness as a
comparison), in relation to two fundamental and orthogonal
aspects of the self (i.e., self-enhancement or self-transcendence).
Psychology researchers have proposed various facets of mean-

ing (e.g., George & Park, 2016; see Martela & Steger, 2016, for
review; Heintzelman & King, 2014), among which the most prom-
inent and widely adopted are three components: (a) purpose, (b) a
coherence that “transcends chaos,” and (c) significance “beyond
the trivial or momentary” (King et al., 2006, p. 180). It was
hypothesized that when people experience these three components,
they would experience meaning in life. Each component has
received empirical support. Sense of purpose has been found to be
highly correlated with feelings of meaning, despite that the two
constructs also have distinct predictors and correlates (George &
Park, 2013). Participants reported higher levels of meaning in life
after viewing coherent stimuli than after viewing random stimuli,
supporting the role of coherence in meaning in life (Heintzelman
et al., 2013). Significance, or “mattering,” has been found to be a
more reliable factor predicting feelings of meaning in life, com-
pared with the other two factors (Costin & Vignoles, 2020).
Recent findings suggest that “experiential appreciation”––valuing
one’s life experiences––also uniquely predicts feelings of meaning
in life over and above the three components (Kim et al., 2022).
These findings help elucidate the correlates of subjective feelings
of meaning in life, while leaving open the social–cognitive proc-
esses underlying people’s conceptions of meaning.
Empirically, recent research has directly examined lay beliefs

about meaning in life and found that people perceive meaning in
life as common subjective experiences, created and discovered by
individuals (Heintzelman et al., 2020). Informed by philosophical
discussions of meaning in life as objective or subjective states,
Prinzing et al. (2021) found that both subjective experiences (e.g.,
feelings of interest, engagement, and fulfillment) and objective
conditions of life (e.g., their impacts on others) contribute to lay
people’s third-person attributions of meaning. Building on these
findings, we aim to examine people’s conceptualizations of mean-
ing from a new perspective: How meaning is perceived in relation
to the self––the role of self-transcendence (actions and outcomes
that benefit entities beyond the self) and self-enhancement (actions
and outcomes that benefit the self) in people’s perceptions and
judgments of meaning.
The broad conceptualization that “meaning is about transcend-

ing the self” has been considered by many theorists. As one of its
most seminal advocates, Viktor Frankl (1984) argues, life has a
meaning when “He becomes so, not by concerning himself with
his self’s actualization, but by forgetting himself and giving him-
self, overlooking himself and focusing outward” (p. 36). A specific
form of self-transcendence––being a productive and contributing
member of society––has been viewed as features for maturely con-
structed personal narratives and identity (McAdams, 1993). In
contrast, exclusive concern with oneself has been viewed as a
symptom of the absence of meaning in life (Frankl, 1995/1996;
Yalom, 1980). At the societal level, Charles Taylor notes that the
loss of meaning is a pervasive problem in modern individualistic
societies that did not exist in traditional societies, when people nat-
urally adhered to things larger than themselves, such as religion or
traditional cultural norms (Taylor, 1989, 2018). Even existential

philosophers have argued that in constructing personal meaning,
people have to go outside themselves and pursue transcendent
goals (Sartre, 1948).

Consistent with these views, Reker and Wong’s model (Reker
& Wong, 1988) on personal meaning system categorizes meaning
orientations into four hierarchical levels: self-preoccupation (i.e.,
hedonic pleasure and comfort), individualism (i.e., devote time
and energy to realizing one’s potential), collectivism (i.e., commit-
ment to larger societal and political groups), and self-transcendence
(i.e., pursuing values and goals that transcend self-interests). The
model posits that perceived meaning increases in proportion to
one’s commitment to higher levels of orientations. Therefore,
meaning has been extensively theorized to be fundamentally about
self-transcendence, although empirical evidence is much needed in
terms of whether this is how people actually perceive meaning.

Conceptualizing meaning as deeply related to self-transcendence
does not necessarily mean that meaning is only about self-
transcendence. When asked about sources of meaning in life, for
example, adults indeed report self-transcendent goals and actions
(e.g., contributing to society, leaving a legacy, promoting others’
welfare), in domains like work, service, or close relationships
(e.g., Baum & Stewart, 1990; Cassar & Meier, 2018; Emmons,
2005; Fave et al., 2013, 2013; Reker & Woo, 2011). But people
also report activities and experiences that enhance the self as sour-
ces of meaning, in terms of eudaimonic (personal growth and
achievement), hedonic (enjoyable experiences like traveling and
hobby), and material (e.g., major purchases) aspects of the self
(Baum & Stewart, 1990; Fave et al., 2013; Lambert et al., 2010).
These values underlying people’s sources of meaning are consist-
ent with the categories in Schwartz’s Theory of Basic Values
(Schwartz, 1992, 2012), that self-transcendence (e.g., universal-
ism and benevolence) and self-enhancement (e.g., achievement,
hedonism, and power) are both universal values that motivate
goal pursuits in life. In fact, meaning orientations among older
adults were found to be distributed relatively equally among self-
preoccupation (25%), individualism (28%), collectivism (20%),
and self-transcendence (27%; Reker & Woo, 2011). Therefore, it
is likely that self-enhancement and self-transcendence may both
influence people’s perceptions of meaning, and it is an empirical
question whether self-transcendence plays a relatively more im-
portant role than self-enhancement does.

Self-enhancement and self-transcendence are not only important
sources for meaning but may also be sources for another equally
important dimension of the good life—happiness. To understand
people’s view of meaning, it will be informative to compare it
with people’s view of happiness. On one hand, people distinguish
meaning and happiness as two distinct components of the good
life (King & Napa, 1998) and view them as related to different
feelings, thoughts, and behaviors in life (Dwyer et al., 2017).
Some findings suggest that happiness and meaning may not always
be in harmony with each other. For example, people perceive
parenthood and work as meaningful, but time spent in raising chil-
dren or at work is often associated with decreased happiness (e.g.,
Baumeister, 1991; Kahneman et al., 2004; White & Dolan, 2009).
Receiving benefits for the self is associated with higher levels of
happiness, whereas doing good actions to benefit others is associ-
ated with the most meaning (Hofmann et al., 2014). According to
these findings, self-transcendence might play a more important
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role in perceived meaning, and self-enhancement might play a
more important role in perceived happiness.
On the other hand, however, happiness and meaning may also be

related experiences and constructs in people’s minds. Happiness is
often listed as one of the key sources of meaning (Lambert et al.,
2010). Feelings of happiness have also been found to be strongly
related to feelings of meaning, and induced happiness leads to
higher meaning in life (King et al., 2006). Similar to meaning, peo-
ple also seem to derive happiness from sources of self-enhancement
and self-transcendence. Individuals in Western societies frequently
report happiness from self-enhancement experiences and outcomes,
such as gaining hedonic (pleasure and enjoyment), eudaimonic
(personal growth and achievement), intellectual (mental alertness),
and physical (e.g., physical fitness) benefits for the self (Diener
et al., 2009; Lu & Shih, 1997). At the same time, being prosocial
and transcending self-interests also lead to experiences and percep-
tions of happiness (e.g., Dunn et al., 2008; Sun et al., 2017). For
example, prosocial behaviors such as benefiting others make people
feel happier than benefiting themselves (e.g., Dunn et al., 2008).
Moreover, children and adults judge morally bad people (who fulfill
desires at the expense of others) as not happy (e.g., Phillips et al.,
2011, 2017; Yang et al., 2021). Therefore, it is possible that self-
transcendence and self-enhancement may play similar roles in hap-
piness and meaning. Few studies have systematically examined the
potential similarities and differences in people’s perceptions of
meaning and happiness. We examine this question by directly com-
paring people’s perceptions of meaning and happiness in relation to
self-enhancement and self-transcendence.
To thoroughly understand the social–cognitive processes underly-

ing people’s perceptions of meaning, it is necessary to consider the
points of view—if people use the same standard to evaluate their
own meaning in life versus others’meaning in life. Given the exten-
sive findings showing discrepancies between third-party and first-
party judgment, especially that people tend to evaluate themselves
more positively and more morally good than others (e.g., Heintzel-
man et al., 2020; Loughnan et al., 2010; Walmsley & O’Madagain,
2020), it is conceivable that people might overestimate the role of
self-transcendence in their own meaning and happiness and underes-
timate its role in other people’s meaning and happiness. Supporting
this possibility, it has been found that when perceiving others (as
compared with themselves), people tend to underestimate the impor-
tance of higher-level psychological needs (e.g., self-transcendence)
and overestimate the importance of lower-level physiological needs
(Schroeder & Epley, 2020). Alternatively, given that people have
direct access to their own needs and desires, it is also possible that
they may weigh the self-enhancement dimension more heavily in
first-party judgment of meaning and happiness than in third-party
judgment. In the current research, we explore these possibilities by
examining whether there is a difference in third-party and first-party
judgments of meaning and happiness.
Overall, the present set of studies take a social–cognitive approach

to examine how individuals make judgments about meaning and hap-
piness from both third-party and first-party perspectives, in relation
to two fundamental aspects of the self––self-enhancement and
self-transcendence. Based on the literature on sources of meaning
(e.g., Baum & Stewart, 1990; Cassar & Meier, 2018; Emmons,
2005; Fave et al., 2013, 2013; Lambert et al., 2010; Reker & Woo,
2011), we operationalize self-enhancement in our manipulations as
sources that provide benefits to the self, including personal

achievements, growth, and hedonic pleasures, and we operationalize
self-transcendence as sources that provide benefits to society, such as
helping others and making broader social impact, which is consistent
with the conceptualizations of self-transcendence in the literature
(Reker & Wong, 1988; Reker & Woo, 2011). We did not include
close relationships (e.g., supporting family members) in either dimen-
sion, because it is theoretically unclear whether it would be best cate-
gorized as self-enhancement or self-transcendence, a point we return
to in the General Discussion. In all studies, we are most interested in
whether people value benefits to society and benefits to the self
equally in meaning judgment. We include people’s happiness judg-
ment as a comparison to see whether the two factors play similar
roles in people’s conceptions of the two constructs. Our hypotheses
are as follows:

H1: People value self-transcendence more than self-enhancement
when evaluating meaning in other people’s lives (third-party
judgments).

H2: Compared with meaning judgments, self-enhancement
may play a relatively more important role in happiness judg-
ments (third-party judgments).

H3: Similar to their third-party judgments, people would value
self-transcendence more than self-enhancement when making
judgments about meaning in their own lives, and value self-
transcendence more than (or similar to) self-enhancement when
making judgments about happiness in their own lives (first-
party judgments).

We tested these hypotheses in seven preregistered studies. Existing
literature mostly focuses on the overall amount of people’s feelings of
meaning in life. We examine people’s meaning and happiness judg-
ments across diverse targets and contexts (e.g., jobs, activities, life as a
whole, experiences of behavioral tasks). Studies 1 through 3 investi-
gate how people make disinterested meaning and happiness judgments
about jobs, activities and the life of other people. Studies 4 through 6
examine how people make first-party meaning and happiness judg-
ments about their own jobs and activities in life. Study 7 examines
people’s actual feelings of meaning and happiness after completing be-
havioral tasks that benefit the self or the society. Our findings help illu-
minate the social–cognitive processes underlying people’s perceptions
of meaning in relation to the self, as well as shed light on the similar-
ities and differences between meaning and happiness as two related
and distinct constructs. All measures, manipulations, and exclusions in
the studies are reported in the article. All studies were approved by the
Institutional Review Board of The University of Chicago, protocol
number IRB 19–1347-AM020. Study materials, all data, and analysis
code are shared on OSF (https://osf.io/94vtk/?view_only=6c9bb348
518c4abb9dc63bde81e2e72c; Huang & Yang, 2022).

Study 1

Study 1 explored whether and how perceived benefits to society
and to the self were associated with perceived meaning and happi-
ness of different jobs. We focused on the evaluations of jobs
because work constitutes a large part of ordinary adult life, and it
is often described as an important source of meaning in life (Fair-
lie, 2011; Ward & King, 2017). We asked participants to rate ben-
efits to the self and benefits to society for fifteen jobs. Of interest
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was whether and how their benefits ratings would predict meaning
and happiness ratings for the jobs.

Method

Participants

We preregistered to recruit 100 participants on Amazon Me-
chanical Turk (MTurk) in exchange for a small amount of pay-
ment. We maintained the sample size of 100 per condition across
all studies in this paper, similar to those in relevant research (e.g.,
Heintzelman et al., 2020; Prinzing et al., 2021; Steger et al.,
2011). For this study, according to G*power (Version 3.1; Faul
et al., 2007), a sample size of 100 would be sufficient to obtain
80% power to detect a small to medium effect size (f 2 = .06) with
an a of .05 in a multiple regression with two predictors (benefits to
society, benefits to the self). Participants in this study and all sub-
sequent studies were recruited from locations within the United
States and had a 95% or higher approval rate. Ninety-four partici-
pants (39% identified as female, 61% identified as male; Mage =
36.14 years, SD = 11.85 years, range = 20–68) completed our
study. Among them, 68% of the participants were White, 9%
Asian or Pacific Islander, 16% Black or African American, 7%
Hispanic or Latino.
To ensure data quality, for all surveys reported in the article, we

excluded participants who did not complete all questions, limited
the responding time to 30 minutes, and checked participants’ IP
addresses to ensure no duplicate responses.

Procedure and Design

To generate a list of jobs, we first conducted a pilot study in
which we asked twenty adults to rate 30 different jobs in terms of
their benefits to the person and to society at large. We selected 15
jobs that received diverse ratings on these two dimensions on a
scale of 100 (benefits to the self range from 29.92 to 81.07; bene-
fits to society range from 22.93 to 74.79; see the supplemental
materials on OSF for a full list of jobs and their ratings).
In the formal study, we presented the 15 jobs to each participant

in a random order. For each job, participants were asked to rate
four statements regarding the job’s benefits to the self (“This job
brings great benefits to the person who does the job”), benefits to
society (“This job makes great contributions to society”), meaning
(“This is a meaningful job”), and happiness (“This is a happy
job”). Participants used a slider to indicate their answers (0 =
Completely Disagree, 50 = Neutral, 100 = Completely Agree).

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics for the ratings and their correlations are
presented in Table 1. We first conducted a linear mixed-effect
model using the nlme1 package in R (Pinheiro et al., 2007), pre-
dicting participants’ meaning judgment as a function of either ben-
efits to society or benefits to the self, with participant ID and job
items included as random intercepts. We found that benefits to so-
ciety (B = .63, SE = .02), t(1314) = 30.28, p , .001, 95% CI [.59,
.67], and benefits to the self (B = .15, SE = .02), t(1314) = 6.17,
p , .001, 95% CI [.10, .19], both independently predicted mean-
ing judgment. We then conducted a follow-up generalized linear
hypothesis test to compare the difference between these two

predictors, using the glht function in the multcomp package (Hot-
horn et al., 2008). We found that benefits to society predicted
meaning judgment more strongly than benefits to the self did, z =
�13.73, p, .001.

A similar linear mixed-effects model on happiness judgment
also revealed significant effects of benefits to society (B = .21,
SE = .02), t(1314) = 9.72, p, .001, 95% CI [.17, .25], and benefits
to the self (B = .27, SE = .02), t(1314) = 11.07, p , .001, 95% CI
[.23, .32]. A generalized linear hypothesis testing revealed that the
difference between these two factors in happiness judgment did
not reach significance, z = 1.72, p = .09.

To provide converging evidence, we also constructed a linear
regression model, using benefits to society and benefits to the self
to simultaneously predict participants’ meaning judgment. The
model revealed that both benefits to society (B = .64, SE = .02,
t(1407) = 29.94, p , .001, 95% CI [.60, .68]) and benefits to the
self (B = .18, SE = .02), t(1407) = 7.71, p , .001, 95% CI [.13,
.22], predicted how meaningful a job is, F(2, 1407) = 665.70, R2 =
.49, p , .001. A subsequent linear hypothesis test using the linear-
Hypothesis function (Fox & Weisberg, 2019) indicated that benefits
to society predicted meaning judgment more strongly than benefits
to the self did, F(1, 1407) = 155.84, p , .001. A similar linear
regression model predicting participants’ happiness judgment indi-
cated that both benefits to society (B = .29, SE = .02), t(1407) =
12.27, p, .001, 95% CI [.24, .33], and benefits to the self (B = .34,
SE = .03), t(1407) = 13.51, p , .001, 95% CI [.29, .39], predicted
happiness perceptions, F(2, 1407) = 270.60, R2 = .28, p , .001.
The subsequent linear hypothesis test showed no significant differ-
ence between the effects of benefits to society and benefits to the
self, F(1, 1407) = 1.78, p = .18. All effects remained similar when
controlling for age, gender, race, and education levels.

These results revealed that in the context of job evaluations, per-
ceived benefits to society more strongly predicted meaning judg-
ments than benefits to the self did (consistent with Hypothesis 1).
In contrast, benefits to society and benefits to the self similarly pre-
dicted participants’ happiness judgments, suggesting that people’s
meaning judgments were more self-transcendent than their happi-
ness judgments (consistent with Hypothesis 2).

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between Benefits to Self,
Benefits to Society, Meaning, and Happiness Ratings in Study 1

Variable
Benefits
to self

Benefits
to society Meaning Happiness

Benefits to self 1.00
Benefits to society 0.39*** 1.00
Meaning 0.40*** 0.68*** 1.00
Happiness 0.45*** 0.43*** 0.53*** 1.00
M 61.24 57.58 61.46 56.64
SD 27.59 29.78 30.81 28.28

*** p , .001.

1We preregistered to use the robustlmm package in R (Koller, 2019),
which adopts the robust estimation, but (unlike the nlme package) it does
not allow follow-up comparisons of the magnitude of the two predictors.
The results using the nlme package are very similar to those of the
robustlmm models (see the supplemental materials on OSF for descriptions
of those results).
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Study 2a

Study 1 provided initial correlational evidence that benefits to
society plays a more important role than benefits to the self in
influencing people’s meaning judgments of different jobs, whereas
benefits to the self and benefits to society similarly predicted hap-
piness judgments of the jobs. To understand how benefits to soci-
ety and benefits to the self may causally affect meaning and
happiness perceptions, Study 2 experimentally manipulated the
levels of benefits to society (high vs. low) and benefits to the self
(high vs. low) would affect people’s perceived meaning and happi-
ness in life, when evaluating other people’s life (Study 2a) and
when giving advice to other people’s life (Study 2b).

Method

Participants

We preregistered to recruit 100 participants from Amazon Me-
chanical Turk (MTurk) in exchange for a small amount of pay-
ment. The sensitivity analysis suggested that a sample size of 100
has at least 80% power to detect a small to medium effect size (f =
.12) with an a of .05 in a repeated measure (i.e., high society�low
self, high society�high self, low society�low self, low society�
high self), within-factor (meaning and happiness) ANOVA.
Ninety-four participants (52% identified as female, 48% identified
as male; Mage = 37.15 years, SD = 12.32 years, range = 21–76)
completed all questions in our study (70% White, 9% Asian or Pa-
cific Islander, 15% Black or African American, 3% Hispanic or
Latino, and 3% other).

Procedure and Design

Each participant responded to four vignettes in a random
order, with each vignette describing an individual with high or
low levels of contributions to society (e.g., helping people in
need, solving essential problems in the world), paired with high
or low levels of personal benefits obtained in life (e.g., attaining
personal growth, social recognition, and wealth). Therefore,
four vignettes represented four conditions: High benefits to so-
ciety and high benefits to the self; high benefits to society and
low benefits to the self; low benefits to society and high benefits
to the self; low benefits to society and low benefits to the self.
For example, for the vignette involving low benefits to the self
and high benefits to society, participants read: “James spends
most of his time engaging in activities that provide low benefits
to himself, in terms of attaining wealth, social recognition, and
personal growth. James’ actions directly benefit a lot of other
people, since the activities spread kindness and help to solve
essential social problems (poverty, human rights, equality,
etc.), making a big impact on society.” The texts for the four
vignettes were matched, except the wordings about benefits to
the self and to society, which were directly relevant to our
manipulation (see the supplemental materials on OSF for all
vignettes). After reading each vignette, participants were asked
to indicate to what extent they thought this person’s life was
meaningful and to what extent they thought this person’s life
was happy on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 =
Strongly Agree). Participants were randomly assigned to rate
either meaning first or happiness first.

Results and Discussion

The effects of condition on perceived meaning and happiness
were assessed via hierarchical linear mixed-effects models
using the lme4 package in R (Version 3.1; Bates et al., 2015).
We first conducted an overall linear mixed-effects model pre-
dicting participants’ judgments using condition (high society�low
self, high society�high self, low society�low self, low society�
high self), measure (meaning vs. happiness), and their interac-
tion, with ID included as a random effect.2 We found a signifi-
cant interaction between measure and condition, suggesting that
the pattern of judgments for the four vignettes is different for
meaning and happiness, F(3, 651) = 9.49, p , .001. This effect
was not moderated by the testing order of the scenarios, F(3,
644) = 1.15, p = .33, and the interaction effect remained the
same with testing order included as a control variable, F(3,
651) = 9.49, p , .001, or as a random effect, F(3, 651) = 9.49,
p , .001.

Meaning Judgment

As preregistered, we predicted participants’ ratings of meaning
as a function of condition (i.e., high society�low self, low society�
low self, high society�high self, low society�high self), with a ran-
dom intercept for each participant. We found a significant main
effect of condition on meaning judgment, F(3, 279) = 92.74, p ,
.001. Post hoc pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s adjustment indi-
cated that all comparisons were significant (ps, .001) except for the
comparison between high society�high self and high society�
low self, t(279) = 1.62, p = .37, suggesting people’s judgment of
meaning was not sensitive to the levels of benefits to the self when
benefits to society is high. The high society�high self scenario
received the highest rating on meaning judgment (M = 6.20, SE =
.15), and the low society�low self scenario received the lowest rating
on meaning (M = 3.51, SE = .15), t(279) = 14.14, p , .001. Impor-
tantly, participants evaluated the life with high benefits to society and
low benefits to the self as more meaningful (M = 5.89, SE = .15) than
the life with low benefits to society and high benefits to the self (M =
4.23, SE = .15), suggesting that when benefits to society and benefits
to the self were pitted against each other, people valued benefits to
society more than benefits to the self in meaning judgments, t(279) =
�8.72, p, .001 (Figure 1).

Happiness Judgment

A similar model predicting happiness ratings also revealed a
significant main effect of condition, F(3, 279) = 60.91, p , .001.
Post hoc pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s adjustment revealed
that similar to meaning judgment, participants considered the life
with high society�high self benefits as the happiest (M = 6.01,
SE = .14), and the life with low society�low self benefits (M =
3.52, SE = .14) as the unhappiest, t(279) = 13.12, SE = .19, p ,
.001 (Figure 1). However, in contrast to the meaning judgment,
there was no significant difference in happiness judgment between
the life with high society�low self benefits (M = 4.98, SE = .14)
and the life with low society�high self (M = 5.30, SE = .14),
t(279) = �1.68, SE = .19, p = .34, Figure 1 All the other pairwise

2 This analysis was not preregistered, but we think it is informative to
include and report. Similar analysis was also added to Studies 2b and Study 5.
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comparisons were significant. To obtain more nuanced informa-
tion about the null effect, we conducted a Bayesian paired sample
t test3 using the BayesFactor package in R with default parameter
values (Morey et al., 2018). The analysis indicated that the data
were .37:1 in favor of the null hypothesis, or 2.70 (1/BF10 = 2.70)
times more likely to occur under the null hypothesis. These results
conceptually replicated the findings of Study 1 and provides causal
evidence that benefits to society plays a more important role than
benefits to the self in people’s judgment of life’s meaning, whereas
benefits to society and to the self were weighed similarly in peo-
ple’s happiness judgment.

Study 2b

Study 2b sought to conceptually replicate the results from Study
2a and extend these findings in a real-life advice-giving paradigm.

Method

Participants

We preregistered to recruit 200 participants from MTurk in
exchange for a small amount of payment, who were randomly
assigned to give advice to other people either in terms of increas-
ing meaning or increasing happiness (100 participants per condi-
tion). A total sample of 200 has at least 80% power to detect a
small to medium effect size of (f = .16) with an a of .05 in a
repeated measure (i.e., high society�low self, high society�high
self, low society�low self, low society�high self), between-
subjects (meaning vs. happiness) ANOVA. Twenty participants
were excluded due to either failure to pass our attention check

(i.e., “This is an attention check. Your payment will be rejected if
you do not follow the instructions below. To what extent do you
agree that ‘killing other people just for fun is morally good’?
Please select Strongly Disagree for this question”) or did not com-
plete all questions of the study. The final sample included 180 par-
ticipants (37% reported as female, 63% reported as male; Mage =
39.06 years, SD = 12.96 years, range = 18–76). Among these
participants, 80% of the participants were White, 7% were Asian
or Pacific Islander, 7% were Black or African American, 4%
were Hispanic or Latino and 2% were other.

Procedure and Design

Participants were randomly assigned to the meaning condition
(N = 91) or the happiness condition (N = 89). Participants in both
conditions were asked to serve as a consultant for an online sup-
port program that provided advice for people (e.g., “The goal of
our survey is to seek people’s advice regarding various life issues
through our online support program. You will play the role of
being a consultant to our clients. Many individuals have requested
help through our program about how to live a happier life or a
more meaningful life. You will read expressions from one individ-
ual to learn about his or her situation and give advice on how to
make his or her life happier or more meaningful. For confidential
purposes, identifiable personal information of the client will not be
included. We will send your advice directly to his or her e-mail af-
ter you complete the survey”). Participants then read narrative

Figure 1
Participants’ Evaluations for Four Types of Activities on Meaning and Happiness in Study 2a

Note. Error bars are bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals. ns = not significant. See the online article for the
color version of this figure.
*** p , .001.

3We did not strongly predict null results and thus did not preregister the
Bayesian factor test, but we think it is informative to conduct the test to
understand these results.
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statements from an individual who would like to make his or her
life either more meaningful (meaning condition) or happier (hap-
piness condition). Participants in the meaning condition read:
“Overall I feel that my life is pretty happy. I enjoy my day-to-day
activities and I have many good feelings. But I also feel like there
is something missing, I feel like I do not really understand the
meaning of my life. I want to do something to make my life more
meaningful.” Participants in the happiness condition read: “Over-
all I feel that my life is pretty meaningful. I understand the purpose
of my day-to-day activities and I have many meaningful long-term
pursuits. But I also feel like there is something missing, I feel like
I don’t have enough good feelings. I want to do something to
make my life happier.” Participants completed a manipulation
check about the target individual’s goal, to increase meaning or
increase happiness (passing rate: 96.7%).
To prompt participants to reflect on these issues as a consultant,

they were first asked to freely write down advice about specific
activities that this person should do to increase either meaning
(meaning condition) or happiness (happiness condition). After
providing open-ended advice (summary provided in the supple-
mental materials on OSF), participants in the meaning condition
read: “The consultants in our program have prepared recommen-
dations regarding four types of activities for our clients. Please
rate to what extent you agree that each type of activity will help
this person live a more meaningful life (on the 7-point scale
below). Your ratings will help our consultants better help and
communicate with the clients in our program.” Participants were
then presented with four different types of activities, featuring
high vs. low levels of benefits to society paired with high vs. low
levels of benefits to the self (i.e., high society�low self, high soci-
ety�high self, low society�low self, low society�high self). For
example, for the high society�low self activity, participants read:
“This type of activities may provide low benefits to oneself (e.g.,
do not lead to more wealth, sensory pleasures, social recognition
or personal growth) but high benefits to society (e.g., improve peo-
ple’s lives or solve critical social problems).” After they read
about each activity, participants were asked: “Remember that this
person already feels happy. To what extent do you agree that
spending more time doing this type of activity would make this
person’s life more meaningful,” on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly
Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree). Participants in the happiness
condition saw the same information, except that “more meaning-
ful” was replaced with “happier” in the instructions and questions.

Results and Discussion

We followed the same analytic procedure as in Study 2a. Simi-
lar to the findings in Study 2a, the overall linear mixed-effect
model showed a significant interaction between measure (meaning
vs. happiness) and condition (high society�low self, high society�
high self, low society�low self, low society�high self), suggesting
that the pattern of judgments for the four types of activities is dif-
ferent for meaning and happiness, F(3, 534) = 7.52, p, .001.

Meaning Judgment

As preregistered, we then conducted a linear mixed-effects
model, predicting meaning judgment as a function of condition,
with a random intercept for each participant. The result yielded a
significant main effect of condition on participants’ meaning

judgment, F(3, 270) = 56.84, p , .001. Consistent with Study 2a,
post hoc tests using Tukey’s adjustment showed that all pairwise
comparisons were significant, except the comparison between the
conditions of high society�high self (M = 5.19, SE = .17) and high
society�low self (M = 5.43, SE = .17), t(270) = �1.08, p = .70.
Importantly, activities with high benefits to society but low benefits
to the self (M = 5.43, SE = .17) were rated as significantly more
meaningful than activities with low benefits to society but high
benefits to the self (M = 3.62, SE = .17), t(270) = �8.07, p , .001
(Figure 2).

Happiness Judgment

A similar linear mixed-effects model predicting happiness judg-
ment also yielded a significant main effect of condition on happi-
ness judgment, F(3, 264) = 39.53, p , .001. Post hoc analysis
indicated that activities with high benefits to society and high bene-
fits to the self were considered as the most happiness-promoting
(M = 5.45, SE = .17), whereas activities with low benefits to society
and low society to the self (M = 3.16, SE = .17) were considered as
the least happiness-promoting, t(264) = 10.268, p , .001. There
was no difference between high society�high self (M = 5.45, SE =
.17) and high society�low self (M = 4.99, SE = .17). More impor-
tantly, consistent with the results from Study 2a, there was no dif-
ference in happiness judgment between the high society�low self
activities (M = 4.99, SE = .17) and the low society�high self activ-
ities (M = 4.67, SE = .17), t(264) = �1.409, p = .49 (Figure 2). All
the other pairwise comparisons were significant. We also conducted
a Bayesian paired sample t test and the estimated Bayes factor
(BF10 = .27) indicated that the data were 3.70 (1/BF10 = 3.70)
times more likely to occur under the null hypothesis. These findings
conceptually replicated and extended the results from the previous
two studies. When giving advice to people who need more meaning
in life, participants focus more on benefits to society than on bene-
fits to the self. In contrast, when giving advice to people who need
more happiness in life, participants focused similarly on benefits to
society and benefits to the self.

Study 3

Studies 1 and 2 together suggest that people’s meaning judgment
is more self-transcendent than their happiness judgment in third-
party contexts, when they made both types of judgments at the same
time (within-subjects design). There is existing evidence that partici-
pants distinguish meaning experiences from happiness experiences
when explicitly comparing them, but the distinction disappears when
people only think about pursuing either meaning or happiness
(Dwyer et al., 2017). Study 3 thus adopts a between-subjects design
to examine how people would make judgments about jobs (task from
Study 1) and activities (task from Study 2b), in terms of either mean-
ing (meaning condition) or happiness (happiness condition).

Method

Participants

We preregistered to recruit 200 adult participants from MTurk
in exchange for a small amount of payment. The sensitivity analy-
sis showed that a total sample size of 200 provided about 80%
power to detect a small to medium effect size (f = .17) with an
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a of .05 in a repeated measure (i.e., high society�low self, low
society�high self), between-factor (meaning vs. happiness)
ANOVA. A total of 205 participants completed our survey,
among whom seven participants were excluded for failure to
pass our attention check (i.e., “This type of activities may pro-
vide low benefits to oneself (for example, lead to more wealth,
sensory pleasures, social recognition or personal growth) and
low benefits to society (e.g., improve people’s lives or solve crit-
ical social problems). Please select Strongly Agree to this ques-
tion.”). Therefore, the final sample included 198 MTurk workers
(48% reported as female, 51% reported as male, 2% reported as
other; Mage = 38.80 years, SD = 11.14 years, range = 20–70).
Among these participants, 75% of them reported their race/eth-
nicity as White/Caucasian, 12% Black/African American, 9%
Asian/Asian American, 3% Hispanic/Latinx, 1% other race/
ethnicity.

Procedure and Design

All participants responded to a job rating task (from Study 1)
and an advice-giving task (from Study 2b). They first rated the 15
jobs in terms of benefits to the self and benefits to society on a
slider that ranged from 0 to 100 (0 = Completely Disagree, 50 =
Neutral, 100 = Completely Agree). Then depending on the condi-
tion, each participant rated either the meaningfulness or the happi-
ness of the 15 jobs on a 0–100 scale. Next, they responded to the
advice-giving task, in which they rated to what extent two differ-
ent types of activities (high society�low self, low society�high
self) could make a person’s life more meaningful or happier.

Results and Discussion

Ratings of Jobs

As preregistered, we used a linear mixed-effect model, predict-
ing meaning judgment as a function of benefits to society and ben-
efits to the self, with ID and job items included as random
intercepts. Consistent with Study 1, both benefits to society (B =
.82, SE = .02), t(1468) = 53.91, p , .001, 95% CI [.79, .85], and
benefits to the self (B = .13, SE = .02), t(1468) = 7.34, p , .001,
95% CI [.10, .16], significantly predicted participants’ meaning
judgment of jobs. A generalized linear hypothesis test revealed
that benefits to society (B = .82) predicted meaning ratings more
strongly than benefits to the self (B = .13) did, z = �27.27, p ,
.001.

Similar analysis on happiness judgment revealed that benefits to
society (B = .21, SE = .02), t(1300) = 9.63, p , .001, 95% CI [.17,
.25], and benefits to the self (B = .36, SE = .02), t(1300) = 14.41,
p , .001, 95% CI [.31, .41], both significantly predicted happiness
judgment. The follow-up generalized linear hypothesis test
showed that in contrast to meaning judgment, benefits to the self
(B = .36) predicted happiness ratings more strongly than benefits
to society (B = .21) did, z = 4.05, p, .001.

Ratings of Advice

As preregistered, we first conducted a linear mixed-effects model
predicting participants’ judgments using condition (high society�low
self vs. low society�high self), measure (meaning vs. happiness), and
their interaction, with each participant ID included as a random effect.

Figure 2
Participants’ Evaluations for Advice on Meaning and Happiness in Study 2b

Note. Error bars are bootstrapped at 95% confidence intervals. ns = not significant. See the online article for
the color version of this figure.
*** p , .001.

8 HUANG AND YANG

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.



There was a significant interaction between measure and condition,
suggesting that the difference between the two types of activities is
different for meaning and happiness, F(1, 392) = 56.73, p , .001.
This effect was not moderated by the testing order of the scenarios,
F(1, 388) = .11, p = .74, and the interaction effect remained the same
with testing order included as a control variable, F(1, 391) = 57.2,
p, .001, or as a random effect, F(1, 391) = 57.2, p, .001.
We then ran two separate linear mixed-effects models to examine

the effect of the two tasks for meaning and happiness judgments.
Consistent with the results of Study 2a and Study 2b, the meaning
model revealed a significant main effect of condition, F(1, 208) =
31.92, p , .001. People’s judgments of meaning were significantly
higher for the activities of high society�low self (M = 5.50, SE = .15)
than for the activities of low society�high self (M = 4.34, SE = .15),
t(104) = �5.65, p , .001. The results for happiness judgments were
reversed: There was also a main effect of condition on happiness
judgments, F(1, 184) = 25.25, p , .00, but people viewed activities
with low society�high self benefits (M = 5.26, SE = .16) more happi-
ness-promoting than activities with high society�low self benefits
(M = 4.15, SE = .16), t(92) = 5.03, p, .001 (Figure 3).
Therefore, Studies 1–3 consistently revealed that in terms of

third-party judgments, people value benefits to society more than
benefits to the self in evaluating meaning. In contrast, people
weighed benefits to the self similar to (within-subjects, Studies
1–2) or even more than benefits to society (between-subjects,
Study 3) in happiness judgments. Together, the findings from
Studies 1–3 suggest that in terms of third-party judgments, peo-
ple’s perceptions of meaning are more self-transcendent than

their perceptions of happiness. Studies 4–6 aim to examine how
people perceive their own meaning and happiness in relation to
the self in first-party contexts.

Study 4

The previous three studies examined people’s self-distanced
perceptions of meaning and happiness, which may reflect peo-
ple’s intuitive theories of these constructs. As human beings, we
are not only observers for others’ life but also observers for our
own life and evaluate our own meaning and happiness. It is thus
important to examine people’s first-party judgments about
meaning and happiness, to see whether people might value self-
transcendence more (owing to positive moral self-regard) or
self-enhancement more (owing to direct experiences and access
to the needs for self-benefits) compared with their third-party
evaluations for meaning and happiness. Studies 4–6 investigate
these possibilities. In Study 4, we modified our design in Study 1
to a self-version to examine participants’ judgments of their own
jobs in terms of meaning and happiness.

Method

Participants

We preregistered to recruit 100 participants, which would be suffi-
cient to obtain 80% power to detect a small to medium effect size
(f 2 = .06) with an a of .05 in a multiple linear regression with two
predictors (benefits to society, benefits to the self). One participant

Figure 3
Participants’ Evaluations for Advice on Meaning and Happiness in Study 3

Note. Error bars are bootstrapped at 95% confidence intervals. See the online article for the color version of
this figure.
*** p , .001.
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was excluded due to failing the attention check (“To what extent do
you agree with the following statement? To live a good life, people
should do as many morally bad things as possible. Please choose
Strongly Disagree for this question.”). Therefore, 99 participants
were included for data analysis (57% reported as female, 42%
reported as male, 1% not-reported; Mage = 35.34 years, SD = 10.64
years, range = 18–69, female = 56). Among these participants, 70%
were white, 10% were Latino or Hispanic, 9% were Asian, 7% were
Black, 2%were American Indian or Alaska Native, and 2% other.

Procedure and Design

Participants were first asked to write down their own job, fol-
lowing the prompt that “Please write down the job (paid or unpaid)
that you spend the most time doing currently in your life, and
briefly describe your duties.” Participants then rated four state-
ments regarding their job’s benefits to themselves (“My job brings
big benefits to me.”), benefits to society (“My job makes big con-
tributions to society”), meaning (“My job is a meaningful job”),
and happiness (“My job is a happy job.”). For each statement, par-
ticipants indicated their answers on a 0–100 scale (0 = Completely
Disagree, 50 = Neutral, 100 = Completely Agree).

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics for the ratings and their correlations are
presented in Table 2.

Meaning Judgment

We first constructed a multiple linear regression model using
benefits to society and benefits to self to predict participant’s
meaning judgment of their own jobs. The results revealed that
both benefits to society (B = .51, SE = .07), t(96) = 7.52, p , .001,
95% CI [.37, .64], and benefits to self (B = .43, SE = .08), t(96) =
5.62, p , .001, 95% CI [.28, .58], significantly predicted partici-
pants’ meaning judgments of their own jobs (R2 = .66), F(2, 96) =
95.16, p , .001. Unlike the results in Study 1, a linear hypothesis
test reveals no significant difference between the two predictors in
predicting meaning judgment, F(1, 96) = .36, p = .55.

Happiness Judgment

A similar analysis predicting happiness judgment revealed that
in contrast to meaning judgment, only benefits to the self (B = .56,
SE = .08), t(96) = 6.7, p, .001, 95% CI [.40, .73], but not benefits
to society (B = .13, SE = .07), t(96) = 1.81, p = .07, 95% CI [�.01,

.28], predicted participants’ happiness judgment of their own jobs.
The linear hypothesis test revealed that benefits to the self pre-
dicted happiness judgment more strongly than benefits to society
did, F(1, 96) = 9.56, p = .003. These patterns of results remain the
same even controlling for participants’ own demographic back-
ground, including race, gender, age, and education levels.

Consistent with previous studies, these results suggest that peo-
ple’s meaning judgment is more self-transcendent than happiness
judgment. But interestingly, unlike previous third-party results
(and against our Hypothesis 3), when making first-party judgments
about one’s own jobs, benefits to society were valued similarly as
(rather than more than) benefits to the self in meaning judgments,
and benefits to the self were valued more strongly than (rather
than similar to) benefits to society in happiness judgments. These
results suggested that there might be a self-other discrepancy in
people’s perceptions of meaning and happiness, that people’s first-
party judgments of meaning and happiness may be less self-
transcendent than their disinterested third-party judgments.

Study 5

In Study 5, we modified the advice-giving paradigm in Study 2b
to a first-party version, to experimentally examine how people per-
ceive their own meaning and happiness. Based on the results from
Study 4, we expect that benefits to the self and benefits to society
would be similarly valued by participants in terms of increasing
their own meaning in life, whereas benefits to the self would be
valued more than benefits to society when thinking about increas-
ing their own happiness in life.

Method

Participants

We preregistered to recruit 100 participants on TurkPrime (Lit-
man et al., 2017) for Study 5, which allowed us to have at least
80% power to detect a small to medium effect size (f = .12) with
an a of .05 in a repeated measure (i.e., high society�low self, high
society�high self, low society�low self, low society�high self),
within-factor (meaning and happiness) ANOVA. The survey auto-
matically terminated for participants who did not pass the attention
check (“This is an attention check. The survey will terminate if
you do not follow our instructions and you will not receive pay-
ment. To what extent do you agree with the following statement?
To live a good life, people should do as many morally bad things
as possible. Please choose Strongly Disagree for this question.”).
Twenty-nine participants in our initial sample were excluded
because they did not provide sensible answers to our open-ended
question, and more participants were recruited to replace them.
The final sample included a total of 102 adults (44% reported as
female, 56% reported as male; Mage = 34.58 years, SD = 10.20
years, range = 20–62). Of these participants, 67% were white,
20% were Black or African American, 6% were Asian or Pacific
Islander, 5% were Latino or Hispanic, 1% were American Indian
or Alaska Native, and 1% were others.

Procedure and Design

Judgment Questions. To help participants recognize the
potential to increase their own meaning and happiness in life, we

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between Benefits to
Oneself, Benefits to Society, Meaning, and Happiness Ratings in
Study 4

Variable
Benefits
to self

Benefits to
society Meaning Happiness

Benefits to self 1.00
Benefits to society 0.54*** 1.00
Meaning 0.68*** 0.74*** 1.00
Happiness 0.68*** 0.48*** 0.72*** 1.00
M 72.64 62.12 70.60 70.46
SD 25.15 28.57 27.40 23.94

*** p , .001.
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first asked participants to write down activities that they do regu-
larly in life that make them feel meaningless (e.g., “Please write
down two activities that you do regularly in life but make you feel
meaningless”) and unhappy (e.g., “Please write down two activ-
ities that you do regularly in life but make you feel unhappy”).
Then participants were introduced to our online support program
and asked to rate their agreement on four types of activities that
were recommended by the therapist to increase meaning and hap-
piness in life (1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree).
Each type of activity represented one of four conditions: high
society�low self, high society�high self, low society�low self,
low society�high self (see the supplemental materials on OSF for
full descriptions). Half of the participants were asked to evaluate
meaning first and half of the participants were asked to evaluate
happiness first.
Forced-Choice Questions. To directly examine if participants

think about meaning and happiness differently, in the conditions of
high society�low self and low society�high self, participants were
also asked a forced-choice question at the very end: “If you have to
compare, do you think this type of activity will make your life more
meaningful or happier?” Participants then selected their answers
from “will make my life more meaningful” (coded as 1) and “will
make my life happier” (coded as 0).
After participants responded to all four conditions, we asked

them to directly choose between high society�low self activities
and low society�high self activities in terms of increasing meaning
or happiness in life (e.g., “If you have to compare, which type of
activities will make your life more meaningful?”).
Supplemental Subjective Scales. At the end of the study, par-

ticipants completed the Meaning in Life Questionnaire (MLQ;
Steger et al., 2006) and the Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS; Lyu-
bomirsky & Lepper, 1999) in a random order. Given that this study
focuses on people’s judgments of meaning and happiness in their
own lives, we included these scales to see whether the effect of con-
dition would hold controlling for people’s self-reported meaning
and happiness in life, as well as to see if they would moderate the
effect of condition on people’s judgments of meaning and happiness
(see the supplemental materials on OSF for results).

Results and Discussion

Following similar analysis in Study 2, we first conducted an
overall linear mixed-effect model, predicting participants’ judg-
ments using condition (high society�low self, high society�high
self, low society�low self, low society�high self), measure (mean-
ing vs. happiness), and their interaction, with each participant
included as a random effect. There was a significant interaction
between measure and conditions, F(3, 706) = 6.61, p , .001. This
effect was not moderated by the testing order of the scenarios,
F(3, 699) = .35, p = .79, and the interaction effect remained the
same with testing order included as a control variable, F(3, 706) =
6.61, p, .001, or as a random effect, F(3, 706) = 6.61, p, .001.

Meaning Judgment

We then examined participants’ meaning judgment to four types
of activities via a linear mixed-effects model predicting their rat-
ings as a function of condition (i.e., low self�high society, low
self�low society, high self�high society, high self�low society),
with a random intercept for each participant. We found a

significant main effect of condition, F(3, 302.63) = 41.83, p ,
.001. Post hoc pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s adjustment
indicated that participants rated the high society�high self activ-
ities (M = 5.82, SE = .15) as the most meaningful and the low soci-
ety�low self activities (M = 3.68, SE = .15) as the least
meaningful, t(303) = 10.73, p , .001. Moreover, consistent from
Study 4, the analysis did not reveal a significant difference
between people’s evaluations of the high society�low self activ-
ities (M = 5.30, SE = .15) and low society�high self (M = 5.04,
SE = .15) activities, t(302) = �1.33, p = .54 (Figure 4). Based on
the JZS approach (Rouder et al., 2009), the estimated Bayes factor
(BF10 = .33) indicated that the data were 3.03 (1/BF10 = 3.03)
times more likely to occur under the null hypothesis. All the other
pairwise comparisons were significant. Therefore, consistent with
the results from Study 4 (and different from the third-party find-
ings in Studies 2 and 3), the results suggest that participants valued
benefits to society and benefits to the self similarly in first-party
meaning judgments.

Happiness Judgment

We also examined participants’ happiness judgment to four
types of activities via a similar linear mixed-effects model, and we
also found a significant main effect of condition, F(3, 303) =
54.56, p, .001. Post hoc pairwise comparisons reveal that partici-
pants rated high society�high self activities (M = 5.82, SE = .14)
as the happiest and low society–low self activities (M = 3.67, SE =
.14) as the unhappiest, t(303) = 11.72, p , .001. The comparison
between high society�high self (M = 5.82, SE = .14) and low
society�high self (M = 5.44, SE = .14) suggests that when bene-
fits to the self is high, benefits to society did not matter for par-
ticipants’ judgment of happiness, t(303) = 2.08, p = .16. All the
other comparisons were significant. Importantly, when benefits
to society and to the self were pitted against each other, partici-
pants expected that low society�high self activities (M = 5.44,
SE = .14) would be more likely to make them happier than high
society�low self activities (M = 4.57, SE = .14), t(303) = 4.74,
p , .001 (Figure 4). The results suggest that participants weighed
benefits to the self more heavily than benefits to society in terms of
increasing their own happiness.

Forced-Choice Questions

For the question whether high society�low self activities
would increase meaning or happiness in life, a binomial test
indicated that 74% of the participants chose “will make my life
more meaningful” than “will make my life happier” (p , .001).
In contrast, when asked about low society�high self activities,
71% of the participants chose “will make my life happier” than
“will make my life more meaningful” (p , .001). Consistent
with these results, when asked to increase meaning in life, more
participants (62%) chose to engage in high society�low self
activities, rather than low society�high self activities (38%)
(Binomial test, p , .001). When asked to increase happiness in
life, more participants (80%) chose to engage in low societ-
y�high self activities instead of high society�low self activities
(20%) (Binomial test, p , .001).

The results from Study 5 conceptually replicated the results
of Study 4 using experimental manipulations. When evaluating
four activities in terms of increasing their own meaning and
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happiness, participants rated that engaging in high society�low
self activities and low society�high self activities would
increase meaning to similar degrees, suggesting that they val-
ued self-transcendence and self-enhancement similarly. In con-
trast, participants rated low society�high self activities as
leading to higher levels of happiness than high society�low self
activities, suggesting they valued benefits to self more than
benefits to society in terms of their own happiness. Comparing
these results to people’s third-party judgments in Studies 1–3, it
seems that people weighed self-enhancements relatively more
strongly in their first-party meaning and happiness judgments
than their third-party judgments.

Study 6

Study 6 adopted a between-subjects design to examine whether
people view meaning and happiness similarly when they only
make one type of first-party judgment. Participants were asked to
evaluate either meaning or happiness in terms of jobs (the same
task from Study 4) and activities in their own lives (the same task
form Study 5).

Method

Participants

As preregistered, we recruited 200 participants to complete the
study (48% identified as male, 51% identified as female, 2% iden-
tified as other; Mage = 43.10 years, SD = 13.18 years, range = 19–
84). The sensitivity analysis indicated that this sample size

provided about 80% power to detect a small to medium effect size
(f 2 = .06) for a multiple linear regression with two predictors
(benefits to society and benefits to the self; the job rating task), as
well as a small effect (f = .10) for a two-way interaction (the
advice activity task). The survey automatically terminated for par-
ticipants who did not complete the study or failed the attention
check (“This type of activities may provide low benefits to oneself
(for example, lead to more wealth, sensory pleasures, social recogni-
tion or personal growth) and low benefits to society (e.g., improve
people’s lives or solve critical social problems).This is our attention
check. Please select Strongly Agree to this question.”). Among the
200 participants, 79% identified themselves as White, 10% as Asian,
7% as Black or African American, 4% as Latino or Hispanic, and 1%
as others.

Procedure and Design

Each participant responded to a job rating task (from Study 4) and
an advice-receiving task (from Study 5). All participants were asked
to write down their own jobs first, and then rated two statements
regarding their job’s benefits to themselves and benefits to society on
a 0–100 scale (0 = Completely Disagree, 50 = Neutral, 100 = Com-
pletely Agree) in a randomized order. Each participant then was ran-
domly assigned to rate either the meaningfulness (meaning
condition) or the happiness (happy condition) of their job on a 0 to
100 slider. Next, participants responded to the advice-receiving task
by rating two different types of activities, with levels of benefits to
society and levels of benefits to self pitted against each other (high
society�low self, low society�high self). The procedure was identi-
cal to that in Study 5, except that each participant only rated how

Figure 4
Participants’ First-Party Meaning and Happiness Judgments for Four Activities in Study 5

Note. Error bars are bootstrapped at 95% confidence intervals. ns = not significant. See the online article for
the color version of this figure.
*** p , .001.
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each type of activity would make their life more meaningful (mean-
ing condition) or happier (happiness condition).

Results and Discussion

Ratings of Jobs

As preregistered, we conducted two separated multiple linear
regression, using benefits to the self and benefits to society to pre-
dict perceived meaning and happiness for their own jobs. The
meaning model showed that both benefits to society (B = .37, SE =
.07, p , .001, 95% CI [.24, .51]) and benefits to the self (B = .49,
SE = .07, p , .001, 95% CI [.34, .64]) significantly predicted par-
ticipants’ meaning judgment of their own jobs. Consistent with the
findings in Study 4, linear hypothesis test showed that there was
no significant difference between the magnitude of benefits to so-
ciety (B = .37) and benefits to the self (B = .49), F(1, 247) = .91,
p = .34. The happiness model showed that benefits to society (B =
.20, SE = .08, p = .01, 95% CI [.04, .32]) and benefits to the self
(B = .49, SE = .08, p , .001, 95% CI [.32, .66]) also both signifi-
cantly predicted happiness judgment. In contrast to meaning judg-
ment, the follow-up linear hypothesis test showed that benefits to
the self (B = .49) was a stronger predictor than benefits to society
(B = .20) in happiness judgment, F(1, 1790) = 4.61, p = .034.
These patterns of results remain the same even controlling for par-
ticipants’ own demographic background, including race, gender,
education, and income. These results replicate the within-subjects
effects of Study 4 in a between-subjects design.

Ratings of Advice

As preregistered, we conducted an overall model predicting partic-
ipants’ judgments using condition (high society�low self vs. low
society�high self), measure (meaning vs. happiness), and their inter-
action, with participant ID included as a random effect. There was no
significant interaction between measure and condition, F(1, 198) =
1.07, p = .30. This effect was not moderated by the testing order of
the scenarios, F(1, 196) = 1.79, p = .18, and the interaction effect
remained the same with testing order included as a control variable,
F(1, 198) = 1.07, p = .30, or as a random effect, F(1, 198) = 1.07,
p = .30.

As preregistered, we then ran separate linear mixed-effect mod-
els on participants’ meaning and happiness judgments. Consistent
with the results from Study 5, for participants’ meaning ratings,
there was no significant difference between the activities of high
society�low self (M = 4.48, SE = .15) and the activities of low
society�high self (M = 4.69, SE = .15), F(1, 101) = 1.08, p = .30.
For participants’ happiness ratings, ratings for the activities of
high society�low self (M = 4.49, SE = .15) were lower than the
ratings for the activities of low society�high self (M = 4.99, SE =
.15), F(1, 97) = 5.99, p = .016 (Figure 5).

In summary, the between-subjects findings from Study 6 are
consistent with the within-subjects effects in Study 4 and Study 5:
Benefits to the self were valued similarly as benefits to society in
meaning judgment but were valued more than benefits to society
in happiness judgments. Together with the results from Studies
1–3 (benefits to society were weighed more heavily than benefits
to self in third-party meaning judgments), the findings thus suggest

Figure 5
Participants’ First-Party Meaning and Happiness Judgments for Two Activities in Study 6

Note. Error bars are bootstrapped at 95% confidence intervals. ns = not significant. See the online article for
the color version of this figure.
* p , .05.
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that (a) people’s meaning judgments are more self-transcendent
than their happiness judgments and (b) people’s first-party mean-
ing judgments are less self-transcendent than their third-party
meaning judgements.

Study 7

Studies 1–6 focused on people’s judgments of meaning and hap-
piness in relation to the self. The main goal of Study 6 is to exam-
ine whether similar relations would hold in terms of people’s
actual subjective feelings of meaning and happiness (or whether
they only hold in terms of people’s social–cognitive judgments).
To address this question, we developed simple behavioral tasks
involving photo identifications, which were framed as either pro-
viding benefits to society (e.g., contributing to a real-world public
health project), or providing benefits to participants themselves
(e.g., gaining extra monetary reward for themselves). Participants
reported their feelings of meaning and happiness after they com-
pleted the tasks. The main question of interest is whether and how
framing the task as benefiting the self or benefiting society would
influence people’s subjective feelings of meaning and happiness.

Study 7a

Method

Participants

We preregistered to recruit 200 participants from TurkPrime,
with each participant randomly assigned to either the baseline con-
dition or the experimental condition (about 100 participants per
condition, similar to the sample size of Studies 1–6). The sensitiv-
ity analysis showed that a sample size of 200 is sufficient to pro-
vide at least 80% power to detect a small effect size (f = .10) with
an a of .05 in a repeated measure (i.e., photo identifying tasks),
within-factor (meaning and happiness), between-subjects (control
vs. experimental) ANOVA. The survey automatically terminated
for participants who failed an attention check (“To what extent do
you agree with the following statement? To live a good life, people
should do as many morally bad things as possible. Please choose
Strongly Disagree for this question.”). A total of 195 adults (42%
reported as female, 56% reported as male, 3% reported as “others”
or not reported; Mage = 38.24 years, SD = 11.16 years, range =
20–67) completed all questions in the study (75% of them were
white, followed by 13% Asian or Pacific Islander, 5% Black or
African American, 5% Latino or Hispanic, and 2% other).

Procedure and Design

Each participant was randomly assigned to either the baseline
condition (N = 99) or the experimental condition (N = 96). In the
baseline condition, participants completed two photo-identifying
tasks in a random order (i.e., identifying photos with more than 10
people or identifying photos with people wearing summer clothes).
This condition was designed to reveal the baseline levels of mean-
ing and happiness people experience for completing the two tasks.
In the experimental condition, participants completed the

same two tasks in a random order, except that they also received
additional information about the benefits (i.e., benefits to oneself
& benefits to society) of the tasks. For one task, participants

were told that they would receive extra payment for correctly
identifying each photo (benefits to oneself task). In the other
task, participants were told that identifying the photos would
contribute to a COVID-19 related machine learning project (ben-
efits to society task). The two types of benefits were randomly
paired with the two photo identification tasks (see the supple-
mental materials on OSF for instructions).

In both conditions, participants rated their agreement on two
statements after completing each task: “To what extent do you
agree this task makes you feel meaningful?” and “To what extent
do you agree this task makes you feel happy?” on a 7-point scale
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree). After participants
completed both tasks, they were asked to directly compare them in
terms of which task made them feel more meaningful or happier
(present feelings question), and to indicate which type of task they
would spend more time doing in the future to make their lives
more meaningful or happier (future preference question). At the
end of the study, all participants filled out their demographic infor-
mation and then were debriefed about the purpose of the study.

Results and Discussion

Condition Differences

Comparing Self and Society Tasks. Our key research ques-
tion was whether and how framing the task as benefiting the self or
benefiting society would influence people’s subjective feelings of
meaning and happiness. To examine this question, we first ran a lin-
ear mixed-effects model predicting participants’ response using test-
ing tasks (benefits to self vs. benefits to society), measure (meaning
vs. happiness), and their interaction as predictor, with participant ID
and test context (identifying people with summer clothes vs. number
of people) included as random effects. We observed a significant
interaction between measure and tasks, F(1, 285) = 15.28, p , .001,
suggesting that the difference between the two tasks is different for
meaning and happiness. The effect was not moderated by testing
order, F(3, 276) = .38, p = .76, and it remained similar with testing
order included as a covariate, F(1, 284) = 15.33, p , .001, or a ran-
dom effect, F(1, 284) = 15.33, p, .001.

As preregistered, we then ran separate linear mixed-effects
models to examine the effect of the two tasks for meaning and
happiness ratings separately. The meaning model revealed that
meaning ratings were higher for the society task (M = 4.57, SE =
.17) than for the self task (M = 3.71, SE = .17), F(1, 95) = 32.27,
p , .001. In contrast, there was no significant difference in happi-
ness ratings between the self task (M = 4.3, SE = .14) and the soci-
ety task (M = 4.4, SE = .14), F(1, 95) = .53, p = .47.

Comparing Society Task With Baseline. To see whether
there is a difference regarding people’s feelings of meaning between
the society task and the baseline task, we conducted a linear mixed-
effect model, predicting participants’ meaning ratings as a function
of task (baseline vs. benefits to society), with a random intercept for
each participant. We found that participants felt more meaningful af-
ter completing the society task (M = 4.57, SE = .17) than completing
the baseline task (M = 3.12, SE = .16), F(1, 193.86) = 38.22, p ,
.001. A similar model on participants’ feelings of happiness indicated
higher levels of happiness after completing the society task (M =
4.40, SE = .16) compared with completing the baseline task (M =
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3.61, SE = .15), F(1, 195.38) = 13.22, p , .001 (Figure 6). These
results suggest that doing an activity that benefits the society contrib-
utes to people’s feelings of meaning and happiness.
Comparing Self Task to Baseline. We then ran similar

models to compare the self task and the baseline task. Partici-
pants felt that the self task (M = 3.71, SE = .18) made them feel
more meaningful than the baseline task (M = 3.12, SE = .17),
F(1, 193.35) = 5.81, p = .02. Participants also viewed the self
task (M = 4.30, SE = .16) as making them feel happier than the
baseline task (M = 3.61, SE = .16), F(1, 194.42) = 9.43, p =
.002 (Figure 6). These results suggest that completing tasks
involving benefits to the self also contribute to people’s feel-
ings of meaning and happiness.

Forced-Choice Questions

For the forced-choice questions comparing the self task and
the society task, we conducted two separate generalized linear
models using measure (happiness vs. meaning) to predict their
responses about how the two tasks made them feel (present
feelings question) and which task they would like to spend
more time doing (future preference question; “1”= society task,
“0” = self task). We found a significant main effect of measure
for both the question about feelings (B = 4.10, SE = .48, p ,
.001) and the question about future preference (B = 5.26, SE =
.63, p , .001). For the meaning measure, binomial tests
revealed that more participants indicated that the society task
(as opposed to the self task) made them feel more meaningful
(67% vs. 33%, p , .001), and participants would like to spend

more time in the future on activities like the society task (as
opposed to the self task) to make their lives more meaningful
(59% vs. 41%, p = .04). In contrast, participants were equally
likely to indicate the society task and the self task as making
them feel happy (46% vs. 54%, p = .24), and more participants
chose to spend more time in the future on activities like the self
task, rather than the society task, to make their lives happier
(64% vs. 36%, p = .005; Figure 7). These results are consistent
with ratings findings, suggesting that doing activities that bene-
fit the society led to higher levels of meaning (but not happi-
ness) compared with doing activities that benefit the self.

Study 7b

Study 7b aims to examine the within-subjects effects from
Study 7a in a between-subjects design, in which participants only
report their feelings of meaning (meaning condition) or feelings of
happiness (happiness condition).

Method

Participants

As preregistered, we recruited 200 participants (49% reported as
female, 49% reported as male, 3% reported as others; Mage = 42.85
years, SD = 13.64 years, range = 19–78), which allowed us to have
at least 80% power to detect a small effect size (f = .10) with an a of
.05 for a two-way interaction between a within-subjects factor (bene-
fits to the self vs. to society tasks) and a between-subjects factor

Figure 6
Participants’ Perceptions of Meaning and Happiness by Measure and Condition in Study 7a

Note. Error bars are bootstrapped at 95% confidence intervals. ns = not significant. See the online article for
the color version of this figure.
* p , .05. ** p , .01. *** p , .001.
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(meaning vs. happiness). 76% of the participants reported as white,
10% as Asian or Pacific Islander, 6% as Black or African American,
6% as Latino or Hispanic, 1% as American Indian or Alaska Native,
1% as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and 3% as others. The
survey automatically terminated if participants failed the attention
check (“To live a good life, people should do as many morally bad
things as possible. This is our attention check. Please choose Strongly
Disagree for this question.”).

Procedure and Design

This study adopted the same paradigm and procedure for the
self and society tasks from Study 7a, except that each participant
was randomly assigned to either report feelings about meaning
(meaning condition) or feelings about happiness (happiness condi-
tion). We did not include the baseline in this study.

Results and Discussion

As preregistered, we first conducted a linear mixed-effects
model to predict participants’ response using testing task (benefits
to self vs. benefits to society), measure (meaning vs. happiness),
and their interaction as predictor, with each participant and test
context (count photos with summer clothes vs. number of people)
included as random effects. There was a significant interaction
between measure and task, F(1, 198) = 15.87, p , .001. This
effect was not moderated by the testing order of the scenarios,
F(3, 192) = .70, p = .55, and the interaction effect remained the
same with testing order included as a control variable, F(1,
197) = 15.88, p , .001, or as a random effect, F(1, 197) = 15.88,
p , .001.
We then ran separate linear mixed-effects models on participants’

meaning and happiness perception of the two tasks. Consistent with
the findings in Study 7a, the ratings of meaning feelings were higher

for the society task (M = 4.65, SE = .18) than for the self task (M =
4.20, SE = .18), F(1, 99) = 11.22, p = .001. But the ratings of happi-
ness were higher for the self task (M = 4.96, SE = .13) than for the
society task (M = 4.73, SE = .13), F(1, 99) = 4.77, p = .03 (Figure 8).
The designs and results for all studies are summarized in Table 3.

Taken together, Study 7 revealed that the general pattern we
observed in previous judgment studies is also present in peo-
ple’s subjective feelings: Completing a society-benefiting task
made people feel more meaningful than completing a self-benefiting
task, whereas completing a self-benefiting task made people feel
similar (Study 7a, within-subjects) or higher levels (Study 7b,
between-subjects) of happiness than completing a society-benefiting
task. Interestingly, the patterns for subjective feelings of meaning
seem to be closer to people’s disinterested third-party judgments
(benefits to society were more prioritized than benefits to the self)
than their first-party judgments (benefits to society were similarly
valued as benefits to the self). One intriguing possibility could be that
people overestimate the role of self-enhancement when making judg-
ments about meaning and happiness in their own life, compared with
their actual feelings. But given the differences in the paradigms, we
cannot make that conclusion yet based on our current results. Regard-
less of whether people are more self-transcendent in their actual feel-
ings than in their judgments about the meaning in their own life, the
findings suggest that people’s actual feelings of meaning are rela-
tively more self-transcendent and less self-enhancement oriented
compared with people’s feelings of happiness.

General Discussion

Across seven studies, we examined the role of self-transcendence
(benefits to society) and self-enhancement (benefits to the self) in peo-
ple’s perceptions of meaning and happiness. We consistently found
that people’s meaning perceptions were more self-transcendent than
their happiness perceptions, both in terms of judgments (Studies 1–6)

Figure 7
Participants’ Forced-Choice Responses of Meaning and Happiness in
Study 7a

Note. Error bars are bootstrapped at 95% confidence intervals. See the online
article for the color version of this figure.
*** p , .001.
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and their subjective feelings (Studies 7a and 7b). When making self-
distanced judgments, people weighed benefits to society more heavily
than benefits to the self, in terms of evaluating the meaningfulness of
jobs (Study 1), the meaningfulness of other people’s life (Study 2a),
and advice to help people increase meaning in life (Study 2b). In con-
trast, benefits to the self were weighted similar to (Studies 1–2) or
even heavier than benefits to society (Study 3) in happiness judgment.
Compared with third-party judgments, people’s first-party judgments
about their own meaning focused more on self-enhancement, such
that benefits to society and benefits to the self were weighed similarly
in evaluations of the meaning of their own jobs (Study 4 and Study
6) and advice on improving the meaning of their own life (Study 5
and Study 6). Across the seven studies, the results consistently
suggest that people’s third-party judgment of meaning is more
self-transcendent than their first-party judgment of meaning, and
people’s meaning perceptions are more self-transcendent than
their happiness perceptions.

Our findings help illuminate how people perceive the nature of
meaning (and the nature of happiness). Unlike many psychological
constructs that we could typically categorize as emotion or cogni-
tion, trait or a state, objective or subjective, the nature of meaning
is multifaceted and could be a mixture of all these (Leontiev,
2013; Wolf, 1997). Most existing research on meaning has
focused on people’s subjective feelings of meaning in life, which
involves at least three distinct dimensions (purpose, coherence,
and significance; e.g., Crumbaugh & Maholick, 1964; Hicks &
King, 2009; King & Hicks, 2012; Martela & Steger, 2016; Steger
et al., 2006; Wong, 1998). By relying on participants’ own defini-
tions of meaning, this subjective approach helps reveal the actual
amount of meaning people have (high, moderate, or low) and its
correlates in life (e.g., Hicks & King, 2007). Our work instead
takes a social–cognitive approach to reveal how people make
meaning judgments in relation to the self. By revealing self-
transcendence and self-enhancement as dimensions underlying

Figure 8
Participants’ Perceptions of Meaning and Happiness by Measure and Condition
in Study 7b

Note. Error bars are bootstrapped at 95% confidence intervals. See the online article for
the color version of this figure.
* p , .05. ** p , .01.

Table 3
Summary of the Designs and Results for Studies 1–7

Study Perspective Evaluation target Design Meaning Happiness

1 Third person Jobs Within Society . Self Society = Self
2a Third person Other people’s life Within Society . Self Society = Self
2b Third person Advice-giving about life activities Within Society . Self Society = Self
3 Third person Jobs þ advice-giving about activities Between Society . Self Society , Self
4 First person One’s own job Within Society = Self Society , Self
5 First person Advice-receiving about life activities Within Society = Self Society , Self
6 First person Job þ Advice-receiving about life activities Between Society = Self Society , Self
7a First person Photo identification tasks Within Society . Self Society = Self
7b First person Photo identification tasks Between Society . Self Society , Self
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people’s perceptions of meaning across diverse targets and con-
texts (e.g., jobs, activities, experiences from doing different tasks),
our work complements the subjective approach and contributes to
a better understanding of the perceived nature of meaning as a psy-
chological construct in people’s mind.
Despite that some philosophical traditions have posited that

life’s meaning is idiosyncratic and each individual has to create a
unique sense of meaning in life (e.g., Camus, 1954; Nietzsche,
1883/1995; Sartre, 1948, 1966), our studies have revealed that one
common theme––self-transcendence—plays an important role in
people’s perceptions of meaning. The notion that meaning arises
from transcending the self has been proposed by many theorists
(Frankl, 1984; McAdams, 1993; Sartre, 1948; Yalom, 1980).
When we think of meaningful lives, for example, certain individu-
als would come to mind, such as Gandhi, Mother Teresa, and
Albert Einstein (Wolf, 1997, 2016), who have devoted themselves
to societal benefits and achievements greatly beyond themselves.
We found that benefits to society were valued similar to or even
more than benefits to the self in people’s judgments and feelings
of meaning. These results are consistent with the findings that peo-
ple often list activities and experiences that benefit others and soci-
ety as sources of meaning (Baum & Stewart, 1990; Fave et al.,
2013), as well as the findings that other-regarding activities are
associated with feelings of meaning in life (Reker & Woo, 2011).
By revealing the important role of self-transcendence in people’s
perceptions of meaning, our results may help explain and predict
why these specific types of activities might be common sources of
meaning to people, as well as providing empirical support to the
theoretical view that “meaning is about self-transcendence.”
Importantly, our findings also suggest that the relation between

self-transcendence and meaning could be more nuanced than pre-
viously thought, that the relative weight of self-transcendence and
self-enhancement in people’s judgments of meaning also depends
on the point of view (i.e., third-party versus first-party percep-
tions). Past research has documented a discrepancy between third-
and first-party attributions about feelings of meaning in life, that
most people believe their lives are more meaningful than the aver-
age life of others (Heintzelman et al., 2020). We found a discrep-
ancy in people’s third-party and first-party perceptions of meaning
in relation to the self: benefits to society were weighed more heav-
ily than benefits to the self in third-party meaning perceptions but
were weighed similarly in first-party perceptions. It has been
found that people have a tendency to demean others’ personal
needs, believing that the psychological needs of others are less im-
portant than those needs of their own (Schroeder & Epley, 2020).
When people are making judgments about the meaning in their
own life, they may be more likely to take their personal needs and
desires into consideration and value self-enhancement more than
in third-party evaluations. Our work focused on people’s social–
cognitive judgments about meaning, and future research could
examine whether people display similar discrepancy or “affective
forecasting errors” in attributing subjective feelings of meaning to
other people (or their future self).
The notion that “meaning is about self-transcendence” can be

seen most clearly when compared with happiness. Similar to
meaning, happiness is also a desirable state in life. People tend to
think of meaning and happiness as two dimensions both essential
to a good life (King & Napa, 1998; Scollon & King, 2004; Wolf,
1997). Nevertheless, the findings across studies reveal one key

difference between the perceived nature of meaning and happi-
ness: People view meaning to be more about self-transcendence
than happiness is (for both first-party and third-party judgments).
Indeed, we did not find that people value benefits to society more
than benefits to the self in happiness judgments in any of our stud-
ies. These findings may carry important implications in light of the
growing body of work on folk concepts of the good life (e.g.,
Heintzelman et al., 2020; Prinzing et al., 2021). It will be interest-
ing and important to examine whether pursuing meaning versus
pursuing happiness may have different consequences for people’s
motivation and behaviors, due to their different orientations in
relation to self-transcendence.

It should be noted that our findings do not mean that self-
enhancement plays little role in people’s perceptions of meaning.
Instead, we found that both self-enhancement and self-transcendence
are essential components in people’s views of meaning. This finding
resonates with previous findings that people list both individual pur-
suits and service to others as sources of meaning (Baum & Stewart,
1990; Fave et al., 2013). Similarly, self-transcendence also plays a
role in happiness. People view a life involving high benefits to soci-
ety as happier than a life involving low benefits to society, consistent
with the existing findings that people value moral goodness in happi-
ness attributions (e.g., Phillips et al., 2011, 2017; Yang et al., 2021).
Hence, unlike the simpler view that meaning is about being a “giver”
while happiness is about being a “taker” (Baumeister et al., 2013),
our results suggest that meaning and happiness share important simi-
larities in the sense that they both involve self-enhancement and
self-transcendence (only with different relative weights of the two
factors). These results are consistent with the findings that people’s
feelings of happiness are empirically correlated with and even give
rise to feelings of meaning (e.g., Hicks & King, 2007; King et al.,
2006; van Tilburg & Igou, 2019). It will be fruitful to examine
whether people intuitively understand this relation between meaning
and happiness, as well as whether perceptions of relations to the self
may partly account for the relations.

It is worth pointing out that our studies broadly categorized rela-
tions to the self in terms of self-transcendence and self-enhancement,
but there could be more subtleties than the dichotomous categories
we adopted. In terms of self-enhancement, we tried to be comprehen-
sive and included both “lower” levels of basic needs and “higher”
levels of personal benefits. If we only focused on the physical and
pleasurable aspects of self-enhancement, for instance, we might find
even bigger differences between people’s perceptions of meaning
and happiness. In addition, family relationships are a salient source
of meaning for most people (Fave et al., 2013; Lambert et al., 2010,
2013), but it is theoretically unclear which of the two categories fam-
ily relationships belong to. Building a family is a primary concern
for human beings and could be viewed as a major component of self-
enhancement (Schwartz, 2012), but supporting family members also
entails caring about others’ interests rather than self interests (Lam-
bert et al., 2013; Schwartz, 2012). For these reasons, in our opera-
tionalizations, we only adopted examples of activities that clearly go
beyond self-interests (e.g., contributions to society) or focus on the
self (e.g., material and psychological needs). It would be important
to examine how people view family relationships (or other activities
that are hard to categorize, such as religion) in relation to the self. In
fact, one interesting possibility is that viewing family relationships
as self-transcendent or self-enhancing might influence the perceived
meaning and happiness they bring. Finally, the content and the
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valuation of self-transcendence may vary depending on the cultural
contexts and life circumstances; it will be important to study the var-
iations in meaning perceptions beyond WEIRD populations (Hen-
rich, 2020) and in natural day-to-day life situations.
To conclude, across seven preregistered studies, we consistently

found that self-transcendence and self-enhancement are important
for both meaning and happiness, but people’s perceptions of mean-
ing are more self-transcendent than perceptions of happiness. When
thinking about the meaning in others’ life (third-party judgments),
people valued benefits to society more than benefits to the self, but
they valued the two similarly when thinking about the meaning in
their own life (first-party judgments). Self-transcendence, which
has been theorized as an ideal and the highest stage of human devel-
opment (Maslow, 1971), thus may not only be intrinsically valuable
in itself but may also have important implications for perceived
meaning and happiness in life. Our findings help illuminate the
social–cognitive processes underlying people’s perceptions of
meaning, provide evidence to the theoretical view that “meaning is
about self-transcendence,” as well as contribute to a better under-
standing of the similarities and differences between the perceived
nature of meaning and happiness. Finding meaning in life is an eter-
nal quest for human beings. Our findings suggest that if we would
like to find the most meaning in life, it may not be sufficient to only
focus on the self, but it is important to think about how we could
make a broader impact beyond the self.

Context of the Research

This project is part of our broader research program aiming to
understand the nature of meaning and happiness as psychological con-
structs in people’s mind. What gives rise to meaning and happiness in
life? Different people may have different answers, but do we also
share consensus about the basic nature of meaning and happiness?
Motivated by this question, we studied the social–cognitive processes
underlying people’s perceptions of meaning and happiness. We were
particularly interested in how people see meaning and happiness in
relation to the self, which was inspired by both existing theories and
our personal experiences. As a teenager, the second author deeply felt
the need for meaning, and Maslow’s work on “self-actualization” pro-
vided valuable guidance for a long time. But as both authors enter the
next stage of life, we feel a greater need for “self-transcendence” (the
concept advocated by theorists such as Viktor Frankl). We were
excited to find that people view both self-transcendence and self-
enhancement as important for meaning and happiness, and people’s
meaning perceptions are more self-transcendent than happiness per-
ceptions. The findings illuminate people’s conceptualizations of
meaning and happiness, which may also help explain and predict why
certain activities (e.g., volunteering, physical pleasures) are often
viewed as sources for meaning, happiness, or both. In future research,
it will be fruitful to theorize in greater depth and examine meaning
and happiness in relation to self-orientations, as the self seems to be a
fundamental dimension of how we understand the nature of meaning
and happiness in life.

References

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear
mixed-effects models using lme4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67(1),
1–48. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01

Baum, S. K., & Stewart, R. B., Jr. (1990). Sources of meaning through the
lifespan. Psychological Reports, 67(1), 3–14. https://doi.org/10.2466/
pr0.1990.67.1.3

Baumeister, R. F. (1991).Meanings of life. Guilford Press.
Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., Aaker, J. L., & Garbinsky, E. N. (2013).

Some key differences between a happy life and a meaningful life. The
Journal of Positive Psychology, 8(6), 505–516. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17439760.2013.830764

Camus, A. (1954). The stranger (S. Gilbert, Trans.). Vintage Books.
Cassar, L., & Meier, S. (2018). Nonmonetary incentives and the implica-

tions of work as a source of meaning. The Journal of Economic Perspec-
tives, 32(3), 215–238. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.32.3.215

Costin, V., & Vignoles, V. L. (2020). Meaning is about mattering: Evaluat-
ing coherence, purpose, and existential mattering as precursors of mean-
ing in life judgments. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
118(4), 864–884. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000225

Crumbaugh, J. C., & Maholick, L. T. (1964). An experimental study in ex-
istentialism: The psychometric approach to Frankl’s concept of noo-
genic neurosis. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 20(2), 200–207. https://
doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(196404)20:2,200::AID-JCLP2270200203.
3.0.CO;2-U

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Biswas-Diener, R., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi,
D-W., & Oishi, S. (2009). New measures of well-being. In E. Diener
(Ed.), Assessing well-being: The collected works of Ed Diener (pp. 247–
266). Springer Science þ Business Media. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
90-481-2354-4_12

Dunn, E. W., Aknin, L. B., & Norton, M. I. (2008). Spending money on
others promotes happiness. Science, 319(5870), 1687–1688. https://doi
.org/10.1126/science.1150952

Dwyer, R. J., Dunn, E. W., & Hershfield, H. E. (2017). Cousins or con-
joined twins: How different are meaning and happiness in everyday life?
Comprehensive Results in Social Psychology, 2(2–3), 199–215. https://
doi.org/10.1080/23743603.2017.1376580

Emmons, R. A. (2005). Striving for the sacred: Personal goals, life mean-
ing, and religion. Journal of Social Issues, 61(4), 731–745. https://doi
.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00429.x

Fairlie, P. (2011). Meaningful work, employee engagement, and other key
employee outcomes: Implications for human resource development.
Advances in Developing Human Resources, 13(4), 508–525. https://doi
.org/10.1177/1523422311431679

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A
flexible statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and
biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39(2), 175–191.
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146

Fave, A. D., Brdar, I., Wissing, M. P., & Vella-Brodrick, D. A. (2013).
Sources and motives for personal meaning in adulthood. The Journal of
Positive Psychology, 8(6), 517–529. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760
.2013.830761

Fox, J., & Weisberg, S. (2019). An R companion to applied regression (3rd
ed.). Sage.

Frankl, V. E. (1984). Man’s search for meaning: An introduction to logo-
therapy. Simon & Schuster.

Frankl, V. E. (1996). Viktor Frankl — Recollections: An autobiography.
(J. Fabray, Trans.). Plenum Press Publishing. (Original work published
1995)

George, L. S., & Park, C. L. (2013). Are meaning and purpose distinct? An
examination of correlates and predictors. The Journal of Positive Psy-
chology, 8(5), 365–375. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2013.805801

George, L. S., & Park, C. L. (2016). Meaning in life as comprehension,
purpose, and mattering: Toward integration and new research questions.
Review of General Psychology, 20(3), 205–220. https://doi.org/10.1037/
gpr0000077

Heintzelman, S. J., & King, L. A. (2014). Life is pretty meaningful. Ameri-
can Psychologist, 69(6), 561–574. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035049

MEANING PERCEPTIONS IN RELATION TO THE SELF 19

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1990.67.1.3
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1990.67.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2013.830764
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2013.830764
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.32.3.215
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000225
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(196404)20:2200::AID-JCLP22702002033.0.CO;2-U
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(196404)20:2200::AID-JCLP22702002033.0.CO;2-U
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(196404)20:2200::AID-JCLP22702002033.0.CO;2-U
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-2354-4_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-2354-4_12
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1150952
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1150952
https://doi.org/10.1080/23743603.2017.1376580
https://doi.org/10.1080/23743603.2017.1376580
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00429.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00429.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422311431679
https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422311431679
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2013.830761
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2013.830761
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2013.805801
https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000077
https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000077
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035049


Heintzelman, S. J., Mohideen, F., Oishi, S., & King, L. A. (2020). Lay
beliefs about meaning in life: Examinations across targets, time, and
countries. Journal of Research in Personality, 88, Article 104003.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2020.104003

Heintzelman, S. J., Trent, J., & King, L. A. (2013). Encounters with objec-
tive coherence and the experience of meaning in life. Psychological Sci-
ence, 24(6), 991–998. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612465878

Henrich, J. (2020). The WEIRDest people in the world: How the West
became psychologically peculiar and particularly prosperous. Penguin
U.K.

Hicks, J. A., & King, L. A. (2007). Meaning in life and seeing the big pic-
ture: Positive affect and global focus. Cognition and Emotion, 21(7),
1577–1584. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930701347304

Hicks, J. A., & King, L. A. (2009). Positive mood and social relatedness as
information about meaning in life. The Journal of Positive Psychology,
4(6), 471–482. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760903271108

Hofmann, W., Wisneski, D. C., Brandt, M. J., & Skitka, L. J. (2014). Mo-
rality in everyday life. Science, 345(6202), 1340–1343. https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.1251560

Hothorn, T., Bretz, F., & Westfall, P. (2008). Simultaneous inference in
general parametric models. Biometrical Journal, 50(3), 346–363.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bimj.200810425

Huang, M., & Yang, F. (2022). Perceptions of meaning in relation to the
self. http://osf.io/94vtk

Kahneman, D., Krueger, A. B., Schkade, D. A., Schwarz, N., & Stone,
A. A. (2004). A survey method for characterizing daily life experience:
The day reconstruction method. Science, 306(5702), 1776–1780. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.1103572

Kim, J., Holte, P., Martela, F., Shanahan, C., Li, Z., Zhang, H., Eisenbeck,
N., Carreno, D. F., Schlegel, R. J., & Hicks, J. A. (2022). Experiential
appreciation as a pathway to meaning in life. Nature Human Behaviour,
6(5), 677–690. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01283-6

King, L. A., & Hicks, J. A. (2012). Positive affect and meaning in life: The
intersection of hedonism and eudaimonia. In P. T. P. Wong (Ed.), The
human quest for meaning: Theories, research, and applications (pp.
125–141). Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.

King, L. A., & Hicks, J. A. (2021). The science of meaning in life. Annual
Review of Psychology, 72(1), 561–584. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
psych-072420-122921

King, L. A., & Napa, C. K. (1998). What makes a life good? Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1), 156–165. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.75.1.156

King, L. A., Hicks, J. A., Krull, J. L., & Del Gaiso, A. K. (2006). Positive
affect and the experience of meaning in life. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 90(1), 179–196. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514
.90.1.179

Koller, M. (2019). Robust linear mixed effects models (R package
“robustlmm” version 2.3) [Computer software]. https://github.com/
kollerma/robustlmm

Lambert, N. M., Stillman, T. F., Baumeister, R. F., Fincham, F. D., Hicks,
J. A., & Graham, S. M. (2010). Family as a salient source of meaning in
young adulthood. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 5(5), 367–376.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2010.516616

Lambert, N. M., Stillman, T. F., Hicks, J. A., Kamble, S., Baumeister,
R. F., & Fincham, F. D. (2013). To belong is to matter: Sense of belong-
ing enhances meaning in life. Personality and Social Psychology Bulle-
tin, 39(11), 1418–1427. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213499186

Leontiev, D. A. (2013). Personal meaning: A challenge for psychology.
The Journal of Positive Psychology, 8(6), 459–470. https://doi.org/10
.1080/17439760.2013.830767

Litman, L., Robinson, J., & Abberbock, T. (2017). TurkPrime.com: A ver-
satile crowdsourcing data acquisition platform for the behavioral scien-
ces. Behavior Research Methods, 49(2), 433–442. https://doi.org/10
.3758/s13428-016-0727-z

Loughnan, S., Haslam, N., Murnane, T., Vaes, J., Reynolds, C., & Suitner,
C. (2010). Objectification leads to depersonalization: The denial of
mind and moral concern to objectified others. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 40(5), 709–717. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.755

Lu, L., & Shih, J. B. (1997). Sources of happiness: A qualitative approach.
The Journal of Social Psychology, 137(2), 181–188. https://doi.org/10
.1080/00224549709595429

Lyubomirsky, S., & Lepper, H. S. (1999). A measure of subjective happi-
ness: Preliminary reliability and construct validation. Social Indicators
Research, 46(2), 137–155. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006824100041

Martela, F., & Steger, M. F. (2016). The three meanings of meaning in life:
Distinguishing coherence, purpose, and significance. The Journal of Posi-
tive Psychology, 11(5), 531–545. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2015
.1137623

Maslow, A. H. (1971). The farther reaches of human nature. Viking Press.
McAdams, D. P. (1993). The stories we live by: Personal myths and the

making of the self. William Morrow & Co.
Morey, R. D., Homer, S., & Proulx, T. (2018). Beyond statistics: Accept-

ing the null hypothesis in mature sciences. Advances in Methods and
Practices in Psychological Science, 1(2), 245–258.

Nietzsche, F. W. (1995). Thus spoke Zarathustra: A book for all and
none (W. Kaufmann, Trans.). Modern Library. (Original work pub-
lished 1883)

Phillips, J., De Freitas, J., Mott, C., Gruber, J., & Knobe, J. (2017). True
happiness: The role of morality in the folk concept of happiness. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General, 146(2), 165–181. https://doi.org/
10.1037/xge0000252

Phillips, J., Misenheimer, L., & Knobe, J. (2011). The ordinary concept of
happiness (and others like it). Emotion Review, 3(3), 320–322. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1754073911402385

Pinheiro, J., Bates, D., DebRoy, S., Sarkar, D., & R Core Team. (2007). Lin-
ear and nonlinear mixed effects models. R package version 3. 1–88.

Prinzing, M., De Freitas, J., & Fredrickson, B. L. (2021). The ordinary
concept of a meaningful life: The role of subjective and objective fac-
tors in third-person attributions of meaning. The Journal of Positive
Psychology. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/1743
9760.2021.1897866

Reker, G. T., & Wong, P. T. P. (1988). Aging as an individual process: To-
ward a theory of personal meaning. In J. E. Birren & V. L. Bengtson
(Eds.), Emergent theories of aging (pp. 214–246). Springer.

Reker, G. T., & Woo, L. C. (2011). Personal meaning orientations and psy-
chosocial adaptation in older adults. SAGE Open, 1(1), 1–10. https://doi
.org/10.1177/2158244011405217

Rouder, J. N., Speckman, P. L., Sun, D., Morey, R. D., & Iverson, G.
(2009). Bayesian t tests for accepting and rejecting the null hypothesis.
Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 16(2), 225–237. https://doi.org/10
.3758/PBR.16.2.225

Sartre, J.-P. (1948). Existentialism and humanism. Methuen.
Sartre, J.-P. (1966). Being and nothingness: An essay on phenomenological

ontology. Washington Square Press.
Schroeder, J., & Epley, N. (2020). Demeaning: Dehumanizing others by

minimizing the importance of their psychological needs. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 119(4), 765–791. https://doi.org/10
.1037/pspa0000199

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values:
Theoretical advances and empirical tests in 20 countries. In M. P. Zanna
(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 1–65).
Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6

Schwartz, S. H. (2012). An overview of the Schwartz theory of basic values.
Online Readings in Psychology and Culture, 2(1), Article 11. https://doi
.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1116

Scollon, C. N., & King, L. A. (2004). Is the good life the easy life? Social
Indicators Research, 68(2), 127–162. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SOCI
.0000025590.44950.d1

20 HUANG AND YANG

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2020.104003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612465878
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930701347304
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760903271108
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1251560
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1251560
https://doi.org/10.1002/bimj.200810425
http://osf.io/94vtk
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1103572
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1103572
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01283-6
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-072420-122921
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-072420-122921
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.156
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.156
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.1.179
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.1.179
https://github.com/kollerma/robustlmm
https://github.com/kollerma/robustlmm
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2010.516616
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213499186
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2013.830767
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2013.830767
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.755
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224549709595429
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224549709595429
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006824100041
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2015.1137623
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2015.1137623
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000252
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000252
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073911402385
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073911402385
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2021.1897866
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2021.1897866
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244011405217
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244011405217
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.16.2.225
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.16.2.225
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000199
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000199
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6
https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1116
https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1116
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SOCI.0000025590.44950.d1
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SOCI.0000025590.44950.d1


Steger, M. F., Frazier, P., Oishi, S., & Kaler, M. (2006). The meaning in
life questionnaire: Assessing the presence of and search for meaning in
life. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 53(1), 80–93. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80

Steger, M. F., Oishi, S., & Kesebir, S. (2011). Is a life without meaning
satisfying? the moderating role of the search for meaning in satisfaction
with life judgments. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 6(3), 173–180.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2011.569171

Sun, J., Stevenson, K., Kabbani, R., Richardson, B., & Smillie, L. D. (2017).
The pleasure of making a difference: Perceived social contribution
explains the relation between extraverted behavior and positive affect.
Emotion, 17(5), 794–810. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000273

Taylor, C. (1989). Sources of the self: The making of the modern identity.
Harvard University Press.

Taylor, C. (2018). God conclusion: An irreligious search for the evidence
for god and the spirit within us. ACCENT Press LTD.

van Tilburg, W. A. P., & Igou, E. R. (2019). Dreaming of a brighter future:
Anticipating happiness instills meaning in life. Journal of Happiness
Studies, 20(2), 541–559. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-018-9960-8

Walmsley, J., & O’Madagain, C. (2020). The worst-motive fallacy: A neg-
ativity bias in motive attribution. Psychological Science, 31(11), 1430–
1438. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797620954492

Ward, S. J., & King, L. A. (2017). Work and the good life: How work con-
tributes to meaning in life. Research in Organizational Behavior, 37,
59–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2017.10.001

White, M. P., & Dolan, P. (2009). Accounting for the richness of daily
activities. Psychological Science, 20(8), 1000–1008. https://doi.org/10
.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02392.x

Wolf, S. (1997). Happiness and meaning: Two aspects of the good life.
Social Philosophy & Policy, 14(1), 207–225. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0265052500001734

Wolf, S. (2016). Meaningfulness: A third dimension of the good life. Founda-
tions of Science, 21(2), 253–269. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10699-014-9384-9

Wong, P. T. P. (1998). Implicit theories of meaningful life and the devel-
opment of the personal meaning profile. In P. T. P. Wong & P. S. Fry
(Eds.), The human quest for meaning: A handbook of psychological
research and clinical applications (pp. 111–140). Erlbaum Publishers.

Yalom, I. D. (1980). Existential psychotherapy. Basic Books.
Yang, F., Knobe, J., & Dunham, Y. (2021). Happiness is from the soul: The

nature and origins of our happiness concept. Journal of Experimental Psy-
chology: General, 150(2), 276–288. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000790

Received October 15, 2021
Revision received July 28, 2022

Accepted August 1, 2022 n

MEANING PERCEPTIONS IN RELATION TO THE SELF 21

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2011.569171
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000273
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-018-9960-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797620954492
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2017.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02392.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02392.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265052500001734
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265052500001734
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10699-014-9384-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000790

	Self-Transcendence or Self-Enhancement: People’s Perceptions of Meaning and Happiness in Relation to the Self
	Study 1
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion

	Study 2a
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion
	Meaning Judgment
	Happiness Judgment


	Study 2b
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion
	Meaning Judgment
	Happiness Judgment


	Study 3
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion
	Ratings of Jobs
	Ratings of Advice


	Study 4
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion
	Meaning Judgment
	Happiness Judgment


	Study 5
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion
	Meaning Judgment
	Happiness Judgment
	Forced-Choice Questions


	Study 6
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion
	Ratings of Jobs
	Ratings of Advice


	Study 7
	Study 7a
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion
	Condition Differences
	Forced-Choice Questions


	Study 7b
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Design

	Results and Discussion

	General Discussion
	Context of the Research
	References


