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Sociocognitive and Behavioral 
Correlates of a Measure of Prosocial 

Tendencies for Adolescents 

Gustavo Carlo 

Anne Hausmann 

Stacie Christiansen 

Brandy A. Randall 

University of Nebraska–Lincoln 

Th e present study was designed to examine the psychometric properties of a 
multidimensional measure of prosocial behaviors to use with early adolescents 

and middle adolescents. One hundred thirty-eight students (X
—

 age = 15.8 
years; 80 girls; 70% White, non-Hispanic) from a public middle school and high 
school completed measures of prosocial moral reasoning, sympathy, perspective 
taking, aggression, ascription of responsibility, social desirability, verbal skills, 
and a revised prosocial tendencies measure (PTM-R). Th e questionnaires were 
completed in two sessions each separated by a 2-week time span (to assess test-
retest reliability of the PTM-R). Moreover, teacher ratings of adolescents’ 
generosity and helpfulness toward others were obtained. Analyses were 
conducted separately for early adolescents and middle adolescents and results 
showed adequate reliability and evidence of validity for PTM-R. Discussion 
focused on individual diff erences in prosocial behaviors among early adolescents 
and middle adolescents and the need to diff erentiate among diff ering types of 
prosocial behaviors. 

Keywords: measurement; moral development; moral cognitions; moral emotions; 
prosocial behavior 

Despite popular conceptions that adolescents in the United States engage 
in many risky and antisocial behaviors, there is recognition among scholars 
that most adolescents engage in prosocial behaviors (i.e., behavior that benefi ts 
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others; Carlo & Randall, 2001). In recent years, there has been increasing 
interest in adolescents’ positive social behaviors, especially in understanding 
the characteristics of adolescents who engage frequently in those behaviors. 
Much of that recent interest stems from scholars and researchers who pos-
tulate that the development of eff ective intervention programs aimed at re-
ducing risky and antisocial behaviors will necessitate an understanding of 
positive social development (Consortium on the Promotion of Social  Com-
petence, 1994). 

 Early adolescence is a particularly important age period for understanding 
prosocial development because many young people are presented with new 
opportunities for engaging in prosocial behaviors (Carlo, Fabes, Laible, & Ku-
panoff , 1999). For example, a large number of children become engaged in 
voluntary activities once they enter adolescence, and there is evidence that the 
number of adolescents who volunteer in charity organizations has increased 
substantially in the past decade (Independent Sector, 1999). However, al-
though much is known with regard to the development of prosocial behaviors 
in young children, relatively less is known with regard to the development of 
those behaviors during adolescence. One reason for the relative scarcity of re-
search on prosocial development during adolescence is the lack of psychomet-
rically adequate measures of prosocial behaviors for use with that population 
(Carlo & Randall, 2001). In the present study, the psychometric properties of 
a measure of prosocial behaviors to use with early adolescents and middle ado-
lescents are reported. 

 Th e opportunities for, and diversity of, prosocial behaviors increase as 
children enter adolescence, partly due to new and emerging interpersonal re-
lationships, cognitive and emotive development, and changes in the social 
context (Carlo, Eisenberg, & Knight, 1992; Carlo, Fabes et al., 1999; Fabes, 
Carlo, Kupanoff , & Laible, 1999). For example, new and modifi ed relation-
ships with peers and adult fi gures (e.g., teachers, parents) can impact adoles-
cents’ prosocial behaviors by providing new targets of helping and exposure to 
new values, belief systems, or behaviors. Furthermore, many teachers require 
students to engage in service learning activities and many adolescents (par-
ticularly older adolescents) voluntarily, or with parental encouragement, join 
service clubs (Fletcher, Elder, & Mekos, 2000). Adolescents also have greater 
mobility that aff ords additional opportunities for engaging in behaviors that 
benefi t others. 

 In addition to those new social opportunities, adolescents undergo a se-
ries of changes in sociocognitive and socioemotive skills. For example, po-
tential for increases in abstract thinking skills, forethought, perspective tak-
ing, and hypothetical-deductive reasoning skills are associated with increases 

in moral reasoning and sympathy (Hoff man, 1991; Selman, 1980; Tomlin-
son-Keasey & Keasey, 1974). In turn, those sociocognitive and socioemotive 
skills are linked to prosocial and moral behaviors (Blasi, 1980; Eisenberg & 
Fabes, 1998; Roberts & Strayer, 1996; Th oma, Rest, & Davison, 1991). Th e 
combination of those and other personal and social contextual changes no 
doubt contribute to individual diff erences in prosocial behaviors during ado-
lescence. 

 Relatively high stability of prosocial tendencies during adolescence has 
been revealed by researchers (e.g., Davis & Franzoi, 1991). However, research 
on the correlates of prosocial behaviors show wide individual diff erences in 
adolescents who exhibit those behaviors. For example, researchers have pro-
vided evidence that adolescents who reported higher levels of sympathy and 
perspective taking (i.e., understanding another’s thoughts, feelings, and situ-
ation) reported higher levels of prosocial responding (Estrada, 1995; Rob-
erts & Strayer, 1996). Other researchers have shown that adolescents who are 
rated by teachers as generous and helpful toward others tend to score higher 
on prosocial moral reasoning (Carlo, Koller, Eisenberg, Da Silva, & Frohlich, 
1996; see also Eisenberg, Carlo, Murphy, & Van Court, 1995). Crick and Nel-
son (1999) reported that adolescents who were rated by their peers as more 
prosocial were more likely to make benign attributions in ambiguous situa-
tions (e.g., judge whether a peer, intentionally or accidentally, rolled a basket-
ball under their feet and caused them to fall). Th at research has indicated that 
social information processes and skills are important correlates of prosocial 
behaviors. 

However, in previous studies, there have been at least two limitations to 
understanding prosocial development in adolescence. One limitation is that 
researchers who examine prosocial development in adolescence have not in-
vestigated possible diff erences between early adolescents and middle adoles-
cents in the correlates of prosocial behaviors. Indeed, based on cognitive de-
velopmental and social ecological theories, it might be expected that younger 
adolescents’ and older adolescents’ prosocial development would be associat-
ed with age-specifi c correlates. Furthermore, because perspective-taking skills 
still might be developing during early adolescence, such skills might be related 
more strongly to prosocial behaviors in early adolescence rather than in late 
adolescence. To explore the pattern of correlates of prosocial behaviors in early 
adolescence and in middle adolescence, the pattern of relations in those two 
adolescent age periods was compared. 

 Another limitation in previous studies stems from the fact that researchers 
often do not distinguish among the diff ering types of prosocial behaviors. For 
example, in many previous studies, researchers used global measures that did 
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not diff erentiate among such varied behaviors as helping to pick up dropped 
items, comforting a hurt person, donating money to charity, and holding a  
door open for a stranger. Alternatively, researchers use general measures such 
as teacher or peer ratings of kindness, helpfulness, cooperation, or generosity. 
Other researchers have used measures that might have tapped into skills or 
competencies such as communication skills, self-effi  cacy, self-esteem, or social 
acceptance—dimensions that assess the broader domain of social competence. 
Although global measures of prosocial behaviors might be useful for assess-
ing general prosocial tendencies, because some specifi c types of prosocial be-
haviors are interrelated and because prosocial behaviors might be construed as 
one aspect of social competence, it might be expected that there are diff ering 
correlates for diff ering types of prosocial behaviors. 

 Th eorists (Bandura, 1986) note that specifi c cognitive processes (e.g., self-
effi  cacy) are associated with specifi c social behaviors. Similarly, other schol-
ars emphasize the importance of task-specifi c cognitive skills required to un-
derstand performance on specifi c tasks (Knight, Johnson, Carlo, & Eisenberg, 
1994). Based on those conceptual notions, it might be expected that specif-
ic individual and social contextual characteristics might be related to specif-
ic types of prosocial behaviors. Previous research has indicated that there are 
individual diff erences in the extent to which individuals help in emotional-
ly evocative and crisis situations (Carlo, Eisenberg, Troyer, Switzer, & Speer, 
1991), in front of others, anonymously, when asked to (Eisenberg, Cameron, 
Tryon, & Dodez, 1981), and when there is a cost to the self (Eisenberg et al., 
1999; Schroeder, Penner, Dovidio, & Piliavin, 1995; see Batson, 1991; Staub, 
1978). For example, individuals who frequently engage in altruistic forms of 
helping (i.e., behaviors intended primarily to benefi t others with little regard 
for self consequences) are prone to sympathy, higher level moral reasoning and 
perspective taking, ascribe social responsibility to themselves, and exhibit few-
er aggressive behaviors (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998). 

 Individuals who frequently help in emotionally evocative situations also 
are prone to sympathy and higher levels of moral reasoning and perspective 
taking (Carlo et al., 1991). In contrast, adolescents who frequently engage in 
helping behaviors in front of others have been shown to be most concerned 
with gaining other people’s approval (Carlo & Randall, 2002); thus, approv-
al-oriented prosocial moral reasoning was expected to be related signifi cantly 
and positively to public prosocial behaviors. However, those relations might 
diff er between early adolescents and middle adolescents because sociocogni-
tive development places an upper limit on facilitating prosocial behaviors that 
require those skills. Th at can cause greater variability in sociocognitive skills 
of early adolescents as compared to middle adolescents. Th erefore, perspec-

tive taking and high levels of moral reasoning would be  expected to be re-
lated signifi cantly and positively to those prosocial behaviors, particularly in 
early adolescence. 

 As a result of capital growth, work opportunities, and greater social mo-
bility, many adolescents have increased opportunities to help others anony-
mously (e.g., donating money), to engage in compliant helping, and in emer-
gency situations. However, although there is some research on the correlates 
of those latter types of prosocial behaviors in childhood (especially compliant 
and anonymous types of helping) and in college students (especially helping 
in emergency situations; see Batson, 1991; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Staub, 
1978), little is known with regard to the characteristics of young adolescents 
who help under those circumstances. Th erefore, there were no specifi c a priori 
hypotheses on the correlates of compliant, anonymous, and dire types of help-
ing during early adolescence or middle adolescence. 

 In summary, several hypotheses were developed. It was expected that spe-
cifi c prosocial behaviors would be related diff erently to specifi c sociocogni-
tive and socioemotive skills. Specifi cally, altruism and emotional prosocial be-
haviors would be related signifi cantly and positively to sympathy, high levels 
of prosocial moral reasoning, and perspective taking (especially among ear-
ly adolescents); whereas, public prosocial behaviors would be related signifi -
cantly and positively to approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning (a low 
level of prosocial moral reasoning). Signifi cant and positive relations were ex-
pected between altruism and emotional prosocial behaviors and ascription of 
responsibility and other measures of prosocial behaviors; in contrast, negative 
relations were expected between aggression and altruism. No a priori hypoth-
eses were developed on the sociocognitive and socioemotive correlates of dire, 
compliant, and anonymous prosocial behaviors. Weak and nonsignifi cant rela-
tions between the specifi c types of prosocial behaviors and social desirability, 
vocabulary skills, and personal distress were expected to indicate discriminant 
validity evidence. Moreover, it was expected that middle adolescents and girls 
would score higher on altruism than would early adolescents and boys and 
that boys would score higher on public prosocial behaviors than would girls. 

METHOD 
 
Participants 

 One hundred thirty-eight students (X
—

 age = 15.8 years, SD = 1.60; 80 
girls, 58 boys; 70% White/non-Hispanic, 10% African American, 10% oth-
er ethnic groups) from a public middle school and a senior high school in the 
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Midwestern United States participated in the current study. Approximately 
49% of their mothers had some college education, 44% had a high school (or 
equivalent) diploma, and 7% did not graduate from high school. 

 To examine the pattern of relations by age group, a median split of age was 
conducted to divide the sample into early adolescents and middle (those old-
er than 16 years of age) adolescents. Th ere were 80 early adolescents (X

—
 age 

= 14.7 years, SD = 1.17; 49 girls, 31 boys) and 58 middle adolescents (X
—

 age 
= 17.3 years, SD = .50; 31 girls, 27 boys). Students were recruited by send-
ing letters to their parents to obtain active informed consent. Th e cooperating 
schools received a monetary donation to the general school fund and a sum-
mary report of the fi ndings, and participating teachers received a $10 gift cer-
tifi cate. Student participation was voluntary. 

 

Procedure 

 After obtaining Institutional Review Board approval from the university, the 
school district, and the principals of the schools, researchers recruited from 
classrooms (data were collected in Spring 2000). All students were told that 
the study was designed to assess the “way teenagers think and act in typical 
social situations.” Students who expressed interest were asked to take recruit-
ment letters and informed consent forms to their parents. Parents were told 
that the purpose of the study was to examine “tendencies people may have to 
think and react in specifi c ways on a day-to-day basis.” After obtaining paren-
tal consent, students who assented completed questionnaires in two sessions 
in their classrooms (teachers were not present during administration). Each 
session lasted approximately 30 to 40 minutes and students participated in 
groups of approximately 15 to 25 students. 

 In the fi rst session, participants were administered the following measures 
(see description of measures below) in a randomized order: the PTM-R, sym-
pathy, prosocial moral reasoning, global prosocial behavior, and suppression 
of aggression. At the second session, approximately 2 weeks later, participants 
were readministered the PTM-R to assess test-retest reliability. In addition, 
they were administered the empathic accuracy, ascription of responsibility, vo-
cabulary skills, and social desirability scales. All participants were then de-
briefed and thanked. 

 Materials 

 Prosocial Tendencies Measure–Revised. Th e Prosocial Tendencies Mea-
sure (PTM) originally was developed to assess self-report of six types of 

prosocial behaviors among college individuals (Carlo & Randall, 2002). Items 
for the PTM were selected from previously developed prosocial disposition 
and behavior scales ( Johnson et al., 1989; Rushton, Chrisjohn, & Fekken, 
1981; Schroeder et al., 1995) and from responses to prosocial moral reason-
ing interviews (Eisenberg et al., 1995). Carlo and Randall (2001) reported 
adequate model fi t coeffi  cients using confi rmatory factor analysis with col-
lege students. 

 Th e PTM was modifi ed to use with younger adolescents in the present 
study. To develop the version for younger adolescents, a focus group (10 ado-
lescents, ages 11 through 16) of adolescents was asked to evaluate the original 
PTM items for clarity and relevance and asked for suggestions to improve the 
items. After the slight revisions in the wording (for simpler vocabulary) and 
after adding two items based on suggestions from the focus group, the Proso-
cial Tendencies Measure–Revised (PTM-R) consists of 25 items that assess 
six types of prosocial behaviors. 

 Th e six types of prosocial behaviors in the PTM-R include public, anony-
mous, dire, emotional, compliant, and altruism (see appendix). Public proso-
cial behaviors were defi ned as behaviors intended to benefi t others enacted in 
the presence of others (four items; sample item, “I can help others best when 
people are watching me”). Anonymous prosocial behaviors were defi ned as the 
tendency to help others without other people’s knowledge (fi ve items; “I think 
that helping others without them knowing is the best type of situation”). Dire 
prosocial behaviors refer to helping others under emergency or crisis situations 
(three items; “I tend to help people who are in real crisis or need”). Emotion-
al prosocial behaviors are behaviors intended to benefi t others enacted under 
emotionally evocative situations (fi ve items; “I respond to helping others best 
when the situation is highly emotional”). Compliant prosocial behaviors re-
fer to helping others when asked to (two items; “When people ask me to help 
them, I don’t hesitate”). Altruism refers to helping others when there is little 
or no perceived potential for a direct, explicit reward to the self (six items; “I 
often help even if I don’t think I will get anything out of helping”). Data were 
coded such that high scores on each of these scales refl ect a stronger endorse-
ment. Scoring key and instructions for the PTM-R can be obtained on re-
quest from the fi rst author. 

  Prosocial moral reasoning. Th e paper-and-pencil measure of prosocial mor-
al reasoning (PROM) was administered (Carlo et al., 1992; Eisenberg et al., 
1995). Five stories were administered, each containing a confl ict between a 
protagonist’s needs and desires and those of (an)other(s). Th e following is a 
sample story from the PROM: 
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One day Mary was going to a friend’s party. On the way, she saw a girl 
who had fallen down and hurt her leg. Th e girl asked Mary to go to the 
girl’s house and get her parents so the parents could come and take her to 
the doctor. But if Mary did run and get the girl’s parents, Mary would be 
late to the party and miss the fun and social activities with her friends. 

 Th e participant was asked to read each story and indicate (a) whether the 
protagonist should help the needy other, (b) whether the protagonist should 
not help the needy other, or (c) whether they were unsure what the protago-
nist should do. Participants then were asked to rate on a 5-point scale (1 = not 
at all through 5 = greatly) the importance of the nine reasons why the protago-
nist should, or should not, help the needy other in the story. 

 In those stories, a representative sample of frequently reported prosocial 
moral reasons was selected for each story. Each of the stories included one he-
donistic reason (Level 1 in the Eisenberg, 1986, schemata, which consists of 
simple hedonistic or direct reciprocity reasoning; e.g., “It depends how much 
fun Mary expects the party to be, and what sorts of things are happening at 
the party”), one needs-oriented reason (Level 2; e.g., “It depends whether the 
girl really needs help or not”), one approval-oriented reason (Level 3; e.g., “It 
depends whether Mary’s parents and friends will think she did the right or she 
did the wrong thing”), and one stereotyped reason (Level 3; e.g., “It depends 
if Mary thinks it’s the decent thing to do or not”). Each story also contained 
one internalized reason, which refl ected a higher level of reasoning (Level 4 
and 5), and consisted of sympathy, role-taking, positive or negative aff ect, gen-
eralized reciprocity, or internalized value (e.g., “It depends how Mary would 
feel about herself if she helped or not”). Th e sixth reason was a lie/nonsense 
item (e.g., “It depends whether Mary believes in people’s values of metacogni-
tion or not”). Carlo et al. (1992) report that lie/nonsense items can be used to 
screen out participants who strongly endorsed these items. However, only one 
participant in the present study scored at or above 2 SD above the mean of the 
lie scale (the criteria suggested by Carlo et al., 1992). However, dropping this 
one participant from the analyses did not appreciably change the results. Th us, 
data from all participants were retained. 

 Scores were derived by summing the items across the fi ve stories for each 
of the fi ve types of prosocial moral reasoning to obtain a frequency score. Th e 
frequency PROM scores were transformed to proportion PROM scores by 
dividing each of the scores for the fi ve types of moral reasoning by the sum of 
frequency PROM scores. Th e proportion score refl ects a participant’s prefer-
ence for a particular reasoning type relative to the other reasoning types. Th ere 
were fi ve hedonistic items (Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient = .74), fi ve needs-ori-
ented items (Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient = .71), fi ve approval-oriented items 

(Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient = .86), fi ve stereotypic items (Cronbach’s alpha 
coeffi  cient = .83), and fi ve internalized-level items (Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  -
cient = .75). Evidence for the reliability and validity of the PROM has been 
reported elsewhere (e.g., Carlo et al., 1996; Eisenberg et al., 1995). 

 Global prosocial behavior. Th e 20-item, self-report measure developed by 
Rushton et al. (1981) was used to obtain an overall measure index of prosocial 
behavior. Participants were asked to rate the frequency of various behaviors on 
a 5-point scale where 1 = never and 5 = very often (e.g., “I have delayed an el-
evator and held the door open for a stranger”). Researchers have reported ad-
equate reliability and validity for use with adolescents (e.g., Carlo, Roesch, & 
Melby, 1998; Eisenberg et al., 1995). Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient in the pres-
ent study was .88. 

 Empathy. Th ree subscales of a multidimensional measure of empathy 
(Davis, 1983) were used to examine perspective taking (e.g., “I try to look 
at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision”; seven items, 
Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient = .83); empathic concern, hereafter referred to as 
sympathy (e.g., “I am often quite touched by things that I see happen”; sev-
en items, Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient = .76); and personal distress (e.g., “In 
emergency situations, I feel anxious and ill-at-ease”; seven items, Cronbach’s 
alpha coeffi  cient = .60). Participants were asked to rate how well each item 
describes them on a 5-point scale where 1 = does not describe me well and 5 = 
describes me very well. Several researchers have presented evidence of adequate 
reliability and validity (e.g., Davis & Franzoi, 1991; Laible, Carlo, & Raff a-
elli, 2000). 

 Social desirability. A shortened, 25-item version of the Crowne and Mar-
lowe (1964) scale was administered to assess individuals’ tendency to pres-
ent themselves in a positive manner to others. Participants were asked to rate 
whether each item was true or false as it pertained to themselves (sample 
items, “I always try to practice what I preach” and “Th ere have been occasions 
when I felt like smashing things” [reverse coded]). Reliability and validity evi-
dence for this version of the scale has been presented in studies (e.g., Carlo et 
al., 1992; Eisenberg et al., 1995). Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient in the present 
study was .75. 

 Aggression. Participants also completed the Suppression of Aggression sub-
scale from the Weinberger Adjustment Inventory (Weinberger, 1991). Th e 
fi ve items were rated on a 5-point scale where 1 = does not describe me  and 
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5=describes me very well (e.g., “I lose my temper and ‘let people have it’ when 
I’m angry”). Items were reversed so that a high score indicated higher lev-
els of aggression. Weinberger and colleagues (Weinberger, 1995; Weinberg-
er & Bartholomew, 1996; Weinberger & Gomes, 1995) have reported ade-
quate psychometric properties, including test-retest reliabilities and validity, of 
the Suppression of Aggression subscale in samples with adolescents (see also 
Carlo, Fabes et al., 1999). Furthermore, researchers previously have found that 
self-report measures of aggression are associated signifi cantly with behavior-
al observations and teacher and peer ratings of aggression (e.g., Achenbach, 
1991). Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient in the present study was .86. 

 Ascription of Responsibility. Th e 28-item Ascription of Responsibility Scale 
(Schwartz, 1968; Schwartz & Howard, 1984) was used to assess adolescents’ 
beliefs about social obligation and responsibility. Th e items were rated on a 5-
point scale where 1 = strongly agree and 5 = strongly disagree (e.g., “Your obliga-
tions can never justify forgetting the needs of others”). Items were recoded so 
that a high score indicated a high sense of social obligation and responsibil-
ity. Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient in the present study was .82. In addition, re-
searchers have found adequate reliability and validity evidence (e.g., Schroeder 
et al., 1995). 

 Empathic Accuracy. A 17-item Empathic Accuracy Scale (Ickes, Bisson-
nette, Garcia, & Stinson, 1990) was administered to assess adolescents’ abil-
ity to accurately understand and anticipate another’s situation (similar to per-
spective taking). Th e items were rated on a 4-point scale where 1 = not like me 
at all and 4 = like me a lot (sample item, “I can tell how people are feeling long 
before they say anything about it”). Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient in the pres-
ent study was .77. 

 Quick Word Test (QWT). To assess vocabulary skills, a shortened, 40-item 
version of the QWT (Borgatta & Corsini, 1960) was used. Th e students re-
ceived a score based on the number of correct responses (these scores were 
not standardized within each grade). Th e QWT has shown strong correlations 
with various measures of intelligence and has demonstrated good stability and 
validity evidence (e.g., Borgatta & Corsini, 1960). 

Teacher ratings of generosity and helpfulness. Toward the end of the academ-
ic year, teachers were asked to rate each participating adolescent from their 
classroom on their generosity and helpfulness on a scale from 1 (almost never) 

through 7 (almost always). Th e generosity and helpfulness ratings were stan-
dardized within the classroom. Teacher ratings of helpfulness were correlated 
signifi cantly with ratings of generosity, r (127) = .82, p < .001 (data from eight 
students were missing because the teachers did not complete those students’ 
ratings). Th us, the standardized scores for generosity and helpfulness were 
summed and averaged to create a composite of generosity/ helpfulness. 

 Data Analytic Approach 

 To examine the psychometric properties of the PTM-R for both early ad-
olescents and middle adolescents, all analyses were conducted separately for 
each age group. After conducting descriptive statistical analyses, the internal 
consistency of the PTM-R was examined by conducting Cronbach’s alpha 
analyses on each of the PTM-R subscales. To assess the reliability of each sub-
scale across time, test-retest reliabilities on each of those subscales were con-
ducted by a series of correlational analyses. Correlational analyses were con-
ducted also to examine the interrelations among the PTM-R subscales and to 
examine the relations of the PTM-R to other theoretically relevant variables. 
A series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses was conducted to investi-
gate age and gender diff erences in the PTM-R subscales. 

 RESULTS 

 Descriptive Statistics and Internal Consistency of the PTM-R Subscales 

 Th e means and standard deviations for the PTM-R subscales are present-
ed separately for each adolescence age group in Table 1. Middle adolescents 
reported altruistic prosocial tendencies the most, followed by compliant, dire, 
emotional, anonymous, and public, respectively. In contrast, early adolescents 
reported altruistic prosocial tendencies the most, followed by compliant and 
emotional, then dire, anonymous, and public, respectively (tests of age eff ects 
will be reported). 

 As can be seen in Table 1, the range of Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cients for 
the PTM-R subscales for the middle adolescents was from .75 through .86 
(X

—
 = .80). Th e range of Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cients for early adolescents was 

from .59 through .86 (X
—

 = .75). Th e range for the 2-week test-retest reliabili-
ties of the PTM-R subscales for middle adolescents was from .56 through .82 
(X

—
= .71) (see Table 1). Th e range for the 2-week, test-retest reliabilities of the 

PTM-R subscales for early adolescents was from .54 through .76 (X
—

= .67). 
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 Interrelations Among the PTM-R Subscales 

 To examine the structure of prosocial tendencies during early adolescence 
as compared with middle adolescence, correlational analyses were conducted 
for each age group. Th e pattern of relations among the PTM-R diff ered for 
each adolescence age group (see Table 2). Among middle adolescents, compli-
ant prosocial tendencies were positively related to dire and emotional prosocial 
tendencies, which also were positively related to each other. Th us, there were 
relatively few signifi cant relations for middle adolescents. Among early ado-
lescents, compliant prosocial tendencies were positively related to anonymous, 
dire, emotional, and altruistic prosocial tendencies. Public prosocial tendencies 
were positively related to dire and emotional prosocial tendencies and nega-
tively related to altruistic prosocial tendencies. Anonymous prosocial tenden-
cies were positively related to dire and emotional prosocial tendencies. Dire 
prosocial tendencies were positively related to emotional prosocial tendencies. 
Th us, there were relatively more signifi cant relations among the PTM-R sub-
scales for early adolescents. 

 Eff ects of Age and Gender on the PTM-R 

 A series of hierarchical multiple regressions was conducted to examine the 
eff ects of gender and age on the PTM-R. In each of these analyses, in the fi rst 
step the main eff ects of age (for these analyses, age was used as a continuous 
measure) and gender were entered. In the second step the age by gender inter-
action vector was entered. 
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 Eff ects of age and gender on prosocial tendencies. For altruistic prosocial ten-
dencies, the fi rst step accounted for a signifi cant amount of systematic vari-
ance, R2 = .09, F(2,132) = 6.63, p < .01. Both age and gender were signifi -
cant predictors, such that middle adolescents and girls were more likely to 
report altruistic prosocial tendencies than were early adolescents and boys, 
standardized betas = .17 and –.26, ps < .05 and .01, respectively. For pub-
lic prosocial tendencies, the fi rst set of predictors accounted for a signifi cant 
amount of variance, R2 = .05, F(2,132) = 3.20, p < .04. Th ere was a signifi cant 
main eff ect of gender, such that boys were more likely to report public proso-
cial tendencies than were girls, standardized beta = .22, p < .02. For emotion-
al prosocial tendencies, there was a trend toward signifi cance in systematic 
variance, R2 = .04, F(2,132) = 2.88, p < .06. Gender was a signifi cant predic-
tor such that girls were more likely to report emotional prosocial tendencies 
than were boys, standardized beta = –.20, p < .02. For anonymous prosocial 
tendencies, there was a trend toward signifi cance in systematic variance, R2 = 
.04, F(2,132) = 2.88, p < .06. Age was a signifi cant predictor, such that mid-
dle adolescents were more likely to report anonymous prosocial tendencies 
than were early adolescents, standardized beta = .20, p < .03. Th ere were no 
other signifi cant eff ects of age and gender on prosocial tendencies. 

 Relations of the PTM-R With Other 
Th eoretically Related Variables 

 To examine the relations of the PTM-R with other theoretically related 
constructs, correlational analyses were separately conducted for early adoles-
cents and middle adolescents (see Tables 3 and 4). 

Relations with cognitive variables. For middle adolescents, altruistic proso-
cial tendencies were negatively related to approval-oriented prosocial mor-
al reasoning and positively related to vocabulary scores (see Table 3). Emo-
tional prosocial tendencies were positively related to internalized prosocial 
moral reasoning and empathic accuracy and negatively related to hedonistic 
moral reasoning. Dire prosocial tendencies were positively related to needs-
oriented and internalized prosocial moral reasoning and negatively related 
to approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning. Furthermore, dire prosocial 
tendencies were positively related both to perspective taking and empathic 
accuracy. 

 Anonymous prosocial tendencies were negatively related to hedonis-
tic prosocial moral reasoning. Public prosocial tendencies were positively re-
lated to approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning. Compliant prosocial 
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tendencies were negatively related to hedonistic prosocial moral reasoning and 
positively related to needs-oriented prosocial moral reasoning. 

 For early adolescents, altruistic prosocial tendencies were positively related 
to stereotypic and internalized prosocial moral reasoning (see Table 3). Fur-
thermore, altruistic prosocial tendencies were negatively related to hedonistic 
and approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning. 

 Emotional prosocial tendencies were positively related to internalized pro-
social moral reasoning, perspective taking, and empathic accuracy, and nega-
tively related to hedonistic moral reasoning. Dire prosocial tendencies were 
negatively related to hedonistic prosocial moral reasoning. Furthermore, dire 
prosocial tendencies were positively related to both perspective taking and 
empathic accuracy. 

 Anonymous prosocial tendencies were positively related to empathic ac-
curacy and internalized prosocial moral reasoning. Public prosocial tenden-
cies were positively related to approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning. 
Compliant prosocial tendencies were negatively related to hedonistic prosocial 
moral reasoning and positively related to internalized moral reasoning, per-
spective taking, and empathic accuracy. 

 Th us, in general, there was a diff ering pattern of relations between the 
PTM-R subscales and the cognitive variables across the two age groups. Fur-
thermore, as expected, the PTM-R was not signifi cantly related to vocabulary 
skills (except to altruism for middle adolescents). 

 Relations with emotive variables. For middle adolescents, sympathy was 
positively associated with compliant, emotional, and dire prosocial tenden-
cies (see Table 4). In contrast, personal distress was negatively related with 
altruism. 

For early adolescents, sympathy was positively associated with compliant, 
emotional, dire, and altruistic prosocial tendencies (see Table 4). Th ere were no 
signifi cant relations between personal distress and the PTM-R subscales for 
this age group. 

 Relations with ascription of responsibility and social desirability. For middle 
adolescents, altruism, emotional, dire, and compliant prosocial tendencies were 
positively associated with ascription of responsibility (see Table 4). Th ere were 
no signifi cant relations between social desirability and the PTM-R subscales. 

 Similarly, for early adolescents, altruism, emotional, and compliant proso-
cial tendencies were positively associated with ascription of responsibility (see 
Table 4). Social desirability was not signifi cantly related to the PTM-R sub-
scales except negatively to altruism. 



124                             Carlo, Hausmann, Christiansen, & Randall A Measure of Prosocial Tendencies for Adolescents                               125

  Relations with global prosocial behavior, aggression, and teacher ratings of gen-
erosity/helpfulness. Convergent validity for the PTM-R was assessed by con-
ducting correlational analyses between the PTM-R and other measures of 
prosocial behaviors. For middle adolescents, the global prosocial behavior scale 
was signifi cantly and positively related to compliant, anonymous, dire, and 
emotional prosocial tendencies (see Table 4) but not to public prosocial ten-
dencies or to altruism. Teacher ratings of generosity and helpfulness were sig-
nifi cantly and positively related to emotional prosocial tendencies. Aggression 
was negatively related with altruistic prosocial tendencies and was not signifi -
cantly related to any other prosocial tendencies. 

 For early adolescents, the global prosocial behavior scale was positively re-
lated to compliant, public, anonymous, dire, and emotional prosocial tenden-
cies (see Table 4) but not to altruism. Th ere were no signifi cant relations be-
tween teacher ratings of generosity/helpfulness and the PTM-R. However, 
aggression was negatively related with compliant and altruistic prosocial ten-
dencies and was not signifi cantly related to any other prosocial tendencies. 

 To examine further the relations between the PTM-R and teacher ratings 
of generosity/helpfulness, teachers’ ratings of generosity/helpfulness were cor-
related to a composite of the PTM-R. Th is analysis was conducted to assess 
whether a global, rather than a specifi c, index of the PTM-R might be signifi -
cantly related to the global teacher ratings of generosity/helpfulness. Th e com-
posite of the PTM-R was created by standardizing the subscale scores and 
summing. Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient for the PTM-R composite (25 items) 
was .87. Th ese two global helping composites were interrelated signifi cantly 
for early adolescents, r(80) = .36, p < .001, but not for middle adolescents, 
r(55) = .21, p > .05. 

 DISCUSSION 

 Overall, the fi ndings yielded partial support for the reliability and valid-
ity of the PTM-R to use with early adolescents and middle adolescents. With 
regard to reliability evidence, the Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cients and test-re-
test reliabilities indicated that the PTM-R subscales have adequate inter-
nal consistency and temporal stability across a 2-week period. With regard 
to validity evidence, in general, the PTM-R subscales were related in a dis-
criminant manner with other theoretically related variables. Th at is, in gen-
eral, the PTM-R scales were signifi cantly related with theoretically relevant 
variables (e.g., sympathy, perspective taking, moral reasoning) and nonsig-
nifi cantly related with nontheoretically relevant variables (e.g., vocabulary 
skills, social desirability, personal distress). Perhaps more important, the 

fi ndings revealed a diff ering pattern of relations between prosocial tenden-
cies and other theoretically relevant variables for early adolescents and mid-
dle adolescents. 

 As expected, early adolescents who reported higher levels of prosocial mor-
al reasoning were more likely to report altruistic tendencies. In contrast, early 
adolescents who reported lower levels of prosocial moral reasoning were less 
likely to report altruistic tendencies. Th ese fi ndings were consistent with cog-
nitive-development theory that posits that altruism is facilitated by the rea-
soning based on strong internalized mores that consider the care and needs 
of others and that young children who are less concerned with approval and 
hedonistic motives are more likely to act altruistically (Eisenberg & Fabes, 
1998). For middle adolescents, altruism was negatively related to approval-ori-
ented prosocial moral reasoning. Th ose fi ndings indicated that middle ado-
lescents with altruistic prosocial tendencies were less concerned with gaining 
other people’s approval. However, it is important to note that there were no 
signifi cant relations between altruism and perspective taking. Some scholars 
have suggested that perspective taking (i.e., cognitively understanding anoth-
er’s situation) is not suffi  cient to act altruistically and actually sometimes is 
used to manipulate and take advantage of others. Perspective taking might not 
be a strong predictor of helping without a motive (e.g., sympathy) to assist 
others (see Hoff man, 1991). 

 Consistent with the hypotheses, higher levels of altruism were linked to 
higher levels of ascription of responsibility and to lower levels of aggression 
for both early adolescents and middle adolescents. In addition, higher levels 
of sympathy were associated with higher levels of altruism for early adoles-
cents. Th ose fi ndings indicated that increases in adolescents’ willingness to as-
cribe responsibility to themselves are associated with increases in selfl ess help-
ing tendencies. Furthermore, both early adolescents and middle adolescents 
who report altruistic tendencies were less likely to report aggressive tenden-
cies. Th ose latter fi ndings were consistent with previous research (see Crick 
& Dodge, 1994; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998) that indicated that aggressive in-
dividuals and altruistic individuals might diff er on emotion regulation skills, 
sociocognitive skills, and social ecology (e.g., family aff ective climate, adoles-
cents’ experiences with their parents, peer support). It might be expected that 
altruistic individuals would be adept at emotion regulation and sociocognitive 
functioning and that those skills might facilitate consideration of the needs of 
others who are distressed. 

 Consistent with the hypotheses, in general, adolescents who reported be-
ing more helpful in emotionally evocative contexts were more likely to use 
internalized prosocial moral reasoning, to take another’s perspective (al-
though nonsignifi cant for middle adolescents), and to be adept at under- 
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standing another’s situation. Furthermore, this type of helping was associat-
ed with higher levels of sympathy and ascription of responsibility but not to 
personal distress. Taken together, those fi ndings were consistent with research 
that has shown that there might be an optimal level of emotional sensitivity 
that facilitates helping in emotionally evocative situations but does not inhibit 
sociocognitive functioning (Carlo, Allen, & Buhman, 1999). 

 As expected, helping in front of others was related to approval-oriented 
moral reasoning both for early adolescents and middle adolescents. Further-
more, that type of helping was not associated with any of the other cogni-
tive, emotive, or trait variables. Th ose fi ndings were consistent with the notion 
that gaining the approval of others might be the primary motive for adoles-
cents who help frequently in front of an audience. Indeed, approval-oriented 
moral reasoning was not signifi cantly related to any of the other PTM-R sub-
scales except negatively to altruism. Th at indicates that altruistically inclined 
adolescents might be less concerned with gaining stature from their actions. 
Th ose fi ndings were consistent with previous empirical fi ndings that adoles-
cents who appear most concerned with gaining others’ approval in prosocial 
moral situations are more likely to aggress toward others. It is interesting that 
gaining other people’s approval is also characteristic of juvenile delinquents 
(Carlo, Koller, & Eisenberg, 1998). Research might begin to focus on whether 
there is a threshold for being too concerned about approval from others that 
places adolescents at high risk for problem behaviors. 

 Helping in emergency or dire situations was associated with less hedo-
nistic prosocial moral reasoning and higher levels of sympathy, perspective 
taking, and empathic accuracy for both early adolescents and middle ado-
lescents. However, in early adolescence, dire helping was linked to hedonis-
tic prosocial moral reasoning. In contrast, in middle adolescence, dire help-
ing was linked to lower levels of approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning 
and to higher levels of needs-oriented and internalized prosocial moral rea-
soning and ascription of responsibility. Th at contrasting pattern of relations 
indicated that hedonistic concerns are primary to determine helping in emer-
gency situations in early adolescence, whereas middle adolescents might rely 
more on other-oriented moral reasoning abilities and their notions about re-
sponsibility to determine their response in those situations. Further research 
(perhaps using experimental designs) is needed to examine those possibili-
ties. Middle adolescents who reported tendencies to help anonymously were 
less hedonistic in their moral reasoning. It might be expected that help-
ing under those circumstances would require good perspective-taking and 
empathic-accuracy skills as well as less concern with self desires and needs. 
However, anonymous helping was associated signifi cantly to empathic accu- 

racy only in early adolescence and there were no signifi cant relations between 
perspective taking and anonymous helping. Because perspective taking and 
moral reasoning skills are developing still during early adolescence (Carlo et al., 
1992), perhaps other traits or situational factors are more relevant to predict-
ing anonymous helping during adolescence. Indeed, the fact that middle ado-
lescents reported more anonymous and altruistic helping than did early adoles-
cents is consistent with the notion that anonymous and altruistic helping might 
require relatively more sophisticated perspective taking (e.g., perspective taking 
that requires abstraction, forethought, hypothetical deductive reasoning) than 
the other types of helping. Further research might be used to examine whether 
age diff erences in sociocognitive skills (such as moral reasoning) could account 
for age diff erences in anonymous and altruistic forms of helping. 

 Both early adolescents and middle adolescents who reported more emo-
tional sensitivity and self responsibility were more likely to report higher levels 
of compliant helping. In contrast, higher levels of hedonistic prosocial moral 
reasoning were linked to lower levels of compliant helping. Because compliant 
helping demands respect for others (including authority fi gures), it might be 
expected that adolescents who are compliant also are sensitive to the needs of 
others and have a high sense of responsibility. Furthermore, adolescents who 
prefer hedonistic moral reasoning are concerned about their own needs and 
desires and those needs are likely to confl ict with the needs of people who ask 
for their help. It is interesting that higher levels of perspective taking and em-
pathic accuracy were related to higher levels of compliant helping tendencies 
particularly for early adolescents. Perhaps those sociocognitive skills facilitate 
compliant helping tendencies in early adolescence but because those skills are 
developed better by middle adolescence, those skills are less relevant in pre-
dicting that type of helping later in adolescence. 

 As expected, personal distress, in contrast to sympathy, was not associat-
ed signifi cantly with any of the six helping types for both early adolescents 
and middle adolescents (with the exception of altruism for middle adoles-
cents). Th us, emotional oversensitivity did not seem to predict helping (except 
perhaps when it is diffi  cult to escape from the situation; see Batson, 1991) 
and might hinder altruistic helping because the focus of distressed individu-
als would be on self needs rather than on the needs of others (see Eisenberg & 
Fabes, 1998). 

 Th ere were a number of interesting relations between the PTM-R sub-
scales and the other measures of prosocial behavior. Middle, but not early, 
adolescents who were rated by their teachers as relatively more helpful and 
generous were more likely to describe themselves as more helpful in emo-
tional situations. However, teacher ratings of generosity and helpfulness 
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were not signifi cantly related with the other types of helping. Th e overall 
lack of signifi cant relations between teachers’ ratings of adolescents’ behavior 
and the PTM-R subscales indicates a lack of strong evidence for convergent 
validity using a teacher rating measure of helpfulness. However, it is impor-
tant to note that teachers are privy to only a small sample of adolescents’ 
prosocial behaviors—especially in middle-level school and high school (ado-
lescents have diff erent teachers for each course and the classroom activities 
tend to be structured, minimizing variability in helping behaviors). Indeed, 
it is common to fi nd modest magnitudes of eff ect size between teacher rat-
ings and self ratings of children’s prosocial behaviors (e.g., Roberts & Stray-
er, 1996). 

 Alternatively, as mentioned in the introduction, it might be that generos-
ity and helpfulness ratings of prosocial behaviors are not distinct suffi  ciently 
to better predict the six specifi c types of helping refl ected in the PTM-R. In-
deed, in the present study, there was an overall signifi cant relation between a 
composite of the PTM-R and teachers’ ratings of generosity and helpfulness 
for early adolescents (but not middle adolescents). Th at pattern of fi ndings 
supports the contention that global measures of prosocial behaviors might be 
signifi cantly and more consistently associated with other global measures of 
prosocial behaviors, particularly during early adolescence when adolescents 
might be less likely to diff erentiate among diff ering forms of helping. Con-
sistent with that latter contention, there were signifi cant interrelations among 
the PTM-R subscales (except between public and compliant) for early ado-
lescents but fewer such relations for middle adolescents. It might be expected 
that adolescents diff erentiate more among forms of helping as higher levels of 
cognitive development are acquired and as adolescents are exposed to, and en-
gage in, diff ering forms of helping. 

 Th e pattern of the relations between the PTM-R subscales and the glob-
al index of prosocial behavior showed convergent validity evidence. In gen-
eral, the index of global prosocial behavior was signifi cantly and positively re-
lated with all the subscales of the PTM-R except altruism and public helping 
(for middle adolescents). An examination of the items from this commonly 
used index of global prosocial behavior indicates that the scale does tap into a 
wide variety of helping behaviors. Some of the items include carrying books 
for a stranger (similar to compliant helping), helping a person cross the street 
(similar to public helping), donating money to a charity (similar to anony-
mous helping), and helping someone who is hurt (similar to emotional and 
dire helping). However, there were no items that seemed to tap into help-
ing others with little or no regard for self consequences (i.e., altruism). Th us, 
unlike this commonly used global index of self-reported prosocial behavior, 

the PTM-R appears to tap into a type of helping (i.e., altruism) that has been 
the focus of interest for many scholars. 

 Because of the importance of understanding both the development of 
aggressive behaviors and prosocial behaviors, there is a growing interest in 
the link between those behaviors. Th e present fi ndings showed a moder-
ate negative relation between aggression and compliant and altruistic ten-
dencies (even though the indices shared method variance because both 
indices were self-report measures). Th ose fi ndings were consistent with re-
searchers’ previous fi ndings that there was a modest relation between ag-
gressive behaviors and prosocial behaviors (e.g., Crick & Gropeter, 1995; 
see Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998). Taken together, those fi ndings indicate that 
aggression and helping are not just the fl ip side of each other—that it is 
important to distinguish between the two constructs. Adolescents who are 
aggressive are not necessarily less helpful and adolescents who are helpful 
are not necessarily less aggressive. Furthermore, a reduction in aggressive 
and violent acts might not equate necessarily to an increase in prosocial 
behaviors (and vice versa). Th us, program evaluators of intervention pro-
grams designed to promote prosocial behaviors and/or reduce aggressive 
behaviors should consider separately assessing prosocial outcomes and ag-
gressive outcomes to better understand the eff ectiveness of the program on 
those distinct outcomes. 

 Consistent with cognitive-developmental and gender socialization theo-
ries, there were a number of age and gender diff erences in prosocial tenden-
cies. For example, adolescent girls and middle adolescents more frequently 
described themselves as altruistic than did adolescent boys and younger ad-
olescents. Th e gender diff erence was consistent with the Fabes et al. (1999) 
meta-analysis fi ndings that revealed that strong gender diff erences in proso-
cial behavior are evident during adolescence. Th at might be due, in part, to a 
consolidation of socialization experiences from childhood that encourage the 
expression of prosocial tendencies for girls and discourage the expression of 
those tendencies for boys (Brody, 1985). Furthermore, these gender diff erenc-
es might become stronger for adolescents as their perceptions of self-concept 
change due to physical maturation processes and social comparison processes 
(Fabes et al., 1999). 

 In contrast, boys reported more public types of helping than did girls. Th at 
fi nding was consistent with previous fi ndings that men tend to help more of-
ten in public situations than do women (Eagly & Crowley, 1986) and that 
adolescent boys exhibit more concern for gaining other people’s approval 
than do adolescent girls (Carlo et al., 1992, 1996). Th e fi nding that middle 
adolescents generally reported being more helpful than did early adolescents 
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might refl ect increasing cognitive-development skills and increasing exposure 
to helping opportunities during adolescence. 

 Th ere were several limitations in the present study. First, the sample was 
relatively homogeneous with respect to race and ethnicity. Th e fi ndings might 
not be generalizable to more diverse samples. Further studies will be needed 
to examine these fi ndings in larger and more diverse populations. Th is might 
enable researchers to examine whether the current fi ndings diff er by demo-
graphic variables (e.g., gender, ethnicity) and to examine the structure of the 
PTM-R with confi rmatory factor analyses. Second, most of the measures were 
self-report, which might introduce self-presentational biases and verbal skill 
confounds. However, as expected, the weak relations between social desirabil-
ity and vocabulary scores and the PTM-R indicated that responses were not 
infl uenced strongly by their desire to impress others or by vocabulary skills. 
Th ird, longitudinal research is needed to confi rm and replicate the age-related 
fi ndings in the present study. Furthermore, because there is sparse research on 
the correlates of specifi c types of prosocial behaviors during adolescence, the 
present fi ndings should be interpreted with caution until further research is 
conducted. 

 In summary, the present fi ndings yielded evidence that the PTM-R has 
adequate psychometric properties and that it can be used with early adoles-
cents and middle adolescents from the United States. Specifi c types of helping 
behaviors had a unique pattern of relations to sociocognitive, socioemotive, 
and social behavior measures and those relations diff ered across early adoles-
cence and middle adolescence. Th ose fi ndings indicate that research on specif-
ic forms of helping behaviors might be useful to account for previously shown 
individual diff erences in prosocial behaviors during adolescence. 

    APPENDIX 

 Below are sentences that might or might not describe you. Please indicate how 

much each statement describes you by using the scale below. 

 Does Not            Describes          Somewhat                                      Describes 
 Describe                 Me                  Describes           Describes               Me 
Me At All            A Little                  Me                  Me Well             Greatly 
       1                         2                          3                         4                        5 

____ 1. I can help others best when people are watching me. 
____ 2. It makes me feel good when I can comfort someone who is very upset. 
____ 3. When other people are around, it is easier for me to help others in need. 
____ 4. I think that one of the best things about helping others is that it makes me look good. 

____ 5. I get the most out of helping others when it is done in front of other people. 
____ 6. I tend to help people who are in a real crisis or need. 
____ 7. When people ask me to help them, I don’t hesitate. 
____ 8. I prefer to donate money without anyone knowing. 
____ 9. I tend to help people who are hurt badly. 
____10. I believe that donating goods or money works best when I get some benefi t.
____11. I tend to help others in need when they do not know who helped them. 
____12. I tend to help others especially when they are really emotional. 
____13. Helping others when I am being watched is when I work best.
____14. It is easy for me to help others when they are in a bad situation. 
____15. Most of the time, I help others when they do not know who helped them. 
____16. I believe I should receive more rewards for the time and energy I spend on volunteer 

service. 
____17. I respond to helping others best when the situation is highly emotional. 
____18. I never wait to help others when they ask for it. 
____19. I think that helping others without them knowing is the best type of situation. 
____20. One of the best things about doing charity work is that it looks good on my resume. 
____21. Emotional situations make me want to help others in need. 
____22. I often make donations without anyone knowing because they make me feel good. 
____23. I feel that if I help someone, they should help me in the future. 
____24. I often help even if I don’t think I will get anything out of helping. 

____25. I usually help others when they are very upset. 
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