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ABSTRACT: The correlates and structure of prosocial behaviors in late adolescents were examined using a newly constructed, multi-
dimensional measure. In Study 1, 249 college students (145 women; M age = 19.9 years) were administered the Prosocial Tendencies
Measure (PTM) which assesses 6 types of prosocial behaviors: altruistic, compliant, emotional, dire, public, and anonymous. Measures
of sympathy, perspective taking, personal distress, social desirability, global prosocial behaviors, social responsibility, ascription of re-
sponsibility, vocabulary skills, and prosocial moral reasoning were also completed. Test-retest reliability and further validity of the PTM
were demonstrated in Study 2 with a sample of 40 college students (28 women; M age = 22.9 years). Results from both studies yielded

evidence of adequate reliability and validity of the PTM and support the notion of differentiated forms of helping.

KEY WORDS: prosocial behaviors; measurement; individual differences; behaviors.

INTRODUCTION

Research on the development and correlates of pro-
social behaviors (i.e., behaviors intended to benefit oth-
ers) has been an active field of study for the last three
decades (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998). Given the impor-
tance of understanding behaviors that benefit society,
surprisingly few measures are available currently for
studying prosocial behaviors, particularly in adolescence.
While some measures do exist, these typically are char-
acterized by a conceptualization of prosocial behavior as
a global construct. However, investigators have shown
that there are different types of prosocial behaviors and
that these types are related differently to theoretically re-
lated constructs (see Batson, 1998; Eisenberg and Fabes,
1998; Staub, 1978). Furthermore, little is known regard-
ing the characteristics of individuals with specific proso-
cial behavioral tendencies in late adolescence (Fabes et
al., 1999). This study was designed primarily to examine
the psychometric properties of a newly developed, mul-

tidimensional measure of prosocial behaviors in late ad-
olescence.

Global versus Situation-Specific Measures
of Prosocial Behavior

Existing measures of prosocial behavior can be
classified into one of at least two categories, those that
assess global prosocial behavior or those that assess pro-
social behavior in a specific situation. The most common
measures of prosocial behaviors are those that are de-
signed to assess global prosocial behaviors. Global pro-
social behavior measures are defined as measures that as-
sess personal tendencies to exhibit a number of proso-
cial behaviors across contexts and motives (e.g., Green
et al., 1994; Johnson et al., 1989; Rushton et al., 1981,
Weir and Duveen, 1981). A subtype of these measures
are those that assess social competence or aspects of the
broader construct of social competence (e.g., Ladd and
Profilet, 1996; Rydell et al., 1997). The second type of
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prosocial behavior measure is an assessment of prosocial
behaviors in specific contexts. These assessments are of-
ten behavioral observations of helping opportunities (e.g.,
picking up dropped items, donating money) designed for
specific studies, often experimental studies. Although evi-
dence for the reliability and validity of such measures has
been presented, there are reasons to believe that there is
limited utility to both assessment approaches.

Global prosocial behavior or social competence mea-
sures are limited because prior researchers have shown
that there are different types of prosocial behaviors and
that each of these types has different personal and situ-
ational correlates. Some researchers have presented evi-
dence that there are differences between individuals who
help others when they are asked to and those who do so
spontaneously (Eisenberg et al., 1981). Other research-
ers have shown that there are individual differences in
children who exhibit prosocial behaviors in high vs. low
emotionally evocative situations (Carlo er al., 1991a).
Furthermore, some helping behaviors are motivated by
internalized norms/principles and sympathy responding
and other helping behaviors are motivated by extrinsic
motivators (e.g., gaining the approval of others) (Eisen-
berg and Fabes, 1998). The use of global, rather than sit-
uation-specific, assessments of prosocial behaviors has
been presented as one possible explanation for prior weak
and inconsistent relations between sociocognitive and so-
cioemotional variables and prosocial behaviors (Carlo et
al., 1991b; Kurdek, 1978; Underwood and Moore, 1982).
Thus, global measures of prosocial behavior might limit
investigators’ ability to address specific conceptual ques-
tions regarding the correlates of prosocial behaviors.

In contrast, situation-specific prosocial behav-
ior measures are useful in addressing specific conceptu-
al questions about the development and correlates of dif-
ferent types of prosocial behaviors. Furthermore, obser-
vational and behavioral assessments of these behaviors
might be considered more ecologically valid than paper-
and-pencil measures. However, there are potential limita-
tions to the use of these measures. First, these measures
are susceptible to observer and coding biases. Second,
some of these measures require individual assessment;
thus, these measures might be costly in time and often
preclude the assessment of prosocial behaviors in applied
settings and in longitudinal studies. And third, evidence
of the psychometric qualities of these types of measures
is often limited to the evidence presented in the particular
study for which it was designed. Researchers have point-
ed out that standardization of measures is necessary to en-
able researchers to compare and integrate findings across
studies. Furthermore, there is no existing paper-and-pen-

cil measure of specific types of prosocial behaviors to
use with late adolescents. Given the evidence for chang-
es in prosocial behaviors and theoretically related per-
sonal and social contextual variables (e.g., moral reason-
ing, perspective taking, sympathy, parent and peer rela-
tionships) during adolescence (Carlo et al., 1999a; Fabes
et al., 1999), an objective measure of prosocial behavior
was constructed and designed to assess different types of
prosocial behaviors in late adolescents.

Types of Prosocial Behaviors

Initially, based on prior theory and research, 4 types
of prosocial behaviors were identified: altruistic prosocial
behaviors, compliant prosocial behaviors, emotional pro-
social behaviors, and public prosocial behaviors. Descrip-
tions of each type are presented below.

Altruism

Altruistic prosocial behaviors were defined as vol-
untary helping motivated primarily by concern for the
needs and welfare of another, often induced by sympathy
responding and internalized norms/principles consistent
with helping others (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998). More-
over, because the helper is primarily concerned with the
needy others’ welfare, these behaviors sometimes incur a
cost to the helper. Although scholars have debated wheth-
er altruistic behaviors exists (see Batson, 1991), there are
at least 3 lines of evidence that support the existence of
altruism (Eisenberg et al., 1999). First, researchers have
presented evidence of the heritability of sympathy (e.g.,
Matthews et al., 1981) which is deemed evolutionarily
adaptive. Second, there is longitudinal evidence of stabil-
ity in the tendency to behave in a prosocial manner across
childhood and adolescence (Davis and Franzoi, 1994;
Eisenberg et al., 1999). And third, researchers have found
significant associations between personality variables and
prosocial behaviors across different contexts (Carlo et al.,
1991a; Staub, 1978).

As mentioned previously, the two primary motives
for altruistic actions are sympathy and internalized norms/
principles. Empathy is an emotional reaction that stems
from another’s emotional state and is congruent with that
state (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998). Theorists have argued
that empathy can lead to either sympathy, which is con-
cern or sorrow for another based on the perception and
understanding of their emotional state (the focus orien-
tation is on the other), or personal distress, which is an
aversive emotional reaction based on the perception and
understanding of another’s emotional state (the focus ori-
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entation is on the self) (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998). Re-
searchers have hypothesized that sympathy results in a
motivation to relieve the other person’s distress, while
personal distress results in a motivation to relieve one’s
own distress (Batson, 1991; Hoffman, 1991). Several in-
vestigators have demonstrated that sympathy is associated
with altruistic responding while personal distress is asso-
ciated with egoistic responding (Batson et al., 1986; Carlo
et al., 1991a). A related variable associated with sympa-
thy and altruistic responding is perspective taking, or the
tendency to take the point of view of another (sometimes
referred to as empathic accuracy) (Davis, 1983; lannot-
ti, 1985; Ickes et al., 1990; Kurdek, 1978; Selman, 1980).
Perspective taking has been hypothesized to encourage
sympathy and the performance of prosocial behavior, and
there is substantial evidence to support these assertions
across childhood and adolescence (Iannotti, 1985; Schro-
eder et al., 1995; Underwood and Moore, 1982).

Another primary motive associated with altruistic re-
sponding is internalized norms or principles concerning
helping. According to theorists (Blasi, 1980; Colby and
Kohlberg, 1987; Rest, 1983), internalized norms and prin-
ciples are often exhibited at higher levels or stages of mor-
al reasoning when individuals are capable of higher order
formal operations thinking, a characteristic of adolescents
(Carlo et al., 1992; Fabes et al., 1999). Because these
principles are strongly internalized (and often become part
of the individual’s self concept), individuals with princi-
ples concerning helping are likely to engage in behaviors
to primarily benefit others in need. Furthermore, individu-
als who demonstrate high level moral reasoning are like-
ly to engage in behaviors consistent with their reasoning
because they have acquired a sense of responsibility to
conform to their principles (Kohlberg and Candee, 1984)
and are less likely to be influenced by extrinsic motiva-
tors (Rholes and Bailey, 1983). Several investigators have
demonstrated that high levels of moral reasoning (reason-
ing that often depicts internalized norms, principles, or
empathic-based concerns) are related to prosocial behav-
iors (Blasi, 1980; Colby and Kohlberg, 1987; Eisenberg
et al., 1995). In addition, a number of investigators have
shown that altruistic prosocial behaviors are associated
with social responsibility (an obligation or duty to act in a
manner that benefits society) and ascription of responsibil-
ity (a duty or obligation towards the needs and welfare of
others) (Batson et al., 1986; Carlo et al., 1991a; Schroed-
er et al., 1995; Schwartz and Howard, 1984; Staub, 1978).
Thus, adolescents who ascribe responsibility to them-
selves and who believe they have an obligation to act re-
sponsibly towards society were expected to be more likely
to endorse altruistic prosocial behaviors.

Compliant

Compliant prosocial behaviors were defined as help-
ing others in response to a verbal or nonverbal request
(Eisenberg ef al., 1981). Compliant helping is more fre-
quent than spontaneous helping and much of the research
on this type of helping has been conducted with children
rather than adolescents. Children (especially boys) who
comply frequently tend to ask for adult help more often,
are unlikely to defend toys, and are less likely to respond
positively to peers’ prosocial behaviors. (Eisenberg et al.,
1981). However, teachers tended to respond positively to
girls, rather than boys, who comply with requests for pro-
social action. The unique characteristics associated with
compliant helping are not confined to the preschool years;
elementary school children who frequently engage in
compliant prosocial behavior have been found to be rela-
tively nonassertive (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998). Howev-
er, additional research is needed on the characteristics of
older individuals who engage in high levels of compliant
helping. Conceptually, higher levels of compliant helping
would be expected to be associated with greater use of
approval-oriented modes of moral reasoning and would
not be expected to be associated with perspective taking,
sympathy, or higher levels of moral reasoning.

Emotional

Emotional prosocial behaviors were conceptualized
as an orientation toward helping others under emotional-
ly evocative circumstances. Some helping situations can
be characterized as highly emotionally charged. For ex-
ample, an adolescent who has hurt his or her arm, is cry-
ing and is bleeding, is more emotionally evocative than an
adolescent who has hurt his or her arm but shows little or
no distress or injury. A number of other factors (e.g., re-
lationship to the needy other, perceived similarity) might
influence the level of emotional evocativeness and, in turn,
perceived emotional evocativeness might influence the ob-
server’s emotional responses. For some individuals, highly
emotionally evocative situations are likely to lead to over-
arousal and personal distress; whereas, for other individu-
als, the response might be sympathy (Eisenberg and Fabes,
1998; Hoftfman, 1982). These emotional responses have
been linked to emotion regulation skills and to selfless and
egoistic modes of helping (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998). In
general, however, helping in highly emotionally evocative
situations would be expected to be strongly associated with
sympathy responding and other-oriented personal tenden-
cies (e.g., perspective taking, higher level, empathic modes
of moral reasoning) (Bryant, 1982; Carlo et al., 1991a).



34 CARLO AND RANDALL

Public

Prosocial behaviors conducted in front of an audi-
ence are likely to be motivated, at least in part, by a de-
sire to gain the approval and respect of others (e.g., par-
ents, peers) and enhance one’s self-worth. One common
manipulation in research on prosocial behavior is to alter
whether others serve as witnesses to the potential proso-
cial act (e.g. Buhrmester et al., 1992). Researchers have
shown that helping conducted in front of others is some-
times associated with self-oriented motives, although re-
searchers have pointed out that social desirability con-
cerns are not necessarily incompatible with prosocial be-
havior (Schroeder et al., 1995). Furthermore, helping is
more likely to occur when one’s actions are conducted in
front of an audience (but see the research on bystander in-
tervention in emergency situations for exceptions, Schro-
eder et al., 1995). Because gaining others’ approval is of-
ten a concern for adolescents, it was hypothesized that
public prosocial behaviors would be related positively to
approval-oriented modes of moral reasoning and to social
desirability (i.e., tendency to present one’s self in a posi-
tive light). Moreover, public prosocial behaviors were ex-
pected to be related negatively (or unrelated) to higher
levels of moral reasoning and other-oriented personal ten-
dencies (e.g., sympathy, perspective taking).

Anonymous and Dire

Based on exploratory factor analyses from 3 pilot stud-
ies, the public prosocial behaviors subscale loaded into 2
distinct factors, public and anonymous prosocial behav-
iors. Anonymous prosocial behaviors were defined as
helping performed without knowledge of whom helped.
A tendency to perform prosocial acts in front of others
was defined as public prosocial behaviors. In addition,
the emotional prosocial behaviors subscale loaded into 2
distinct factors, dire and emotional prosocial behaviors.
Respondents distinguished between helping in crisis or
emergency situations (i.e., dire prosocial behaviors) and
situations that contain emotionally evocative cues (i.e.,
emotional prosocial behaviors). Thus, 6 different types of
prosocial behaviors were examined, public, anonymous,
dire, emotional, compliant, and altruism. Moreover, al-
though some vocabulary skills are required to read and
comprehend items of the PTM, vocabulary skills were not
expected to be related strongly to the PTM subscales.

Gender Differences in Prosocial Behaviors

Eagly and Crowley (1986), in a meta-analytic review
of gender differences in helping, showed gender differ-

ences in prosocial behavior. Based on social role theo-
ry, these authors demonstrated that the relations between
gender and helping differed as a function of the type of
helping examined. Specifically, helping that was more
heroic or more chivalrous was exhibited more often by
young men than young women, whereas helping embed-
ded in a relational context was exhibited by young wom-
en more than young men. Based on prior studies (e.g.,
Eagly and Crowley, 1986; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974),
it was hypothesized that late adolescent girls would report
higher levels of emotional, altruistic, and compliant pro-
social behaviors than late adolescent boys. Furthermore,
adolescent boys were expected to report higher levels of
public prosocial behaviors than adolescent girls.

STUDY 1
Method of Study 1
Participants

Participants were 249 college students (104 males,
145 females; M age = 19.89 years, SD = 2.76) who were
enrolled in undergraduate psychology courses at a Mid-
western state university. Participants were recruited from
undergraduate psychology courses and received extra
credit for participation.

Instruments

Prosocial Tendencies Measure. Items for the Proso-
cial Tendencies Measure (PTM) were selected from previ-
ously developed prosocial disposition and behavior scales
(Johnson ef al., 1989; Rushton et al., 1981) and from re-
sponses to prosocial moral reasoning interviews with col-
lege-aged students (Eisenberg et al., 1995). The 23-item
version of the PTM was composed of 6 sub-scales: pub-
lic (4 items, Cronbach’s a = 0.78), anonymous (5 items,
Cronbach’s a = 0.85), dire (3 items, Cronbach’s a =
0.63), emotional (4 items, Cronbach’s a = 0.75), compli-
ant (2 items, Cronbach’s o = 0.80), and altruism (5 items,
Cronbach’s a = 0.74). Participants were asked to rate the
extent to which statements described themselves on a 5-
point scale ranging from 1 (does not describe me at all) to
5 (describes me greatly). The final version of the measure
is presented in the Appendix.

Prosocial Moral Reasoning. The paper-and-pen-
cil measure of prosocial moral reasoning (PROM-R) was
administered (Carlo et al., 1992; Eisenberg et al., 1995).
The PROM-R contains 7 stories, each of which contains
a conflict between a protagonist’s needs and desires and
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those of (an)other(s). The protagonist in each story is the
same gender as the participant. The following is a sample
story from the PROM-R:

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. The
girl asked Mary to go to the girl’s house and get her par-
ents so the parents could come and take her to a doc-
tor. But if Mary did run and get the girl’s parents, Mary
would be late to the party and miss the fun and social ac-

tivities with her friends.

The participant is asked to read each story, and indi-
cate whether the protagonist should (a) help the needy
other, (b) not help the needy other, or (c) whether they
were unsure what the participant should do. Participants
were then asked to rate on a 7-point scale (from 1 (not at
allyto7(greatly)) the importance of the 9 reasons why the
protagonist should or should not help the needy other in
the story.

A representative sample of frequently reported proso-
cial moral reasoning was selected for each story. Each of
the stories included 2 hedonistic items (Level 1 in Eisen-
berg’s model, Eisenberg et al., 1995, 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 item (Level 2; e.g., “It depends whether
the girl really needs help or not”), two approval-orient-
ed items (Level 3; e.g., “It depends whether Mary’s par-
ents and friends will think she did the right or she did the
wrong thing”), and one stereotypic item (Level 3; e.g.,
“It depends if Mary thinks it’s the decent thing to do or
not”). Each story also contained 2 internalized items,
which reflect a higher level of reasoning (Levels 4 and
5), and consists of sympathy, role-taking, positive or neg-
ative affect, generalized reciprocity, or internalized value
items (e.g., “It depends how Mary would feel about her-
self if she helped or not”). The 9th reasoning choice was
a lie/nonsense item (e.g., “It depends whether Mary be-
lieves in people’s values of metacognition or not”). The
lie items were not used in the present study.

Scores were derived by summing the items across the
7 stories for each of the 5 types of prosocial moral reason-
ing to obtain a frequency score. The frequency PROM-R
scores were transformed to proportion PROM-R scores
by dividing each of the scores for the 5 types of moral
reasoning by the sum of the frequency PROM-R scores.
This gives a score that reflects a participant’s preference
for a particular reasoning type relative to the other reason-
ing types. There were 14 hedonistic items (Cronbach’s o
= 0.85), 7 needs-oriented items (Cronbach’s a = 0.71), 14
approval items (Cronbach’s o = 0.93), 7 stereotypic items

(Cronbach’s a = 0.77), and 14 internalized items (Cron-
bach’s o = 0.87).

Global Prosocial Behavior. The 20-item, self-report
measure developed by Rushton et al., (1981) was used to
obtain a global index of prosocial behavior responding.
Participants were asked to rate the frequency of various
behaviors on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5
(very often) (e.g., “I have delayed an elevator and held
the door open for a stranger”; Cronbach’s o = 0.83).

Empathy. Three subscales of a multidimensional
measure of empathy (Davis, 1983) were used to exam-
ine perspective taking (e.g., “I try to look at everybody’s
side of a disagreement before I make a decision”; 7 items,
Cronbach’s a = 0.82), empathic concern, hereafter re-
ferred to as sympathy (e.g., “I am often quite touched by
things that I see happen”; 7 items, Cronbach’s a = 0.75)
and personal distress (e.g., “In emergency situations,
I feel anxious and ill-at-ease”; 7 items, Cronbach’s o =
0.78). Participants were asked to rate how well each item
describes them on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (does
not describe me well) to 5 (describes me very well).

Social Desirability. A shortened, 25-item version of
Crowne and Marlowe’s scale was administered to assess
individuals’ tendency to present themselves in a positive
manner to others (Crowne and Marlowe, 1964). Partici-
pants were asked to rate whether each item was true or
false as it pertained to themselves (e.g., “There have been
occasions when I felt like smashing things,” Cronbach’s
a=0.71).

Ascription of Responsibility. A 29-item measure de-
veloped by Schwartz (1968) was used to assess people’s
tendencies to ascribe responsibility for events to them-
selves. Participants were asked to rate their level of agree-
ment with each item on a 5-point scale ranging from 1
(strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) (e.g., “I would
feel less bothered about leaving litter in a dirty park than
a clean one”; Cronbach’s a = 0.81).

Social Responsibility. An 8-item measure devel-
oped by Berkowitz and Lutterman (1968) was used to as-
sess the degree to which individuals view themselves as
having a duties or obligations toward their society. Par-
ticipants were asked to rate their level of agreement with
each item on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly dis-
agree) to 5 (strongly agree) (e.g., “Every person should
give some of his time for the good of his town or coun-
try”; Cronbach’s a. = 0.69).

Vocabulary Skills. A shortened, 40-item version of
the Quick Word Test (Borgatta and Corsini, 1960) was
used to assess vocabulary skills. A target word is present-
ed, along with 4 choices from which the participant has
to choose the target word’s synonym. Scores were based
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Table I Means, Standard Deviations, and Fanges of the Prozoctal Ten-
dencies Measure for the Total Sample and Separately for Males and
Females m Study 1

N M 5D Fange
Public (Total) 248 2.06 075 1475
Males 103 2131 0.76 1475
Femazlas 145 188 0.69 14
Anorymons (Tetal) 248 n 054 1-5
Males 103 253 0.86 148
Femazles 145 254 0.96 1-5
Chre (Total) 248 3.53 Q.77 1-5
Males 103 3.58 0.71 133-5
Femzlez 145 350 0.81 1-5
Emotional (Total) 248 370 Q.77 1.5-5
Males 103 336 0.82 15-5
Femazles 145 3.80 0.71 1.5-5
Compliant (Total) 248 382 083 15-5
Males 103 365 084 15-5
Femzlez 145 354 0.80 -5
Altruism (Total) 248 418 0.70 145
Males 104 389 0.70 -5
Femazles 145 432 0.67 145

upon the total number of correct responses (e.g., “tuber:
bulb, horn, tape, or rash”’; Cronbach’s o = 0.68). The mea-
sure has been shown to be related strongly to measures of
intelligence (e.g., Borgatta and Corsini, 1960).

Procedure

Participants, in groups of approximately 30 students,
participated in an experimental session which lasted ap-
proximately 1 h. All sessions were held in university class-
rooms. Participants were informed that they were partic-
ipating in a study to assess the validity of a psychologi-
cal instrument, assured of anonymity and confidentiality,
and their consent to participate was obtained. All mea-
sures were administered in a randomized order. Partici-
pants were then debriefed and thanked.

Results of Study 1

Descriptive Statistics, Gender Differences, and Interrela-
tions Among PTM Subscales

The means, standard deviations, and ranges for the
subscales of the PTM are presented in Table I. Adoles-
cents reported altruistic prosocial behaviors the most, fol-

lowed by compliant, emotional, dire, anonymous, and
public prosocial behaviors, respectively. A multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to ex-
amine gender differences in the types of prosocial behav-
iors (see Table I for means separately by gender). There
was a significant multivariate main effect of gender on
prosocial behaviors, F(1, 239) = 6.67, p < 0.001. Univar-
iate follow-up tests indicated that adolescent boys scored
higher on public prosocial behaviors than did adolescent
girls, F(1,246) =19.44, p <0.001. In contrast, adolescent
girls scored higher than adolescent boys on altruism, F(1,
246) = 12.89, p < 0.001, anonymous prosocial behaviors,
F(1, 246) = 13.35, p < 0.001, compliant prosocial behav-
iors, F(1,246) = 6.88, p < 0.01, and emotional pro-social
behaviors, F(1, 246) = 6.50, p < 0.01. There were no gen-
der differences in dire prosocial behaviors ( p > 0.10).

Zero-order correlations were computed to examine
the interrelations among the PTM subscales (see Table
II). In general, the subscales of the PTM were positively
and modestly interrelated with some exceptions:

1. The public subscale was significantly negatively cor-
related with the anonymous, compliant, and altru-
ism subscales;

2. The dire subscale was related strongly to the emo-
tional subscale;

3. And, the public subscale was not related significant-
ly with the dire or emotional subscales and the al-
truism subscale was not related significantly with
the anonymous or dire subscales.

Factor Structure of the PTM

To further examine the relations among the items of
the PTM, a varimax rotated principal components explor-
atory factor analysis was conducted. An exploratory, rath-
er than confirmatory, factor analysis was conducted be-
cause this was the first study using the PTM. As shown
in Table III, 6 distinct factors emerged accounting for
63.38% of the systematic variance in responding. For in-
terpretation purposes, items with a factor loading of at
least 0.40 were considered to load on that factor (with the
exception of 1 item from the altruism subscale that had a

Table IL. Intemmelations Amonz the Prosocial Tendencies Measme Subscales m Smdy |

Public Anoivmons Dire Emotional Compliant Altmism
Public —
Ancmymous —015*
Dire 0.02 Q.29
Emotional =012 029 050+
Compliznt —0. 23 025 0320+ 0.36%
Altrmsmm —agre 012 0.03 020 . 22r —

Neate. All tests were two-taled.
oo 005 ¥ p < 001 " p = 0001
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Table IIL. Varimax Fofated Factor Loadings for the Prosocial Tendancies Measure Items

Tterns Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6
Anenymens | 0.74 —0.08 0.0e 0.08 0.01 —0.03
Ancoymens 2 0.82 —011 —0u 0.17 —0.01 013
Ancmvmens 3 0.77 —0.02 003 012 0.02 0.25
Ancoymens 4 0.78 —00m 008 —0.10 018 0.08
Anemvimens 5 0.76 =013 -0 0.17 016 —0.04
Public | ={.16 0.81 —0.07 0.07 —0.04 001
Publiz 2 —0.08 0.84 —0.07 0.15 —0.08 —0.03
Public 3 0.01 0.64 —0.32 —0.21 —0.08 a7
Public 4 —0.15 0.49 —0.53 —0.00 —0.04 a7
Altradsm 1 0.11 —0.54 0.45 019 .11 —0.11
Altaism 2 -0.12 =013 0.59 0.11 .18 =008
Altaism 3 0.12 =019 0.77 0.0 —0.09 —0.04
Altadsm 4 —0.03 —0.61 0.39 0.1%5 0.01 004
Altpgsm 5 008 018 0.7s —0.10 0.04 017
Emotional 1 0.07 0.15 021 0.62 .38 001
Emotional 2 0.12 (.09 0.20 0.65 0.1l 033
Emotional 3 0.08 —0.14 -1 0.60 0.05 034
Emofional 4 0.19 =004 -0 0.70 0.04 a1
Compliant 1 0.14 —012 010 .00 052 017
Comphant 2 0.15 —0.08 004 0.18 085 a7
Dhire 1 0.01 —0.04 —0u2 0.1%5 0.43 064
Dhize 2 0.0l 0.07 —0.02 0.32 0.04 0.63
Dhze 3 0.34 0.04 0.0z 0.13 0.04 0.71

Note. Eigenvalues for each factor were >1.0. Factor 1 accounted for 14.45% of the variance, Factor 2 accounted for 12.45%
of the variance, Factor 3 accounted for 10.49% of the variance, Factor 4 accounted for 10.20% of the variance, Factor 5 ac-
counted for 8.06% of the variance, and Factor 6 accounted for 7.73% of the variance.

loading of 0.39). In general, the factors that emerged cor-
responded conceptually to the subscales of the PTM.

All 5 of the items making up the anonymous proso-
cial behaviors subscale loaded positively on Factor 1. All
4 of the public prosocial behaviors items loaded positive-
ly on Factor 2 (2 altruism items loaded negatively on this
factor). The 5 items from the altruistic prosocial behav-
iors subscale loaded positively on Factor 3 (1 item from
the public subscale loaded negatively on Factor 3). The
4 items from the emotional prosocial behaviors subscale
loaded positively on Factor 4. The 2 items from the com-
pliant prosocial behaviors subscale loaded positively on
Factor 5 (although 1 item from the dire subscale also
loaded positively on Factor 5). The 3 items from the dire
prosocial behaviors subscale loaded on Factor 6.

To further examine the internal consistency of the
subscales of the PTM, the corrected item-total correla-
tions for each subscale were examined. These correla-
tions ranged from 0.53 to 0.64 for the public subscale,
0.63 to 0.74 for the anonymous subscale, 0.41 to 0.47
for the dire scale, 0.46 to 0.59 for the emotional sub-
scale, 0.42 to 0.57 for the altruism subscale, and 0.67 for
the 2 items of the compliant subscale. Thus, the range of

the magnitude of these coefficients was moderate as ex-
pected.

Relations of the PTM to the Other Theoretically
Related Variables

Descriptive statistics for the cognitive, emotive, trait
value, and social behavior measures are presented in Ta-
ble IV. To examine the relations of the PTM with oth-
er theoretically related constructs, correlational analyses
were conducted (see Table V). Because of the number of
analyses, only correlation coefficients greater than 0.20
and significant at the p < 0.01 level were interpreted to re-
duce family-wise experiment error rates.

Relations with Cognitive Variables. Altruistic proso-
cial behaviors were related positively to perspective tak-
ing, and to stereotypic and internalized prosocial mor-
al reasoning (see Table V). Furthermore, altruistic proso-
cial behaviors were related negatively to hedonistic and
approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning. Compliant
prosocial behaviors were related positively to perspective
taking and internalized prosocial moral reasoning. Emo-
tional prosocial behaviors were related positively to per-
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Table IV, Descriptive Statistics for the Comnitrve, Emotive, Trait Value,
and Secizl Behavior Measures m Smdy 1

Varable M 5D ERange of scores
Perzpective taking 456 505 o_35
Sympathy 2784 412 15-35
Persomal distress 1761 470 -3
Aeobal proseceial behavior 5491 10.71 2020
Social desirabaliey 4059 245 1246
Approval-orented reasoning 016 005 0.06-0.31
Hedonistic reascmng 023 0.04 013033
Meads-onented rezsomng 014 003 0.06-0.27
Sterectyped reasoning 014 Q02 0.06-0.22
Imternalized reasoning 032 0.05 0.20-047
Vocabulary skills 1521 489 ]
Aseription of responsibility 9832 1201 58-132
Socizl responsthiliny 3182 4.80 1540

spective taking, and to stereotypic and internalized proso-
cial moral reasoning, and related negatively to hedonistic
prosocial moral reasoning. Dire and anonymous prosocial
behaviors were related positively to perspective taking.
In contrast, public prosocial behaviors were related neg-
atively to perspective taking and internalized prosocial
moral reasoning, and positively related to hedonistic and
approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning. Moreover,
as expected, the PTM was not correlated significantly to
vocabulary skills (s ranged from —0.07 to 0.10).
Relations with Emotive Variables. As expected, sym-
pathy was positively associated with anonymous, dire,
emotional, compliant, and altruistic prosocial behaviors
(see Table V). In contrast, there was a significant negative
correlation between sympathy and public prosocial be-

haviors. There were no significant relations between per-
sonal distress and the PTM.

Relations with Trait-Value Variables. In general, the
PTM subscales were associated positively with ascription
of responsibility (see Table V). In contrast, public proso-
cial behaviors were related negatively to ascription of re-
sponsibility. There was no significant relation between
dire prosocial behaviors and ascription of responsibili-
ty. Social responsibility was related positively to com-
pliant, emotional, dire, and anonymous prosocial behav-
iors, and unrelated to public or altruistic prosocial be-
haviors. As expected, social desirability was not correlat-
ed significantly with the PTM subscales (rs ranged from
—0.04 to 0.19).

Relations with Global Prosocial Behavior. The glob-
al prosocial behavior scale was significantly positively re-
lated to anonymous, dire, and compliant prosocial behav-
iors, and not related significantly to altruistic, emotional,
or public prosocial behaviors (see Table V).

Relations with an Overall Composite of the PTM. To
assess the relative utility of the individual PTM subscales
as compared to a composite prosocial behaviors mea-
sure, a PTM composite score was computed by summing
and averaging the 23 items of the PTM (M = 3.33, SD =
0.53, Cronbach’s o = 0.73). The correlations of the PTM
composite to gender and the cognitive, emotive, trait-val-
ue, and global prosocial behavior variables were com-
puted. The PTM total score was significantly correlated
with perspective taking (» = 0.19, p < 0.01), stereotypic
reasoning (r = 0.20, p < 0.01), sympathy (» = 0.31, p <
0.001), ascription of responsibility (r = 0.45, p < 0.001),

Table V. Comelation: Between the Prosocial Tendencies Measure and Cogmittve, Emotree, Tzt Value, and Global

Frosocial Behavior Vanahles
farzhle Public Ancrrmons Dire Emotional Compliant  Almsm

Cogmutive

Perspective taking — 25w 0. 244+ 0,23+ 0. 264+ (.25 0,284+

Hedomistic reasoumg 0. 324+ —0.12 —0.18 —0. 2B —0.12 —0.35

Needs-oiented reasoming — 0,205 0.06 —0.06 —0.03 0.04 0.14

Approval-oriented reasomng 0. 220 —0.13 —0.06 —i.12 =017 —0. 32

Steractypic reasoning —0.11 0.14 0.14 . 234> 0.0 0.2

Internalized reasomng — .24 0.14 0.17 0. 2% (.2]% (.50
Emotive

Symopathy — 1. 23w 0.3 0. 30w 0. Twee (0384w 0. ysee

Personal distress 0.01 0.02 —0.14 —0.032 —0.08 —0.06
Trazt value

Ascription of responatbility — (2T () 20k 0.18 (.33 4 0304 R

Secial responsibility —0.05 . 25% 0. 234 . 254 (.25% 015
Global presocial behanior 0.06 0. 244 0324 0. 204 (.24 —0.01

Nore. To reduce fanuly wise expermmenter enor, only coefhicients of 0.20 and zreater and with probabahty levels =0.01

wers misrreted.
e = 0001
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social responsibility (» =0.22, p < 0.001), global prosocial
behavior (» =0.30, p < 0.001), and hedonistic reasoning (
=—0.14, p < 0.05). There were no significant correlations
between the PTM composite and approval oriented-rea-
soning, needs-oriented reasoning, personal distress, social
desirability, gender or vocabulary skills (all ps > 0.10).

Discussion of Study 1
Evidence of Different Type of Prosocial Behaviors

Consistent with prior theorists (e.g., Staub, 1978),
the results of Study 1 supported the notion that proso-
cial behavior is better conceptualized as a set of distinct,
yet interrelated, dimensions rather than as a global con-
struct in late adolescence. For example, as expected, ad-
olescents who reported more helping in public contexts
were more likely to be concerned with their own needs,
were more concerned with gaining others’ approval, were
less sensitive to others’ needs, engaged in less sophisticat-
ed forms of reasoning and perspective taking, and were
more likely to ascribe responsibility to others. In contrast,
adolescents who reported more helping across the 6 dif-
ferent types of the PTM composite were (a) more like-
ly to take the perspective of others, used stereotypic pro-
social moral reasoning, reported more sympathy, ascribed
responsibility to themselves, reported more social respon-
sibility, and were more likely to help across different situ-
ations (i.e., global index of helping), and (b) tended to not
use hedonistic prosocial moral reasoning. Thus, the pat-
tern of relations for those adolescents who reported more
prosocial behaviors in public contexts was different than
for those adolescents who reported more prosocial behav-
iors across the 6 types.

Furthermore, there were no gender differences us-
ing the PTM composite whereas there were several gen-
der differences in the individual subscales of the PTM.
Taken together with the results from the factor analysis,
internal consistency tests, and the overall weak magni-
tude of effects in the relations between the PTM com-
posite and the other theoretically relevant constructs, the
present findings suggest that adolescents do differentiate
among different types of prosocial behaviors. Thus, the
structure of prosocial behaviors is differentiated during
this age period.

As mentioned earlier, researchers interested in the
characteristics of individuals who engage frequently in
compliant helping behaviors have focused mostly on chil-
dren rather than adolescents. In this study, adolescents
who reported high levels of compliance preferred em-
pathic, internalized moral reasoning, had perspective tak-

ing tendencies, reported more sympathy, were more like-
ly to attribute responsibility to themselves and viewed
themselves as more socially responsible. These findings
are consistent with expectations that individuals are more
likely to comply with other’s helping requests when they
understand the other’s situation, are sympathetic to their
needs, feel socially responsible to help others, and ascribe
responsibility to themselves.

The characteristics of anonymous helpers and of ad-
olescents who described themselves as helpers under dire
circumstances were similar except anonymous helpers
were more likely to ascribe responsibility to themselves.
However, both of these latter individuals viewed them-
selves as more sympathetic and socially responsible and
reported high levels of perspective taking.

As expected, altruistically inclined adolescents re-
ported higher levels of internalized, principled prosocial
moral reasoning, perspective taking, sympathy, ascrip-
tion of responsibility, and lower levels of hedonistic and
approval-oriented prosocial moral reasoning. These re-
sults are consistent with findings from experimental stud-
ies that suggest a link between empathy and altruism
(Batson, 1998). Furthermore, the findings support pri-
or findings that altruists tend to use relatively sophisticat-
ed cognitive skills (e.g., higher level moral reasoning and
perspective taking; Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998). Adoles-
cents who viewed themselves as more likely to help in
emotionally-evocative contexts were similar to those ado-
lescents who reported high levels of altruism, except that
the former individuals reported more social responsibil-
ity and used stereotyped moral reasoning (e.g., concepts
about kindness and generosity). Perhaps their relatively
high level of emotional sensitivity facilitates a self-con-
cept that includes a notion of the self as kind, generous,
and socially responsible. Future researchers could exam-
ine this possibility by examining the direct link between
adolescents’ self-concept and prosocial behaviors in emo-
tional contexts.

Interrelations Among Prosocial Behaviors

In late adolescence, public and altruistic prosocial
behaviors were strongly negatively interrelated, and the
dire and emotional prosocial behaviors were strongly
positively interrelated. While one could argue that these
related subscales of the PTM should be combined, this
might be a premature conclusion. This is because dis-
tinctions between public prosocial behaviors and altruis-
tic prosocial behaviors and between dire prosocial behav-
iors and emotional prosocial behaviors might be concep-
tually important. For example, in many instances, highly
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emotionally evocative cues will be present in dire or ex-
treme circumstances. However, not all highly emotional-
ly charged circumstances are necessarily characterized by
direness. For instance, an adolescent who has fallen and
scraped his or her leg might be likely to display high lev-
els of pain and distress but the circumstance might not be
deemed as dire or as an emergency by an adult observer.
Conversely, an adult might deem the fall to be an emer-
gency even when the adolescent does not display high
level of distress or pain.

Furthermore, those adolescents who tend to be more
prosocial in public settings might be motivated by differ-
ent or additional concerns than adolescents who engage
frequently in altruistic prosocial behaviors. Moreover,
tendencies toward a specific set of behaviors do not pre-
clude tendencies toward another set of specific behaviors.
Gaining others’ approval and enhancing one’s self-con-
cept might be associated with more public prosocial be-
haviors; in contrast, individuals who engage in more al-
truistic prosocial behaviors might be influenced by mo-
tives such as strongly internalized norms or sympathy.
However, these motives do not necessarily function inde-
pendently. There might be circumstances when all these
motives are relevant (or conflict with each other) in a sit-
uation (e.g., an altruistically motivated act performed in
front of others). Furthermore, adolescents might have ten-
dencies to perform helping behaviors in front of others
(i.e., public prosocial behaviors) as well as helping be-
haviors with a relatively high cost to the self (i.e., altru-
istic prosocial behaviors). In light of the fact that the dire,
emotional, public, and altruism sub-scales loaded into
their own distinct factors (there was some minimal over-
lap), collapsing these subscales might inhibit research-
ers’ ability to discern potentially important individual and
group differences in these behaviors and potentially im-
portant theoretical distinctions would be overlooked.

Gender Differences in Prosocial Behaviors

Several interesting gender differences emerged from
the results of Study 1. Adolescent girls scored higher
than adolescent boys on altruistic, anonymous, compli-
ant, and emotional types of prosocial behaviors. These
results build upon prior research on gender differences
in prosocial behavior in adolescence (Fabes et al., 1999).
The finding that adolescent girls reported more of these
types of prosocial behaviors than adolescent boys was
consistent with prior findings (see Eagly and Crowley,
1986). A number of scholars have noted that girls exhib-
it more sympathy (especially using self-report measures,
see Eisenberg and Miller, 1987) and some higher level

forms of internalized prosocial moral reasoning (Eisen-
berg et al., 1995). Furthermore, other researchers have
shown that adolescent boys are more concerned with
gaining others’ approval than adolescent girls (Carlo et
al., 1999b). Taken together, these findings suggest that
adolescent girls might be most likely to engage in proso-
cial behaviors when internalized, empathic motives are
relevant and when there are fewer concerns with gaining
others’ approval such as altruistic, anonymous, and emo-
tional pro-social opportunities.

There were other interesting gender differences in
reported prosocial behaviors. The fact that adolescent
girls reported more compliant prosocial behaviors than
adolescent boys was consistent with strong gender role
stereotypes about such behaviors and with existing so-
cial pressures for girls to comply with asked for assis-
tance (Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974). However, Eagly
and Crowley (1986) did not find overall gender differ-
ences in compliant prosocial behaviors. Therefore, more
research is needed to discern the apparent inconsisten-
cies between the present and prior findings. In contrast
to these gender differences, adolescent boys reported a
greater tendency to engage in public forms of prosocial
behaviors than did adolescent girls. This finding was
consistent with results of prior studies examing actual
performance of prosocial behavior that showed a great-
er tendency for men to help others when an audience is
present (Eagly and Crowley, 1986).

Interestingly, adolescent girls reported more emo-
tional prosocial behaviors than adolescent boys; howev-
er, there were no significant gender differences in dire
pro-social behaviors. Perhaps dire or emergency proso-
cial behaviors are exhibited in strong environments that
overwhelm personal tendencies related to gender. Thus,
although theorists have advocated the idea that men help
more than women in situations congruent with a heroic
or chivalrous role (Eagly and Crowley, 1986), it is pos-
sible that women feel equally able to help in crisis situa-
tions, especially when they are embedded in a close rela-
tional context. Conversely, women report more emotional
sensitivity than men, which might lead to more helping in
dire circumstances (because many of these circumstanc-
es would be emotionally evocative). However, emergen-
cy circumstances might be more likely to induce helping
from men, especially when the helping requires heroic
actions. Thus, it is possible that dire circumstances have a
combination of characteristics that evoke responses from
individuals that are not gender based.

In summary, evidence was presented on the utility of
the PTM as a measure of prosocial behaviors to use with
late adolescents. Furthermore, the findings provided evi-
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dence that the structure of prosocial behaviors and pattern
of relations to other theoretically relevant variables in late
adolescence is differentiated.

STUDY 2

Although the first study yielded much informa-
tion about the psychometric properties of the PTM and
the correlates of prosocial behaviors, an additional study
was conducted to examine the test-retest reliability of the
PTM and to examine the relations of the PTM to other
measures of prosocial behaviors. Two additional paper-
and-pencil measures of prosocial behavior were selected
for a follow-up study.

Method of Study 2
Participants

Participants were 40 college students (12 males, 28
females; M age = 22.88 years, SD = 4.47), who were en-
rolled in undergraduate psychology courses at a Midwest-
ern state university. Participants were recruited from un-
dergraduate psychology courses and received extra cred-
it for participation.

Instruments

Prosocial Tendencies Measure. As in Study 1, the
23-item version of the PTM consisting of 6 subscales:
public (4 items, Cronbach’s o = 0.80), anonymous (5
items, Cronbach’s a = 0.88), dire (3 items, Cronbach’s a
= 0.54), emotional (4 items, Cronbach’s a. = 0.77), com-
pliant (2 items, Cronbach’s o = 0.87), and altruism (5
items, Cronbach’s o = 0.62) was used.

Helping Behavior Measure. The prosocial behavior
subscale from the Primary Prevention Awareness, Atti-
tudes and Usage Scale (PPAAUS; Swisher et al., 1985)
was used to assess helping. This is a 6-item scale that in-
cludes items tapping into volunteering in a charitable or-
ganization, helping a friend with a problem, raising or do-
nating money, sharing in household tasks, and doing fa-
vors or lending money to others. Responses could range
from 1 (never happened) to 6 (happens almost every day).
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.65.

Altruistic Behavior Measures. The altruism scale de-
veloped by Johnson ef al. (1989) was included. The items
from the scale were classified post hoc into 5 categories
of prosocial behavior by a group of psychologists on the
basis of the nature of sacrifice (Johnson et al., 1989). The

5 categories were time, time plus effort or pain, money
or goods, risk of harm, and loss of status. The 29 items
from the time and time plus effort/pain categories were
used. Responses could range from 1 (never) to 5 (very of-
ten). Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were 0.68 for time/ef-
fort (11 items) and 0.84 for time (18 items).

Procedure

The students (in groups of approximately 15) partici-
pated in 2 experimental sessions. Each session lasted 15—
20 min and was conducted 2 weeks apart. In session 1,
the students were administered a demographic informa-
tion sheet and the PTM. In session 2, the students were
administered the PTM, the altruism subscales, and the
helping measure.

Results of Study 2

Means (and standard deviations) for the scales were
as follows: 2.03 (0.65) for public PTM scale, 2.70 (0.95)
for anonymous PTM scale, 3.53 (0.70) for dire PTM
scale, 3.66 (0.72) for emotional PTM scale, 4.26 (0.54)
for altruism PTM scale, 4.06 (0.81) for compliant PTM
scale, 2.97 (0.56) for time altruism scale, 2.24 (0.51) for
time/effort altruism scale, and 4.10 (0.61) for helping be-
havior measure.

Test-Retest Reliability of the PTM

Two-week,  test-retest  reliability  correlation
coefficients were 0.61, 0.75, 0.72, 0.80, 0.73, and 0.60
(all ps < 0.001) for public, anonymous, dire, emotional,
compliant, and altruism, respectively.

Relations Between the PTM and Measures
of Prosocial Behavior

Zero-order correlations were computed to examine
the relations between the public, anonymous, dire, emo-
tional, compliant, and altruism subscales of the PTM and
the time altruism, time/effort altruism, and helping mea-
sures. The compliant PTM scale was significantly posi-
tively correlated with the helping measure, 7(36) = 0.45,
p < 0.005, and the time altruism scale, #(36) = 0.58, p
< 0.001. Furthermore, the dire PTM scale was relat-
ed significantly to both the time and time/effort altruism
scales, rs(36) = 0.42 and 0.44, ps < 0.01, respectively.
There were no other significant relations.
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Discussion of Study 2

The findings from Study 2 yielded evidence for the
short-term temporal stability of the 6 PTM subscales and
showed further evidence of convergent validity with oth-
er measures of prosocial behaviors. The compliant sub-
scale of the PTM was associated with both the helping
and time altruism (but not the time/effort altruism) scales.
These findings suggest that the compliant subscale of the
PTM assesses compliant forms of behaviors but not other
forms of prosocial behaviors. A review of the items from
the helping measure reveals that many of the items tap
into asked for helping such as doing favors for friends
or lending money to a friend. Furthermore, the time and
time/effort altruism scales appeared to tap into both com-
pliant and dire forms of prosocial behaviors rather than
emotional, anonymous, public, and altruism (as reflected
in the PTM). The importance of extensive examination
of the construct validity of prosocial behavior scales is
exemplified by these findings.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In general, the studies provided evidence of individual
differences in prosocial behaviors in late adolescents. For
example, adolescents who reported relatively high levels
of prosocial behaviors in emotional contexts, when asked
to help, or when there is a cost to themselves tended to be
more responsible, were more sympathetic, were good at
perspective taking, and demonstrated relatively high lev-
els of prosocial moral reasoning. In contrast, adolescents
who reported high levels of prosocial behaviors in front
of others (i.e., public prosocial behaviors) demonstrated
more hedonistic and approval-oriented modes of proso-
cial moral reasoning (and less internalized prosocial mor-
al reasoning), were less sympathetic towards others, were
less likely to ascribe responsibility to themselves, and re-
ported lower perspective taking tendencies. The unique
pattern of relations among individuals with different pro-
social behaviors suggests that the structure of prosocial
behaviors is multidimensional in late adolescence. Future
research on the personal and social contextual variables
that contribute to individual differences in prosocial be-
haviors is needed.

The studies also demonstrated adequate internal con-
sistency, temporal stability, construct, discriminant, con-
vergent, and predictive validity of the PTM to use with
late adolescents. The internal consistency coefficients,
test-retest reliabilities, inter-item total correlations, and
the exploratory factor analysis all showed evidence that
the PTM is reliable and internally consistent. In general,

the correlations between the 6 PTM subscales and other
variables were consistent with theory and with prior re-
search. Perhaps more importantly, the use of a multidi-
mensional measure led to a pattern of relations that illu-
minated the unique individual characteristics associat-
ed with different prosocial behaviors. This unique pattern
of relations between the PTM subscale and its correlates
suggests that the PTM is not likely to reflect more glob-
al, theoretically related constructs such as agreeableness.
The PTM was designed to tap into some of the common
types of prosocial behaviors but other measures might be
more useful for assessing other types of prosocial behav-
iors. Nonetheless, the present findings provide promising
evidence for the utility of the PTM to use with late ado-
lescents in future studies. Research is now underway to
examine the psychometric properties of the PTM for use
with younger adolescents.

APPENDIX

Below are a number of statements that may or may
not describe you. Please indicate HOW MUCH EACH
STATEMENT DESCRIBES YOU by using the follow-
ing scale:

1 (Does not describe me at all),
2 (Describes me a little),

3 (Somewhat Describes me),

4 (Describes me well), and

5 (Describes me greatly)

1. Ican help others best when people are watching me.

2. It is most fulfilling to me when I can comfort some
one who is very distressed.

3. When other people are around, it is easier for me to
help needy others.

4. I think that one of the best things about helping oth-
ers is that it makes me look good.

5. I get the most out of helping others when it is done

in front of others.

I tend to help people who are in a real crisis or need.

When people ask me to help them, I don’t hesitate.

I prefer to donate money anonymously.

I tend to help people who hurt themselves badly.

10. Ibelieve that donating goods or money works best
when it is tax-deductible.

11. Ttend to help needy others most when they do not
know who helped them.

12. Itend to help others particularly when they are emo-
tionally distressed.

0 o=
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13. Helping others when I am in the spotlight is when I
work best.

14. Itis easy for me to help others when they are in a
dire situation.

15. Most of the time, I help others when they do not
know who helped them.

16. 1believe I should receive more recognition for the
time and energy I spend on charity work.

17. Trespond to helping others best when the situation is
highly emotional.

18. I never hesitate 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 needy
others.

22. 1 often make anonymous donations because they
make me feel good.

23. 1 feel that if I help someone, they should help me in
the future.
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