Kent Academic Repository
Full text document (pdf)

Citation for published version

Pelletier, Joseph Patrick (2010) The impact of social identity on prosocial behaviour in middle
childhood. Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) thesis, University of Kent.

DOI
https://doi.org/10.22024/UniKent%2F01.02.94579

Link to record in KAR
https://kar.kent.ac.uk/94579/

Document Version
UNSPECIFIED

Copyright & reuse

Content in the Kent Academic Repository is made available for research purposes. Unless otherwise stated all
content is protected by copyright and in the absence of an open licence (eg Creative Commons), permissions
for further reuse of content should be sought from the publisher, author or other copyright holder.

Versions of research

The version in the Kent Academic Repository may differ from the final published version.

Users are advised to check http://kar.kent.ac.uk for the status of the paper. Users should always cite the
published version of record.

Enquiries
For any further enquiries regarding the licence status of this document, please contact:
researchsupport@kent.ac.uk

If you believe this document infringes copyright then please contact the KAR admin team with the take-down
information provided at http://kar.kent.ac.uk/contact.html

KAR e

Kent Academic Repository



The impact of social identity on prosocial behaviour in middle childhood

Joseph Patrick Pelletier

Centre for the Study of Group Processes
School of Psychology

University of Kent

Thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the Degree of Doctor of
Philosophy in the Faculty of Social Sciences at the University of Kent, Canterbury,
September, 2009.



Social Identity and Prosocial Behaviour

Memorandum

The research for this thesis was conducted at the School of Psychology,
University of Kent, while the author was a full-time postgraduate student receiving
funding from the University of Kent.

The theoretical and empirical work presented within this thesis is the independent
work of the author. Intellectual debts are acknowledged within the text and referenced.
The studies reported in the thesis were conducted with limited practical and technical
assistance from others.

The author has not been awarded a degree by this, or any other university for the

work included in this thesis.

i




Social Identity and Prosocial Behaviour

Acknowledgements

First of all, I would like to thank my family. Were it not for the constant support
and occasional demands of my parents, Joe and Denise, | probably would not have gone
to college in the first place. | would like to thank them for guiding me on the best
possible path that my life could take. I credit them with every one of my achievements
and know they would not have been possible without the support of my parents. | would
also like to thank my sister, Jennifer; who, despite being a few years younger than me,
has always been an excellent role model, influence, and friend. I would like to thank my
family for understanding and being supportive of my choice to move half way around the
world. I know it was not easy for them. Their selfless support of my decision has allowed
me to gain experiences that I will never forget and am very thankful of. A special thanks
also goes out to my in-laws, Jack and Gail, for believing in me. They, as well as my
sister-in-law Leslie, have always given me love and support. I would also like to thank
my extended family including my grandparents, aunts, uncles, and cousins for providing
me with unending support throughout my life. Thank you, family.

[ absolutely could not have come this far without the love and support of my dear
wife, Elizabeth. If not for her, I wouldn’t have been brave enough to move to another
country and start a new life. For the past four years she has tolerated my rants about
marginal significance and confounding variables as well as feigned interest when I spent
an entire meal talking about subjective group dynamics. She has brought out the best in
me and her love has made me a better person. I see this as our accomplishment, and 1
cannot thank her enough for her efforts. Thank you, baby.

I would also like to thank my supervisor, Professor Dominic Abrams for his
guidance and assistance. He has never shown anything but complete confidence in my
abilities as a student, employee, and collaborator. I appreciate the fact that he was able to
look past the Star Wars t-shirts, bad hair, and over-confident Texan attitude, and see my
potential. His support, patience, and statistical prowess have been sincerely appreciated. |
would like to extend my deepest thanks for his help in achieving my dream. Thank you,
Dominic.

[ would like to thank God for giving me the abilities, opportunities, and support
to reach this achievement. This accomplishment has been one of the countless blessings
bestowed upon me, throughout my life. During the most difficult times, my faith has
helped to sustain me. I cannot express enough gratitude for the gifts that God has given
me. Thank you, God.

I would like to thank my friends in both the United States and the United
Kingdom. John, Castro, Roy, Ben, Roger, Kristina, Sharon, and Tim were all so
supportive of what must have seemed like another one of my hair-brained adventures. |
have missed you all and appreciate your endless support over the past four years. To my
friends in the UK: Mike, Kelly, Swin, Ellie, Dan, Dave, Dan, Nicky, and everybody else;
thank you for making me feel welcome here and being my family in this country. You
helped provide balance in my life while always being encouraging. Thank you, friends.

I would like to thank my dogs, Eirwyn and Angus. While they were not much
help when it came to data analysis, their contribution is much appreciated. Their
excitement when | came home was enough to completely wipe away the most trying of
days. Thank you, woofies.

iii



Social Identity and Prosocial Behaviour

Table of Contents
PABRIBATY. . « oo ciminosssss £ 1 505550 SIS oIt 24 Y% ¥ ¥ BRSNS § 1 ) § 4% 42 FOO AR Y 1
Chapter | InSrOme it o s «sxmsismmecmmmss a1 553 551t sy ¢ (5 3 FP5s s s 2
Chapter 2: Prosocial Behaviour............ooooiiiiiiii 9
Defining prosocial behaviour....................cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 10
Specific prosocial behaviours................ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 14
Methods Of MeASUFEMENL ..............ouvuiiiiiiii it 21
ProSOCIQL TREOFY . ....oo.i it 24
Chapter 3: Social Identification and Group Membership.................ooooviiiiii 35
Defining social identification...............c.ooueiiiiiii i 36
Critical concepts of social identification....................cccoouviiiiiiiiiiiiinin 38
Current theories of social identity..............c.coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 45
Salient social group caregories...............oouceviiiiiiiii i 52
Chapter 4: Hypotheses. .. ....ouuiiiii i 62
Chapter 5: Minimal Group Study .......co.oiuiiiiii e 67
THIFDAUBTION . o ss 0050 15 eremesnssicsmmnerss s smas snsns o smmes oo s sas s s s e 68
JEGUUBL o s sapsssimpmosncs s i 1 ey e ot 503 R A RV b w et 74
T R P 79
TIISTUSEIOE s » s 55 wruonndoouhnbind s s b s G I Einst dhrorsars: s s 4 R AR AT 3 B0 R 89
Chapter 6: World Cup Study......coooiuiiiiiiii 95
B OAUOION .5 1 » 5 s s mmeoemen saLERS 1 5 8 SR FIRORBHEESBETHES T 5 ¥ 5 3 FOSRS FH AR AL 96
NG 1 o s wmsiimsnn seems e x B2 0551 § Barea s SRR EHATE K £ EA k) 8 1 PP BB SC A LB R A L1 4% 102
FOTUINE 15 210  ermasropostsie 607 6554 £ 218 (6K § MRETRAETRN R SRS Eh § %60 SRS £ LS Y 15 106
DUSOUSSION « s o i35 rasmnseninns 5 £ 255 135§ 5 A3 SR BRSUHEIEREAT £ 2 £55 5 58 33 mwPsARaeRna 557 5 5 £ 122

v



Social Identity and Prosocial Behaviour

Chapter 7: People United Study........c.oouiiiiiiii e 129
TAIFOAUCTTON ... ... e e 130
Method. ... 137
RESUILS ..o e e 145
DIUSCUSSTON . ..ot e e e 173

Chapter 8: Factor StUAY.......ouvuii i 181
TAIPOAUCTTON ... ... 182
MetROd. ..o 188
RESUILS ... ..o, 192
DISCUSSTON . ..o e 200

Chapter 9: Post-hoc Analysis of Empathy..............oooooiiii 205

Chapter 10: Discussion and Further Research.................cooooiiiiiiiiii e, 214
DUSCUSSTON . .. e e e e e 214
LIMITQEIONS . ..ot e e e e e e 219
Conclusions and impliCAliONS..............cccouiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 221

RETOIENCES. .. et e 224

Appendix A: Minimal Group MEASUIES........c..cvueruerieerieniieienieerieereeaeseesenseeseeeseeseeneenes 243

Appendix B: People United MEASUIES........cc.eeiieriierieeiiiieesee et 251

Appendix C: Empathy scale factor analysis..........ccuevveveirieinininieieececeeeeeeeeen 264

Appendiz D Bocio-Sogmltive VABK s scosmemsssonossuosse i £ mmmimsase o6 ks s 266

Appendix E: ‘We All Do Good Things’ Project data...........cccoeerevveeveiviieieeneeeesen 267

Appendix F: “We All Do Good Things’ Project pictures.............cceeveveeeeeiieviieieeeeennan. 268



Social Identity and Prosocial Behaviour

Table of Tables

Table 5.1: Correlations between types of general prosocial behaviours (Study 1)........... 80

Table 5.2: Means, standard deviations, and t-test scores for ingroup and outgroup bias by

CONAITION (BUAY 1 Jueniemimimcimicaiamn o wn s o2 0 0500 miaismissmosmmarsma s 6 8.8 55 o 5-sinsmsmmmaomonssmitensst ¥ 533 § &40ka 82
Table 5.3: Mean (and standard deviation) ingroup bias scores by gender and school year
(B 1. 3o smmmasmssrmamorssrtmosesmsermsersa s s e AR S BT R SR 805 82
Table 5.4: Mean (and standard deviation) competitiveness score by gender and condition
EYPE (STUAY 1)ttt 85
Table 5.5: Mean and standard deviation for outgroup prosocial behaviour scores by
CONATEON (STUAY 1)vviiiiiiiiieiie i e 86
Table 5.6: Correlations between types of outgroup prosocial behaviour (Study 1).......... 87

Table 5.7: Correlations between competitiveness and outgroup prosocial behaviour types
[SELY: L)iceussvesrmssurmmpmurnpespsossenosssomuos vemmomsunesmsnesnen memsmmsmms sosmssmsnsmmssanmensasssmnsisinss 5 5 5048458 88

Table 5.8: Correlation between group-based and general prosocial behaviour by type of
behaviour and condition (STUAY 1)...ccccvervieriernieiiiniiiiiiniciiiii e 88

Table 6.1: Means, standard deviations, and univariate effects by gender for positive and
negative traits attributed to the deviant target (Study 2)......ccccooveiviiiiiininiiniini, 107

Table 6.2: Correlations among measures in the English Ingroup favouritism scale (Study
N v s S Y R A S R R AR KR SRS 5555 108

Table 6.3: Means and standard deviations for overall target evaluations by condition and
LArZE (STUAY 2) vt 110

Table 6.4: Means and standard deviations for ingroup and outgroup condition ratings of
target typicality (StUY 2)....ccocvirviiiiiniiiiiiiii i 112

Table 6.5: Means and standard deviations for perceived prosocial behaviour for each of
the targets (STUAY 2)..c.cooiiiiiiiiiii 114

Table 6.6: Frequency distribution of prosocial choices for helping, sharing, and
comiforting over both ¢onditions (BIMIY 2 )i semsaawssmsrsmsnmermmminmsmsmms rmismens s wmmis 118

Table 7.1: Mean, standard deviation, and sample size for ingroup favouritism (Study 3,
TLREINRS | )ornis s 3 o5 6 0 5 5t A S S 3 S T B S8 147

Table 7.2: Mean and standard deviation for outgroup favouritism (Study 3, Time 1)....148

Vi




Social Identity and Prosocial Behaviour

Table 7.3: Mean and standard deviation for ingroup bias (Study 3, Time 1).................. 149
Table 7.4: Mean and standard deviation for competitive prosocial behaviour (Study 3,
o e e e e 149
Table 7.5: Mean (and standard deviation) for competitive prosocial behaviour type (Study
B, TIPS [ cmumensonsonasmnossmsvomiosssmsoeasiosssmenssusammsssas s S o 0 i M S SRS A A G oA 150
Table 7.6: Correlations between competitive prosocial behaviour types (Study 3,

TR e B e e o T T e T e e T 151
Table 7.7: Means (and standard deviations) for prosocial behaviour types (Study 3,

L I 152
Table 7.8: Correlations between prosocial behaviour types (Study 3, Time 1)............... 152

Table 7.9: Means, standard deviations, and t-test values for outgroup favouritism (Study
9. TIETIES 2 e vt miesra smss om0 R S A 3 AT 156

Table 7.10: Mean, standard deviation, and t-test results for general prosocial behaviour
CSTUY 3, TIBE T Yewommisuss woasonsones vnmessusenmossnsonsnsussisnss s i 5o e owm 5B us RS R S SAASFSHR SR 159

Table 7.11: Correlations between Time 1 and 2 for each prosocial behaviour type (Study
B TR | € 2V ovovmmmmoosnsmoumssmsmosmssn s s s o s AR 8 5 A SRRSO 160

Table 7.12: Correlations between behaviour type and empathy by scenario (Study 3,
TTEMRRS B2t om0 A AR M SR SSRGS TSI e 163

Table 7.13: Time 3 mean (and standard deviations) ingroup bias scores by condition and
school year (Study 3, TIme 3).....coiiiiiiiiiniiiieieeeecie e 167

Table 8.1: Means (and standard deviations) for empathy and prosocial behaviour by
gehicia] FEar CSYHAN AYmmvnnonms o ssssnsmsmosnnssne oomesrenssse sissn st e s s sss s Rssas SEsr oS 197

Table 9.1: Means (and standard deviations) for empathy by year and testing session....207

Table 9.2: Means (and standard deviations) of empathy by gender and testing
B S S O s a0 0 5N 539 0B SV A N Y S 5 B S OB I3 S5 453 9 S 208

Table 9.3: Correlations between empathy and prosocial behaviour by context and testing
ST 10 o TSP PRS PP RP PSPPI 208

Table 9.4: Correlations between empathy and individual behaviour types by testing
S 10 o O ST P PP PPOPPR TP 210

Vil



Social Identity and Prosocial Behaviour

Table of Figures

Figure 2.1: Predicted levels of prosocial behaviour at Years 1, 3, and 5
Figure 3.1: Cross categorization (Sex x School)
Figure 3.2: Multiple categorization (Sex x School x Birthplace)

Figure 5.1: Mediation of the relationship between condition and outgroup prosocial
behaviour by the participant’s level of competitiveness (Study 1)

Figure 6.1: Plot of perceived prosocial behaviour by condition and target type (Study

Figure 6.2: Mediation of the relationship between normative target’s English typicality
and preference score by the normative target’s perceived willingness to share with an
English child (Study 2)....cooviiriiiie e 116

Figure 6.3: Mediation of the relationship between normative target’s perceived
willingness to share with an English child and the level of sweet sharing with the
normative by the participant by the normative target’s mean preference score (Study
2 s o e 3598 e TR A 2 R R RS S A N BN R 120

Figure 7.1: Estimated marginal means of ingroup bias by condition and year in school
BEIIELNR 3 b svrcramsosommemmmimemmmcsms s smmismasmmsssisimsinn s s s s s manms s S SRR i o SR RS 053 168

Figure 7.2: Estimated marginal means of competitive prosocial behaviour by condition
ariel. YERT I SCINGO] [SUIMAT 3) e cnnmsisismmasamsons i i o 81585705, 7 558 R SRR 5 D AR 170

viii



Social Identity and Prosocial Behaviour

Table of Graphs
Graph 7.1: Mean outgroup favouritism scores by condition (Study 3, Times 1, 2, &
K ) S SO 166
Graph 7.2: Mean ingroup bias and competitive prosocial behaviour scores in the
experimental condition (Study 3, TR 1. 2, 8 3 Vcmumsemsemmmsmsmmsinssessm s momsems 169
Graph 7.3: Mean general prosocial behaviour across three testing sessions (Study 3,
TIMES 1, 2, & 3) ittt e eae e et ea e et ae e eeae e eente s eraae e eaaaeeeneaeenes 171
Graph 7.4: Mean prosocial behaviour scores by type in the experimental condition (Study
K. 11 1< [ ) U P 173
Graph 7.5: Mean prosocial behaviour scores by type in the control condition (Study 3,
B = D R SR 173
Graph 8.1: Mean group awareness scores by year in school (Study 4).........cccceevveiennn. 193
Graph 8.2: Mean group membership scores by year in school (Study 4)..........cccoeneen. 195



Social identity and prosocial behaviour 1

Abstract

The present research examines the impact of social identity on prosocial
behaviour during middle childhood. A great deal of prior research has evaluated the
process of social identity development and its impact on children’s intergroup processes.
Additionally, children’s propensity to behave prosocially has received a considerable
amount of empirical attention. However, very little research has been conducted as to
how children’s social identity can promote or deter intergroup prosocial behaviour. The
present studies evaluate the social identity salience of children from 5 to 10-years-old as
well as their ability to consider a variety of group related factors when making social
judgements. The three prosocial behaviour types used were sharing, helping, and
comforting. These behaviours were selected because of their prior use in prosocial
research as well as their relevance to children’s personal experience. Empathy,
perspective taking, and target typicality were also examined in order to better define the
relationship in question. The present research involved four studies that included a |
minimal group paradigm as well as highly salient and well-defined intergroup contexts.
The bi-directional potential of the relationship between social identity and prosocial ‘
behaviour was also examined through a twelve month longitudinal study. The results
indicated that prosocial behaviour was affected by children’s social identity. In general, }
the children were considerably less willing to exhibit prosocial behaviour towards an }

outgroup than an ingroup member. Furthermore, their prosocial behaviour was related to

was replaced by perspective taking as a critical factor in their prosocial judgement.
Finally, the results differed by age, gender, and behaviour type; suggesting that the
relationship between social identity and prosocial behaviour is highly dependent on

|
their ability to empathize with the target. However, in a competitive context, empathy
socio-cognitive development as well as context.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

“I expect to pass through this world but once; any good thing therefore that I can do, or
any kindness that I can show to any fellow creature, let me do it now; let me not defer or
neglect it, for I shall not pass this way again.”

Ettiene De Grellet (attributed)

A motorist is stranded on the side of a busy road and countless cars drive past
before someone chooses to stop and help. A young child becomes separated from his
parents on a crowded high street for 20 minutes until someone comes to comfort him. An
elderly woman carrying heavy bags walks past a dozen people on a crowded bus before
someone offers her their seat. Are the passing motorists, shoppers, and bus passengers
deliberately choosing not to help, comfort, and share with other people? Or is it that the
people who chose to help, comfort, and share are simply more prosocial individuals?
What factors guide and impact our prosocial decision-making and when are these factors
developed or learned? What are the processes that change highly prosocial children into
adults who are frequently unwilling to exhibit such behaviours towards their peers?

A shocking and well-documented incident in which prosocial behaviour was
withheld involved the tragic death of a young woman in New York City (Howard and
Hollander, 1996). Kitty Genovese was stabbed repeatedly on a neighbourhood street
while walking back to her apartment. During the initial attack, Miss Genovese cried out
that someone had just stabbed her, alerting many people in nearby buildings. The attacker

fled only to return a few minutes later to continue the assault, finding that his victim had

dragged herself several feet down the road. In plain view of over thirty witnesses, the
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assailant continued the attack and eventually killed his victim. During the course of the
attack, which lasted nearly thirty five minutes, none of the dozens of witnesses offered
any help to the woman. It was more than half an hour after the attack started that the
police were even contacted. A case such as this inspires countless questions regarding the
lack of action on behalf of the bystanders. Why did no one offer help to a woman who
was clearly in grave danger? What factors inhibited their actions to such a degree that
they all chose to do nothing? Although a convenient answer would be that the witnesses
were all ‘bad’ people or lacked any sense of morality or duty, their choices reflect the
conflicting processes that dictate our prosocial behaviour. From birth, we are encouraged
to behave prosocially in all circumstances by sharing, helping and comforting others
whenever we can. However, during the socialization process, children develop the socio-
cognitive capacities to differentiate between which situations they will choose to exhibit
prosocial behaviour. It is the awareness of these factors that might ultimately explain
why, as adults, people consciously choose to withhold prosocial behaviours in given
situations. The present research examines the development of social identity and empathy
as two integral factors in children’s prosocial decision-making.

Throughout our lives, humans are inundated by countless influences encouraging
us to behave in a prosocial manner. From birth, parents and carers strive to emphasize the
importance of helping, sharing, and comforting other people under any circumstances.
Children are encouraged to play nicely with each other and come to the aid of anyone in
need. This is particularly evident in females in whom caring, altruistic play is expressed
through dolls at a very early age. Moreover, children are exposed to a great deal of

external influences in the form of various media throughout infancy and early childhood.
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From children’s books to television programs, children are exposed to lessons of
altruism, kindness, and prosocial behaviour practically from birth. Additionally,
depending on their upbringing and culture, religion might also play a significant role in
their prosocial decision-making. As noted by Carlo (2006), the primary figure in nearly
all major religions is endowed with characteristics which promote and encourage
prosocial behaviour. Furthermore, endless accounts of virtue, generosity and kindness
can be found in the Bible, Torah, and Koran. This influence is particularly strong in the
United Kingdom, where a considerable number of children attend Church of England
schools from a very early age. In addition to the typical, secular encouragement of
prosocial behaviour found in other schools, children in religiously affiliated schools are
also exposed to the altruistic lessons of that particular faith.

Evolutionary psychologists posit that prosocial behaviour represents an adaptive
advantage which might be mediated by neurotransmitters (see Carter, 1998; Gimpl &
Farenholz, 2001). The rationale behind this is that by helping others we will be well
received by ingroup members and, thus, increase the likelihood of reciprocal prosocial
behaviour. Research from this area would suggest that prosocial behaviour is not a set of
learned actions based on concern or empathy for another; but, rather as a method of
reducing the adverse physiological response to the suffering or peril of another. This
perspective contends that our prosocial actions are motivated less by the concern to help
another and more by the desire to help ourselves. These findings would support prior
research which has indicated that despite very limited socio-cognitive development,
infants react to the distressed state of another even before the age of two (see Eisenberg,

1982). The same research indicated that slightly later in their development, infants
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attempt to alleviate the distress of another without any tangible knowledge of social
principles or altruism. These findings, in conjunction with those of evolutionary
psychologists, would suggest that we are genetically programmed to engage in prosocial
behaviour regardless of our socio-cognitive development.

Upon reaching school age, children encounter yet another influential factor of
prosocial behaviour. Not only are children overtly encouraged to engage in prosocial
behaviour by their teachers, the socialization process itself encourages them to engage in
said behaviour. Additionally, most schools have a reward system in which children are
recognized and rewarded for displaying prosocial behaviour towards others. Thus, one
would conclude that by the first year of primary school, children have established a fairly
consistent and relatively high level of prosocial behaviour under almost any
circumstances. Indeed, there is strong evidence (Eisenberg et al., 1999) that an
individual’s prosocial tendencies are somewhat consistent from late infancy through
middle adulthood. This would indicate that an individual’s prosocial tendencies are not
easily manipulated by circumstances or whim, but are, instead, a very stable schema
based on established socio-cognitive factors and ingrained intergroup perspectives.

However, as exemplified by the Genovese case, people can be very selective with
the prosocial behaviour they are willing to engage in as well as the circumstances in
which they exhibit it. From the perspective of developmental and evolutionary
psychologys, it is very difficult to justify why more than thirty bystanders would decide to
do nothing when presented with the obvious and critical suffering of another individual.
The present research contends that the process that frequently regulates the expression of

prosocial behaviour in both children and adults is social identity. Prior research among
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adults has indicated that a salient social identity has motivated participants to withhold
positive resources from and attribute negative traits to outgroup members (see
Mummendey & Simon, 1991; Mummendey et al, 1992). There have been a variety of
cases in which people engaged in behaviours that they would previously have considered
appalling or unacceptable when they strongly identify with a salient group membership.
In the case of the infamous Abu Ghraib prison abuse and photographs, members of the
United States armed forces subjected prisoners to a variety of humiliating and torturous
acts (see Higham & Stephens, 2004). In the pictures, the military personnel seem to be
taking pleasure in abusing the prisoners and appear oblivious to their suffering. Once the
abuse was discovered, all of the soldiers involved have expressed remorse and disgust
over their actions. This was clearly a case where the salience of an ingroup identity (i.e.
military personnel) overruled individuals’ concepts of morality and blinded them to the
suffering of a very separate outgroup (prisoners). Based on prior research and
documented cases like Abu Ghraib, it was hypothesized that social identity can have a
very strong effect on the expression of various types of prosocial behaviour in different
group scenarios.

The choice to test this hypothesis on primary school children was due primarily to
three reasons. First of all, primary school children have a very high exposure to
influences that encourage prosocial behaviour in most circumstances (see Eisenberg,
1982; Eisenberg, Cameron, Tryon, & Dodez, 1981). Thus, it is highly likely that children
at this age will have a predisposition to exhibit various types of prosocial behaviour.
However, as will be discussed further, their expression of prosocial behaviour will also

be dictated by their level of socio-cognitive development through primary school. One of
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the hypotheses examined by this research is whether awareness of individuals as
outgroup members will cause reduced willingness to exhibit prosocial behaviour towards
that individual. It is during primary school that a great deal of initial intergroup
socialization begins to take place. Children are introduced to and engage with individuals
from other backgrounds, races, religions, and genders. For most primary school children,
this is their first real exposure to other children who might be different from them in a
variety of ways. It is during this time that children begin to develop their opinions and
perceptions of many different group categories (see Feshbach, 1982; Jahoda, 1968; Katz,
1976). Finally, prior research has indicated (see Doise, 1976) that due to their limited
socio-cognitive abilities, children rely heavily on group categorization as a means of
social differentiation and decision-making during this time. As they have difficulty
attenuating the plethora of personal characteristics found in every individual, young
children are liable to resort to rudimentary group categorization as a means of
interpersonal classification (Bigler & Liben, 1993; Bigler, Jones, & Lobliner, 1997).
They lack the capacity to see their peers as individuals and, instead, simply identify them
by their gender or skin colour. Given these reasons, it was anticipated that should there be
validity in the hypothesized relationship, the effects would be most evident during middle
childhood.

The following research involves four studies that examined various aspects of the
relationship between social identity and prosocial behaviour in preadolescents. The next
two chapters review prior research and theoretical perspectives on prosocial behaviour
and social identity which have guided this research. The subsequent four chapters focus

on validating, identifying, and testing the nature of the hypothesized relationship. The




Social identity and prosocial behaviour 8

first study was designed to establish the impact of social identity processes on prosocial
behaviour, even in the most basic of intergroup contexts. Chapter 6 further explores the
strength of the effect of social identity on prosocial behaviour in a highly salient and
established group context, as well as the possible impact of target typicality. This is
followed by a longitudinal study involving the manipulation of prosocial behaviour in
order to test the possibility of the changes in prosocial behaviour effecting children’s
social identity. The final study looks more closely at group awareness, empathy, and
socio-cognitive development as possible factors in this relationship. Finally, social
identity and prosocial behaviour are examined and re-evaluated in the context of the
results from each of the four studies. Broader implications, limitations, and future

research are also discussed in detail.
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CHAPTER TWO

Prosocial Behaviour

“A single act of kindness throws out roots in all directions, and the roots spring up and
make new trees. The greatest work that kindness does to others is that it makes them kind
themselves.”
Amelia Earhart, Magic City Morning Star
June 1, 2005

While much of the general population is unfamiliar with the term “prosocial
behaviour,’ the actions and attitudes that define it affect all our lives on a daily basis and
are endlessly promoted all around us. We are inundated with encouragement to behave in
a prosocial manner from a very early age and by a multitude of sources including
religions, schools, and the media. Particularly as young children, we are constantly being
told to help, share, and comfort other people. As we get older, the behaviours themselves
change from assisting a schoolmate who is having difficulty with their work to helping a
stranded motorist by the side of the road; however, the nature and driving factors of these
behaviours remain fairly consistent and unchanged from early childhood. The foremost of
these constants is the ability to empathize with other individuals and their circumstances.
A great deal of prior research has indicated that empathy is a critical catalyst for a variety
of prosocial behaviours (see Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Underwood & Moore, 1982, for
meta-analyses). This is particularly true for behaviour types that involve a significant
degree of emotional involvement, such as helping and comforting. The following chapter

examines prosocial behaviour in detail; from its definitions and specific behaviours to its
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antecedents and patterns in early childhood. Additionally, prior research and hypotheses

of prosocial behaviour, particularly those focused on children, will be reviewed.

Defining Prosocial Behaviour

The term prosocial behaviour encompasses a variety of different actions as well as
the motivations and circumstances that are involved. In their definitions of prosocial
behaviour, many researchers differ in their considerations of the role of personal
sacrifice. Hay (1994) characterizes prosocial behaviour as, ‘any action that, as it happens,
benefits others, or promotes harmonious relations with others, even if there is no sacrifice
on the actor’s part and even if there is some benefit to the actor.” The most notable
distinction of this definition is that personal sacrifice on the actor’s part is not required to
be considered a prosocial behaviour. Contradicting this aspect of the definition, Janssens
and Dekovic (1997) describe it as, ‘action on the behalf of someone else that involves a
net cost to the actor.” However, this seems a rather basic and narrow view of prosocial
behaviour as it does not consider the possibility of actions that do not involve any
tangible sacrifice. An example of this would be if a child were to comfort a schoolmate
who has just fallen down and hurt himself. In this situation, the actor would not
experience any ‘net cost’ and could actually benefit from the behaviour through more
positive distinctiveness in the eyes of his peers. Additionally, previous research with
preschoolers (Eisenberg ef al., 1981; Strayer, 1980) has shown that children’s social lives
can benefit from reciprocated prosocial behaviour. It may be possible, though, that
Janssens and Dekovic did not consider this in their definition because they did not feel

that comforting was necessarily a prosocial behaviour. As will be discussed later,
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researchers differ to some degree in the actions examined when exploring prosocial
behaviour in children.

Another clear contrast between these two definitions is their inclusion or omission
of the possibility of benefits for the actor. The definition used by Hay considers the
potential of benefits for the actor while the latter only speaks of the costs. In terms of
benefit, other researchers only consider the person who is the receiver of the prosocial
behaviour. In her research on the topic, Eisenberg (1986) defines it as, ‘voluntary
behaviour intended to benefit another.” Although it is quite a simplistic view, it does
address the issue of the behaviour being voluntary and not imposed. This is an important
consideration in circumstances like community service in lieu of prison terms. In this
case, the offender would be involved in some sort of beneficial or amiable behaviour;
however, the fact that it was imposed by the court would discount it as being entirely
prosocial. A further simplification of the definition can be found in work by Shaffer
(1979), who described it as, ‘behaviour that benefits others.” This definition is useful in
that it encompasses a wide variety of actions and circumstances, but is somewhat vague
in that it lacks consideration of the actor, their motivations, and specific situations that
might constitute a grey area. Given the multitude of components that characterize
prosocial behaviour, a good definition should provide for that variety of behaviours and
situations that might be involved.

For the purpose of the present research, these definitions have been combined to
form a general explorative description of prosocial behaviour. To some extent this
research endeavours to examine the various aspects and characteristics in order to better

define the term and its relationship with social identification. Prior research has varied
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not only in the functional definitions of prosocial behaviour, but in the actions measured
and participants tested with varying results. Jackson and Tisak (2001) observed that,
‘depending on the specific type of prosocial behaviour being measured, the methodology
utilized, and the ages studied, prosocial behaviour and prosocial thinking have been
shown to increase, decrease, or not change.” The present research combines many of
these differing aspects of prior research in order to form a better perspective of how each
of these factors impacts prosocial behaviour. The following section explores the various
types of behaviour measured in prior research and the centrality of these types of actions

to the issue of prosocial behaviour.

Altruism. Prior to further examination of the different aspects of prosocial
behaviour, it is first necessary to define the term ‘altruism.’ In some research (Eisenberg
et al., 1999), altruism refers to a more specifically defined type of prosocial behaviour
that accounts for motivation. In this study, Eisenberg and colleagues define altruism as,
“intrinsically motivated, voluntary behaviour intended to benefit another.” However, the
present research was not concerned with the two specific qualifiers of motivation type
and whether or not the behaviour was voluntary or obligatory. The present research
focused more on which behaviours were exhibited and to whom, with regards to the
participants’ social identity. Additionally, all of the present studies involve prosocial
behaviour that was solicited by various targets rather than voluntarily offered by the
participants. Thus, this perspective of altruism was considered much too constrictive and
short-sighted for the purposes of the present study. Contrary to the aforementioned

definition used by Eisenberg and colleagues, Shaffer (1979) argues that altruism is, “an
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act that provides assistance to another person, regardless of the helper’s motives.”
Clearly, this description is quite similar to the definitions of prosocial used in prior
research (e.g. Hay, 1994; Janssen & Dekovic, 1997). Additionally, a considerable
amount of prior research on prosocial theory uses the two terms interchangeably (e.g.
Rushton & Weiner, 1975; Shaffer, 1979, Ugrel-Semin, 1952). Thus, in the present
research, altruism and prosocial behaviour were viewed as two different ways of labelling

the same concept.

Empathy. In the present research, the most important moderating factor between
social identification and prosocial behaviour was thought to be empathy. It was
hypothesized that the more that participants identified with other individuals, the higher
their levels of empathic concern. In turn, higher levels of empathy would lead to
increased willingness and frequency of a variety of prosocial behaviours. However, as
will be discussed in connection to prosocial theories, empathy is a socio-cognitive skill
that develops gradually over several years during middle childhood. Prior research
(Feshbach, 1982; Kohlberg, 1969; Rushton, 1975) has shown that levels of empathy vary
with age and socio-cognitive development as well as gender throughout early childhood.
Thus, it is quite possible that age and perspective-taking abilities could also play a
moderating role in this relationship. Prior research by Hoffman (2000) defines empathy
as both, “the cognitive awareness of another person’s internal states™ and as “the
vicarious affective response to another person.” As observed by Ickes (1997) this
‘vicarious’ emotional response is typically quite similar to the emotional state of the

victim. Likewise, the emotional state caused by the ‘cognitive awareness’ of another’s
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distress has been linked to higher levels of prosocial behaviour in participants (Berndt,
1979; Otten, Penner, & Altabe, 1991). Another possible factor in the present research
could be that empathy drives both social identification and prosocial behaviour. Using
Hoffman’s (2000) definition, it could be that children more closely identify with
individuals whose ‘internal states’ they are more cognitively aware of. Additionally, the
“vicarious affective response’ could be responsible for the child behaving prosocially
towards the distressed target. However, contrary to this perspective, some prior research
(Aboud, 1988; Bigler & Liben, 1993; Kohlberg, 1969) has shown that social
identification begins to decline at around 7- to 8-years-old; this is also the approximate
age where most children have fully developed the socio-cognitive abilities necessary for
empathic concern. Following these findings, the present research might find that social
identification drives prosocial behaviour in children at the lower end of the examined age
range; while, empathy becomes the motivating factor for said behaviour in children at the
higher end of the age range. Given its considerable possible impact on both social
identification and prosocial behaviour, empathy was thoroughly examined in the present

research.

Specific Prosocial Behaviours

As previously mentioned, there is great diversity among the types of actions that
could be considered prosocial behaviour. Within each of these types, there is also a
considerable amount of variation with regard to sacrifice and necessity. When examining
prosocial behaviour, it is critical to identify the kinds of actions that are central to the

term. This is particularly true when measuring several behaviour types in a study that
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examines prosocial behaviour. Additionally, the type and nature of the behaviours being
measured must be highly salient to the participants. One of the challenges of the present
studies was to measure behaviour types that were paramount to the definition of prosocial
behaviour, but to structure them in a context that would be salient to children from five to
10-years-old.

When selecting which behaviours to measure, the hypotheses and samples of
many studies had to be examined. The most widely used behaviour type and most
pertinent action to the definition of prosocial behaviour among previous studies was
helping. Among a variety of age ranges and utilizing numerous methods of measurement,
helping behaviour can be found in countless studies of this topic (e.g. Denham, 1986;
Eisenberg et al, 1999; Feshbach, 1982). For quite obvious reasons, helping is a behaviour
type that is directly relevant to defining prosocial behaviour. Additionally, it is quite a
flexible measure as it can be adapted to be salient to participants of all ages. Unlike other
prosocial behaviours like donating, which is somewhat limited in its adaptability and
salience, helping measures can be manipulated for a wide range of circumstances and
costs to the actor. When defining the