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ABSTRACT

The present studh imtended to explore the mmpact of socal comparison and percerved emparhn
elf-efficacy on prosocid tendencres of wmversiy students  The sample convsted of {400
wnnersity students with equal number of males (n 200) und females (n=2000 wath the age range
of 18-22 veurs These students were selected randomly from fowr universities of Ilamabad
Invruments used mr the study were Scale for Social Comparison Orientation (INCOM)
Prosocial  Personality Batierv (PSB) and Percerved Empathic Self-efficacy scale (PESE)
Reliahthny of all scales was found to be statisticallhy sigmificant Regression analysis revealed
that social comparison onentation and percerved empathic self-efficucy wre strong predicton s of
prosocral tendencies  Results suggested no gender differences 1egardmg soctal comparivon
otientation  perceived emputhic self-efficacy  und prosocial tendencies  among  unmnersii
students It was alvo seen that students Iving m nuclear families had more social comparnon
ortenaticion perceived empathic self-efficacy and prosecial tendencics ay compared to students

fiving i jomt family system



INTRODUCTION



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Cooperative forms of behavior such as shaning and helping are considered to be
the hallmark ol social competence among all individuals particularly adolescents and
adults These behaviors help to differentiate humans from other species and provide them
with higher coping skills in terms of interdependence They are also relerred to as
prosocial behaviors and are essential ways of behaving that particularly benefit others
Prosocial behaviors compnse of those actions that are directed to accomplish another
individual’s need for support or 10 help them gain positive outcomes lor sake of welfare
or some external benefit In ¢veryday hife this can be done erther by offertng donations or
reassurances being there in other’s tme of need. compassionate sharmg and providing
physical assistance and support to others Interestingly. individual prosocial behavior

contributes not only to other’s well-being but also preserves our own interest oo

Studyimg antecedents of prosocial behaviors in the transient phase of hfe can
prove to be isightful and helpful to society Various studies have shown that through
prosocial actions, adolescents can not only develop empathic insight but also leam to
prioritize their tasks and value their relationships by developing healthy social and coping
mechamsms (Penner  Dovidio, Piliavin & Schroeder 2005 . Wemnstein & Ryan 2010)
Prosocial development is related 1o number of constructive ellects for vouth including
educational achievements, enhanced confidence. improved relations with others and

increased social shills



Terms of helping behavior and altruism have been used interchangeably with
prosacial behaviors and have been elaborated with same determinants (faylor & Wood
2013) The idea that people display consistent and stable differences i prosocial
tendencies has been a source of debate as well as widely acknowledged fact for a long
time ([Cisenberg. Eggum & Guinnta 2010) A more current approach. however s that
these tendencies are relativels constant and nnate 1n an individual < life Robust evidence
has suggested (hat therc 15 an enduring consistency 1n prosocial dispositions and
personalits (Penner ct al  2005) A rescarch conducted by | orena (2011) on prosocial
personality trants and motivational helping on 91 participants rescated that in the helping
tash 43 % did not help and 57% chose to help Those who chose o help were those
individuals who had greater empathic concern and their motivation was purely altruistic
Conclusively. people generally choose to help because they have internal predispositions
o do so

In contrast lo wealth of western rescarch on adolescent prosocial trats, very few
studies have been done with respect to Pakistani adolescents Although. many studies on
bullying. rebeilion and uncouth behasiors among adolescents can be tound but very few
study the predictors of prosocial behavior in adolescents For example, Javed and Anila
(2015) revealed that several factors influence prosocial behavior in adolescents with
presalent gender and age differences [ven though these studies are ground-breaking in
therr own terms. they do not exploit intrapersonal shills such as prosocial standards
soctal comparison orientation moral reasoning, and empathy 1t 1s generally observed
that prosocial development and tendencics largely have taken complete hold by the time

individuals reach puberty They are more disposed to have established a set of norms to



facihtate their acions and they tend 10 compare themselves with cach other to increase
prosocial tendencies

These prosocial tendencies are influenced by a number of antecedent variables
like prosocial norms pragmatic values, empathy dimensions, motivations attitudes and
other socio demographic vanables (Siu. Shekh & Lar 2011 Meymans 2010) Number of
experiments and co relational studies have supported the view that empathy 15 not only
positively correlated to helping behavior but also predicts it (Batson thlund Chermok.
Hoyt & Ortiz. 2007) Rossella. Mana and Tlisabeua (2014} conducted study on 302
Italian adolescents to explore humor siyvles. presocial tendencices. and empathic/socal
self-efficacy and found significant relationship concluding that adolescents reported low
levels in empathic self-efTicacy and high levels in social self-efficacy and they were most
likely o adopt helping behavior mostls tn emotionally critical circumstances They also
explored that boyvs tend to help more in public situations and girls tend to help more in
emotionally evocative circumstances [hus strong research evidence suggests empathie
concern and 1ts perception as predictor of prosocial tendencies

Social companson theory explains the orientation of people to compare
themselves to others and in trn predict their future behavior It reveals that people who
have strong orientation to compare themselves to others have tendency to help others less
due to their sclf -focusing activities (Kassin Fein & Markus 2008) whereas other
rescarchers such as Guzman. Jung and Anh (2012) conducted research on percenved
social support networks and prosocial tendencies and found out that social support was
directly and positively correlated with altruistic prosocial tendencies. and directly and

negatively correlated with public prosocial tendencies Nevertheless. orientation ol an



individual to compare him to others was found to be stronghy correlated to prosocial
tendencies

Therefore a gap m literature exists regarding the impact of social companson
orientation on prosocial tendencies and 1ts relatton with percened empathic self-cfficacy
Thus. current study would explore this gap along with certain demographic vanables too
Among the many rescarches that evplore the content of social comparison crientation,
percenned empathic self-efficacy and prosocial tendencies on adolescents, differences
have been found on two demographic vaniables in particutar namely gender and family
ssstem Differences in gender and family sysiems tend to bring significant changes in
adolescent’s Iife and predict their future directions lThus the current study will also

explore the differences in three vartables regarding age and lamuly set-up

Social Comparison Orientation

Social world comprise of a complex system of interchangeable vanables that
influence our actions and rcactions Individuals need to continuously evaluate one «
behefs and opinions an relation to others to have better ecological and psychological
chance Brickman & Bulman (1977) regarded social comparison as essential part of
social interactions The process of relating information about others with self 1s called
social companson (Woods 1996) Social compansons provide evidence and standards
for people to improse and enhance self ( Taylor & | obel. 1989) Pcople frequently engage
in social comparnisons  Whenever they get relevant nformation about actions and
reactions ol people. they relate and associate this information to themselves (Dunning &

Hayes. 1996)



The proposition of social comparison ortentation underlies those stable traits
people which mouvate them to compare more or less to others across sarious social
domains Studies have shown how high and low comparers differ in their interpretation of
companson information (Buunk. Ybema Gibbons & Ipenburg. 2001) An individual
having increased need of social comparison 1s sensitive to behaviors of others. has
uncertainty about selt and 1s motivated to overcome this self-uncenamnty A negative
correlation was found between social comparison orientation and self-esteem and positiine
correlation between social anwiety. neurouctsm and depression {Buunk & Gibbons

1999)

Researchers have evaluated the frequency of social companson onentation n
daily Life Gilbert. Price and Allan (1999} illustrated that need to compare 1s very ancient
and proved 10 be nale but the extent to which people compare differs 1n indiniduals
Cross-cultural studies have shown that U S people were more companson oniented then

European people (Gibbons & Gerrard 1995)

Festinger's Social Comparison Theory lcon Festinger proposced theory ol social
comparison 1 1954 The mam assumption of this theory 15 that people are motivated to
assess thair thoughts and abihties During evaluation process they try to compare
themselves with others Tlestinger (1954} suggested that group umformity and social
comparison are correlated People compare themselses with those swhom they consider

superior and thus are motivated to impros e themselves and their abilities

The man dea of Festinger s theory 1s that individuals are more hikely to compare

themselves with sumilar people. which he called “similarity hypotheses  Goethals and



Darley (1977) explamed similarity 1n terms of attributes Therefore comparisons are more
efTective when relevant attributes are shared with person with whom companson 1s made
The companson could be upward and downward An upward companson relies on
relating our own behasior to someene who 1s superior to us in any way A downward
comparison occurs when an individual cvaluates his her standing to someone who 1s
worse off than us (Baumeister 2008) According to Wills (1981). people would prefer

making upward comparison 1f given choice

Downward Comparison Theory Wills (1981) explammed the downward comparison
theory as defensive strategy for self-evaluation According to this theory person gomg
through negauve affect can enhance their well-being by comparing themselves with those
who are less lortunate Research has suggested that upward companson can lower self-

worth whereas downward comparison can promote selt-conlidence ({(nbbons [986)

One study ol downward comparison suggested that patients had shght positive talt
tovnards those who suffered similar disease and also who were 1n worse condition than
themselves (DeVillis. 1991) Downward companson provides an adequate way to
increase self-esteem and a coping mechamism to enhance the mood (1¢. ncreased

positine aftect)

Social Cognition and Social Comparison [he social cognition approach explains the
conscious and controlling processes of the comparison mechamism  Social cognimion
approach suggested that comparison process was an automatic progcess occurring without
consent Rescarch suggested that these unconscous companisons aftect an individuai’s

cognitine and emotional state (Gilbert. Giesler & Morris 1995) It suggests how capable



one feels to complete a given task [t further explamms that an individual feels more
capablc to complete the task 1l he:she had positive expertence 1n the past in similar tash.

theretore increasing ones self-cfficacy

Modern Soctal Comparison Recent devclopments in the arca of social companson have
stressed on other factors ke personality variables that mas lead to social comparison
(Olson & Tvans. 1999 Wheeler 2000) Research has demonstrated relationship between
personality and frequency of social comparison People high in extraversion and low on
agreeableness were likely to make downward comparison. whereas people high on
agrecablencss were more bhely to engage (o upward social companison (Olson & [vans,
1999) In addition recent dexelopments in social comparison theory have also focused on
importance of social identity theory 1n comparison process Social dentity  theory
suggess that groups compare their situations with other groups Recent social
comparison research has focused on role of group s membership and social identity m
social comparison processes (Brewer & Weber, 1994, Brown Hinkle. T'on-Cardamone
Maras & layvlor 1992 Mussweiler. Gabnel & Bodenhausen. 2000) Thus. social context

also plass signiticant role in social comparison processes

Factors of Social Comparison Orientation

The dual purpose of social compartson 1s wronic and inflormative simultancously
1t not only helps individuals to get to know others but also provides wealth of know ledge
about selt Rescarchers have identified three primary motives for social companson self-

evaluation, self- improvement and sclf-enhancement



Self-evaluation 1s important in social comparison as it explains how indnaduals
engage 1 social companson process People mostly choose comparison targets that are
similar to them for self -¢valuation because they think 1t will ensure the accuracy of
evaluations that they make and will in return increase one’s self-worth (Thorton and
Arrowood. 1966) Festinger suggested that people choose similar comparison targets and
avord dissinular ones Dissimilar companison largets lead to ambiguity and would not

lead (o accurate self-evaluation

Self-enhancement motivates a person to feel good about self and maintain self-
esteem Sclf-enhancement includes an innate hiking for constructive over destrucuive self-
views (Wood 1989) In self-enhancement comparison motive people prefer to choose
downward comparison because such comparison would enhance ones self-views (Wills
1981) For example. women whose health had been 1n danger by recent diagnosis of
breast cancer compared themselses mostly with those patients whose state was far more

serious (Wood. Taslor. & | ichtman 1985)

In self-improvement motive individuals leamn to improve a particular atinbute
People use social information to learn about their abilities and improve them through
social companson (Brickman & Bulman, 1997) According to Bandura (1986). this
motine for self-improvement 1s mostly fulfilled by comparing onc-self with supenor
comparison target  [herefore self- improyement motn ¢ prompts upward comparisen with

others

Aspinwall and Taslor (1993) identified different factors that made individual

choose upward or downward companson They suggested that people having high selt-



esleem make upward social comparison and those having low self-estcem preterred to
make downward social comparison The psychological significance of companson
depends on the social prestige and the situations in which traus of a person were
evaluated |hus, selt-esteem could be seen as a defense mechanism (Cast & Burke, 2002)

and motivating factor for social comparison

Individual s sclf-esteem 1~ influenced by both Irequency and type of comparison
made People with decrcased <ell-esteem responded better in downward comparison
(Wheeler & Misake 1992) Wills (1981) suggested that when people are depressed or in
stressiul condition they make downward comparisons Social companison can lead to

competition among peers

Perceived Empathic Sell-Efficacy

Social interactions nvolve helping behaviors as well as behaviors that are
direcled to understand other s perspectine and emotions  This not only leads to better
Iving conditions but also enhanced co-operation and interdependence between people
Self-cfficacy 1s defined as (ndividual’s belief about his or her abihty to influence the
situation and outcomes (Anker, Feeles & kim, 2010} Self- cfficacy beheves suggest
how efMiciently person can work out to achieve lus or her goals It 1s a person’s belief
about his abilities to prosper in a particular situation {Bandura 1995) Baron and Byrne
(1994) explained self-efficacy av main element of self-concept that explams how
eltectively person will complete a task Self-efficacy refers to how individuals judge their

abilives to perform certain behaviors (Bandura, 1997, Schunk  [984)
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Folkman (1984) suggested that individuals differ in their evaluations of situation
depending upon their capacity to handle the situation Self-efficacy explains about
persons shill do well It 1s an assessment made by individuals about their proficiencs to
successfully complete any task (Pajares & Miller [994)

Percenved sclf- eflicacy relates to expectations an individual has about his own
efficacy towards completion of certain tasks and 1t has found to increase when a person
succeeds at any task and it decreases when he fails Recent research has proved that
cfficacy 1s best predicted by past performance (Singer Stacey & [ange 1993, Yanuss
1995) There arc many tspes of percened self- efficacy  The three highly researched
types include academic social and empathic self -efftcacy

Academic self-efTicacy 15 defined as perceived efficacy relating to learning and
masters of academt. matlers Bandura et al (1996) {found high academic self-efficacy to
relate morce to prosocial behaviors as well as eaming admiration of peers as compared to
children having low academic self-efficacy High eflicacy in cogmtive area leads to
increased performance academically and promotes career interests too  Academically
efficacious students usually are found to be in control of thewr own hife organizing and
mterpreting difficult challenges. manage thewr emotions and resist peer pressure {€ hong.
2007

1he social domain of self-efficacy 1s largely derived from utility of Bandura’s
(1977) theors of self-efficacs  The basic postulate of self-efficacy theory 1s that
individuals were more prone to perform activities that increase their sell-elficacy and
were less hikely to cngage 1n tasks that do not (Vvan der Byl & Shortndge-Baggett

2002) Social self-efficacy which 1s efficacy in mterpersonal relationships was delined as
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an indinadual s confidence to engage in social interactional tasks Gecas (1989) suggested
that people having social self-efficacy are effective in making secial contacts and bwild
new friendly relations

Lmpathic sclf-cfficacy has 1ts roots in concept of empathy which 1s an integral
part of altruism and prosocial actions [mpathy involves judging and evaluating situation
from other s perspective and understanding people better by thinking like them It helps
to cultivate relauonships as well as to increase cooperative behaviors Empathy s ability
to understand others emotions and perspecuives (Barnett. 1987 [senberg & Miller.
1987)

Empathic self-cfficacy refers to how people judge therr capacities to accurately
and effectively process the emotional information coming from largets as a means of self-
regulation and managing one’s emotions intelligently (Kirk Schutte & Hine. 2008)
Fmpathic self-cfficacy provides basis for emotional world of humans Saarn1 (1999)
stated that emotional self-efficacy 15 expressed as a feeling of personal efficiency during
inter-personal interactions related to emotions  People having high emotional selt-
efficacy are generally sensitive to one’s own and others emottons They are able to tackle
negative emotions and cope with emotional difficulties Empathic selt-eflicacy 16 also
important for individual’s self-confidence and understanding others better

Furnham and Petrides (2003) have suggested that people who have more control
over their emotions and are also aware of their perceptions regarding the expression of
emotions become more n control of other’s reactions and hence have good social
interactions and relationships  They ecmpathize with others 1n a better way and

commumcate their genuine feelings without any hesitation
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Percen ed Empathic Self-efficacy and Social Comparison Oricntation

Comparisons i hfe become sceond nature to humans because of ts survival and

ccological value 1hese comparisons result in change in feelings towards individuals as
well as help in developing better insight about their own feelings and attributes This
orientation 1s hinked to capability of a person to empathically respond to others In the
process of comparing ourselves with others people who look for improvement make
“upward” comparisons with people superior to themsches and those that seeh
preservation make "downward” comparisons with inferior others (Brickam & Bulman
1977) Children are more Likely to compare their performance with their peers rather
than comparing 1t with therr past performance (Ruble & Flect. 1988) Research on
modeling and academic shills has revealed that know g about success of others results in
mcrease i on¢ s empathic self-efficacy (Kasdin. 1979, Schunk 1986)

Social comparison has significant influence on motivation performance and
empathic self-efficacsy Students may experience an iniual sense of self-efficacy for
achiev ing their goals. this sense in turn may increase therr motination and thus helps to
foster empathic undersianding of one s own situation as well as others Bandura’s theory
of self-cfficacy suggested that percenved discrepancies hetween onc’s personal standards
and what others think are either motivating or discouraging depending upon the strength

ol one’s empathic self-efficacy

Pro Social Behaviors

lelping others 1s seen as one of the most significantly respected display of human
behavior In many cultures and rehigions helping as an act of kindness, 1s valued as a

virtue Pro-social behavior 15 an important interpersonal behavioral expression. which
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contributes extensively to social cohesion and reinforces human relatonships 1elping.
altrmsm and prosocial behaviors are termmologies used to describe the relationship of
different individuals 1n various contexts Several researchers use these terminologies in
different context Bierhoff (2002) difterentiates between these concepts on basis of their
mutual relationships llelping 1s a genenc term that covers all parts of mterpersonal
support A prosocial behavior 1s the term used to designate such acts in which both
selfless and selfish reasons are mvolved to extend support to others |t includes some
form of reward either emotional or any external reward Altrwistic behaviors are purely
those prosocial behaviors that are motivated by empathy. sympathy and sclfless
understanding of others situations

Prosocial behavior is defined as a voluntary actions performed with the purpose
ol proriding benefit to another person or group of persons (Stang & Wnightsman. 1981}
Hasungs. Rubin & DeRose (2005). defined prosocial behavior as kind gencrous and
providing behavior toward other people with the goal of extending support and help
whenever required This results in mamtaiming good relations among individuals of a
social group Thus, pro-social behavior represents an cxlensive category of acts that are
explaimed by society or one’s social group as being heneficial to others Many different
theories have attempted 1o explain prosocial behaviors Among the most mfluential are
evolutionary perspective, soctal exchange model and empathy altruism hypothesis

Fyvolutionary Perspective Eiolutionans psychology focuses on mstinets and
genes It explains prosocial behavior in terms of genctic tactors Darwin believed that
prosocial tendencies cvolved through natural selection in many species People would be

more tikels to help close genetic relatives than more distantly related people (Darwin.
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1859) One study explored the behavtor ot people 1n emergency situation and concluded
that they were more Dkely to endanger themselves by searching for tamily members than
searching for friends (Sime  1983)

Social Exchange Theory Social cxchange theory emphasizes exchange process
in prosocial tendencies  This exchange process aims at mimimizing the cost and
mavimizing the benefits (Homans 1961) According to this theory  people offer help
beeause they expect some gains from the person beng helped People analy7e costs and
rewards and then behave accordingly People are more likely 1o help those who they
value most. find attractive and desire their approval (krebs, 1970) This theory predicts
that help 1s given either because one has received a scrvice. expecting to recerve service
or 1s trying to be admired by others (McDonald. 1981) Helpmg decreases when the costs
of helping are greater (Dovidio, Allen & Schreeder. 1991, Piliavin & Rodin 1975)

Empathyv-altruism Hypothesis it asserts that feclings ol ecmpathy are basis to
prosocial behaviors This model predicts that people having high levels of empathy are
more likels 10 help than those having low empathy  Lmpathy -altruism model states that
fechings of empathy for a person in need induce altruistic helping This model explains
that a person cxperience two different emotions when they sec someone suffering.
distress and empathy  Personal distress 1s defined as expeniencing negative emotions at
seeing others in pain Thus 1f someone’s sadness makes a person uncomfortable. he she 1s
expericncing distress  Batson suggested that this distress 15 associated with egoistic
motnation of making oneselt feel better and not others Various experiments have
supported this model lhe partictpants 1n such experiments see others who were 10

distress and needed help and they decided whether to help or not (Batson 1991)
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Prosocial Tendencies

The history (o explore varnious causes of prosecial behavior largely focused on
situational and exlternal determinants of such behavior (1 atane & Darley 1968, Pihavin,
Dovidio. Gaertner & Clark 1981) It was not until 1980 s that concept of altruistic
personality was proven to be a major cause of prosocial behaviors The approach to
correlate various personality trauts that contribute and enhance prosocial ideas feelings
and behasiors was founded by L A Penner (1995) He labeled prosocial personality as
those who have such permanent prosocial tendencies that encourage them to (hink about
others in empathic manner and consider weltare and benefit of others at all ttmes
Researchers have tried to explore different personalits traits that may predict how likely a

person ts to cngage in prosocial activiues

A senes of motivating self- mechanisms likely to produce prosocial actions
include perspective taking, empathy. levels of moral reasonimg. and attective functioning
Volunteers have been found to score considerably higher on personahty tran
agreeableness than non-volunteers (Caprara . Alessandn Guido & Tisenberg 2011)

Individual differences in prosocial behavior have been found to correlate with
several persenality characteristics such as empathy  social responsibility  perspective
taking. moral reasoning. self-estcem. and self-reported altruism (Davis, 1994 Penner
Fritzsche. Craiger. & Treifeld. 1995, Staub 1978) Researches have concluded that there
1s a considerable degree of evidence pointing to a relationship between personahity and
the "the altrnstic personality™ It was inally demonstrated by a study by Staub (1974)
which found that an average dispositional measure of pro-social orentation {combining

measures of feelings of personal responsibility  social responsibilits, moral reasoning.
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pro-social values) led to higher helping behaviors across  different situations
Turthermore. 1t was found that the personalits vanable of empathy has been consistently
correlated with helping (Eisenberg & Miller 1987 Dovidio Allen. Schroeder. 1990)
Also studies have found that people who donate blood score high on altruism measures
(Boc & Ponder 1981) Furthermore. Oliner & Ohiner (1988) found that rescuers of Jews
during the Holocaust scored higher on social responsible measures and on ideals
regarding a just world compared to non-rescuers Also even 30 vears later rescuers were
found to engage more frequently in helping behaviors than non-rescuers | astly people
who score high on altruism, empathy and social responsibility consider helping situations
to be more rewarding than people low n these traits. and they also report high levels of
helping behaviors in rcal hife situations (Bierhofl” Klein, & kramp 1991). sclf-reports,
{Kerber. 1984 Ruci. 200%) and helping behaviours 1n the laboratory (Penner & Orom
2009

Greitemeyer and Osswald (2010) conducted study to idenufy the etfects of
prosocial video games on prosocial behasior using tour different experiments and
concluded that participants playing prosoctal video game were morc likely to help and
provide aid Results further suggested that exposure to video games resulted n
processing cognitive clement of prosocial behavior which i turn increased prosoctal
behavior Thus. these researches clearls depict that prosocial tendencies lead to prosocial
behaviors with differences and vanations regarding personality and social environment

LONStrucls
The variant tendencies of pro-social personahity has been captured by six

constructs and have been represented in the Pro-Social Personahty Battery (Penner ct al
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1995} and their validity has been systematically supported in the literature (Dovidio,
Piliavin. Schroeder. & Penner. 2006. Graziano Habashi Sheese. & Tobin. 2007 Penner
& Finkelstein 1998, Penner. Finkelstein & Brannick 2005 Penner & Frtzsche
1993) lhe siv pro-social personality traus represented in the Pro-Social Personality
Battery are empathic concern, social responsibility  perspective taking personal distress
moral reasoning and self-reported altruisim

f.mpathic concern has been defined as the ability to denufy and understand
another’s siuation and to internahize i by going through the emotions of another person
within oneself (Batson Tultz & Schoenrade, 1987 Penner et al 1995, Preston &
DeWall. 2002, Sunson & Ickes 1992) Cmpathy has been found to show a positive
relauonship with people’s tendencies to get imvolved in helping behaviors over time
{Penner et al. 2005)

Prosocial norms suggest that people should help due to greater awareness of what
1 right Social responsibility 1s defined as an internalized abihiry that describes a person's
tendency to show concern for the welfare of others and to take responsibility for others
whenever required (Fisenberg 1989 Penner & Orom 2009) The norm of <ocial
responsibility explamns that we should help others when they need help Results of study
conducted on umiversity students by Witt and Silver (1994) about social responsibility
and pro social behavior (¢ g voluntarly working m orientation programs for new
studenlts) were positively correlated

Moral reasoning 1s another important correlale of prosocial tendencies Prosocial
moral reasoming ts defined as offering explanations and justifications about situations in

which one person 15 i state of conflict with another particularly /m context in which the
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role of laws, authorities. pumishment and formal obligauons are irrelevant or mininnzed
(Misenberg. 1986)  According to theorists. nternalized norms and principles are
producing higher levels of moral reasoning based on individual’s abihity of fugher order
mental thinktng which 1s a characteristic of adolescents (Carlo ct al 1992, T'abes  Carlo,
Kupanoff & Laible. 1999) Recent research on other aspects of moral reasoning have
identified that two different moral orientations exist a justice -or prohibited -oriented
point of view and a prosocial or caring point of view (Gilhgan. 1977 Lisenberg 1679
Higgins Power & Kohlberg 1984)

Research findings have proposed that perspective taking and cmpathy act as
sigmficant antecedents to altruistic and helping behasior (Fisenberg 1987) Social role
taking constitutes a crucial tactor 1n both prosocial development and social competence
(Fisenberg & Mussen. 1978) Perspectnve taking helps individuals to accept others
viewpoint and indicates an cffort o adjust one’s psychological view 1n companison 1o
other individuals m everyday life These components combine to lorm other-onented
empathy factor of prosocial battery

Fhe helplulness factor of prosocial personality battery mcludes two constructs
personal distress and sclf-reported altruism Personal distress 15 defined as a self-focused.
negative emotional reaction to the shocking experiences of another's emotion According
lo the empathy-altruism model proposed by Batson cmpathy will result an helping or
prosocial behavior Others have argued. however. that also feclings of personal distress
may motivate helping behavior The empathic concern encourdges people to help in order

to ease the other person's distress In such an example helping s considered altruistic
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because 1t 1s performed out of a concern ol anothei’s needs and involves other regarding
sentiments and the help of the person (n need (Pihavin & Chamg 1990)

Generally. scores on helpfulness factor predicts helping behavior (Penner &
Fritzsche. 1993) and they also report experiencing hittle cgocentric emotional distress in
response to the distress of others (Penner et al. 1995) Also the helpfulness factor
predicts helping behaviors over a ime-span of several weeks (Penncr & Menon. 1993) as
well as volunteering and chanity work (Penner et al . 2005)

In conclusion the Pro-Social Personaliy Batterv comprising of the factors of
other oriented empathy and helpfulness has been found to provide rchable and valid

measures of a wide variety of pro-social thoughts feelings and behax ors

Predictors of Prosocial Tendencies
A handful of 1escarches have shown various antecedents of prosocial tendencies

There are many factors that might play a major role in predicting prosocial behavior In
general  socio-demographic variables play an important role in predicting prosocial
tendencies Bekkers {2006) investigated the relatonship of personality varnables and
socio-economic varlables for prosocial behavior and acknowledged a sigmificantly greater
influence of the socto-economic variables, which incorporated resources hhe money,
knowledge. social network and so on Age and gender are also important predictors of
prosocial behavior Gender studies have proved that women 1m olve more 1n empathy and
altruisnic related helping and men serve more 1n valiant and brave acts (Caghy & Crowles

1986, Maccoby & Jacklin. 1974} Prosocial behavior can also be predicied by age

Various studies have proved that people older than 65 were seen involved more 1n chanty
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acts and adults less than 40 vear were less involved in donations and chanty (Banks &
lanner. 1997)

Social psychologists have used the term prosocial behaviors to explain broad
category of actions that benefit others Altrutsm is one of the mmportant psychological
predictor of prosocial behavior Altruism (s an act of helping others without expecting
any reward {knickerbockers 2004 Fisenberg & Miller [987) Altruism ts motivation to
work for the welfare of other people and 1s labeled as seltless helping Waspe (1978)
defined altriism as behavior performed for the well-bemng of others mmvolving self-
sacrificc A recent study by Van Lange. Bekkers Schuyt. & Van Vugt. (2007) found that
pcople with prosocial tendencies were more indulged in chanty with the purpose of
helping poor and needy than to sausfy their own intcrests Studs conducted by Carlo &
Randall {2002) examined relationship between public and altruistic prosocial behaviors
and found that they were negatinely correlated whereas dire and emotional prosocial
behaviors were strongly positively interrefated

Attitude 1s also considered as one of the predictors of prosocial behaviors
Attitude 1s delined as posiune or negative evaluation of people objects and events (Petty.
L'nnava & Strathman 1991 Schneider [988) It 1s psychological propensity expressed
toward others in terms of favor and disfavor (Lagly & Chaiken. 1993) Attitude can aflect
persan’s behavior in positive and negative way s

Individuals engage 1n prosocial acts because they have certain motives behind it
like social responsibility (Clary and Snyder 1991) Research by Hecke et al (2007) has
suggested that children refrain themselves {rom unpleasant emotions because they are

motnvated to behave prosocialls in order to gain personal goals
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People’s beliefs about others also affect their behaviors  Alessandri Caprara
Fisenberg and Steca (2009) conducted study on relations beiween indnvoduals’
prosociality and their self-cflicacy beliefs with relation to control of our emotions and
responding empathically to others” needs and findings suggest that one’s percerved
efficacy n dealing one’s own emotions mfluences onc s perceived efficacy to empathize
with others and this influences prosociahity

A mood 1s a feehng. pleasant or unpleasant that can affeet indiv tdual’s behavior
A person’s mood can mfluence whether he or she provides help o others Studics have
shown evidence that people are more likely to offer help when they are in pleasant mood
than when are n neutral mood People in good moods are less preoccupred with
themsclves and think of themselves fortunate compared to others who are deprived so
thev use therr resources to offer help to others (Salovey. Maver & Rosenhan  [991)
North. larrang & Hargreaves (2004) also found that people are more ikely to help w hen
they are 1 good mood

There are various situational predictors of prosocial tendencies too People
rural arcas are more helpful korte and Kerr (1975} found that people were provided help
more 1n rural than 1 urban environments [ifferences 1n two cities and tour small towns
were studied and it was concluded that greater helpfulness was found in small towns than
larger cities (korte and Ayvalioglu, 1981} People who have been [nving at one place for
long time are more lihely to engage i prosocial acls Geographic residence influence

people’s atutudes toward helping becausc of their social interactions (Cook. 2012)

Culwral differences regarding pro-social behaviour are expressed differently

hetween ndividualistic and  collectivistic societies  Cultural  differences  are also
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influenced by socialization processes that determine individual s motivation to engage in
pro soual behaviors Miller. Bersoft & larwood (1990) suggested that collectivist
cultures like Hindus consider helping as gencral obligation while Americans perceive

helping behaviors as being dependent on intimacy of relationship or need

Percens ed Empathic Sell-EfTicacy as predictor of Prosocial Tendencies

Prosocial tendencies have strong evidence n literature to be a hey to human
relationships Among the many predictors of prosoctal behaviors the strongest research
evidence has been provided for empathy Robuslt research evidence has suggested thal
empathy and helping are positively correlated Kohutt (1984) defined empathy as ability
to reflect inner Iife of other person There 1s vast evidence that empathic feelings will lead
to helping behavior Various studies have shown that greater empathy leads to greater
helping behavior (Batson Duncan. Ackerman Buckley & Birch 1981 Dovidio. Allen. &
Schroeder 1990 Eisenberg and Miller. 1987) Kerper (2012} conducted study on
predictors of prosocial behaviors and results indicated significant positive relattons
between percerved similanty  self-efficacy. empathy, and prosocial tendencies

Researches have examined the relauonship between empathy-related response
and prosocial behaviors Generally. there appears to be positne correlation between
empalhy and prosocial behaviors cspecially altruistic behaviots (Eisenberg et al 2006)
Dispositional measures of empathy has been found effectively to predict prosocial
behaviors that are private than public (Carlo & Randall. 2002 Carlo. Hausmann.
Christiansen. & Randall 2003} Batson (1991) found some mformauon regarding
differences between situational- induced personal distress and self-report  Lhe evidence

suggested that situational-bound personal distress resulted n lesser prosocial actions than
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sell-report Although. {indings have given inconsistent resulis but 1t has been a proven
assertion that prosocial tendencies and empathy are closely knit components llowever
relations between personal drstress and prosocial behavior are more mixed

Basil. Ridgway & Basil (2008} demonstrated the mediating role of guilt on
empathy and self-efficacy which led to greater charitable donation intentions among on-
line adolescent respondents Results revealed that empathy led to increased guilt which
further produced increased donation intention Thus. individuals actually 1ndulge n
prosocial actions to reduce this guilt Thus. greater empathy results in greater prosocial
actions Self-efficacy also leads to greater charitable intentions as well as increased gutlt
among participants It further demonstrated that individuals who are internally
predisposed to feeling guilts will have greater efticacy and empathy and thus would have
higher prasocial tendenctes

Falanga. Caroli & Sagone (2014} explored relationship between humor styles
percened empathic self-efficacy and prosocial tendencies among middle adelescents
lhey found positive correlations between the three variables With regards to prosocial
tendencies. they predicted that helping behavior in emotionally difficult situations was
positively related to empathic self-cfficacy  Thus, the more they percewve the situation as
difficult to handle the more they feel empathy towards the victim and the moie they will
indulge 1n prosocial actions

Caroli & Sagone (2013) conducted a study on [talian adolescents to explore
relatonship between different types of sclf-efficacy and prosocial tendencies They found

that self-efficacy it problem solving. nterpersonal communication and empathy was



24

positively correlated with prosocial tendencies However empathetic self -efficacy was
found to be more hinked with altruistic prosocial tendency than public prosecial tendency

As found In a sample of Iranian undergraduates students. Azimpour and her
colleagues (2012) demonstrated that empathy was positively related to the comphiant
emotional. anonymous and altrurstic prosocial behaviors and negatively to public
prosocial behavior In a longitudinal study with a sample of {tahan adolescents.
Alessandri and his colleagues (2009) observed that empathic self-efficacy mediated the
relationship between regulative emotional sclf-cfficacy bhehefs and prosociainy  More
recentls . in a sample of Swedish high school students Lklund et al (2012) {ound thal
both empathic other-oniented and academic self-efficacy had a stronger and positive
assoctation with prosocial behavior than self-orniented emotional self-cfficacy

In refation to prosocial behavior the degree to which a person helps another
would be dependent on how capable he or she views onesell as a potential helper
Research investigating the relationship between scif-etficacy and prosocial behavior has
supported the influential relationship between self-etficacy and empathy As previously
stated. the relationship between empathy and helping behavior has been strongly
supported (Penner et al  2005) More recent research has develeped the relationship in
accordance with self-efficacy Caprara. Alessandria. Giunta, Laura & Fisenberg (2010)
emphasized the importance of the confidence one feels in their abilits 1o empathize with
others as a crucial component in comforting and meeting others™ needs Fmpathy has
also been shown to moderate the relationship between sclf-efficacy behefs and prosocial

tendencies (Alessandri, Caprara Lisenberg & Steca. 2009)
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Caprara ct al (2011) exanuned the role of traits values and self-efficacy belefs in
prosocial behavior They found that all three are predictors to prosociahity and together
cxplam a significant portion of umique vanance i prosociality  Besides they also [ound
values and sclf-efficacy beliefs to mediate the relationship between trans and prosocial
behavior

kerper (2012) conducted a study to evaluate empathic concern., self-efficacy.
percerved similanity and causal auributions as predictors of prosocial tendencies among
teachers  The results indicated a positive association between empathic concern, self-
eflicacy percenned similanty and prosocial tendencies The mederation analysis rey caled
that empathy partially mediated the relatonship between self-efficacy and prosoaial
tendencies  Thus. supporting the results that empathic sel{-efficacy leads to greater
prosocial tendencies

Thompson (2013) 1nvestigated the relationship between perceived empathic self-
efficacy. prosocial personality and principle of care among Irish volunteers, ex-soluntecrs
and non-volunteers The results indicated positive sigmificant correlations between
helpfulness and perceived empathic self-eflicacy Also perceived empathic self-elficacy
was significantly correlated with other-oriented cmpathy too | auren (2013} conducted
research on |43 Insh participants to investigate the relatonship between prosocial
personality  vanables perceived empathic self-efficacy and principle of care and
significant positive relationship was tound between helpful behayior and empathic self-
etficacy Thus. there 1s conclusive evidence from hiterature that perceived empathic self-

cfficacy 1s a strong correlate and predictor of prosocial tendencies in adolescents
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Social Comparison Orientation as predictor of Prosocial Tendencies

Social psychologists have tnied 0 lind out reasons for why people engage in
prosocial behaviors and under what circumstances since 1970 s ull now (lLatane&
Darley, 1970. Piliavin, 2009) Many situational elements have seen to predict prosocial
behaviors but recent research trends reveals that prosocial tendencies have certain innate
stable predictors too {Weinstemn & Ryan 2010, 7dravko. Greenglass Struthers & Faye.
2009) Among them empathic understanding and sell-efficacy has already been proven to
be a strong correlate and predictor however only a few studies have examined how social

comparison mnfluences subsequent prosocial behay jors

Buunk & Dyhkstra (2014). conducted research on cyplortng various reacuions to
victims and found those high in social comparison orientation identify more with others
whom they don’t hnow then those low m soctal comparnson orientaton  They also
concluded that higher levels of social comparison orientation lead to feelings of oneness
and promoted prosocial behaviors only n response to unfamiliar other lhese findings
were also supported by Pemberton & Sedikides (2000). who found that participants were
less likely to give helpful advice (o close others as compared to unfamiliar others
Participants behaved less prosocially toward close others or peer because of the fear of

future negative social comparison

Jonathan & Kelly (2013) conducted research to esplore how upward and
downward comparison can nfluence prosocial behaviors and concluded that both types
of comparisons make people less empathic towards others and thus are less likely to help

them Experimental and correlational studies have suggested empathy strongly predicts
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prosocial behavior Batson. Eklund. Chermok. Hoyt and Ortiz (2007) have proved that
cmpathic concern leads a person to valuc the needs of those seeking help which 1 turn
predicts prosocial behavior Brandstatter (2000) had suggested that having a close and
positive relattonship with the person whom social comparison was made could causc
increased empathic feelings toward the person and higher prosocial behaviors At the

same time being ncar (o a social comparnison target can increase compel itive reactions

Recent research conducted by Fiske (2010). provided evidence that upward social
comparison causes jealousy and downward soclal comparison can cause env} and disgust
toward comparison target. which prevents a person to think about those targets and both
result in differences in prosocial tendencies Fiske argued that the only way to make up
for these feclings ot jealousy and wickedness was to empathize with targets [hus
empathic self-eflicacy along with social comparison orientation can influence prosecial

tendencies of people
Gender Differences: Social Comparison Orientation. Percenned Empathic Self-
Efficacy and Prosocial Tendencies

Prosocial behaviors gencrally are beneficial to human race and they include
helping. sharing comforting. guiding, rescuing and defending others The major areas of
research on prosocial behavior are biological. cultural and socal determinants of
prosocial tendencies Rescarch. so far. has also looked at developmental trends in

prosoctal behavior and how cognition and disposition relate to prosecial behav ior

tlumans are not only biological but also social beings [herefore gender 1s not

only brological but also has a social and cultural aspect From childhood 1ndividuals
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learn behaviors specifically associated with their gender in their culture by direct or
tndirect experiences Behaviors expected of their gender form gender roles Researches
on personality differences among men and women reveal that males were found o be
more assertive and had slightly higher self-estecm than females

In Pakistan. as in many modern and traditional societics while gender roles such
as mawmntaining the household financially and being a strong individual are attributed to
men women, 1n accordance with traditional gender roles are expected to be patient and
understanding and manage human relations This requires women to make good use of
their capacity to understand others™ leelings and share these leelings as part of their
gender role Javed & Anila (2013) conducted rescarch on ambiguous sttuations and pro-
social behayior among different genders They randomly selected the sample size of 200
participants (100 males. 100 {emales) and hypothesized that females are more inchined to
pro social bechavior then males Results suggested no significant diflferences between
male and females in terms helping behavior Similarly. Igbal (2013) found that men and
women differ in types of prosocial behaviors but due to well-defined gender roles

Pakistan males exhibited less helping behavior than females

Furthermore. gender and attitude difTerences in altrutsm along with stereoty pes
related to altruism have also been researched (Eisenberg et al . 2006) Generally many
studies have supported the assertion that girls and women are more prosocial than males
(Keane & Calkins, 2004, Russell. Harl. Robmson. & Olsen. 2003) However.
observational techniques than self-report measures tend to give contradiclory results

(Ilastings, Rubin. & DeRose, 2005, Zhou et al . 2002)
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There 1s great deal of supportive evidence that although women and men are
similar in performing prosocial actions they perform different kinds of behaviors Women
favor mdividualistic and emotional prosocial actions whercas males prefer collecuvistic
and physical tasks These sex differences. which appear in research in various scttings
are similar to shared evidence of gender role beliels Thus. the apparent sex ditferences
reported 10 studies might be duc to general belief that girls are supposed to be nice and
helptul than they actually are The origims of these believes lie in the division of labor and
social status given to genders based on their roles, physical attnibutes and the soctal
structure Thus. the effects of gender roles are because ot biological ditferences as well as
society s expectations of stereotypical behaviors (Fagly. 2009, Becker & Fagly 2004)

Dictz. Kalof & Stern (2002). studied gender differences n various valucs
including altruism 1n terms of its meaning and importance 1o them [t was found thal
women placed more importance on soctal context of altruism whereas males tend to rate
low on this dimension This might be clear projection of dilferences in sociahzation
practices of men and women

Thus. contradictory to perception there are number of studies that have also
reported that there are no differences between men and women on prosocial behaviors
(Chou 1998) A comprehensive analysis by Fagh and Crowley (1986). found that
generally incidence reported of altruistic behaviors. men perform increased altruistic acts
than women Spcuifically the higher frequency of helping usually occurred during
situations considered nstrumental than emotional Lisenberg ¢t al (2006} specifically
pointed out that there arc many contradictions amongst the studies involving gender

differences The main 1ssue lies with gender perceptions of people regarding altruistic
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behaviors People percerve girls to be more submissive and meek and hence more helping
as compared to males

Generalls theonists (Carlo & Randall 2002, Tagly & Crowles. 1986) have
suggested that gender differences in prosocial behavior are due to the type of prosocial
behavior studied Whiting and Edwards (1973) found that helping behaviors 1owards

women were far greater than towards men across siv different cultures

Females have been found to score migher in empathic self-efficacy and in
prosociality (Caprara et al 2010. Alessandri et al. 2009) The souial role theory of
gender suggest that males are more hkely to help in herowe situations whereas females
help more 1n situations which involve more nururing and carmg skalls (Fagly &
Crowley. 1986) Becker & Tagly (2004) afso found that maies behave prosocially {or
activitics mvolving danger and nish Where as im other pro social acts like donaton and
peace volunteer females are better or equal to man Females arc more efficient m
altruistic and emotional pro social behaviors (Carlo et al . 2003)  Skoe. Cumbertand.
fiscnberg Hansen. and Perry (2002) studied the eflect of sex and gender-roles on
prosocial personality and suggested that women who are high in femininity scored higher
on empathic concern and those with androgynous tendencies showed more helpful

behaviors then other people

Previous research examining gender diftercnces in empathic sell-efficacy has
shown mined results with shight favor to females Cross-cultural study across 30 nations
by Willhiams and Best < (1982) suggested that traits like competitine and assertive were
linked with men and traits like emotion and empathy were linked with women Based on

stereotypic expectations of gender females generally are seen as more empathic and
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hence more prosocial whereas males are hihels 1o be independent and achievement

oriented (Parsons & Bales. 1955)

Differences among sex were seen n the sense that women considered themselves
as more efficient in empathic self-efficacy than men while men considered themselves as
more efficient i social self-efficacy than women (Caprara & Steca. 2005) According to
various {inding perceived empathic self-efficacy was found 10 be a sigmficantly stronger
correlate of prosocial behavior for girls But boys had significantly higher sell-eflicacy
compared with girls. because they are physically more active which in turn resuited n
significantly more prosocial behavior (Spence. Blanchard Clark. Plotnikoft Storey &

Mc Cargear. 2010)

Gender studies regarding social compansen orientation have been very mimimal
and generally have shown that individuals prefer to compare themselves with people of
same sex (Blanton. Buunk Gibbons & kusper. 1999, Miller 1984) Evidence has
suggested that social companison 1s more frequent among women (Gibbons & Buunk.
1999) Miles (1998) studied gender differences in young children < social companison
and concluded that boys compared more on tasks ol physical capacity whercas girls

compared beauty and charm

[hus. we hypothesize in light of above discussion that gender differences will
exist among prosocial tendencies. social comparisen onentation and empathic self-

ellicacy with females exhibiting greater tendencies than males on these variables
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Family svstems: Empathic sell- efficacy, Social Comparison Orientation and

Prosocial Tendencies

Adolescents are at a vulncrable age where they are trying o define their identity
and prove their worth A great deal of emotional support 1s required for them to find their
path and to help them to develop better understanding of their social world T amily 15 a
source of enhanced and wetl-knitted relationships and umigue bonds among members and
also 15 fiest instuctienal place of hie It plass a pnotal role m the emotional and
cogmiive development of human bemgs Generally two tvpes of lamuly systems are
prevalent moour societs  Childien are either living with then extended tamily o1 frving
alone with their parents Both types of family «ystems have theirr own advantages and
disadvantages However one pomt is fauly evident that the lanuly system m which child
i~ reared or residig has great mfluence on hus social behaviol

Famuly structure has been shown (o have direct relationship to adolescent s self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1995, Schneewind. 1995) Sanadhya. Sharma & Sushil (2010),
conducted comparative studv on altruism among boys and girls of joint and nuclear
famuly system Result of the study revealed that the adolescents belonging to nuclear
fanuly scored significantly higher than adolescents coming from joint famthies suggestng

that adalescents from nuclear families are more altruistic

Children belonging to nuclear family system are cmotionally more attached with
both parents then that ol nuclear family system (Nizam 2004) Rclationship between
parental attachment and ecmpathy among adolescents has been proved by many authors

(topez & Brennan 2000) Results of study conducled by Anam &Ayesha (2013)
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suggested that adolescents living 1n nuclear family system showed more emotional

empathy as well as parcntal attachment

T'he reason behind this (s that nuclcar family structure 15 assumed to support
shaning of roles and provide broadminded approach towards Life (Schwartz & Bilsky
1987, 1990, Triandis. 1994) Parents in nuclear families give more autonomy to ther
children for education and to go outside the house Nuclear family children show higher
onentation toward achievement [hey arc more capable full of ambition. mteiligent and

competent

Cohen (1972) and Kohlberg & Richman (1989) suggested that chuldren belonging
to nuclear [amily system have higher wcidence of prosocial behaviors They {urther
suggested that children n nuclear families have better prospect to develop empathy and
social competence {or prosocial behaviors Mullis (1983) Siegel (1990} and Lisenberg et
al (1992) showed that parental altruisuic value could be a positive soctal pressure in the
children's cxpression of prosocial behavior Children from small families (nuclear
families) are Iikely to be more self-confident and as a result are more likely to take
mitiatives and engage 1 prosocial behaviors Weissbrod (1976) suggested that joint
family system was related to lesser helping in emergency siuations but are more

generous

Hussain, Kumar & lussain (2008) studied academic achievement and family
environment of secondary level students belongmg to joint and nuclear family system
I'hey found that family environment and adjustment play sigmificant role tin achievement

and that student from nuclear famihies are better adjusted as compared to jont family
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children [t was found that this adjustment helped them to relate with others morc and

constantly compare themselves to others

Rationale of study

The study of prosocial tendencies does not have as elaborated history as prosocial
behavior So. the study of prosocial tendencies and tts rmpact stll has much to contribute
to source of knowledge Although 1t may sull be of importance and utihze to modify
current focused theories about situations and precedents of helping. the present study
aims 1o find the elfect of social comparison orientation and percerved empathic self-
efficacy on prosocial tendencies and to adopt a more comprehensne perspective to
prosocial behavior 1n relevance lo adolescents 'wo important assertions in this regard
are (a) developing deep understanding of how certain social processes and mechanisms
like social comparison orientations and empathre selt- effticacy affect prosocial behavior
among umiversity students and (b} conceptuahizing prosocial tendencies as an clement of
gender and famuly system associations within ongomng interpersonal and intergroup
rclations

Empathy-altruism model. social compartson theory and cogniive theory <learly
provide basis for studving prosocial behaviors These theores propose that certain
dispositional trails like social comparison orientation contribute to more empathic
responses resulling m prosocial peisonalities {Buunk &Yebama. 1997 Buunk &
Dykstra. 2014, Pemberton and Sedikides 2000} The present study considers the impact
ol social comparison orientation and empathic self-etficacy beliels on prosociality among

adolescents  Adolescents are a unique group to study as they are free from society
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pressures to acl i a certain way as well as they are (n search of elements to define then
identity

Thus. present research aims (o study the effects of social comparison orientatton
and perceived empathic self-efficacy beliefs on individuals tendencies to help in late
adolescence. an age at which mature cognitine and emotive functioning and moral
reasoning enhance individuals™ abilities 1o take others viewpoint be sensttive to others
feelings. and express approprnately ones” own sympathy It has been adequalely
established through Incrature that percened empathic self- cfficacy has strong
relationship with prosocial tendencies of individuals However the role of social
compdrison orientation in prosocial behaviors has been studied scarcels and a gap in
literature exists regarding 1ts impact with empathic sell-efficacy on prosocial tendencies

of individuals

DilTerences regarding gender and family systems are also cxplored on prosocial
tendencies, empathie seli-efficacy  and social companison onentation It would be
predicted 10 accordance of prevalent studies {1 isenberg et al 2010 Carlo Hausmann.
Christiansen, & Randall 2003, Skoe. Cumberland. Eisenberp. FHansen &Perry, 2002) that
females would exhibit greater prosocial tendencies along with lugher empathic self-
elficacy and high secial comparison orentation Similaily - literatre has also revealed
that adoleseents Tiving in nuclear famils sastem aie prosocial socially -otiented  and
empathic (Cohen. 1972, Kohlberg & Richman 1989) Figure [ displays the proposed

model ot the study
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Perceined empathic
self- eflicacy

Prosocial

tendencies

I Social Companson

Ornentation

It 15 suggested that the findings from this study and our explanation for them
would help future researches to have better understanding of these variables In Pakistani
society. few tesearches have been conducted on prosocial personality and its contributors
Thus future researchers could attempt to tease apart other variables and circumstances
imvolved in development of prosocial tendencies when describing the empathic reactions
versus eliciting one of scorn and low levels of sensiivity 1t would widen the scope of
research in this field and increase understanding of dispositional factors of prosecial

behaviors



METHOD
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CHAPTER 2

Method

Objectives

Follow ing are the objectives of the studs

|

l'o study relationship between social comparison orientation. percened empathic

self-elficacy and prosocial tendencies among university students

2 To examune the impact of social comparison orientation and perceived empathic
self- efficacy on prosocial tendencies among umiversity students

3 To study differences in gender and family systems in social comparison
orientation and perceived empathic self-efficacy on prosocial tendencics among
university students

Hypothesis

I There 13 a relationship between social comparison orientation, percen ed empathic
self- efficacy and prosocial tendencies among university students

2 Social comparnison orientation leads to hgher prosocial tendencies tf percerved
empathic self- efficacy 1s high for university students

3. Female students exhibit higher prosocial tendencies. social comparison

orientation and percerved empathic self -efficacy as compared 1o male students
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4. Students living 1n nuclear familv system have highe1 prosocial tendencies. social
comparison onentation and perceived empathic sell-efficacs 1n comparison to

those hiving i joint famsly system

Operational Deflinitions

Social Comparison Orientation. The concept of sovial comparison orientation
refers to evaluating one’s own characterisucs, opintons and abilities to those of other
individuals and perccive ourselves as similar. better or worse than them on certamn
performance tashs (Buunk &Gibbons. 2006)

Scores on lowa-Netherlands Social Comparison Orientation Scale (INCOM)

represent (he specific social comparison onentauon of each individual

Percenned Empathic Self-EfTicacy. Perceived empathic self-cfficacy are beliefs
In individuals’ percerved capability to experience emotion from another's perspective, to
respond emotionally and compassionately to others’ distress and rusfortune and to be
sensitive to how onc’s actions effect others™ fechings (Caprara. GV .Alessandr G &
[isenberg. N, 201 1)

Scores on Percernved Empathy Self-efficacy Scale (PESE) represent the level of

percen ed empathic self- ellicacy of each individual

Prosocial Tendencies. Prosoctal tendencies refer (o dispositional trails and
voluntary actions that clude sense of responsibility. tendency to expenence cognitive
and affective atlachment and self-peiceptions that one 1s helpful and competent

mdmvadual (Penner. [, A . 2002}
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Individual scores on Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB) represent specific

prosoctal tendency of the individual

Sample

Fhe sample (N=400) was comprised of university students betwwcen age ranges of
I8 years to 22 ycars and included equal number of male (#=200) and female (#=200)
The sample was sclected by using random sampling technmique Imually, four
universities were randomly selected from a population of fourteen HI-C recognized
unnversities of Islamabad This was done by using the criterta of selecting 30° of
sample rano for accurate results (Cohen. Manion & Morrison, 2007) The four
unnersities of Islamabad randomly selected were Bahra University Islamabad. Air
University Islamabad. Quaid-e-Azam University Islamabad and NUML University
Islamabad All these universities were contacted to obtain lists of all departments and
their students For selection of students, stratified random sampling lechmque was
used After obtaining lists of all departments of each university, two departments
from each of the four umiversities were selected randomly (Fuller, W A 2009) For
stratified random sampling. 95 percent confidence level and 3 percent confidence
nterval was selected To select sample from various strata {departments). random
size calculators were used (Cohen Manion & Morrison. 2007) These departments
were then approached to obtain permission to conduct the study The lists were then
evaluated for number of male and female siudents studving m the selected

departments as shown by table below



40

S.No | Name of Departments Total male Total female |
University students students
1 Bahria Management 187 %0
University Sciences ]
islamabad C omputer 67 55 !
Sciences
2 Aar Basic and 76 75
University | Apphed Scicnees
_Islamabad | Social Sciences | 44 I 84
3 NUML ngincering and 96 34
[slamabad s i |
Mass 43 38
Communicaton
4 Quaid-e- Management 136 47
Azam Scignces .
Uiniversity Biological 45 36
Llslamg_lgad _ Sceences __ _ |

It was. then. decided to select equal number of male (n=25) and female (n=25)
students from each sclected department of university The lists of students were
obtamed from their coordinators and students were systemaucally selected and

approached in their classes to participate 1n the study voluntanl
Instruments
I ollow ing instruments were used i the study

Demographic Sheet

Along with mstruments a demographic sheet was separately developed to be filled
by each parucipant of the study It included information regarding their gender age

cducation level mantal status and family system (Annesure-1 )
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Scale for Social Comparison Orientation (INCOM)

Englhsh version of lowa-Netherlands Social Comparison Orentavon Scale
(INCOM) was used which was developed by Buunk & Gibbons {(1999) It 15 a self-report
measure which includes 11 items In these items, people respond about their sell-
comparisons to others on a five point scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly
disagrec The scale differentiates between two dimensions of social comparison that 1s
comparison of abilities (items 1-6) and comparison of opinions (items7-11) Two items (6
and 10} are reverse scored and total score of cach indrv idual 15 calculated by summing up
assigned weights of each item The total score represents the individual’s orientation on
soctal comparison Higher the score greater 15 social comparison orientation of the
individual The score can range rom a possible low of 19 (revealing mimmum secial
comparison orientation) to a high of 47 (revealing maximum social comparison

orientation} The alpha reliability of the scale was reported to be 0 78 (Annevure-F)

Perceived Empathic Self Efficacy Scale (PESE)

Engissh version of Percerved Empathic Self Efficacy Scale (PESE) was developed
by Giunta. Eisenberg Kupfer Steca. Tramontano & Caprara (2010) It includes 6 items
measuring one’s perceived ability to scnse others feclings and need for cmotional
support. to discern cmotional expressions, to  experience emotions from  others
perspective, o respond empathetically to others misfortune and distress and to be
sensitive to how one’s actions affect others feelings These represent various dimensions
of one’s percerved empathic self-efficacy The scale 1s a Likert-type scale which ranges

from 1= not well at all (o 5= very well All the items are one-dimensional and total score
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of each individual 1s calculated by summing up assigned weights of each item The tolal
score represents the mdividual™s level of perceived empathic self-efficacy The possible
score range can be spread from possible low of 6 (revealing numimum percerved
empathic self-efficacy) (o a mgh of 30 ( revealing maximum percenved empathie self-
eflicacy) The Cronbach alpha reliability of the scale was reported to be 0 81 (Anncxure-

G)

Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB)

Lnghish version of Prosocial Personality Battery by Penner, L A (2002)was used
[t includes 30 items measuring two factors 1e Other-oriented empathy and helpfulness

These two factors werce further divided 1nto seven subscales including
Social responsibility 1tem no 1-7

Lmpathic concern item no 9,11.13.15

Perspective laking ttem no 8.10 12.16.18

Personal distress item no 14,1719

Mutual moral reasoning 1tem no 21.22.24

Other-oricnted Moral reasoning item no 22- 25

Self- reported altruism tem no 26-30

The (nstrument 15 a five-point Likert type scale ranging from strongly agrec to

strongly disagree [tem no's 1.2.4,5.6.7.8.12.13,14 are reverse-scored and total score
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represents individual’s prosocial tendency The possible range of score can be spread
from a possible low of 74 (revealing low prosocial tendencies) to a high of 105 (revealing
high prosocial tendencies) The Cronbach alpha reliabihity of the scaie was reported to be

0 78 {(Annexure-H)

Procedure

'he study sample comprised of untversity students of Islamabad The participants
were approached individually n their institutions and nformed consent was obtained
from the participants They were briefed about the objectives of the study and assured
about the confidentiality of their opinions and beliefs Thev were, then requested 10 fill
the questionnaires including Demographic sheet. Social Comparison Orientation Scale,
Percened empathic Self-efficacy Scale and Prosocral Personalits Batters  All thetr
queries were addressed at that time and they were encouraged to provide as accurate
informauon as they could Finally. questionnaires were collected and they were thanked

lor their cooperation

Data Analvsis

For achieving the objectives and testing the hypotheses of present study data
analysis was done by using SPSS 200 As a first step alpha rehiabilities of instruments
were calculated The present study sought to explore the relationship and impact of social
comparison orientation and perceived empathic self-cfficacy on prosocial tendencies
among students For this purpose correlation coefficient and multiple regression was

used [he mean differences betwecen male and female students were calculated by
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computing independent sample t-test. Simularty. mean differences were also computed for

nuclear and jont family system by using independent sample t-test



RESULTS
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

Table 1

dlphu Reliability of Prosocial Personalin Battery Percened Empathic self- efficacy

scale and Scale for Social Comparison Orientation (N 400)

Seales No of liens Alpha Rehabiliny
PSB 30 71
PESL 6 67
INCOM 11 70

Note PSB= Prosocial Personalin Battery PESE — Percened Empatiie Selt Efficacy Scufe
INCOM— Tov g-Nether landy Scale for Sociad Comparson Orientation

The results of the table 1 show that all instruments 1¢. Prosocial Personahty
Battern Percerved Empathic Sclf Efficacy Scale and Jowa-Netherlands Scale for Social
Comparison Orientation have high alpha coefficient reliabiliies  lThe reliabihty for
Prosocial Personality battery 1s 71. for Perceived Empathic Self Efficacy Scale 1s 67
and for Towa Netherlands Scale for Social Comparison Ortentation i1s 70 These values of

alpha rehiabililies indicate that all three instruments are reliable
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Table 2

Demographic deseription of the sample (N—404)

Demographic variables ! %0
Gender
Males 200 500
Females 200 A00

Family System
Nuclear 256 610
Jaimnt |44 360

Table 2 represents the distribution of the total sample on the basis of thetr gender
and family system The age range of the sample 1s from 18-25 years As the table
indtcates. gender distnbution of the sample 15 equal 1e males {50 0%} and females
(50 0%) participated at an cqual level Almost 64% of the participants belonged to

nuclear family system and 36% belonged to joint tamily system
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Table 3

Correlation matrix of Prosocial Personality Bartery, Percetved Empathic Self-Efficacy Scale and

Scale for Social Comparison Orientation (N=400)

Scales i 2 3

PSB - 42*‘ _204;,

PESE - - 22%
INCOM - - -

Note PSB= Prosocial Personality Battery, PESE = Perceived Empathic Self Efficacy Scale, INCOM=
Towa-Netherlands Scale for Social Comparnison Onentation **p<0 01

Table 3 illustrates the results of correlation between Prosocial Personality Battery,
Percetved Empathic Self Efficacy Scale and Scale for Social Companson Onentation among
students. The results shows significant positive correlations which supports hypothesis that there

15 a relationship between social comparison onentation, percetved empathic self -efficacy and

prosocial tendencies among university students.
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Table 4

Mulnple Regression fo study the mpact of Social Comparison Orientation and pei cen ed

empathic Self-efficacy on prosocial tendencies (N =400}

Prasocial Iendencies

Model |
Variablcs B 95° CI
{ onstant 7267 [6671.7722
Social Comparison Orientation 19 [005. 032]
Perceived Empathic Self-efficacy 34 [023, 045)
R’ 0 36
I 2584

Sate (T — confidence interal

Table 4 shows regresston analysis to study the predictive value of social
comparison orientation and perceived cmpathic self-efficacy on prosocial tendencies of
university students The table depicts that social comparison orientation {(ff = 13, =2 72,
p< 01) and percerved empathic self-efticacy (f# = 28 t=391. p~ {11} are significant
prediclors of prosocial tendencies [he value of R shows that 36% ol variance 15
accounted for In prosocial tendencics by both social companison oricntation and
percetved empathic sell —efficacy The above stated predecuion is significant at | (25 R4)

and p< 0l
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Means siandard deviation and t-values of Prosoaal Personalin Batrern Percened
Empathic Self-cfficacy Scale and Scale for Social Comparison Onientation befueen
Vales und Femuales (N 00}

Gender
Males Females
n =200 n= 200
M SD \f SD { df Ie AL @ Cohen sd
Scales
L (]

PSB 9407 813 9413 966 2060 398 06 181 169 66
PESE 4049 823 4078 664 39 398 08 |76 119 38
INCOM 3840 614 3840 630 75 198 09 1 69 75 37

Vate PSB= Prosocial Personality

INC OM=lowa-Netherlands Scale for Social Comparison Orentation df=398

Batterv PESE = Percerved Empathic Self Efficacy Scale

Table 5 show the results of t-test for comparing gender based mean differences on

Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB). Perceived Empathic Self ['fficacy Scale (P[SP) and

lowa- Netherlands Scale for Social Companison Orientation (INCOM) It is clear that

gender differences are not significant (p< 01) for all the study variables Thus. indicating

that there are no differcnces on prosocial tendencies (=2 60. p= 06) perceived empathic

self-elficacy (1= 39. p= 08) and social comparison orientation (= 75. p= 09) among males

and females



Tabhle 6

Means standard deviation and t-values of Prosocial Personaline Battery Percenved
Lmpathic Sclf-efficacy Scale and Scale for Social Compurison Orientation herneen
students Iving in jomt and nuclear famihy svstem (N—400)

Family system

50

Nuclear Jomt

=256 =144

A SD A SD
Scales

PSB 9542 935 9175 TS5
PESE 4147 737 3916 746
INCOM 3878 618 3036 630

t P 95% ([ Colen v d
) Lr i
403 00 188 Sd6 56
209 00 179 382 30
234 00 1 86 | 69 32

vote PSB= Prosoctal Personality Butten

INCOM— Tova-Netherlands Seale for Social Comparison Orientation df= 398

PESE — Percened Empatine Self Efficucy Scale

Table 6 show the results of t-test for comparing mean differences among. students

lving 1n joint and nuclear family system on Prosocial Personalits Batters (PSB).

Percened Empathic Sclf-efficacy (PESE) and lowa- Netherlands Scale for Social

Comparison Orientation (INCOM) It 1s clear that mean dilierences are significant

(1=4 03, p=00) on prosocial tendencies, (=299 p=00) on perceived empathic sclf-

efficacy and (t=34. p= 00} social comparison orientation among students of jomt and

nuclear lamily system
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

Prosocial behavior in modern psychology 1s characterized as a phenomenon
conditioned by a number of dispositional tendencies and modificd by actions of various
situations and determinants Certain sets of dispositions hike <ocial comparison
orientation and empathy have been studied as influential elements in predicting prosocial
tendencies to a large extent Prosocial tendencies appeared in response to factors like
egoistic values (e g the desire for mutual exchange social approval or the desire to
alleviate one’s own ncgative mood). practical concerns (e 2 the desire to prevent
wastage of goods). other-onented concern (¢ g . helping or sympathy )} or moral values
(e g . Lhe desire to uphold adopted moral values such as those related to the self-regard or
equality of atl people or a sell-assumed responsibility)

The present research was conducted to study the impact of social comparison
orientation and perceived empathic  self-efficacy on  prosocial tendencies among
unnversity students The reliability of all scales was found to be satisfactory (Table 1)
The result analysis showed posttive relationship between social companson onentation
perceived empathic self- efficacy and prosocial tendencies among university students
(Table 3} Thus, this finding was found to be consistent with that of Brandstatter {2000}
who concluded that having an effective and well-communicated relationship with the
person whom you compare would result in increased empathic teelings However. the
closeness that an indis 1dual shares with the target can augment the comparison standards

and may further increase chances of comparison
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Researchers have examined the relations of prosocial behaviors with empathic
responding 1 varnious arenas In general there appears 10 be a positine relation between
empathic concemns and prosocial behaviors. particularly those that are altruistically
motivated Similarly. 1t was concluded in the studs that positive correlauon existed
between social comparison ornicntation and prosocial tendencies  lThis was again
supported by previous findings that the social comparison orientation and empathic
understanding leads to greater prosocial behaviors in an individual (Fiske. 2010 Batson.
Fklund. Chermok Hoxt. & Ortiz. 2007}

Previous research findimgs have by and large supported the notion that empathy
was a strongly proven antecedent of prosocial tendencies Results of present study also
revealed that social comparnison onentation and percenved empathic seli- efficacy were
strong predictors ol prosocial tendencies (lable 4) Robust evidence in lterature
supported these findings too Numerous studies have shown that empathic self-efficacy
had a stronger relation to prosociality due to role of wterpersonal sclf-cfficacy beliefs
(Caprara et al. 2009) The empathy-altruism hypothesis proposed that high sense ol
empathy was a mouvating force for individuals Similarly. number of expenments and
rescarches have proven that empathy causes helping behavior ( Caprara & Steca. 2007,
Bandura et al, 2003) These researches further demonstrated that vatuing the well-being of

the person 1n need was an 1mportant precursor of empathic concern which led to helping

As far as social comparison oricntation s concerned. 1ts relationship with
cmpathic sell-eflicacy and prosocial tendencies has been studied by handful of studies
There 15 great deal of relevant data emphasizing that those with greater social comparison

orientation are more prone to comparisons and express greater degree of emotions A
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study proposed that social comparison ortentation led to empathic self-efficacy which
increased the Iikelihood of prosocial behavior (Basil. Ridgway and Basil. 2008) Buunk
& Dujkstra, (2014) concluded that higher levels of social comparison orientation resulted
in feelings of oneness and promoted prosocial behaviors Jonathan & Kelly (2013) found
that downward and upward comparisons make people less empathic towards others and
thus are less likely to help them However the crucial clement here was the traits of
comparison target and perception that people hold about those targets Simularly  Fiske
(2010) concluded that when people have higher empathic self-cfficacy their comparison

motive may be varted and thus, differences m prosocial responding appeared

Thus a strong argument was proposed that being compared to theu peers might
cause people lo help them more because being socially compared makes people more
cmpathic  toward those companson targets kmpathic self-efficacy provided the
indisidual with a sense that sthe can effectively do the requested behavior A high ley el
of empathic efficacy will result 1n an adaptive response. conforming to the advocated
behavior In general, people with greater social comparison orientation have been proven
to have high empathic self-efficacy and are more likely (o make efforts to complete a
task, and to persist longer in those efforts. than those with low self-efticacy However.
those with low empathic self-e[ficacy somelimes experience Incentive to learn mare
about an unfamiliar subject. where someone with a high sclf-cfficacy may not preparc as
well for a task (Bandura 1977) It was assumed that the extent in which the responses to
a percon will differ between those high and low m secal comparison ornentation will
depend on the perspective onc takes when considerng the situation of that pecrson

(Batson. Carly. & Salvarani 1997) Thus, previous research has focused on empathy as a
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key predictor of helping but with social comparison orientation the crreumference of this

prediction has been found to widely increase and proved significant

It was hypothesized in rescarch that female student s exhibit higher prosocial
tendencies  social companison onentation and percetved empathic self -cfficacy as
compared to male students Results revealed contradictory findings (Table 5) Several
studies (Jas. 1999) have proved that women are more likely to give more lo chanty
donations than men. Eisenberg (2006) has also shown on the mcasures of empalhy
women scored higher Thus. these gender differences could be because of differcnt
cultural variability and type ol prosocial behavior As suggested by theorists (Carlo &
Randall, 2002, Eagly & Crowley. 1986) that gender differences in prosoctal behavior are
due to the type of prosocial behavior studied Specifically. following social role theory.
men may exhibit more gracious prosocial behavior while women mav display more
relationally oriented prosocial behavior

According to multilevel analyses perceived empathic self-cfficacy was found to
be a significantly stronger correlate of prosocial behavior for girls But boys had
significantly higher self-cfficacy as compared with girls because they are physically
more  active which  resulted  in sigmficantly  more  prosocial  behavior
(Spence. Blanchard, Clark, Plotnikoff, Storey & Mc Cargar, 2010) lowever it might be
seen that gender differences reported m prosocial actions might be duc to stereoty pical
gender roles that have been shown to inftuence adolescents This suggestion needs further
cxploration bul seems quite relevant with regard to cuirent trends and norms Also, the
changing gender roles of our soctety has made the gender differences m social

comparison orientation. prosociality and perceived empathie self -efficacy bleaker
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Today. everybody 15 spending a life with sinular level of stress. ambiguities and
insecurities These socio cultural. economic and poliical ambiguities are prompted by a
fairly large number ol factors today Fo1 example the environment of terror. economical
disasters and increasing mflation poor state of law and order, extreme sense of (nsecurity
and uncertainty has turned people to be less prosocial Such behaviors have not been
norm of houschold As a result children were exposed to these behaviors less and
develop these tendencies to a lesser extent Another important factor contributing to
decline or indifference among different groups of society 1n context with pro-social
behavior muight be. that n the 18th and [9th century women generally were not expected
to be heroic n the external conditions or high risk situations but nowadays regardless of
gender and age pcople have equal prosocial tendencies and consequently the differences
become less

Lastly, 1t was hypothesized that students living in nuclear family system have
high prosocial tendencies soctal comparison orientation and percened empathic sell-
efficacy Results supported these findings too (Table 6) Sanadhya Sharma & Sushil
(2010) revealed that the adolescents belonging to nuclear family scored significantly
higher on altruistic behaviors than adolescents comung from jomt familics Children
belonging to nuclear family system are emotionally more attached with both parents then
that of nuclear family system (Nizam 2004) Similarly. Anam & Ajyesha (2013} tound
that young individuals living in nuclear family system possess more emotional empathy
as well as parental attachment 1he reason behind this 15 that nuclear family structure s
assumed to support greater sharing of roles and provide increased responsibility of their

actions Thus tnculcating increased self-worth and regard in children This might result
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in greater empathic understanding of others perspective and increased prosocial
tendencies Werssbrod (1976) proved that jomnt family system was related to lesser
helping in emergency situattons bul were morc generous Social comparison orientation
has a complex relationship with regard to family system It was found that young
individuals of nuclear families are better adjusted and this adjustment helped them to
relate with others more and constantly compare themselsves to others (Hussain kumar &

Hussain 2008)

Conclusion

The above discussion of the results suggests that percerved empathic sell-efficacy
soctal comparison orientation and proscial tendencies are positively correlated
Furthermore 1t was found that social comparison orientation and percerved empathic
selt-etficacy arc strong predictors of prosocial tendencies among umiversiy students
Findings also suggest that no gender differences existed among three variables which
might be revealing finding reflecting changing trends of socicty lHowever significant
differences were found on social comparison orientauon. perceived empathic self-

cfficacy and prosocial tendencies among university students

Limitations
The himitations of the study were as follows
| The study sample was restricted to Islamabad only. which limits the scope of

research to generalize findings to all sectors of society

(]

This study might suffer from the same problem as any other social research

regarding the fact that participants can display contradictory reports (o w hat they
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have aciually done Respondents might genuinels vary 1 their perceptions of

helping actions and thus tend to display a positive bias
Suggestions
Following were suggestions for future studies

1 A comparative study of rural and urban population with same variables might be
useful
2 Other predictors of prosocial tendencies like motivations. prosocial beliefs and

social compelence may also be studied Lo further exploit the evidence
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| - permission hups  mail google com mail w0 *w=2&1k 2a070c3bd& view pt&

GM al l Lubna Htikhar <lubnaftikhar2@gmall com>

permission
4 messages

Lubna Wtikhar <ubnefticher 2@gmal com:= Sat Ju4 2015at 7 17 AM
To pennerPkarmanos org
Dear Porrar
larn & studert of MS & | ntemabonal lslamo Urmversdy (slamahed Faiosten | am worong on thess with ope |mpact of Scoal Companson Onenalaon and
Percanad Empathec saif-effcacy on Prosocul wndencies of urseversity students | requie your peTReS SN [0 use prasocial personeity baltery In my work Kindty
gravd ma permrasion o do so

Regads

Lubra ks
M3 Student
1

Lubna Nthdhar <lubnadtkhar g mal com= Mon Jd 13 2015 at 10 32 AM
To perveriffarmanos org

[ inbtrg bt Femtlier]

Paoniy, Loul <pemmeriffkarmancs org> Wed Ju 15 2015at6 11 AM
To Lubne Iftkhar <kbrafikhar2@gmed com>

Halio
| am sorry for the delay | was out of the counlry

You hive My peTesS0n
Good Luck on your work

Lou Pamer

Lows A Perrwr PhD

Frofessor

Department of Oncology

Vinyne State Linnversdy

Prpulstion Siuces and Dispartes Ressarch Program
Karmanos Cancer Imitule

oenrer| @k armanos rqg

213575 4261 (voxs)

L'3575 8270 (fax

Batter reatments Batter ourcomes

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

Thas messans & confidental ntended onty for the named recipent(s) and may conlan mformanca that & povleged or expmpl from daciosure onder
Apphcable ww If you are not the inlended recosent(s) you are notfeed ihat the dwsemnaton destribubon of Copying of thee message o strictly protubited
If yOu reCare thes MursasQe N #TOr OF are not the named recpsent(s) please nolfy ihe sender at ~raer THl ~av . 7 Delete ths &-mal from your
COMEAer and CEsIrgy ary COpRs N any Torm rmmedil tedy

Thank you

From Lubna Hukhar <wubn@iflikhar2 @gmail om<mmito Lbra b 31l Iqmar —~me>
Oale Saturday July 4 2075 a1 10 17 AM

To Lows Penmer <penrer Bk armands Srosmgilo 56 o0 Te ar arm, 1 (@
Subject parmesson

[Crnptm sl Fagelhiey]

Confidertahty Motice Thrs el message mciding any attachments 1s for the sole use of Ihe intended recipant(s) and may coman conhdental and/or
priviegad information | you are not the intended reapeni(s) you are hereby notfed that any desemiralion rauthorzed revew use disciosure or
dmtnbuton of tres email and any materais contaned in any attachments © protsbted If you recenve thes message n emor or are nol the imMended
recIDMt(s) pleass immediaiely notfy the sender by amal and destroy all copms of the ongnal measage ncluding attachments

3 stiachments

=) MeasuringDrosociaipersonaiity paf
58K

- Jotempabkey pdf
23K

- S8itemPSBkeyver! pdi
aTK

Lubna Wtikhar <ubnadtikhar2 gmail com> Thu Jul 76 2015 al 1 31 AM
To Penner Lows <pennerk@harmanos org=>

Thark you for your gudance and concern Regards

TG NS R M AN



- permission htips  mail goosle com mail u 0 "w—2&1k2a07f0c3bd& vy iew =pt&k

Lubna ftikhar

OnJui 15 20156 11 PM  Penrer Lows <pennefidhkarranos ora> wrole
Hello

1 am gorry for the delay 1 was out of the country
You rave my parmission
Good Luch on your work

Lou Permer

Lows A Perner Ph D

Professor

Department of Oncology

Vayne State Uriversity

Population Studes and Dispantes Research Program
Karmaros Cancer [nstidte

pennet g karn anos org

335 5 83 (voce)

T 357A 2T (fax)

Beller trealmemnts Beller outcomes

CONFIDENTLALITY NOTICE

Ths measage s confidental mended only for the named recisent(s) and may contain sformation that )s privlegad or exempt from disclosure under
apphcable law If you are not the intendied recipient(s) you are nolfied Ihal the dosamination disinbulion or copying of thes message s strclly
prohibited H you receve thys message in error of are not the named reciprent(s) please molfy the sender @t ~=-7= 13- 73vs5 . 3 Dedete thes &-mad
from your compuler and destroy any copees in amy form mmediatety

Thank you

From Lubma Iftshar <lubranttikhar” @gmail cor<maito lupnaifimnar? 2gmail coms>>
Dale Salurday, July 4 2015 al 10 17 AM

To Lous Penner <panner! @ armancs org<mafto penner@harmanos arg>»
Subject permission

Dear Penner

tam a student of MS al (nlemational Isiamic Unwersity Islamabad Palgstan | am working on Ihesis wilh {opi: Impacl of Social Comparnson Orienatation
and Percenved Empalhic sell efficacy on Prosockdl tendencaes of unneersty studernts | requirg your perrussion 10 Jse prosocial personalty battery in my
wark Kindly gran me perrmission to do 50

Reqgards

Lubna Iftikrar
MS Siuden
Hui

Confidentiaity Notice This email message including any attachments 1s for \he soie use of the imtended reciprenlus! and may contan confrdental and,or
privileged informalion If you are nol the intended reciprent(s) you are hereby nolihed that any dissemination unauthorized revew use disclosure or
distnbution of this email and any materials conlained in any atlachments 1s prohibited If you recene Lhis message m grror or are nol the imended
reciprenls) please immediately notify the sender by email and destroy all copies of the onginal message including altachments

T 01N S M AN
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- permussion https  ‘'mail google com matl u 0 "w=2&1h 2al7f0c3bd& view —pt&

q
CM i Lubna Htkhar <lubnaiftikhar2@gman com>

permission
2 messages

Lubna Wtlchar <bnaifukhar2@gmail com= Sat Ju 4 2015al7 21 AM
To a p buunk@rug nl

Dear Buank
lam a studenl of MS a Inematona | slamic Unnveraty [tiamebed Fawstan | am woreng on thesis with topic |mpact of Soca Compansan Onenslaton and

Pemeved Empathic self-eficacy on Prosocal tendences of umversdy studerts | requine your permisson |0 use SOCIEl COMOANSON anertaion scale (N My work
Hindly grant me permissian to do so

Regards

Lubsra | Fiakchusr
MS Shadent
{1N]}

Buunk, A® <3 p burk@rug ni> Sat Jul4 2015 at232 PM
To Lubme Mkhar <kubrafkhar? @gmal com>

Of course you can use it 1t s pubkshed in a joumal Lhe only thng you need 10 do o refer Lo our arlicke from 1998
Kindty

Abrar@am {Bram) P Buunk

Professor of Social and Organzaional Psychology Uneersity of Curacao

Royal Netherlands Academy of Scences Professor Evolutionary Social Psychoiogy  Unnversity of Gronmgen
Tel +31020401124 (Nelherlands}/+ 34626 4056 (Spain)/+ S9wy 5202822 (Curacao)

wwy apbuunk com

W Wy DUDNOMmEs.adc om

(s b hey|

7TIMNISS 2] AM
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- permission haps  mail google com mai! u 0 *w 2&1h 2a070C3bd&Lview pl&

CM A I Lubna Mtkhar <lubnaiftikhar2@gmail com>
permission
8 messages

Lubns Miikhar <ubnaftchar 2@gmail come Wed Jun2d4 2015 at 3 53 AM

To ganwtiono caprara@urwomat it

Oasr Caprars | am 2 stiudent of MS o intemakonal Islamic Unversity islmabad Palosten As equirement of my degres | am working on my thesis itled Impact
of Socal Companson Onentakon and Empattec Self eficacy on Prosocusiny Kindly grent me parmmsion 10 use your Empathe: seif-efficacy scale an also lundly
send me sconng instruckons with A

| will b grateful
Regards

L ubra |fi ki
M5 Srudent
HUI pAKISTAN

Gianvitorio Caprars sg@mitiono caprara@uwomat d> Wed Jun 24 2015 a1 531 AM
To Lubna Ifikhar <lubrarftikher2@gmal com=
Cc Mara Geromo <mana gerbino@uiwomat t> Lawra Digurta <iaura dgiuna@uaromal i

Dear Lubna

| am pleased 10 accord the permesson and receomend to comact
laura Jgiurta Tumrma 1

and of

mana gerong Lurrmat

for instructone and any hurther sformations

Sincersty GVCaprara

[t it |

NVESTISLA FUTURD Faj CRESCERE L UNVERSITA
DONARL 3 PER MILLE ALLA SAMENZS

CODICE FISCALE 30209930587

Laura Diglunts <lawa dgrunta@unromalt d> Wed Jun24 2015215 53 AM
To Guamattor Caprara gammons caglarafunromat A=
Cc Lubna Ifikhar <wbnadtikiar2@gman com> Mana Gerbino <mana pgerbinm@ureomat =

Cear Lubna
Piease find enciosad the artcie in whech the tems of the Empatte: seff-effcacy scals are reported
Sest mgads

Lara Di Grunbs
| Chuntugell bt o sl |

- interpersonal I Glunta pdf
112K

Lubna Mtkhar <bnaftikrear2@gmal com:s Wed dun 24 2015 at 7 22 AM
To Laura Dwyurta <leura dgunta@urerama1 >
Ce Gurvtionn Caprara <gamationo caprara@umiomal > Mana Gertro <mana gerte@urwromal 1>

Thank you so much for such @ prompl reply

Regards

Lubsna Iftikhar

MS Studenl

1IN ]

Pakostan

[Qmeterdl war Fetliler]
Lubna Ntlkhar <ibnaftikhar2@gmal com=> Ved Jun 4 2015 al 8 38 AM
Draft

[ m ot Fualen|
Lubna Hikhar <ubradtiehar 2 @gmail com>= Wed Jun24 2015 a1 828 AM
To Hafsa Makk <hafsamaik185@gmar com>

[l ol hem—-y

T 20015 5 27 AN
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Dear participant

The following rescarch 1s conducted as a requirement of M Phil degree by [ntemational Islamic
Uninersity It 1s an elaborate research on factors contributing to human helping behaviors
Tollowing are questionnaires regarding your behavior patterns in daily ite You are requested to
fill m required information to the best of your knowledge The information you proside will be
strictly confidential and would only be uscd for rescarch purpose Your voluntanly participation
in the study would be highly encouraged however you could withdraw your participation at any
stage of study

Your cooperation 1n this regard 1s highly appreciated

SIGNATURE OF PARTICIPANT
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DEMOGRAPHIC SHEET

Gender Male/Female Age

I'ducation Level (Current) BS/MS /M Sc'M A

Program/Subject Semester

l'otal vears of Fducation

Total Family income (monthly)
a)Below 50 000/- b) between 50.000/- and 1.50 000/-  ¢) above 1.50 000/-

Number of fanuly members

Mantal Status Marmicd / Single / Divorced Any other _

Family tvpe Nuclear / Joint



ANNEXURE-F



SCALE FOR SOCIAL COMPARISON ORIEN1A 110N {INCOM, Iowa-Netherlands Comparison
Orientation Scale)
English version

Primary references

Gibbons FX & Buunk B P (1999) Individual ditterences in social comparison The develop-
ment of a4 scale of social comparison orientatton Jowrnal of Personahin and Social Pochelaogh
76 129-142

Buunk B P . Belmonte, J . Peiré JM Zumaga R & Gibbons F X (2005) Diferencias
individuales en la comparacién social Propiedades de la escala espaiola de onentacion haca
la comparacion social Revista Latinoamericana de Psicologia 37, 561-581

Buunk. AP & Gibbons F X (2006} Social companison onientation a new perspective on
those who do and those who don t compare with others In Guimond S (Ed + Socral
Comparvson and Social Psvchology  Understanding cogmnon. intergroup relutions and
culture (pp 15-33) Cambridge Cambridge University Press

Response scale for all items:

1 I disagree strongly

I disagree

I nerther agree nor disagree
[ agree

I agree strongly

a oo i

Recode: items 6 en 10
Short version: items 1. 3.4 6,7 1l

Most people compare themselves fram tune to time with others For example they may
compare the way they feel, therr opmions, therr abilittes and/or thewr situatton with those of
other people There ts nothing parttendarh “good” or “bad’ about this type of comparison, and
some people do it more than others We would lthe 1o find out how often vou compare
vourself with other people To do that we would like to ask vou to indicate how much vou
agree with each statement below

1 [often compare myself with others with respect to what 1 have accomplished in hfe

-2

If I want to learn more about something 1 try to find out what others think about 1t

ot

1always pay a lot of attention to how 1 do things compaied with how others do things

1 [ often compare how my loved ones (boy or girlfnend fanuly members ete ) are domg

with how others are doing

5 Talways hke to know what others 1n a simlar sttuation would do



6 I am not the type of person who compares often with others

7 If T want to find out how well T have done something 1 compare what [ have done with how

others have done

% 1otten try to find out what others think who face similar problems as [ face
9 T often like to talk with others about mutual opimions and expenences

10 I never consider my situation 1n hife relauve to that of other people

11 I ofien compare how 1 am doing socially (e g . social skills poputanty) with other people
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PERCEIVED EMPATHIC SELF-EFFICACY (PESE)

Below are statements which depict how well yvou recognize people s needs and requirements in
daily hfe Respond to each statement tn column m front by indicating which response category
best desernibes your behavior 1n past

| Statements Never Once More Often Very
than Often
Once

1. 1 rcad my friend’s needs.

2. | recognize when someone
wants comfort and emotionai
support even if (s)he does not
overtly exhibit it.

3. [ recognize when a person
is annoyed by me.

4.1 recognize when a person
is inhibited by a fear.

5.1  recognize when a
companion needs my help.

6. 1 recognize when a person
is experiencing depression.




ANNEXURE-H



Lser s Gumde o the Prosowial Personaliny Batiers (PSP

Note 1o users The best citation for this version of the Prosocial Personalits Batten 1v Penner L A {2002) The
Cames of Sustamed Volunteenism — An Interacuomst Perspective Joumal of Social Isaues S8 447-468 Please let
me know 1f vou do use this seale

Please note that this version 1s a 30-nem version of the full PSB scale The cocfficient alphas for the new yersions of
the mdmv idual scales th = (111) are

Soc1al Rosponsibilily 6%
Empathic Concern o7
Perspective Taking a6
Persondl Distress 77

Mutual Moral Reasoming 64
Uther Orienicd Reasenng 77
Scif-reported altruism 73

The tactor structure replicates 1hal reported m Penner et al (1995) almost perfectls tonly small changes m the facter
loadimgs)

See Penner L A Fritzsche B A Craiger J P & Mrateld T S (1999) Measunng the prosocial persanahity In
J N Butcher & € I Spelberger (Fds ) Advances in personahity assessment, (Yol 12) Hillsdale N1 Erlbaum




Below are a number of statements that may or may not describe you vour leelings or your behavior Please read
cach statement caretully and blacken in the space on your answer sheet that corresponds to chorees presented below
There are no ngght ur wrony reapunses

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly  Dhisagree  Uneertam Agree  Strongly
Divagree Agree

Social Responsibihity (Don tuse title}

| When people ar nasty to me [ {eel very bittle responsability to freal them well (R)

13

[ would fecl less bothered aboult leaving litter in a diry park than m a clean ons, (R)
3 No matter what a person has done to us there 1s no exeuse  for taking advantage of tham

4 With the pressure for grades and the wadespread cheating in school nowadays the individual who cheais
vecastonally 1s not really as much at fault (R)

n

It docsn't make much sense Lo be verv concemed about how we act when we are sich and feeling miserable (R)
6 Tt 1 broke a machme through mishandling [ would feel less guilty 1f 1t was already damaged before | used 1t (R)
7 When vou hase a jub io do 1t 15 impussible 1o look oul for evervbody s bestinterest (R}
EMPATHY SCALF (DON T UST TITI F)
& [ sometimes find a1 difficult to see things from the “other peron’” pont of view PT (R)
9 When [ see someanc being taken advantage of | feel hind of protectine towards them 1(
[0 1 sometunes try to undersiand my friends better by imagming  how things lvek trom thew perspective PT
11 Other people's misfortunes do not usually disturb me a greatdeal L€ (R)
[2 Tf I'm surc I'm nght about something 1 don't waste much tme histening to other people s arguments PT (R)
11 When | sce someone besng treated unfairly [ sometimes don't feel ver much paty tor thems EC (R)
14 Tam usually preity effectn ¢ in dealing with emergencies PD(R)
15 | am otten quite touched by things that 1 sec happen § C
16 1 believe 1hat there are nwo sides to eyvery question and ry o look at them both PT
17 1iend to lose control dunng emergencies PD
1% When I'm upsct at c<omeone [ usually v 1o "put myself i their shoes* fora winle P1

19 When [ see someone who badly needs help in an emergency | go to pieces PD



PART 2

Below are 4 set of statemments which mav or may not descnbe how vou make decisions when you have to choose
belween o courses of action or aliernatives when (here 1s no clear nght way or wrong way o act Some exdmples
of such sruations are bemg ashed (o lund something 1o a Llose friend who oflen forgets o retum things deciding
whether vou should keep something vou have won tor yourself or share 1t with a fniend  and choosing between
<tudying tor an important exam and vistting 4 sick relative  Read each statement and blacken in the space on vour
answer sheet that carresponds (o the choes presented below

[ 2 3 4 S
Sirongly  Disagree  Uncertain Agree  Strongly
[hsagree Agree

MORAL RIASONING {Don ( Use Tide)
20 My deaisions are usualls based on mv concem {or other people (3
21 My decisions are usually based on what s the most fair and jusl way to act M
12 ] choose alternatives that are mtended to miect evervbody™s needs M
23 I choose a course of action that maxinuzes the help other people recenne O
24 [ choose a course of acuon that considers the nghts of all people mvolved M
25 My dedisions are usually based on concern for the wellare of olthais O
Below dre several different actions 1n which people sometimes engage Read cach of thern and deaide how
frequently you have camed it out in the past Blacken in the space on your answer sheet which best desenbes vour

past behavior L se the scale presented below

I 2 3 3 5
Neser  (mce More than Once Oflen Very Uften

SF1 F-RTPORTED ALTRUISM (Don Luse niie)
26 [ have helped carmy a slranger’s boongings (e g hooks parcels et )
27 1 have allowed someonc to go ahead of me ma lme (e g supemarket copving machine ete )
28 | have let a neighbor whomn [ didn't know too well borrow an ttem ol some value (e g tools a dish etc)
29 | have hefore hemng ashed svoluntarly Jooked atrer a neighbor's pets or children without being paid for il

30 1 have oflered to help a handicapped or elderly stranger acrass a swreet



Sconng Instru hons

Reverse Items with an R

Compute scores for 7 individual scales
Social Responsibiliny (SR)

Empathic C oncem (EC )

Perspectin e Takimg {PT)

Personal Distress {PD)
Other-Onented Moral Reasoning (0)
Mutuat Concerns moral reasoning (M)
Self-reported aliruism (SRA)

Factor | (ther-omented empathy = sum of scoreson SR FC PT O M
Factor 2 llelpfulness = sum of PD (total reversed*) and SR A

* After you have reversed the one PD tem with an “R - after it sum the PD items and subtract the wal score on PD
trom 18 This makes the meaming of a hgh score on the Helpfulness faclor dearer because now high scores on the
o scales both represent prosocial tendencies

{ ontact intormation

L ours A Penner Ph D

Senior Scientist L ommumeation and Behavioral Oncology Program
Karmanas C ancer Insutute

Professor Fanuly Medicine

Wavne State Unnversity

Sth Toor Hudson Webber Cancer Research Center
4100 Jahn R

Detronl AMichigan 48201

PCI'II'ICTIIII' karmanos org

{3113) 966-8664 (Office)

{313 960-7262 (Tav}



