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Thesis Abstract

Pinar Engin, “Development of Altruism in Early Gihlood”

The aim of the present study was to observe dpusat of altruism in
early childhood. To gain a deeper understandingpahg children’s altruism, this
study questioned whether a) young children areldep# displaying altruistic
behaviors, b) altruistic behaviors increase with agearly years of life, and c)
altruism is a multidimensional phenomenon compgslifferent types of altruistic
behaviors.

One hundred and seventy-eight preschoolers pgaatexl in the study.
Altruistic behaviors of children at the ages ofi3and 5 were studied cross-
sectionally with a structured observational altnuigsk. Each child was observed in
terms of helping, sharing and donation behaviortewhteracting with a same-sex
and same-age peer in an experimental setting.

The results indicated that even children as young gears of age are
capable of displaying altruistic acts. Many presgttahildren exhibited different
types of altruistic behavior. The number of childmeho behaved altruistically
increased with age, but this relationship was valastly for girls. Transition from
age 3 to age 4 was identified as a critical peftwdhe development of altruism.
While helping and donation behaviors were founbeanore alike and to follow
similar developmental pathways, sharing behavitiedid from them with regard to
frequency, as well as its earlier onset and ittiah with age. Finally, the present
study introduced an age-appropriate, structuredrebional task to study altruism
with young children.

Keywords: altruism, altruistic behavior, helpingasing, donation, development.



Tez Ozeti

Pinar Engin, “Erken Cocuklukta Ozgegih Gelisimi”

Bu argtirmanin amaci, 6zgeciin erken ¢ocuklukta galimini
incelemektir. Erken ¢ocukluk donemindeki cocuklairgecil davralarini daha
derinden anlamak icin a) kiiciik cocuklarin 6zgeaitrdnglar sergilemeye yetkin
olup olmadiklari, b) erken cocuklukta 6zgecil dangm yasla iliskisi, ¢) cok boyutlu
bir fenomen olarak 6zgedin farkli davrang bicimlerinden olgup oluismadgi
sorgulanmytir.

Calismaya 178 anaokul ¢cogu katilmstir. 3, 4, ve 5 yglarindaki
cocuklarin 6zgecil davraglari capraz kesit dizayni ile denetimli bir gozleshs
deneyde cagilmistir. Her cocgun ayni ya ve cinsiyetten bir yati ile deneysel
ortamda ilgkisi yardim etme, paytana ve bgis yapma davraglari agisindan
incelenmitir.

Sonuglar, 3 yg@ndaki cocuklarin dahi 6zgecil davrgiar gosterdiklerine
isaret etmgtir. Pek ¢cok anaokul cogu farkli tipteki 6zgecil davrasglari
sergilemgtir. Ozgecil davrarglar gosteren cocuklarin sayisiningigaarttg, fakat bu
ili skinin daha ¢ok kizlar igin gecerli olgu gorulmigtir. Ug yatan dort yaa gecgin
0zgeciligin gelisimi acgisindan kritik bir donem olgu belirlenmgtir. Yardim etme
ve bais yapma davraglarinin birbirine daha benzer olgluve daha yakin
gelisimsel sureclerden gegtitespit edilmg, paylama davraryinin goérilme sik§i,
gorulme yai ve yala iliskisi acisindan gier 6zgecil davraglardan ayrtig
bulunmutur. Son olarak bu agarma, erken ¢ocuklukta 6zgecil davrani
calisiimasi icin bu ya grubuna uygun, denetimsel bir gbzlem yontemi sugtanu
Anahtar sozcukler: 6zgecilik, 6zgecil davrgryardim etme, payaa, ba&is yapma,

gelisim.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Definition of Altruism

Altruism is a key concept in human socializatiowl & is generally defined
as “a behavior carried out to benefit another withemticipation of rewards from
external sources’ (Macaulay & Berkowitz, 1970, p.More precisely, as Eisenberg
and Fabes (1998, p. 702) defined it, altruisticawédr is “intrinsically motivated,
voluntary behavior intended to benefit anothers abtivated by internal motives
such as concern for others or by internalized \&lgeals and self-rewards rather
than by the expectation of concrete or social rewar the avoidance of
punishment”.

The role of evolutionarily based dispositional @rlbgical factors in human
altruism is discussed widely (e.g. Fehr & Rockehb2004; Hoffman, 1981; Sunar
2009). Dawkins (1989) proposed that altruism mag Ipeoduct of the “selfish
gene”, and Hamilton (1964), Trivers (1971) and Witis (1966) suggested
evolutionary bases for altruism and its reflectionthe social world. Evolutionary
theorists mentioned “possibility of psychologicadiijruistic mechanisms operating
in a genetically egoistic manner” (Kruger, 20031p3-124). Even if altruistic
actions may be harmful or at least rewardlesstferactor in terms of heown
survival and reproduction, according to evolutignaamework, if such behaviors
increase the survival and reproduction of sharedg®ever the long term, altruism
may evolve across generations (Hamilton, 1964)ptigh selective accumulation of

behavioral tendencies transmitted genetically” amchumans also “through

" Gender-specific pronouns are randomly used throuigthe text.



sociocultural evolution, the selective accumulatdibehavior retained through
purely social modes of transmission” (Howard & &iln, 2000, p. 115). Unlike
most other animals, human altruism is apparenttyesiricted to kin but it extends
to genetically unrelated individuals (Fehr & Rockaoh, 2004). Reciprocity seems
to be responsible for this kind of altruism (“re@pal altruism”) (Trivers, 1971),
which is supposed to be an important factor theggrise to modern complex
human social life (Rilling, Gutman, Zeh, Pagnoreriss, & Klits, 2002) via

“histories of benefit [that] build over time thrdugrocesses of reciprocal exchange”
(Zahn-Waxler, Schiro, Robinson, Emde, & Schmit)2Q. 142). Therefore,
socialization practices and social environmentlgurave a great impact on the
maintenance, permanence and prevalence of altrbistiaviors of humans
(Aronfreed, 1970). It seems that naturally selecaeidptive biological tendencies for
altruism shape many institutions and social prastievhich in turn feed altruistic
behaviors in society through the mechanisms ofosodiural evolution, and an
ongoing interplay between biology and social envinent occurs (see review by
Sharabany & Bar-Tal, 1982).

Empathy is also a crucial mechanism for altruismgesit helps
transmission of another person’s experience argtisetbase for “reinforcing
affective consequences of altruistic behavior” (#reed, 1970, p. 105). Radke-
Yarrow, Scott and Zahn-Waxler (1973, p. 240) gaxegples of institutionalized
types of altruism (“such as charities, volunteevises, rescue missions”); however,
they emphasized that the paradox of giving witheydecting a benefit is itself a
kind of benefit that fulfills the affective needbthe giver. Darley and Latané (1970)
put it this way:

The observer, in helping the victim, helps himsldi. is motivated not to relieve the
victim's suffering but to alleviate his own sympaeatis distress. Whether this primitive



passive sympathy is instinctive or is the resultahplicated classical or instrumental
conditioning, its arousal motivates a person t@ingl action and its termination
rewards those actions (p. 83).

Overall, it is apparent that “true altruism — agtinith the goal of benefiting another
— does exist and is part of human nature” (Pili&i@harng, 1990, p. 27). But why
and how does an individual decide to do a favolafgenetically unrelateatherin
spite of the cost of the favor; how does it affesgsial interactions and how does the
social environment foster it; what motivates a per® put aside his own benefits
and be concerned for another’s needs, wishes ldiocdlelp; and to what extent is
altruism, which seems to require several cognitegacities as well as well-
developed empathic abilities, a part of human m&tdihose are the critical questions
that draw the interest of researchers, theorisigpawiosophers who have
investigated the roots and mechanisms of altruisthita role in social life for many
years. The popularity of altruism in various sdigntisciplines is not a surprise,
because as Radke-Yarrow, Scoot and Zahn-WaxleB(12241) suggested, “in the
best of all societies, one would hope that the genkind of altruism would be high

in the hierarchy of values”.

Altruism in Childhood — Approaches and Theories

To understand the nature of altruism, it is crut@astudy altruism with a
developmental perspective. Only with a developnigregespective can we gain a
fuller understanding about the roots of altruisrd discover whether altruism is a
personality trait, an inherited characteristic fioditows a developmental pathway, or

a learned skill that increases with practice amifoecement.



Altruism in childhood has been studied mainly unitherheading of
prosocial behavior. Three main approaches, narmegnitive theory, evolutionary
theory and social learning theory, have examintrdiain extensively as a subtype of
prosocial behavior (see review by Eisenberg & Fab@38).

Cognitive developmental theorists have usuallyistidltruism in
childhood in relation to development of moral reasg, perspective taking and
theory of mind. Parallel to the theory of Piag€dg3), inability to decenter and take
perspectives of others in the preschool perioctigeved to be responsible for
children’s egocentric mode of thought and immatucgal judgment which leads to
their selfish acts. Consequently, with increasatitybo decenter with age, children
start to comprehend reciprocal sociocentric tho@Blbin & Schneider, 1973). In
fact, later studies discovered earlier signs ofeusidnding others’ mental state in
children as young as 3 years old (e.g. Sullivan &awgr, 1993; as cited in Cole &
Cole, 2001). Kohlberg’s (1969) hierarchical stagesioral development were based
on cognitive functions, more precisely, perspectalkeng and reasoning abilities.
Buckley, Siegel and Ness (1979) also found suppothe relationship between
altruism, perspective taking and empathy. On therdband, a comprehensive meta-
analysis conducted by Underwood and Moore (198#itated an association
between altruism and all kinds of perspective tglahilities (moral, perceptual,
social), except for those stemming from empathibteds. Recently, Lourenco
(1990, 2004) proposed and tested a Piagetian agptoaxplain development of
prosocial behavior in children: he stated, “withreasing age children should be
more likely to think of prosocial acts in termsgafin construction than cost
perception” (p. 242). Since Piaget (1963) belietred to take into account others’

points of view, children have to reach the concogterations stage (7-12 years of



age), studies about childhood altruism have mdodysed on middle childhood in
the cognitive approach (Berk, 1983).

Evolutionary theorists aim to understand to whaeehuman altruism is
part of our biological predisposition and what kinfdsurvival advantage it brings to
the human species so that it evolved (Fehr & Fiacher, 2004). They try to find out
the role of altruism in our complex social life amahphasize its importance in the
cooperation, reputation, reciprocity triad. Therefecearly demonstrations of
altruistic behaviors in very young children miglet interpreted as a sign of an
evolved biological predisposition of humankind &ruism (Benenson, Pascoe, &
Radmore, 2007). Recently, in a series of very @siéng experiments that compared
1Y¥s-year-old infants with chimpanzees in terms efrimmental helping, it was found
that very young children as well as chimpanzeesn @év novel situations, toward
unfamiliar others and in the absence of externabrds, helped a needy person to
achieve a goal, suggesting they are both capahladdrstanding others’ goals and
have probably intrinsic altruistic motivation tolp¢hem (Warneken, Hare, Melis,
Hanus, & Tomasello, 2007; Warneken & Tomasello,6)0Based on those results,
from an evolutionary perspective they claimed #ditdtough human altruism is very
complicated and sophisticated, even from infanoy, r@flects advanced cognitive
skills as well as early socialization practices bBagizing helping, humans are not the
only primates to show non-kin altruism, and “thetsoof human altruism may go
deeper than previously thought” (Warneken et €072 p. 1418). Harbaugh and
Krause (2000) found that in general, altruisticdabrs of young children were
highly comparable with altruistic behaviors of aduivhich were measured using the

Dictator Game and the Public Goods Game. Baselisfinding, they suggested



that “the taste for altruism must be, if not innateleast determined by very early
experience” (Harbaugh & Krause, 2000, p. 95).

Social learning theory has underlined the role afarial, social and self-
reward/reinforcement, socialization practices amziad interactions, modeling and
imitation for the development of altruism in chitatid (see review by Rushton,
1976). Social cognitive theory assumes that maaaidards are shaped by various
resources, including social models and instructaswell as feedback and
reinforcement from others; and through the coufsiewelopment, they come to be
governed by self-initiated mechanisms, includinigsegulation and self-
approval/disapproval (Bandura, 1989). Like all othehaviors, altruism is thought
to be learned via modeling and imitation (Radker¥ar Scott, & Zahn-Waxler,
1973; Radke-Yarrow & Zahn-Waxler, 1976); and itgselepment can be fostered by
external and internal rewards (Bryan & London, )9Hbwever, it is important to
note that there should not be overt external resveoibwing altruistic behavior;
rather, as Aronfreed (1970, p. 112) emphasizednwine child realizes the positive
or comforting effects of her own behaviors on otheople, “child’s own
empathically reinforcing changes of affective statelf becomes reinforcement for
displaying altruistic acts.

Parallel to this idea, role of internalization ot&l norms in the
development of altruism has been frequently empkdsin the prosocial behavior
literature. As Aronfreed (1970) stated, altruismmésther completely independent
from inner (affective) reinforcements nor is itiadkof social exchange. So if there is
no external control or direct beneficial outcoméatvmight be the underlying
motives for displaying altruistic behaviors, or wihaght be those inner, affective

reinforcements that foster altruism? Internalizedtol, acquisition and



internalization of norms of reciprocity and respbiigy seem to be responsible for
feelings of satisfaction, pleasure and/or increasdidesteem as a kind of self-reward
after behaving altruistically (Aronfreed, 1969, D9®ussen & Eisenberg-Berg,
1977). Therefore, when and how those social nomaaequired and internalized has
remained as a critical question for developmerggtpologists who seek the roots of
altruism. Mussen and Eisenberg-Berg (1977) sugdektt with age, children’s
altruistic behaviors become more dependent onnatized norms rather than
external reinforcements or punishments. On therdtard, they emphasized that
learning social norms is only a prerequisite faptiying altruistic behaviors;
children also need certain cognitive functions likelerstanding and interpreting
others’ needs and comprehending proper behavicaasaMay and Berkowitz (1970)
stated that in order to display altruistic behavaore first should aware of that his
own acts have consequences for others; and thendutd feel responsible for others
as he realizes he can change another’s stateeor fat

However, recent studies suggested that children evearly childhood
exhibit “real” altruistic behaviors in the abserafeexternal rewards, reinforcements,
punishments or even witnessesdnext section) which may be a sign of internal and
early mechanisms for altruism. Darley and Latar$d Q) criticized normative
approach for having after the fact explanations\aadk predictive power.
Hoffman’s (1975) theory of empathic developmentsight on innate empathic
capacity that can be observed even in infancy &ndevelopmental progress that
allow to elaborate prosocial repertoire. Hoffma@{3) mentioned reflexive crying
of infants as the very first sign of biologicallgded empathy to prove emergence of
empathic distress much earlier than cognitive tffiéation of self and other.

According to him, as child acquires increased cdsmee in role-taking abilities and



differentiation between self and other with ags, self-distress that stems from
others’ distress begins to transform into “sympathaistress” which gives rise to
reciprocal, altruistic and comforting behaviorschifldren. Hoffman (1975) stated
that:

Perhaps the more fundamental reason for viewirsgeimpathic distress as basic in the
development of altruistic motivation despite it®istjic components is that it shows
that we may involuntarily and forcefully experieremaotional states pertinent to
another person's situation rather than to our owratwe are built in such a way that
our own feelings of distress will often be contingaot on our own but on someone
else's misfortune (p. 614).

Denham (1986) found support for the relationshigvieen altruism and affective
perspective taking which was supposed to be bdsamathy at children even as
young as 2 and 3 years of age. Zahn-Waxler e2@01) reported early emergence,
individual differences and continuity in terms ofigathic ability in MZ and DZ

twins who were observed longitudinally from 14 mento 3 years of age. Eisenberg
and Miller (1987) conducted meta-analyses for #iationship between empathy and
prosocial behaviors and found low-to-moderate datiens between empathy and
altruism for children; they criticized means of@ssment of empathy for downsizing
the relation between empathy and prosocial behatiough. Hoffman’s idea that
empathy is the motivating force for altruism hasgd support from recent research
even for very young children (Knafo, Zahn-Waxleullld, Robinson, & Rhee, 2008;
Zahn-Waxler, Radke-Yarrow, Wagner, & Chapman, 1992me studies have
presented counter arguments against this viewatitérature of adulthood altruism,
though (e.g. Maner, Luce, Neuberg, Cialdini, Bro&ragarin, 2002). However, a
recent study has proposed a more complementatjoredhip between
emotional/empathic and cognitive determinants ospcial behavior (Malti,
Gummerum, Keller, & Buchmann, 2009). Both moral ivettion, which includes

moral judgment and reasoning abilities, and sympatre found to be related to



prosocial behavior, separately. More importanttyjraeraction between those
cognition-based and empathy-based competenciedetasted, at least at the
beginning of middle childhood. Zahn-Waxler et 4992) evaluated several previous
studies together with studies conducted by them gmoup and concluded that:

Even children as young as 2 years old have (aydbasitive capacity to interpret the
physical and psychological states of others, (b)amotional capacity to affectively
experience the other’s state, and (c) the behdvigpartoire that permits the
possibility of trying to alleviate discomfort intagrs (p. 127).

In conclusion, it seems that development of altimiisehaviors in children
IS subject to several cognitive functions, socral amotional perspective taking
abilities, social models and reinforcement, emgathpacity and internalization of
social norms, all of which might be fostered byatentendencies and social

environment as well as their interactions.

Review of Altruism Studies with Young Children

Although prevalent opinion is that young childrea generally selfish and
most of the studies have focused on the middlellebdd period to observe altruism,
even young children may be capable of displayitwiatic acts (Zahn-Waxler et al.,
1992), and with appropriate methodologies, it sepassible to examine the scope,
limitations and true nature of early childhoodakm. In the meta-analysis
conducted by Fabes and Eisenberg (1996; as citesémberg & Fabes, 1998),
different age groups from infancy to early adulthowere evaluated in terms of the
relationship between age and prosocial behavice.rébults showed that prosocial
behaviors increase with age; however, a significalationship was not found for
preschoolers and infants. This is usually integuets the absence of prosocial

development in this age period; however, as Zahnigvat al. (2001, p. 142)



suggested, it might be caused by limited reseangbrasocial development and early
childhood which leads to “less established emdititerature from which to derive
reliable, valid generalizations”.

A great proportion of studies investigating prosbbiehaviors and related
concepts in early childhood were conducted by Gardahn-Waxler, Marian
Radke-Yarrow and their colleagues. Zahn-Waxlet.§R801) stated that most of the
research was about the role of socialization psEes development of prosocial
behavior and drew attention to the need for stualesit biologically based
dispositional factors, such as twin studies andistuwith infants and young
children. In the longitudinal studies conductedtfos purpose (Zahn-Waxler et al.,
1992, 2001; Zahn-Waxler, Robinson, & Emde, 1992)jexts were MZ and DZ
twins in the first years of life; and their empathind prosocial reactions to another’s
distress were examined via naturalistic observatiempathy/distress simulations
and maternal reports. The results indicated emersgehempathic concern and
prosocial behaviors including helping, sharing, meration, conscience and
comforting at about age 2, as well as an increnmefiequency and variety of those
behaviors with age. Moreover, genetic influence stathle individual differences
were reported. All of those studies provided strewiglence for very early and age-
dependent prosocial development, which suggestisbasition toward altruism as a
heritable component. However, as Zahn-Waxler €801, p. 157) emphasized, it
may not be due to direct control of genes over Welns; “rather, genes code for
enzymes, structural proteins, and regulatory fadioat, in the context of the
environment, influence patterns of brain chemiatmgl neurohormonal systems.”

The ability of very young children to display instnental helping was

tested by the experimental procedure developed agnéken and Tomasello
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(Warneken et al., 2007; Warneken & Tomasello, 2@Q06,7). Children’s helping
behaviors were examined via special tasks thatinedjchildren to understand the
intentions of another, to comprehend her needytipasand finally take appropriate
action to help her to achieve her goals with amgltic motive. Infants were able to
help and act altruistically toward others in need@month of age, as mentioned
previously, (Warneken et al., 2007; Warneken & Teetla, 2006), as well as when
they were 14 months old (Warneken & Tomasello, 208éwever, when 14-month-
olds and 18-month-olds were compared, it was fdbatlyounger infants’
instrumental helping was limited to more easilynilgable intentions and they could
not intervene effectively when the goal of the nepérson was not clear. The results
were interpreted as showing the altruistic capgtali very young children and its
relation to perspective taking ability. More intstiagly, in another research with
children in the second year of life, it was obsdrtieat children who had previously
got extrinsic material reward after displaying hetpbehavior were less likely to
help later than those who got no reward or receordy verbal praise (Warneken &
Tomasello, 2008). The authors explained the resuttsthe “overjustification
effect,” that is, suppression of intrinsically maied behaviors by extrinsic rewards,
and they claimed that very early development atisin should be intrinsically
motivated as part of human hardware.

Parallel to those findings, in a recent researchhich prosocial behaviors
of children were observed longitudinally, Perss®06) found that all kinds of
prosocial behaviors increased with age from thenpégg to the end of early
childhood. In this study, in terms of underlyingtme, three kinds of prosocial
behaviors (requested, altruistic and non-altruistiere observed. The results

revealed that there was quite low internal consistdetween different types of
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prosocial behaviors, suggesting conceptual heteritye therefore, drawing a clear
distinction between different kinds of prosociahbeiors is fundamental. In
addition, just as it was in infancy (e.g. Zahn-Wandt al., 1992, 2001; Zahn-Waxler,
Robinson, & Emde, 1992), altruism among all othvesspcial behaviors was found
to be the only stable prosocial behavior over timearly childhood, too. Persson
(2005, p. 89) argued that since empathic abiligngssential factor that fosters
altruism (Batson, Fultz, Schennenrade, 1987; asl @it Persson, 2005; Hoffman,
1975), consistency of altruistic behavior mightabgign of children’s “disposition to
empathic concern”. Furthermore, the study of EisegbGuthrie, Murphy, Shepard,
Cumberland, and Carlo (1999) demonstrated an irmpegxample of consistency
of prosocial behaviors as a personality dispositi@t remains stable over years.
Prosocial and other related behaviors of 32 paditis were measured with several
different techniques from the preschool years t@23%ears of age. The results
suggested stability of altruism from early yearéifefas an individual difference. By
emphasizing interaction of nature and nurture, ithseg et al. (1999, p. 1369)
concluded, “even by preschool, there seem to bdienabd, cognitive, and regulatory
under-pinnings to individual differences in prosdeesponding”.

Not only development of empathic ability but algpeater ability in
perspective taking, broader knowledge of cultumahms, increased social
responsibility and competence or enhanced morabreag capabilities” contribute
to the development of altruism in children with gBdiavin & Charng, 1990, p. 38).
Most of the studies have come to the conclusionahaiism increases with age (see
reviews by Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Krebs, 197G v & Charng, 1990;
Rushton, 1976). As it is presented, this age-dep@ndcrement was reported in

most of the studies, subjects of which includedgheol children and very young
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children (e.g., Persson, 2005; Zahn-Waxler etl@b2, 2001; Zahn-Waxler,
Robinson, & Emde, 1992). Interestingly, in soméhef studies, although youngsters
were found to display altruistic acts frequenthgge behaviors were not found to be
clearly increasing with age (e.g. Bar-Tal, Ravivc&ldberg, 1982; Buckley, Siegel,
& Ness, 1979; Eisenberg-Berg & Hand, 1979; Radkeoia & Zahn-Waxler,

1976). In the study of Bar-Tal, Raviv and Goldbgr§82), different forms of

helping behavior were observed across all age gtdwgwever, a linear increment
through age groups was not found. Meta-analysisabkes and Eisenberg (1996; as
cited in Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998) indicated increnoé prosocial behavior with

age, except for infancy and preschool period. énsiudy of Eisenberg-Berg and
Hand (1979), only sharing behavior was found tadreelated with age for
preschoolers. In addition, in the experiment of kaWarrow and Zahn-Waxler
(1976), age and prosocial behaviors were not faarm significantly related. They
explained the results as neutralization of compmetém empathic and role taking
abilities with competitiveness and achievementrdagon, which also increase with
age. It seems that findings of studies in termagef dependent increment in altruistic
behaviors in early childhood are not as clear amsistent as findings from middle
childhood period. In short, although preschooldigh display several forms of
altruistic actions, investigations of the relatlmetween age and the extent and forms
of altruism in the early years of childhood havelged inconsistent findings.

The results of studies in terms of the relationsi@jween sex and prosocial
behaviors are rather more consistent. In mostestudies, sex differences in early
childhood were not reported (e.g. Benenson, Pagc&admore, 2007; Eisenberg-
Berg & Hand, 1979; Kakavoulis, 1998a, 1998b; Radkerow, Scott, & Zahn-

Waxler, 1973; Radke-Yarrow & Zahn-Waxler, 1976; Ru& Schneider, 1973).
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Absence of sex difference was usually explainedobg/of cognitive abilities that
subject to maturation or mutual biological tendesdor empathy. lannotti (1985)
found sex differences only in teacher ratings lmitim naturalistic observations and
laboratory tasks. He drew attention to sex roleestypes and thus susceptibility of
parents and teachers as raters of altruism ofremldNevertheless, some studies
found weak-to-moderate effects of sex favoringsgmlterms of prosocial behaviors
in the early years of life (e.g. Knafo & Plomin,08) Zahn-Waxler et al., 1992,
2001). Explanations for observed gender differemadss varied, but primarily they
focused on socialization practices, gender rolelsesolutionarily based sex
differences. Zahn-Waxler et al. (1992) who studigtth infants explained the slight
gender difference they found as a result of botiholgical predispositions for future
nurturer role of girls and socialization practiedsich push them to be sensitive to
others’ needs and feelings. Zahn-Waxler et al. {20@ferring to Hoffman'’s theory,
stated that girls, who might have higher levelsaif-distress as well as empathic
ability than boys, may shift faster from self-diredt distress to other-directed
concern; thus, start to show caring, comforting altdiistic behaviors earlier.
Mussen and Eisenberg-Berg (1977) underlined thaalrole of moral
reasoning, empathy and role taking skills in theettgoment of altruism. They
pointed out that to act altruistically, a child mpsrceive and understand emotions
of others and the situation precisely; elaboragé theeds and desires; figure out
proper acts to comfort them; and finally perfornpegpriate actions. Mussen and
Eisenberg-Berg (1977, p. 109) concluded that “neapuosocial action involves
several fundamental cognitive processes: perceptarking, reasoning, problem-
solving, and decision-making.” Based on those aggus) it might be claimed that

different kinds of altruistic behaviors follow diffent developmental pathways
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depending on requirements of different altruistitsaand maturation of cognitive,
social and empathic abilities at different rates.

For example, helping, sharing and comforting betvavof 3-to-7%2-year-
old children toward peers and adults were obseirvedperimental and naturalistic
settings (Radke-Yarrow & Zahn-Waxler, 1976). It viasnd that altruistic behaviors
were displayed by young children at all ages, bldwer frequency toward peers
than toward adults. In this study, helping was fbtmbe the most frequently
observed altruistic behavior across settings aedjagups. While sharing and
comforting were correlated with each other, helparag not found to be related to
those forms of altruistic behaviors, suggesting there were different kinds of
prosocial behaviors under the effect of differestial, motivational and cognitive
mechanisms (Radke-Yarrow & Zahn-Waxler, 1976). Wilse, Eisenberg-Berg and
Hand’s (1979) study, which investigated developnémhoral judgment and its
relation with actual prosocial behaviors in eathjldhood via naturalistic
observation, indicated that while sharing behawias associated negatively with
hedonistic reasoning (i.e. self-focused orientgtaomd positively with need-oriented
reasoning (i.e. other-focused orientation), hel@ndg comforting behaviors were
related to sociability, but neither to any of mai@dsoning orientation nor to sharing
behavior.

In another earlier study conducted by Rubin anch8icler (1973) with 7-
year-olds, altruism was measured on two dimensioms;of them was generosity,
which was measured with a classical donation pnaeegand the other one was
helping a younger peer to complete a given tasks&hwo altruistic behaviors were
analyzed in relation to two cognitive decentrat@asures, namely communicative

egocentrism and moral judgment. It was found tvatmeasures of altruism (i.e.
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generosity and helping) were highly correlated, alsd cognitive measures were
related to those altruistic acts. They arguedtti@tresults show that the age-
dependent, cognitive capacity to decenter and petise taking abilities are
responsible for children’s display of altruistichaeior. Moreover, correlations
between decentration measures and generosity wene to be lower than
correlations between decentration measures anthgelased on those findings,
although helping and generosity (donation) werernetated, Rubin and Schneider
(1973) suggested that cognitive requirements oh#iging behavior in terms of
decentration were greater compared to donatiorhichwdecentering was easier due
to the nature of the procedure.

The inconsistency of results in terms of correlaibetween different
forms of altruism persisted in later studies. Eim#g-Berg and Lennon (1980)
examined 4- and 5-year-olds’ altruistic behavia®g naturalistic observations.
They found that spontaneous helping, the most &etiy observed altruistic
behavior, was associated with spontaneous comdplptim not with spontaneous
sharing. In the study of Eisenberg, Pasternack,eCamand Tryon (1984),
preschoolers’ moral judgment was found to be rdl&tespontaneous sharing
behavior, but not to spontaneous helping beha®ioother experimental study,
which measured and compared altruistic behaviothi@e dimensions, was carried
out by Green and Schneider (1974). Although thepdaiconsisted of children in
middle and late childhood, the results, which shibwsignificant correlations
among three measures of altruism (helping, shamvolunteering), support the
multidimensional nature of altruism across différage periods.

The research of lannotti (1985) is valuable formexeang different

prosocial behaviors of preschoolers with diffen@@asurement techniques and in

16



relation to empathy and perspective taking abditdaturalistic observations and
teacher ratings were used to assess sharing, getmaperation and comforting
behaviors. Donation (labeled as “sharing” in thedgt but actually measured by a
classical donation procedure except that the tarfiggénerosity was not anonymous)
and helping behaviors were also measured withtsired laboratory tasks. In those
tasks, whether the child helped the experimenter Y&hcidentally” dropped his
pencils to floor (helping), and whether she lefingoof her candies for her best friend
(donation) were observed. The results showed iffateht kinds of prosocial
behaviors were not associated within each measuntgonecedure: sharing and
helping behaviors were not related in assessmgmsatoralistic observation, and
neither were donation and helping behaviors relatdde laboratory tasks.
Moreover, the laboratory measure of helping betlravas not found to be correlated
with the observational measure of helping behavamotti (1985) explained that
although coding of both of the structured tasksewgmilar to codes of those
behaviors in naturalistic observations, the diffieemay arise from targets of the
altruistic behaviors: the targets of altruistic &elors were peers in the donation task
and in naturalistic assessment of helping behawibile the target was an adult in
the helping task. Referring to previous researchabin-Waxler, lannotti and
Chapman (1982), lannotti (1985) speculated thaispcial behavior toward peers
may involve different processes than that towandtad(p. 52). Additionally,

teacher ratings for prosocial behaviors were atgdound to be correlated with
other measures of prosocial behaviors; internasistency of different prosocial
behaviors and gender difference were reported Iptbrs measure, though. Overall,
lannotti (1985) concluded that preschoolers aralskepof displaying various

altruistic behaviors; however, to investigate defa kinds of prosocial behaviors,
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which involve different cognitive and affective pesses, there is a need to use
multi-assessments that are sensitive to variouatginal and motivational
influences.

Denham (1986) drew attention to major methodoldgicablems:
restrictive operational definitions of prosociahbeior; overly complex and
unsuitable measures for young children’s cogniéind developmental level; and the
difficulty of ensuring children’s attention whil@rying out a spontaneous task in
the ongoing social context. She stated, “givenueof such measurement systems,
it is not surprising that the sophistication of ggyreschoolers’ prosocial behavior
and social cognition has often been underestimgfed’94). lannotti (1985)
brilliantly showed the variability of correlatiomecording to different operational
definitions and different measurement techniqueb®iconcepts under
investigation; thus, by explaining inconsistentfirgs in the literature, he drew
attention to the susceptibility of results to mkstia generalizations.

Cialdini, Baumann and Kenrick (198fi)oposed a three-step sequence
based on social learning theory that children plagsigh in the process of acquiring
altruism as a norm. The first stage is supposdxzttimcidental and without full
conscious awareness by the child. Then, childretatit 8 or 9 years of age start to
realize that society values altruistic acts; howgtreeir altruistic responses depend
on presence of evaluating others. It is not uhgllast stage which is expected to be
reached around the end of middle childhood, thédiren internalize the altruism
norm and show altruistic behaviors not only in peiblut also private contexts. In a
study which supported this argument, Froming, Aled Jensen (1985) compared 6-
to-8-year-olds in different public and private segs. They used a classical donation

procedure, manipulating different public and prévagelf-awareness conditions (in
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private condition, in presence of a mirror, or negence of an evaluative/non-
evaluative adult). Results indicated that altraistioices of 6-year-olds were not
dependent on the self-awareness manipulation,ldat ohildren’s were. Froming,
Allen and Jensen (1985) explained the results awisly young children’s lack of
awareness of an internalized altruism norm. Howewes should not mean that
young children are incapable of displaying altigiscts; in fact, the number of
candies donated by 6-year-olds was comparableogettionated by 7- and 8-year-
olds, except in the highly salient public self-agragss condition (presence of an
evaluative audience). Considering the definitiomltrfuism that emphasizes absence
of external rewards, to explore the real capadityooing children to display
altruistic behaviors, any concerns of social apjptem or disapproval should be
limited by observing them alone or without any awity figure/appraiser. This
specific confusion due to the misinterpretatiomefinition of altruism has been
criticized in the literature (e.g. Aronfreed, 1969)

To study altruism in children, researchers havel asierent
methodologies. In most of the studies, naturalistiservations have been used
together with other structured tasks (e.g., Eisenbeal., 1999; lannotti, 1985;
Radke-Yarrow & Zahn-Waxler, 1976). Some studiesshased only naturalistic
observation to study altruism in preschool childoemo measure altruistic behaviors
of preschoolers (e.g. Berk, 1983; Eisenberg efl@B4; Eisenberg-Berg & Hand,
1979; Eisenberg-Berg & Lennon, 1980; Persson, 2086summarized above, those
studies have supported the argument that evenhwelschildren are capable of
displaying several forms of altruistic acts. Paipmstionnaires, parent ratings and
asking parents to write episodes of altruistic vedra of their children toward other

people have also been used by researchers who tonahtify the age of display,
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frequency and type of altruistic behaviors in yoghddren. In one of those studies,
Kakavoulis (1998a and 1998b) found that most chiidstarted to exhibit various
kinds of altruistic behaviors including comfortisgmeone in distress, cooperating,
helping and sharing actions by the age of 2, éisdrstudy of Zahn-Waxler et al.
(1992, 2001). Another study, which used parenttaadher ratings, was conducted
by Knafo and Plomin (2006) who investigated a Jarge twin sample
longitudinally to explore genetic and environmermtiécts on the development of
prosocial behavior. The results supported a natoteture interaction: the strong
genetic effect on change and continuity of proddméavior from late infancy to
middle childhood, as well as the effect of non-sldagnvironment, especially on
change in prosocial behavior even at 2 years qfwagee reported.

Although reducing altruism to generosity was cizied by scientists (Green
& Schneider, 1974), especially in earliest studiealtruism, observing children’s
behaviors in donation situations is the most widesg method used by social
learning theorists, who aimed to explore primattilg role of modeling and social
reward on children’s altruistic behaviors (see eavby Bryan & London, 1970). In
those studies, children were compared accordirigeio willingness to donate some
valuable resources they had (candies, money, toyste an unknown person.
However, due to the complex nature of the donagitiration and the high
verbalization demand of the procedure, this methasl usually used for children in
middle childhood but rarely for younger ones (®gbin & Schneider, 1973).
Benenson, Pascoe, and Radmore (2007) conductadyaast one of those rare
examples that used donation procedure with agespppte modifications to
measure altruism from early to middle childhoodgtly attractive stickers were

used as the resource to be either kept or sharételgroposing child. The
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researchers emphasized that investigating altruigimthis simple social dilemma
game makes it possible to observe altruistic beimawystematically (even in very
young children) with a uniform procedure by simungtnatural social interactions
without confounding variables that may be foundaturalistic observations, parent
interviews, and the like. The results of the stimdifcated that even at 4 years of age,
most of the children from both high and low SESvebd early foundations of
altruistic behavior by sharing at least one stickith their peers. The average
number of stickers donated by the 4-year-olds wag20-30%) which matches
donations in studies with adults (Forsythe, Horayw&avin, & Sefton, 1994; as cited
in Benenson, Pascoe, & Radmore, 2007). That waspressive result, which
shows very early similarity of patterns of childidoaltruism with adults. Benenson,
Pascoe and Radmore (2007, p. 173) drew attentiomé&be, biological tendencies
that foster altruism in certain conditions andexiahat “then even the youngest
children should behave altruistically when theigoitive capacities permit
understanding of the context.”

Other than donation experiments, experimental desage not widespread
in the early childhood altruism literature. Helpimgasures in the studies of Rubin
and Schneider (1973), lannotti (1985), SimmonsSauads-Dudelczyk (1983) and
the recently developed method of Warneken and Teltea@006, 2007, 2008) were
among those rare examples (note that the shariagure used by lannotti (1985)
and the generosity measure used by Rubin and Stehr@973) were much like
donation procedures). In addition to naturalishe@rvations, Radke-Yarrow and
Zahn-Waxler (1976) also used experimental taskdserve helping, sharing and

comforting behaviors of young children toward aslult
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Another support for preschoolers’ capacity forwasitic behavior comes
from the experiment of Simmons and Sands-Dudel¢X9RB3). They mentioned that
although it is difficult to create experimental pedlures that can give young children
a chance to display altruistic acts spontaneouglyimtheir competence and
behavioral limits, such procedures have great vimwerms of increasing the variety
of measurement techniques and revealing the prsegertoire of children. In the
experiment that they conducted with this purpogan®ns and Sands-Dudelczyk
(1983) found that 73% of preschool children stopplaging and responded to a
confederate child’s call for help finding her losicklace. They also compared
different school environments to explore the effifdhe social learning environment
on the type of helping responses children displég parallelism of valued
behaviors in different nursery schools with chilusetypes of responses indicated
that “even very young children are capable of s#lg@ preferred response from a
repertoire of available prosocial behaviors” (p6R0

Another experimental study was conducted by Buck®#ggel and Ness
(1979) to investigate the relationship between egtstsm, empathy and altruism
with a brilliant experimental design. In this studly assess altruistic development of
children, their helping and sharing behaviors wasasured while they were
interacting with same-sex and same-age peers. Xpegiment was designed in such
a way that while the child was playing with his pgea natural setting, the tasks in
the experiment forced child to make a decision betwhelping or not helping his
needy peer; and sharing or not sharing a rewatd st peer. Although this method
seems to be a great way to study altruism systeatlgtwith an experimental
procedure even in very young children, to the bésur knowledge, no previous or

later studies have used this procedure to testigitrin young children. The present
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study will adapt and modify Buckley, Siegel and $le€1979) sharing and helping

tests to assess those components of altruism.

The Present Study

The present study employs a cross-sectional, arpetal design to
observe the development of altruism in preschoibdiedn at the ages of 3, 4, and 5.
The study has three main aims.

First, it aims to identify the association betwege and altruism, with the
hope of illuminating the inconsistent findings redjag this association in young
children, as reviewed above. One crucial quessat ihat age children start to
perform which kinds of altruistic behaviors, andtrer is the developmental
pathway that those behaviors follow. Thereforesitical age period (3 to 5 years of
age) is chosen to be able to observe the firsssagd developmental progress of
altruism cross-sectionally. A related question iether the two sexes differ in
regard to the age of emergence or the developmeatialvay of altruism; findings
on the effect of sex have also been inconsistenipged above. Sex of the child is
used as a control variable in this study.

A second aim of the study is to capture a fulleemeg of altruism by
examining patterns of display of different typesttfuistic behavior. Thus, children
were measured on three different dimensions: hg)gharing and donation. By
assessing different types of altruistic behavior® of the most frequently criticized
points in the accumulated literature, namely resig the definition of altruism only
to donation, can be at least partially overcomec&multiple cognitive and

empathic abilities are required for altruistic babes (Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg,
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1977), this design allows comparison of developnoéuiifferent altruistic behaviors
which demand different rates of cognitive and erigahaturation.

A third aim of the study is to introduce a struetilobservational task that
provides both the internal validity of an experir@mesign and the external validity
of naturalistic observation across three aspecadtiafism by combining and
modifying procedures applied by Buckley, Siegel Alags (1979) and Benenson,
Pascoe and Radmore (2007). The design includesopeventally and cognitively
appropriate measures embedded in the child’s daitial context, with a minimum
of verbalization and cognitive processing demaeds. Oenham, 1986; Simmons
and Sands-Dudelczyk, 1983). Therefore, each chittbserved and videotaped while
interacting with a peer in an everyday activityafphg with a puzzle) in a familiar
environment (their nursery school).

In the structured observational altruism task deyed for this study,
children are observed in groups of two. Each dsilpaired with a same-age and
same-sex peer and videotaped while doing a pulzetee course of the puzzle
activity, the target child encounters one oppotiuta help the partner and one
opportunity to share a cookie with the partnereAthe puzzle game, the
experimenter gives some stickers to each chilgpdoticipation explains that the
child can donate some of those stickers to thel@mlin another nursery school if
she wishes. Scores are recorded for whether dhaathild helps, shares, or donates,
the latency of these behaviors (if they occur), tredamount of donation. In

addition, a total altruism score is calculated.
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Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: Young children are capable of displiggltruistic behaviors
and even 3-year-olds will exhibit some non-zer@laf altruism.

Hypothesis 2: The number of preschool children display altruistic acts
including helping, sharing and donation will incseawith age.

Hypothesis 3: Considering cognitive and empathimmaleds of different
kinds of altruistic behaviors, sharing behavior wé displayed by more children and
will be observed earlier than either helping bebawer donation behavior; helping
behavior will be displayed by more children and wilserved earlier than donation

behavior.
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CHAPTER Il: METHOD

Structured Observational Altruism Task

Adapting and combining experimental procedures bseBuckley, Siegel
and Ness (1979) and Benenson, Pascoe and Radm6i®,(2 structured
observational task was created to measure thres tyfaltruistic behavior in this
study. With this specially developed task, childsdmelping, sharing and donation
behaviors were observed structurally while theyen@aying with their peers. In this
task, first of all, two same-age and same-sex @ldvere paired. One was the target
child who faced situations potentially calling ftruistic action, and the second was
designated as the partner. Before starting the gdmaexperimenter asked the
partner child to get a puzzle bag out of the cabidewever, when the partner child
opened the pre-prepared cabinet, several rollsiminged paper tape spilled out of
the cabinet across the floor. The behavior of #inget child in response to this
incident was observed; that is, whether or notsttmved any kind of helping
behavior toward the friend was coded. After tHi®, thildren proceeded to play with
the puzzle. When the puzzle was successfully caembl¢he experimenter asked the
target child to serve the cookies in the cookie. lbtowever, there was just one big
cookie left in the box; whether or not the tardatadshared it with the partner was
coded. The task ended with a classical donatioogohare adapted for young
children. Each child was given 10 stickers for jggraition and then it was explained
that if they wished, they could send some of tegakers to the children in another
school who would not have a chance to receiveatickl hey were assured that their

choices would not be known by anyone. Scoring endbnation phase included both
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the target child and the partner, who made thaiwaton decisions separately. The
experimenter left the room at each critical momepist before the partner child
opened the cabinet door, just before the targéd dpiened the cookie box, and
while the donation decisions were being made. leudletails are explained in the

Procedure section below.

Participants

Data were collected from a sample of 178 (90 raalk88 female) Turkish
preschool children between the ages of 3 and 5 &®wen private nursery schools in
Istanbul. Their ages ranged from 31 to 66 montik wimean of 48 months. A
detailed consent form was distributed to the parapproximately two weeks before

the experiment. A copy of the consent form is piediin Appendix A.

Selection of Pairs

The children were observed in groups of two, onetudm was the target
child and the other was the partner. Maccoby (1898)ed that preschool children
tend to play with same-sex peers three times mitea than with opposite-sex
peers, supporting her argument by citing seveualiss that found clear sex
segregation among preschool children across diffendtures (e.g. Maccoby &
Jacklin, 1987; Omark, Omark, & Edelman, 1973; Wigt& Edwards, 1988).
Keeping in mind sex segregation among preschotdrem, we paired each child
with a same-sex peer.

Accumulated literature has pointed out that whasifive and mutual

relations foster altruism, negative and conflictueétions suppress it (Howard &
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Piliavin, 2000). Therefore, to eliminate possibbmfounding variables that may stem
from history of friendships, care was devoted tedeairs from among children
who had as neutral a relationship with each othgrassible. The pairs were
determined with the aid of nursery school teactatgairs had known each other at
least for 3 months, but none of the pairs was caepof either very close or best

friends, or of children known to fight frequently.

Materials

A standardized set of materials was used in e#as a part of the

structured observational altruism task:

Pre-prepared Cabinet

A 40(l) X 30(w) X 40(h) cm wooden cabinet was ugethe experiment.
The cabinet had a door on the front face and twasea handle on the right corner of
the door. By pulling the handle, the cabinet damuld be opened 90 degrees from
right to left.

To prepare the cabinet for each trial, a 45 X 2&atny pillow was placed
diagonally inside the cabinet along with 20 rolgommed paper tape. The pillow
and tape rolls were arranged so that the tapewallgd spill out of the cabinet when
the door was opened. A paper bag holding the pueateplaced on top of the
pillow. The rolls of tape were identical; they weiecular in shape with a diameter

of 9 centimeters.
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Puzzles

Five different wooden puzzles were used in the expnt, one for 3-year-
olds, two for 4-year-olds, and two for 5-year-olds.

The puzzle used with 3-year-olds was a picturdede dogs, composed of
15 pieces and measuring 30 X 23 cm.

The first puzzle used with 4-year-olds was a petfrSponge Bob, a well-
known cartoon character, and the second was ar@iofla duck family. Both were
composed of 16 pieces and measured 20 X 20 cm.

Both puzzles used with 5-year-olds consisted gbi2des and measured 20
X 20 cm. One featured a picture of swans and theratas a picture of a girl.

Pilot studies showed that the puzzles were apmatgpfor the age groups
and that children enjoyed playing with them.

The puzzle pieces were held in a 32 X 40(h) cm paaber bag which was
placed in the cabinet. At the beginning of the fired” sequence the partner child
was asked to bring this pink paper bag to the fadble so that the children could

start playing with the puzzle.

Cookie Box and Cookies

A cylindrically shaped (2r = 20 cm; h = 9 cm) camkiox was used to place
“the last cookie”. It had a lid that could be ensipened by children.

The cookie in the box was a cellophane-wrappedCHil brand cookie
(the company’s web site describes the cookie d®@mge jam tart sprinkled with
cocoa vermicelli”). It was a highly attractive caekor children. A typical cookie

was circular in shape (2r = 7.5 cm), weighed 2%d was easy to break in half. The
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reason for choosing this type of cookie was thatais big enough for two children to

share but not too big for one child to eat, ansias hygienically packaged.

Stickers

Several different types of stickers were prepacedhildren. They were all
colorful and attractive stickers between 2 and Srtsize, displaying animal and
cartoon figures. For each donation trial, 30 défertypes of stickers were displayed
to the children on a 22.5 X 31.5 cm tray and thi&lakias asked to choose 10 of
them as a gift. Pilot studies confirmed that stisk&ere highly valued by children at

all ages and they chose them eagerly and carefully.

Small Wooden Boxes

Ten identical wooden, covered boxes 9.5 X 9.5 X5t size served as
donation boxes. A child wished to donate some oftliekers could put her
donations in one of identical boxes and close dlsitiyon it. Since the boxes were
identical and there were clips on all of them, ¢hédren were convinced that their
choices would not be known by anyone. This precautias taken with the aim of
ensuring that their decisions would not be affettgtheir intentions to meet

expectations of experimenter.

Technical Equipment

A Panasonic SDR-H20EG-S digital video camera anddjustable-height
tripod were used to record each trial from begignmend. A Casio chronometer

was used to measure time intervals.
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Procedure

Each pair of children was invited to a quiet tegtioom in the nursery
school. The room was equipped with a table, thhegrs and the pre-prepared
cabinet, which was located 1 meter away from théetalhe experimenter asked the
children to be seated at the table and chatted few minutes to warm them up. She
introduced herself, asked their names and explaimsdhey would play with a
puzzle together. Then, to make children aware wftence of a recorder due to the
ethical reasons, the experimenter showed the caméhna children and asked them
to wave at it since it was recording them. To eesandom assignment, the child
who had sat to the left of the experimenter waggased as the target child and the
one on the right side was assigned as the partildr(they had decided where to sit
on their own). Throughout each trial, the experiteefollowed a uniform
procedure. The general wording of procedure isrgimeAppendix B; however, the
wording was rather flexible to ensure children’slerstanding and motivation for the
game. The whole activity was recorded by the canoeated 3-4 meters away from
the play table.

To get the puzzle play started, the experimentantimg at the pre-
prepared cabinet, asked the partner child to geptizzle contained in a pink bag in
the cabinet. At this time, to leave the childreong, the experimenter moved away
from the table and walked through to the door,rsgghe would bring required
materials for the game and would come back in anfemutes. Once the
experimenter was sure that partner child would dperpre-prepared cabinet, she
left the room, warning the child not to mess uprtbam.

After 110 seconds, the experimenter returned todbm with the cookie

box and put it on the cabinet to get ready fordih@ring phase. If the children had
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not done so, she brought the pink paper bag ttathle, took the puzzle out of the
paper bag, and put it on the play table. She didnake any comment about the rolls
of tape, whether they were on the floor or thedrieih had put them back into the
cabinet. She introduced the puzzle to the chiltyetalking about the picture on it
and then allowed them to break up the puzzle. kperementer showed the children
how to assemble pieces of the puzzle to completedtthen allowed them to play
with it. When the children completed the puzzle, ¢xperimenter congratulated
them and said that it was time for a cookie br&dde asked the target child to serve
the cookies, pointing at the cookie box on the mathiAt this time, to leave children
alone once again, the experimenter walked throhglbor, saying she would bring
their gifts. Once the experimenter was sure thataiget child would open the
cookie box, she left the room and reminded thedchiil that they could start to eat
their cookies immediately.

In the last phase of the experiment, the experiereadsisted the partner
child to leave the room and asked him to wait féeva minutes. She told the partner
child that he would get the same gifts but shetbagive them one by one. The
experimenter stayed alone with the target chilthearoom and showed him the tray
on which 30 stickers were laid out. Then, she atidwhe child to choose 10 favorite
stickers and had him lay the chosen stickers omattle side by side. After choosing
10 stickers, experimenter asked the child whetkdiked his stickers. Once the
child approved, the experimenter chatted for arf@nutes about what he could do
with those stickers at home — i.e. sticking thenhsbed, on books, etc. She
emphasized that those stickers belonged to himrharambuld do whatever he wanted
with them. Then, she added that she wanted toatditkhim about children in

another school. She explained that there weremmigh stickers for the children in
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the other school and if he wanted to send somésddtitkers to those children, she
could deliver them for him. The child was assulteat the stickers belonged to him;
he did not have to give any of them if he wishezlcbuld take all of the stickers
home with him, and no one would know his choicee €kperimenter explained that
if he still wanted to send any stickers to thediah in the other school, the only
thing he had to do was to decide which stickerg/isbed to send to the other
children and then put them into one of the wood®xeb after the experimenter left
the room. He was told that the boxes were idenéindlhad locks, and that no one
would know whether he gave away any stickers or Tio¢ experimenter repeated
the instructions until she was sure that the ofwlchpletely understood the
procedure. Then, the child was told to knock ondber when he was ready to leave
the room. After that, the experimenter left themoand waited in front of the door
for the child’s sign (with the exception that fanse of the 3-year-olds who were
anxious about staying alone in the room, the expanter closed her eyes, covered
her eyes with her hands and did not leave the ro@rgn the child got ready to
leave the room, the experimenter thanked the ¢bil@articipation and dismissed
him. The partner child was then invited back irite toom and the donation
procedure was repeated with him, too. The wholeexental trial lasted

approximately half an hour for each pair.

Scoring
Each target child had three scores for altruisticdviors (helping, sharing
and donation) and one score for total altruismaddition, the latency of responses
and the number of stickers donated were recordeithéatarget child. On the other

hand, the partner child had scores only for donadiod amount of donation.
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“Helping” behavior was defined as helping the nepdgr by putting the rolls of tape
back into the cabinet, opening the door of thergettiior the friend, handing the tape
rolls to the friend, and/or gathering tape rollgdther to put them back into the
cabinet. Those who showed one or more of thosevimisawithin 90 seconds got 1
point for “helping”. For “sharing” behavior, childn who shared or offered to share
the cookie with their peer within 90 seconds gpbint. For “donation” behavior, if
the child chose to donate sticker(s) to the childneanother nursery school, he got 1
point for “donation” behavior. All altruistic behars were coded categorically — i.e.
presence or absence of the defined responseslyi-métotal altruism score,” which
was the sum of points across the three altruigti@biors, was calculated. For
sharing and helping behaviors, response timesitafreh were measured by a
chronometer. The chronometer was started wheratgettchild saw the tape rolls
fall out of the cabinet (for “helping”) and when kaw there was one cookie left (for
“sharing”). For donation behavior, the number aflstrs donated was also recorded.
Scoring was done after each trial by checking tbeden boxes to see how many
stickers the child had left in them and by watchimg videotape of the trial to

observe sharing and helping behaviors.

Observer Reliability

Since helping and sharing behaviors were codedadighing recorded
videotapes and deciding whether the child perforoyatationally defined act(s), it
was necessary to establish reliability of primavger with a second observer. After
sufficient training was provided, a second codardy and independently rescored

65 records (out of 89 total trials).
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For helping behavior, agreement was achieved aof 63 valid cases, and
the correlation between two observers’ coding Wag.. For helping time latency,
inter-rater correlation was .846 for the 32 cashe helped their peers (out of 65
children). For sharing behavior, two coders agm@me@2 of 64 valid cases, and the
correlation was found to be .913. For sharing lkeyethe correlation between
observers’ ratings was .820 for the 49 childreé4fvho shared.

All of the correlations were highly acceptable. Thsults indicated that
altruistic behaviors were easily distinguishabléwihe task used in the present study

and that coding by the primary observer was higélble.

Precautions against Confounding Variables

To prevent any confounding variable that may steamfpresence of the
experimenter, the experimenter left the childremalin the critical decision periods.
Considering the definition of altruism that emplasiabsence of external rewards,
leaving children alone was a necessity. More pedgisvhen there is neither a
witness nor an authority figure, altruistic behavgindependent from any
reinforcement or punishment external to the child the immediate situation. In
addition, according to the study of Caplan and H#89; as cited in Zahn-Waxler et
al., 1992), when adults are present in the contiiigren may believe that they do
not have to help a distressed peer and may ndaglipposocial behavior at all even
if they are capable of it. This tendency may redertiiffusion of responsibility”
observed in helping studies with adults (Howardiakin, 2000). Zarbatany,
Hartmann and Gelfand (1985) drew attention to fbsgionfusions in altruism
experiments due to experimenter effects; what as®e with age might be

conformity to adult expectations rather than adtticibehavior. Therefore, the
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experimenter took care not to be present whenattget child was confronted with
opportunities to behave altruistically.

Pilot studies helped us to make appropriate matibos and to shape final
version of the procedure. Wording of the procedappropriateness of materials and
understandability of procedure by young childremenad| pretested and conformed
to ethical standards. Only in the case of the dongtrocedure was there a problem
of understandability. In this phase, which requiaguigh level of verbal
understanding, 17 children (three girls and 13 kaiyhe age of 3 and one boy at the
age of 4) could not grasp the requirements of tbequure; therefore, they were

excluded from the analyses of donation behavior.
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CHAPTER Ill: RESULTS

Descriptive Characteristics of the Sample

A sample of 178 Turkish preschool children partitgal in the study. The
ages of children ranged from 31 to 66 months withe@n of 48.343D = 9.19).
Mean age of 90 boys was 48.04 mont®B £ 9.89) and mean age of 88 girls was
48.65 months§D = 8.46). For the purpose of the analyses, thelwere divided
into three age groups: (a) children aged betweem@&iths and 42 months were
assigned to the 3-year-old group; (b) children dgeah 43 months to 54 months
were classified as the 4-year-old group; and (e)ahes aged between 55 and 66
months were designated as 5-year-old group. Meas @igage groups were 37.43
(SD=3.09), 47.98%D= 3.40) and 58.555D = 3.17) months, respectively.

Each target child was paired with a same-sex ames@ge partner child.
There were a total of 89 pairs of children; thuirdals for the observation of
helping and sharing behaviors were performed. BExfoeghe single analysis of
donation behavior, data from 89 target childrenenesed in all statistical analyses.
The ages of target children ranged from 31 to 6Gthewith a mean of 48.46D =
8.80). For target children, mean ages of age g8ydp and 5 were 38.28D=
3.13), 47.97%D= 3.23) and 58.196D = 3.49) months, respectively. Mean age of 45
target boys was 48.27 montl&= 9.46) and mean age of 44 target girls was 48.66
months §D= 8.17). For the investigation of donation behguitata of all children
were included in the analysis; hence, includindhldatgets and partners, donation

analysis was performed with all 178 children (18smg, 161 valid cases).
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Frequency distribution of target children accordingge and sex is shown in Table
1.
Table 1

Frequency Distribution of Target Children by AgeoGp and Sex

Age Group
3 Years 4 Years 5 Years Total
Boys 15 15 15 45
Sex
Girls 13 15 16 44
Total 28 30 31 89

Method of Analysis

Since the aim was to explore the relationship betwage (3, 4 and 5 years
of age) and altruistic behaviors (presence andraedea 3 X 2 X (2) between
subjects design was carried out for each altrusltavior (helping, sharing and
donation). Child’s age was one of the variablesugtic behaviors of children were
observed at the age of 3, 4 and 5 with a crossesattdesign. Number of children in
each cell was recorded according to absence oemeresf the altruistic behavior,
which was the other variable. Pearson Chi Squate were used as the primary
method of analysis. None of the cells analyzed bySgjuare tests had expected
frequencies less than 5. However, Fisher's Exattwas used when it was necessary
— i.e. when more than 20% of the cells have expeteguencies less than 5in 2 X 2
cross-tabulation tables. Sex of child was the @dnariable; beside investigation of
overall relationship between age and altruisticavedr, further analyses were carried

out by controlling sex of the children. Partial 3quare analyses were also
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performed to determine more fully the nature ofrélationships. To explore
strength of relationships, the Phi Squared coeffici®?) (for 2 X 2 tables) and
Cramer’s Phi Squared coefficient (when there wepeenthan two categories) were
calculated. Several figures and tables were preddgntexamine nature of altruistic
behaviors and their associations with age andiseaddition, a univariate analysis
of variance was carried out to investigate relatiop between age, sex and total
altruism score. However, analyses of other contisuariables (i.e. time latency for
sharing and helping behaviors, and number of sticlenated for donation
behavior) by parametric tests were not includegkgult section, since in those
analyses Levene’s test of equality of error varenwas found to be significant,
indicating that there were not differences betwesmtions in the sample for

dependent variables.

Results Concerning Hypotheses

Table 2 shows frequencies of each altruistic bedrdwy age and sex.
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Table 2

Cross-tabulation for Age Group, Sex and Each Typ&touistic Behavior

Helping Behavior

Sharing Behavior

Donation Behavior

Age Info Yes Help No Help Total Yes Share No Share Total Yes Donate  No donate Total
Group # # #
Female 3 10 13 5 8 13 3 20 23
3 Male 4 11 15 10 5 15 3 14 17
Total 7 21 28 15 13 28 6 34 40
% 25% 75% 53.6% 46.4% 15% 85%
Female 9 6 15 11 4 15 15 15 30
Male 7 8 15 11 4 15 15 14 29
Total 16 14 30 22 8 30 30 29 59
% 53.3% 46.7% 73.3% 26.7% 50.8% 49.2%
Female 13 3 16 16 0 16 23 9 32
5 Male 8 7 15 14 1 15 16 14 30
Total 21 10 31 30 1 31 39 23 62
% 67.7% 32.3% 96.8% 3.2% 62.9% 37.1%
Total Responses 44 45 89 67 22 89 75 86 161
Total % 49.4% 50.6% 75.3% 24.7% 46.6% 53.4%
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Onset of Altruism

At the age of 3, 25% of children helped their peB86% shared their
cookies and 15% of them donated their stickersitdkfiown others”. At the age of 5,
sharing was competently displayed by almost albcdin (96.8%); and, helping and
donation behaviors were performed by approximatedythirds of the children
(67.7% and 62.9%, respectively). Overall 75.3%refphool children shared, and
almost half of them displayed donation behavior helping behavior (see Table 2).

When the 3-year-olds were examined, it was fouatirib target child
displayed all three kinds of altruistic behaviorshee age of 3. Seven 3-year-olds
both helped and shared, and two 3-year-olds batedrand donated. Six 3-year-
olds only shared and one 3-year-old only donated.dD28 target 3-year-olds,
including the three children who could not underdtthe donation procedure, 12
children did not display any of the altruistic beiwas. Put differently, 57.1% of 3-
year-olds exhibited at least one kind of altruiskhavior, but none of them
displayed all three types of altruistic behaviargeather.

At the age of 4, four children did not show anyeyd altruistic behavior,
and eight children displayed all three types (sttarhelping and donation
behaviors).

At the age of 5, one child did not display anywafitic act, but 15 children
exhibited all three kinds of altruistic behavior.

See also “examination of overall altruism” sectimiow.
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53.3% at the age of 4 and 67.7% at the age of Sai€hi Square test showed that

The Relationships of Age and Sex with Helping Baétiav

As shown in Table 2, 25% of 3-year-old childrenpeel their peers, while

the relationship between age and helping behawar significant, as predicted

[(%3(2,N =89) = 11.03p = .004, Cramer'sb? = .12]. However, when partial

analyses were performed, it was found that agerdifice was significant only

between ages 3 and 43(1, N = 58) = 4.86p = .028,d2 = .08], but not between

ages 4 and 54f(1,N = 61) = 1.33p = .249]. The nature of the relationship was such

that 3-year-olds were less likely to help theirngaban 4- and 5- year-oldgd(1, N

=89) = 9.76p = .002,02 = .11]. Figure 1 shows the number of childrereimrs of

helping behavior across age groups.

Figure 1
Age Gro
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relationship between age and helping behaviordohesex separately, it was found

When sex was included in the Chi Square analysexpiore the

that overall age difference was significant onlydals [(x3(2, N = 89) = 9.99p =

.007, Cramer’sb2 = .23]; but not for boys $£(2, N = 89) = 2.37p = .306]. Also, the
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nature of relationship as described above was roaél only for girls: the age
difference was found to be significant betweenrf} &-year-old girls j3(1, N = 28)
= 3.88,p = .049,02 = .14]; but not between 4- and 5-year-old girlsifig Fisher’s
Exact test due to the low expected count in soriig, pe= .252], with no significant
age difference for boys)R(1, N = 30) =.13p =.715]. While girls at the age of 3
were significantly less likely to help their peénan those at the ages of 4 and 5
[()3(1,N = 44) = 8.56p = .003,d2 = .19], no such relation was found for boys
[(%3(1, N = 45) = 2.23p = .135]. Unlike girls, the number of boys who hedpdid not
differ significantly between the ages of 3 andy&(fi, N = 30) = 1.29p = .256,P2 =
.04], or even between the ages of 3 ang&1(N = 30) = 2.22p = .136,92 = .07],
although the differences were in the expected timecA developmental sequence
in helping behavior seemed to be valid only fotsgiFigures 2 and 3 show the
number of children across age groups with regafetping behavior for girls and
boys separately.

Figure 2
Age Group Distribution of Girls’ Helping Behavior
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Figure 3
Age Group Distribution of Boys’ Helping Behavior
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The Relationships of Age and Sex with Sharing Balrav

It was found that 53.6% of 3-year-olds, 73.3% ofeér-olds and 96.8% of
5-year-olds shared their cookie with the partner hxpothesized, the relationship
between age group and sharing behavior was signifi§(2, N = 89) = 14.85p =
.001, Cramer’'sb? = .17]. Analyzing the age groups separately arl diiferent
combinations revealed that, unlike helping behattwr age effect was significant
between the ages of 4 and #({,N = 61) = 6.66p = .010,d2 = .11], but not
between ages 3 and 43(L, N = 58) = 2.45p = .118]. It was found that 5-year-olds
were significantly more likely to share than 3- agear-olds [{3(1, N = 89)
=11.81,p =.001,92 = .13]. The number of children across age gronferms of

sharing behavior is shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4

Age Group Distribution of Sharing Behavior
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As in the case of helping behavior, only the slgaliehavior of girls was
found to be age-relatedyf(2, N = 89) = 13.70p = .001, Cramer'sh2 = .31]. The
relationship between age and sharing behavior wasignificant for boys (2, N
= 89) = 3.34p = .188]. In terms of the nature of the relatiopshinere was a
significant difference between 4- and 5-year-olisdFisher’s Exact tesp = .043],
but neither between 3- and 4-year-old girjé(f(, N = 28) = 3.46p = .063], nor
between 3- and 4-year-old boys [Fisher’s Exact pest1.000]. Girls at the age of 5
were significantly more likely to share than gailsthe ages of 3 and 4 [Fisher’s
Exact testp = .002]. No such relation was detected for boysH&r's Exact tesp =
.129]. Again unlike girls, boys at the age of 4 &ndid not differ significantly in
terms of sharing behavior [Fisher’'s Exact tpst,.330], and no age difference was
found even between ages 3 and 5 for boys [Fiskeret testp = .169], although
the differences were in the expected directionradgéagures 5 and 6 show the

frequency of sharing behavior for each sex acrgesgaoups.
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Figure 5

Age Group Distribution of Girls’ Sharing Behavior
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Figure 6
Age Group Distribution of Boys’ Sharing Behavior

Sex of Subjects = Male
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The Relationships of Age and Sex with Donation Béra

15% of 3-year-olds, 50.8% of 4-year-olds and 62d%-year-olds chose

to donate some of their stickers, as shown in TabRearson’s Chi Square test
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indicated a significant age-related increase iration [(3(2, N = 161) = 23.10p =
.000, Cramer’sb2 = .14]. Note that total number of children in trealysis of
donation was greater than for helping or sharimgiesdata were collected not only
from target children but also from partners in do@ation phase. No significant
effect of being a partner or a target child onreationship of donation and age was
reported: for 3-year-olds)f(1, N = 161) = .02p = .894]; for 4-year-olds (1, N =
161) = .43p = .514]; and for 5-year-oldsy(1, N = 161) = .07p = .793]. Thus, for
the donation phase, all participants in the expenitnwhether target or partner, were
included in the analyses. Partition of the crogsHi@tion table showed that, as in the
case of helping behavior, the age difference iration behavior was significant
only between ages 3 and 43, N = 99) = 13.24p = .000,d2 = .13], but not
between ages 4 and 53, N =121) = 1.79p = .181]. The nature of the
relationship was such that 3-year-olds were léstylidonate some of their stickers
compared to 4- and 5- year-oldg3{(, N = 161) =21.34p = .000,02 = .13]. In

Figure 7, the number of children in each age gmitip regard to donation behavior

is presented.
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Figure 7

Age Group Distribution of Donation Behavior
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When the relationship between age and donationvi@haas controlled
by sex of the children, unlike other altruistic betors, significant age-related
increment of donation behavior was confirmed bothbioys [§2(2, N = 161) = 6.52,
p = .038], and for girls j¢(2,N = 161) = 18.61p = .000]; strength of the association
was greater for girls [Cramer®2 = .22] than for boys [Cramer®2 = .08], though.
A significant difference was found between 3- angbdr-old girls [¢?(1, N = 53) =
7.93,p = .005,02 = .15], as well as boysy(1, N = 46) = 5.22p = .022,02 = .11].
There was no significant difference in donationAssn ages 4 and 5 for girlgj(1,
N =62) = 3.12p = .077], or for boys (1, N = 59) = .02p = .902]. Unlike other
altruistic behaviors, the nature of the relatiopsghowed the same developmental
trend both for girls and boys: there were signifittaless 3-year-old girls who
donated compared to 4- and 5-year-old gityI( N = 85) = 15.64p = .000,02 =
.18], as well as 3 year-old boys were significatdls likely donate compared to 4-

and 5-year-old boys#{(1,N = 76) = 6.50p = .011,®2 = .09]. In Figures 8 and 9,
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the number of girls and boys in each age grouprims of donation behavior are
shown.

Figure 8

Age Group Distribution of Girls’ Donation Behavior

Sex of Subjects = Female

25
G 20
S
S 15 .
5 No donatior
= H Donati
2 10 onation
S
>
Z 5

. ]
3 4 5
Age group of children
Figure 9
Age Group Distribution of Boys’ Donation Behavior
Sex of Subjects = Male
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Summary of Chi-Square Findings

Although Phi Coefficient is not an appropriate megasof association to
draw conclusions about explained variance, it aloamparison of strengths of
association of variables from different tables.c8iage and altruistic behaviors were
the common factors across all Chi Square analy®asCoefficients were used to
compare different altruistic behaviors’ strengthagsociations with age overall and

across sexes. In Table 3, Chi-square findings wenemarized in terms of strength

of association and nature of relationship.

Table 3

Summary of Chi-Square Findings with regard to Sitkrof Association and Nature

of Relationship

Helping Sharing Donation
Behavior Behavior Behavior
Age Effect N =89 N =89 N =161
Overall 12 A7 14
significant, p = .004 significant, p = .001 significant, p = .000
For Female .23 31 22
significant, p = .007 significant, p = .001 significant, p = .000
For Male .05 .07 .08
not significant not significant significant, p =3®
Nature of 3versus4 -5 3 -4 versus 5 3versus4 -5
relationship year-olds year-olds year-olds

Note. Strengths of association of altruistic bebesvivith age are in terms of Cramer’s Phi Squared
coefficient (Cramer’'sb2) for overall subjects; and strengths of assamiatif altruistic behaviors with
age are in terms of Phi Squared coeffici@®) for female and for male subjects.
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As summarized in Table 3, age was most stronglycaied with sharing
behavior, followed by donation behavior and helgetavior. For sharing and
helping behaviors, age-related increase was stgmifionly for girls. For donation
behavior, although the relationship between agedamadtion behavior was
significant for both sexes, the strength of assimriavas weaker for boys than it was
for girls. Moreover, the underlying reason for thigling was not due to the sex
differences within a certain age group: the nundbehildren who helped, shared, or
donated did not differ significantly by sex in aaye group. For helping behavior,
sex difference was not found to be significantFgrear-olds [Fisher's Exact tegt=
1.000], 4-year-olds (1, N = 30) = .54p = .464], or 5-year-olds [Fisher’'s Exact
test,p = .135]. For sharing behavior, sex difference alas not significant within
any age groups:f(1, N = 28) = 2.23p = .136], [Fisher’s Exact tegt,= 1.000],
[Fisher's Exact tesp = .484] for 3-, 4-, and 5-year-olds, respectivélyrthermore,
for donation behavior, no sex difference was fowittiin 3-year-olds [Fisher’s
Exact testp = 1.000], 4-year-olds f{(1, N = 59) = .02p = .895], or 5-year-olds
[(&(1,N = 62) = 2.28p = .131].

In terms of the nature of the relationship, Chisguanalyses with partition
of cross-tabulation tables indicated that for dutping and donation behaviors, 3-
year-olds were significantly less likely to helpdasionate compared 4- and 5-year-
olds. In contrast, for sharing behavior the natfréhe relationship was such that 5-
year-olds were more likely to share their cooki@hwheir peers than 3- and 4-year-

olds.
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Examination of Overall Altruism

A total altruism score, calculated by summing poientross the three
altruistic behaviors, was investigated in relatiomge group and sex of the target
child. A child could get a maximum of 3 points (el + sharing + donation) and a
minimum of 0 points from this measure. Seven oW8®ftarget children did not
comprehend the donation procedure; hence, themtaomscores were coded as
missing. In the current analysis, the total altruscores of those children were
computed by giving them “0” points for donation belor. One-way analysis of
variance compared 3-, 4- and 5-year-old girls’ bags’ total altruism scores.
Levene’s test of equality of error variances wasssmgnificant, indicating that there
were differences between variances in the samplihnéodependent variablg(5,

83) =.76,p = .580. A significant main effect of age group viasnd,F(2, 89) =
16.67,p = .0001. The strength of the association, as ieddy partial eta?, was .29,
which means that 29% of variance in overall altraisehaviors was explained by
age effect. A Scheffe test pointed out that themddotal altruism scores of 3-year-
olds M = .89,SD= .87) was significantly smaller than 4-year-olf{d'= 1.73,SD=
1.01) and than 5-year-olds¥i(= 2.26,SD = .85). Total altruism scores of 4-year-
olds and 5-year-olds did not significantly differ.addition, analyses indicated no
sex effect, either as a main effdefl, 89) = .20p = .658, or in interaction with age,

F(2, 89) = 1.68p =.192. Data relevant to those findings are diggdan Figure 10.

52



Figure 10

Mean of Total Altruism Scores of Boys and GirlsogsrAge Groups
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When the particular altruistic behaviors perfornbgceach child are

examined, the result may be diagrammed as overgggts, as shown in Figure 11.
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Figure 11

Within Subject Set Presentation for Overall Altrais

Helping Donation

14 Sharing
No altruistic behavior
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As demonstrated in Figure 11, out of a total of B2 ¢children displayed all
three types of altruistic behavior, and 14 childdehnot show any kind of altruistic
act. One child “only helped”, four children “onlypdated” and 14 children “only
shared”. There were 17 children who shared anceddboit did not donate, and nine
children who shared and donated but did not hdierd was no child who helped

and donated but did not share.
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CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION

Are Young Children Really Selfish?

Contrary to the argument that young children atlieskethe results of this
study are consistent with early bases for altruggraschool children were capable of
displaying altruistic behaviors, and even among8rolds, more than half of the
children displayed at least one type of altruiattt However, 3-year-olds’ altruistic
behaviors were limited to one or two kinds of atttic behavior, mainly sharing;
there was no child who competently displayed abtehtypes of altruistic behavior at
the age of 3 years. In short, at the age of 3¢lildren were neither selfish nor
competently altruistic; rather, they were displayaitruistic acts within their
behavioral repertoire, especially the ones thatiredess cognitive and empathic
processing.

When overall percentages were examined, the priopast children who
exhibited altruistic behaviors was quite high. §igeven preschoolers out of 89
target children — slightly over three fourths —rgltlthe last cookie” in the cookie
box with their peers. More than half of even 3-yelals displayed sharing behavior.
Among 5-year-olds, there was only one child whorthtlattempt to share the
cookie; 5-year-olds seemed to be fully proficientearms of sharing behavior.

In terms of helping behavior, approximately haltlé target children who
encountered the opportunity to help their needygpessponded and came to their
friends’ help by gathering together the rolls gfddhat spilled across the floor,
handing the tape rolls to the friend, opening tberaf the cabinet for the friend,

and/or putting tape rolls back into the cabinehtbelves. Seven 3-year-olds (25%)
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were observed to display helping behavior, whilgertban half of the 4- and 5-year-
olds helped their peers (53.3% and 67.7%, respygliv

For donation behavior, both target and partnedosil were examined.
Percentages for donation behavior were very closledse for helping behavior,
except for 3-year-olds whose donation rate remaatdd%. 50.8% of 4-year-olds
and 62.9% of 5-year-olds donated some of theikstgcto “the children in the other
school”. Overall, almost half of the children chaseive away some of their

stickers.

Cognitive Decentering versus Affective Perspeciiaking

Piaget (1963) argued that children in preoperatistzaye (2 to 6-7 years of
age) are not capable of decentering; thereforegegoc thought is prominent in this
age period. Rubin and Schneider (1973) supportedrtpument that inability to
decenter is the cause of preschoolers’ immatur@ahasts and egocentrism. Mussen
and Eisenberg-Berg (1977) suggested the role efriatization of social
responsibility norm as well as several cognitivections to explain age-related but
also the apparently late development of proso@hbbiors.

However, many studies have found that preschoddrem are not as selfish
as they were earlier thought to be, and that thegapable of behaving altruistically
(e.g. Benenson, Pascoe, & Radmore, 2007; land8@h; Kakavoulis, 1998a,
1998b; Persson, 2005; Radke-Yarrow & Zahn-WaxI@r6). The present study is
among those that find support for this argumenis Tieans that development of
altruism may not be as late as Piaget (1963) assuame it may not be as strictly
dependent on cognitive development and internadizaif social norms as it was

previously thought to be. Parallel to Hoffman’sdaheof empathic development
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(1975), Denham (1986) found that affective perdpedtking ability of young
children was evident even at 2 to 3 years of aga.deries of longitudinal twin
studies, empathic capacity and varied prosociahbiels of even toddlers as young
as 2 years old were reported (Zahn-Waxler et 80212001; Zahn-Waxler,
Robinson, & Emde, 1992). The studies of WarnekehTamasello (2006, 2007,
2008) and Warneken et al. (2007) provided eviddoceery early capability of
infants in terms of evaluating others’ aims, havattguistic motives and displaying
altruistic acts. Although children in the preopemaal stage may have difficulties in
decentering and comprehending others’ perspeciindsntentions, this limitation in
cognitive functions seemed not to obstruct themuatic behaviors altogether.
Therefore, it is thought that empathy and affectigespective taking ability, which
are evident in very early years, as well as inteaind early motives to behave
altruistically, may play a greater role in the depenent of altruism than would be
predicted by cognitive developmental theory.

Any finding that indicates early development ofuagform of altruism in
young children can be interpreted as an evidenckiétogically based evolved
mechanisms for human altruism (Benenson, Pascégdinore, 2007; Warneken &
Tomasello, 2006, 2007, 2008), as well as an indraattits social importance and its
prevalence as a part of human nature (Kakavol9@34). Fehr, Bernard and
Rockenbach (2008) emphasized that when altruisti@biors are studied in face-to-
face interactions and the target of the altruisébavior is apparent to the actor,
selfish motives that rise from concerns for futteeiprocation of favor and
reputation seeking may be operative rather thamahnuism. However, it may be
speculated that children too young for cognitiveetgering may also not have the

cognitive resources for calculations of reputation future reciprocation. In the
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present study, altruism was not only measuredearstht of one-on-one non-
anonymous interactions, such as helping and shbghgviors, discussed by Fehr,
Bernard and Rockenbach (2008), but also donatibawer, which was totally free
from expectation concerns and strategic choicesndmch was also displayed by
almost half of the children. Therefore, the prestatly provided further evidence
for an early basis for true altruism and suppartfioe need to reformulate theories
emphasizing the egocentrism and narcissism of yahidren” as proposed by

Zahn-Waxler et al. (1992, p. 133).

Does Altruism Increase with Age in Early Childhood?

The current study also provided evidence for a ldgweental increase in
altruistic behaviors with increasing age; the numddechildren who acted
altruistically increased linearly across the agmugs. All three kinds of altruistic
behavior were displayed more frequently as childyew older. In addition, when
the altruistic behaviors were summed for an ovedalliism score and compared
across age groups, age was again found to beisagrtliy related to total altruism
level of children. When the nature of this relasibip was specified, age 3 was found
to be different from age 4 and age 5; 3-year-oldeeviess likely to behave
altruistically compared to older children. Thisding was interpreted as indicating
that the transition from age 3 to age 4 is a ctymmaod with regard to development
of altruism in young children. No effect of sexsax X age interaction was found
with regard to overall altruism level. As noted abpnone of the 3-year-old children
exhibited all three kinds of altruistic behaviongdal2 target children in this age

group did not display any type of altruistic attigtincludes those who did not
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comprehend donation procedure). On the other raritle age of 4, eight children
(of 30) exhibited all three types of altruistic lagtor. At the age of 5, this number
increased to 15 (of 31). There were only four 4ryad children and only one 5-
year-old who did not exhibit any kind of altruisbehavior. In sum, both when each
altruistic behavior was analyzed in relation to agd when overall altruistic
behaviors of children were compared across agepgrage related increase in
altruistic behaviors was evident.

Parallel to the cognitive approach, altruism israllof prosocial behavior
and, like other prosocial behaviors, its developnealso subject to maturation,
experience and social interaction. As children gupwtheir cognitive ability to
decenter increases (Rubin & Schneider, 1973) amdbitus of their moral reasoning
shifts from themselves to others (Persson, 20G5)cé, they become capable of
displaying altruistic acts. Peterson (1983) dreerdion to the role of task
competence and responsibility in age-related irsgréa altruism. However, it seems
that the effect of cognitive functions on age-retbincrease of altruism does not start
as late as cognitive developmental and cogniti@eniag theorists assume.

Findings of the present study showing developmentajress of altruistic
behaviors with age may be further evidence fordieper, biological roots of
altruism (Fehr, Bernhard, & Rockenbach, 2008; Z#faxler et al., 2001). Hoffman
(1975) stated that increasing empathic abilitieth @ge foster concern for others and
altruistic acts even from early childhood. Accoglio the findings of the cross-
cultural study of Henrich, McElreath, Barr, EnsmengBarrett, Bolyanatz, Cardenas,
Gurven, Gwako, Henrich, Lesorogol, Marlowe, Traaed Ziker (2006, p. 1767), in
all cultures altruistic behavior is rewarded andige behavior is punished through

the mechanisms of cultural learning and “cultureegeoevolution”. Therefore,
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altruism is one of the social competencies thdtodm are expected to acquire as
they grow up.

On a number of bases -- maturation, experiencediakinteraction,
exposure to a social environment where altruismranigprocal relations are valued,
increased competence in cognitive functions, enipatid perspective taking
abilities, and moral reasoning -- older childrenyrba expected to perform altruistic
behaviors more frequently compared to younger piaasders. Indeed, longitudinal
studies have provided evidence for increase iniatic behaviors with age in early
childhood (Persson, 2005) as well as in infancyh(@&/axler et al., 1992, 2001;
Zahn-Waxler, Robinson, & Emde, 1992). Neverthelesthe accumulated literature,
some studies have failed to find an associatiowdxen altruistic behaviors and age
in early childhood (e.g. Bar-Tal, Raviv, & Goldbef®82; Buckley, Siegel, & Ness,
1979; Eisenberg-Berg & Hand, 1979; Radke-YarrowahzZ-Waxler, 1976).
However, the present study provided storng evidéoicthe hypothesis that
children’s altruistic behaviors increase with agéarms of both quantity and variety
through early childhood.

However, when the relationships between altrulsticaviors and age were
examined in frequency analyses by controlling ek children, a significant age-
related increase in helping and sharing was foumtg for girls, even though boys
followed the same general pattern, and the ageteffas significant for both sexes
in donation. This was an unexpected finding siatthpugh some studies in the
literature found a slight sex difference favorindgy to the best of our knowledge
none of the studies reported an effect of sex endlationship between age and
altruism in young children. However, as stated fanesly, neither a sex effect nor a

sex X age interaction was found when overall atrulevels were compared across
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age groups; this specific finding regarding agetesl increases in helping and
sharing in girls was brought to light in frequeranalyses which examined the
association between age and altruism for eachdj/péruistic behavior separately
for each sex. Inspection of Figures 2, 3, 5 andddvs that, while the frequency of
boys’ helping and sharing increased with age, dlilare to find a significant
association probably stemmed from the fact thaketivas a narrower range for boys
than for girls for both tasks.

A possible explanation for this difference betwésnsexes may be that
suggested by Zahn-Waxler et al. (2001): girls maynoving faster from self-
directed distress to other-directed concern, sjiitg’ self-distress is supposed to be
as high as their empathic abilities. However, ferttesearch is required to determine
whether this is a robust phenomenon, and if sot wha@ossible explanations may

be.

Multidimensional Nature of Altruism

Measurement of altruism in this study was not ref&ld to a single
behavior, but covered three different types otgtic behavior, namely helping,
sharing and donation. These have been the altrinstiaviors observed most
frequently among preschoolers (Strayer, Wareingu&hton, 1979; as cited in Berk,
1983). According to Mussen and Eisenberg-Berg (L9%&fious cognitive and
empathic abilities are involved in developmentltfugsm in childhood. Bar-Tal,
Raviv and Goldberg (1982) demonstrated that diffetgpes of altruistic behaviors
require different abilities at different competemeeels. Several studies found

different associations and diverse correlates velited concepts between and
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across different types of altruistic behaviors (&igenberg et al., 1984; Eisenberg-
Berg & Hand, 1979; Eisenberg-Berg & Lennon, 19&dniotti, 1985; Rubin &
Schneider, 1973; Zahn-Waxler & Radke-Yarrow, 191®erefore, it was expected
that some kinds of altruistic behaviors may be olestearlier and more frequently
than others, while those that require more advanogditive, social and empathic
maturation may develop later. By measuring diffegdtruistic actions, the present
study was carried out to observe development éreifit kinds of altruistic
behaviors at different ages; and to examine hoferdiht kinds of altruistic
behaviors were linked to each other at each ags.lev

In the sharing situation, the child engages intlagrasimple altruistic
decision-making process where the target of thewieh (the partner) is visibly
available, and a visibly available object of shgrfoookie) is the subject of
distribution. However, for helping, the child metaborate the partner’s situation,
realize that the partner needs help, understangatieer empathically, and perform
behaviors that are beneficial to the partner. feoration behavior, besides the
cognitive and empathic abilities required for he{pbehavior, the child must also
imagine the targets of the altruistic acts andditd behave altruistically in their
absence, which requires a more advanced and itigth@mpathic ability. Thus, the
simplest altruistic act would appear to be sharfalipwed by helping and finally
donation, and it was expected that these diffeaittntistic acts would follow this
order in age of development. The general trendrebdevas congruent with the
expectations: sharing was the most frequently eeskaltruistic behavior;
approximately two thirds of all children shareditlfe®okies with their friends. It was

followed by helping behavior and donation behaviespectively, with helping
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slightly (but nonsignificantly) more frequent thdanation; as expected, the
percentage difference between helping and donataanhigher at earlier ages.

At the age of 3, variations between different adtiia behaviors were
greatest: sharing behavior was displayed by 53.636year-olds, but helping was
observed in only 25%, and a donation was made hyld&% of 3-year-olds. Similar
tendencies were seen at the other age groups bskhaging was the most frequently
performed altruistic behavior, helping was the seicand donation was the third. At
the age of 3, the number of children who showeuiatic behavior surpassed those
who did not only for sharing behavior. Note that ercentage of children who
shared at the age of 3 was reached by donatiorvioelzand helping behavior at the
age of 4 (approximately 50%); and the percentagditdren who shared at the age
of 4 (73.3%) was not attained by helping and damaltiehaviors by children even at
the age of 5 (67.7% and 62.9%, respectively). Nbedss, as age increased, the
difference between helping and donation behaviomsnished. Overall, both helping
behavior and donation behavior were displayed mpat half of the children.

The finding of no significant difference betweergieg and donation was
contrary to predictions; the cognitive and empati@mands of the donation task
were thought to be higher compared to helping bieha&n explanation for this
finding can be made based on the study of RubinSmiheider (1973). In their
experiment, helping and donation behaviors weraddo be highly correlated.
However, the correlation between helping behavnor decentration ability was
higher compared to that between donation behaviddacentration ability,
suggesting that for helping behavior children needehave higher decentration
capacity. Rubin and Schneider (1973, p. 664) erptathis difference on the basis

that the donation procedure itself “involved thegantation of a decentration cue to
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the children”. In other words, the wording of thendtion procedure reminded the
child of the other alternative (donating some @fititandies to poor children), thus
helping the child to shift her attention to someotiger than herself and making it
easier to decenter and display the altruistic@otthe other hand, in the helping
situation, it is up to the child to think of theraistic alternative; hence, helping
behavior may require better-developed decentratimlity. Effect of decentration
ability and hence the decentration cue may have determinative in the present
study, too. Although in the donation procedure et the generosity was absent
and the child had to empathically think of “anonyrmmthers’ desires” which
required more mature cognitive and empathic aedjtthe decentration cue
embedded in the wording of the procedure may halenbed this difficulty. This
wording cue effect may have been more helpful éodllder age groups, as the
difference between helping and donation behavia fvgher at age 3, when
children’s verbalization abilities of were not fulyet mature, and the percentage
difference between helping and donation was greatlyced at older ages.

This multidimensional task also made it possiblenke further
comparisons between different kinds of altruisebéviors simultaneously and to
examine the developmental pathways those behdaibogv. The results of the
study indicated that sharing behavior was morengtyoconnected to age than
helping and donation behaviors. However, as statedously, sharing and helping
behaviors were significantly associated with age @or girls. When the relationship
between age and altruistic behaviors of girls weduated, once again the strongest
association of age was with sharing behavior, ¥o#id by helping behavior and

donation behavior.
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When the nature of the relationships was analythedlargest changes in
helping and donation behaviors were observed duhagransition from 3 to 4 years
of age. 3-year-olds were significantly less likedyhelp and donate compared to
older children; but no significant increment waarid between the ages 4 and 5. In
contrast, for sharing behavior, 3- and 4-year-oldse more alike as more than half
of the children displayed sharing behavior evethatage of 3, and this percentage
did not significantly increase at 4 years of ag#,there was a jump at age 5 when
almost all children shared the cookies with thairtpers. These age patterns
suggested that different altruistic behaviors felldifferent developmental pathways.
4- and 5-year-olds were more alike in terms of imglj@nd donation rather than
sharing behaviors, suggesting that the former tllow similar developmental
sequences.

Moreover, investigation of different types of algtic behaviors within case
suggested that there were many more children whly ‘&hared” compared to the
ones “only donated” and “only helped”. In additiarnywas found that out of 82 target
children, 23 children shared but did not help, wliiere was just one child who
helped but did not share (other children eithehlsbiared and helped or did not
share and did not help). Similarly, when donatind aharing behaviors were
evaluated within subjects, 31 target children sthéma did not donate, while four
children donated but did not share (out of valisesd. On the other hand, within-
subject comparison of helping and donation behavievealed more similar
frequencies: in 82 valid cases, 18 children helpgddid not donate, while 14
children donated but did not help. None of thedreih helped and donated but did
not share, which means that a child who helpedaoated most probably shared, but

not vice versa. This examination also strengthleasrultidimensional view of
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altruism, since while helping and donation wereimgauch alike, sharing was
observed earlier, more frequently and in a diffed@velopmental sequence
compared to helping and donation.

Those findings were parallel to previous studiesame degree, but also
contradicted them in certain aspects. In the erpantal study of Radke-Yarrow and
Zahn-Waxler (1976), sharing behavior and helpingglveor were also not found to
be correlated. However, helping behavior was thetrftequently observed altruistic
behavior of preschoolers in the laboratory taswel$ as in naturalistic observations;
the overall percentage of children who helped enl#boratory task was very close to
that in the current study (52% in Radke-Yarrow Zatin-Waxler’s study and
49.44% in the current study). On the other hanel pétrcentage of children who
shared in the laboratory task remained at 33%air #tudy. It is important to note
that unlike the present study, the target of tHpihg and sharing tasks used by
Radke-Yarrow and Zahn-Waxler (1976) was an adtlerahan a peer. Based on
this comparison, it can be speculated that helpimysharing behaviors are actually
different kinds of altruistic behaviors, but respes of children might vary
depending on the nature of the methodology (whethaboratory task or naturalistic
observation) and target of the behaviors (whetheadallt or a peer). Similarly,
observational studies of Eisenberg-Berg and Ha@dq)Lland Eisenberg et al. (1984)
with preschoolers suggested that sharing behaxhalping behavior were not
correlated, and only sharing behavior was founketoelated to moral reasoning
orientation and moral judgment. However, their og@sg was different from the
explanations in the current study: Eisenberg €t18B4, 1999) explained the results
on the basis that helping behavior might be lestlthan sharing behavior, since

there was something to lose in the sharing conditihile in the helping condition
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there was not. Hence, the former is higher in aostrequires more cognitive
reflection and moral judgment than the latter omeich is supposed to be more
automatic. Supporting their argument, in thoseisttlelping behavior was
generally found to be the most frequently obsewmlédistic behavior shown by
children (Eisenberg-Berg & Lennon, 1980), whilg¢he study of Eisenberg-Berg and
Hand (1979), helping behavior was combined with footing behavior, and in the
study of Eisenberg et al. (1984), the percentagas wmall and very similar. In
contrast, in the study of lannotti (1985) sharietdvior was the most frequently
observed altruistic behavior in naturalistic obs¢ions. In structural tasks, donation
behavior and helping behavior, which were highlgrelated in the tasks of Rubin
and Schneider (1973), were found to be unrelatbws dould be due to the fact that
in lannotti’s study, the target of donation behayishich was called “sharing” in
that study) was not unknown, but rather the chil#st friend, which may have
reduced the empathic and cognitive demands ofale tn addition, similar to the
study of Radke-Yarrow and Zahn-Waxler (1976), latif@985) found that the two
measures of helping behavior (one in a laboratasl ind the other a naturalistic
observation assessment) were not correlated. Mopeisingly, in the laboratory
tasks, donation behavior was performed by morelaml (56%; comparable to the
percentage in the present study) compared to leh@havior (37%). In sum,
although all of these researchers agreed on thedmugnsional nature of altruism,
which also gained support from the present studgjrigs were mixed, explanations
were contradictory, and it was difficult to comparee study with another. This
limitation was mostly due to lack of a standard suea to study altruism in early

childhood.
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Structured Altruism Task as a Method of Observirtigudsm in Young Children

A further aim of this study was to construct a @and comprehensive task
to observe altruism in early childhood considegogng children’s cognitive,
emotional and behavioral limits. Actually, transitifrom infancy to early childhood
is a critical period in which to investigate thet® of altruism, since it is the time
when children start to display early and pure foahaltruistic and empathic
behaviors (Robinson, Zahn-Waxler, & Emde, 2001 )wklieer, it is essential to use
appropriate and sensitive measures (Denham, 1986@@logically valid
operational definitions of altruistic behaviors Ohfreed, 1969). For this purpose, the
helping and sharing procedures used in the studBuakley, Siegel and Ness (1979)
and donation procedure used by Benenson, Pascdraaimore (2007) were
combined, with appropriate modifications. The ctéldwere investigated in a
familiar setting and their spontaneous altruisebdwviors could be observed
structurally in a routine activity. Keeping in miséx segregation among preschool
children (Maccoby, 1998), same-sex pairs were 8sktedal. Precautions were taken
to prevent any confounding variable that may driem experimenter effect or
history of friendship. In the light of suggestidng Simmons and Sands-Dudelczyk
(1983) and the methodological problems identifigdlenham (1986), it is thought
that a valid, reliable and structured assessmehhigue was created to reveal young
children’s altruistic capacities. Only in the ddpatprocedure did some of the
children (17; almost all 3-year-olds) have diffiiguin grasping the procedure of the
task, as the wording of the donation phase migh lexceeded their verbal
understanding.

In addition, this structured task allowed thrededdnt types of altruistic

behavior to be investigated and compared simultasigpenabling us to capture the
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full meaning of altruism and to examine its muktiginsional nature. Observer
reliability analyses showed that altruistic behawiof children were easy to identify;
hence, observations and coding were non-probleraatiaeliable. Observations and
analyses indicated that the structured observdtiask used in the present study was
a suitable measure to observe altruism of youniglreim systematically.

One drawback of this task was that coding was baseabsence or
presence of behaviors. Therefore, statistical aealyvere limited to non-parametric
frequency tests, and multiple comparisons betweeialles were hard to achieve.
However, it would be possible to overcome this fgobby studying with a larger
sample by using continuous variables like respdinse and number of stickers
donated or by using more advanced statistical piwes like loglinear models.
Overall, it was thought that this task would makeraportant methodological
contribution to the study of altruism in young chén, providing a tool to gain a

deeper understanding of the development of this@menon in early years.

Limitations and Future Directions

One of the major limitations of this study is tlia experimenter who
executed observational task with children was #mesperson who designed the
task. Therefore, the experimenter was not blindhéoaims and expectations of the
study, naturally. For example, Rosenthal (196@&cdcih Rosenthal, 1991) focused on
how the investigator’s expectation can create apéamenter-expectancy effect”.
Experimenter-expectancy effects can be seen at/pa®f interpersonal expectancy
effect, where an experimenter acting in accordavittehis expectations, treats

subjects in such a manner as to elicit behavidrtéras to conform to his
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hypotheses (Rosenthal, 1991). Although extra ca®devoted to execute each trial
with standard procedure as much as possible, uniateal changes in the tone of
voice, for instance, or facial expressions reflegxpectations from the child were
always possible. This is a common drawback of erpartal studies when the
manipulation giver is not blind to the predictiafghe study. In future studies, it
would be possible to overcome this problem by waghkwvith a larger research team,
which includes double-blinded executors of the task

A further limitation is due to the nature of thencept under investigation.
The families who allowed their children to partigip to the study by signing the
informed consent form may have been those who mes helpful and compliant
and willing to contribute to scientific researchnefefore, we may have possibly
studied mainly children from altruistic families.

Another shortcoming of the present study is itsriied sample size. In
addition to that, composition of the sample waslyigomogenous in terms of
socio-economic status of the children, since oplyar-middle class private nursery
schools participated in the study. Future studigls \arger and less homogenous
samples will increase the generalizability of thsuits.

The task used in the present study is very opé&mvestigation of the
effects of different manipulations by making apprag modifications. In addition,
observing pairs of children for half an hour instetructural task also provides rich
gualitative data. The present study might set @ baterms of methodology for

future studies aiming to investigate young childseaitruism.
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Conclusion

This study aimed to extend earlier work on altruiarearly childhood by
using a structured observational altruism task. yaeschool children who
participated displayed altruistic behaviors inchglsharing, helping and donation,
and observation of these behaviors in childrencamyg as 3 years old provided
evidence for early foundations of altruism. In dnbai to cognitive abilities like
perspective taking and decentering, empathy anddigposition toward altruism
that is also fostered and valued by society evem fearly years of life may be
factors in this early development of altruism. Mmrer, in this critical
developmental period, altruism was found to begeligmental competence that
increases with age. When overall altruism was eredyiall types of altruism
increased with age for both sexes, and the transitom age 3 to age 4 was
identified as a critical period for developmenthelping and donation. Thus, with
increasing age, it was thought that young childrecome capable of not only taking
into account other’s point of view but also empediy think of and understand
another person’s needs (for help), wants (for &kiey@nd desires (for a sticker).
Plus, they could actively sacrifice muscular effbdlf of “the last cookie” and
valuable stickers to “benefit others”, althoughamz told them to do so and they
would not receive any kind of reward for those hetis or even be witnessed while
carrying them out, suggesting early signs of titreiam following a developmental
sequence as a part of human nature. The multidioreadssiew of altruism also
gained support from this study; sharing behavios diaplayed by more children
even from early years and it differed from helpamgl donation behaviors in terms of
the developmental pathway it followed. Why shatedpavior might predominate

over other altruistic behaviors in early childhoadd why development of altruism
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appeared to follow a clearer path for girls remdias critical questions for future
studies. In sum, this study provided new understenaf the development of
altruism in early years of life, as well as propagsa reliable and valid structured
observational task for the systematic study difiesdtruistic behaviors of young

children.
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APPENDIX A

Informed Consent Form
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Bilgilendirilmis Olur Formu
Sayin Veli,
Bogazici Universitesi Psikoloji Bolimii Geimsel Psikoloji Yuksek Lisans
ogrencisi Pinar Engin tarafindan hazirlanan “Erkeuktukta Sosyal Davragiarin
Gelisimi” konulu tez calgmasina 3, 4 ve 5 ykarindaki anaokulu grencilerinin
katilimi beklenmektedir. Agairma, cocuklarin yatlariyla aktiviteleri sirasindaki

sosyal davraglarinin gézlemlenmesini icermektedir.

Okul mudurunun ve gretmenlerin uygun buldiu saatler icinde gerceklerilecek
calismada @renciler ikgerli gruplar halinde 20-25 dakika surecek oyun\atdsine
katillacaklardir. Oyun aktivitesi boyunca cocuklateo kamera ile
kaydedileceklerdir. Oyunun sonundgéncilere katilimlarindan otirt gt
yapstirmalar ve tatli kurabiye hediye edilecektirgr®nciler, diledikleri an hediye
haklarini kaybetmeden oyunu birakip ¢ikabilirler.

Bu tez cakmasi Bgazici Universitesi Psikoloji Bolimugbetim Gyelerinin denetimi
altinda yuratilmekte olan bilimsel amacl bir piije Arastirmanin ¢ocuklar
Uzerinde olumlu yada olumsuz bir etkisi yoktur. inananin amaci yagruplarinin
konuyla ilgili genel 6zelliklerini tespit etmektiCalsmaya katilacak tim
ogrencilerin kimlik bilgileri gizli tutulacaktir. Argtirmaya yalnizca velisinin izni

olan @renciler alinacgni belirtir, cocgunuzun katilimi i¢in izninizi rica ederim.

Sorulariniz i¢in gagida belirtilen iletsim bilgilerini kullanabilirsiniz. Eer
cocyzunuzun argtirmaya katilmasina izin veriyorsaniz lutfega@da ilgili kismi

doldurup imzalayiniz. Dgerli katkilariniz icinsimdiden tgekkurler.

Saygilarimla,

Tez @rencisi

Pinar Engin

Bogazici Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisu

Psikoloji Bolumu, Gelimsel Psikoloji Yiksek Lisans Programi
Tel: 05385042536

e-posta: pinarl112@yahoo.com
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Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum , anladim ve bu formhim 6rnezini aldim. Velisi
bulund@Bum ... ‘In argtirmaniza katilmasina izin

veriyorum.

Velinin ad soyadi:
Cocuyzunuzun dgum tarihi (gun/ay/yil):
Tarih:

Imza:
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APPENDIX B

Wording of the Procedure
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Standart Prosedur Sozleri

“Merhaba c¢ocuklar. Benim adim Pinar, sizlerin? Ps&n T, sen de P.
(Arastirmacinin solundaki ¢cocuk “hedef’,@adaki “partner” olarak atanir.) Sizlerle
tanstigima memnun oldum. Bugun birlikte bir yap-boz oywynayacgiz, ve

birlikte cok gleneceiz, yap-boz oynamayi sever misiniz? Oyunumuzun sdau
sizi bekleyen kicuk hediyelerimiz de var. Buradekinera da sizin resminizi

cekiyor, el sallayin kameraya. Cok guzel.”

(Odadan ayrilmak tzere kalkar, kapiya yonelir. Gaagyrilmadan énce, cocuklara
donerek:)

“Simdi ben oyunumuz igin gerekli malzemelerimizi laéin, P, senden rica etsem
masadan kalkipuradaki dolabin kagani acarak dolabin igindeki pembe ¢igekli

torbayl masamiza getirir misin? Bgmdi donecgim.

(Partner cocuk dolap kapal agmak tzereyken:)
“Ortaligl dagitma.”

(Arastirmaci 110 saniyenin ardindan odaya donggrdian getirdii kurabiye
kutusunu dolabin Usttine koyar, dokilen bantlagii toplanms olsa da olmasa da
herhangi bir yorumda bulunmazex cocuklar yap-bozu masa getirmglerise yap-
bozu masaya alir ve torbadan cikartir. Oyungalb@adan 6nce yap-bozun Ustiindeki

resim ile ilgili kongulur ve ardindan parcalar sbkilerek oyungldrar.)

(Oyun bittiginde:)

“Tebrikler. Eglendiniz mi ¢ocuklar? Cok giizel. Bir kurabiye molasrmenin
zamani geldi. (Odadan ayrilmak tzere kalkar, kapdyeelir.) Ben de bu sirada

disaridan hediyelerinizi aliyim.”

(Odadan ayrilmadan 6nce, cocuklara donerek:)
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“T, bu kez senden rica etsegn, dolabin tGzerinde duran kurabiye kutusunun iginden
kurabiye servisini yapabilir misin lutfen?
(Hedef ¢ocuk kurabiye kutusunu agmak tzereyken:)

“Ben dsaridayken siz kurabiyelerinizi yemeye hemesldzbilirsiniz.”

(110 saniye sonra atamaci odaya doner.)

“Calismamiz bitmeden Once size teker teker hediyelervamecgim. T, dilersen
once seninle #ayalim, P’cgim, bu sirada sen beni kapinin 6niinde bekleyebilir
misin rica etsem, T ciktiktan sonra sana da aydiyb&eri verecgim, hediyelerinizi

yalnizken vermem gerekiyor.”

(Hedef ¢ocukla odada yalniz kaldiktan sonra 30symmanin bulundgu tepsi
cocyza gosterilerek:)

“T, buradaki yaptirmalardan en Qgndigin 10 tanesini secebilirsin.” (Cogun
yapstirmalari se¢cmesine izin verilir, segityapstirmalari masanin tstine dizmesi

s&glanir.)

“Yapistirmalarini sevdin mi?” (Cocuk onayladiktan sont8y yapstirmalari evde

istedigin yere yapgtirabilirsin, yat&ina, dolaplarina, kitaplarinin tstine...”

“Bu yapstirmalar senin ve bunlarla istegh seyi yapabilirsin. Ama gitmeden 6nce
seninle 6zel bir konuda kosmak istiyorum. Bizim, dier okuldaki cocuklara da
verecek kadar ¢cok yagiirmamiz yok. Eer istersen kendi yagiirmalarindan dier
okuldaki ¢ocuklara gonderebilirsin ve biz de segin diger ¢ocuklara ayirdin
yapstirmalari onlara gotirebiliriz. Bu yaghirmalar senin, verme zorunldun yok,
karar tamamen senin, kimse de kararini bilmeye&eia yine de yagtirmalarindan
diger okuldaki cocuklara gbndermek istersen yapmaekger ben odadan ciktiktan
sonra dger cocuklara vermek icin segitn yapstirmalari buradaki tahta kutulardan
birine birakip kutuyu kilittemek; kendine ayigan yapstirmalar da cebine
koyabilirsin. Diger okuldaki ¢cocuklara gotirmemizi istediklerini talkutuya,
kendine ayirdiklarini cebine... Bu sirada odadaiygadlacaksin ve hi¢ kimse senin

kilitli kutuya kag yapstirma koydgunu ya da koyup koymagini bilemeyecek, bak
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zaten kutularin hepsi birbirine benziyor ve tstida kilitleri var. Unutma bu
yapstirmalar senin ve d@er cocuklara vermek zorundagisin, karar tamamen sana
ait, icinden onlara yagtirma gondermek geliyorsa tahta kutuya koyabilirganda
istersen hepsini eve goturebilirsin. Nasil yapaiaiai anladin mi? Anlgtik mi,

aklina takilan bigey varsa lttfen sor.”

(Cocusun prosedirld tamamen anl@dia emin olduktan sonra:)
“Simdi ben odadan c¢ikip seni yalniz birakiyorum, lssmarini verip odadgin
bitince kapiy! tiklat, seni kapinin éninde beklipbaicaim.

Anlamadgin bir sey var mi?”

(Bagls yapma prosedirl gir cocukla da ayryekilde tekrarlanip calma

sonlandirilir).
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