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We review the evidence regarding the development of altruism and suggest that
various forms ofperspective-taking" (perceptual, social, empathic, moral) might
be the mediators of this development. Previous reviews in this area have generally
concluded that the evidence relating perspective-taking and prosocial behavior
is equivocal. Using a technique that allows the assignment of an exact probability
to the results of a series of studies, we conclude that there are reliable relations
between altruism and perceptual, social, and moral perspective-taking. The re-
sults concerning empathy and altruism are nonsignificant overall, but we suggest
that a reliable association between empathy and altruism develops over time and
is found in adults. The significant effects that were found cannot be attributed
to artifactual effects of either age or other measures of perspective-taking. Nor,
however, can these relations completely account for age-related increases in al-
truism. We conclude that the evidence for a causal influence of perspective-taking
on altruism is strongest for studies of empathy and altruism among adults, but
even there it is not totally conclusive.

The presumed relation between altruism
and "perspective-taking" has been much dis-
cussed recently (Kurdek, 1978b; Moore &
Underwood, 1981; Mussen & Eisenberg-
Berg,1977;Staub, 1978,1979), but the con-
clusions that have been drawn have been
equivocal. We contend that the relation of
altruism to perspective-taking, which has
been proposed as a primary mediator of the
development of altruism, has been obscured
because of improper interpretation of results
from multiple studies.

Using alternative analytic procedures for
combining data across studies, we have ex-
amined the existing literature relating per-
spective-taking and altruism and computed
probabilities for the overall pattern of re-
sults. By using these procedures we are also
able to gain a clearer idea of the relations
among the various types of perspective-tak-
ing. Our eventual goal is a better under-
standing of the development of other-ori-
ented behavior, which is one of the most
theoretically interesting and societally im-
portant types of human interaction.

Each author contributed equally to the manuscript,
and sequence of authorship was determined randomly.

Requests for reprints should be sent to Bert Moore,
Department of Psychology, University of Texas, Rich-
ardson, Texas 75080.

A problem confronting any researcher in-
vestigating altruism is that of definition.
Acts that may be considered altruistic in-
clude a wide range of behavior—from saving
a person who is drowning to helping someone
carry packages, from donating blood to don-
ating a penny, from the heroic to the merely
thoughtful. The defining characteristic of
altruistic action is that the acts do not appear
to be motivated by self-gain.

We follow Staub's (1978) distinction be-
tween prosocial behavior and altruism by
considering as altruism only behavior that
appears to have been intended solely to ben-
efit others and not to gain material or social
rewards. This means, for example, that we
do not review the literature on cooperative-
ness insofar as such behavior usually involves
obvious gains for all parties.

Age-Trends in Altruistic Behavior

A prerequisite to discussing the mecha-
nisms by which altruistic behavior might
develop is to establish that it in fact does
develop—that we find increasing amounts
of altruism as children get older. Detailed
reviews of the literature on age-trends in
altruistic behavior have been reported else-
where (e.g., Rushton, 1980; Underwood &
Moore, in press), and the picture that
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emerges is generally one of a positive linear
trend. In general, older children are more
likely to engage in a given act of helpfulness
or sharing than are younger children, and
they show a greater variety of other-oriented
behavior. Although there are reports of a
slight decrease in generosity during the
early elementary-school years (Underwood,
Froming, & Moore, 1977; Coke & Brad-
shaw, Note 1; Froming & Underwood, Note
2), and evidence that children's bystander
intervention decreases quite dramatically
during the late elementary school years
(Staub, 1970), these forms of altruistic be-
havior have shown increases to their highest
levels subsequent to the reported decreases
(cf. Staub, 1971). Thus, the overall picture
remains one of altruism increasing with age.

Perspective-Taking

The developmental mechanism that is
used most frequently to explain age-related
increases in altruistic behavior is the increas-
ing ability of the child to take the point of
view of the other person. The ability to take
the viewpoint of someone in distress is seen
as necessary to acting to alleviate that dis-
tress. The development of this ability is seen
as relying on both basic cognitive develop-
mental processes (movement from cognitive
egocentrism) and the acquisition of specific
reasoning abilities relating to social and eth-
ical issues. A recent review (Ford, 1979)
denned egocentrism as; "an embeddedness
in one's own point of view" (p. 1170).

Conceptually and methodologically, the
referents for. perspective-taking can be or-
ganized into three distinct categories—per-
ceptual, social-cognitive, and affective—al-
though a variety of tasks have been used to
assess children's perspective-taking ability
(Kurdek, 1978b). The child can be asked
(a) to predict the literal visual perspective
of another, (b) to identify another person's
thoughts, intentions, motives, or social be-
havior, or (c) to infer another's feelings, re-
actions, or concerns. Although we shall use
these distinctions, it should be clear that the
constructs are interrelated and surely tap
overlapping processes. Kurdek (1978b)
stated, on reviewing the literature relat-
ing different measures of perspective-tak-

ing, that "perspective-taking is best con-
ceived of as a multi-dimensional social-
cognitive skill" (p. 6).

There is some presumption (Flavell, 1963)
that perceptual perspective-taking is a pre-
cursor to the development of the capacity for
social and affective perspective-taking. Al-
though the social and affective domains bear
the most obvious conceptual relation to pro-
social behavior, all three domains are con-
sidered because of their interrelatedness. It
is beyond the scope of this article to do an
extensive review of the construct of role-tak-
ing; the aforementioned reviews by Ford
(1979) and by Kurdek (1978b) do an ex-
cellent job of discussing the various aspects
and components of the construct.

We examine separately the relations be-
tween moral judgment and altruism and be-
tween empathy and altruism. It seems that
these are special cases of perspective-taking,
built on but involving more than perceptual,
social, and affective perspective-taking.

Moral judgment is presumed to be related
to social perspective-taking in that it involves
taking into account the viewpoint of others
as one arrives at moral decisions (Mussen
& Eisenberg-Berg, 1977). As the child be-
comes progressively better able to recognize
the consequences of his or her actions for
others (social perspective-taking), the child's
judgments about those actions are assumed
to change (Kohlberg, 1971). So, clearly, the
development of moral judgment is based on
the development of perspective-taking abil-
ity; furthermore, these are not identical con-
structs. Ability to take the role of another
would seem to be a necessary but not suf-
ficient condition for higher order moral judg-
ments. It is not sufficient, in that people may
be well aware of the consequences of their
actions on others but may not base their
judgments on that information. There seems
to be good reason to examine moral judg-
ment as a separate category of perspective-
taking.

Empathy holds a similar status in that it
involves social and affective role-taking—
being able to predict, describe, or infer the
reactions of another—as necessary but not
sufficient conditions. For by empathy we
mean not only knowing the reactions of an-
other but also vicariously experiencing those
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reactions. The distinction has to do with
some demonstration of shared affect in ad-
dition to the ability to recognize the affective
state of another.

Supporting our treatment of moral judg-
ment and empathy as special instances of
perspective-taking is the fact that they have
been treated as such in the literature; many
studies have focused on them without in-
cluding other measures of perspective-tak-
ing. Therefore, there is a value in making
an estimation of the overall relation between
altruism and these conceptual categories.
Moreover, reviews of the literature (e.g.,
Kurdek, 1978a) have found significant but
not large relations between these dimensions
and other measures of perspective-taking.

Hoffman (1975, 1979) attempted a syn-
thesis of affective, perceptual, and social
aspects of role-taking in relation to altruistic
behavior. In Hoffman's model the develop-
ment of empathic feelings is the outgrowth
of inborn or early acquired "empathic dis-
tress" in reaction to the distress of another.
The infant initially is unable to distinguish
between another's distress and his or her
own. As the child becomes more cognitively
complex, achieving object permanence and
becoming better able to distinguish between
self and other, "the affective portion of the
child's global empathic distress . . . is ex-
tended to the separate self and other that
emerge" (1975, p. 615). Later, the child's
increasing cognitive role-taking ability leads
to awareness that others have internal emo-
tional states similar to those experienced by
the observer, and this awareness leads to a
desire to alleviate the other's distress. Fi-
nally, Hoffman contends that with advanc-
ing role-taking ability, the child becomes
able to understand the plight of a people or
a class of people, thus providing the requi-
sites for a generalized empathic distress.

It is easy to see why these measures of
perspective-taking (except perhaps for the
perceptual domain) should be related to al-
truistic action. An awareness of another's
thoughts and motives (social perspective-
taking) should heighten one's perception of
the other's needs, which may be a necessary
precursor to action designed to alleviate
those needs. Similarly, an awareness of an-
other's unpleasant affective state (affective

perspective-taking), and especially an actual
sharing of that state (empathic distress),
may act as a motive to relieve that other
person's distress. Krebs and Russell (in
press) suggest two ways in which awareness
derived through perspective-taking might
lead to altruism. First, such awareness "may
produce a state of cognitive disequilibrium,
which may be resolved by helping another"
(p. 20). This disequilibrium might be pro-
duced through disturbance of a cherished
view that the world is basically fair and just
(cf. Lerner, 1977). Second, "a sense of moral
responsibility" (p. 20) may be stimulated by
awareness of another's needs. This second
proposed mechanism makes it clear why
moral reasoning should be related to altru-
ism. The person with more advanced moral
reasoning should be especially likely to rec-
ognize personal moral responsibility for
tending to the needs of others and, thus, to
have a stronger motivation for altruistic ac-
tion.

Despite ample conceptual basis for ex-
pecting a relation between role-taking and
prosocial behavior, most authors of reviews
of this area (Krebs & Russell, in press; Kur-
dek, 1978b; Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg,
1977) have contended that the results on this
issue are inconclusive. We believe these re-
views may have arrived at erroneous conclu-
sions. A central goal of this article is to reex-
amine this question through the use of
different analytic procedures.

There are several reasons for this incon-
clusiveness. One might be that the data truly
are ambiguous, but there are other possible
reasons as well. The data are often reported
in ways that are not directly comparable
across studies. For example, some studies
report the usual Pearson product-moment
correlations between altruism and potential
developmental mechanisms; others report
only partial correlations controlling for age.
Both are legitimate ways of reporting the
data (we think that both should always be
reported), but they are clearly not directly
comparable. A study that finds a nonsignif-
icant partial correlation has not necessarily
failed to replicate a study that found a sig-
nificant zero-order correlation. Failure to
distinguish between the different ways in
which relations are reported may very well
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lead to a different conclusion from that
reached by examining only directly compa-
rable reports.

Another possible reason for inconsistency
has to do with the traditional literature re-
view. Reviewers may note several studies in
which significant results were obtained, con-
trast them with several other studies that
failed to find significance, and conclude that
the data are impossibly contradictory. In
fact, there is no reason to believe that every
test for a relation, even a relation that truly
exists in the population, will lead to signif-
icant findings. The entire concept of statis-
tical significance is based on the existence
of sampling variation, and this variation
should be expected to result in occasional
nonsignificant findings. Even two studies
that find correlations of precisely the same
magnitude may reach different conclusions
about statistical significance owing to dif-
ferences in sample sizes. Thus, the existence
of occasional nonsignificant findings should
not dismay the reviewer; such a pattern
merely accentuates the need for some method
of combining the results of different studies
to arrive at a sound conclusion.

Glass (1976) used the term meta-analysis
to refer to any statistical procedure for com-
bining the results of independent studies.
Fortunately, there are many such proce-
dures, reviewed excellently by Rosenthal
(1978). These procedures consist of different
ways of arriving at an overall probability
level to measure the confidence with which
a null hypothesis can be rejected following
several independent tests of the hypothesis.
Cooper and Rosenthal (1980) demonstrated
that the conclusions reached by the tradi-
tional procedures of literature review may
differ from the conclusions indicated by
meta-analytic statistical procedures, pre-
sumably because of the imprecision and lack
of standardization that are characteristic of
traditional literature reviews. This would
seem to argue strongly for the use of meta-
analytic procedures, and we use such pro-
cedures in our literature review.

Perhaps the simplest meta-analytic pro-
cedure, and one that has been used in a re-
view of gender differences in conformity
(Cooper, 1979), is the Stouffer method

(Mosteller & Bush, 1954; Rosenthal, 1978;
Stouffer, Suchman, DeVinney, Star, & Wil-
liams, 1949). This method takes advantage
of the fact that the sum of independent stan-
dard normal deviates (Z scores) is itself a
normal deviate, with variance equal ;to the
sum of the variances of the standard normal
deviates. Because each standard normal de-
viate has a variance of one, however, the sum
of the variances is simply the number of
standard normal deviates being summed.
Thus, a new standard normal deviate can be
constructed by summing standard normal
deviates and dividing this sum by the square
root of the number of standard normal de-
viates being added (which is the standard
deviation of the sum). That is,

Z[ + Z2 + • • • + Z,,

where Zma is the standard normal deviate for
the meta-analysis; Z1( Z2, . . . , Z,, are the
standard normal deviates from the indepen-
dent studies; and n is simply the number of
independent studies whose results are being
combined. The level of significance of Zma
can then be obtained from a table of stan-
dard normal probabilities.

All that is required to apply the Stouffer
method is a probability for each study in-
sofar as the probability can be converted
directly to a standard normal deviate. Where
the data are reported in the form of corre-
lation coefficients, as is typically the case for
studies of altruism and perspective-taking,
it is quite simple to convert the correlations
to standard normal deviates using the r-to-
Z transformation, and this is the procedure
we follow in our review. It is frequently im-
possible to summarize the findings of a study
by a single correlation coefficient, either be-
cause of the use of multiple measures or be-
cause the data are reported separately for
different subsamples (e.g., men separately
from women). When this is the case, we
compute standard normal deviates for each
correlation coefficient and use their mean as
the standard normal deviate for that study.

In addition to reaching conclusions about
whether a population correlation can be as-
sumed to be different from zero, a review
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should also estimate the true magnitude of
the relationship. Because most of the data
we review are reported in correlation coef-
ficients, we report a mean correlation coef-
ficient as an estimate of magnitude of rela-
tionship. When the data from a study are
not reported by a single correlation, we use
the mean of all correlations reported as the
correlation for that study, to be averaged
with the correlations from the other studies.

Of course, published studies may not be
a completely safe basis for inferences about
a possible relation, The problem, called the
"file-drawer problem" by Rosenthal (1979),
is that studies that fail to produce significant
results may never be published, so that pub-
lished studies may represent only those stud-
ies with the largest estimates of population
parameters. Selecting only the largest esti-
mates for publication results in an overes-
timation of the population parameters. In
the extreme case, where there is no relation-
ship in the population, it is conceivable that
we could conclude that a relationship existed
because of publication of a chance finding
followed by editorial reluctance to publish
results that either failed to replicate this ini-
tial report (i.e., were nonsignificant) or ac-
tually contradicted it (i.e., were significant
in the opposite direction).

There is no easy solution to this problem,
although simply recognizing its existence
may be helpful. One step that can be taken
to estimate the possible magnitude of the
file-drawer problem with regard to signifi-
cance of results is to calculate a "fail-safe
number" (Cooper, 1979), which is the num-
ber of studies with null results that would
be required to elevate an overall probability
above the .05 (or any other desired) level.
For the Stouffer method,

za
1.645

-N

gives the number Nh of additional studies
with a total Z score of zero, which would be
required to elevate the probability for the
meta-analysis above .05. We also report this
fail-safe number as we review the available
literature.

To summarize, then, we report the stan-

dard normal deviate (and its associated
probability) for a meta-analysis by the
Stouffer method, the mean correlation coef-
ficient, and the fail-safe number for each
subarea to be reviewed. Although we include
doctoral dissertations in our tabular presen-
tations of studies, we do not include them
in our calculations of the statistics listed
above, due to the limited availability of in-
formation about them. The inclusion of data
from doctoral dissertations would not change
the conclusions reached by the meta-analysis
in any of the areas reviewed.

Although the partial correlations often
reported in this area are not directly com-
parable to zero-order correlations, they may
be very useful in assessing the possibility that
the proposed mediating variables have a
causal influence on, and account for the age-
related increase in, altruism. If partial cor-
relations between perspective-taking and al-
truism controlling for age are reliably greater
than zero, then it is impossible that the zero-
order relationship between perspective-tak-
ing and altruism is just an artifact of age-
related increases in both variables. Such a
finding would not establish the direction of
a causal relationship or even that a causal
relationship exists insofar as the two vari-
ables could still be artifactually related be-
cause of some factor other than age. It would
merely rule out one possible artifactual basis
for the relationship. We consider this ques-
tion sufficiently important that we perform
a meta-analysis on these partial correlations
also.

Nevertheless, these partials controlling for
age are not the only partial correlations of
interest. Partial correlations between age
and altruism controlling for perspective-tak-
ing may also be informative. If such partial
correlations are not reliably different from
zero, then perspective-taking could conceiv-
ably (although not necessarily) be the sole
factor involved in producing age-related in-
creases in altruism. If these partial corre-
lations are reliably greater than zero, on the
other hand, then perspective-taking could
not possibly be the sole factor responsible for
altruism increasing with increasing age;
some other factor, either instead of or in
addition to perspective-taking, would have
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to be producing such increases. In the hope
of clarifying this issue, we perform a meta-
analysis on partial correlations between age
and altruism controlling for perspective-
taking.

Despite the fact that most studies do not
provide all of this information, it is still pos-
sible to perform reasonable meta-analyses
of the sort described above. This is due to
the fact that information provided in the
article usually allows the computation of any
zero-order or partial correlations that are not
reported directly. We follow the procedure
of computing needed correlations from in-
formation in the article whenever possible.
We should also note that some studies use
only one age group. This accomplishes meth-
odologically what partial correlations do sta-
tistically; that is, the zero-order correlations
in such studies are really analogous to partial
correlations controlling for age. Neverthe-
less, we consider such correlations as zero-
order rather than partial correlations be-
cause this is a more conservative procedure.
The only exception to this would be when
a study includes subjects of different ages
but reports correlations only within each age
group (e.g., lannotti, Note 3). In this case,
we consider each within-age correlation to
be an independent estimate of the partial
correlation controlling for age, and we use
the mean of the within-age correlations as
the partial correlation controlling for age.
Computation of the zero-order correlation,
with age free to vary, will then proceed by
substituting this mean value in the formula
for computing a partial correlation.

The studies on which we focus in the meta-
analysis are the correlational studies, by far
the most common format. Nevertheless, we
supplement our discussion where possible
with consideration of studies that have ex-
perimentally manipulated the predictor vari-
ables. These studies are not included in the
meta-analysis because of their lack of direct
comparability to the correlational studies,
including the difficulty presented by the in-
teractive nature of the usual results of such
studies.

Review of Empirical Studies
In reviewing the literature we continue to

make the same distinctions among compo-

nent areas of perspective-taking as we have
made previously. Thus, we consider the more
purely cognitive measures of perceptual and
social perspective-taking and moral reason-
ing first and only then take up the cognitive/
affective mixture involved in affective per-
spective-taking and empathy.

Perceptual Perspective-Taking

Underwood, Framing, and Guarijuata
(Note 4) investigated the relationship be-
tween perspective-taking and altruism using
Piaget's three-mountain task as their mea-
sure of perspective-taking. Their elemen-
tary school subjects were given 25 pennies
for helping the experimenters and had a sub-
sequent opportunity to donate anonymously
some of their pennies to peers who would be
unable to earn pennies. There was a signif-
icant correlation between perspective-taking
and generosity as well as significant corre-
lations between grade level and both per-
spective-taking and generosity. The partial
correlation of perspective-taking and gene-
rosity with grade partialed out was nonsig-
nificant as was the partial correlation be-
tween grade level and generosity with
perspective-taking partialed out.

Most of the results of the other studies of
perceptual perspective-taking and altruism
are consistent with this pattern of findings
(see Table 1). Rushton and Wiener (1975),
for example, found significant correlations
between a measure of perceptual perspec-
tive-taking and generosity, both toward a
friend and toward a charity. When age and
IQ were partialed out, the correlations were
no longer significant, whereas the correla-
tions between age and generosity with the
effect of perspective-taking partialed out
were still significant.

Buckley, Siegel, and Ness (1979) related
a measure of visual perspective-taking to a
composite measure of altruism in children
from 3 to 8 years old. The composite mea-
sure of altruism was apparently formed by
coding children as altruistic if they per-
formed either of two altruistic actions to-
ward another child (helping to clean up a
mess or sharing a cookie) and as nonaltruis-
tic if they performed neither. The correlation
between perspective-taking and altruism was



Table 1
Studies of Perceptual Perspective-Taking and Altruism

Zero-order correlations

Study

Buckley, Siegel, &
Ness (1979)"

Leckie(1975)b

Rushton & Wiener
(1975)c

Underwood, Froming,

Age of
subjects

3-8 yrs.

3-8 yrs.

7 & 11 yrs.

1st- 5th grades

Measure of altruism

Composite: helping peer or
sharing cookie with peer

Retrieving dropped papers;
donating to fund

Generosity to friend (f)
Generosity to charity (c)

Generosity to peers

Altruism with
perspective-taking

r = .43, 2 = 2.84

ns

r, = .50, z = 4.14
rc = .43, z = 3.47

r = .25, z = 2.63

Age with
perspective-

taking

r= .65

r= .65

r = .50

Age with
altruism

ns

r, = .68
rc = .47

r = .25

Partial correlations

Altruism with
perspective-taking
controlling for age

r = .46, z = 3.02

r, = .10, z = .75
rc = .19, z = 1.44

r = .15, z = 1.58

Altruism with age
controlling for

perspective-taking

NR

r{ = .54, z = 4.52
rc = .28, z = 2.16

r = .15,z = 1.58

P
E

R
S

P
E

C
T

I

<:
td
H

5
0

•jf
& Guarijuata (Note
4)

Zahn-Waxler, Radke- 3-6 yrs.
Yarrow, & Brady-
Smith (1977)d

Helping (h), sharing with
(s), and comforting (c)
an adult

NR ns, except
rc = -.26

NR NR

Note. NR = not reported.
a A nonsignificant correlation between age and altruism was inferred from the nonsignificant chi-square.
b Information obtained from Kurdek (1978b). Dissertations were not included in our calculations due to the difficulties involved in readers obtaining detailed information
about methods and results.
c We are grateful to J. Phillipe Rushton for providing the matrix of zero-order correlations.
d All nonsignificant and unreported correlations were assumed to be zero for our calculations.
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significant, but there was no significant re-
lationship between age and altruism. As a
consequence, the partial correlation between
altruism and perspective-taking—control-
ling for age—was also significant.

Although such significant findings have
been obtained frequently, there has been at
least one failure to replicate. Zahn-Waxier,
Radke-Yarrow, and Brady-Smith (1977)
failed to find a significant relation between
a composite perceptual perspective-taking
score and measures of helpfulness, generos-
ity, and comforting.

Having reviewed these four studies (sum-
marized in Table 1), what conclusions can
we draw? We would be justified in conclud-
ing that there is a positive relation between
perceptual perspective-taking and altruism
in the population (Zma = 4.63, p < .000005,
by the Stouffer method). The mean corre-
lation coefficient was .28, and the fail-safe
number was 28. This conclusion must be lim-
ited to the childhood years, however, because
none of these studies used subjects beyond
elementary school age. The conclusion is fur-
ther limited to helpfulness, comforting, and
generosity insofar as these are the only mea-
sures of altruism that have produced signif-
icant results. It may even be limited to gen-
erosity alone because Buckley et al. (1979)
used helpfulness only in a composite mea-
sure, Zahn-Waxler et al. (1977) found no
significant relationship to separate measures
of helpfulness and comforting, and the other
studies did not use either measure. There
have been no studies to examine a possible
relation between perceptual perspective-tak-
ing and bystander intervention. There are
clear contributions to be made in this area
by exploring the limits of this relationship
in terms of both the applicable age range
and the types of altruistic behavior that may
exhibit the relation.

Conclusions about the possibility of causal
relations among age, altruism, and percep-
tual perspective-taking are not possible given
the pattern of partial correlations. Applying
methods for obtaining overall probabilities
from a series of studies leads to the conclu-
sion that there are reliable positive partial
correlations between altruism and perspec-
tive-taking controlling for age (Zma = 2.84,
p = .005, by the Stouffer method) and be-

tween altruism and age controlling for per-
spective-taking (Zma = 2.46, p = .01). The
mean partial correlation between altruism
and perspective-taking was .19, with a fail-
safe number of 8, whereas the mean partial
correlation between altruism and age was
.14, with a fail-safe number of 5. This would
indicate that the relationship between per-
ceptual perspective-taking and altruism is
not merely an artifact of age-related changes
in both variables but that the magnitude of
this relationship is not sufficient by itself to
account for all of the age-related increases
in altruism. Thus, the one firm conclusion
that we can justify is that there must be some
other causal factor, either instead of or in
addition to perceptual perspective-taking,
that is at least partially responsible for de-
velopmental changes in altruism.

Social Perspective- Taking

We now turn to research examining the
relation of social perspective-taking to altru-
ism. There are many possible measures of
social perspective-taking, from the ability to
predict and understand other people's
thoughts and actions to the ability to com-
municate with another person in a nonego-
centric fashion. We consider a perspective-
taking measure to fit into the social per-
spective-taking category if it involves any
implicit or explicit social exchange, except
for the affective perspective-taking measures
that are considered later. An early study
(Rubin & Schneider, 1973) related a mea-
sure of communicative egocentrism to two
measures of altruism—sharing candy with
less fortunate peers and helping a younger
child to complete a task—among 7-year-
olds. There were significant correlations be-
tween perspective-taking and both sharing
and helpfulness. The use of children of a
single age makes these zero-order correla-
tions analogous to partial correlations con-
trolling for age. In addition, however, Rubin
and Schneider obtained a measure of mental
age, and the partialing out of this score pro-
duced significant partial correlations be-
tween perspective-taking and both sharing
and helpfulness.

Krebs and Sturrup (Note 5) had observers
rate elementary school children's behavior
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in the classroom and on the playground over
a period of several weeks. They derived a
composite measure of altruism from these
ratings and obtained teacher ratings of the
children's altruism as well. Both of these
measures were significantly related to two
measures of social perspective-taking.

lannotti (Note 6) described a study of
elementary school children in which there
was a significant relation between generosity
toward a needy peer and a composite social
perspective-taking measure taken at two dif-
ferent testing sessions. Even after the influ-
ence of age was partialed out, these relations
remained significant, whereas controlling
statistically for the influence of either per-
spective-taking score reduced to nonsignif-
icance the correlation between age and ge-
nerosity.

lannotti (Note 3) also reported follow-up
data on some of the same children in his
earlier study (Note 6) 1 year later. The data
were reported in a slightly different form in
the follow-up, with correlations between so-
cial perspective-taking and altruism com-
puted only within the two age groups (7
years and 10 years), which makes them anal-
ogous to partial correlations controlling for
age. This correlation was nearly significant
for the 7-year-olds but virtually zero for the
10-year-olds. Using the procedures we de-
scribed earlier to generate an estimated zero-
order correlation from such data, we found
a significant relationship between perspec-
tive-taking and altruism when age was left
uncontrolled, and the partial correlation be-
tween age and altruism controlling for per-
spective-taking was near significance.

Olejnik (Note 7) reported significant par-
tial correlations, controlling for age, between
a composite social perspective-taking mea-
sure and generosity both toward a friend and
toward a stranger. It is possible to compute
the partial correlation, controlling for per-
spective-taking, between age and generosity
toward a friend from the information pro-
vided, but the partial is not significant. The
study by Rushton and Wiener (1975), which
was discussed earlier, included two measures
of social perspective-taking. Although all
four correlations between generosity and
perspective-taking measures were positive,
only one was statistically significant. None

of the partial correlations between perspec-
tive-taking and generosity, controlling for
age, were significant, but all four partial cor-
relations between age and generosity mea-
sures, controlling for perspective-taking, were
significantly positive. In addition, several re-
searchers have reported studies that found
no significant zero-order correlations be-
tween measures of altruism and perspective-
taking (Barrett & Yarrow, 1977; Emler &
Rushton, 1974; Kurdek, 1978a; Zahn-Wax-
ier et al., 1977).

lannotti's (Note 6) study involved not only
measures of social perspective-taking but
also experimental procedures to train 6- and
9-year-old children in perspective-taking.
The children were read a series of stories,
and children in a control condition were
asked questions about the stories' content.
Children in a perspective-taking condition,
however, were asked to imagine themselves
in the position of a particular character in
the story and were asked questions about
that character's reactions. Children in a per-
spective-switching condition were asked to
imagine the point of view of more than one
character in the story (on consecutive read-
ings, not simultaneously) and were asked
questions about the different characters' re-
actions. The perspective-taking training con-
ditions influenced both social perspective-
taking and altruism measures. Both the per-
spective-taking and perspective-switching
training conditions produced higher social
perspective-taking scores than did the con-
trol condition, but there was no significant,
difference between the two training condi-
tions. For the 6-year-olds, there was signif-
icantly more sharing in the perspective-
switching than in the perspective-taking con-
dition and significantly more sharing in the
perspective-taking condition than in the con-
trol condition. There was no significant ef-
fect of the training condition on sharing
among the 9-year-olds.

These findings are consistent with the idea
that a relationship between perspective-tak-
ing and altruism develops only after the chil-
dren are old enough to have achieved a min-
imal facility at perspective-taking. The
training conditions increased perspective-
taking scores at both ages, but these con-
ditions increased sharing only among the
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younger children, who were perhaps still suf-
ficiently poor at perspective-taking that an
increase in it could be expected to produce
an increase in sharing. The older children,
perhaps sufficiently capable at perspective-
taking to have derived already its beneficial
effect on altruism, increased still further at
perspective-taking as a result of the training
but showed no concomitant increase in shar-
ing. One possible problem for this explana-
tion of the findings is that if training in
perspective-taking leads to increased per-
spective-taking ability, which leads to
increased sharing for the younger children,
we should expect to find a positive correla-
tion between perspective-taking and sharing
in this age group. lannotti (Note 3) reported
this correlation to be nonsignificant, but it
was computed with the three conditions
combined. It could be that such a correlation
existed for the younger children in the ex-
perimental conditions but that the absence
of a relation in the control condition diluted
this positive relation to such an extent that
it could not be detected. Alternatively, it
could be that perspective-taking is not caus-
ally related to altruism, although this expla-
nation would make it difficult to understand
why the training conditions would produce
increased sharing in the younger children.
Although these results must be considered
inconclusive, they do suggest obvious possi-
bilities for causal influence that should be
investigated further.

In evaluating the overall significance of
the pattern of results across these 10 studies
(see Table 2), we find that there is a reliable
positive relation between social perspec-
tive-taking and altruism (Z = 7.64, p <
.000000001, by the Stouffer method). The
mean correlation was .28, and the fail-safe
number was 206. Although most of the stud-
ies that produced significant results have
used generosity as the measure of altruism,
there have also been significant results using
a composite derived from naturalistic obser-
vation (Krebs & Sturrup, Note 5), teacher
ratings (Krebs & Sturrup, Note 5), and a
measure of helpfulness (Rubin & Schneider,
1973). Thus, it may be that our conclusion
regarding altruism and social perspective-
taking is somewhat more general than was
the case for perceptual perspective-taking,

although none of the studies used a measure
of bystander intervention in a potential
emergency. As with perceptual perspective-
taking, there are no studies with adolescent
or adult subjects, so we must limit our con-
clusions to children. It may be that these
conclusions do not even apply to extremely
young children insofar as the study with the
youngest subjects (Zahn-Waxler et al., 1977)
was among those that failed to obtain sig-
nificant results. This would also seem to be
consistent with the results obtained by lan-
notti (1978, Note 6) because the correlation
between perspective-taking and generosity
was not significant for his youngest subjects.
Again, a more systematic exploration of the
limiting age ranges for the relation would
represent a major contribution to this body
of research. Examination of a possible re-
lation in adolescence and adulthood is prob-
ably more feasible for social perspective-tak-
ing, for which there may be substantial
variation even among adults, than for per-
ceptual perspective-taking.

The conclusion for the partial correlations
is about the same as for perceptual perspec-
tive-taking, namely, there seems to be a re-
liable positive partial correlation between
social perspective-taking and altruism, con-
trolling for age (Zma = 5.97, p < .0000005),
and between age and altruism, controlling
for perspective-taking (Z = 3.31,/> = .0009).
The mean partial correlation between per-
spective-taking and altruism was .19, and
the fail-safe number was 69. The mean par-
tial correlation between age and altruism
was .15, and the fail-safe number was 22.
The fact that the fail-safe numbers are much
higher for social perspective-taking than for
perceptual perspective-taking, despite the
striking similarity in average correlation
coefficients, is due to there being more stud-
ies in the social perspective-taking literature
that require a larger number of null results
to overcome their influence. These conclu-
sions leave the causal picture clouded, but
there is a suggestion that social perspective-
taking may be a causal factor in children's
altruism. This suggestion comes from lan-
notti's (1978, Note 6) finding that training
in social perspective-taking produces an in-
crease in generosity among younger chil-
dren. The significant partial correlations be-
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tween age and altruism, however, mean that
other causal factors would also have to be
involved to account for all of the develop-
mental increases in altruism.

Moral Reasoning

The other major cognitive-developmental
variable that has been suspected to be re-
sponsible for age-related increases in altru-
ism is moral reasoning. Most of the measures
of moral reasoning that have been used in
this area of research have evolved from the
conceptual and empirical work of Jean Pia-
get (1932) or of Lawrence Kohlberg (1971).
Recently, however, several authors have
used measures of moral reasoning that are
specifically tailored to prosocial behavior
(Damon, 1977; Eisenberg-Berg & Hand,
1979). Table 3 lists the studies in this area,
including the type of moral-reasoning mea-
sure that was used. The earliest of studies
(Ugurel-Semin, 1952) reported that moral
reasoning was related to prosocial behavior;
the measure of moral reasoning, however,
was idiosyncratic, and the relationship was
not tested for statistical significance.

Emler and Rushton (1974) found one of
the two measures of Piagetian distributive
justice to be correlated significantly with
charitability, and this relationship remained
significant even after the effect of age was
partialed out. Partial correlations between
age and altruism with the effect of moral
reasoning controlled were nonsignificantly
positive. Olejnik (Note 7) found that Piage-
tian intentionality was significantly related
to generosity both toward a friend and to-
ward a stranger. Controlling for the influ-
ence of age produced a significant partial
correlation between intentionality and ge-
nerosity toward a friend and a nearly sig-
nificant partial correlation between inten-
tionality and generosity toward a stranger.
Again, the partial correlations between age
and altruism, controlling for moral reason-
ing, were nonsignificantly positive. Rushton
(1975) also found a measure of Piagetian
moral reasoning to be related significantly
to two measures of generosity, with one of
those relations remaining significant and the
other nearly so even after the effect of age
was removed through partial correlations.

Dreman (1976) replicated the significant
relation between Piagetian intentionality
and generosity toward peers. Dreman found,
however, that this correlation became non-
significant when the influence of age was
partialed out. The partial correlation be-
tween age and generosity controlling for
moral reasoning was statistically significant.
The one exception to these significant find-
ings comes from a study by Grant, Weiner,
and Rushton (1976), who found no signifi-
cant relation between Piagetian intention-
ality or distributive justice and generosity to
a charity. They did find, however, significant
partial correlations between age and gene-
rosity controlling for moral reasoning.

There have also been numerous studies
relating Kohlberg's measures of moral rea-
soning to prosocial behavior. These studies
have provided very little information about
age relationships insofar as Kohlberg's mea-
sure is designed primarily for adolescents
and adults, groups in which there is often
little attention paid to age trends. Rubin and
Schneider (1973) did use an adaption of
Kohlberg's procedure with children, and
they found that it was significantly related
to both generosity and helpfulness in their
sample. Unfortunately, this sample com-
prised exclusively 7-year-olds, so it did not
yield information on age trends. This positive
relationship has been replicated frequently.
Harris, Mussen, and Rutherford (1976)
found that Kohlberg's moral maturity scores
were significantly related to a sociometric
measure of altruism in fifth-grade boys;
Krebs and Rosenwald (1977) found a sig-
nificant correlation between Kohlberg's stage
scores and helpfulness in adults; Staub-(1974)
reported significant relations between Kohl-
berg's stage scores and several measures of
helping in a minor emergency among college
students; and Schwartz, Feldman, Brown,
and Heingartner (1969) found Kohlberg's
stage scores to be related significantly to
helpfulness in college students. In addition,
Santrock (1975) found a significant rela-
tionship between Kohlberg's scores and ge-
nerosity to peers with fifth- and sixth-grade
boys but only for father-absent subjects.

There have also been several failures to
replicate the relation between Kohlberg's

(text continued on page 158)



Table 2
Studies of Social Perspective-Taking and Altruism

Zero-order correlations Partial correlations

Study

Barrett & Yarrow
(1977)a

Ernler & Rushton
(1974)b-c

lannotti (1978,
Note 6)

lannotti (Note 3)d

Krebs & Sturrup
(Note 5)c

Kurdek(1978a)

Leckie(1975)c

Olejnik (Note 7)f

Rubin & Schneider
(1973)8

Rushton & Wiener
(1975)b'c

Age of subjects Measure of altruism

5-8 yrs. Naturalistic observation

7-13 yrs. Generosity to charity

6 & 9 yrs. Generosity to peer

Age with Altruism with
Altruism with perspective- Age with perspective-taking

perspective-taking taking altruism controlling for age

/• = -.02, z =
(boys)

r = .06, z = .
(girls)

/•„ = .004, z =
rb = .09, z =

rpt, = .66, z =

= -.11 ; -= .16 r = .18 NR

35

= .03 r. = .35 ,. ra = -.08, z = -.60
.68 rb = .26 r rb = .04, z = .30

= 5.99 rpre = .84 _ ,a rfr, = .39, z = 3.08
r^, = .64, z = 5.72 Vsl = .77 ' '"" r^ = .37, z = 2.90

7 & 10 yrs. Generosity to peer

2nd & 3rd grades Composite derived from
naturalistic
observation (c) and
teacher rating (t)

lst-4th grades Teacher ratings

3-8 yrs. Retrieving dropped
papers; donating to
fund

Kindergarten Generosity to friend (f)
-3rd grade Generosity to stranger

(s)

7 yrs. Helpfulness to younger
child (h)

Generosity to peers (g)

7 & 1 1 yrs. Generosity to friend (f)

Generosity to charity
(c)

r = .56, z = 4.10 r = .79 r = .57 r7 = .41, z = 1.90

r,c = .47, z =
/•„, = .42, z =
rbc ~ -52, Z =

r* = .57, z =

ns

ns

f[ — .68, z —
rs = .25, z =

/•„ = .44, z =
/•g = .31, z =

r,f= .18, z =
rac = .33, z =
ra = .19, z =
/-be = .17, z =

r,0 = .01, z = .04

2.34 «5 «j NR
2.05
2.64
2.97

NR NR NR

10.39 r, = .24 r, = .66, z = 9.90
3.21 r rs = .07 r, = .24, z = 3.06

3.40 Only one age in Only one age in rh = .64, z = 5.41
2.31 sample sample re = .29, z = 2.14

L37 r = 34 r, = 68 r'r = ~-°7> z = ~'52

2.59 a 'J4 ff "6K rac = .21, z = 1.59
1.45 . /-bf = -.02, z = -.15
1.30 r" -JU r° Al r^ = .03, z = .22

Altruism with age
controlling for

perspective-taking

NR

ra = .22, z = 1.68
rb = .19, z = 1.44

rprc = .06, z = .45
r,™, = .18, z = 1.36

r = .25, z = 1.65

NR

NR

r, = -.06, z = -.75
rs = -.04, z = -.50

Only one age in
sample

r,f = .67, z = 6.07
rac = .40, z = 3.17
/V = .67, z = 6.07
/V = .45, z = 3.63
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Table 2 (continued]

Zero-order correlations

Study

Zahn-Waxler,
Radke- Yarrow,
& Brady-Smith
(1977)°

Altruism with
Age of subjects Measure of altruism perspective-taking

3-6 yrs. Helping (h), sharing ns
with (s), and
comforting (c) an
adult

Age with
perspective-

taking

NR

Age with
altruism

ns, except
rc = -.26

Partial correlations

Altruism with
perspective- taking
controlling for age

NR

Altruism with age
controlling for

perspective- taking

NR

Note. NR = not reported.
a Correlation coefficients whose values are not listed were assumed to be zero for our calculations.
b We are grateful to J. Phillipe Rushton for providing the matrix of zero-order correlations from Rushton and Wiener (1975) and the raw data from Erriler and Rushton
(1974).
c There were two measures of perspective-taking (noted as a and b).
d Correlations between perspective-taking and altruism were reported separately for 7- and 10-year olds, which make them analogous to partial correlations controlling
for age. The estimate of the zero-order correlation between perspective-taking and altruism was obtained by assuming that the partial correlation controlling for age was
.21, the mean of the two separate correlations reported.
e Information obtained from Kurdek (1978b). Dissertations were not included in our calculations due to the difficulties involved in readers obtaining detailed information
about methods and results.
' Correlations of grade with perspective-taking and altruism were computed from a tabular listing of dependent variable means and standard deviations for each grade.
s The partial correlations control for mental age rather than for chronological age.
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Table 3
Studies of Moral Reasoning and Altruism

Study

Andreason (1977)'

Damon (1977)"

Dreman (1976)

Eisenberg-Berg
(1979)

Eisenberg-Berg
& Hand (1979)c

Emler & Rushton
(1974)"

Fay (1971)"

Grant, Weiner, &
Rushton (1 976)

Harris, Mussen, &
Rutherford
(1976)=

Type of moral
Age of subjects reasoning

College students Rest's Defining Issues
Test

4, 6, 8, & 10 Stage score based on
yrs. prosocia! moral

reasoning

1st, 4th, & 7th Piagetian
grades intentionality

9th- 1 2th grades Stage score based on
prosocial moral
reasoning

48-63 mos. Components of
prosocial moral
reasoning,
including:
Hedonistic
reasoning (a) and
needs-oriented
reasoning (b)

7-13 yrs. Piagetian distributive
justice (two
measures, a and b)

6 & 8 yrs. Cognitive moral
judgment

8-11 yrs. Kohlberg's principled
morality (a),
Piagetian
intentionality (b),
Piagetian
distributive justice
(c)

5th grade Kohlbergian moral
reasoning

Measure of altruism

Helping
experimenter

Amount of candy
assigned to others
and to self

Generosity to peer

Helping
experimenter

Naturalistic
observation of
sharing (s)
and helping/
comforting (h)

Generosity to charity

Generosity

Generosity to charity

Sotiometric
nominations,
altruism factor

Zero-order correlations Partial correlations

Age with Altruism with moral Altruism with age
Altruism with moral moral Age with reasoning controlling controlling for

reasoning reasoning altruism for age moral reasoning

Significant

Significant, p < .001 NR NR NR NR
(r a .25, z :> 3.04)

r=.46, z = 6.61 r = .66 r = .62 r = .09, z = 1.19 r = .48, z = 6.94

NR NR NR r = .57, z = 3.61 NR
(boys)

r =.20, z = 1.18
(girls)

A,, = -39, z = 2.33 Pa = -.32 p, = .36 NR NR
plh = -.15, z = .85

p^ = .46, z = 2.8! f*> = -21 *>* = -26

PH, = -.09, z = -.51

r, = .17, z = 1.30 r, = .25 . r, = .12, 2 = .91 ;•„ = .18, z = 1.35
rb = .32, z = 2.51 /-„ = .30 r '" rb = .28, z = 2.16 /•„ = .13, z = .98

Significant for boys (8
yrs.), not for others

r, = -.28, z = -1.22 /•„ = -.07 r, = -.30, z = -1.28 r, = .64, z = 3.22
rk = -.06, z = -.25 rb = .04 r = .63 rb = -.1 1, z = -.45 rb = .63, z = 3.14
rc = .15, z = .64 rc = -.01 rc = .20, z = .84 re = .64, z = 3.22

r = .41, z = 2.39 Only one grade Only one grade Only one grade in Only one grade in
in sample in sample sample sample
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Table 3 (continued)

Study

Krebs & Rosenwald
(1977)

Lazarowitz,
Stephan, &
Friedman (1976)f

McNamee (1972)'

Olejnik (Note 7)E

Rosenn(1977)°

Rubin & Schneider
(1973)h

Rushton (I975)1

Santrock (1975)

Age of subjects

Adults

College students

College students

Kindergarten -
3rd grade

2nd grade

7 yrs.

7-11 yrs.

5th & 6th
grades

Type of moral
reasoning

Kohlberg's stage
score

Kohlberg's moral
maturity score

Kohlberg's stage
score

Piagetian
intentionality

Stage score based on
prosocial moral
reasoning;
relativistic
reasoning;
heteronomous
respect for
authority

Adaptation of
Kohlberg's
procedure

Piagetian moral
reasoning

Kohlbergian moral
reasoning

Measure of altruism

Helpfulness to
experimenter

Difference between
points assigned to
partner and to self

Defying authority of
experimenter to
help person in
need

Generosity to friend
(0

Generosity to
stranger (s)

Number of tokens
assigned to other
and to self for
joint performance

Helpfulness to
younger child (h),
generosity to peers
(g)

Generosity to
charity, both
immediate (i) and
delayed (d)

Generosity to peers

Zero-order correlations Partial correlations

Age with Altruism with moral Altruism with age
Altruism with moral moral Age with reasoning controlling controlling for

reasoning reasoning altruism for age moral reasoning

r = .49, z = 2.59 NR NR NR NR

ns NR NR NR NR

Significant

r, = .48, z = 6.55 r, = .24 r, = .43, z = 5.75 r, = .07, z = .87
/•s = .17, z = 2.16 r - .38 rs = .07 r, = .15, z = 1.89 r, = .006, z = .07

All three significant

rh = .40, z = 3.06 Only one age Only one age rh = .51, z = 4.02 Only one age in
rs = .31, z = 2.31 in study in study rg - .26, z = 1.90 study

rt = .26, z = 2.83 Significant Significant r, = .19, 2 = 2.03 NR
ra = .28, z = 3.06 rd = .15, z = 1.60

r = .30, z = 2.33 NR NR NR NR
(father-absent boys)
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s

Schwartz, Feldman, College students Kohlberg's stage
Brown & score (Stages 5 &
Heingartner 6 vs. other stages)
(1969)

Helpfulness to peer

r = -.06, z = -.45
(father-present boys)

p = .03 (Fisher's exact
test), r = .39, z
= 1.8S

NR NR NR NR

(table continued)
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measures and prosocial behavior. Lazarow-
itz, Stephan, and Friedman (1976) failed to
find significant relations between Kohlberg's
moral maturity scores and generosity in col-
lege students. Grant et al. (1976), who re-
ported nonsignificant negative correlations
between Piagetian measures of moral rea-
soning and generosity in children, likewise
found a nonsignificant negative relation be-
tween generosity. and a measure of Kohl-
berg's principled morality. They did find,
however, a significant relation between age
and generosity, controlling for moral rea-
soning.

Since 1977, there have been several re-
ports of studies using measures of moral rea-
soning derived from specifically prosocial
moral dilemmas. Damon (1977) developed
a stage classification, somewhat similar to
Kohlberg's, that was based on reasoning
about situations in which self-interest was
pitted against the interests of others. He re-
ported a significant correlation between this
stage score and generosity to peers in a sam-
ple of 4-10-year-old children. Eisenberg-
Berg (1979) reported that a somewhat sim-
ilar stage score for prosocial moral reasoning
was positively related (as measured by par-
tial correlations) to helpfulness in adolescent
boys and girls, but the relation was statis-
tically significant only for boys. Eisenberg-
Berg and Hand (1979) eschewed the stage
approach and examined the relation between
several distinct dimensions of prosocial moral
reasoning and children's natural prosocial
behavior. They found that there was signif-
icant correlation between generosity and two
reasoning dimensions, but helpfulness was
not significantly related to any of the mea-
sures of prosocial moral reasoning.

Combining the results of all of these stud-
ies with moral reasoning (see Table 3), the
Stouffer procedure produced a Zma of 8.50,
p < 000000001, for the zero-order correla-
tions. The mean correlation coefficient was
.27, and the fail-safe number was 413. In
many ways the data for moral reasoning are
the most compelling we have seen, not for
magnitude of relationship but for generality
of that relationship. Studies in this area have
obtained significant results with subjects
ranging from nursery school children to col-
lege students and other adults. Significant
findings have been reported, using measures
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of generosity, helpfulness, bystander inter-
vention, sociometric nominations, and nat-
uralistically observed prosocial acts. Segre-
gating the studies by type of moral reasoning
measure (Piagetian, Kohlbergian, or proso-

' cial) produced virtually identical results for
the meta-analysis.

For the partial correlations between moral
reasoning and altruism controlling for age,
the Stouffer method yielded a Zroa of 5.30,
p = .0000001. The mean partial correlation
was .21, and the fail-safe number was 66.
For partial correlations between age and
altruism controlling for moral reasoning, the
Stouffer method resulted in a Zma of 5.88,
p < .00000001. The mean partial correlation
between age and altruism was .33, and the
fail-safe number was 48. The appropriate
conclusions for moral reasoning, then, would
seem to be that it is positively related to al-
truism, that the relationship is too strong to
be accounted for completely by their joint
relationship with age, and that the relation-
ship is too weak to account completely for
age-related increases in altruism.

Affective Perspective-Taking

There are at least two kinds of perspec-
tive-taking that we consider in this section.
One kind is essentially social perspective-
taking applied to affect; that is, it consists
of recognizing other people's affective re-
actions. The other kind of measure involves
going beyond simply recognizing another's
affective state and actually experiencing that
affect. We follow convention by referring to
this vicarious affective arousal as empathy
and by distinguishing it from affective rec-
ognition, which we label affective perspec-
tive-taking. Furthermore, we conduct sepa-
rate meta-analyses for these two categories
of reactions to others' affect, and we ex-
amine the literature on empathy separately
for different age groups because there is a
hint of an age trend in the published results.

The study by Buckley et al. (1979), which
was discussed previously, measured chil-
dren's choice of the appropriate affects for
the main characters in a series of brief sto-
ries. Children who were altruistic scored
higher on this measure of affective perspec-
tive-taking than did the nonaltruists. Eisen-

berg-Berg and Lennon (1980) also reported
a study of children's recognition of appro-
priate affects, and they related this measure
to several measures of natural prosocial be-
havior. Although the correlations were not
statistically significant in this study, a meta-
analysis of the two studies reveals a signif-
icant pattern (Zma = 2.25, p = .02). The fail-
safe number was only 2, however, and the
computation of the mean correlation was
complicated by the fact that Buckley et al.
analyzed their data by use of a statistic that
does not translate directly into a correlation
coefficient. Assuming that the correlation in
that study would have been the value re-
quired to produce the reported standard nor-
mal deviate, the mean correlation was com-
puted to be .25.

The picture is somewhat less encouraging
for studies that have attempted to relate a
truly affective empathic reaction to chil-
dren's altruism. Eisenberg-Berg and Lennon
(1980), for example, used the Feshbach and
Roe (1968) measure of affective empathy
in addition to their measure of perception
of affect, and they assessed empathy both
by the verbal statements typically used with
this measure and by a nonverbal response
(having children point to the one of a series
of facial drawings that described their cur-
rent feelings). These two measures of em-
pathy were significantly negatively related
to unsolicited altruistic action but nonsig-
nificantly positively related to solicited al-
truistic acts (see Table 4). lannotti's (1978,
Note 6) study of children's generosity in-
cluded a measure of empathy, somewhat
similar to the Feshbach and Roe measure,
in which children were scored as responding
empathically if their (nonverbally) self-re-
ported affect matched that indicated by the
expressive cues of characters in pictorially
illustrated stories. This empathy measure
was negatively correlated with both gene-
rosity and age. This negative correlation be-
tween age and empathy is quite unusual and
may serve as a warning that lannotti's sam-
ple is somehow an unrepresentative one.
Nonetheless, the relationships were similar
1 year later (lannotti, Note 3), and we have
computed the usual partial correlations from
the earlier data, finding a near-significant
negative correlation between empathy and
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Studies of Empathy and Altruism

Study

Buckley,
Siegel, &
Ness (1979)°

Coke, Batson,
& McDavis
(1978)"

Eisenberg-Berg
& Lennon
(1980)c

Eisenberg-Berg
& Mussen
(1978)

Fay (1971)"

Green (1975)"

lannotti (1978,
Note 6)

lannotti
(Note 3)=

Leckie (1975)"-=

Mehrabian &
Epstein
(1972)

Age of
subjects

3-8 yrs.

College
students

4 & 5 yrs.

9th- 12th
grades

6 & 8 yrs.

Kindergartners

6 & 9 yrs.

7 & 10 yrs.

3-8 yrs.

College
students

Measure of altruism

Composite: helping peer
or sharing cookie
with peer

Volunteering to help
peer

Unsolicited (u) and
solicited (s) altruism,
measures derived
from naturalistic
observation

Helping experimenter

Generosity

Helpfulness toward
experimenter (e),
helpfulness toward
peer

Generosity to peer

Generosity to peer

Retrieving dropped
papers; donating to a
fund

Helpfulness to peer

Zero-order correlations

Age with
Altruism with empathy empathy

z = 2.45 NR

r = .59, z = 3.23 NR

pm = -.29, z = -2.07 NR
pas = .11, z = .76
pbu = -.41, z = -3.02
pbs = .25, z = 1.77
pcu = .05, z = .35
PC. = .16, z = 1.12

r = .40, z = 2.40 r = .09
(boys) (boys)

r = -.02, z = -.12 r = .08
(girls) (girls)

ns

r, significant, girls only
(emotional
recognition)

r = -.45, z = -3.02 r = -.46

r = -.16, z = -1.04 as

ns

r = .31, z = 2.83 NR

ON
0

Partial correlations

Altruism with
Age with empathy controlling Altruism with age
altruism for age controlling for empathy

ns NR NR

NR NR NR »

f
C

NR NR NR . Z

CD

O
Oo

NR NR NR J2
O
CO
tn
50
H

O
O
w

r = .58 r = -.25, z = -1.87 r = .47, z = 3.52

r = .57 rj = .06, z = .26 NR
r,0 = -.44, z = -2.11

NR NR NR



Table 4 (continued)

Study

Miller
(Note 8)r

Peraino
(Note 1 1 Y

Sawin,
Underwood,
Weaver, &
Mostyn
(Note 9)h

Age of
subjects

4th grade

llth- 12th
grades

1st & 3rd
grades

Measure of altruism

Generosity to recipient
visibly (v, in
experimenter's
presence) or
nonvisibly (n,
anonymously)

Altruistic choice in
Prisoners' Dilemma
game with peer

Generosity to peers (g)
Teacher ratings (t)

z.ero-oraer correlations

Altruism with empathy

For girls,
rv = .35, z = 1.71
r, = .32, z= 1.57

For boys,
r, = .02, z = .12
/•„ = -.3, 2 = -1.80

ns

rn = .06, z = .68
fa = -.01, z = -.11
rbE = .12, z = 1.15
rb, = .07, z = .66

Age with
empathy

Only one grade
in sample

NR

r, = .23
rb = .06

Partial correlations

Altruism with
Age with empathy controlling
altruism for age

Only one grade Only one grade in
in sample sample

NR NR

r,t = .003, z = .03
rg = .25 ra = .03, z = .034
r, = -15 rbe = .11, z = 1.02

ru = .08, z = .74

Altruism with age
controlling for empathy

Only one grade in
sample

NR

ras = .24, z = 2.72
!•„ = -.15, z = -1.67
/•„, = .25, z = 2.37
rbt = -.15, z = -1.40

Note. NR = not reported.
" The relationship between empathy (emotional recognition) and altruism was analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U statistic.
b The correlation coefficient was computed for the combined experimental and control conditions, so it was not included in the meta-analysis.
c There were two measures of empathy, one verbal (a) and the other nonverbal (b), and one measure of affective perspective-taking (c).
d Dissertations were not included in our calculations due to the difficulties involved in readers obtaining detailed information about methods and results.
c Correlations between empathy and altruism were reported separately for 7- and 10-year olds, which make them analogous to partial correlations controlling for age. The estimate of the zero-
order correlation between empathy and altruism was obtained by assuming that the partial correlation controlling for age was —.19, the mean of the two separate correlations reported.
r Information obtained from Kurdek (1978b).
1 Correlations between empathy and altruism, both zero-order and partial, were assumed to be zero for our calculations.
h There were two measures of empathy (noted as a and b).
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generosity controlling for age and a signif-
icant positive correlation between age and
generosity controlling for empathy.

Other studies (Miller, Note 8; Sawin,
Underwood, Weaver, & Mostyn, Note 9)
have found nonsignificant relations between
measures of empathy and altruism, but these
nonsignificant correlations have more often
been positive than negative (see Table 4).
Combining these results produces an overall
probability that is greater than .05 (Zma =
.84, p = .20). These studies, then, have not
shown conclusively that there is a relation
between empathy and altruism, and we must
wonder why. Several authors (e.g., Eisen-
berg-Berg & Lennon, 1980; Sawin et al.,
Note 9) have argued that the instruments
typically used to measure children's empa-
thy are not as psychometrically sound as
they should be, and this might account for
the failure to find a reliable relation. Alter-
natively, Krebs and Russell (in press) argued
that the "empathy" measures in the lannotti
(1978, Note 3, Note 6) and Eisenberg-Berg
and Lennon (1980) studies may have ac-
tually reflected a kind of egocentric emo-
tional arousal that deterred rather than fa-
cilitated prosocial action. Of course, it may
simply be that there is no relation between
empathy and altruism in the population of
children, which would also fit very comfort-
ably with the research data.

There are two recent studies that may
eventually lead to a revision of our conclu-
sion that no relation exists between empathy
and altruism in children. Peraino and Sawin
(Note 10) reported a study in which they
obtained multiple measures during video-
taped presentations of behavior sequences.
There were three different videotape se-
quences, each with different children de-
picted, and in each case there was an op-
portunity for the child viewing the videotape
to take some altruistic action to alleviate the
distress of the child depicted in the video-
tape. This procedure may offer two advan-
tages over the traditional assessment of em-
pathy in children. The first advantage is that
the videotape presentation may be more
vivid than slide or oral presentations and so
be more likely to produce a representative
range of empathic reactions in the children.
The second potential advantage concerns a

more conceptual point. Most studies of em-
pathy and altruism have measured a gen-
eralized, or trait, empathic tendency on the
assumption that children who are generally
more empathic will be more likely to feel
empathy for the people whose distress they
may reduce by their altruism. The Peraino
and Sawin procedure is a much more direct
measure of the type of empathy that seems
as though it should be related to altruism,
namely, empathy for the potential benefi-
ciaries of altruistic action. We might think
of this as state empathy in contrast to the
trait empathy that has been measured by
previous studies.

The Peraino and Sawin procedure allows
correlations between altruism in a particular
situation and both empathy measured in that
same situation (state empathy) and empathy
measured in the other situations (presum-
ably a reflection of trait empathy). Peraino
and Sawin (Note 10) reported a number of
significant positive correlations that was sig-
nificantly greater than the number expected
by chance, both for state empathy (6 of 15,
or 40%, significant at or beyond the .05 level,
Z = 6.22, p < .000000001) and for trait em-
pathy (5 of 30, or 17%, significant at or be-
yond the .05 level, Z = 2.93, p = .002). The
fact that Peraino and Sawin obtained sig-
nificant positive correlations for the trait em-
pathy measure (empathy in a situation and
for a person other than the one toward which
the altruistic action was directed) suggests
that the use of videotape sequences of be-
havior may have provided a more effective
measure of children's empathy than the
usual assessment devices. Furthermore, the
fact that there was a higher proportion of
coefficients that were significant for the state
empathy measure suggests that there is some
advantage to assessing children's empathy
for the potential beneficiary of their altruism
that goes beyond any overall advantage due
to the use of videotape presentations. In sum,
it appears that Peraino and Sawin may have
identified a more effective way of assessing
children's empathy and provided evidence
that state empathy is more reliably related
to altruism than is trait empathy.

Barnett (in press) reported another in-
triguing result concerning children's empa-
thy and altruism. He solicited teachers' rat-
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ings of trait empathy in elementary-school
children, using a modified version of the
measure constructed for adults by Mehra-
bian and Epstein (1972). The children were
given an affect induction and then had an
opportunity to construct "color and activity"
booklets for hospitalized children. The cor-
relation between empathy ratings and help-
fulness (number of booklets constructed)
was positive but nonsignificant for children
who had reminisced about a sad incident in
their past or about affectively neutral infor-
mation. For children who had reminisced
about a sad event happening to another per-
son, however, there was a significant positive
correlation between helpfulness and the em-
pathy ratings. This leads to the interesting
possibility that children's trait empathy is
related to altruism but perhaps only when
some "priming" event has focused a child's
attention toward the negative affective con-
sequences of other people's misfortunes. Of
course, similar arguments could be advanced
for other forms of perspective-taking.

These studies (Barnett, in press; Peraino
& Sawin, Note 10) seem to be potentially
important breakthroughs in the study of
children's empathy and altruism. The crucial
point is not that significant positive relations
were found—in fact, combining these results
with the ones previously discussed does not
produce a significant overall pattern of re-
sults. Rather, the important point is that sig-
nificant positive relations were identified by
the first research efforts to be reported in
two new paradigms. It is the identification
of paradigms that may lead to reliable find-
ings of an empathy-altruism relation that
is exciting.

There have been two studies (Eisenberg-
Berg & Mussen, 1978; Peraino, Note 11)
that have examined the relation between em-
pathy and altruism in adolescence, with both
studies using the affective empathy ques-
tionnaire devised by Mehrabian and Epstein
(1972). Eisenberg-Berg and Mussen related
this empathy measure to high-school stu-
dents' willingness to volunteer for a dull task
in order to help the experimenter and found
a significant positive relationship for their
35 male subjects (biserial r = .40, p < .05)
but not for their 37 female subjects (biserial

r = .02, ns). There was no report of a cor-
relation between age and volunteering, but
the relationship between age and the em-
pathy measure was found to be nonsignifi-
cant for both boys and girls.

Peraino (Note 11) used a modified Pris-
oner's Dilemma game in which there was a
clearly altruistic choice. His subjects were
27 boys in the l l t h and 12th grades of a
parochial school. There was no significant
relation between the empathy measure and
the number of times the prosocial alternative
was chosen in a series of trials on the game.
The findings in these two studies of adoles-
cents, then, reveal only a rather inconsis-
tent empathy-altruism relationship. Indeed,
combining the results of the two yields a
probability larger than .05 for the two sexes
combined (Zma = .81, p = .21) and barely
less than .05 for boys alone (Zma = 1.70, p =
.04). At least, however, the one significant
correlation obtained with adolescents was
positive, the direction that both sophisticated
psychological theory and naive layperson's
ideas would predict.

Mehrabian and Epstein's (1972) original
report of their affective empathy question-
naire included a validation study that used
a measure of altruism in 81 female college
students. These women were given an op-
portunity to volunteer some of their time to
assist a fellow student (actually an experi-
mental confederate). Mehrabian and Ep-
stein reported a significant positive relation-
ship between their empathy measure and the
amount of time volunteered, but it is not
clear whether this represents a zero corre-
lation or a partial correlation controlling for
some of the other factors in the study (liking
for and perceived similarity to the confed-
erate, etc.).

There are at least two possible ways to
summarize these correlational studies relat-
ing measured empathy to altruism. One is
to note that there are occasional significant
findings and occasional nonsignificant find-
ings, to calculate the overall probability for
all of these studies taken as a whole (Zma =
.87, p = .19), and to conclude that there is
no reliable correlation between empathy and
altruism. A second, and more speculative,
summary would involve noting that signifi-
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cant results were found in the only corre-
lational study with adults (Mehrabian &
Epstein, 1972), that significant results in one
subsample of one study with adolescents
(Eisenberg-Berg & Mussen, 1978) were ap-
parently contradicted in the other study with
adolescents (Peraino, Note 11), and that the
studies of truly affective empathy in children
found nonsignificant overall results. This
might indicate that there is a relationship
between empathy and altruism and that it
develops over time, so it is not present during
childhood; it is present only partially or un-
stably during adolescence, and it emerges as
a stable positive relationship only during
adulthood. We feel uneasy about this second
way of summarizing the findings because it
is based on only one or two studies within
each of the older age groups, but it certainly
must be considered as a possible explanation
for the divergent findings.

In addition to these correlational studies,
there have been several studies in which ex-
perimenters have attempted either to induce
empathy or to provide an experimental an-
alogue to the acquisition of empathy. Aron-
freed and Paskal (Note 12) examined the
role of an experimenter's affective expres-
sion and social reinforcement on a child's
altruism. The 6-8-year-old girls in this study
played a game that included pressing a lever
on a machine. One lever dispensed a piece
of candy that the child could keep, whereas
the other lever turned on a red light. When
the child pressed the lever that turned on the
light, the experimenter provided either social
reinforcement (smiling and hugging the
child) or an expression of positive affect
(exclaiming joyfully at the appearance of the
light) or both. Following this training period,
the experimenter exclaimed joyfully when-
ever the child pressed the lever that turned
on the red light. The measure of altruism
was the number of trials on which the child
pressed the lever that pleased the experi-
menter rather than the lever that provided
candy for the child. The children who had
received both social reinforcement and
expression of positive affect scored higher
on altruism than did those who had received
only social reinforcement or only expression
of positive affect.

Aronfreed and Paskal (Note 12) sug-
gested that the child's positive affect (pro-

duced by the social reinforcement) had be-
come associated with the experimenter's
expression of positive affect through a con-
ditioning process. The experimenter's posi-
tive affect would then be a conditioned stim-
ulus that leads to positive affect in the child,
producing the sort of affective match re-
quired by one definition of empathy. The
altruistic action would be mediated, accord-
ing to this analysis, by the child's empathy
with the positive affect produced in another
by her altruistic act. Midlarsky and Bryan
(1967) replicated these results and also
showed that children who received the
combined reinforcement-plus-positive-affect
training were more generous in anonymous
donations of candy to "poor children," The
latter finding demonstrates that the training
effect was not due solely to a desire to appear
nice to the experimenter insofar as the ex-
perimenter would have no way of knowing
about the anonymous donation.

Even so, these findings do not automati-
cally establish the role of empathy in altru-
ism. We might argue that the experimenter's
positive affect served as an exhortation to
behave altruistically, and that the results in-
dicate only that combining exhortation with
reinforcement is more effective than either
treatment in isolation. We might note that
there is no direct evidence that empathy was
even produced by these treatments insofar
as empathy was not actually measured in
either study. Furthermore, even if we con-
ceded that empathy was the crucial factor
in producing these experimental findings, we
might maintain that empathy is not involved
in natural altruistic acts, where there is no
special empathy training.

A recent study by Brehm, Powell, and
Coke (Note 13) investigated the effect of an
attentional empathy manipulation on chil-
dren's generosity. First-grade children (35
girls and 32 boys) were given 10 pennies for
allowing their answers to questions about
their summer vacations to be tape-recorded.
They were then asked to listen to a conver-
sation between a boy or girl named Chris
and an adult woman. Subjects in the em-
pathy condition were asked to focus on
Chris's feelings and to pretend that what
happened to Chris had happened to them.
Subjects in the control condition were asked
to listen carefully to see what Chris said and
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did. Thus, the conditions differed in the fo-
cus of attention they promoted, in the control
condition emphasizing overt behavior, and
in the empathy condition emphasizing feel-
ings. The children then heard Chris tell how
he/she would be unable to have a birthday
party because his/her family did not have
enough money to buy candy and cake for the
party. Finally, the children were given an
opportunity to donate anonymously to a fund
for Chris's party. Analysis of variance re-
vealed a marginally significant interaction
(p < .06) between sex of subject and type of
instruction. Boys donated significantly more
in the empathy condition, F ( l , 59) = 4.75,
p < .05, whereas there was no significant
difference for girls.

This study represents a methodological
step forward because the manipulation is
much more directly and unambiguously
linked to the concept of empathy than was
the case in the earlier (Midlarsky & Bryan,
1967; Aronfreed & Paskal, Note 12) studies.
There are still reasons, however, to be cau-
tious about concluding that an empathy-al-
truism link exists, including the fact that the
finding was only marginally significant.
Moreover, the empathy instructions them-
selves did not affect children's reports of
their own emotional state while listening to
the tape. It can be noted that the respon-
siveness of boys but not of girls to the ma-
nipulation in this study is similar to Eisen-
berg-Berg and Mussen's (1978) finding of
a relation between measured empathy and
altruism for male but not for female ado-
lescents. A question for further investigation
is whether there is an empathy-altruism re-
lation that develops earlier for boys than for
girls.

There are two studies of manipulated em-
pathy and altruism in adults, including one
by Krebs (1975), who investigated the im-
pact of certain situational factors on both
empathy and altruism. Adult male subjects
watched another person perform a game in
which that person could win or lose on each
trial. Subjects in the high-empathy condition
were told that the performer would be re-
warded (with money for wins) and punished
(with electric shocks) for losses, whereas
those in the low-empathy condition were not
given such expectations. Within each em-

pathy condition, the performer was por-
trayed as either highly similar or highly dis-
similar to the subjects. Krebs measured the
subjects' affective reactions to a series of
trials by means of a physiograph. Finally,
the subjects were given the opportunity to
divide the amount of reward for a win and
of punishment for a loss between themselves
and the performer. Assigning more money
to the performer or more shock to oneself
was scored as a more altruistic action. Krebs
found that subjects in the high-empathy,
high-similarity condition displayed both the
most intense affect on physiological mea-
sures (and thus, presumably, the most em-
pathy) and the greatest amount of altruism.

This is a somewhat more convincing study
than the ones previously discussed because
it does demonstrate that the condition that
produced the most altruistic action also pro-
duced the most affective reaction. If it is true
that the affect reflects empathy and that it
is this empathy that produces the altruism,
however, it is necessary that the affect mea-
sure and the altruism measure be positively
correlated in the high-empathy, high-simi-
larity condition (Underwood, 1975). Oth-
erwise, these results may reflect only
parallel—but unrelated—effects of the in-
dependent variables on the two dependent
measures. Unfortunately, Krebs (1975) did
not report this within-condition correlation,
so we are still left without a definite conclu-
sion regarding the relation of empathy to
altruism. ;

Perhaps the most convincing single source
of evidence for a relation between empathy
and altruism is a pair of studies by Coke,
Batson, and McDavis (1978). These inves-
tigators attempted to induce empathy by
manipulating the inferences that their sub-
jects (college students) made about their
own arousal states. In the initial study, both
men and women were given a capsule, whose
described side effects included a state of ei-
ther relaxation or arousal. The students lis-
tened to a tape-recorded "newscast" about
a recently orphaned female undergraduate
student, who was struggling to finish her
degree while supporting her younger brother
and sister, under an observational set that
highlighted either the broadcasting tech-
niques or the feelings of the student depicted
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in the recording. It was anticipated that sub-
jects who focused on the student's feelings
would feel arousal, which the relaxation-
state subjects would attribute to their em-
pathic reaction and which the arousal-state
subjects would misattribute to the pill they
had taken. It was anticipated that subjects
in the imagine-feelings relaxation-state would
experience more empathic distress and would
therefore volunteer more time to help the
student depicted in the recording when given
an opportunity to do so. Analysis of the data
on amount of time volunteered to help the
student confirmed this expectation, but—as
we have seen in other studies—there was no
direct measure of empathic distress.

Coke et al. (1978) set out to rectify this
omission in a second study with female stu-
dents as subjects. In this study, all of the
subjects listened to a taped appeal for help
from a graduate student under an instruc-
tional set that was similar to that in the
imagine-feelings condition of the initial study.
Perceived arousal was manipulated by false
feedback about galvanic skin response (GSR)
activity. The feedback indicated either that
the subject was in the normal range of
arousal or was highly (and increasingly)
aroused during the taped presentation. Fol-
lowing the presentation, the subjects filled
out an adjective checklist that included five
items to make up an empathic concern index:
empathic, concerned, warm, soft-hearted,
and compassionate. The subjects then filled
out other questionnaires and responded to
a written request for help from the student
in the taped presentation. The helping re-
sponse was coded according to the amount
of time that was volunteered to help the stu-
dent. The subjects in the high-arousal con-
dition volunteered significantly more time
than did those in the normal-arousal con-
dition, F(\t 31) = 9.73, p.< .005. Further-
more, the index of empathic concern was
significantly related to the helping measure.
There was a further suggestion, from a step-
wise regression analysis, that this result was
not due simply to generalized arousal but
was due instead to the specific mechanism
of empathic concern.

There are some potential sources of con-
found in this study, although the inclusion
of a measure of empathic concern represents

another giant step forward in establishing
definitely the role of empathy in altruism.
One difficulty with the study is that the em-
pathy-altruism correlation was apparently
computed for the two groups of subjects
combined, although a stepwise regression
analysis indicated that the correlation was
significant even after the effect of experi-
mental condition was removed. Further-
more, there seems to be an obvious possi-
bility that demand characteristics could have
produced the results obtained in the second
study, though it is difficult to imagine that
the similar results of the first study could
have been due to experimental demand.

There is at least one similarity between
the attempts to manipulate or induce em-
pathy experimentally and the correlational
work reviewed earlier. That similarity is that
the most convincing work in both areas is
the work with adult subjects. We should also
note that the experimental work with adults
involves state rather than trait empathy. Our
evaluation of the evidence presented in this
section inclines us to believe that empathy
is related to altruism, at least among adults.
This is not, however, a conclusion that we
hold with as much conviction as we feel re-
garding the relation of the more cognitive
variables to altruism. Much of the empirical
support for this conclusion is too indirect to
inspire great feelings of confidence, and the
existence of several instances of negative re-
sults may erode confidence still further.
Overall, however, we cling uneasily to the
belief that empathy and altruism are related
among adults.

Furthermore, there is one aspect of the
data regarding empathy and altruism that
is more encouraging than the data on the
more cognitive variables that we reviewed
earlier. We feel that there is good reason to
believe that empathy plays a causal role in
its relationship with altruism. This feeling
does not come from the partial correlations
we have examined throughout this review;
indeed, there are no analogous partial cor-
relations in the correlational data with adult
subjects, where we expect the empathy-al-
truism relationship to exist. Instead, the feel-
ing arises from a more convincing set of stud-
ies involving experimental manipulation
(Coke et al., 1978; Krebs, 1975) of the pro-
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posed mediator than those that exist for any
of the other variables we are examining.
Again, we caution that the evidence is not
conclusive, but we find it more persuasive
than the evidence for causal influence of ei-
ther perspective-taking or moral reasoning.

Studies with Multiple Measures

Several of the studies we have reviewed
included two of the potential mediators of
altruistic behavior, and they afford excellent
opportunities to see whether these measures
are related to altruism through some com-
mon mechanism or whether they make some
unique contribution toward predicting altru-
ism. We can assess such possibilities by ex-
amining partial correlation coefficients, cor-
relating altruism with one type of potential
mediator while controlling for the influence
of the other. Unfortunately, there are suf-
ficiently few such studies, and the pairings
of the potential mediators of altruism are
sufficiently varied that it would not be pos-
sible to apply our methods of meta-analysis
to each such possible pairing. Indeed, some
potential pairings have never been examined
(e.g., perceptual perspective-taking and
moral reasoning). Consequently, we have
grouped together all partial correlations be-
tween altruism and a particular mediator,
regardless of which other mediator was con-
trolled for statistically, For example, all par-
tial correlations between measures of altru-
ism and of social perspective-taking were
considered together, regardless of whether
the other variable in the study was percep-
tual perspective-taking, moral reasoning, or
empathy. The methods of meta-analysis
were then applied to the grouped studies.

There were only two studies (Rushton
& Wiener, 1975; Zahn-Waxler et al., 1977)
that examined the influence of perceptual
perspective-taking on altruism in addition to
one of our other cognitive/affective vari-
ables. In both of these studies social per-
spective-taking was the other variable whose
relationship to altruism was studied. Rush-
ton and Wiener's data revealed significant
partial correlations between measures of ge-
nerosity and of perceptual perspective-tak-
ing controlling for social perspective-taking
(rs range from .36 to .53). Zahn-Waxler et

al. did not report their results in sufficient
detail to allow computation of partial cor-
relations, but it seems reasonable to assume
that the partial correlations between percep-
tual perspective-taking and altruism would
all be nonsignificant because the zero-order
correlations were all nonsignificant. Com-
bining the results of these two studies (as-
suming a correlation of zero for the Zahn-
Waxler et al. data), we find that the Stouffer
method leads to a probability that is smaller
than .05 (Zma = 2.63, p = .004). The mean
partial correlation was .23, and the fail-safe
number was 4.

There were six studies that examined both
social perspective-taking and some other po-
tential mediator of altruism, three involving
moral reasoning as the other variable (Emler
& Rushton, 1974; Rubin & Schneider, 1973;
Olejnik, Note 7), two involving perceptual
perspective-taking (Rushton & Wiener,
1975; Zahn-Waxler et al., 1977), and one
involving empathy (lannotti, 1978, Note 3,
Note 6). Generally, these studies have found
the partial correlations between social per-
spective-taking and altruism to be positive,
often significantly so (Rubin & Schneider,
1973; Rushton & Wiener, 1975; lannotti,
1978, Note 3, Note 6; Olejnik, Note 7).
When we combine across all of these studies,
the partial correlations are reliably greater
than zero (Zma = 5.44, p = .000000003, by
the Stouffer method). The mean partial cor-
relation was .23, and the fail-safe number
was 60.

In the three studies of both moral reason-
ing and social perspective-taking (Emler &
Rushton, 1974; Rubin & Schneider, 1973;
Olejnik, Note 7), the partial correlations
between moral reasoning and altruism con-
trolling for perspective-taking were also pos-
itive. Both the Olejnik and the Emler and
Rushton studies found that some of the par-
tial correlations between moral reasoning
and altruism were significantly positive, and
meta-analysis of the three studies combined
also finds significant results (Zma = 3.31,p =
.0005). The average partial correlation was
.21, and the fail-safe number was 9.

The only sources of data relating both em-
pathy and another predictor (social perspec-
tive-taking) to altruism are the two studies
by lannotti (1978, Note 3, Note 6). Even
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these are not independent sources because
the second study (lannotti, Note 3) used
many of the same subjects as did the initial
study (lannotti, 1978, Note 6). The mean
partial correlation between altruism and em-
pathy controlling for perspective-taking was
-.14, and the mean Z score was —1.04,
which does not approach traditional levels
of statistical significance.

The overall picture for these partial cor-
relations, then, is very much like that for
zero-order correlations. The cognitive vari-
ables are all significantly positively related
to measures of altruism, even after the in-
fluence of other predictors has been removed
statistically. Empathy was not significantly
related to altruism through partial correla-
tions in the samples of children studied,
echoing our conclusions about zero-order
correlations between empathy and altruism
for children. These significant partial cor-
relations mean that none of the relations
between altruism and these cognitive vari-
ables can be attributed to joint relationships
with the other variables; each must—at least
to some extent—make a unique contribution
to predicting altruism.

Magnitude of Effect for Different
Predictor Variables

Following the lead of earlier meta-anal-
yses (Smith & Glass, 1977), we wish to see
if the reliable effects that we have noted
differ in magnitude among the different cat-
egories of predictor variables (i.e., social per-
spective-taking vs. empathy). In doing such
comparisons we separate the studies on
moral reasoning into those involving Piage-
tian measures, Kohlbergian measures, or
measures of prosocial moral reasoning to
establish whether one of these approaches
has found larger relationships. The most rea-
sonable measure to use in these comparisons
is, for several reasons, the mean of the
Fisher's Z* transformation of the correlation
coefficients. First, the mean rather than the
sum must be used because there are different
numbers of studies in the different catego-
ries. Second, the mean Fisher's Z* transfor-
mation is preferable to the mean standard
normal deviate because the magnitude of
Fisher's Z* depends only on the magnitude

of the correlation coefficient and the sample
size. The standard normal deviate is there-
fore a less direct measure of magnitude of
effect than is the Fisher's Z*. Third, the
mean Fisher's Z* is preferable to the mean
correlation coefficient because Fisher's Z*
has a known and symmetrical distribution
and a known population variance. Finally,
the mean Fisher's Z* is preferable to a mean
squared correlation coefficient—a common
measure of magnitude of effect—because of
the known distribution of Fisher's Z* and
because the squared correlation coefficient
does not allow for negative relationships to
cancel positive ones.

In_ summarizing the results of K studies
by Z*, the variance can be computed by

Var(Z*) = Var( - 2 Zf
K

~
A. i=

Var(Z,*)

insofar as the Zf are independent of one
another,

1 K 1= _ y _ - _
A? £ M - 3 '

In comparing the mean Fisher's Z* from
two different areas, the variance can be com-
puted by

Var(Zf - Z?) = Var(Zf) + Var(Z2*)

- 2 Cov (Zf, Z2*) VVar(Zf) Var(Z2*).

Insofar as there are several studies that used
predictor variables from more than one of
these areas, it cannot be assumed that the
covariance term will be zero. It can reason-
ably be assumed, however, that the covari-
ance term will be either zero or positive, so
that

Var(Zf - Z2*) < Var(Zf) + Var(Z2*).

We shall make the conservation assumption
that the variance is as large as it could rea-
sonably be, namely, Var(Zf) + Var(Zf). In
generating standard normal deviates by use
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of this assumption to test the difference be-
tween the mean Fisher's Z* for different
research areas (see Table 5), we find that
the mean for the studies with empathy is
significantly smaller than the mean for each
of the other research areas, and that no other
differences are significant. This analysis,
then, is in complete accord with the results
of the meta-analyses of the individual areas,
which produced the conclusion that empathy
was different from the other areas because
it alone failed to show evidence of a reliable
association between the predictor variable
and altruism.

Conclusions

As we have noted when the results of stud-
ies on perspective-taking and altruism are
combined statistically, they are far from
equivbcal. Our reviews in most of the sub-
areas have revealed an extraordinarily reli-
able—if only moderately large—relation-
ship. Furthermore, these reliable relations
cannot be attributed solely to artifactual ef-
fects of age or of other types of perspective-
taking, so each type of perspective-taking
has some unique variance in common with
measures of prosocial behavior. It is inter-
esting that the sole exception to this conclu-
sion is for empathy, which perhaps is con-
ceptually the closest to altruism of all of the
perspective-taking measures but which is the
only type of perspective-taking not to show
a reliable association with altruism in the
studies we have reviewed.

As we have noted, there are several pos-
sibilities for relations between empathy and
altruism despite these negative findings, but
the variation in results from study to study
is quite striking. There are, to be sure, vari-
ations between studies in the magnitude of
correlations for all subareas reviewed here.
For most of the areas the typical range is
from significantly positive to nonsignifi-
cantly positive. This is precisely the sort of
result that might be attributed either to sam-
pling variation or to differences between
studies in the power of the statistical tech-
niques used (because of differences in sam-
ple sizes). For empathy, however, the range
is from significantly positive to significantly
negative, which is somewhat more difficult

to explain by the usual sampling variation
or differences in sample size.

Recently, there have been theoretical jus-
tifications for and empirical demonstrations
of a phenomenon that might help us to un-
derstand the puzzling differences among
studies of empathy and altruism. There have
been suggestions that the relation between
measures of perspective-taking and altruism
may itself vary as a function of other vari-
ables (Barrett & Yarrow, 1977; Hampson,
1981). Barrett and Yarrow found that the
relation between social inferential ability
and naturalistically observed altruism was
positive for highly assertive children but neg-
ative for relatively nonassertive children
(especially boys). Hampson investigated type
of helpfulness among the most helpful boys
in his sample as a function of their popu-
larity, The more popular boys tended to en-
gage in acts of helpfulness involving inter-
action with peers, whereas the less popular
boys were more likely to perform relatively
impersonal helpful acts. Both these studies
present the possibility that relationships in-
volving altruism may be mediated by other
factors (e.g., popularity and assertiveness).

This is exactly the sort of process that
might be expected to produce variations in
the correlation coefficients as large as those
observed in studies of empathy and altruism.
In fact, the variations among different
subgroups in the Barrett and Yarrow (1977)
study are of approximately the same mag-
nitude as those observed in work on empathy
and altruism. The search for potential me-
diating factors might well be one of the more
fruitful areas for future research. Although
the study by Barnett (in press) represents a
start in this direction, identifying affective
factors that may mediate the empathy-al-
truism relation, there is clearly room for fur-
ther contributions insofar as that study did
not reveal any factor that might lead to sig-
nificant negative correlations between em-
pathy and altruism.

Even where reliable associations between
altruism and perspective-taking measures
have been identified, the relationships are
not dramatically large. The average corre-
lations have been between .25 and .30, and
the partial correlations controlling for either
age or other forms of perspective-taking
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were even smaller. There are restrictions in
the generality of even these rather modest
relationships; some such restrictions are im-
posed by a certain narrowness in the domain
of altruistic behavior sampled by the studies
we have reviewed. The vast majority of stud-
ies have used laboratory measures of altru-
ism, usually generosity. This would not be
such a major limitation were it not for the
fact that different measures of altruism tend
not to be interrelated very strongly, making
it possible for a variable that is positively
related to one type of altruism to be unre-
lated or even negatively related to other
types (cf. Underwood & Moore, in press).

Still further limitations in generality are
imposed by failure to sample widely in terms
of subjects' ages, especially for perceptual
and social perspective-taking, where all of
the studies have used as subjects children
who were younger than 14 years. Although
one might anticipate that perceptual and
social perspective-taking ability would be
unrelated to altruism among adolescents and
adults due to ceiling effects on the perspec-
tive-taking measures, there are other ways
to approach the assessment of perspective-
taking among older subjects. For example,
it has been demonstrated that the inclination
(rather than ability) to engage in social per-
spective-taking is related to certain social/
political attitudes (Underwood & Briggs,
Note 14), and such a measure might also be

related to altruism among adolescents and
adults. The need for more extensive sam-
pling of the age range from childhood to
adulthood seems particularly crucial for em-
pathy and altruism, where there are hints in
the literature of a relation that increases in
strength over this time.

Even for those measures of perspective-
taking that we have concluded to be related
to altruism (at least for some types of altru-
ism and some age ranges), there remain fur-
ther contributions to be made. One such con-
tribution would consist of delineating the
circumstances in which the relation between
perspective-taking and altruism would be
unusually strong or unusually weak. For ex-
ample, Kurdek (1978b) suggested that per-
spective-taking might be related to remedial
altruism (altruism that improves the situa-
tion of a needy person) but not to simple
altruism (altruism that improves the situa-
tion of a person who would appreciate but
not truly need the improvement). The find-
ing that assertiveness mediated the relation
between altruism and social perspective-tak-
ing in one study (Barrett & Yarrow, 1977)
should also encourage a search for mediating
factors.

There is the further problem of teasing
out the precise pattern of causal relations,
always a rather difficult task when person
variables such as perspective-taking are in-
volved. We would suggest that one fruitful

Table 5
Tests of Differences in Magnitude of Relationship Among Predictor Categories

Predictor category

Predictor category

Social
perspective-

taking

Affective
perspective-

taking

Piagetian
moral

Empathy reasoning

Kohlbergian Prosocial
moral moral

reasoning reasoning

Perceptual
perspective-taking

Social perspective-
taking

Affective perspective-
taking

Empathy
Piagetian moral

reasoning
Kohlbergian moral

reasoning

-.20 .43

.59

4.15***

5.09***

2.40*

.24

.48

-.27
-3.94***

.97

1.34

.40
-3.30**

-.74

-.02

.13

-.43
-3.38**

* p < .02. ** p < .002. *** p < .0002.
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approach to this issue, perhaps even more
fruitful than the development of manipula-
tions of perspective-taking ability and incli-
nation, is the design of studies to allow the
implementation of path analyses. This would
necessitate some longitudinal work, which
is always a major investment of the research-
ers' time and energy, but the potential ben-
efits to be derived from such studies would
certainly seem to be an attractive induce-
ment.
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