
This article was downloaded by: [Universitat Politècnica de València]
On: 28 October 2014, At: 02:17
Publisher: Routledge
Informa Ltd Registered in England and Wales Registered Number: 1072954 Registered
office: Mortimer House, 37-41 Mortimer Street, London W1T 3JH, UK

The Journal of Genetic Psychology:
Research and Theory on Human
Development
Publication details, including instructions for authors and
subscription information:
http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/vgnt20

Adolescents’ Aggressive and Prosocial
Behaviors: Links With Social Information
Processing, Negative Emotionality, Moral
Affect, and Moral Cognition
Deborah J. Laiblea, Tia Panfile Murphyb & Mairin Augustinec

a Lehigh University
b Washington College
c Penn State University
Published online: 14 Apr 2014.

To cite this article: Deborah J. Laible, Tia Panfile Murphy & Mairin Augustine (2014) Adolescents’
Aggressive and Prosocial Behaviors: Links With Social Information Processing, Negative Emotionality,
Moral Affect, and Moral Cognition, The Journal of Genetic Psychology: Research and Theory on Human
Development, 175:3, 270-286, DOI: 10.1080/00221325.2014.885878

To link to this article:  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2014.885878

PLEASE SCROLL DOWN FOR ARTICLE

Taylor & Francis makes every effort to ensure the accuracy of all the information (the
“Content”) contained in the publications on our platform. However, Taylor & Francis,
our agents, and our licensors make no representations or warranties whatsoever as to
the accuracy, completeness, or suitability for any purpose of the Content. Any opinions
and views expressed in this publication are the opinions and views of the authors,
and are not the views of or endorsed by Taylor & Francis. The accuracy of the Content
should not be relied upon and should be independently verified with primary sources
of information. Taylor and Francis shall not be liable for any losses, actions, claims,
proceedings, demands, costs, expenses, damages, and other liabilities whatsoever or
howsoever caused arising directly or indirectly in connection with, in relation to or arising
out of the use of the Content.

This article may be used for research, teaching, and private study purposes. Any
substantial or systematic reproduction, redistribution, reselling, loan, sub-licensing,
systematic supply, or distribution in any form to anyone is expressly forbidden. Terms &

http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/vgnt20
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/00221325.2014.885878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2014.885878


Conditions of access and use can be found at http://www.tandfonline.com/page/terms-
and-conditions

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ita
t P

ol
itè

cn
ic

a 
de

 V
al

èn
ci

a]
 a

t 0
2:

17
 2

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
4 

http://www.tandfonline.com/page/terms-and-conditions
http://www.tandfonline.com/page/terms-and-conditions


THE JOURNAL OF GENETIC PSYCHOLOGY, 175(3), 270–286, 2014
Copyright C© Taylor & Francis Group, LLC
ISSN: 0022-1325 print / 1940-0896 online
DOI: 10.1080/00221325.2014.885878

Adolescents’ Aggressive and Prosocial Behaviors: Links
With Social Information Processing, Negative Emotionality,

Moral Affect, and Moral Cognition

Deborah J. Laible
Lehigh University

Tia Panfile Murphy
Washington College

Mairin Augustine
Penn State University

ABSTRACT. The goal of this study was to examine whether moral affect, moral cognition, negative
emotionality, and attribution biases independently predicted adolescents’ prosocial and aggressive
behavior in adolescence. A total of 148 adolescents completed self-report measures of prosocial
and aggressive behavior, moral affect, moral cognition, negative emotionality, and attribution biases.
Although in general all 3 factors (emotional, moral, and social cognitive) were correlated with
adolescent social behavior, the most consistent independent predictors of adolescent social behavior
were moral affect and cognition. These findings have important implications for intervention and
suggest that programs that promote adolescent perspective taking, moral reasoning, and moral affect
are needed to reduce aggressive behavior and promote prosocial behavior.

Keywords moral affect, moral cognition, aggression, prosocial behavior

Researchers have been captivated by trying to understand the roots of children’s aggressive
and prosocial behavior and have proposed a number of similar explanations for both types of
behavior. Emotion theorists, for example, have suggested that children’s aggressive behaviors
and lack of prososocial behaviors stem from dysregulated negative affect (e.g., Eisenberg, Fabes,
Guthrie, & Reiser, 2000; Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2006; Eisenberg, Pidada, & Liew, 2001).
In addition, a number of theorists have emphasized the roles that social cognition and social
information processing play in promoting both aggressive and prosocial behavior (Crick & Dodge,
1994; Dodge, 1986; Nelson & Crick, 1999). Finally, a number of researchers have emphasized
that children and adolescents who are aggressive and low in prosocial behavior are lacking
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ADOLESCENTS’ AGGRESSIVE AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS 271

in empathy, guilt, perspective taking, and moral reasoning (e.g., Carlo, 2006; Carlo, Mestre,
Samper, Tur, & Armenta, 2011; Hoffman, 2000; Panfile & Laible, 2012). Despite these three
possible explanations for social behavior (negative emotionality, social information processing,
and moral development), few researchers have attempted to disentangle the influence of all
three variables simultaneously. Therefore, the goal of this study was to examine all three types of
variables together and to determine which of these variables was the most influential in promoting
adolescents’ social behaviors.

Social Information Processing

One of the most widely evoked theories to explain children’s aggressive behavior has been
social information processing theory (e.g., Crick & Dodge, 1994; Crick, Grotpeter, & Bigbee,
2002; Dodge, 1986; De Castro, Veerman, Koops, Bosch, & Monshouwer, 2002; Rubin, Burgess,
Wojslawowicz, Rose-Krasnor, & Booth-LaForce, 2006). Social information processing theory
argues that children engage in a series of processes when involved in a social interaction, including
encoding and interpreting social cues, clarifying goals, developing strategies to achieve goals,
evaluating strategies, and enacting responses (see Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986). Research
has demonstrated that children and adolescents who are aggressive demonstrate biases in all steps
of social information processing when compared to nonaggressive children, although the bulk
of the research has focused on hostile attribution biases (e.g., Dodge, Price, Bachorowski, &
Newman, 1990; Katsurada & Sugawara, 1998; Yeung & Leadbeater, 2007). Aggressive children,
compared to nonaggressive children, are more likely to encode negative cues in social information,
more likely to attribute hostile intent to others, less likely to generate relational goals, and
more likely to generate and positively evaluate aggressive strategies to achieve their goals than
nonaggressive children (see Crick & Dodge, 1996; Dodge, 1980; Orbio de Castro et al., 2002).

Although work on social information processing and prosocial behavior is more scarce, theo-
rists have argued for and found some preliminary support for the idea that children and adolescents
who are prosocial may also have biases in their social information processing, albeit in a different
direction (see Laible, McGinley, Carlo, Augustine, & Murphy, in press; Nelson & Crick, 1999).
Researchers have found that children who are prosocial are more likely to give others the benefit
of the doubt in ambiguous conflict situations (e.g., they are more likely to demonstrate benign
attribution biases) compared to less prosocial children (see Laible et al., in press; Nelson & Crick,
1999). In addition, however, adolescents who are prosocial have also been found to generate
more socially competent strategies to solve hypothetical conflicts, to endorse relational over in-
strumental goals, and to evaluate negatively aggressive strategies to solve problems (Nelson &
Crick, 1999).

Emotionality

In addition to social cognition, researchers have argued that social behavior is influenced by
temperamental characteristics, such as negative emotionality. Negative emotionality has been
defined as proneness to distress and includes the degree and intensity to which individuals
experience negative emotions, such as fear, sadness, and anger (see Rothbart & Bates, 2006).
Theoretically, individuals high in negative emotionality may easily become overwhelmed with
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272 LAIBLE, MURPHY, & AUGUSTINE

negative affect in the face of challenges and behave less constructively (Eisenberg, Pidada, &
Liew, 2001; Fabes et al., 1999). Therefore, in the context of provocation (real or imagined),
adolescents with dysregulated negative emotions may experience intense anger and respond with
aggression. Similarly, children who are high in negative emotionality are presumed to be easily
over-aroused when their needs conflict with others or in situations where others are distressed,
which in turn limits their prosocial behavior (Eisenberg & Fabes, 2006; Laible, Carlo, Panfile,
Augustine, & Roesch, in press). Thus, in general, high levels of negative emotionality have been
linked with children’s aggressive and externalizing behavior and with less competent socially
competent behavior (e.g., Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 2001; Eisenberg et al., 2006; Eisenberg
et al., 2005). However, the links that negative emotionality shares with outcomes are complex and
may be moderated by other variables (e.g., age or emotion regulation; see Laible, Carlo, Panfile,
Augustine, & Roesch, in press). Thus, the links that negative emotionality shares with prosocial
and aggressive behavior might not always be direct.

Moral Affect

A number of moral emotions have been implicated in promoting prosocial behavior and inhibiting
aggressive behavior, including guilt and shame, empathy, and empathic anger (Laible, Carlo, &
Eye, 2008). Guilt and shame involve negative affect that arises as the result of violating moral
or social norms (e.g., bringing harm to another). In guilt, however, it is the specific action (e.g.,
aggression) or lack of action that feelings of remorse surround (Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek,
2007). In contrast, with shame, the negative emotion is centered on the self and the entire self
is judged to be inadequate (Eisenberg, 2000). Guilt is assumed to be the more moral of the two
emotions, because it is linked with reparation and making amends, whereas shame is thought to be
linked with withdrawal (Tangney, Wagner, & Gramzow, 1992; Tangney et al., 2007). Despite this,
however, guilt and shame may provide motivation for behaving morally although for different
reasons (Laible et al., 2008). Thus, shame-prone individuals may behave morally to avoid the
negative self-evaluations that arise as a result of bad behavior (e.g., aggression) and guilt-prone
individuals may behave morally to avoid violating their own moral expectations (e.g., it is wrong
to aggress against someone). Work also suggests that individuals who experience high levels
of guilt are also shame-prone (Eisenberg, 2000; Tangney, 1991). Thus, theoretically, guilt and
shame proneness should be related to more prosocial and less aggressive behavior. However, the
findings with regards to the links between social behavior and guilt/shame are inconsistent (see
Laible et al., 2008; Menesini & Camodeca, 2008; Merisca & Bybee, 1994; Quiles & Bybee,
2007; Stuewig, Tangney, Heigel, Harty, & McCloskey, 2010).

Empathy and empathic anger have also been implicated as important sources of moral moti-
vation. Empathy, which is an emotional response that arises from the understanding of another’s
emotional state and which is an emotion that is similar to what the other person is feeling, is
presumed to be linked with feelings of responsibility for others, and as a result should pro-
mote prosocial behavior and inhibit aggressive behavior (see Eisenberg et al., 2006; Feshbach &
Feshbach, 1986). Research has generally supported the links between empathy and social behav-
ior (e.g., Carlo, Raffaeli, Laible, & Meyer, 1999; Laible, Carlo, & Roesch, 2004; for a review,
see Eisenberg et al., 2006). Empathic anger is a type of empathy in which an individual feels
angry because of the suffering of another person (Hoffman, 1990, 2000; Vitaglione & Barnett,
2003). Because proneness toward empathic anger also implies an understanding that others are
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ADOLESCENTS’ AGGRESSIVE AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS 273

being victimized, it may also provide moral motivation to help others, especially when others
are suffering at the hands of others (e.g., in bullying). Vitaglione and Barnett (2003), in one of
the first studies of empathic anger, found that the construct was unique from empathy and that it
predicted prosocial behavior above and beyond empathic concern.

Moral Cognition

In addition to moral affect, a number of researchers have argued that perspective taking and
moral reasoning are also potential motivators of prosocial behavior and inhibitors of aggression.
Perspective taking is assumed to be important in order to understand the needs of others in distress
and to act to alleviate that distress (Underwood & Moore, 1982). In addition, perspective taking
permits children to understand the consequences of their actions on others and to understand the
perspective of victims who receive aggressive treatment. As a result, perspective taking should
also promote feelings of responsibility for others, which should lead to high levels of prosocial
behavior and low levels of aggressive behavior. Research supports the links between perspective
taking and prosocial and antisocial behavior (e.g., Carlo et al., 2011; Iannotti, 1978; Oswald,
1996).

Finally, children’s ability to reason about the needs of others should also relate to their prosocial
and antisocial behavior. In the context of helping others, particularly in situations where their
needs conflict with others, adolescents are often faced with difficult decisions in which no clear
guidelines are present. Thus, the ability to reason and understand the needs of others likely
influences adolescents’ altruistic behavior in such circumstances (Carlo, Koller, Eisenberg, Da
Silva, & Frohlich, 1996). Moreover, higher levels of moral reasoning also create more social
sensitivity (see Krebs & Van Hesteren, 1994). Finally, it is important to realize that higher levels
of prosocial moral reasoning reflect internalized values that center on benefiting others (Wyatt &
Carlo, 2002). As a result, moral reasoning should relate to higher levels of altruistic behavior and
lower levels of aggressive behavior. Research has generally supported links between prosocial
moral reasoning and children’s prosocial and aggressive behavior (Carlo et al., 1996; Carlo &
Randall, 2002; Laible et al., 2008; Miller, Eisenberg, Fabes, & Shell, 1996; Wyatt & Carlo,
2002).

Conclusions and the Present Study

In conclusion, research has supported the idea that there are multiple determinants of adolescents’
prosocial and aggressive behaviors, including social cognition (e.g., hostile attribution bias),
negative emotionality, and children’s moral affect and cognition. Few researchers, however, have
examined all three variables simultaneously to examine their independent effects upon adolescent
aggressive and prosocial behavior. Moreover, the links between these three variables may depend
on the type of aggressive and prosocial behavior. Thus, we included several measures of aggressive
and prosocial behavior in this study, including a measure of bullying. There has been debate about
the exact deficits of bullies (e.g., are they social cognitive or moral in nature?; see Arsenio &
Lemerise, 2001; Crick & Dodge, 1999; Sutton, Smith, & Swettenham, 1999) and by including
a measure of bullying, we can help shed light on the potential factors that predict adolescents’
self-reported bullying behavior.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ita
t P

ol
itè

cn
ic

a 
de

 V
al

èn
ci

a]
 a

t 0
2:

17
 2

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
4 



274 LAIBLE, MURPHY, & AUGUSTINE

It seems especially important to examine these processes in adolescence for a couple of
reasons. First, there are general increases in both children’s prosocial and antisocial behaviors in
adolescence (Fabes, Carlo, Kepanoff, & Laible, 1999; Ketterlinus & Lamb, 1994). Second, despite
overall increases in antisocial and prosocial behaviors, individual differences in these behavioral
tendencies are also well crystalized in adolescence (Dodge, Coie, & Lynam, 2006; Eisenberg et al.,
2006), and, thus, it seems important to examine factors that predict individual differences in these
behavioral profiles in adolescence. Understanding the factors that predict individual differences
in prosocial and aggressive behaviors can help inform intervention programs to reduce violent
behavior and increase compassionate behavior.

Based on previous work, we expected all three groups of predictors (emotional, social infor-
mation processing, and moral) to be related to children’s prosocial and antisocial behavior. Given
that previous studies have not included all three predictors, it was not entirely clear which of
these predictors would be most influential in predicting social behavior in multivariate models
(although we expected all three types of variables to share bivariate links with social behavior).
Given that adolescence is assumed to be an important period for the development of moral iden-
tity (see Hart, 2005) and that moral affect and cognition are closely linked with the formation of
moral identity, we predicted that these two predictors would have the most consistent links with
children’s social behavior. In particular, we expected moral cognition and moral affect to provide
motivation for engaging in all types of prosocial behaviors and inhibiting aggressive behaviors
consistent with past work (see Carlo et al., 2011). However, others have found moral cognition
to relate more closely to altruistic prosocial behavior and moral affect to relate more closely to
emotional prosocial behavior, and, thus, we expected the same (see Carlo et al., 2011; Carlo &
Randall, 2002).

METHOD

Participants

Participants were recruited from two high schools in a mid-sized Mid-Atlantic town. About
two weeks prior to the study, students were given a description of the project and a parental
consent form to complete and return. One hundred forty-eight students (M age = 15.68 years,
SD = 1.16 years) returned the parental consent form and participated in the study. Ninety-nine
participants were women, and 88.5% of the sample was Caucasian (5.4% Hispanic, 2% African
American, 1.4% Asian, 2% other). Participants completed questionnaires at their school as well
as a number of demographic items.

Measures

Social information processing: hostile attribution bias

Adolescents completed ten hostile attribution bias vignettes adapted by Bailey and Ostrov
(2008) from Crick (1995). Participants read vignettes in which peers’ actions had ambiguous
intentions (e.g., a student walking toward you spills soda down the back of your shirt) and
selected the peers’ intentions from one of four options (either benign or hostile), and indicated if
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ADOLESCENTS’ AGGRESSIVE AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS 275

the peer was or was not “trying to be mean.” Minor wording adaptations were made to the revised
vignettes so that they take place in a high school setting (Cronbach’s α = .73 in the present
study). Sound psychometric properties have been found for the revised version (Bailey & Ostrov,
2008).

Negative emotionality

Adolescents’ negative emotionality was assessed with the emotionality subscale of the Emo-
tionality, Activity, and Sociability Temperament Survey (EAS; Buss & Plomin, 1984). The
participants rated the degree to which they experienced negative emotions (e.g., fear and dis-
tress) on a 5-point Likert scale (where 1 = does not describe me well and 5 = describes
me very well; α = .85; sample item: “I am easily frightened”). The scale has been shown
to have predictive validity (e.g., Anthony, Lonigan, Hooe, & Phillips, 2002; Laible et al.,
2008).

Guilt and shame

Adolescents also completed an abbreviated Test of Self-Conscious Affect for Adolescents
(TOSCA-A; Tangney, Wagner, & Gramzow, 1989) to measure their guilt and shame prone-
ness. The shortened TOSCA-A consisted of a series of 11 scenarios (e.g., tripping in the
cafeteria and spilling a friend’s drink) and each followed by a possible guilt (e.g., feeling
sorry) or shame emotional reaction (e.g., feeling as if everyone is watching). Participants
rated on a 5-point Likert scale (where 1 = not like me at all and 5 = very much like me)
the degree to which each statement reflected their emotional response following a wrong-
doing (α = .88 for guilt and .78 for shame). The TOSCA-A has demonstrated solid psy-
chometric properties in previous studies (e.g., Woien, Ernst, Patock-Peckham, & Nagoshi,
2003).

Empathic anger

Adolescents completed a measure of Trait Empathic Anger (TEA; Vitaglione & Barnett, 2003).
The TEA asks adolescents to rate from 1 to 5 (where 1 = does not describe me very well and
5 = describes me very well), the extent to which they experience anger when others are victimized
(α = .68; sample item: “I get angry when a friend of mine is hurt by another person”). In previous
research, this measure demonstrated adequate psychometric properties in a sample of high school
students (e.g., Laible et al., 2008).

Empathy and perspective taking

Students completed the 7-item empathy and perspective taking scales of the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983). The Davis scale is now one of the most widely used assessments
of empathy and perspective taking (Pulos, Elison, & Lennon, 2004; α = .82 for empathy and .77
for perspective taking). Sample items include “I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement
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276 LAIBLE, MURPHY, & AUGUSTINE

before I make a decision” (perspective taking) and “I am often quite touched by things that I see
happen” (empathic concern).

Prosocial moral reasoning

To measure adolescents’ ability to engage in prosocial reasoning, adolescents were asked to
complete a shortened four-story version of the Prosocial Moral Reasoning Measure (PROM;
Carlo, Eisenberg, & Knight, 1992). The PROM has had excellent predictive validity with ado-
lescents and others have found that a shortened version of the PROM is reliable (e.g., Carlo,
Hausmann, Christiansen, & Randall, 2003). The PROM involves a number of vignettes in which
the needs of a character conflict with the needs of a protagonist. After reading each story, par-
ticipants were asked to respond to what the character in the story should do and to rate how
important each of six reasons was in making their decisions. The six reasons listed under each
story reflect different types of moral reasoning. Following Carlo et al. (1992), we computed an
overall weighted PROM composite to obtain an overall measure of the relative preference for
higher level prosocial moral reasoning (see Carlo et al., 1992; Eisenberg et al., 1995). Inter-
nal consistencies on each type of moral reasoning in the shortened measure (hedonistic, needs
oriented, stereotypical, approval oriented, and internalized) before aggregation were adequate
(alphas on the 4-item scale ranged between .59 and .77).

Prosocial tendencies

To measure their prosocial behavior, adolescents completed a shortened version of the Proso-
cial Tendencies Measure for adolescents (PTM; Carlo & Randall, 2002). The measure assesses
multiple dimensions of prosocial behavior. Three subscales from the full PTM were used: com-
pliant prosocial behavior (helping when asked, α = .77, sample item: “When people ask me
to help them, I don’t hesitate”), emotional prosocial behavior (helping in emotional situations,
α = .85, sample item: “Emotional situations make me want to help others in need”), and altruistic
prosocial behavior (i.e., self-less helping, α = .73, sample item: “I feel that if I help someone, they
should help me in the future” [reverse scored]). Anonymous and dire prosocial behavior scales
were omitted, because they have less relevance to an adolescent population (e.g., anonymous
donating and helping in emergency situations are rare). The PTM has demonstrated adequate pre-
and posttest reliability, good internal consistency, and predictive validity in a series of studies
with adolescents (Carlo & Randall, 2002).

Aggression

Aggression was measured using the Suppression of Aggression subscale (five items) from
the Weinberger Adjustment Inventory (Weinberger, 1991). The aggression scale is rated on a
five-point scale and higher scores indicated more aggression (α = .87; sample item: “If someone
does something I really don’t like, I yell at them”). This scale has shown good predictive validity
with adolescents (e.g., Laible, Carlo, & Raffaelli, 2000).
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ADOLESCENTS’ AGGRESSIVE AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS 277

TABLE 1
Descriptive Information on Study Variables

Variable M SD Range

Hostile attribution 7.42 3.24 0–16
Emotionality 2.70 0.78 1.17–4.33
Empathy 3.70 0.73 1.29–5.00
Guilt 3.68 0.79 1.18–5.00
Shame 2.81 0.74 1.09–4.55
Empathic anger 3.11 0.62 1.29–4.43
Perspective taking 3.25 0.76 1.43–5.00
Prosocial Moral Reasoning Measure: moral reasoning composite 1.91 0.12 1.65–2.30
Aggression 2.46 1.03 1.00–5.00
Altruism 3.80 0.72 1.83–5.00
Emotional prosocial behavior 3.70 0.84 1.60–5.00
Compliant prosocial behavior 3.76 0.95 1.50–5.00
Bullying 1.34 0.58 1.00–3.70
Assisting bully 1.33 0.56 1.00–3.25
Reinforcing bully 1.70 0.61 1.00–3.71
Outsider 2.59 0.92 1.00–4.67
Defending of victim 2.93 0.88 1.00–5.00

Bullying

Participants also completed the Participant Role Questionnaire (PRQ; Salmivalli, Lagerspetz,
Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996). These scales measure the degree to which adoles-
cents are involved in bullying and includes five subscales (e.g., bully; α = .94; sample item: “find
new ways of harassing the victim”), reinforcer of the bully (α = .79; “laugh” [when watching bul-
lying]), assistant of the bully (α = .70; sample item: “catch the victim”), defender of the victim
(α = .93; sample item: “tell some adult about the bullying”), and passive observer (α = .84;
sample item: “pretend not to notice what is happening”). Although the measure was originally
designed to be a peer nomination measure, others have used a self-report version with success (see
Laible et al., 2008; Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 2008) and children’s self-reported sores on the
PRQ have been found to correlate well with peer nominations of the same roles (Salmivalli et al.,
1996). Children’s scores on assisting, reinforcing, and bullying were significantly correlated, and
because of this and the conceptual similarity, these scores were averaged for the bivariate analyses
to provide an index of involvement in bullying.

RESULTS

Data Reduction and Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive data appear in Table 1. In order to reduce the number of moral development variables,
these were submitted to a principle components factor analyses with varimax rotation (in an
attempt to demonstrate a two-factor solution that has been found by other researchers [i.e., moral
affect and moral cognition]; see Laible et al., 2008). Two factors emerged and were used in
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278 LAIBLE, MURPHY, & AUGUSTINE

TABLE 2
Bivariate Relations Between Study Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Hostile
attribution
bias

— .19∗ −.04 −.33∗∗ .32∗∗ −.25∗∗ −.14 −.12 .25∗∗ .22∗∗ .18∗ −.01 −.04

2. Negative
emotional-
ity

— .27∗∗ −.33∗∗ .30∗∗ −.08 −.03 −.21∗ .20∗ .04 .15† .07 −.06

3. Moral affect — .00 −.38∗∗ .36∗∗ .61∗∗ .36∗∗ −.48∗∗ −.28∗∗ −.43∗∗ −.09 .41∗∗
4. Moral

cognition
— −.31∗∗ .29∗∗ .38∗∗ .29∗∗ −.33∗∗ −.18∗ −.39∗∗ −.14† .19∗

5. Aggression — −.36∗∗ −.22∗∗ −.17∗ .42∗∗ .24∗∗ .41∗∗ .01 −.18∗
6. Altruism — .34∗∗ .33∗∗ −.54∗∗ −.36∗∗ −.42∗∗ .01 .15
7. Emotional

PSB
— .60∗∗ −.42∗∗ −.24∗∗ −.40∗∗ −.11 .38∗∗

8. Compliant
PSB

— −.31∗∗ −.16† −.28∗∗ −.16† .28∗

9. Bullying — .49∗∗ .74∗∗ .04 −.41∗∗
10. Assistant to

the bully
— .35∗∗ −.17∗ −.02

11. Reinforcing
the bully

— .07 −.44∗∗

12. Outsider — −.36∗∗
13. Defending

the victim
—

Note. PSB = prosocial behavior.
†p <.10. ∗p < .05. ∗∗p < .01.

subsequent analyses. The first factor, labeled moral affect (eigenvalue = 2.57; 42.80% of the
variance), included the variables of empathic anger, shame, guilt, and empathy (all of which
loaded >.60). The second factor, labeled moral cognition (eigenvalue = 1.43; 23.90% of the
variance), included perspective taking and moral reasoning (both of which loaded positively with
loadings >.68).1

Bivariate Correlations

Correlations between the study variables appear in Table 2. Adolescents’ hostile attribution
biases were related to their aggressive behavior, altruistic behavior, bullying, and reinforcing and
assisting with bullying. Adolescents who attributed hostile intent to others were more likely to
be aggressive and involved in bullying (as bully, reinforcer, and assistant). At the same time,
adolescents with a hostile attribution bias were less likely to be altruistic. Negative emotionality
was positively related to adolescents’ aggressive and bullying behavior and negatively related to
their compliant prosocial behavior. Adolescents’ moral affect and moral cognition were related

1After rotation, none of the variables loaded on both factors.
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TABLE 3
Regression Models Predicting Children’s Aggressive and Bullying Behavior

Aggression Involvement in bullying

Variables and steps β in full model R2 �R2 β in full model R2 �R2

1. Age .06 .03
Gender −.27∗∗ −.22∗
Parent education .07 .15∗∗ .15∗∗ −.06 .19∗∗ .19∗∗

2. Hostile attribution bias .16∗ .11
Negative emotionality .41∗∗ .20∗
Moral affect −.38∗ −.42∗∗
Moral cognition −.15† .49∗∗ .34∗∗ −.24∗∗ .44∗∗ .25∗∗

†p <.10. ∗p < .05. ∗∗p < .01.

to all types of social behavior (except for adolescents’ behavior as an outsider in bullying). Thus,
adolescents high in moral affect and moral cognition were less aggressive and less involved in
bullying (as a bully, assistant, and reinforcer). In addition, adolescents high in moral affect and
moral cognition were more likely to defend a victim in the context of bullying and were higher
in all three types of prosocial behavior. Other significant correlations can be seen in Table 2.

Regression Models

Hierarchical regression models were built to predict adolescents’ prosocial and aggressive be-
haviors. Age, gender, and parental education were entered as controls, because others have found
links between these variables and prosocial and aggressive behavior (for reviews, see Dodge
et al., 2006; Eisenberg et al., 2006). Emotionality, hostile attribution bias, and moral affect and
moral cognition were entered simultaneously on the second step. All full regression models were
significant, except for the model predicting adolescents’ outsider behavior in bullying (which is
excluded from the tables). The models predicting adolescents’ aggressive behaviors appear in
Table 3 and the models predicting adolescents’ prosocial behaviors appear in Table 4.

In the full model predicting adolescents’ aggressive behavior, adolescents’ gender, hostile
attribution bias, negative emotionality, and moral affect all made significant contributions to the
final model, F(7, 113) = 15.52, p < .01. Boys rated themselves as more aggressive than girls. Plus,
those adolescents who had hostile attribution biases, who were high in negative emotionality, and
who were low in moral affect rated themselves as the most aggressive.

In the full model predicting involvement in bullying, gender, moral affect, moral cognition,
and negative emotionality were all significant independent predictors, F(7, 113) = 12.76, p < .01.
Boys were more likely to endorse higher levels of involvement in bullying than girls. In addition,
adolescents who rated themselves as high in moral affect and moral cognition were less likely to
rate themselves as being involved in bullying. Finally, adolescents who scored high in negative
emotionality were likely to be involved in bullying.

Adolescents’ prosocial behaviors were consistently predicted by adolescents’ levels of moral
affect and cognition. In the model predicting adolescents’ defense of victims in bullying, the
only independent contributors to the significant full model was adolescents’ moral affect and
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280 LAIBLE, MURPHY, & AUGUSTINE

TABLE 4
Regression Models Predicting Children’s Defending Behavior in Bullying and Prosocial Behavior

Defending Altruism

Variables and steps β in full model R2 �R2 β in full model R2 �R2

1. Age −.07 .10
Gender .05 .30∗∗
Parent education .12 .10∗∗ .10∗∗ −.03 .19∗∗ .19∗∗

2. Hostile attribution bias .05 −.12
Negative emotionality −.04 −.10
Moral affect .37∗∗ .23∗
Moral cognition .23∗ .23∗∗ .13∗∗ .22∗ .31∗∗ .13∗∗

Emotional prosocial behavior Compliant prosocial behavior

1. Age .05 .03
Gender −.07 −.13
Parent education −.01 .09∗ .09∗ .04 .03 .03

2. Hostile attribution bias −.01 .02
Negative emotionality −.11 −.24∗
Moral affect .66∗∗ .48∗∗
Moral cognition .33∗∗ .48∗∗ .39∗∗ .16 .25∗∗ .23∗∗

∗p < .05. ∗∗p < .01.

cognition, F(7, 113) = 4.91, p <. 01. The higher adolescents were in these two qualities, the
more likely they were to report standing up for and defending the victim in the context of bullying.

Adolescents’ altruistic and emotional prosocial behavior was also significantly predicted by
adolescents’ moral affect and moral cognition: emotional prosocial behavior, F(7, 113) = 14.93,
p < .01; altruistic prosocial behavior, F(7, 113) = 7.37, p < .01. The higher adolescents scored
on moral affect and moral cognition, the more likely they were to also report higher levels of
altruistic and emotional prosocial behavior. Gender was also significantly related to adolescents’
altruistic prosocial behavior. Girls were more likely to report high levels of altruism than boys.

Finally, in the full model predicting adolescents’ compliant prosocial behavior,
F(7, 113) = 5.45, p < .01, both adolescents’ negative emotionality and moral affect made
significant contributions. Adolescents were more likely to help others when asked if they were
both low in negative emotionality and high in moral affect.

DISCUSSION

The goal of this study was to examine multiple factors that related to adolescents’ prosocial
and aggressive behaviors, including hostile attribution bias, negative emotionality, moral affect,
and moral cognition. Overall, the finding revealed that hostile attribution biases, emotionality, and
aspects of conscience were related to adolescents’ prosocial and aggressive behavior, but that
the pattern was complex and varied depending on the type of aggressive and prosocial behavior
examined.
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Consistent with the research and theorizing on social information processing, we found that
adolescents’ attribution biases were related both the adolescents’ altruistic and aggressive behav-
iors (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge et al., 1990; Laible, Carlo, Panfile, Augustine, & Roesch,
in press; Nelson & Crick, 1999). Adolescents’ hostile attribution bias was related to their in-
volvement in bullying (as a bully, encourager, and assistant), their aggressive behavior, and was
inversely related to their altruistic prosocial behavior. Thus, the bivariate links lend support to
the idea that social cognitive variables are important for predicting both adolescents’ socially
competent and incompetent behavior. Despite the consistent bivariate links hostile attribution
biases shared with these social outcomes, however, it is important to point out that this variable
was a relatively weak predictor in regression models predicting social behavior and its effects
were frequently washed out by the stronger links that adolescents’ moral affect and cognition
shared with adolescents’ aggressive and prosocial behaviors. The one exception, however, was
for adolescents’ aggressive behavior more generally, where adolescents’ hostile attribution biases
continued to be a significant independent contributor to predicting adolescents’ reports of aggres-
sive behavior beyond those effects accounted for by moral affect and cognition. It is not clear why
attribution biases were relatively uninfluential as independent predictors of adolescents’ social
behavior. It may be that by adolescence, other social information processing variables that better
account for adolescents’ social behavior (e.g., goal selection) that were not assessed in this study.
It may also be, however, that the other variables assessed in this study mediated the influence
of attribution biases on adolescents’ social behavior (e.g., moral affect). Thus, for example, it
seems possible that adolescents’ attribution biases may inhibit both perspective taking and their
affective responsiveness toward potential victims, which in turn leads to more aggressive and less
prosocial behavior. Longitudinal research is needed to explore this potential mediation.

Adolescents’ negative emotionality was also related to their social behavior. In particular,
adolescents who were prone toward negative affect were especially likely to be involved in
aggressive and bullying behavior (even after controlling for hostile attribution biases and moral
development). This is also consistent with recent theorizing on aggressive behavior which has
speculated and found evidence for the idea that dysregulated negative affect in children leads to
some types of aggressive behavior, especially reactive aggression (e.g., Vitaro, Barker, Boivin,
Brendgen, & Tremblay, 2006). However, our study also indicated that dysregulated negative
emotionality was also linked with bullying behavior as well, which is often proactive in nature.
The empirical work on emotion-related processes in bullying has been mixed (see de Castro,
Merk, Koops, Veerman, & Bosch, 2005; Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000) and suggests that it may
depend on the type of bullies (e.g., bully victims). However, there are good reasons to believe
that negative emotionality may be linked with some types of bullying. First, adolescents who are
highly negatively reactive may evoke negative reactions from peers, which in turn increase the
likelihood of conflict and aggression (Rutter, 1997). In addition, high levels of negative reactivity
may limit adolescents’ abilities to regulate inappropriate behavior (Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks,
1999) and may lead to bullying as a result.

Surprisingly, adolescents’ negative emotionality was less related to adolescents’ prosocial
behaviors, contrary to expectations (for a review, see Eisenberg et al., 2006). The one exception,
however, was for compliant prosocial behavior (i.e., helping when asked). Adolescents who were
prone toward negative affect were less likely to help others when asked. The literature linking
negative emotionality with prosocial behavior has been mixed (see Laible, Carlo, et al., in press)
and may depend not only to the extent that adolescents are high in negative affect, but also their
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282 LAIBLE, MURPHY, & AUGUSTINE

ability to regulate or control this affect (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1992). The age of the participants
may also matter; more consistent links have been found with adults than with younger children
(cf. Eisenberg et al., 1994; Eisenberg et al., 1995). Our findings suggest that it may also depend
on which type of prosocial behavior is assessed and that negative emotionality seems to matter
most for compliant prosocial behavior. Perhaps adolescents high in negative emotionality are
easily over-aroused when asked to help by others and cannot respond appropriately. It is also
possible that others are aware of adolescents’ emotional proneness and that close others are less
likely to seek the help of individuals prone toward negative emotionality. Thus, because of limited
experiences with being asked to help, these adolescents might feel less competent engaging in
compliant prosocial behavior.

One of the strongest and most consistent predictors of adolescent social behavior was moral
affect. The more prone adolescents were to experiencing moral emotions such as guilt, empathy,
and shame, the more likely they were to be altruistic and prosocial and the less likely they were
to be aggressive or involved in bullying. In addition, the higher adolescents were in moral affect,
the more likely they were to stand up for the victim in the context of bullying. Thus, as others
have argued, moral emotions clearly provide an important motivation for behaving appropriately
(Batson, 1994; Eisenberg, 2000; Hoffman, 2000). Individuals who are prone toward guilt and
shame may behave more prosocially and less aggressively because they want to avoid the negative
feelings that arise from violating social and moral expectations. Individuals who are high in
empathic concern and empathic anger feel responsible for the well-being of others and are likely
to behave in ways that promote and benefit others.

In addition to moral affect, moral cognition was also a consistent predictor of adolescent social
behavior. Thus, adolescents who were high in moral reasoning and perspective taking were less
likely to be involved in bullying. In addition, adolescents who were high in moral reasoning
and perspective taking were more likely to engage in altruistic and emotional prosocial behavior
and were more likely to defend a victim in the context of bullying behavior than those low in
this quality. The ability to understand the thoughts and feelings of others is assumed to be an
important precursor to both helping and experiencing moral affect (Eisenberg, 1991). Some have
argued that perspective taking, in particular, creates empathy for the plight of others (Batson,
1998; Carlo, 2006), which should facilitate prosocial behavior and limit aggressive behavior. It is
important to point out that our findings suggested that there were direct effects of moral cognition
on adolescents’ social behavior as well. This may be true in part because sophisticated prosocial
moral reasoning includes internalized values that promote the well-being of others. Regardless,
the findings from this study are consistent with the view that moral cognitive processes, like
moral affect, provide incentives for competent social behavior.

It is important to point out that this study has a number of limitations. First, adolescents were
the sole providers of information on their emotionality, moral development, attribution biases, and
social behavior. Thus, future research is needed with multiple reporters and observational methods
to verify the findings. Because the study was correlational and cross sectional in its design, causal
and directional determinations cannot be made. Moreover, the study included only a single
assessment of social information processing and other steps in social information processing
are worth investigating in the future. Finally, although the study included several measures of
aggression, it failed to distinguish between all of the different types of aggressive behavior
(e.g., relational, proactive, reactive) and prosocial behavior (e.g., dire prosocial behavior). Future
researchers should expand the array of social behavior that is examined.
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In conclusion, this study was one of the first to simultaneously examine the links between
emotional, moral, and social cognitive predictors and social behavior. Thus, although previous
research has implicated all three types of variables for predicting children’s social behavior, we
know relatively little about what the most influential predictors of social behavior are and our study
is one of the first to illuminate the relative contribution of emotional, moral, and social cognitive
predictors. Most importantly, the findings from our study highlight the importance of moral
variables for determining adolescents’ socially appropriate behavior. Although researchers have
more widely discussed the influence of social cognitive and temperamental variables in predicting
aggressive behavior, the role of moral affect and moral cognition in inhibiting aggressive behavior
has received less attention by aggression researchers. Interestingly, the role of moral affect and
cognition in determining prosocial behavior has been more widely discussed and examined by
researchers (e.g., Carlo, 2006; Eisenberg et al., 2006). Yet this study suggests that moral affect
and moral cognition are important influences on both types of social behavior and suggests that
one important avenue for intervention with aggressive children may involve the promotion of
moral reasoning, moral affect, and perspective taking.

AUTHOR NOTES

Deborah J. Laible is an associate professor of psychology at Lehigh University. She received
her Ph.D. from the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Her research interests focus on relational
factors and processes that predict children’s social, emotional, and moral competence. Tia
Panfile Murphy is an assistant professor of psychology at Washington College and she re-
ceived her Ph.D. from Lehigh University. Her research examines the socioemotional outcomes
of attachment, with a specific focus on the processes involved. Mairin Augustine is a graduate
student at the Pennsylvania State University, with a master’s of science from Lehigh University.
Her research interests include parenting, temperament, and socioemotional development.

REFERENCES

Anthony, J., Lonigan, C., Hooe, E., & Phillips, B. (2002). An affect-based, hierarchical model of temperament and its
relations with internalizing symptomatology. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 31, 480–490.

Arsenio, W. F., & Lemerise, E. A. (2001). Varieties of childhood bullying: Values, emotion processes, and social
competence. Social Development, 10, 59–73.

Bailey, C. A., & Ostrov, J. M. (2008). Differentiating forms and functions of aggression in emerging adults: Associations
with hostile attribution biases and normative beliefs. Journal of Youth & Adolescence, 37, 713–722.

Batson, C. D. (1994). Prosocial motivation: Why do we help others? In A. Tesser (Ed.), Advanced social psychology
(pp. 333–381). Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill.

Buss, A., & Plomin, R. (1984). Temperament: Early developing personality traits. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum
Carlo, G. (2006). Care-based and altruistically based morality. In M. Killen & J. G. Smetana (Eds.), Handbook of moral

development (pp. 551–579). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Carlo, G., Eisenberg, N., & Knight, G. P. (1992). An objective measure of prosocial moral reasoning. Journal of Research

on Adolescence, 2, 331–349.
Carlo, G., Hausmann, A., Christiansen, S., & Randall, B. A. (2003). Sociocognitive and behavioral correlates of a measure

of prosocial tendencies for adolescents. Journal of Early Adolescence, 23, 107–134.
Carlo, G., Koller, S. H., Eisenberg, N., Da Silva, M. S., & Frohlich, C. B. (1996). A cross-national study on the relations

among prosocial moral reasoning, gender role orientations, and prosocial behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 32,
231–240.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ita
t P

ol
itè

cn
ic

a 
de

 V
al

èn
ci

a]
 a

t 0
2:

17
 2

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
4 



284 LAIBLE, MURPHY, & AUGUSTINE

Carlo, G., Mestre, M. V., Samper, P., Tur, A., & Armenta, B. E. (2011). The longitudinal relations among dimensions of
parenting styles, sympathy, prosocial moral reasoning and prosocial behaviors. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 35, 116–124.

Carlo, G., Raffaelli, M., Laible, D., & Meyer, K. (1999). Why are girls less aggressive than boys?: Personality and
parenting mediators of aggression. Sex Roles, 40, 711–729.

Carlo, G., & Randall, B. A. (2002). The development of a measure of prosocial behaviors for late adolescents. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 31, 31–44.

Crick, N. R. (1995). Relational aggression: The role of intent attributions, feelings of distress, and provocation type.
Development and Psychopathology, 7, 313–322.

Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1994). A review and reformulation of social-information processing mechanisms in
children’s social adjustment. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 74–101.

Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1996). Social information processing mechanisms in reactive and proactive aggression.
Child Development, 67, 993–1002.

Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1999). ‘Superiority’ is in the eye of the beholder: A comment on Sutton, Smith, and
Swettenham. Social Development, 8, 128–131.

Crick, N. R., Grotpeter, J., & Bigbee, M. (2002). Relationally and physically aggressive children’s intent attributions and
feelings of distress for relational and instrumental peer provocations. Child Development, 73, 1134–1142.

Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for a multidimensional approach. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 113–126.

De Castro, B. O., Merk, W., Koops, W., Veerman, J., & Bosch, J. D. (2005). Emotions in social information processing
and their relations with reactive and proactive aggression in referred aggressive boys. Journal of Clinical Child and
Adolescent Psychology, 34, 105–116.

De Castro, B. O., Veerman, J. W., Koops, W., Bosch, J. D., & Monshouwer, H. J. (2002). Hostile attribution of intent and
aggressive behavior: A meta-analysis. Child Development, 73, 916–934.

Dodge, K. A. (1980). Social cognition and children’s aggressive behavior. Child Development, 51, 162–170.
Dodge, K. A. (1986). A social information processing model of social competence in children. In M. Perlmutter (Ed.),

The Minnesota Symposium on Child Psychology (Vol. 18, pp. 77–125). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Dodge, K., Coie, J., & Lynam, D. (2006). Aggression and antisocial behavior in youth. In N. Eisenberg, W. Damon, & R.

Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology: Vol. 3. Social, emotional, and personality development (pp. 719–788).
New York, NY: Wiley.

Dodge, K., Price, J., Bachorowski, J., & Newman, J. (1990). Hostile attributional biases in severely aggressive adolescents.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 99, 385–392.

Eisenberg, N. (1991). Meta-analytic contributions to the literature on prosocial behavior. Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy Bulletin, 17, 273–282.

Eisenberg, N. (2000). Emotion, regulation, and moral development. Annual Review of Psychology, 51, 665–697.
Eisenberg, N., Cumberland, A., Spinrad, T., Fabes, R., Shepard, S., Reiser, M., . . . Guthrie, I. (2001). The relations of

regulation and emotionality to children’s externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. Child Development, 72,
1112–1134.

Eisenberg, N., & Fabes, R. (2006). Emotion-related regulation and children’s socioemotional competence. In L. Balter
& C. Tamis-LeMonda (Eds.), Child psychology: A handbook of contemporary issues (pp. 357–381). New York, NY:
Psychology Press.

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Guthrie, I. K., & Reiser, M. (2000). Dispositional emotionality and regulation: Their role in
predicting quality of social functioning. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 136–157.

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Murphy, B., Karbon, M., Maszk, P., Smith, M., . . . Suh, K. (1994). The relations of
emotionality and regulation to dispositional and situational empathy-related responding. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 66, 776–797.

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R., & Spinrad, T. (2006). Prosocial development. In N. Eisenberg, W. Damon, & R. Lerner
(Eds.), Handbook of child psychology: Vol. 3, Social, emotional, and personality development (6th ed., pp. 646–718).
Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Eisenberg, N., Pidada, S., & Liew, J. (2001). The relations of regulation and negative emotionality to Indonesian children’s
social functioning. Child Development, 72, 1747–1763.

Eisenberg, N., Sadovsky, A., Spinrad, T. L., Fabes, R. A., Losoya, S. H., Valiente, C., . . . Shepard, S. (2005). The
relations of problem behavior status to children’s negative emotionality, effortful control, and impulsivity: Concurrent
relations and prediction of change. Developmental Psychology, 41, 193–211.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ita
t P

ol
itè

cn
ic

a 
de

 V
al

èn
ci

a]
 a

t 0
2:

17
 2

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
4 



ADOLESCENTS’ AGGRESSIVE AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS 285

Fabes, R. A., Eisenberg, N., Jones, S., Smith, M., Guthrie, I., Poulin, R., Shepard, S., & Friedman, J. (1999). Regulation,
emotionality, and preschoolers’ socially competent peer interactions. Child Development, 70, 432–442.

Fabes, R., Carlo, G., Kupanoff, K., & Laible, D. (1999). Early adolescence and prosocial/moral behavior I: The role of
individual processes. Journal of Early Adolescence, 19, 5–16.

Fabes, R., Eisenberg, N., Karbon, M., Bernzweig, J., Lee Speer, A., & Carlo, G. (1994). Socialization of children’s
vicarious emotional responding and prosocial behavior: Relations with mothers’ perceptions of children’s emotional
reactivity. Developmental Psychology, 30, 44–55.

Feshbach, S., & Feshbach, N. (1986). Aggression and altruism: A personality perspective. In C. Zahn-Waxler, E. M.
Cummings, & R. Iannotti (Eds.), Altruism and aggression: Biological and social origins (pp. 189–217). New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

Hart, D. (2005). The development of moral identity. In G. Carlo & C. P. Edwards (Eds.), Nebraska Symposium on
Motivation: Moral development through the lifespan: Theory, research, and application (pp. 165–196). Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press.

Hoffman, M. L. (1990). Empathy and justice motivation. Motivation and Emotion, 14, 151–172.
Hoffman, M. L. (2000). Empathy and moral development: Implications for caring and justice. New York, NY: Cambridge

University Press.
Iannotti, R. J. (1978). Effect of role-taking experiences on role taking, empathy, altruism, and aggression. Developmental

Psychology, 14, 119–124.
Katsurada, E., & Sugawara, A. (1998). The relation between hostile attributional bias and aggressive behavior in preschool-

ers. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 13, 623–636.
Ketterlinus, R. D., & Lamb, M. E. (Eds.). (1994). Adolescent problem behavior: Issues and research. Hillsdale, NJ:

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Krebs, D. L., & Van Hesteren, F. (1994). The development of altruism: Toward an integrative model. Developmental

Review, 14, 1–56.
Laible, D., Carlo, G., & Eye, J. (2008). Dimensions of conscience development in mid-adolescence: Links with temper-

ament and parenting. Journal of Youth & Adolescence, 37, 875–887.
Laible, D., Carlo, G., Murphy, T., Augustine, M., & Roesch, S. (in press). Predicting children’s prosocial and cooperative

behavior from children’s temperamental profiles. Social Development. doi:10.111/sode.12072
Laible, D., Carlo, G., & Raffaelli, M. (2000). The differential relations of parent and peer attachment to adolescent

adjustment. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 29, 45–59.
Laible, D., Carlo, G., & Roesch, S. (2004). Pathways to self esteem in late adolescence: The role of parent and peer

attachment, empathy, and social behaviors. Journal of Adolescence, 27, 703–716.
Laible, D., McGinley, M., Carlo, G., Augustine, M., & Murphy, T. (in press). Does engaging in prosocial behavior

make you see the world through rose colored glasses? The links between social information processing and prosocial
behavior. Developmental Psychology.

Menesini, E., & Camodeca, M. (2008). Shame and guilt as behavior regulators: Relationships with bullying, victimization
and prosocial behavior. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 26, 183–196.

Merisca, R., & Bybee, J. (1994). Guilt, not moral reasoning, relates to volunteerism, prosocial behavior, lowered
aggressiveness, and eschewal of racism. Poster presented at Annual meeting of Eastern Psychological Association,
Providence, RI.

Miller, P., Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., & Shell, R. (1996). Relations of moral reasoning and vicarious emotion to young
children’s prosocial behavior towards peers and adults. Developmental Psychology, 32, 210–219.

Nelson, D., & Crick, N. (1999). Rose-colored glasses: Examining the social information processing of prosocial young
adolescents. Journal of Early Adolescence, 19, 17–38.

Nickerson, A. B., Mele, D., & Princiotta, D. (2008). Attachment and empathy as predictors of roles as defenders or
outsiders in bullying interactions. Journal of School Psychology, 46, 687–703.

Oswald, P. A. (1996). The effects of cognitive and affective perspective taking on empathic concern and altruistic helping.
The Journal of Social Psychology, 136, 613–623.

Pellegrini, A., & Bartini, M. (2000). A longitudinal study of bullying, victimization, and peer affiliation during the
transition from primary school to middle school. American Educational Research Journal, 37, 699–725.

Pellegrini, A., Bartini, M., & Brooks, F. (1999). School bullies, victims, and aggressive victims: Factors relating to group
affiliation and victimization in early adolescence. Journal of Educational Psychology, 91, 216–224.

Pulos, S., Elison, J., & Lennon, R. (2004). The hierarchical structure of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index. Social Behavior
and Personality, 32, 355–360.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ita
t P

ol
itè

cn
ic

a 
de

 V
al

èn
ci

a]
 a

t 0
2:

17
 2

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
4 



286 LAIBLE, MURPHY, & AUGUSTINE

Quiles, Z., & Bybee, J. (2007). Chronic and predispositional guilt: Relations to mental health, prosocial behavior, and
religiosity. Journal of Personality Assessment, 69, 104–126.

Rothbart, M., & Bates, J. (2006). Temperament. In N. Eisenberg, W. Damon, R. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child
psychology: Vol. 3, Social, emotional, and personality development (6th ed., pp. 99–167). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Rubin, K. H., Wojslawowicz, J. C., Burgess, K. B., Rose-Krasnor, L., & Booth-LaForce, C. L. (2006). The best friendships
of shy/withdrawn children: Prevalence, stability, and relationship quality. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 34,
139–153.

Rutter, M. (1997). Comorbidity: Concepts, claims and choices. Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 7, 265–286.
Salmivalli, C., Lagerspetz, K., Bjorkqvist, K., Osterman, K., & Kaukiainen, A. (1996). Bullying as a group process:

Participant roles and their relations to social status within the group. Aggressive Behavior, 22, 1–15.
Stuewig, J., Tangney, J. P., Heigel, C., Harty, L., & McCloskey, L. (2010). Shaming, blaming, and maiming: Functional

links among the moral emotions, externalization of blame, and aggression. Journal of Research in Personality, 44,
91–102.

Sutton, J., Smith, P. K., & Swettenham, J. (1999). Bullying and “theory of mind”: A critique of the “social skills deficit”
view of anti-social behaviour. Social Development, 8, 117–126.

Tangney, J. P. (1991). Moral affect: The good, the bad, and the ugly. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61,
598–607.

Tangney, J. P., Stuewig, J., & Mashek, D. (2007). Moral emotions and moral behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 58,
345–372.

Tangney, J. P., Wagner, P., & Gramzow, R. (1989). The Test of Self-Conscious Affect (TOSCA). Fairfax, VA: George
Mason University.

Tangney, J. P., Wagner, P., & Gramzow, R. (1992). Proneness to shame, proneness to guilt, and psychopathology. Journal
of Abnormal Psychology, 101, 469–478.

Underwood, B., & Moore, B. (1982). Perspective-taking and altruism. Psychological Bulletin, 91,143–173.
Vitaglione, G., & Barnett, M. (2003). Assessing a new dimension of empathy: Empathic anger as a predictor of helping

and punishing desires. Motivation & Emotion, 27, 301–324.
Vitaro, F., Barker, E. D., Boivin, M., Brendgen, M., & Tremblay, R. E. (2006). Do early difficult temperament and

harsh parenting differentially predict reactive and proactive aggression? Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 34,
681–691.

Weinberger, D. A. (1991). Social-emotional adjustment in older children and adults: Validation of the Weinberger
Adjustment Inventory. Unpublished manuscript.

Woien, S., Ernst, H., Patock-Peckham, J., & Nagoshi, C. (2003). Validation of the TOSCA to measure shame and guilt.
Personality and Individual Differences, 35, 313–326.

Wyatt, J. M., & Carlo, G. (2002). What will my parents think? Relations among adolescents’ expected parental reactions,
prosocial moral reasoning, and prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Journal of Adolescent Research, 17, 646–666.

Yeung, R., & Leadbeater, B. (2007). Does hostile attributional bias for relational provocations mediate the short-term
association between relational victimization and aggression in preadolescence? Journal of Youth and Adolescence,
36, 973–983.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ita
t P

ol
itè

cn
ic

a 
de

 V
al

èn
ci

a]
 a

t 0
2:

17
 2

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
4 




