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Abstract

Prosocial behaviour is fundamental for humans such that it is expected in every culture. The
social psychology perspective views that for such actions to be labelled as prosocial, they must
align with societal goals and group norms. Therefore, prosocial behaviour is not universal across
cultures. Some prior studies explored cultural variations in prosocial behaviour in terms of
individualism-collectivism and suggested that collectivism, but not individualism, is strongly
connected to prosociality. More recently, increased individualism has been reported in many
societies around the world to indicate societal changes and, to some extent, suggest corresponding
changes in prosocial behaviour. However, whether the pattern of changes in individualism-
collectivism affects changes in prosociality requires further examination, particularly in non-
Western samples. One promising explanation is from the perspective of cultural dynamics that
examine how certain cultural attributes, such as prosociality, are established, maintained, or
transformed within societies. This thesis explores how prosocial behaviour is being understood,
practised, and maintained in the context of changing sociocultural environment through a series of
three studies.

The first study was a scoping review to map what is known by the literature about prosocial
behaviour in Australian and Indonesian contexts. The study included 93 peer-reviewed articles
(Australia n = 79, Indonesia n = 14) which were analysed according to the three hierarchical levels:
micro, meso, and macro taking the multilevel perspective of prosocial behaviour. Findings from this
study suggest that Australian and Indonesian studies on prosocial behaviour differ in terms of its
domain. Australian studies were mainly focusing on the interpersonal process of prosocial
behaviour, whereas Indonesian research focused on the internal process of enacting prosocial
behaviour. The scoping review also found that beyond the predefined typology of prosocial
behaviour, there is growing research on other types of prosocial acts. The study suggested the need
to understand prosocial behaviour beyond expert conception to accommodate the inclusion of other
prosocial behaviour among people in different cultural contexts.

Study 2 was a focus group study involving 42 participants across 7 groups representing
different cultures and generations. The study aimed to explain prosocial behaviour in the context of
a changing socio-cultural environment by exploring cross-cultural (Australia and Indonesia) and
cross-generational (older and younger generations) understanding of prosociality construct from the
perspective of a layperson. Analyses of the qualitative data led to four themes and 23 subthemes.
The study showed that prosocial behaviour has similar forms, regardless of cultures and
generations. Findings also indicate that generational differences were only observed in Indonesian

participants, suggesting the need for a further study of prosociality between Indonesian generations.
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One important finding is that Indonesian young adults more frequently discussed empathy as the
motive of prosocial acts than the older adult generation. Compared to Australia, Indonesia may have
larger generational differences in terms of sourcing and directing prosocial acts. As such, an
examination of how prosociality is transmitted between generations in Indonesia is valuable to
understand the nature of prosociality in changing sociocultural contexts.

Taking the cultural dynamics perspective, Study 3 examined five models of vertical
transmission of prosociality in Indonesia. The five models were tested in a sample of 208 parent-
young adult dyads and explored five different contexts of values to explicate the mechanism of
intergenerational transmission of prosociality. A statistically significant result was found for the
model where effective transmission of prosociality from parent to adult children occurred through
the moderation of zeitgeist values in social focus. More specifically, the more the mainstream
society has stronger construction toward social focus values (i.e., universalism, benevolence,
tradition, conformity, and security-societal) and lower construction toward personal focus values
(i.e., self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, and security-personal) the more
likely prosociality was transmitted from parent to their adult children. This finding provides an
insight that the process of sustaining prosocial behaviour across generations in a culturally changing
society can be explicated through the micro-level phenomena of the cultural dynamics perspective.

Overall, this thesis makes three contributions to an understanding of prosocial behaviour
research, practice, maintenance, and change in different and changing sociocultural contexts. First,
the focus of research on prosocial behaviour is vary across cultures and types of prosocial behaviour
may expand beyond the existing categorisation of prosocial behaviour. Second, perspectives
through the layperson from different sociocultural contexts should be respectfully explored to
broaden our understanding of the nature of prosociality. This exploration is particularly useful to
explicate how prosociality can be understood and practised by different societies. Third, the
perspective of cultural dynamics provides an insight into how prosociality is transformed and
maintained across generations through the mechanism of vertical transmission.

The thesis has several implications for research focusing on prosocial behaviour in changing
sociocultural contexts. These include exploring a broader concept of prosocial behaviour beyond
the predetermined typology by considering culturally diverse constructs of prosociality,
encouraging the use of qualitative methods to illuminate cross-cultural and cross-generational
variations of prosocial behaviour, and making use of cultural dynamics perspective to explicate the
context of transmitting prosociality across generations. Suggestions for future research include the
direction to accommodate the underrepresented non-Western conception of prosociality in
broadening the typology of prosocial acts and the use of other research designs in estimating longer-

term implications of cultural dynamics.



Acknowledgements

All praise belongs to Allah, Most Gracious, Most Merciful, for all His grants and guidance that He

bestowed on me.

I would like to thank my supervisors, Dr Takeshi Hamamura, for bringing his amazing expertise
and experience to this research project, and Prof. Lauren Breen, for her thoughtful guidance and
encouragement throughout my study. | am very grateful for the time and the patience they have

given me to enhance the quality of my work and enrich my learning journey in the best way.

A very special thanks to Curtin ISSU teams for their never-ending support throughout our life at
Curtin University. To Dr John Fielder and Grace Conti from The Learning Centre, Curtin, for their
extraordinary work in facilitating Australian group discussions. To all research assistants in
Indonesia who make it possible to collect dyadic survey data critical for this project, and all

research participants for their kindness in responding to my research.

To my wonderful family:

no words in this world would suffice my gratitude for always having you in my heart.

This research and the overall doctoral study are supported by the Australia Award Scholarship,
funded by the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Australian Government. | thank you to

Australia for the generous grant and the opportunity to pursue this world-class learning experience.



Acknowledgement of Country

We acknowledge that Curtin University works across hundreds of traditional lands and custodial
groups in Australia, and with First Nations people around the globe. We wish to pay our deepest
respects to their ancestors and members of their communities, past, present, and to their emerging
leaders. Our passion and commitment to work with all Australians and peoples from across the
world, including our First Nations peoples are at the core of the work we do, reflective of our

institutions' values and commitment to our role as leaders in the Reconciliation space in Australia.



Vi

Covid-19 Thesis Impact Statement

This thesis was completed for the fulfilment of the requirements of a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) in
Psychology. The candidate completed the associated psychology research across the course of her
degree from February 2017 to August 2021.

The pandemic has had several impacts on this research. First, the focus group discussion was
originally targeted for at least four group sessions in Australia. However, due to the risk of
administering face-to-face discussions during the pandemic, only three sessions were administered
before Covid-19 reached Australia. Data was considered sufficient for qualitative analysis, and it
was decided to cancel the fourth group during the pandemic. Second, Covid-19 delayed the progress
of the writing for the candidate. In August 2021 the candidate lost both of her parents due to Covid-
19, she must return to her home country immediately, and ended her PhD Scholarship. She is

dealing with bereavement since then.



vii

Table of Contents
D= Tod - =11 oo OSSR i
N 013 1 Uod SRS I
ACKNOWIEAGEIMENTS ...ttt st e e b e be et esre e teentesneesneeneas iv
ACKNOWIEdgEMENt OF COUNTIY .....eiiiiciie et sae e %
Covid-19 Thesis IMpact StAtEMENT..........cveiiiieiiece e Vi
I L o] (=00 O] 1 (=] USSR vii
LISE OF TADIES ...ttt ettt e s be et e enbe e st e sreenaeaneen iX
T o) L 1o U= PSPPI X
Chapter 1: Prosocial Behaviour and CUITUIE ...........ccooiiiiiieie e 1
1.1. Prosocial Behaviour and Sociocultural Changes...........ccocoiiiiiiniiiiiiiee e 2
1.2, TRESIS OVEIVIBW ......eiiiiiieiie ettt sttt sttt sttt e b e b e b e be e st e s beenbeesbenbeenbeeneesneenae s 4

Chapter 2: Understanding Research in Prosocial Behaviour: A Scoping Review in Australian

aNd INAONESIAN LITEIALUIE. ....ccveeieieieiieeie ettt e e sre et e e steeae s e sraeaeaneenneeneaeneennn 8
N I o1 =T PSSR 8
p N ] oo [1Tox {[o] o TSSO PRPRPR 8
2.3, IMIBENOOS ...ttt bbbttt be bt 10
Stage 1: Identifying the Research QUESTION ............ccoiiiiiieiieieie e 11
Stage 2: Identifying Relevant STUTIES .........ccoiriiiiiiiiiieeee e 11
Stage 3: StUAY SEIECTION.........iiiii i 12
Stage 4: Charting the DAta...........ccciveiiiiiiieie et reesae e snaenre s 12
Stage 5: Collating, Summarising and Reporting the ReSUItS............cccevveevivervcic e 14
2.4, RESUITS ...ttt sttt ettt r et et e et e R e teeneeere e teenneeneenre s 14
2.5, DISCUSSION ...ttt sttt sttt ettt b bbbt st be e bt e bt b e s bt e bt e b e e abe et e es b e nbeebeenbenbeenbe s 19
2.6, CONCIUSIONS ...ttt ettt st e bt te bt e st e st et e et e s beabeeteaneene e 21

Chapter 3: A Qualitative Study of Prosocial Behaviour: Perspectives across Cultures and

GNEIALIONS. ..ot 22
L ADSETACT ettt e e e e e ————eaee e e e e e ————eaaeeeaeaa—————aaaeaaaaa——— 22
I 1111 0o (U131 o) o IR TR 22
3.3, IMENOTOIOQY ... bbbt 26
3ih. RESUITS .. 30

3.0 DHSCUSSION ..ot e ettt e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeee e eteaeeeeeanennnes 43



3.8, CONCIUSIONS ..., 47

Chapter 4: Vertical Transmission of Prosociality: Basic Human Values and The Context of

Intergenerational Transmission iN INAONESIA. .........cveiveiiiiecicce e 48
g I 1 10T L1 T £ [ o USSR 48
N Y =11 T o SRR PUPRTRPR 54
A.3. RESUILS ..ttt bttt nbe s 57
A4, DISCUSSION ...oviutitiiteitieteesieie ittt s et e b e b e bbbt e st e st e b e b et e s b e bt e bt e bt e ne et e besbesbenbeebenreeneas 66
S O o] o (1] o o SRS SSSRSS 69
Chapter 5: Overall Discussion and CoNCIUSION ..........cccueiiiiiiiiiiccie e 71
5.1. ReVIieW OF TheSiS ODJECHIVES........cciiiiiieie ettt st et ae e e nne s 71
5.2. Summary of Major FININGS .......ccoveiiiiieieie e 72
5.3. Future Research and Practical ImMpliCAtioNS ...........cooeiiiiiiiiiieiieeeee e 76
oIS O] o o 1] o] o PRSPPSO 77
RETEIEICES ...ttt bbbttt bbbt 79
ApPPendix A: HREC APPIOVAL .......c.oiiiiiiiieieeese et 87
Appendix B: Participant Information Sheet & Consent Form (Focus Group Discussion)......... 89
Appendix C: Focus Group Discussion ProtOCOIS..........c.cccveeiieiecieiie e 93
Appendix D: Flyers for Recruiting Focus Group Discussion Participants (English) ................. 94
Appendix E: Questionnaires included in Indonesian Survey (Manual Version)...........cc.ccocee.... 95

Appendix F: Flyers for Recruiting Survey Participants (Bahasa Indonesia)..............cc.ccccuve... 109



List of Tables
Table 1. Characteristics of the included STUAIES. ..........ccveviiiiciieiecc e 16
Table 2. Research domains, types, and recipients of prosocial behaviour.............ccccccoevveiiiiieinenenn, 18

Table 3. Summary of themes and subthemes representing participants’ perspective toward prosocial
010 F= LY T 11 SRRSO 31
Table 4. EXIraCt SAMPIES. .....ooviiiiecie e et e et e e e ra e eenreeanes 33
Table 5. Mean scores, standard deviations, and Pearson’s bivariate correlations between all

1722 L =L o] 1= OSSP 59
Table 6. Model 1: The moderation effect of young adults’ self-values on the vertical transmission of
PPOSOCTAIITY ...ttt et e bt e et e e et e e e e e aab e e abeeabbeebeeeareenreeanbeenree s 60
Table 7. Model 2: The moderation effect of value congruence on the vertical transmission of

Q1 L0 To 1o I- 111 Y2 OSSR 61
Table 8. Model 3: Parental socialisation values as the facilitator of the vertical transmission of
PPOSOCTAIITY ...ttt et e bt e et e e et e e e e e aab e e abeeabbeebeeeareenreeanbeenree s 62
Table 9. Model 4: Young adults’ perceived parental value endorsement as the moderator of the
vertical transmission OF ProSOCIAIILY .........ccveiuriiiiice e 63
Table 10. Model 5: The moderation effect of zeitgeist values on the vertical transmission of
PIOSOCIAITLY ...ttt bbb bbb bbbttt e bbbt bttt ne e 64



List of Figures
Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of study SeleCtion.............cccoovveiiiiiiic i 13
Figure 2. lllustration of calculating zeitgeist values in social fOCUS. ..........cccccocvviieviiiic i 64

Figure 3: The interaction effect of zeitgeist values in social and personal focus on the vertical

transMISSION OF PrOSOCIAIITY. .....cveiiiiitiiiii et 65



Chapter 1: Prosocial Behaviour and Culture

Prosocial behaviour has been broadly defined as actions that are directed to others and
positively valued by society (Dovidio et al., 2017). These actions may include helping, altruism,
volunteerism, and cooperation (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015). The term “prosociality” refers to an
individual’s propensity to perform particular prosocial behaviours (Caprara et al., 2012). Prosocial
behaviour is thought to be fundamental for societies to sustain such that it captures research interest
from various perspectives in psychology (Davidov et al., 2016; Dovidio et al., 2017; Gilbert et al.,
2019).

From the perspective of social psychology, prosocial behaviour is the core quality of the
human species (Schroeder & Graziano, 2017) such that removing prosociality would damage
individuals’ capability to function fully in their society. Individuals lacking in prosocial behaviour
would be considered as also lacking in social connections since performing prosocial acts involves
the formation of social bonds between individuals and their community (Schroeder & Graziano,
2017). By acting prosocially, individuals comply with societal norms and identify themselves as
part of the society, receive the benefits of being a member of the society (i.e., social identity
formation and fulfilment of social needs), and in return, affirm that they are the member of their
group.

Within social psychology, the evolutionary social psychology perspective posits that
prosocial behaviour is the “survival strategy” (Simpson & Beckes, 2010, p. 37) for the human
species. For instance, cooperation between individuals strengthens individual and group survival
capabilities. Cooperation, a type of prosocial behaviour, is fundamental for successful reproduction
and evolution. Maintaining long-term cooperation may signal that individuals are willing to be
included as member of the group by adhering to group norms. Thus, cooperation strengthens the
group not only by adding the quantity of its member through membership and reproduction but also
by enforcing group norms through socialisation and internalisation (Simpson & Beckes, 2010).
Individuals hesitant to act prosocially would be considered for group exclusion and may be
ostracised (Twenge et al., 2007).

These two perspectives highlight the importance of prosocial behaviour or aligning certain
behaviour with societal goals and group norms for such actions to be regarded as prosocial, within
psychology. However, societal goals and group norms differ across cultures and change over time.
For example, because changes in ecological, cultural, societal, and behavioural characteristics are
interconnected (Greenfield, 2016; Varnum & Grossmann, 2017), societal goals and group norms
that shape prosocial behaviour may differ due to changes in these characteristics. As such, stability

and changes in prosocial behaviour should be understood within the context of changing



sociocultural environment. One particularly interesting broad change in ecological, cultural,
societal, and behavioural characteristics observed in many societies is rising individualism
(Greenfield, 2016; Santos et al., 2017; Sheetal & Savani, 2021). Nevertheless, the relationship
between increased individualism and the nature of prosocial behaviour is not yet clear.

Prior literature relates individualism-collectivism and prosociality in a few different ways. In
some research, collectivism was more strongly related to prosociality (Carlo et al., 2001; Lampridis
& Papastylianou, 2017). In another line of research, rendering help to members of one’s in-group
was a more common response in collectivist societies, whereas in individualist societies, helping
strangers or helping in an emergency and spontaneous situations were more preferred (Miller &
Bersoff, 1994; Mullen & Skitka, 2009). In these studies, the theory of individualism-collectivism
was predominantly used for understanding different preferences of prosociality across societies.

Beyond cultural variation in prosocial behaviour examined in prior research, more recent
literature has incorporated individualism-collectivism to illuminate changes in prosocial behaviour
over time (Greenfield, 2016; Smith, 2019). In particular, the multilevel model of social change
(Greenfield, 2016) posits that changing value orientation from collectivism to individualism may
influence societal preference to favour competition than cooperation. Smith (2019) also noted that
compared to individualist nations, a greater increase in prosocial behaviour frequencies was
reported in collectivist countries, suggesting that prosocial acts were more frequently practised over
time by collectivist societies. Both literatures suggested a direction that increased prosociality is
associated with a stronger orientation toward collectivism as opposed to increased individualism.
Therefore, further investigation into the way sociocultural changes, particularly rising

individualism, and its effect on prosociality is required.

1.1.  Prosocial Behaviour and Sociocultural Changes

As mentioned, the existing research on prosociality had mainly focused on examining cross-
cultural differences (Chopik et al., 2017; Irwin, 2009; Knafo et al., 2009; Mullen & Skitka, 2009;
Trommsdorff et al., 2007). For example, in a cross-national study involving 63 countries, Chopik et
al. (2017) found that higher prosocial behaviour was found in countries with stronger collectivistic
values, higher empathy, and other psychological characteristics including agreeableness,
conscientiousness, self-esteem, emotionality, and subjective well-being. Research comparing
helping behaviour between a more collectivist society (i.e., Ukraine) with an individualist society
(i.e., the US) revealed that collectivists prefer to help members of the in-group whereas for
individualists helping strangers and in emergencies were mostly performed (Mullen & Skitka,
2009). Although cross-cultural comparisons help explain how culture affects prosocial behaviour,
Kashima (2014) noted that comparative analysis alone may not provide sufficient insights into how

cultural information in contemporary societies is obtained, retained, and transformed. Prosociality is
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not static because it is aligned with societal norms that change in response to changing sociocultural
contexts (Smith, 2019). As such, changes in sociocultural context may affect how people
understand this concept and how they behave prosocially.

In considering changes in the sociocultural context relevant to prosociality, one useful
theory is Greenfield’s multilevel theory of social change. Greenfield (2016) proposed this theory to
explicate that changes in sociodemographic characteristics may affect changes in behaviours. For
example, an increased tendency to favour competition rather than cooperation at the individual
behavioural level can be explained in terms of changes in the learning environment (i.e., from social
guidance to independent learning), which in turn resulted from changes in cultural value preferences
(i.e., from collectivism to individualism). In turn, a stronger tendency toward individualism was
seen as reflecting changes in sociodemographics where more people live alone than with others.
Greenfield’s (2016) perspective is useful to give a comprehensive framework that behavioural
changes can be understood as shaped by multiple layers of contextual factors. In line with this
assertion, changes in prosociality may be understood through research examining sociocultural
shifts (e.g., increased individualism).

One attempt to describe changes in prosociality over time is provided by Smith (2019).
Using the data from the World Giving Index over 6 years intervals (2010/2011 to 2016/2017) from
136 nations, Smith (2019) reported an increasing trend of prosocial behaviour for more collectivist
cultures. Upward trends were indicated particularly in helping strangers and volunteering actions in
collectivist nations. However, there were no significant increases reported in individualist nations
for the three types of prosocial behaviour (i.e., helping, donating, and volunteering). Smith (2018)
concluded that the concept of individualism-collectivism may predict not only preferences for
prosocial behaviour of the participating nations in a particular timeframe but also investigations
toward changes in the frequency of prosocial behaviour over time. Although the finding from this
study did not explain the specific way in how changes in value system (i.e., individualism-
collectivism) affect prosociality, it is evident that the theory of individualism-collectivism offers
some explanation for stability and changes in prosocial behaviour.

In addition to Greenfield’s model of cultural change, another framework for understanding
how prosocial behaviour changes within societies over time is through the lens of cultural
dynamics. Cultural dynamics is “an investigation of how a culture thus defined is formed,
maintained, and transformed over time” (Kashima, 2014, p.1). To explain the framework of cultural
dynamics, Kashima (2001) postulates the concept of culture as consisting of system- and practice-
oriented views altogether, representing both the stability (i.e., system-oriented) and flexibility (i.e.,
practice-oriented) of culture. At the micro-level, cultural transmission is “the heart of the

mechanisms” (Kashima, 2016, p. 93) of cultural dynamics that explains how one person transmits
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cultural information to another (Kashima, 2008). According to Cavalli-Sforza et al. (1982), cultural
transmissions may occur vertically (from parent to child), horizontally (between peers), and
obliquely (from teacher/social leader/mass media to student/younger generation). Transmission may
also occur retroactively (Knafo & Schwartz, 2008) from younger to older generations.

Cultural transmission plays a central role in the continuity of certain cultural attributes
within societies (Schonpflug & Bilz, 2009). One important finding in the literature is that cultural
characteristic subject for vertical transmission that has the function to serve group maintenance may
be transmitted more effectively (Kashima, 2014). For example, collectivistic values (i.e., humanism,
universalism, security, traditionalism, and conformism) tend to be vertically transmitted because it
contains cultural information essential for group function rather than individualistic values (i.e.,
self-direction, power, stimulating life, and hedonism) that promote individual autonomy
(Schonpflug & Bilz, 2009).

Relatedly, Schénpflug and Bilz (2009) noted that vertical transmission of collectivistic
values was more likely to occur rather than individualistic values. Building on these findings, in
societies experiencing rapid sociocultural change, Kashima (2014) argued that collectivistic values
may be vertically transmitted less effectively than individualistic values. This is because, within the
context of a changing sociocultural environment, collectivistic values may transmit to a lesser
extent from parents to children, given that parents may feel that the culture they are socialized in
and familiar with may no longer be useful for their children (Schonpflug & Bilz, 2009). In such a
context, parents may be reluctant to socialize their values to their children. Likewise, children may
also feel reluctant to accept their parents’ values for seeking that they may be outdated and not
adaptive in their environment. Moreover, in a rapidly changing environment, people tend to rely
more on individual trial-and-error learning rather than learning from others, such that the
transmission of cultural information that favours to social integration tend to be less effective
(Kashima, 2014). Given the strong connection between individualism-collectivism and prosociality,
further investigation is required to explicate whether changes in sociocultural context such as
increased individualism may affect the maintenance and changes of prosocial behaviour within
societies.

1.2.  Thesis Overview

1.2.1. The Rationale for the thesis

A research project focusing on two distinctive cultural samples that presumably experienced
diverging patterns of sociocultural changes would be beneficial to shed light on how prosocial
behaviour is understood, practised, changed, or maintained. In this thesis, Australia and Indonesia
are selected as the two societies of interest. Santos et al. (2017) included both Australia and

Indonesia and found increasing individualism in both countries. In Santos et al. (2017), increases in



individualism were indicated through individualist practices (i.e., smaller household size, a higher
percentage of people living alone, a higher percentage of older adults living alone, and a higher
ratio of the number of divorced and separated people) and individualist values (i.e., lower emphasis
on the family relative to friends, independent children socialisation, greater preference for self-
expression).

Australia is generally seen in the literature as an individualist country, whereas Indonesia is
generally seen as a collectivist society (Irwin, 2009). Previous research included several indices
from the World Values Survey (WVS) to have theoretical and empirical relations to individualism-
collectivism such as respect and love for parents, trust in people, child independence for parental
socialisation goals, and the importance of friends in life (Hamamura, 2012). These items included in
the WVS (Inglehart et al., 2014) reported that between 1999 to 2004 (wave 4), Indonesia
predominantly showed characteristics of collectivist societies. This was indicated by the importance
of respecting parents (i.e., V13 Respect parents, 89.0%), the importance of family in life (i.e., V4
Family important, 99.0%), and child obedience for socialisation goals (i.e., V24 Child qualities:
obedience, 53.3%). On the other hand, Australia (1995-1998, wave 3) reported lower agreement
toward the importance of values reflecting collectivism such as respect to parents (72.1%) and child
obedience for socialisation goals (29.2%). However, in more recent data in 2005-2009 (wave 5),
Indonesian participants indicated increasing importance for independence in child-rearing practices
(i.e., wave 4 = 76.6%; wave 5 = 82%) and a lower importance of valuing trust in people (i.e., wave
4 = 45.7%; wave 5 = 37.5%). Thus, following the global trend of increased individualism suggested
by Santos et al. (2017) Indonesia seems to adopt more individualist values. Indonesia’s shifting

orientation from collectivist to individualist may result in changes in prosociality.

1.2.2. Research aim, objectives, and studies
The research aims to explain prosocial behaviour in the context of changing sociocultural
environments. Three research objectives were formulated and guided by the respective research
question:
1. Objective 1: To map what is currently known in the research literature about prosocial
behaviour in Australia and Indonesia.
Research question 1: What is currently known about prosocial behaviour in Australian and
Indonesian studies? What are the differences or similarities?
2. Objective 2: To explore cross-cultural and generational differences of prosocial behaviour in
Indonesia and Australia.
Research question 2: How do people of different generations in Indonesian and Australian
societies understand and practice prosocial behaviour?

3. Objective 3: To examine how prosociality is transmitted across generations.



Research question 3: How is prosociality transmitted across generations?

The research adopts a multi-method design across three studies to examine the three
objectives. The first study was a scoping review of Australian and Indonesian literature on prosocial
behaviour research and informed the subsequent studies. The second study was a qualitative study
exploring prosocial behaviour across cultures and generations and guided the third study, which

quantitatively examined the cultural transmission of prosocial behaviour in Indonesian generations.

1.2.1. Thesis structure

This thesis has five chapters including three standalone study chapters formatted in
manuscript style. This chapter (Chapter 1) presents the research background by exploring prosocial
behaviour and cultural changes to build the rationale for the three studies. This chapter highlights
prosocial behaviour as the essence of the human species for survival and summarises the way
culture may affect the nature of prosocial behaviour. The literature suggests that prosocial
behaviour is not universal across cultures and cultural changes may affect the maintenance of
prosocial behaviour over time. Based on these considerations, the objectives of the research and the
research questions are articulated.

Chapter 2 documents Study 1, a scoping review of prosocial behaviour research conducted
in Australia and Indonesia. This study was designed to address the first research objective. To
understand the field of prosocial behaviour research, two frameworks were used to organise the
literature. First, the multilevel perspective (Penner et al., 2005) was applied to identify the level of
analysis used in the studies included in the review. This perspective is useful to understand
prosocial behaviour research in three levels: micro-, meso-, and macro-levels. The micro-level
analysis refers to research focusing on the internal factors within individuals to explain the
mechanism of prosocial behaviour. The meso-level analysis explicates the interpersonal processes
of prosocial acts. Finally, the macro-level analysis considers prosocial behaviour involving
intergroup processes such as intergroup cooperation and volunteerism (Schroeder & Graziano,
2015). Second, the types of prosocial behaviour examined in the studies were categorised into
helping, altruism, volunteerism, and cooperation, following Schroeder and Graziano’s (2015)
typology. Both frameworks are effective to map research literature on prosocial behaviour for both
countries and to identify research gaps that future research can address.

Chapter 3 presents Study 2, a qualitative study exploring perspectives on prosocial
behaviour involving participants from two generations in Australia and Indonesia. Findings from
Study 1 showed that qualitative research was limited, particularly in examining the diversity of
prosocial behaviour from a non-Western perspective. As such, focus group methodology was used
to capture cultural and generational variations and to understand people’s views toward prosocial

behaviour that may be manifested differently across societies and generations.



In Chapter 4, a report for Study 3 is provided. This study addressed the third objective and
was guided by Study 2. Specifically, the study outlined in Chapter 3 observed generational
differences only in Indonesian participants in terms of prosocial motivations. Thus, in Chapter 4,
five models of intergenerational transmission in prosociality were tested in Indonesian generations
to explain the way prosocial tendencies are transferred between generations. Each model examined
the differing role of values to enhance the transmission across generations as theorised in the
literature. This study provides quantitative evidence of transmission enablers, particularly in a
culturally changing non-Western society.

The final chapter highlights the contributions of the studies to knowledge. It provides a
comprehensive summary of each study as well as critical findings to formulate suggestions for

future research. Limitations and strengths of the studies are considered for the conclusions.
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Chapter 2: Understanding Research in Prosocial Behaviour: A Scoping Review in Australian
and Indonesian Literature.

2.1.  Abstract

Prosocial behaviour is thought to differ across cultures. This study aims to map the existing
literature on prosocial behaviour, focusing on what is known about prosocial behaviour in
Australian (Western) and Indonesian (Non-Western) research on the topic. A scoping review of the
literature on prosocial behaviour was conducted and included 93 peer-reviewed articles (Australia n
=79, Indonesia n = 14). Studies' characteristics, objectives, and the construct of prosocial behaviour
observed were further analysed according to three hierarchical levels: micro, meso, and macro.
Types of prosocial behaviour were classified into four categories: helping, altruism, volunteerism,
and cooperation. The result shows that, in Australia, prosocial behaviour was predominantly
explored at the meso-level perspective, whereas, in Indonesia, the micro-level perspective was more
frequently reported. This finding suggests that the Australian studies focus more to explain
prosocial behaviour through the interpersonal process, while the Indonesian literature tends to focus
more on intrapersonal processes. In both countries, helping was the most studied type of prosocial

behaviour. Future directions are proposed based on the current findings.

2.2.  Introduction

Prosocial behaviour has been extensively researched during the last decades. An exponential
growth in prosocial behaviour research particularly in children has been reported (Davidov et al.,
2016). Despite the proliferating research in prosocial behaviour within the last 20 years, Gilbert et
al. (2019) noted that the conceptualisation of prosocial behaviour might become unclear in the
literature. Prosocial behaviour may have various definitions ranging from a single construct such as
helping (Boehnke et al., 1989) to a broader conceptualisation with inclusion of several constructs
such as helpfulness and generosity (Carlo et al., 1996). Schroeder and Graziano (2018) mentioned
that the definition of prosocial behaviour had been kept relatively simple such that this simplicity
allows the inclusion of prosocial behaviour from both “bottom-up” and “top-down” research
strategies. The bottom-up research strategies focus on how prosocial behaviour is conceptualised
from the lay-person understanding. In contrast, the top-down approaches utilize the existing theories
to understand what is and what is not prosocial behaviour. Both approaches bring fruitful
contributions to the development of the literature and may lead to a broad understanding of the field
of prosocial behaviour.

One of the most cited definitions of prosocial behaviour is by Eisenberg (2003), who refers
to prosocial behaviour as a positive behaviour that is intentionally, and voluntarily directed to
enhancing others’ well-being where the motive of the actor may not be clearly defined. Using the

developmental perspective, Eisenberg (2003) highlighted the role of motivational bases for
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prosocial behaviour. From the perspective of social psychology, Dovidio et al. (2017) used the term
prosocial behaviour as a broad range of actions directed to other people that society valued as
beneficial. This definition implies that the conceptualisation of prosocial behaviour may differ
across society and culture. While a variety of definitions of prosocial behaviour have been
suggested, there has been a consensus among scholars that the definition of prosocial behaviour
should include behaviour that is (1) voluntary (e.g., paid mentoring to assist vulnerable job seekers
is not voluntary), (2) intended to improve others’ welfare, and (3) valued positive or beneficial by
society (e.g., voluntary suicidal bombing that may benefit terrorism groups is not favourable for
society in general).

Because societies may differ in judging what is prosocial depending on historical, economic,
and sociocultural circumstances, prosocial behaviour may be understood differently across cultures
(Dovidio et al., 2017). Previous studies have shown that cross-cultural variability is evident in
prosocial behaviour (Trommsdorff et al., 2007). For example, the prevalence of helping as a type of
prosocial behaviour differs across cultures (Smith, 2019). Smith (2019) explained that helping
directed to strangers was more common in individualistic societies than in collectivistic societies
because of the stronger emphasis on freedom rather than group conformity. In a cross-cultural study
involving 63 countries, Chopik et al. (2017) found that countries with higher levels of collectivism
tend to score higher on measures of empathy and charitable acts. Although the connection between
empathy and prosociality is still debated (Batson & Powell, 2003; Eisenberg, 2003), these findings
suggest that certain types of prosocial behaviour may be more prevalent in some cultures due to
different cultural practices and values.

To better understand how prosocial behaviour may be understood and engaged across
cultures, prosocial behaviour research from different cultures should be compared. While prosocial
behaviour research has been documented to examine its relation with relevant constructs (e.g.,
Eisenberg, 1991; Fabes & Eisenberg, 1998), it remains unclear how the previous studies can be best
organised and understood from cultural perspectives. Given much of the prior literature consists of
studies conducted in Western countries (Eisenberg et al., 2004), it remains unknown whether
prosocial behaviour beyond Western society can be captured effectively using the frameworks
currently available in the literature. Thus, it is important to understand how prosocial behaviour has
been examined in non-Western literature. Focusing on non-Western countries not well-represented
in the literature, such as Indonesia, is especially suitable. Therefore, comparing Indonesian research
on prosocial behaviour with Western literature may provide a unique contribution to illuminating
the current limitation in the literature.

In their review of prosocial behaviour studies, Schroeder and Graziano (2015) argue that at

least four research areas in psychology (i.e., evolutionary psychology, developmental psychology,
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personality and individual differences, and social psychology) have contributed to the field of
prosocial behaviour research. To better organise and understand the literature on prosocial
behaviour, Penner et al. (2005) suggested a multilevel perspective that considers three hierarchical
levels to understand prosocial behaviour: micro, meso, and macro-levels. The micro-level analysis
refers to research focusing on the internal factors within individuals to explain “the why and who
questions” relevant to the mechanism of prosocial behaviour (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015). At the
meso-level, prosocial behaviour is being analysed to investigate “the what and when questions”
explicating the interpersonal processes of prosocial acts (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015). Finally, the
macro-level considers prosocial behaviour involving intergroup processes such as intergroup
cooperation and volunteerism (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015). The multi-level perspective is helpful
to document studies across cultures since it can accommodate different fields of research in
psychology that tend to use different levels of analysis (i.e., evolutionary, personality, social, and
developmental psychology). For example, at the micro-level of analysis, the evolutionary
psychology approach provides an explanation of the mechanism of kin selection to understand the
prevalence of the human species to choosing closer family rather than strangers as the recipient of
the help (Penner et al., 2005).

Another helpful approach for synthesising the literature would be to differentiate types of
prosocial behaviour into four categories, specifically helping, altruism, volunteerism, and
cooperation (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015). First, helping refers to a broad range of prosocial acts
involving the interaction between the helper and the recipients. Second, altruism refers to a specific
type of helping in which the intention of the helper is only to benefit the other. Third, volunteerism
refers to the planned allocation of personal resources (time, energy, or expertise) to an organisation
that serve people in need. Lastly, cooperation refers to interdependent resource sharing between
parties involved to obtain mutual benefit. Our review uses this categorisation to document the
existing literature. We expect other types of prosocial behaviour may appear especially in

Indonesian studies given the conceptualisation of prosociality may differ in non-Western research.

2.3.  Methods

This review attempts to map Australian and Indonesian research on prosocial behaviour in
different cultures. The multilevel perspectives (Penner et al., 2005) were incorporated to organise
the broad range of prosocial behaviour studies into micro, meso and macro levels. Types of
prosocial behaviour were categorised into four types: helping, altruism, volunteerism, and
cooperation, following Schroeder and Graziano (2015). The study used the five stages protocol for

conducting a scoping review (Arksey & O'Malley, 2005; Armstrong et al., 2011).
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Stage 1: Identifying the Research Question

Two review questions were generated: (1) what is known about prosocial behaviour in
Australian and Indonesian studies? (2) does the currently available evidence in the literature

indicate differences in prosocial behaviour research between Australia and Indonesia?
Stage 2: Identifying Relevant Studies

Sources. Two sources were utilised in the literature search, conducted from May to July
2018. These sources were (1) electronic databases (PsycINFO (Ovid) and Medline® (Ovid)) and (2)
hand-searching of relevant journals. Hand-searching was performed as an additional strategy
because the electronic database search may miss some records due to system differences in timeline
covering and abstract indexing (Arksey & O'Malley, 2005). Following the electronic database
search results, journals that were mostly sourced were sorted (journal hit). Due to time pressure and
resource limitations, the top 10 journals with the highest hit were identified by their impact factor.
We decided to use a considerably good impact factor of greater than 1.0 at the time (according to

https://www.scimagojr.com). As a result, 7 key journals were included for manual hand-searching.

These journals were: The Journal of Social Psychology, Australian Psychologist, Australian Journal
of Psychology, Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, Journal of Adolescence, Journal of
Personality & Social Psychology, and Developmental Psychology. Additionally, four leading
psychology journals in Indonesia with abstracts written in English were hand-searched. These
journals were Makara Human Behaviour Studies in Asia, Jurnal Psikologi Universitas Diponegoro,
Jurnal Psikologi UGM, and HUMANITAS: Indonesian Psychological Journal.

Search terms. Terms related to prosocial behaviour were identified by consulting the
Thesaurus of Psychological Index Terms (Walker, 1997) and included terms “prosocial behaviour;
altruism; assistance; charitable behaviour; cooperation; and sharing”. Other search terms from
previous relevant studies were also consulted. Curry et al. (2018) included the terms “kindness;
altruism; prosocial; and cooperation” whereas Kuusi (2016) used search terms “prosocial;
benevolence; generosity; altruism; do good; act of kindness; warmheartedness; warm glow;
spending money on other; donating; pay it forward/PIF, volunteering; and mentoring”. We applied
a general search strategy (in a Scopus format, without database-specific study filters to exclude
some study types) using the following search terms:

prosocial behav* or "prosocial behav*" or prosociality or prosocial or prosocial or

benevolence or beneficence or genero* or altruis* or "do* good" or "act* of kindness*" or

"kind act*" or kindness or warmheartedness or "warm glow" or "spend* money on other*"

or sharing or donati*or "charitable behav*" or "charitable giving" or "provid* help" or "giv*

help™ or "help* behavi*" or "helper's high™ or helpfulness or assistance or "pay* it forward"


https://www.scimagojr.com/
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or "PIF" or "volunt™ activit*" or cooperati* or trust* or mentor* AND Indonesia* or

Australia*
Stage 3: Study Selection

The review included studies on prosocial behaviour with abstracts written in English, using
primary data (qualitative, quantitative, mixed methods), sampling Australian or Indonesian
participants (mono-cultural study) or both (cross-cultural study) with the full-text available. The
study used English as the language criterion since English was the only language that all team
researchers able to understand such that it enables the assessment of articles against eligibility
criteria performed by the team researchers. Moreover, since the study used search terms in English,
the inclusion of English abstracts was considered essential to enable the indexing system find
relevant articles. To label particular behaviour as prosocial, we include characteristics of prosocial
behaviour consistent with the definitions from Eisenberg (2003) and Dovidio et al. (2017) as
follows: (1) voluntary, (2) aimed to improve others’ well-being, (3) valued positive and beneficial
for the society. Therefore, we excluded studies where: (1) the construct examined was different
from prosocial behaviour (e.g., benevolence values, prosocial personality and trust), (2) the
observed behaviours were not performed voluntarily (e.g., compulsory mentoring program as part
of a course requirement), (3) the observed behaviours did not benefit the society in general (e.g.,
voluntary suicidal bombing). Furthermore, we excluded studies that pre-screened participants (e.g.,
sampling children with disabilities). The study selection process was reported using a four-phase
flow diagram following the Preferred Reporting of Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis
(PRISMA) Statement (Moher et al., 2010) and described in Figure 1.

Stage 4: Charting the Data

A total of 8,839 articles were identified from the databases and key journals. After removing
119 duplicates, potential records were scrutinised for inclusion based on title and abstract. Those
records meeting the inclusion criteria were examined closely with full text (n = 178). Two
researchers independently assessed the eligibility by selecting a random 25% (n = 47) of the full-
text records. Selected records available in Indonesian were assessed by reviewing their English
abstract (e.g., Ekawati and Martani (2013)) since English is the only language in which all team
researchers are fluent. Amongst 47 records, the two reviewers found 27% (n =13) of
incompatibility. These discrepancies were discussed to obtain a consensus on whether the record
should be included or excluded and then reassessed the eligibility of studies based on this
consensus. In the second round, the two researchers randomly selected 10 records and assessed the
eligibility using the amended criteria and found 20% (n = 2) of the records resulted in a different

decision. After discussing the discrepancy and clarifying the assessment of eligibility, the first
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author assessed the eligibility for the remaining records. As a result, 93 studies were included in the

final sample. From each of these studies, the team researchers extracted information on authors,

publication year, title, research aims, the purpose of the study,
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Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of study selection.

type of prosocial behaviour observed in the study, and recipient of prosocial behaviour. The

research team checked data extractions by randomly selecting 10% (n = 10) of the included records

and charting them independently using the same spreadsheet template. No differences between the

researchers’ data charting were found in data extraction using the same template. The first author

then charted the remaining records (n = 83).



14

Stage 5: Collating, Summarising and Reporting the Results

The extracted data were examined in two ways: (1) numerical analysis of study
characteristics and (2) thematic analysis of prosocial behaviour research domains, types, and
recipients. Themes were theoretically identified by analysing the pattern of the study purposes as
well as forms of prosocial behaviour documented in the selected studies. Domains of the research
were deductively coded from research aims by consulting the multilevel perspectives of prosocial
behaviour (Penner et al., 2005). Types of prosocial behaviour were coded following Schroeder &
Graziano’s (2015) subcategorisation of prosocial behaviour.

2.4. Results

In total, the 93 records included 79 (85%) Australian studies published from 1975 to 2018
and 14 (15%) Indonesian studies published between 1995 to 2018. The Australian studies were
conducted in almost all states and territories (Victoria 13.9%, NSW 12.7%, South Australia 11.4%,
Queensland 11.4%, and Western Australia 10.1%). Ten studies (12.7%) involving Australia
nationwide participants, and 24.1% (n = 19) studies did not report from where in Australia the
participants were recruited. In Indonesia, amongst 14 studies included in this review, 71.4% were
predominantly conducted on Java Island. One Indonesian study did not specify their sample origin.

No study was reported involving participants from Indonesia nationwide.

2.4.1. Characteristics of the Studies
Characteristics of the included studies were highlighted in Table 1. Due to the small number
of Indonesian records, percentages in this numerical analysis need to be interpreted cautiously.

Study timeline and participants involved. Prosocial behaviour has been examined in

Australia as early as 1975 and increasingly since then. The first Indonesian study on prosocial
behaviour was reported twenty years later and increased during the last fifteen years. The existing
Australian studies commonly involve adults (e.g., university students), whereas the Indonesian
studies predominantly target adolescents (e.g., school children). There were no records reported in
Indonesian literature studying prosocial behaviour in younger or older adults. Participants were
ranging from age 3 (House et al., 2013) to 93 years old (Murphy & Cherney, 2011) in the
Australian studies and from age 1.5 (Farver & Wimbarti, 1995) to 56 years old (Septianto &
Soegianto, 2017) in the Indonesian literature.

Methods. The included literature mostly used quantitative non-experimental design
(Australia 72.5%; Indonesia 92.9%). Nineteen studies (23.8%) in Australia and only one study
(7.1%) in Indonesia used an experimental design. There were a small number of studies in Australia
using qualitative (n = 1, 1.3%) and mixed-method approaches (n = 2, 2.5%). In Indonesia, there

were no qualitative and mixed-method approach studies.
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Sampling strategies. Both countries predominantly used non-probability sampling strategies,

whether convenience or purposive sampling (Australia 77.8% and Indonesia 92.96%). In the
Australian studies, the sample size ranged from 8 (Wallace & Chou, 2001) to 24,474 (Laurens et al.,
2017). The sample size in the Indonesian studies was typically smaller than in Australian studies,
ranging from 30 (Farver & Wimbarti, 1995) to 1,254 (Vaughan et al., 2008). Cross-cultural analysis
was reported in 11 of the Australian studies; five of them compared prosocial behaviour in the
context of Western and non-Western sociocultural differences. For example, Nesdale and Naito
(2005) used the individualism-collectivism framework to compare Australian and Japanese
students’ behaviour in helping bullying victims. In the Indonesian literature, a cross-cultural study
was found only in one study (Trommsdorff et al., 2007). This study used an experimental design to
compare the emotional reaction and prosocial behaviour of five-year-old children from Western
(Germany and Israel) and non-Western (Malaysia and Indonesia) cultures.

Measures of prosocial behaviour. The Australian studies used various data collection tools

such as questionnaires (74.4%), observational checklists (20.7%), and interview or focus group
discussions (4.9%). In the Indonesian literature, questionnaires (53.3%) and observational checklists
(46.7%) were used.

2.4.2. Level of Analysis

We coded the level of analysis used in each study according to the multilevel perspectives
(Penner et al., 2005): (1) the micro-level of analysis, which focuses on studying the sources of
individual differences in prosocial behaviour; (2) the meso-level of analysis, which investigates
antecedents of prosocial behaviour at interpersonal level; and, (3) the macro-level of analysis, to
represent studies of prosocial behaviour involving group or organisational context. Table 2
summarises the level of analysis identified.

Prosocial behaviour was predominantly examined in micro-level analysis in Indonesian
studies, 71.4%, n = 10). In this level of analysis, internal factors of prosocial behaviour within
individuals such as developmental (e.g., age, moral and socioemotional development), and
individual differences aspects were explained. For example, taking the developmental perspective,
prosocial behaviour had been examined concerning adolescents’ development in emotion regulation
(Eisenberg et al., 2004; Trommsdorff et al., 2007) and social competence (French et al., 2008).
Findings from Sallquist et al. (2010) explained that spiritual experiences were associated with

prosocial tendencies in Indonesian adolescents.



16

Table 1. Characteristics of the included studies.

Characteristics Australian records Indonesian records
N=79 % N=14 %

Publication timeline

1975 - 1990 7 8.9% none
1991 - 2005 19 24.1% 4 28.6%
2006 - 2018 53 67.1% 10 71.4%
Age group
Child (aged 12 years and younger) 20 25.3% 3 21.4%
Adolescent (aged 13 to 17 years) 13 16.5% 5 35.7%
Adult (aged 18 years and older) 31 39.2% 4 28.6%
Older adults (aged 65 years and older) 2 2.5% none
Methods
Mixed method 2 2.5% none
Qualitative 1 1.3% none
Quantitative-experiment 19 24.1% 1 7.1%
Quantitative-non experiment @ 58 73.4% 13 92.9%
Sampling
Non-probability Convenience 45 55.6% 8 57.1%
Non-probability Purposive 18 22.2% 5 35.7%
Probability Sampling-Simple Random ?) 12 14.8% 1 7.1%
Probability Sampling-Stratified Random 4 4.9% none
Sample size 810 24,474 30to0 1,254
Mono-cultural : cross-cultural analysis 68 :11 13:1
Measure
Questionnaire © 61 74.4% 8 53.3%
Observational checklists 17 20.7% 7 46.7%
Interview or FGD © 4 4.9% none

Note:

a) One Australian quantitative study (Berndsen & Gausel, 2015) used experiment and non-experiment
study.

b) Two Australian mixed-methods studies used different sampling strategies (1) Wallace and Chou (2001)
used confirming sampling & non-probability convenience (2) Warburton et al. (2007) used non-
probability convenience & probability simple random.

c) Three Australian studies used combined data collection methods: (1) Newton et al. (2010) used
observational checklists and attitudinal questionnaires (2) Wallace and Chou (2001) used one-on-one
interviews and questionnaire for attitudinal measures (3) Warburton et al. (2007) used focus group
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discussion and questionnaire. One Indonesian study used an observational checklist and questionnaire
for attitudinal measure (Vaughan et al., 2008).

The meso-level analysis was most likely reported in Australian studies (43%, n = 34). This
level of analysis examines the interpersonal processes of prosocial behaviour that explain the
interpersonal bases of prosocial acts. The existing studies in the Australian literature have published
research investigating the interpersonal process between the actor and the recipient of prosocial
behaviour in different situational settings. For example, people were more likely to help because
they know the person in real life (Rossetto et al., 2016) and had positive appraisal toward
interpersonal relations (Slee & Righy, 1993).

At the macro-level of analysis, 36.7% (n = 29) of the Australian studies and 14.3% (n = 2)
of the Indonesian literature reported the study of prosocial behaviour performed by individuals in
organisational and group contexts. For example, Flanagan et al. (1998) investigated the dynamic
interaction of school culture and family values in explaining community volunteering in Australian
adolescents. The Indonesian studies reported volunteering activities (i.e., giving time and energy) in
charitable organisations (Arli & Lasmono, 2015) and donating money (i.e., giving resources) to a
local charitable organisation (Septianto & Soegianto, 2017).

2.4.3. Types of Prosocial Behaviour

Prosocial behaviour was classified into helping, altruism, cooperation, and volunteerism,
following Schroeder and Graziano (2015). Both countries reported helping as the most frequently
observed form of prosocial behaviour (Australia 53.1%, and Indonesia 63.2%). Helping was further
classified into four subtypes: (1) casual, which refers to giving a small favour with little or no cost,
(2) substantial, which refers to giving help involving significant effort, (3) emotional, which refers
to helping under emotionally provocative situations, (4) emergency, refer to helping in dangerous,
life-threatening condition. In both countries, casual helping was most frequently studied (Australia
n =27 and Indonesia n = 8).

The second type of prosocial behaviour was altruism, which in the current analysis refers to
prosocial acts driven by an empathic concern for others (Australia 7.4% and Indonesia 10.5%).
Altruistic donation to strangers was found motivated by altruism that differentiated organ donors
from non-donors (Newton et al., 2010) and donors for bequest giving (Wiepking et al., 2012).
Altruism was also examined as attitude and belief that determine characteristics of eco-friendly
consumers and differentiate characteristics of supporters of Queensland’s political parties (Ray &
Najman, 1988). In Indonesian studies, altruism was conceptualised as a tendency of helping without

explicit reward (Vaughan et al., 2008) and an act that benefits others (Arli & Lasmono, 2015).
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Level of Analysis, Types and Recipients of

Australian records

Indonesian records

Prosocial Behaviour N=79 % N=14 %
Level of Analysis
Micro level 16 20.3% 10 71.4%
Meso level 34 43.0% 2 14.3%
Macro level 29 36.7% 2 14.3%
Types
Helping 43 53.1% 12 63.2%
Casual helping 27 8
Substantial personal helping 3 1
Emotional helping 2 1
Emergency helping 11 2
Altruism 6 74% 2 10.5%
Cooperation 11 13.6% 3 15.8%
Intragroup cooperation 7 3
Intergroup cooperation 4 none
Volunteerism 17 21.0% 1 5.3%
Uncategorised 4 49% 1 5.3%
Ethical consumer behaviour 3 1
Tolerance of human diversity 1 none
Recipient(s)
Strangers 32 405% 5 35.7%
Acquaintances 26 329% 5 35.7%
Friends 10 127% 2 14.3%
Family 11 13.9% 2 14.3%
Note:

Three (3) records studied two types of prosocial behaviour at once. Two (2) Australian records: (a) Newton
et al. (2010) studied altruism and volunteerism, and (b) Rigby et al. (1997) studied cooperation and helping.
One (1) Indonesian record (Vaughan et al., 2008) studied multiple forms of prosocial tendencies: altruism,

compliance, and emotional. dire and anonymous.

Some studies examined cooperation (Australia 13.6% and Indonesia 15.8%). Cooperation

can be further classified into intragroup and intergroup cooperation. For example, Rigby et al.

(1997) investigated intragroup cooperation in Australian school children and its relationship with

bullying or victimised behaviour. Intergroup cooperation was observed in how Australian ethnic
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minorities are willing to assist the police when asked (Murphy & Cherney, 2011). In Indonesian
literature, only intragroup cooperation was documented in three studies. For example, Alvard
(2003) investigated the mechanism of cooperative hunting within the Lamalera community.
Another type of prosocial behaviour documented in the included record was volunteerism.
The Australian records reported volunteerism (n = 17, 21%) involving blood or organ donation
(Delaney & White, 2015), giving personal resources for charitable donations (Warren & Walker,
1991), and giving time or expertise for community volunteering (Hyde & Knowles, 2013). In the
Indonesian literature, volunteerism was documented as participation in the community’s charitable
organisations (Arli & Lasmono, 2015). Some forms of prosocial behaviour extracted from the
included articles could not be categorised under the current typology (4 Australian studies and 2

Indonesian studies).

2.4.4. Recipient(s) of Prosocial Behaviour

Both Australian and Indonesian studies predominantly examined prosocial behaviour
directed at strangers (Australia 40.5%, n = 32 and Indonesia 35.7%, n = 5). In Indonesian studies,
prosocial behaviour directed to acquaintances was also common (Australia 32.9%, n = 26, and
Indonesia 35.7%, n = 5).

2.5.  Discussion

The purpose of this scoping review was to compare research on prosocial behaviour with a
particular focus on Australian and Indonesian literature. The current review offers an important
insight obtained through our use of the multilevel perspectives as well as the categorisation of
prosocial behaviour. Although the uneven number between Australian and Indonesian literature
included in this scoping review limits the ability to make a strong comparison, the current findings
support that Australian and Indonesian studies present both similarity and variability in terms of
their level of analysis and types of prosocial behaviour examined.

Both Australian and Indonesian studies predominantly used the quantitative non-
experimental approach to examine prosocial behaviour. The use of a qualitative approach was
limited. Particularly in Indonesian studies, the use of focus group discussion and interviews had not
been explored. The three-level analysis based on the multilevel perspective (Penner et al., 2005)
identified different proportions in Australian and Indonesian literature across the levels. The
Australian studies predominantly explored the meso-level whereas the Indonesian studies tended to
examine prosocial behaviour from the micro-level of analysis. With regard to types of prosocial
behaviour, helping behaviour was predominantly researched in both countries. It is interesting to
note that, for this type of prosocial behaviour, the subtype of casual helping was most frequently

studied. This amalgamation might be due to the non-specific definition currently applied to the
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construct of helping such that it may cover a broad range of actions (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015).
Beyond the four categorisations of prosocial behaviour, other forms of prosocial actions such as
ethical consumer behaviour and tolerance were documented.

The Australian and Indonesian studies on prosocial behaviour seem to contribute to research
in a unique way. In terms of study characteristics, the Australian research predominantly sampled
adults, whereas sampling adolescents were more prevalent in Indonesia. The Australian studies
explained prosocial behaviour through the interpersonal process, such that the meso-level analysis is
more pronounced. It seems that the Australian literature follows the traditional focus of the research
in meso-level of analysis (Penner et al., 2005). On the other hand, the Indonesian literature
predominantly explored the micro-level of analysis which explains the internal process of
prosociality. However, due to the limited number of Indonesian studies found in this scoping
review, the prevalence at the micro-level in the current study may not accurately represent the focus
of Indonesian research in the field of prosocial behaviour.

The present study is the first in the literature to compare research on prosocial behaviour
between Western (Australia) and non-Western (Indonesia) contexts. One strength of this scoping
review is that it included all studies that broadly relate to prosocial behaviour and hence resembles
the “real-world evidence” (Schroeder & Graziano, 2018, p. 245). Many constructs related to
prosocial behaviour were included with this approach, rather than narrowly selecting prosocial
behaviour using the predetermined typology. In addition, the current review found growing research
reporting ethical consumer behaviour (i.e., recycling and doing good consumer behaviour practices)
in both countries (Arli, 2017; Chowdhury, 2017; Chowdhury & Fernando, 2014; Septianto &
Soegianto, 2017). These behaviours deserve some explanations from the perspective of prosocial
behaviour. We also found that tolerance to human diversity was observed in Australian records
(Butrus & Witenberg, 2013). This is consistent with Schroeder and Graziano (2018) who included

tolerance as a form of prosocial behaviour within the context of group relations.

2.5.1. Limitations of the current study

The study has several limitations. First, the study may exclude potential records that should
be analysed in the scoping review study for at least two reasons. One reason is because of the use of
an impact factor greater than 1.00 when selecting key journals for the hand-searching procedure to
address resource pressure and maintain the good quality of the selected journals. This cut-off
criterion may limit potential records that should be included in the analysis. Another reason is
because the search strategy did not include grey literature, potential records relevant to prosocial
behaviour available may not be included (e.g., the CAF World Giving Index Survey Report).
Second, the included studies have different measures of prosocial behaviour, which included both

tendencies and actual behaviour. Measures of prosocial tendencies included the use of
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questionnaires to assess attitudes and propensity to act prosocially (Arli & Lasmono, 2015; Burke et
al., 2012). Prosocial acts were commonly measured using the observational checklist (Amato, 1981,
Farver & Wimbarti, 1995). One reason for this inclusion was to obtain a comprehensive
understanding of how prosocial behaviour was studied in the two countries. Third, agreement for
the eligibility criteria was challenging to obtain, with 20% of sample records yielding different
decisions for exclusion between the two independent reviewers. Although we had revised our
application of these criteria, there remains some possibility of having falsely included or excluded
the records for the subsequent analysis. Finally, our reliance on English language may bias the
search results, especially concerning Indonesian studies. Only a limited number of Indonesian
studies were identified in this scoping review due to language criteria that may underrepresent the
actual research on prosociality in Indonesia. Due to the small sample size, interpretation of the

aggregated Indonesian studies should be made cautiously.

2.6.  Conclusions

This scoping review documented the Australian and Indonesian studies of prosocial
behaviour in terms of study characteristics, level of analysis, and types of prosocial behaviour.
Despite the exponential growth in prosociality research in Western literature including Australia,
the Indonesian literature showed only a limited number of records. Due to our dependency on
English, the included Indonesian records in this study may be underrepresented such that it limits
the ability to make strong comparisons with Australian literature. However, it may indicate that
more studies are needed to better understand prosociality from the Indonesian perspective. In both
countries, the study of prosocial behaviour predominantly uses the quantitative non-experimental
approach. Future research should also use qualitative methods to further explore the construct of
prosocial behaviour. Using the multilevel perspectives, the current review finds that prosocial
behaviour is examined through different levels of analysis in Australian and Indonesian studies.
Helping was the most frequently studied type of prosocial behaviour in both countries. Other types
of prosocial behaviour such as cooperation is explored with different focus between Australia and
Indonesia. With respect to the broad conceptualisation of prosocial behaviour currently documented
in the literature across Indonesia and Australia, it seems that prosocial behaviour may be explored
with different nuances across cultures and thus, reflecting differences in the research environment
between Indonesia and Australia. Future studies will be required to explicitly illuminate the way
prosocial behaviour is being understood, pronounced, and practised among people that may

represent their cultural environments.
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Chapter 3: A Qualitative Study of Prosocial Behaviour: Perspectives across Cultures and

Generations.

3.1.  Abstract

Sociocultural and generational differences may affect people’s prosocial behaviour. The
current study aimed to describe and understand prosocial behaviour in the context of a changing
socio-cultural environment, using samples from two countries (Australia and Indonesia) and two
generations (older and younger generations). A total of 42 participants participated in focus group
discussions. Themes were generated using thematic analysis and compared using a consensual
qualitative research-modified (CQR-M) approach. Four themes and 23 subthemes were identified in
the dataset. Findings suggest that prosocial behaviours have similar forms, across cultures and
generations. However, cultural differences observed in the older and younger generation reflect that
Australia and Indonesia hold different perspectives of prosocial behaviour. Interestingly,
generational differences were evident in Indonesian but not in Australian participants. This may be
an indication of a larger generational difference in Indonesia. Thus, the current study illuminates
that prosocial behaviour may be transferred differently across generations in a society going

through rapid sociocultural changes.

3.2.  Introduction

Prosocial behaviour refers to positive behaviours that are intentionally and voluntarily
directed to the enhancement of others’ well-being for which the motive is unspecified (Eisenberg,
2003). Twenge et al. (2007, p. 56) ascertained that prosocial behaviour is “vital to the social
system” (p. 56). They argued that, by acting prosocially, individuals conform with the social norm
and identify themselves as part of the group, receive the benefits of being a member of the group
(e.g., fulfilment of social needs), and in return, affirm membership of their group. Prosocial
behaviour is the essence of human psychological functioning which is fundamental for human
existence (Schroeder & Graziano, 2017).

Prosocial behaviour is an important field in psychology research deserving much attention.
However, despite the rapid progress in prosocial behaviour research, the concept of prosocial
behaviour remains obscured (Bierhoff, 2002; Gilbert et al., 2019). At least two issues can be noted
concerning the definition of prosocial behaviour. First, the term prosocial behaviour is often used
interchangeably with seemingly-related constructs such as helping, altruism, and cooperation
(Bierhoff, 2002; Dovidio et al., 2017). Bierhoff (2002) differentiated prosocial behaviour from
helping and altruism in that prosocial behaviour has more specific characteristics than helping,

where the motive is more general than altruism. On the other hand, Dovidio et al. (2017) included
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helping, altruism, and cooperation as the three subcategories of prosocial behaviour. Therefore, the
definition of prosocial behaviour may include various types of behaviour. Second, prosocial
behaviour may be defined and performed differently across cultures (Callaghan & Corbit, 2018)
such that cultural contexts should be accounted for in understanding prosocial behaviour. The way
society conceptualises prosocial behaviour may vary from another since culture represents a shared
understanding of words, meanings, and sample behaviours. For example, Gherghel et al. (2020)
explained the Indian concept of dharma to represent both the individual willingness and societal
expectation of serving other people with kindness and generosity other than self. They further
explained that, in typically Western societies, prosocial action was determined by personal
willingness rather than fulfilling social obligations.

Previous reviews on prosocial behaviour research in Indonesia and Australia found that
prosocial behaviour had been investigated using different perspectives with various types and
conceptualisations (see Chapter 2). There was growing research reporting other types of prosocial
behaviour such as ethical consumer behaviour (Australian and Indonesian studies) and tolerance to
human diversity (Australian studies). This finding is consistent with the assertion that prosocial
behaviour may be understood differently depending on what, when, and where society judges
whether an action can be defined as prosocial (Dovidio et al., 2017). While the previous study
instigated the broad definitions of prosocial behaviour across cultures and societies used in the
literature, evidence on how prosocial behaviour can be understood and practised among people
across cultures and generations is worth substantial explanation. The scoping review study (Chapter
2) has suggested that the use of qualitative research in the field of prosocial behaviour research is
still limited. Therefore, a qualitative approach is suitable to explore how people of different

sociocultural backgrounds may define and experience prosocial behaviour in their lives.

3.2.1. Culture and prosocial behaviour

In considering the possible cross-cultural variability in prosocial behaviour, the theory of
individualism-collectivism which has been extensively used in the field of cross-cultural
psychology (Vignoles et al., 2016; Yao & Enright, 2020), can be useful. Individualism-collectivism
characterises cultures and societies in terms of the way personal and collective goals are
differentiated and prioritised (Triandis, 1989). In individualistic cultures, parental socialization
goals are strongly emphasised on autonomy, whereas, in collectivist cultures, the focus is on family
relationships, respect and obedience toward parents and social obligations (Albert et al., 2009).

Chiao et al. (2012) reviewed the degree to which individualism-collectivism affects
individuals’ self-concept and the way people feel and think of others. They argued that collectivistic
cultures encourage their members to have interconnected as opposed to independent views toward

others. Additionally, Irwin (2009) explained that as collectivist cultures emphasise on
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interdependence with the ingroups one perceived they belong to, trust toward other people outside
this group would be lower. In line with this argument, Smith (2019) noted that directing prosocial
behaviour toward strangers may be less prevalent in collectivist cultures than those from
individualistic cultural backgrounds. This suggests that individualism-collectivism may explain the

way prosocial behaviour is being endorsed in different societies.

3.2.2. Prosocial behaviour from the perspective of cultural dynamics

A cultural perspective suggests that prosocial behaviour may be understood differently
across each society rather than being universal (Dovidio et al., 2017; Schwartz, 2010). In a recent
study involving eight culturally diverse societies, House et al. (2020) observed an increasingly
similar pattern of sharing behaviour in children and adults in each society. Using experimentation in
the dictator game to measure costly sharing, their study revealed that children’s responsiveness
toward societal norms was first developed universally across societies until middle childhood.
However, prosocial behaviour was later predicted by individual acceptance of norms about
prosocial behaviour that society endorsed at that time. This finding implies that starting from
middle childhood prosocial behaviour may be determined by individual conformity toward societal
judgment and whether certain behaviour can be accepted as prosocial. Due to the relativity of
societal judgement, prosociality may be manifested differently across societies and cultures.

In considering sociocultural changes over time, the way societal judgement may implicate
prosociality should be accounted such that to better understand the changing nature of prosociality
the perspective of cultural dynamics may offer some explanation. The perspective of cultural
dynamics provides a conceptual framework to explain the stability and change of culture over time
through the mechanism of cultural transmission. Cultural transmissions may occur horizontally
from peers, vertically from parent to child, or obliquely from an older generation to a younger
generation without genetic acquaintance (Kashima, 2014). Within the context of changing
sociocultural environment, Schonpflug and Bilz (2009) explained that particularly in collectivistic
values, the transmission of cultural information from parents to children would be less likely due to
incompatibility between parental and societal values. According to this explanation, parents would
be reluctant to promote the culture that their generation shared since the existing culture (that their
children are embedded) may espouse values that are relatively distinctive from the previous
generations. Likewise, children may also feel resistant to accept parental values orientation which
they may feel is not adaptive in the new environment. This model suggests that changing life
experiences in different societies may explain the way cultural information is maintained or
changed across generations.

It is believed that the global increase in individualism is occurring around the world

(Greenfield, 2016; Santos et al., 2017) such that it may be associated with changes in prosocial
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behaviour. Smith (2019) highlighted that trend in increasing individualism and decreasing
collectivism may be reflected in stronger endorsement of “emancipative values” (p. 1197) which
affirm autonomy, equality, and tolerance. Using the data from 24 countries between 2009 to 2014,
Smith (2019) found that increases in emancipative values over time were related to decreased
donating. This finding is consistent with Greenfield’s (2016) theory of social change, cultural
evolution, and human development. Greenfield (2016) proposed a multilevel model to explain the
interconnection between sociodemographic, cultural values, learning environment and behavioural
changes. Specifically, changes from cooperation to competition may occur through changes in the
sociodemographic environment (i.e., from rural to urban society), which in turn influence changes
at the cultural level (e.g., from collectivism to individualism values) and in socialization practices
(e.g., from social guidance to independence). It appears that with global increases in individualism,

the current literature suggested that prosocial behaviour would be less endorsed by society.

3.2.3. A Comparison of Australia and Indonesia

To capture how cultural dynamics may explain prosocial behaviour, the current study
focused on two distinctive cultural samples that appear to experience a different pattern of socio-
cultural changes. Previous studies reported that Australia and Indonesia share similar trends in
increasing individualism (Santos et al., 2017; Smith, 2019). However, unlike Australia, which has
been identified as an individualist, Indonesia predominantly shares collectivistic values in its
society (Irwin, 2009). For example, compared with samples from nine other countries in 1985,
Indonesia placed family integrity and interdependence as highly important, whereas the value of
self-reliance and hedonism were placed in the lowest priority (Triandis et al., 1986). However, a
recent report showed that Indonesia is currently transitioning from a collectivistic to an
individualistic society as indicated by smaller household size, a higher percentage of people living
alone, and a higher ratio of divorce (Santos et al., 2017).

Previous research included several indices from The World Values Survey (WVS) to have
theoretical and empirical relations to individualism-collectivism such as respect and love for
parents, trust in people, child independency for parental socialization goals, and the importance of
friends in life (Hamamura, 2012). The WVS (Inglehart et al., 2014) reported that between 1999 to
2004 (wave 4), Indonesia predominantly showed characteristics of collectivist societies. This was
indicated by the importance of respecting parents (89%), the importance of family in life (99%),
and child obedience to socialization goals (53.3%). On the other hand, Australia (1995-1998, wave
3) reported lower agreement toward the importance of values reflecting collectivism such as respect
to parents (72.1%) and child obedience for socialization goals (29.2%). However, in more recent

data in 2005-2009 (wave 5), Indonesia showed an increasing degree of importance for valuing
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independence in child-rearing practices (i.e., V12 Child qualities: independence) and a lower
importance of valuing trust in people (i.e., V23 Most people can be trusted) compared to the
previous wave. Thus, following the global trend of increased individualism, Indonesia seems to
adopt more individualist values.

The CAF World Giving Index provides the annual report of giving behaviour across the
world. In 2018, the survey reported three types of giving behaviours (i.e., helping strangers, charity
donation and volunteering) between 2013 to 2017 from 146 countries. In this period, Indonesia was

listed at the top, followed by Australia in the second rank (https://www.cafonline.org/docs/default-

source/about-us-publications/caf wgi2018 report webnopw 2379a 261018.pdf). Despite the

similar proportion of people engaging in giving behaviour reported in Indonesia and Australia
(59%), proportions of giving were different across the three types. In Indonesia, donating (78%) and
volunteering (53%) were more prevalent, whereas, in Australia, helping a stranger (65%) and
donating (71%) were more frequently reported. Similarly, Smith (2019, p. 1204) also reported that
between 2009 to 2016 one of the largest increases in the proportion of respondents donating was
reported in Indonesia. He further noted that both value changes (collectivism-individualism) and
specific events (refugee problems, political tensions, natural disasters) might be responsible for
changes in donating. Taken together, the current literature suggests that prosocial behaviour may be
undergoing changes and differ across countries over time. Whether socio-cultural changes may
explain the prevalence of prosocial behaviour needs to be evidenced by investigating patterns of
prosociality across cultures and generations in different societies.

3.2.4. Study aims.

This study aims to explore cross-cultural and generational differences of prosocial behaviour
in Indonesia and Australia: conceptions, types, and motives that contribute to prosocial acts. The
research question is: how do people of different generations in Indonesian and Australian societies
understand and practise prosocial behaviour?

3.3.  Methodology

The current study adopted an interpretivist approach to understand the multiple meanings of
phenomena (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Gilbert et al. (2019) suggested that only through
discussion could one gain a shared understanding of a particular construct. Focus groups were
utilised to provide natural settings for participants to interact with each other (Braun & Clarke,
2013). Additionally, the use of focus groups allows the participants to formulate shared meanings of
the topic being discussed in their everyday language, rather than from the theoretical perspective of
the researcher (Bloor, 2001). Data were collected from multiple focus group discussions involving
participants from four types of groups representing different cultures and generations (Australian

younger adults, Australian older adults, Indonesian younger adults, and Indonesian older adults).


https://www.cafonline.org/docs/default-source/about-us-publications/caf_wgi2018_report_webnopw_2379a_261018.pdf
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Participants were encouraged to elaborate, exchange, and negotiate their thoughts with others to
seek collective understanding of prosocial behaviour. As such, diverse perspectives were generated

to better understand the construct of prosocial behaviour across cultures and generations.

3.3.1. Participants

Following ethics approval (see Appendix A: HREC Approval), participants were recruited
based on age categories to allow generational differentiation. For each country, all participants self-
identified as either Australian or Indonesian citizens, aged between 17 to 26 (younger generation) or
38 to 55 (older generation) at the time data were collected, and living in urban areas (Perth
metropolitan area for Australian groups and Surabaya City for Indonesian groups). The two age
groups are selected to enable generational variability in defining, displaying and sourcing prosocial
behaviours within each cultural sample. The primary targeted age group was young adults (age 17
to 26) which has been argued to have a higher probability of engaging in various prosocial activities
(Carlo & Randall, 2002; Knafo & Schwartz, 2008). To allow generational comparisons, young
adults’ parent generation (age group 38 to 55) was selected. Inclusion criteria were consistent to
optimise group comparability across cultures. There was a total of 42 participants across seven
focus groups. The group size was kept small (from 4 to 8 participants) to facilitate discussion with
sufficient time for considerable input from each member yet adequate to yield variability in
information (Bloor, 2001).

Australian older adults. Eight Australian older adults participated in a focus group
discussion (N = 8, 87.50% female, age range = 38-50, M = 44.88). Three participants had

postgraduate qualifications, two had an undergraduate degree, and the remainder had completed
high school. Half of the participants were employed, and the other half were university students.

Australian young adults. Two focus groups were conducted for Australian young adults. The

first group comprised eight participants and the second had four (N = 12, 75% female, age range =
17-25, M = 21.33). Two-thirds (66.67%) were university students and one-third (33.33%) were
employed.

Indonesian older adults. Focus group data were collected from two groups of Indonesian
older adults (N = 12, 66.67% female, age range = 38-53, M = 44.92). More than half of the
participants were employees (66.67% employees, 33.33% unemployed) and mainly had their

undergraduate qualifications (16.67% postgraduate, 58.33% undergraduate and 25% high school
completion).

Indonesian young adults. Focus group data were collected from two groups of Indonesian

young adults (N = 10, 70% female, age range = 22-26, M = 23.40). Each group initially had six
sign-ups, yet only five participants attended the session. The Indonesian young adults were mainly

students (60% students, 30% employees, and 10% unemployed).
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3.3.2. Focus group protocols

A focus group protocol on English was developed by a team of researchers. The protocol
was back-translated to ensure construct equivalence in Bahasa Indonesia (Behling & Law, 2000).
Each session was designed to take up to 90 minutes, with a 15-minute group introduction. The core
session was designed to take an hour and centred on four main questions formulated to address the
study objectives: what kind of positive behaviour is done intentionally and voluntarily to benefit
others?; what makes people decide to take that kind of action?; to who are these positive
behaviours directed?; and what is the impact of performing such behaviour? Each session closed
with a 15-minute summary of the discussion, and participants were afforded the opportunity to
provide additional comments.

Two volunteers with English as their first language and experienced in delivering focus
group discussions facilitated the discussion with the Australian groups. One facilitator was a woman
with a postgraduate qualification and was employed in a student support role within a university.
The second facilitator was a man with a doctoral qualification who managed a university learning
centre. Prior to data collection, the first author and both facilitators discussed and practised the
protocol to ensure all questions had been asked without potential bias. Throughout the process of
data collection, the first author observed the groups and took notes. The Indonesian focus groups
were facilitated by the first author, who is proficient in Bahasa Indonesia and followed the same

protocol used for Australian groups.

3.3.3. Procedure

The study adopted a purposeful sampling strategy (Clark & Creswell, 2014) by applying
particular criteria (i.e., age categories) so that participants in each group shared similar demographic
characteristics. Recruitment flyers were distributed in public places and advertised on university
official communication platforms (see Appendix D: Flyers for Recruiting Focus Group Discussion
Participants). Additionally, some Australian participants were recruited through the university
research participant pool. Potential participants were provided with an informed consent sheet (see
Appendix B: Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form — Focus Group Discussion) and
asked to indicate their availability.

The three focus groups in Australia lasted from 51 to 67 minutes, and the four groups in
Indonesia lasted from 56 to 92 minutes. At the end of each session, participants were offered a
voucher or credit points (for student participants recruited through the research participant pool) for
their time attending the session. The group discussions were audio-recorded and transcribed in the
participants' original language. The first author made transcriptions for Indonesian groups.

Data from the Indonesian groups were kept in the original language for the subsequent

analysis. The challenge of using conventional translation in cross-cultural research has been
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criticised for inadequate conceptual congruence (Larkin et al., 2007). They argued that the
predominantly translation procedure has overpowered word equivalence rather than conceptual
equivalence such that the capability of each language to explain its own meaning became declined.
Therefore, keeping the qualitative data in its original language provides support for the source
language in generating meanings as naturally as it could. The English translation was used for
Indonesian data only when labelling the codes and synthesising the codes into themes to enable
comparison across groups. For Australian data, transcriptions were done by professional
transcribers.

Following transcription for Indonesian and Australian data, codes containing a combination
of letter and number that represents country, generation, gender, and participant’s number were
generated to identify responses from particular participants. For example, responses recorded from
the third participant from group 1 of the Australian younger generation, gender female were coded
into AU-Y1F03.

3.3.4. Data analysis

Thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2013) was used to allow the flexible approach to
identifying themes that are data-driven and theory-driven where both approaches may be used for
one analysis. It followed six analytic steps starting with reading and re-reading the transcription to
familiarise the data. The second step involved applying complete coding to the data using a
“bottom-up” approach. All data that seemed relevant to the research questions were inductively
coded using NVivo 12. All data extract were coded by the first author. For Indonesian data, extracts
that contained codes were translated into English such that labels can be generated in English as
well. Codes with similar patterns and meanings were collated under a theme in the third step. In this
stage, codes were scrutinised to review connections with each other and identify central concepts
that capture similar ideas. The fourth step involved reviewing these concepts by the research team
to identify potential overarching themes and subthemes by exploring relationships between them.
Themes and subthemes were then defined and named in the fifth step. At this stage, the existing
literature on types (Carlo & Randall, 2002) and motives (Eisenberg et al., 2016) of prosocial
behaviour were consulted to label the themes. The analysis was then finalised by producing the
report in the last step by the first author.

To explore generational and cultural differences across groups, the study adopted consensual
qualitative research — modified (CQR-M) as suggested by Spangler et al. (2012). CQR-M is a useful
tool for the exploration and discovery of phenomena that accommodates comparison using large
participants with simple qualitative data. This approach was used to determine the prevalence of
themes within each group by establishing consensus within the research team rather than

emphasising the interrater agreement quantitatively. Any disagreements regarding the prevalence of
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the themes across groups were discussed to seek mutual understanding. Within each group, the
extent to which a theme was representative was categorised into four types: (1) general, if a theme
was present to all or all but one of the participants; (2) typical, if a theme applied to more than half
of the participants; (3) variant, if a theme applied to less than half of the participants; and (4) absent,
if the theme does not present in a group. For example, the subtheme “How people decide to act
prosocially” was mentioned by more than half (n = 9) of the participants in the Australian young
adult group (N = 12) such that the prevalence of this subtheme was “Typical” for this group.
Following Hill (2012), differences between generations (younger and older) and cultures (Australia
and Indonesia) were noted when there was a two-category discrepancy for each theme and
subtheme (i.e. absent vs. typical; variant vs. general; and absent vs. general).

3.3.5. Trustworthiness

The study described the specific context and circumstances of how the research was
undertaken in Indonesia and Australia to enhance the transferability of the study. The primary
analysis was conducted by the researchers, who kept a detailed audit trail of all actions and analytic
decisions. Participants had the option to confirm, add to, or challenge the data summary presented
in detail near the end of each focus group, which is an appropriate form of participant validation for
focus groups (Bloor, 2001). Team members examined the draft analyses to review and discuss the
coding scheme. The engagement in these processes minimised researcher bias and promoted rigour
in the extraction and development of data themes. The thematic analysis was conducted following
the 15-point criteria for good thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2013). To ensure the study had
been reported comprehensively, the 32-item COREQ checklist (Tong et al., 2007) was followed.
The study used triangulation via researchers as one form of triangulation (Braun & Clarke, 2013) by

involving a team of researchers in data collection and analysis.

3.4. Results

Corresponding to the four main questions that facilitated the focus group, participants'
perspectives toward prosocial behaviour were documented in four themes: (a) layperson's
understanding of prosocial behaviour; (b) types of prosocial behaviour; (c) prosocial motivations,
and (d) recipients of prosocial behaviour. Table 3 lists these four themes and their subthemes that
emerged in the data analysis as well as their prevalence within each of the four groups. Examples

from extracts for each theme and subthemes are provided in Table 4.
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Table 3. Summary of themes and subthemes representing participants’ perspective toward prosocial behaviour.

Themes and subthemes

Occurrence/Commonality of a theme”

Australian Group

Indonesian Group

Group Difference™

Older Young Older Young

Adult Adult Adult Adult
Theme 1: Layperson’s understanding of prosocial behaviour
1.1 | What it means to be prosocial Variant Variant Variant Variant None
1.2 | How people decide to act prosocially Variant Typical General Typical Cultural differences among older adults
1.3 | The factors of prosocial acts Typical Typical Typical Variant None
1.4 | The changing nature of prosocial behaviour Variant Typical Variant Variant None
Theme 2: Types of prosocial behaviours
2.1 | Altruistic prosocial behaviour Variant Variant Typical Typical None
2.2 | Anonymous prosocial behaviour absent Variant absent Variant None
2.3 | Prosocial behaviour for compliance Typical Typical Variant Typical None
2.4 | Prosocial behaviour in dire circumstances Variant Variant Variant Variant None
2.5 | Public prosocial behaviour Typical Variant Variant Variant None
Theme 3: Prosocial motivations
3.1 | Empathic concern or sympathy General Typical Variant General Generational differences among Indonesian

samples &
Cultural differences among older adults

3.2 | Adherence to internalised principles Variant Variant Variant Variant None
3.3 | Adherence to social norms Typical Typical Variant Variant None
3.4 | Empathic joy and sustaining positive emotion Typical Typical Variant Typical None
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3.5 | Social relatedness Variant Variant Variant Variant None

3.6 | Goal completion and increased feelings of competence Variant Typical Variant Typical None

3.7 | Reduce aversive or negative arousal Variant Typical absent absent Cultural differences among younger adults
3.8 | Social approval and reputation-related rewards absent Variant absent absent None

3.9 | Material rewards and avoidance of punishment Variant Typical Variant Variant None

Theme 4: Recipient of prosocial behaviours

4.1 | Family absent Variant Variant absent None

4.2 | Friends Variant absent Variant Variant None

4.3 | Community Variant Variant Variant Variant None

4.4 | Strangers Typical Typical Variant General | Generational differences among Indonesian
4.5 | Underprivileged or marginalised groups Variant absent Variant Typical Eal:rl]tﬂlrzsl differences among younger adults

Note: ” Occurrence of a theme within a group is “general” if applied to all participants, or all but one of the participants; “typical” if applied to more than half of the
participants; “variant” if applied to less than half of the participants; and “absent” if not existed in all participants (Hill et al., 2012).
) Group difference is evident with at least two categories differences (i.e. “absent” vs. “typical”; “variant” vs. “general”’; and “absent” vs. “general”), as

suggested by Ladany et al. (2012).




Table 4. Extract samples.

Themes and Exemplar Extracts

Subthemes

Theme 1: Layperson’s understanding of prosocial behaviour
1.1 What it meansto = “I think even sometimes less than that. It's just being considerate of other people around you. So, if you've got some extra
be prosocial time on a parking ticket, giving that to somebody because you don't need it, or offering to stand because you don't need to

sit. Just kind of being aware of other people and helping them in small capacities.” (Extract 1.1, AU-Y1F06)

1.2 How people “I guess I, I was always naturally inclined to want to help people, anyway. I sort of outgrew that after thirty years,
decide to act actually, but it was a framework that actually got me into the habit of thinking in that way.” (Extract 1.2a, AU-O1MO01)
prosocially

“I usually give donations for orphans to a charity organisation. A volunteer would come to me so | could drop some
money on a regular basis. | would cautiously ask where my donation goes to. | only gave my donation to that organisation
because | trust them, although | never had the chance to see the orphans by myself.” (Extract 1.2b, IN-O2F04)
1.3 The factors of “You start to form, like, more solid opinions and, you know, logic so you can start to form ... well, at least something you
prosocial acts think is logical, anyway, and makes sense to you. But when you're younger, it's harder to make that decision, to make a
solid decision that you're certain is the right thing to do. But the older you get, the more comfortable you are with making
that final decision.” (Extract 1.3a, AU-Y1MO07)

“I think like, um, if people are motivated, say, by the religious thing or by anything like that, I'm not, I mean, and I’ll come
back to it, but, um. | -it provides a framework for those who either won’t, would never have thought of it, or might not feel

obliged to do certain things so that these say, uh, acts of charity and stuff like that are, maybe motivated, say, from a
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’

religious framework, but at least it’s being put out there. But I, I do agree that it’s a shame if it is the sole motivation.’

(Extract 1.3b, AU-O1MO01)

“No, I'm sure, like, for me, guilt is a big part of it. Because, I... like, do you go... do you guys know about the universal
distribution of goods? You went to Catholic school, so you’d know. Yeah. So, it’s kind of the idea that everyone should
have the same amount of wealth. Um, and I don’t know if that was drilled into me or that was how it was, but I see myself
as a rather well-off person, and I feel like it’s my responsibility, ((laughs)) this is whack, to distribute my wealth to people
who are not necessarily as wealthy.” (Extract 1.3c, AU-Y2F02)

“I think... I think with the positive... yeah, with positive and pro-social behaviour, | feel it kind of does stem from a very
young age, like, what you are brought up with, | feel, especially with children. Especially as, like, when you're looking at it
from a psychological perspective we're kind of... we're kind of these pieces of dough when we're younger, and, ((laughs))
like, like, or like play dough, and every, every experience, um, especially interacting with our parents and interacting with
our family and our family in a cultural context, it kind of moulds the dough a bit more. Um, and influences our behaviour
later on down... like, later on down the line, so, as an adult, as a teenager. So, subconsciously, we are kind of mimicking
all those behaviours and kind of, well, we're kind of... these super behaviours that we're kind of drawing from, and all

these learning experiences that we've had” (Extract 1.3d, AU-Y2MO01)

“My friend’s a nurse and she says that if she is wearing her scrubs, there’s an incident, that she can likely get in trouble if
she doesn’t help ... um, because if they see her scrubs, and she just keeps on going by, then she can ... someone can
complain about it. So, she was saying that she, like, just changes out of her uniform when she’s, going home.” (Extract
1.3e, AU-Y1F04)
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“[ feel like prosocial behaviour is conforming to, is conforming to the social ideologies of the day. ... Prosocial behaviour
is being on social media, is posting, is ... doing a hashtag, or something. Like, it is part... it is part of... it’s conforming.
It’s... and if you’re not seen to undertake those behaviours, you're not seen as a social or normalised human being.”

(Extract 1.4a, AU-Y2MO01)

“Yeah, that’s kind of why I said relatively selfless because nothing is completely selfless. You know? Like, at the bottom of
your heart, you re still like, ‘That was a good thing I did. So, you may be doing it for that person in that instance, but, like,
deeply it could be to consolidate your own morality somehow.” (Extract 1.4b, AU-Y1MO07)

“I feel like you might relate to this. I feel like when... with this netball thing that I've been telling you guys about, every
single time I catch a glimpse of any committee member, they just bombard me with, like, ‘Post this, do this, do that, we
need this doing,’ and instead of being like, ‘No, I have three uni assessments to do this week, I have absolutely zero time’ |
Jjust fill my plate ‘til it’s literally overflowing. I'm like, ‘No, I can get it done.’ And then I forgo my sleep, (laughs) my well-
being, my uni grades. All goes out the window just to help people.” (Extract 1.4c, AU-Y2F04)

Theme 2: Types of prosocial behaviour

2.1 Altruistic
prosocial behaviour
2.2 Anonymous
prosocial behaviour
2.3 Prosocial
behaviour for

compliance

“but in terms of selflessness, I think the big one for me was giving blood regularly.” (Extract 2.1, AU-Y1MO02)

“There are many crowd-funding platforms available online now. To me, | would prefer to give it online without them
knowing my name. Only on the basis of urgency and severity.” (Extract 2.2, IN-Y2F05)

“Well, maybe, because I live in a house with, like, a few housemates, so, maybe just cleaning the kitchen or the bathroom
if I'm, like, free, then I might as well do that, ‘cause, you know, it's my living space, but it's also theirs. So, if it's something
that I can do, then why not just do it? You know?” (Extract 2.3, AU-Y1MOQ7)



2.4 Prosocial
behaviour in dire
circumstances

2.5 Public prosocial

behaviour

“One example that I often did was when I saw people injured in a traffic accident. In that situation, I spontaneously
stopped and directly helped the victim. It is just an automatic response, when | saw an accident, I am obliged to help.”
(Extract 2.4, IN-Y1MO03)

“My partner volunteers for the local community a bit at [a local arts festival] Darlington Arts Festival, um, and [
volunteer at that, too. He does it a lot more but, um, I just do it on the weekend, um... We keep to things like, regularly.”
(Extract 2.5, AU-O1F08)

Theme 3: Prosocial motivations

3.1 Empathic

“That's about having empathy, too, I think, ‘cause you go, "Oh I know how I would feel," you know, if that were me, yeah.

concern or sympathy  ((crosstalk))” (Extract 3.1a, AU-O1F08)

3.2 Adherence to
internalised

principles

3.3 Adherence to
social norms

3.4 Empathic joy
and sustaining

positive emotion

“I was thinking it was not safe for the victim being in the middle of the road, so I stopped and walked him to a safe corner.
Things like that were driven by the reason that as human beings, we help each other. Kind of morally responsible because
we are social beings.” (Extract 3.1b, IN-Y1MO03)

“There... there is also a program for Indonesian children. It covers education for children in remote, almost isolated
areas. | was self- funded to volunteer in this program. So, we voluntarily assigned ourselves there. Living with the locals
for about two weeks or a month. | feel addicted to this... | feel happy seeing new people from different parts of the world. It
is like... I was dictated to give something back to our environment. ” (Extract 3.2, IN-Y2F05)

“I think there are things that I would do in some circumstances but not others, not necessarily because I wouldn’t be
willing to, but because social norms dictate that it’s not really appropriate.” (Extract 3.3, AU-Y1F01)

“.. and I was sitting down. But there's also a big sense of, um, you know, of pride, I guess. It's not really ... I don't know the

person who's going to receive the blood. | have zero contact, but there is still a sense of, yeah, pride, I guess, that comes



3.5 Social

relatedness

3.6 Goal completion
and increased
feelings of
competence

3.7 Reduce aversive

or negative arousal

3.8 Social approval
and reputation-

related rewards

3.9 Material rewards
and avoidance of

punishment

with it. I understand that I, right now, I'm in a better spot than you might be, complete stranger. Here's what | can do to
help.” (Extract 3.4, AU-Y1MO02)

“So, um, but then there's a different perspective to that, you've got the group that wants to be the in, in a group so it's a ...
But I think most of us are motivated by wanting to belong to something, whichever group it is that we wanna belong 0. ”
(Extract 3.5, AU-O1F03)

"l think with, um, volunteering, | think a few people like to volunteer because it'll look good on their resume as well. So,
it's, um, like you said it's helping them to up-skill and develop. Um, also it benefits you in return as well because it can

help you get a job, once you graduate.” (Extract 3.6, AU-O1F04)

"Like, I think as a friend that's ... | wouldn't see myself as a good friend if I didn't respond to that kind of hurt, you know,
by offering support. Um, but I guess as well, like, you could see it as a bit selfish in other ways because, like, it reduced my
distress by knowing that | had reduced his." (Extract 3.7, AU-Y1F01)

"l mean, like, I know it doesn't, like, directly benefit me, but when | do something nice for, like, a random person, | kind of
hope that they go home and go, 'Oh, this nice, like, this lady, like, you know, helped me do this." Or, 'She did this for me.’
And then that kind of makes me feel better... It benefits me because | feel like I've done, like, a good thing and they get to
go home and tell their family about it." (Extract 3.8, AU-Y 1F06)

"l feel like circling back to what outcomes we would want, personally | feel like if I give a smile to someone, or, you know,
have a nice conversation with someone and they walk away and don't really care for that conversation at all, | probably
personally wouldn't feel like that's any loss off my back. Yet if I donated blood or gave money or something, and that blood
ended up, you know, being contaminated or my money was wasted on something, | don't know, I feel like | would take... |
would be much more disappointed in that. | feel like the more personal sacrifice your kindness comes at, the more you
care about the outcome of it. Does that make sense?" (Extract 3.9, AU-Y2F02)

37
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Theme 4: Recipient of prosocial behaviours

4.1 Family

4.2 Friends

4.3 Community

4.4 Strangers

4.5 Underprivileged
or marginalised

groups

“I was thinking, um, it depends on how I know the person and how much help I'm willing to give them, because there's,
like, random acts of kindness that you can do. There's, like, standing up on the bus or opening the door for a stranger. Um,
but in terms of like favours, I'm more likely to do, like, a significant favour for like a family [member]or a friend.” (Extract
4.1, AU-Y1F04)

“Usually, they need my help for tax report issues. I know it should be their responsibility, but at least 20% of my
colleagues needed me to assist them.” (Extract 4.2, IN-O1F03)

“Oh yes, yes. Um, so my main focus in both my professional life and my personal life is supporting people with cancer,
and so some of that | do as a paid role, but a lot of it I do as a volunteer and | get involved in community events like the
[local fun run], ((crosstalk)) my training has been really terrible this year ((laughter)), but I'm still doing it, and I'm
hoping people will ((crosstalk)) um so that's probably the main, kind of, obvious charitable work.” (Extract 4.3, AU-
O1F07)

"Compared to my Mum'’s generation...She often asked me why | gave online donations. "Why did you give it to strangers
and not to our relatives?' I think because if | gave it to people | have familiar with, 1 would expect them to help me back in
return, someday... and there would be a risk that it won't be anonymous?" (Extract 4.4, IN-Y2F01)

"I think, you know, even if walking past you see somebody who looks like they're homeless, it doesn't mean that you would
go out and buy them a meal, because you don't want to feel like you're stepping into, you know, their space."” (Extract 4.5,
AU-Y1F03)
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3.4.1. Theme 1: Layperson’s understanding of prosocial behaviour

Layperson’s understanding of prosocial behaviour is a theme that reflects participants’
understanding of what behaviour is prosocial, its underlying processes, factors that predict prosocial
acts, and the changing nature of prosocial behaviour. There are four subthemes.

The first subtheme ‘What it means to be prosocial’ explores participants’ plain

understanding that prosocial behaviours require minimum effort such as performing low-risk help
and displaying positive gestures toward others. Across all groups, participants variantly mentioned
that prosocial behaviour was as simple as giving small help and displaying positive body language.
All groups listed effortless, spontaneous help that can be included in prosocial behaviour such as
offering a seat at public transport, holding the door for other people, being tolerant of others, and
being kind toward the others (Extract 1.1). Participants considered displaying positive gestures as
prosocial signalling to give a positive experience for other people.

The second subtheme_‘How people decide to act prosocially’ describes participants’ diverse

perspectives of the underlying process of prosocial actions. People’s decision to perform prosocial
behaviour may vary from an intuitive, automatic decision process (Extract 1.2a) to a deliberative,
controlled process of thoughts (Extract 1.2b). The way people decide to engage in prosocial
behaviour was culturally different for older groups. This cultural difference appeared when
participants rationally consider factors associated with their decision to act prosocially. The
Indonesian older adults generally discussed that potential risks associated with giving help such as
trust to the recipient, personal sacrifice, and effectiveness of the help should be thoughtfully
considered. One participant from the Indonesian older adults said that due to the risk of fraud,
charity donations should be given only through reputable organisations (Extract 1.2b). For the
Australian older generation, assessing the risks was mentioned to a lesser extent.

The third subtheme ‘Predictors of prosocial acts’ explains two factors that predict prosocial

behaviour: individual differences and socio-cultural context. Participants variantly discussed
different aspects of individual-level factors such as age (Extract 1.3a), gender, personality, self-
efficacy, and ideological belief. The connection between prosociality and religion was discussed by
all groups. For Australian older adults, religion was seen as a framework to act prosocially, but not
necessarily needed by all people (Extract 1.3b). Other groups added that prosocial behaviour was
dictated by religion as people might relate to their religious values when deciding to act prosocially.
Two participants from Australian young adult groups referred to Catholic guilt and the universal
distribution of goods taught in Catholic schools that dictated people’s responsibility to look after
each other (Extract 1.3c). Within the sociocultural level, parenting practices were variantly
discussed in all groups (Extract 1.3d). Participants recalled parents’ socialisation on the importance

of acting prosocially by giving direct examples, imitated by their children. One participant from the
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Indonesian older adult group mentioned that parents used reward and punishment to maintain
children’s positive behaviour. Prosocial behaviour was further developed through social learning,
where individuals resembled their personal values with society norms. It was noted that the social
role attached to individuals might evoke prosocial behaviour (Extract 1.3e).

The fourth subtheme_‘The changing nature of prosocial behaviour’ captures participants’

understanding that forms, motives, and consequences of prosocial behaviours were changing across
time. Participants variantly perceived that forms of prosocial behaviour changed over time. For
example, Australian young adults considered that social media made it possible to give support to
others by “liking” or “hashtagging” postings from social media platforms that were believed never
existed in the previous generation (Extract 1.4a). The Indonesian young adults recommended giving
an online donation to reputable charity platforms where they can transparently monitor their
funding online rather than conventionally giving cash and direct donation to the receiver. The
changing motives of prosocial behaviour were variantly reported across groups. Australian young
adults frequently discussed the shifting motives of prosocial behaviour from selflessness to self-
concern (Extract 1.4b). This group discussed that although prosocial behaviour often stems from
other-oriented motives, in the end, it was self-care that drove people to act prosocially (e.g., to boost
their self-esteem, to reduce their own’s distress). Lastly, participants variantly reported prosocial
behaviour consequences that might not always be positive as people generally thought, as some

participants experienced compassion fatigue after performing prosocial acts (Extract 1.4c).

3.4.2. Theme 2: Types of prosocial behaviour.
This is an overarching theme that covers different forms of prosocial behaviour. Five types

were identified across groups as the subthemes. The subtheme ° Altruistic prosocial behaviour’

documents participants’ experiences in prosocial acts associated with sympathy. Participants
mentioned prosocial acts such as giving charity donations (money, food and goods), donating blood
(Extract 2.1), and volunteering in assisting street children and underprivileged communities.

The subtheme Anonymous prosocial behaviour’ explains prosocial behaviour performed

anonymously without knowing who received the help. Young Australians and Indonesians
promoted online donations to reputable and well-established charity organisations. One participant
from the Indonesian young adults mentioned they preferred giving an online donation since the
giver was kept anonymous (Extract 2.2).

The subtheme ‘prosocial behaviour for compliance’ refers to helping in response to others’

verbal or non-verbal requests. Participants documented actions such as being kind to the consumer
in work settings, doing household chores in a shared living space (Extract 2.3), responding to a
friend’s request (e.g., being a designated driver) and giving non-serious help as a response to non-

verbal situational cues (e.g., giving seats to the elderly).
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The subtheme ‘prosocial behaviour in dire circumstances’ summarises helping performed

under crises or emergencies. Helping in an emergency situation was reported variantly across
groups. This includes helping an injured person in a traffic accident (Extract 2.4), helping people
with a mental health problem, and volunteering for natural disasters (earthquakes) by looking after
young children at a temporary shelter.

The subtheme ‘Public prosocial behaviour’ explains prosocial behaviour performed in front

of the public to gain the approval and respect of others or enhance self-worth. Forms of prosocial
behaviour performed in front of the public were documented as participation in volunteering in
local community events (Extract 2.5), picking up rubbish in public places, and contributing to a

community’s social media group.

3.4.3. Theme 3: Prosocial motivations.

This theme explains the motivational bases that drive people to engage in particular
prosocial behaviour. Prosocial behaviour may stem from a range of altruistic to egoistic motives.
There are nine subthemes documented from the participants.

The first subtheme ‘Empathic concern or sympathy’ refers to motives associated with the

ability to aim attention and responses toward others’ emotions and needs. Participants variantly
believed that sympathy and concern toward others motivated prosocial acts. However, it appeared
that cultural and generational differences were evident in this subtheme. In older generations,
cultural difference was observed as the Australian group discussed more frequently that their
prosocial acts were based on empathy (Extract 3.1a) than the Indonesian groups. Perspective-taking
was frequently discussed when deciding to help other people in need such as relating the current
situation with personal experience, imagining that the person being helped was a family member, or
putting themselves being at the same situation. In Indonesian groups, generational differences were
noted as the younger participants generally mentioned helping in crisis was motivated by concern
for others’ need for safety (Extract 3.1b). Interestingly, the Indonesian older generation rarely
associated their motives with concern toward others.

The subtheme_‘Adherence to internalised principles’ reflects participants’ motives attached

to moral principles such as fairness and justice. Motives that related to moral value were variantly
discussed across groups. A desire for fairness, social obligation dedicated to the community or
justice-related orientation appeared across groups. For example, volunteering was driven by the
desire to give back kindness to the community for the Indonesian young adult generation (Extract
3.2).

The subtheme_‘Adherence to social norms’ explains prosocial motives associated with the
desire to act following society’s norms. Prosocial behaviour motivated by compliance with norms

was typically occurred in Australian groups and variantly in Indonesian groups. Help was
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performed in accordance with social norms endorsed within each society. Additionally, the
Australian young adult generation mentioned that social norms might regulate the decision of
giving help in a particular situation (Extract 3.3).

The subtheme ‘Emphatic joy and sustaining positive emotion”’ explains motives related to

the desire to maintain pre-existing positive emotions when other’s needs were met. Prosocial
behaviour performed for the reason of maintaining positive emotions such as gratitude, satisfaction,
pride, and happiness was typically reported in Australian groups (Extract 3.4). Helping was
performed because it brought positivity to the giver.

The subtheme ‘Social relatedness’ reflects participants' motives for social interaction and

belongingness with others. The need for social interaction was variantly recorded across groups.
Examples of motives related to social relations were to feel a sense of belongingness, to be a part of
the community, and to enjoy social interaction with other people (Extract 3.5).

The subtheme ‘Goal completion and increased feelings of competence’ describes

participants' desire to strive for mastery and enhance personal competence. Across Australia and
Indonesia, younger generation groups typically reported that prosocial behaviour was aimed to
improve personal competencies. Particularly for volunteering, both younger groups referred that
being a volunteer was the opportunity to learn and develop skills that would benefit them in the
future (Extract 3.6).

The subtheme ‘Reduce aversive or negative arousal’ explains motives to reduce participants’

distress or alleviate guilt. Motives related to reducing negative arousal appeared culturally different
in younger generations. The Australian young groups mentioned that prosocial behaviour might be
evoked by the desire to reduce negative emotions or to relieve guilt. However, these motives did not
present in all Indonesian groups. For Australian young adults, helping was performed because the
helper perceived someone's pain as a pain in him/herself, and therefore, providing help was
intended to soothe their own's pain (Extract 3.7).

The subtheme ‘Social approval and reputation-related rewards’ relates to motives associated

with the desire to obtain acceptance and acknowledgement from the other. The Australian young
adult groups mentioned that prosocial act was done for the reason of protecting self-image and
obtaining praise, trust or approval from others (Extract 3.8).

The subtheme ‘Material rewards and avoidance of punishment’ reflects participants’

expectation to obtain something in return from the recipient. The expectation that prosocial
behaviour may result in material rewards was variantly discussed across groups. In Australian
young adults, helping was typically performed for the reason of reciprocity from the recipient
(Extract 3.9).
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3.4.4. Theme 4: Recipient of prosocial behaviour.

This theme reflects recipients of prosocial behaviour. The subtheme ‘Family’ describes the
inclusion of immediate family as the primary receiver of prosocial behaviour. Australian young
adults and the Indonesian older generation variantly discussed prosocial behaviour directed to a
family member such as taking household chores and picking up a family member. Additionally,
Australian young adults tend to put their families first when needed (Extract 4.1).

The subtheme ‘Friends’ includes friends and co-workers as recipients of help. Helping
friends were variantly mentioned by younger groups, whereas for older groups helping were
directed to colleagues at work (Extract 4.2).

The subtheme ‘Community’ refers to society members whom participants feel attached. All
groups variantly mentioned prosocial behaviour directed to support their local community.
Examples of community-directed prosocial acts were supporting community art events, donating
goods to the local community, and volunteering in community events (Extract 4.3).

The subtheme ‘Strangers’ refers to people with whom participants never had interactions
before. Strangers as the recipient of prosocial behaviour were most frequently mentioned,
particularly in young adult groups. Generational differences were reported in Indonesian groups.
Compared with the older generation, Indonesian young adult participants generally and more likely
directed their prosocial acts toward strangers rather than to people they feel familiar with (Extract
4.4).

The subtheme ‘Underprivileged or marginalised groups’ refers to disadvantaged

communities such as street children, homeless people, people living in isolated areas, or victims of a
natural disaster. Helping directed to less privileged communities differed in the prevalence between

the two cultural groups for young adult groups. Across younger generations, helping disadvantaged

or marginalised societies were typical for Indonesian young adults. In contrast, this was absent in

Australian young adults (Extract 4.5).

3.5.  Discussion

This focus group study explored cross-cultural and generational differences in understanding
the concept, types, motives, and recipients of prosocial behaviour. Informed by the perspective of
cultural dynamics, this study compared two distinctive cultural samples across generations that
presumably experienced different patterns of socio-cultural changes. Overall, findings from this
study indicate similarities and differences in prosociality across cultures and generations. While
meaning and forms of prosocial behaviour were in many ways similar across cultures and
generations, some cultural and generational differences were documented in some subthemes on

prosocial motivations and recipients.
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3.5.1. Similarities across cultures and generations.

Participants shared a similar understanding of prosocial behaviour that it can be seen as a
simple positive behaviour directed to other people (subtheme 1.1). Participants across cultures and
generations similarly mentioned a range of underlying factors to determine prosocial behaviour,
including individual differences and socio-cultural factors (subtheme 1.3). In subtheme 1.4,
participants recognised the changing nature of prosocial behaviour noting that it may change in
terms of forms, motives, and consequences from time to time.

Types of prosocial behaviour were described similarly across groups (theme 2). Participants
recalled different forms of prosocial acts they may experience or observe, which may vary from
altruistic (subtheme 2.1), anonymous (subtheme 2.2), compliance (subtheme 2.3), dire (subtheme
2.4), and public (subtheme 2.5) types of prosocial actions.

Furthermore, participants across cultures and generations commonly perceived that
prosocial behaviour was directed by various motives (theme 3). Participants described that prosocial
acts may stem from other-focused motives such as the desire to comply with moral principles
(subtheme 3.2) and society’s norms (subtheme 3.3). Participants also noted that self-focused
motives such as maintaining positive emotion (subtheme 3.4), the need to maintain social relations
(subtheme 3.5), personal competence (subtheme 3.6), maintaining reputation (subtheme 3.8), as
well as obtaining material rewards (subtheme 3.9) were existed as the potential drivers of prosocial
behaviour.

In attempts to differentiate motives for prosocial behaviour, Eisenberg et al. (2016)
summarise various kinds of prosocial motivations in a continuum that reflects other-benefiting to
self-benefiting orientation. In this study, participants reported both altruism and egoism motives to
engage in prosocial behaviour with some degree of prevalence (Theme 3). This finding suggests
that across cultures and generations, prosocial behaviour was driven by both other- and self-
orientation motives. Thus, consistent with Frimer et al. (2014), the dualistic motives of prosocial
behaviour were found across cultures and generations. In a study involving participants from
individualist (Americans) and collectivist (Indians) societies, Frimer et al. (2014) noted that
prosocial behaviour was performed by two selves: the self as an actor, which was motivated by
idealistic moral values, and, the self as an executor, which was motivated by realistic selfish
motives. The dualistic function of self when performing prosocial acts supports the notion that
motives of prosocial behaviour can be either selfish or selfless or both (Batson & Powell, 2003).

In theme 4, participants similarly mentioned that prosocial behaviour was directed to family
(subtheme 4.1), friends (subtheme 4.2), and community (subtheme 4.3). These results also suggest
that across cultures and generations, participants similarly discussed family, friends and community

as the beneficiary of prosocial behaviour as less prevalent than helping strangers. It is noteworthy
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that helping strangers were more frequently discussed within each group. Directing prosocial acts to
familiar others and people with familiarity and acquaintances might be perceived as the fulfilment
of duties to show that individuals have internalised social expectations (Gherghel et al., 2020). As
such, it may be the case that there is no need to raise concern to discuss prosocial behaviour
directed to a person one knows since helping and caring for this person might be valued as a
common behaviour that represents compliance with social norms and fulfilment of social
obligations. In contrast, in a public forum like a focus group, discussing helping strangers can be
potentially valued (i.e., to increase self-presentation in front of others). That is, participants might
have judged that the action of helping strangers requires much effort to satisfy social expectations
(McAuliffe et al., 2020) such that this topic might have been seen as worthwhile to discuss within

the group.

3.5.2. Differences across cultures and generations

Cultural differences were observed in the way people understand the decision-making
process in prosocial acts (subtheme 1.2), the prevalence of empathy (3.1) and reducing negative
arousal as prosocial motives (3.7), and recipients of prosocial behaviour (4.4 & 4.5). With respect to
the way people understand the decision-making process in prosocial acts (subtheme 1.2),
Indonesian older adults more frequently discussed risks associated with deliberately processed
prosocial acts than Australian older adults. The decision to act prosocially may be based on several
factors such as proximity or familiarity with the recipient, the effectiveness of assisting, including
the trustworthiness of the charity organisation. The decision to act prosocially may involve two
different processes of thinking: intuitive or deliberative (Rand & Epstein, 2014). It appears that, for
the Indonesian older generation, performing prosocial acts may not be intuitive but requires careful
thinking and effort. The theory of individualism-collectivism posits that people from collectivistic
backgrounds perceived a greater obligation to respond to others in need than those from
individualistic cultural backgrounds (Gherghel et al., 2020) such that performing prosocial acts may
be perceived as responding to social obligations and valued as a highly moralised choice in
collectivistic cultures. Therefore, for Indonesian older adults who may hold strong preferences
toward collectivistic values, prosocial responses may be decided using careful consideration since it
represents moral choice rather than relying on intuitive speculations. The Australian older
generation discussed empathic concern or sympathy motives more than the Indonesian older adults
(subtheme 3.1). This finding is contrary to previous research that suggests higher collectivism
countries are associated with a higher level of empathy (Chopik et al., 2017). One explanation for
this is that following the pattern of perceiving a greater moral obligation to help others in
collectivistic cultural background (Gherghel et al., 2020), Indonesian older adults may perceive
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prosocial actions as social obligations they had to fulfil to society rather than seeing prosocial
actions as stemming from empathetic concern for others.

Cultural differences in younger generations were documented in two subthemes: reduce
aversive or negative arousal (subtheme 3.7) and underprivileged or marginalised groups (subtheme
4.5). Australian young adults more frequently reported that prosocial acts were provoked by the
intention to reduce negative arousals, such as reducing their own distress or eliminating worry and
sadness. In Indonesian young adults, this topic was absent. One interpretation of this finding is that
for Australian young adults, performing prosocial acts provoked by the concern to alleviate self-
distress reflects an expression of individual choice. This could be considered as an indication of
agentic motivations which are prevalent in individualistic societies (Gherghel et al., 2020). With
respect to recipients of prosocial behaviours, Indonesian young adults reported helping directed to
underprivileged or marginal groups such as homeless people, street children and geographically
isolated communities. In Australian young adults, helping directed to this type of recipient was
absent, possibly because helping less privileged communities could be perceived as overstepping
the boundary (Extract 4.5).

The study observed generational differences only within Indonesian groups concerning two
subthemes: empathic concern motives (subtheme 3.1) and strangers as the recipient of prosocial
behaviour (subtheme 4.4). Compared to older adults, Indonesian young adults more frequently
discussed that prosocial acts were more frequently provoked by empathic concern toward others
(subtheme 3.1). Previous research found that higher empathy is associated with higher collectivism
(Chopik et al., 2017; Greenfield, 2016). Although Santos et al. (2017) noted that as Indonesia is
currently seen as transitioning from a collectivistic to a more individualistic society, the Indonesian
younger generation tends to source their prosocial acts from empathy than any other motives. The
current data also confirm that Indonesian young adults were more likely to direct their prosocial
acts to strangers (subtheme 4.4). Smith (2019) and Irwin (2009) ascertained that people with
collectivistic cultural backgrounds were less inclined to direct their prosocial acts toward strangers
than acquaintances. In collectivist societies, trust toward people outside the group exists at a low
level (Knafo et al., 2009) such that helping will be directed to people inside the group. It appears
that Indonesian younger generations still maintain both collectivist (i.e., prosocial acts provoked by

empathy) and individualist (i.e., directing prosocial acts to strangers) characteristics.

3.5.3. Limitations and direction for future research

In this focus group study, increased social desirability among participants may present, such
that it may affect the way people respond to each other. Particularly in Australia, some participants
were recruited from the university research participant pool, such that there is a possibility of

familiarity with other participants that may induce participants to give responses that conform with
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desired moral characters within a group (McAuliffe et al., 2020). Since the study attempted to gain
insight into how people conceptualise different aspects of prosociality through dialogue, the risk of
social desirability bias was unavoidable (Gilbert et al., 2019). Prosocial behaviour is a desirable
behaviour expected in every culture and society (Twenge et al., 2007) such that participants may
feel the topic worth presented to obtain public recognition rather than to express the actual
experiences they may have. Future studies may be directed to specify the inquiry into actual
personal experiences when performing prosocial acts. Since female participants were over-
represented in this study, there is a possibility that the prosocial behaviour reported here may reflect
those more accessible to the female gender (Nielson et al., 2017). Future research should attempt to
minimise social desirability and gender imbalance by implementing a different approach to
participant recruitment.

The current study indicated generational differences found in Indonesian groups in terms of
prosocial motives and recipients. While Callaghan and Corbit (2018) noted that only a few studies
examine the psychological and cultural mechanisms of similarity or diversity of prosocial
behaviour, this focus group study was not directed to provide an explanation of how differences and
similarities across generations may occur. Future research is required to investigate the way

prosocial behaviour can be maintained or changed from time to time in a different cultural context.

3.6.  Conclusions

Across cultures and generations in Australia and Indonesia, the current study found that
participants mainly understood prosocial behaviour as spontaneous helping behaviour, determined
by a range of individual differences and socio-cultural factors that had changing nature. Participants
understood various forms of prosocial behaviour driven by a range of motives from altruistic
(empathic concern or sympathy) to egoistic (reciprocity from the recipient). Cultural differences
were indicated within both older and younger generations. It is interesting to note that generational
differences were only present in Indonesian groups in terms of the prevalence of empathy as the
motive of prosocial acts and the way prosociality was directed to strangers.

Findings from this study confirm that although the pattern of similarities was predominant
across cultures and generations, differences in aspects of prosociality are evident and worth
explaining. Cultural differences observed may reflect that Australia and Indonesia hold different
perspectives of prosocial behaviour. Further, generational differences were evident in Indonesian
but not in Australian participants. This finding may be an indication that, for Indonesian
generations, cultural information related to prosocial behaviour may not be transferred as
congruence as found in Australian generations. This finding may support that changes in
sociocultural contexts across time in different societies may influence the way cultural information

is transferred across generations.
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Chapter 4: Vertical Transmission of Prosociality: Basic Human Values and The Context of

Intergenerational Transmission in Indonesia.

4.1. Introduction

Prosocial behaviour refers to a broad category of actions generally labelled by society as
benefiting other people Dovidio et al. (2017). This definition implies two components. The first
component is that prosocial behaviour is an interpersonal, mutual act involving one party as the
benefactor and the other party as the target recipient(s). The later component emphasises the
changing nature of prosociality and implies the active contributions of the society in perceiving
given actions as prosocial. In line with this notation, the previous scoping review study reported that
prosocial behaviour was studied in Indonesian and Australian literature with different emphases on
the level of analysis using a broad range of definitions (see Chapter 2). This finding indicates that
prosociality had been examined using different facets and conceptualisations across cultures.
Populations characterised by different socio-cultural attributes may differ in labelling certain
behaviours as prosocial. Therefore, what constitutes prosocial behaviour is not universal. It is
guided by a range of desirable behaviours based on societal judgements within a particular
timeframe (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015) such that to understand prosocial behaviour requires an
understanding of the context in which it is enacted.

The importance of prosocial behaviour to our society is undeniable. Prosocial behaviour is
encouraged in every culture because it reflects individual’s, group’s, and society’s adaptive values
for survival Dovidio et al. (2017) such that it is "vital to the social system™ (Twenge et al., 2007, p.
56). For Schroeder and Graziano (2018), prosocial behaviour is the core of psychological
functioning that defines the essence of humanity. Prosocial behaviour is positively valued and
considered functional to group survival (Eisenberg, 2003; Twenge et al., 2007). If prosocial
behaviour is fundamental for the human species, it is important to understand how it sustains across
time within culturally changing societies.

In attempts to explain generational and cultural variations in prosocial behaviour, we
previously conducted a focus group study involving participants from different cultures and
generations in Indonesia and Australia. The qualitative study revealed that generational differences
were evident in Indonesian but not in Australian participants, suggesting that larger generational
differences were found in Indonesia (see Chapter 3).

One framework that may explain the changing nature of prosociality across cultures and
generations is through the perspective of cultural dynamics. This perspective considers the dynamic
nature of cultural information over time within a society such that transformations and/or

maintenances of prosocial behaviour can be better understood (Kashima, 2014). Cultural dynamics
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IS "an investigation of how a culture thus defined is formed, maintained, and transformed over time"
(p. 1). According to Kashima (2016), a culture is a set of existing non-genetic information that is
transferable within a society. At the micro-level mechanism, cultural transmission is "at the heart"
(p. 93) of cultural dynamics that explain the social distribution of cultural information from one
person to another. Cavalli-Sforza et al. (1982) asserted that cultural transmissions might occur
vertically (from parent to child), horizontally (between peers), and obliquely (from teacher/social
leader/mass media to student/younger generation). According to Schénpflug and Bilz (2009),
vertical transmission is "the ground for continuity” (p. 212) of cultural information that allows both
novelty and stability such that the maintenance of prosociality within a society might occur through
the mechanism of intergenerational transmission from parents to their children.

In the literature, research on vertical transmission has predominantly focused on congruence
between parent and offspring as the outcome of the transmission (Albert et al., 2009; Knafo-Noam
et al., 2020; Schénpflug & Bilz, 2009; Tam, 2015). To better explain the transmission mechanism,
Trommsdorff (2009) suggested the ecocultural model which considers the components that affect
the process and outcomes of transmission: the persons (i.e., parents and children), their relationship
(e.g., parent and child relation), the contents (i.e., cultural information subject to transmission) and
the context (e.g., socioeconomic and cultural changes) involved in the transmission. Thus, the
intergenerational transmission of cultural transmission should not be limited to the observation
towards the transmission outcomes by simply estimating the similarity of scores on transmission
contents between parents and children. Rather, the transmission mechanism should be explained
using a comprehensive framework, by considering all relevant components.

There has been discussion in the literature to explain how intergenerational transmission
indicated by similarity in a particular psychological construct between parent and child may occur
(Boehnke, 2015; Hadjar et al., 2012; Knafo-Noam et al., 2020). According to Knafo-Noam et al.
(2020), intergenerational transmission of values can be represented by congruences between
parents' and child's personal values, which may reflect four mechanisms: (1) parental influence on
children through socialisation, (2) children’s influence on parents, (3) both parents and children
share an overlapping social environment, and (4) parents and children share a genetic co-
disposition. Boehnke (2015) and Hadjar et al. (2012) had a similar view that the four mechanisms
explained the context where transmission may occur between generations. Additionally, Boehnke
(2015) extended that the four mechanisms may not be limited to the transmission of values, but
applicable to any psychological measures.

With respect to the pathway where parents and children live in a similar social environment,
Boehnke (2015) used the term "zeitgeist" (p. 3000). Zeitgeist (a German term for the spirit of the

times) refers to the prevalent value climate taken by most people in a given society (Boehnke et al.,
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2009). Zeitgeist provides an explanation towards the context of the transmission since it captures
the way society perceives the dominant values, ideas, and facts in a given time (Hadjar et al., 2012).
The role of zeitgeist to explain the intergenerational transmission of self-interest as the main
characteristic of contemporary German societies has been extensively explored by Boehnke et al.
(2007) and Boehnke et al. (2009). They suggested that because transmission did not occur in
isolated environments, zeitgeist influences individual value preferences and therefore affects value
congruence between parents and children. Stronger transmissions were found for families with
atypical values with the mainstream society than for families holding similar values with the
dominant culture. One explanation for this was that parents were more likely to frequently
communicate values less preferred by the society toward their children such that the transmissions
were attenuated.

There is a plethora of research investigating the cultural transmission of psychological
phenomena mostly in European and the United States contexts (Schénpflug, 2009). Given that
much of the available literature on vertical transmission focusses on European and Western
societies, the applicability of such models of cultural transmission to non-Western societies needs
further examination. One notable framework that explains the context of intergenerational value
transmission in Asia is the intersubjective model from the work of Tam et al. (2012) which
considers the influence of perceived normative norms in parental socialisation. Their perspective to
some degree may resemble the concept of zeitgeist that the Western literature noted in terms of the
inclusion of societal normative values in the process of transmission. However, what Tam et al.
(2012) refer to as normative values focuses on individual perception in labelling such values as
important for society. For Boehnke et al. (2007), the concept of zeitgeist is the value climate that
represents the average value preferences of the society independent from the individuals. Whether
vertical transmission of prosociality can be explained using a similar framework applied in Western
research in a socio-culturally changing society in non-Western societies particularly in Asia,
deserves a further explanation.

The current study contributes to the existing literature by exploring mechanisms of
intergenerational transmission of prosociality using five models. We included two of the four
models identified by Boehnke (2015) and Knafo-Noam et al. (2020). These two models are the
parental socialisation model and the zeitgeist model. Specifically, the current study tested the
parental socialisation model by observing the contribution of parental value socialisation (Model 3
in the current study). The zeitgeist model was tested by estimating the shared social environment
(Model 5 in the current study). In addition to these two models, the current study examines three
additional models. Model 1 examines the role of personal values in moderating the transmission

process, adopting the work of Six et al. (2009). Model 2 examines the moderating role of parent-
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child value congruence in the transmission of prosociality. Model 4 examines young adults’
perceptions of their parents’ endorsement of certain values. These perceptions were examined as the
moderators of the vertical transmission of prosociality. These models are elaborated in the section

“Models of Vertical Transmission Examined.”

4.1.1. The Indonesian Context

Indonesia is experiencing accelerated socio-cultural changes. Previously, Indonesian
societies shared collectivistic values (Irwin, 2009). For Indonesian older generations, family
integrity and interdependence were valued as highly important, whereas self-reliance and hedonism
were placed in the lowest priority (Triandis et al., 1986). Obedience, harmony and conformity were
essential socialisation goals for parents (Albert et al., 2009). Following the global trend of increased
individualism (Greenfield, 2016; Santos et al., 2017), it appears that Indonesia is currently
transitioning from a collectivistic to an individualistic social environment. Increased importance of
friends over family, parental socialisation of independence values, and self-expression values
reported in current society indicate that individualism values are more strongly adopted in Indonesia
(Santos et al., 2017). This suggests that parents who belong to older generations in Indonesia may
hold stronger collectivistic values because they may be exposed to a collectivistic sociocultural
environment cherished by the previous society. Compared to their parents, the current younger
generation may increasingly adopt individualistic values from their socio-cultural environment that
may differ from what their parents hold.

Increased individualism may partially explain how prosocial behaviour remains constant or
changes across generations in Indonesia for at least two reasons. First, collectivistic cultures tend to
more strongly endorse social norms that encourage empathy and interdependence with others
compared to individualistic cultures (Chiao et al., 2012). At the individual level, Schwartz (2010)
posits that collectivist values such as benevolence and universalism motivate prosocial acts. On the
contrary, individualistic values such as hedonism and power may deter prosociality. This suggests
that individualism-collectivism at the cultural and individual levels can be linked to the
diminishment or maintenance of prosociality. Second, the distribution of cultural information
depends on environmental stability and change. Kashima (2014) noted that in a stable environment,
cultural information that emphasises social integration, such as collectivist values, are more likely
to transmit vertically than individualist values. Conversely, with the environment changing rapidly,
collectivist values are less likely to transmit, and individualist values are more likely to transmit. If -
following the global trends of increased individualism- the Indonesian generations have become

more individualists, how would this transformation affect the vertical transmission of prosociality?
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Prior studies on how cultural change and stability may affect vertical transmission yielded
mixed patterns. For Hong Kong Chinese immigrant parents who presumably experienced changing
sociocultural context, values they wish to socialise to their children were more strongly predicted by
perceived normative values than personal values (Tam et al., 2012). This finding suggests that
cultural transmission should consider not only parents’ personal values but also values that the
parents perceived as important within a society. In a similar vein, Boehnke (2001) found that in the
context of changing East German societies from communist to industrialist, within-family
transmission in individualism values (i.e., openness and self-enhancement values) occurred more
effectively than collectivism values. It appears that values being endorsed by the community at a
given time were more likely transmitted from parents to the children than parental value
preferences.

Finding from Schonpflug and Bilz (2009) yielded a different pattern. In their study, both
communities experiencing cultural discontinuity (Turkish immigrants living in Berlin and Southern
Germany) as well as cultural continuity (Turkish people living in Istanbul) showed more vertical
transmission of collectivistic values (i.e., humanism, universalism, security, traditionalism, and
conformism) than individualistic values (i.e., stimulation, hedonism, and power). They argued that
collectivistic values were generally transmitted within the context of highly empathetic parenting
and less authoritarian parenting styles regardless of changing sociocultural contexts. Despite
reporting different results, findings from Boehnke (2001) and Schonpflug and Bilz (2009)
confirmed the effect of socio-cultural dynamics to elucidate mechanisms of cultural transmission.
Whether stability or changes in the socio-cultural environment may explain the pattern of cultural
information transfer between generations has not been tested in Indonesia.

4.1.2. The Present Study

The current study examined the vertical transmission of prosociality. Vertical transmission
of prosociality was examined through the degree of congruence between the persons involved in the
transmission process (i.e., parent and children). The current study considered five different models
of vertical transmission focusing on values as the moderators as elaborated below. To study the
vertical transmission of personal values, Schonpflug and Bilz (2009) categorised Schwartz’s (1992)
basic values into two major dimensions: collectivistic values (humanism, universalism,
traditionalism, security, and conformism) and individualistic values (power, self-direction,
stimulating life, and hedonism) which further refined into social and personal focus value
categories in Schwartz’s et al. (2012) theory of basic values. The current study followed the same

approach in differentiating types of values.
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4.1.3. Models of Vertical Transmission Examined

Model 1. This model examines the role of young adults’ personal values in facilitating the
intergenerational transmission of prosociality. This model follows the work of Six et al. (2009) who
examined the moderating role of personal values on the vertical transmission of xenophobia. This
research considers the ‘dualism of values’ (p. 373) where values have two differing roles: to
facilitate/inhibit the vertical transmission of xenophobia. Therefore, values were included to explain
the context of transmission. Findings from their study confirmed that adolescents’ preferred values
of achievement, security and tradition moderated the vertical transmission of xenophobia. In
relation to prosocial behaviour, Schwartz (2010) indicated that prosocial behaviour was motivated
by collectivistic values (humanism, universalism, traditionalism, security, and conformism) rather
than individualistic values (power, self-direction, stimulating life, and hedonism). As such, it is
anticipated that vertical transmission of prosociality is facilitated by young adults’ collectivistic
values. However, within the context of changing sociocultural environment indicated by increased
individualism, little is known about the role of collectivism values in facilitating the process of
transmission. Our postulate is that, due to changing sociocultural context in Indonesian society,
young adults’ personal values may facilitate the vertical transmission of prosociality.

Model 2. This model postulates that vertical transmission of prosociality is moderated
through value congruences between parents-children. A stronger value congruence between
parents-children may indicate that these values had been clearly communicated by parents to their
children (Schonpflug & Bilz, 2009). A stronger congruence may also indicate that low
disagreement and misinterpretation occur within a family. This congruence, according to Hadjar et
al. (2012), is a fundamental facilitator of "behavioural confirmation™ (p. 56) that enhances the
production of expected behaviour among children. In contrast, weaker congruences may indicate
unsuccessful parental influences toward the children (Knafo & Schwartz, 2008). Therefore, it
follows that parent’s and children's similarity in values enables the transfer of cultural information
relevant to prosociality. Therefore, this model proposes the moderating role of intrafamilial value
congruence in the vertical transmission of prosociality.

Model 3. This model postulates that parental socialisation values facilitate the transmission
of prosociality from parents to their young adult children. Parental socialisation value refers to
values that parents expect their children to have (Knafo & Schwartz, 2008). This model follows the
traditional perspective of socialisation which focuses on the “fax model” (p. 1042), where children
fully accept those values their parents wanted to socialise (Tam et al., 2012). The fax model
postulates the unidirectional influence of parents on children, and it does not emphasize the active
role of the child in selecting which values they want to internalize (this is the effect examined in

Model 1). Nevertheless, since parents are the primary transmitter of cultural ideas to their children,
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values that parents wish to socialise are important to understand. Specifically, this model postulates
the moderating role of parents’ socialisation values in the vertical transmission of prosociality.

Model 4. This model focuses on the role of young adults’ perceived parental value
endorsement in the vertical transmission of prosociality. Trommsdorff (2009) noted that children
actively process parental socialisation by understanding, selecting, and deciding whether to accept
or reject cultural information endorsed by their parents. Perspectives from the developmental
psychology view that young adults, who gain increased autonomy and greater exposure to values
beyond their family, may misinterpret the values that parents want to socialise to children(Carlo &
Randall, 2002; Eisenberg et al., 2002). Thus, contrary to the “fax model” assumption, this model
posits that discrepancy may occur as young adults perceive parental value endorsement differently
from the values parents wish to socialise. Children may also perceive parental value endorsement
accurately which contributes to greater occurrence of vertical transmission (Knafo & Schwartz,
2008). Therefore, this model examines the role of young adults’ perceived parental value
endorsement in moderating the intergenerational transmission of prosociality.

Model 5. This model postulates the role of zeitgeist values to explain the context of vertical
transmission of prosociality. Parents and children are likely exposed to a similar value climate that
the mainstream society embraces to the extent that they share the overlapping social environment
(Boehnke et al., 2007). Transmission from parent to children is not direct, it is rather determined by
the societies that construct the mainstream culture (Knafo-Noam et al., 2020). This implies that the
context of intrafamilial transmission may be determined by the dominant culture of a particular
society. Boehnke et al. (2009) refer the values dominant in mainstream culture as zeitgeist values
and argue that zeitgeist influences cultural transmission. Although zeitgeist represents preferences
toward certain values hold by most people in a particular society, individuals may perceive or
accept the zeitgeist variably. Boehnke et al. (2009) suggest that one way to estimate zeitgeist's
influence on the transmission process is by including the variable as the moderator on the
transmission model. Therefore, in this model, we postulate that the vertical transmission of
prosociality occurs through zeitgeist values.

4.2.  Method

4.2.1. Procedures and Participants

Following ethics approval (see Appendix A: HREC Approval), participants were recruited
from three major cities in Java, Indonesia. Five volunteer research assistants assisted with in-person
data collection: two were assigned in Surabaya, one in Yogyakarta, and two in Jakarta. They
provided interested participants with a survey kit containing the information sheet, measures, and a
sealable envelope. After providing written informed consent (see Appendix E: Questionnaires

included in Indonesian Survey — Manual Version), participants returned the completed measures
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and consent form in a sealed envelope to the research assistants, who posted it to the researcher's
office in Indonesia. The data was collected from July 15 to December 31, 2019. At the end of the
survey, participants were asked to include the nominating family member (parent or young adult
children) by providing the researcher with the email for further contact. After completing the
survey, participants were given the option to win one of ten shopping vouchers equal to IDR
300,000 (AUD 30).

We recruited young adults aged between 17 to 26 years (Eisenberg et al., 2002). This age
range was targeted due to our focus on early adulthood. Within early adulthood, individuals have
greater autonomy to engage in various prosocial activities (Carlo & Randall, 2002; Knafo &
Schwartz, 2008). Other inclusion criteria were Indonesian citizens living in Indonesia and willing to
nominate one of their parents for this survey. A total of 548 (young adult group n = 312, older
group n = 236) responses were collected. To enable young adult and parent dyads identification, we
asked the participants to provide the gender and date of birth of a nominating family member. As a
result, 416 responses or 208 young adult-parent dyads were matched. Responses unable to be
matched (young adult group, n = 55, older group, n = 15) were excluded. Also excluded were
responses not meeting the young adult age criteria (below 17, n = 18, above 26, n = 2), and not
completing one or more sections of the questionnaire (young adult group, n = 29, older group, n =
13).

We used the 208 dyads (63% mother-daughter; 18.3% father-daughter; 10.6% mother-son;
and 8.2% father-son dyads) to estimate the vertical transmission of prosociality from parents to their
young adult children. All young adults were living in Indonesia for life long and predominantly
from urban areas (63.9%). More than half of the young adults have high school completion (62.5%)
and some university qualifications (28.4%). The parent group aged from 31 to 68 years (73.6%
female, Mage = 49.57). All parents were living in Indonesia since birth and mostly from urban areas
(60.1%). In terms of educational background, parents reported having university qualifications
(47.1 %), high school completion (36.1%), partial completion of secondary school (9.1%), and
primary school completion (7.7%).

4.2.2. Measures

Prosociality. We used the Prosocial Tendencies Measure/PTM (Carlo & Randall, 2002) to
assess young adults' tendencies toward six types of prosocial behaviour. This measure was selected
since it includes various types of prosocial behaviour that young adults potentially engaged with.
Both Eisenberg et al. (2002) and Carlo and Randall (2002) noted that due to the greater exposure on
social relation and stronger autonomy in early adulthood, young adults are capable of exploring
various prosocial actions and deciding which prosocial acts they would like to commit. PTM is an

objective measure of prosocial tendencies that was constructed to specifically explore 6 types of
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prosocial behaviour in late adolescents. Participants indicated the extent to which each statement
describes them with scales from 1 (does not describe me at all) to 5 (describes me greatly). The 23-
item scale measures altruism (e.g., "l think that one of the best things about helping others is that it
makes me look good (reversed item)", 5 items), compliant (e.g., "When people ask me to help them,
I don't hesitate”, 2 items), emotional (e.g., "Emotional situations make me want to help needy
others", 4 items), dire (e.g., "It is easy for me to help others when they are in a dire situation”, 3
items), public (e.g., "I can help others best when people are watching me", 4 items), and anonymous
(e.g., "Most of the time, | help others when they do not know who helped them", 5 items). At the
time of the current project planning, there was no report that the PTM had been used in Indonesia.
As such, the PTM scale was translated using the back-translation procedure for our pilot study. We
did subsequently identify a study with the PTM with an Indonesian sample. This study by Vaughan
et al. (2008) reported satisfactory reliabilities for the aggregated PTM score (Cronbach’s as T1 =
.78 and T2 = .82) and an adequate concurrent validity (correlation with empathy-related responding
measures, r = .53, p <.01) for the aggregated scale. To simplify and interpret prosociality, the PTM
scale in this study also used aggregated score similar to VVaughan et al. (2008). The current study
reported an adequate internal consistency (Cronbach's o = .86).

Values. We used the PVQ5X (Schwartz et al., 2012) to assess ten basic values. In the first
section, participants reported their self-values by responding to 48 items with a 6-point scale (1=not
like me at all to 6=very much like me), indicating to what extent the person in the given vignette is
similar to themselves. Then, after completing the PTM scale, participants were asked about their
perceived parental endorsement values (for young adult respondents) or socialisation values (for
participating parents). To assess young adults’ perceived parental value endorsement, young adult
participants were asked to respond to the same set of 48 items with the instruction "How would
your nominating parent want you to respond to each item?" (Knafo & Schwartz, 2008). To assess
socialisation values, parents were asked to indicate how much they want to socialise each value to
their children with respect to the same set of 48 items.

Sample of the 48 items in the PVQ5X includes: self-direction (e.g., "It is important to him
[or her] to form his own opinions and have original ideas", 6 items); stimulation (e.g., "Excitement
in life is important to her [or him]", 3 items); hedonism (e.g., "Enjoying life's pleasures is important
to him [or her]", 2 items); achievement (e.g., "Being very successful is important to him [or her]", 3
items); power (e.g., "It is important to him [or her] to be the one who tells others what to do™, 4
items); security (e.g., "His [or her] personal security is extremely important to him [or her]", 7
items); conformity (e.g., "It is important to him [or her] to follow rules even when no one is
watching", 7 items); tradition (e.g., "He [or she] strongly values the traditional practices of his [or

her] culture™, 3 items); benevolence (e.g., "It's very important to him [or her] to help the people dear
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to him [or her]", 5 items); and universalism (e.g., "He [or she] strongly believes that he [or she]
should care for nature™, 8 items).

We grouped ten values from PVQ5X into two value categories: personal and social focus.
Following Schwartz et al. (2012), the social focus value category was obtained by averaging
responses in 26 items on security (societal, 3 items), tradition (3 items), conformity (rules, 2 items
and interpersonal, 3 items), humility (2 items), benevolence (dependability, 3 items and caring, 2
items), and universalism (concern, 3 items; nature, 3 items; and tolerance, 2 items). The personal
focus value category was calculated by averaging responses in 22 items on the PVQ5X, including
measures of self-direction (thought, 3 items; and action, 3 items), stimulation (3 items), hedonism
(2 items), achievement (3 items), power (resources, 2 items and dominance, 2 items), face (2 items),
and security (personal, 2 items).

The PVQ5X has been widely used with satisfactory reliabilities (Cronbach's as from .66 to
.83) and acceptable construct validity for the 48 items with a 6-point scale (CFI (comparative fit
index) = .92, RMSEA = .04) across countries (Schwartz et al., 2012). In the literature, the use of an
earlier version of the PVQ5X (PVQ40) in Indonesia has been reported and found to have adequate
construct validity (Liem et al., 2011). However, PVQ5X differs from PVQ40 with the items
included. As such, the PVQ5X was translated via the back-translation procedure (Werner &
Campbell, 1970) for our pilot study. In the current sample, the scales had satisfactory internal
consistencies for self-values (Cronbach's as .93 for the social focus category and .86 for the
personal focus category), young adults’ perceived parental value endorsement (Cronbach's as .94
for the social focus category and .88 for the personal focus category), and socialisation values
(Cronbach's as .94 for social focus category and .88 for personal focus category).

Demographic variables. We included participants' date of birth, gender, duration of stay in

Indonesia, area of stay (rural/urban), educational background, and the nominating family's date of
birth and gender for further analysis.

Pilot data. Because the items were newly translated, we conducted a pilot study involving
30 participants (Mage = 33.29, 46.7% female, 46.7% undergraduate qualification, 80% employee) to
check the internal consistency of the measures. The measures in the pilot sample were internally
consistent (Cronbach's a of 0.80 for the PTM scale and 0.94 for the PVQ5X Value Survey items).
4.3. Results

Before analysing the data, missing values were scrutinised. There were three cases with one
missing value, and these values were substituted by mean values for a particular item scale. For
example, case number 76 had one missing value for the PVQ5X on item 28 (PVQ5Xc28)
measuring young adults’ perceived parental value endorsement on conformity value such that score

on that corresponding item was replaced with the mean score for that particular item (Mpvgsxces =
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4.66). Assumptions were checked before conducting each analysis. Histogram observation indicated
that each variable in the regression was normally distributed. Inspection of the normal probability
plot of standardised residuals and the scatterplot of standardised residuals against standardised
predicted values indicated no violation of the assumptions of linearity, normality, and
homoscedasticity of residuals. The VIF values were well below 10 and the tolerance statistics were
all above 0.2, suggesting that multicollinearity was not a concern in the data (Field, 2017). Young
adults' and parents' prosociality were computed for each participant group by averaging their
responses on the aggregated PTM scale (Vaughan et al., 2008).

Table 5 shows the bivariate correlations between all variables. Parents and young adults’
correlation for prosociality is r = .28 indicating a weak similarity between parents and their young
adult children. Correlations between the two value categories are found all significant (young
adults’ values r = .69; parents’ values r = .73; value congruences r = .39; parents’ socialisation
values r = .72; young adults’ perceived parental value endorsement r = .71; and zeitgeist values r =
.74), implying that social and personal focus values categories are interdependent. No significant
correlations are found between zeitgeist values and young adults’ or parents’ values (for social
focus values: Izitgeistiyoung adults = -.02 and Feitgeistiparents = .06; for personal focus values: rzitgeistiyoung
adults = -.04 and reitgeistparents = -.04) suggesting that zeitgeist values that are dominant in the society
are not significantly associated with young adults’ or parents’ personal values. It seems that

mainstream society endorses different values that are independent from personal values.
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Variables M sSD (1) @) (3) 4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9 (@) (@11) (120 @13 (@149
1) Young adults' prosociality 313 .53 -

2) Parents’ prosociality 3.07 .57 28 -

3) Young adults’ value in social focus 474 59 .20 14~ -

4) Young adults’ value in personal focus 450 53 .33xx  20% 69+ -

5) Parents’ value in social focus 479 .63 .05 Bhrrk Bhxrx DQprx -

6) Parents’ value in personal focus 445 58 .13 A5xex 16 26%xx Prex -

7) Value congruence in social focus 18 26 -12 -.07 .15* .05 .06 .04 -

8) Value congruence in personal focus 32 .32 -12 -17 33 12 24+ 05 39Frx -

9) Parents’ socialisation in social focus 479 .63 .00 33Fxx AQxrex 27xxx Bl Glrx 09 23%% -

10) Parents’ socialisation in personal focus 453 59 .14~ AGxrx 22%x F2xxx Ghx Q% (03 .03 2%k -

11) Perceived endorsement in social focus 472 .67 .30%+ 12 J3xxx Bxex AJrrx Zrx 16 B4xx 4B 35xx -

12) Perceived endorsement in personal focus 4.53 .61 .40* 14~ A8 72+ 35 39+ (7 A3 32xx Qhrex TLrex o

13) Zeitgeist values in social focus 476 .45 .03 .03 -.02 .00 .06 .09 -.03 -07 .05 A1 .02 .07 -

14) Zeitgeist values in personal focus 448 41 .02 -.03 -.02 -.04 -.01 -.04 -.02 -.06 -.06 -.03 .03 .03 ThErx -

*p <.05; **p <.01; *** p <.001
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4.3.1. Model 1

The analysis examined the role of young adults' values on personal and social focus
categories on the vertical transmission of prosociality. To examine this model, we conducted a
multiple regression analysis that included young adults’ responses on prosociality predicted from
parental responses to prosociality. The corresponding regression coefficient indicates vertical
transmission of prosociality. This analytic approach is modelled after prior studies (Knafo &
Schwartz, 2008; Schonpflug & Bilz, 2009). Model 1 postulates that vertical transmission of
prosociality is moderated by young adults’ values. As such, young adults’ values in personal focus
and social focus and their respective interaction with parental prosociality were entered into the

regression mode. Table 6 reports the results from the regression model.

Table 6. Model 1: The moderation effect of young adults’ self-values on the vertical transmission of

prosociality
b SEB t p
Constant 3.128 [3.06, 3.20] 0.035 89.249 p<.001
(X) Parent’s prosociality 0.204 [0.08, 0.33] 0.062 3.317 p<.001

(centred)

(W) Young adult’s self-value in ~ -0.036 [-0.20, 0.13]  0.083 -0.433 p=.666

social focus (centred)

(X) x (W) 0.166 [-0.17, 0.50] 0.167 0977 p=.330

(2) Young adult’s self-value in ~ 0.311[0.13, 0.49] 0.092 3.378 p<.001

personal focus (centred)

(X) x (2) -0.135[-0.50, 0.23] 0.183 -0.739 p=.461
Note: R? = .16, p < .001.

The regression model accounted for 16% of the variability of young adults’ prosociality, R?
=.16, F (5,202) = 7.83, p < .001. Parents’ prosociality (b = 0.204, 95% CI [0.08, 0.33], t =3.317, p
<.001) was significant, evidencing vertical transmission. Young adults’ value in personal focus, b =
0.311, 95% CI [0.13, 0.49], t = 3.378, p < .001 was also a significant predictor, but not young
adults’ value in social focus (b =-0.036, 95% CI [-0.20, 0.13], t = -0.433, p = .666). These findings
indicate that young adults' self-focused value is a positive predictor of their prosociality. No
significant moderation was evident, not providing support to Model 1.

4.3.2. Model 2

The second model focuses on the role of value congruences between parents and young
adults in moderating the transmission of prosociality. We computed congruence coefficients by

correlating young adults' and their parents’ values. Specifically, to obtain scores for value
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congruence in social focus, we correlated young adults' responses to the 26 items measuring social
focus value category with parental responses on the same items. Similarly, scores for value
congruence in personal focus were obtained by correlating young adults' responses to the 22 items
measuring the personal focus value category with parental responses on the same items.

Same as Model 1, vertical transmission was estimated by the regression coefficient for
young adults’ response to prosociality predicted from parental responses to prosociality. To test the
moderation effect of value congruences on the vertical transmission of prosociality, we entered the
two congruence coefficients computed above included as the moderators of vertical transmission.

Table 7 reports the results.

Table 7. Model 2: The moderation effect of value congruence on the vertical transmission of

prosociality
b SEB t p
Constant 3.134 [3.06, 3.21] 0.036 86.507 p<.001
(X) Parents’ prosociality 0.242 [0.12, 0.37] 0.064 3.797 p<.001

(centred)
(W) Value congruence in social ~ -0.180 [-0.47,0.11]  0.146 -1.231 p=.220

focus (centred)

(X) x (W) 0.188 [-0.31, 0.69] 0.255 0.738 p=.462
(2) Value congruence in -0.077[-0.32,0.17]  0.123 -0.624 p=.533
personal focus (centred)

X)x (2) 0.170[-0.28, 0.62] 0.227 0.747 p=.456

Note. R? = .10, p < .001.

The model accounted for 10% of the variability of young adults’ prosociality, R? = .10, F
(5,202) = 4.51, p < .001. Similar to Model 1, there was evidence of vertical transmission (b = 0.242,
95% CI [0.12, 0.37], t = 3.797, p < .001). Value congruence in social focus, b =-0.180, 95% ClI [-
0.47,0.11], t = -1.231, p = .220, and value congruence in personal focus, b =-0.077, 95% CI [-0.32,
0.17], t =-0.624, p = .533 were not significant. No significant moderations were found. These
findings do not support Model 2.

3. Model 3

This model tested whether values parents are wanting to socialise to their children moderate
the extent of vertical transmission of prosociality. Parents' socialisation value was computed
separately for items pertaining to social and personal focus. Vertical transmission was estimated in

the same way as before. To test the moderating role of socialisation values, we included parents'
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socialisation values for social and personal focus as the moderators of vertical transmission. Table 8
reports the results from the regression model.

Table 8. Model 3: Parental socialisation values as the facilitator of the vertical transmission of

prosociality
b SEB t p

Constant 3.115 [3.04, 3.19] 0.038 82218 p<.001
(X) Parents’ prosociality (centred) 0.244 [0.11, 0.38] 0.070 3.493 p <.001
(W) Parents’ socialisation in -0.175[-0.34,-0.01] 0.082 -2.141 p=.034
social focus (centred)

(X) x (W) 0.208 [-0.11,0.53] 0.163 1.281 p =.202
(2) Parents’ socialisation in 0.149 [-0.03, 0.33] 0.092 1.613 p=.108
personal focus (centred)

(X) x (2) -0.080 [-0.40,0.24] 0.163 -0.493 p=.623

Note. R>=.12, p < .001.

The model accounted for 12% of the variability of young adults’ prosociality, R = .16, F
(5,202) = 5.28, p < .001. There was evidence of vertical transmission (b = 0.244, 95% CI [0.11,
0.38], t = 3.493, p <.001). Moreover, parental socialisation value in social focus, b =-0.175, 95%
CI [-0.34, -0.01], t = -2.141, p = .034 was significant predictor of young adults’ prosociality score.
No significant moderations were found, hence not supporting Model 3.

4.3.4. Model 4

This model examined whether young adults' perceived parental value endorsement
moderated the extent of vertical transmission. Young adults' perceived parental values endorsement
was computed separately for social and personal-focused items. Vertical transmission was estimated
in the same way as previous Models. We entered young adults’ perceived parental value
endorsement for social focus and personal focus as moderators of vertical transmission. Table 9
reports the results.

The model accounted for 22% of the variability of young adults’ prosociality, R? = .22, F
(5,202) = 11.10, p < .001. Vertical transmission was evident (b = 0.219, 95% CI [0.10, 0.33], t =
3.711, p < .001). The perceived endorsement in personal focus, b = 0.300, 95% CI [0.14, 0.46], t =
3.762, p <.001 also accounted for significant variance in the young adults’ prosociality score. No

significant moderations were found. These results do not support Model 4.



Table 9. Model 4: Young adults’ perceived parental value endorsement as the moderator of the

vertical transmission of prosociality

b SE B t p

Constant 3.130[3.06,3.20] 0.034 93.209 p<.001
(X) Parents’ prosociality (centred)  0.219 [0.10, 0.33] 0.059 3.711 p <.001
(W) Young adults’ perceived 0.025[-0.12,0.17] 0.074 0.335 p=.738
parental value endorsement in
social focus (centred)
(X) x (W) 0.057[-0.20,0.32] 0.131  0.433 p =.665
(2) Young adults’ perceived 0.300 [0.14, 0.46] 0.079 3.762 p <.001
parental value endorsement in
personal focus (centred)
X)x (2) -0.109 [-0.39,0.18] 0.144 -0.757 p=.450

Note. R? = .22, p < .001.

4.3.5. Model 5

This model tested whether zeitgeist values moderated the vertical transmission of

prosociality. Following Boehnke et al. (2009), we conceptualised zeitgeist as the dominant value

that mainstream society constructed. We assigned the family data set as the case (i) and
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subsequently calculated zeitgeist values by (1) creating random scores (i-1) from the distribution of

parents' personal values responses; (2) creating random scores (i-2) from the distribution of young

adults' personal values responses; and (3) averaging scores obtained from step (1) and (2) to obtain

zeitgeist values score on a particular value category.

Figure 2 illustrates an example of zeitgeist values calculation in social focus for Case 5. This

procedure follows Boehnke et al. (2009). For example, in Case 5, the score for zeitgeist value in

social focus (i.e., score 4.98) was calculated through 3 steps. First, the random score of the parent’s

social focus was created from the previous case (i.e., Case 4) and added to the i-1 data (i.e., score

4.85) as a variable of ‘randomly selected parent’s social focus’ for Case 5. Second, the score of the

young adult’s social focus from the previous two cases (i.e., Case 3) was added to the i-2 data (i.e.,

score 5.12) as a variable of ‘randomly selected young adult’s social focus’ for Case 5. Finally, the

two added scores (i.e., scores 4.85 and 5.12) were averaged to calculate the zeitgeist value in social

focus for Case 5 (i.e., score 4.98).
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Randomly
Young Randomly selected Zeitgeist
) Parent's )
Case (i) ) Adult's selected Parent's  Young Adult's Values in
Social Focus ) ) . . .
Social Focus  Social Focus (i-1)  Social Focus  Social Focus
(i-2)
1 4.73 4.38
2 3.77 4.77
4 4.85 550
5 5.08 4.96 | 85 5.12 4.98

Figure 2. lllustration of calculating zeitgeist values in social focus.

To analyse zeitgeist values' influences on the vertical transmission of prosociality, we
examined a multiple regression model that included zeitgeist values as the moderating variable of
vertical transmission. Vertical transmission was computed the same way as all previous models.

Table 10 reports the results.

Table 10. Model 5: The moderation effect of zeitgeist values on the vertical transmission of

prosociality
b SE B t p

Constant 3.118 [3.05, 3.19] 0.036 87.531 p<.001
(X) Parents’ prosociality (centred)  0.245[0.12, 0.37] 0.063  3.901 p <.001
(W) Zeitgeist values in social 0.060[-0.18,0.30] 0.121  0.492 p=.623
focus (centred)

(X) x (W) 0.519[0.07,0.97] 0.228 2.279 p=.025
(Z) Zeitgeist values in personal -0.005 [-0.26, 0.25] 0.132 -0.037 p=.970
focus (centred)

X)x (2) -0.643[-1.17,-0.12] 0.265 -2.424 p=.016

Note. R = .11, p <.001.

In combination, the model accounted for 11% of the variability of young adults’
prosociality, R? = .11, F (5,202) = 4.92, p < .001. Vertical transmission was evident in this model
too (b = 0.245, 95% CI [0.12, 0.37], t = 3.901, p <.001). Moreover, the two interactions examined
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were both significant. The significant moderation effects were probed through a simple slope
analysis (Figures 2A & 2B). Figure 3A shows the moderation of zeitgeist values on social focus. As
depicted in the figure, while parents’ prosociality was predictive of their children’s prosociality
(indicating vertical transmission), the extent of transmission differed depending on zeitgeist values
on social focus. Specifically, the slope for vertical transmission was steeper with stronger zeitgeist
values on social focus, suggesting that the higher the mainstream society endorsed the social focus
value category, the more likely vertical transmission of prosociality to occur.

Figure 3B shows the moderation of zeitgeist values on personal focus. This figure again
depicts vertical transmission, or that parents’ prosociality was predictive of their children’s
prosociality. The extent of vertical transmission differed depending on zeitgeist values on personal
focus. Specifically, the slope for vertical transmission was steeper with weaker zeitgeist values on
personal focus. This means that the lower the mainstream society endorsed the personal focus value

category, the more likely was the vertical transmission of prosociality.

110

Young Adult’s Prosociality (¥)
Young Adult’s Prosociality (¥)

10T

A > 0 = 5 B = m = 1)
Parent’s Prosociality (X) Parent’s Prosociality (X)
Zeitgeist values in social focus (W) Zeitgeist values in personal focus (W)
(W) = .45  — (W) = .45
————— (W) =.00 -——— (W) =.00
............... (W) = -.45 (W) =-.45
(Figure 3A) (Figure 3B)

Figure 3: The interaction effect of zeitgeist values in social and personal focus on the vertical

transmission of prosociality.
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4.4. Discussion

This study explores five models of cultural transmission of prosociality among Indonesian
parent-child dyads. It examined the extent to which the intergenerational transmission of
prosociality occurred through the facilitation of social and personal focus value categories in five
ways. The study found support for the moderating effect of zeitgeist values in facilitating the
transmission (Model 5). In this model, vertical transmission of prosociality was more likely to occur
when the mainstream society endorsed stronger social focus value category and lower personal
focus value categories. The data did not support the first model, suggesting that young adults’
values do not facilitate the process of transmission. The second model included value congruences
to the process of transmission was not supported either. This implies that value similarity between
parents and children does not moderate the transmission of prosociality. The role of parental
socialisation values as the moderator was tested in the third model. The finding indicates that
parental influence through socialisation does not facilitate the transmission. In the fourth model,
young adults’ perceived parental value endorsement was included in the moderation and not
supported by the data. This finding confirms that children’s acceptance of values their parents
endorsed does not facilitate the transmission of prosociality.

The current results did not support Models 1 to 4, indicating that the role of values
represented as young adults' self-values, value congruences between parent and young adult
children, parental socialisation values, and young adults’ perceived parental value endorsement do
not facilitate the process of vertical transmission. At least two factors may explain the
insignificance: the content and the context of the transmission process.

In regards to prosociality as the content of vertical transmission, Schwartz (2010) mentioned
that it is personal values that were generally linked to prosocial behaviour. However, he noted that
this relationship may not be found for individuals who consider conformity as highly important.
This notation is in line with Lonngvist et al. (2006) who found that prosocial behaviour did not
relate to basic values for those holding conformity as an important value. These researchers argued
that performing prosocial acts was rather driven by social obligation than personal values since it is
important to fulfil the societal expectation. Previous research has found that conformity values are
paramount for Indonesian societies (Irwin, 2009). In Indonesia, harmony and conflict avoidance
have been regarded as important (\Vaughan et al., 2008) such that adherence to social norms is
essential. Previous research had reported that Indonesian parents emphasised interpersonal harmony
as the goal of socialisation (Farver & Wimbarti, 1995; Trommsdorff et al., 2007). The importance
of conformity in Indonesian societies had been emphasised to Indonesian children in their

childhood (Albert et al., 2009). Therefore, normative norms may have a stronger influence than
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personal values in predicting prosociality in Indonesian societies. This may be the case for the
proposed models representing personal values such as Model 1 (young adults’ personal values) and
Model 2 (congruence between parent’s and young adult’s personal values) where personal values
did not significantly account for young adults’ prosociality.

The context of the transmission can be explained by the socialisation process and
sociocultural changes in Indonesian societies. Taking the intersubjective model of value
transmission, Tam et al. (2012) ascertained that parents may refer to both their personal values as
well as normative values they perceived to be important for society. Parents may have the pressure
to socialise values that comply with current normative values and help their children to meet
societal expectations. Following the global increase in individualism, socialisation goals may shift
from obedience to self-expression and independence (Greenfield, 2016). This shifting may not align
with what the parents had from their previous socialisation experience where parents internalised
obedience as opposed to independence. The extent to which parents used personal and/or normative
values as references when socialising values to their children was not explored in Model 3 such that
it may influence the moderating role of socialisation values on the transmission of prosociality.

The vertical transmission of prosociality in this study involves two persons: parents as the
transmission agent and their young adult children as the receiver of cultural information subject to
transmission. From the developmental perspective, both Carlo and Randall (2002) and Eisenberg et
al. (2002) offer similar explanations in that compared to adolescents, young adults are often
attributed to greater exposure to societal values and increased autonomy. This may result in a
weaker influence of parents in young adults (Schénpflug & Bilz, 2009). A broader sociocultural
context may be developed by young adults children, such that cultural messages from other sources
beyond the family were often discussed with their parents to foster independence and autonomy
(Trommsdorff, 2009). Because values that the society holds may not always be similar to the values
parents want to socialise (Boehnke, 2001), there are some possibilities that societal values may have
a stronger influence on the maintenance of prosociality. In Indonesian young adults, value
socialisation may be sourced from friends rather than parents due to increased importance of friends
than family (Santos et al., 2017). It is also possible that other sources of value socialisation such as
teachers and social media may account for the transmission of prosociality. Differences between
what parents teach and what young adults learn from society may lower the accuracy of the young
adults in perceiving parental value endorsement and make the relationship of such values to the
transmission process becoming insignificant (Model 4).

In model 5, the study found the moderating effect of zeitgeist values. Transmission of
prosociality from parents to their young adult children were clearest among participants randomly

assigned to have their zeitgeist stronger in social focus values (i.e., universalism, benevolence,
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tradition, conformity, and security-societal) and lower in personal focus values (i.e., self-direction,
stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, and security-personal). This result partly reflects those
of Boehnke et al. (2007), who also found that zeitgeist values affect the transmission of self-interest
values in Germany. The way zeitgeist values affect the vertical transmission of prosociality in
Indonesia may reflect the societal norm in Indonesia that predominantly emphasise interpersonal
harmony and sensitivity to others' need (Vaughan et al., 2008) such that transmission of prosociality
occurs effectively from parents to their young adult children.

The finding in Model 5 needs to be interpreted with caution. As Kashima (2014) noted, the
zeitgeist method provides 'indirect evidence' (p. 7) since randomising the case to obtain the zeitgeist
values does not allow direct estimation of who the transmitter is and to whom the cultural
information is being transferred. While Boehnke (2015) used the label of “zeitgeist” to refer to the
overlapping shared of the social environment, Kashima et al. (2018) argued that in the context of
dyadic interaction, shared reality needs to be verified through mutual recognition for further
dissemination. The extent to which mutual recognition towards certain values between parents and

their adult children had not been observed in this study.

4.4.1. Limitations and directions for future research

Previous studies have discussed that individualism-collectivism may affect the way
prosocial behaviour is studied in the literature (Scoping Review Study) and is understood by
societies (Focus Group Study). While the two earlier studies used the theory of individualism-
collectivism at the cultural and societal level, the current study may provide an explanation at the
individual level by contrasting social (societal security, tradition, conformity, humility,
benevolence, and universalism) and personal (self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement,
power, face, and personal security) focus value preferences toward the nature of prosociality.
However, as Triandis et al. (1993) noted that the construct of individualism-collectivism may not be
simply reducible from the cultural level to the individual level, cautions should be made when
interpreting findings from this study as the aggregated personal and social focus value preferences
observed in this study may not interpret individualism-collectivism at cultural level.

The cross-generational method in this study is feasible but limited to examine vertical
transmission from an older generation to a younger generation (Kashima, 2014). Conducting a
cross-sectional study may not be able to address historic changes in different life phases of the
participants as well as a conclusive relationship between parents and their young adults’
prosociality. Additionally, it should be noted that mono-cultural studies limit the validity of findings
to one given cultural context which may change over time. To estimate cultural transmission,
Boehnke (2001) suggested a longitudinal, cross-cultural study of parents and children as a

prospective study. Our estimation on value congruences using correlation was selected based on the
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literature. Other alternative method such as using absolute differences should be considered to
improve the replicability of the results. As the current study analyse within a culture and not aimed
for cross-cultural comparison, we did not perform centring for value score to address response bias
issues (Knafo & Schwartz, 2008). Future studies investigating intergenerational transmission should
consider the use of longitudinal design involving more than two generations from different cultures
to better estimate historic changes in cross-cultural context.

The use of self-reported responses in our survey was intended to measure attitudes and
tendencies. The single measure of prosociality (i.e., PTM scale) in this study does not measure the
actual prosocial behaviour and is subject to reporter bias (Fischer, 2017) and reliability issues. To
check the reliability of the measures, other scales such as the SDQ measures (Dray et al., 2016;
Kelly & Jorm, 2007) or altruism scale (Johnson et al., 1989) may be worth included as the parallel
measures of prosociality. Additionally, other measures of prosocial behaviour such as behavioural
observation or parental report on young adult’s prosocial behaviour may be used on future studies
aimed to measure the actual behaviour. Lastly, it should be noted that this study only allowed
responses from one parent only with typical responses from mothers. It is suggested that future
studies involving parental responses should include both parents’ participations to better explain the
influence of both parents to their children.

Finally, while this study focused on the moderating effect of values, other variables beyond
values may have interacted with the transmission process. Schonpflug and Bilz (2009) noted that
the transmission mechanism should include the important aspects of transmission belts which refer
to conditions that enhance the process of intergenerational transmission. These conditions may
include relational context such as parenting styles, marital quality, and sociodemographic variables
such as parents’ education, developmental stages of the children, and birth order. According to
Trommsdorff (2009) transmission belts are influenced by cultural values such that these variables
should be accounted when examining the process of cultural transmission. Future research is

expected to explore such variables beyond values to better explain the process of transmission.

45.  Conclusion

The current study tested the moderating role of values on the vertical transmission of
prosociality. Within the context of changing sociocultural environment in Indonesian societies, this
study found that cultural transmission of prosociality from parents to their young adult children
occurred more (less) effectively within the context where the family has stronger (weaker) zeitgeist
values on social (personal) focus values. The study contributes to the current literature by testing
two out of four models of parent-child congruence in cultural information as explained in Boehnke
(2015) and Knafo-Noam et al. (2020): (1) parental influence on children by observing the

contribution of parental value socialisation (Model 3) and (2) overlapping shared of the social
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environment by estimating value zeitgeist (Model 5). The study expands on other moderators to
explain the context of vertical transmission of prosociality. In Model 1, the study adopts the work of
Six et al. (2009) by including personal values as the facilitator of the transmission. Further
expansions on whether basic values function as the moderators were estimated in Model 2 by
considering intrafamilial congruence. In Model 4, young adults’ perceptions of parents’ value

endorsement were included as the moderators of vertical transmission of prosociality.
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Chapter 5: Overall Discussion and Conclusion

5.1. Review of Thesis Objectives

The present research aimed to understand stability and changes in prosocial behaviour
within the context of changing sociocultural environments experienced by culturally different
societies. Prosocial behaviour is thought to be essential for the human species such that it is
expected in every society (Twenge et al., 2007). However, how prosocial behaviour is understood
and enacted across cultures, especially in the context of sociocultural changes over time, is poorly
understood. The research sought to contribute to an understanding of prosocial behaviour from the
perspective of cultural dynamics (Kashima, 2014) which would provide a comprehensive
explanation of how cultural attributes such as prosociality might be understood, sustained, and
changed over time.

This research applied two broad conceptual frameworks. First, in applying Greenfield’s
(2016) multilevel theory of social change to prosocial behaviour, it is believed that prosociality is
linked to sociodemographic changes via changes in cultural, environmental, and behavioural levels.
Second, in applying the lens of cultural dynamics that views culture as representing both stability
and flexibility, cultural attributes such as prosociality may be formed, changed, and maintained over
time (Kashima, 2001). Therefore, prosocial behaviour may not only change in response to
sociodemographic changes, but it may also be maintained by society through certain mechanisms
that enable transfers of cultural attributes across people participating in culture.

It is believed that many societies are currently experiencing a global increase in
individualism (Greenfield, 2016; Santos et al., 2017), though there are exceptions to this pattern
(Hamamura, 2012; Hamamura et al., 2021). Previous literature has established an association
between individualism-collectivism and the prevalence of prosocial behaviour (Lampridis &
Papastylianou, 2017; Smith, 2019) focusing on elucidating cross-cultural differences in prosocial
behaviour. However, previous literature has suggested that cross-cultural comparison studies may
not suffice the inquiry of behavioural transformation over time in response to rapid sociocultural
changes (Kashima, 2014; Sheetal & Savani, 2021). In particular, stability and changes in prosocial
behaviour should be explicated from the perspective of cultural dynamics. Using the multi-method
research design, this research comprised three interrelated studies: (1) a scoping review of the
literature (Chapter 2) focusing on documenting prosocial behaviour research in Indonesia and
Australia; (2) a qualitative study (Chapter 3) emphasising cultural and generational differences in
understanding and practising prosocial behaviour; and (3) a quantitative study (Chapter 4)

examining mechanisms of vertical transmission of prosociality in Indonesian generations.
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5.2.  Summary of Major Findings
Overall, the three studies contribute to an understanding towards prosocial behaviour
practices, maintenance, and changes within cultures in changing sociocultural environments. Table

11 summarises the key findings and the relevance of each study to the research objectives.

Table 11. Key findings and their relevance to the research objectives.

Key findings Research aim 1: Research aim 2: Research aim 3:
To map research on  To explore cross- To examine how
prosocial behaviour  cultural and prosociality is
with a particular generational transmitted across
focus on Australian  differences of generations in
and Indonesian prosocial behaviour  Indonesia.
literature. in Indonesia and

Australia.

Cultural variations

of Australian and

Indonesian studies  Study 1
on prosocial

behaviour.

Generational
differences of
prosocial
o Study 2
behaviour in
Indonesian

participants.

Vertical

transmission of

prosociality in Study 3 Study 3
Indonesia: the role

of zeitgeist values.

Note: The left column indicates the key findings of the studies. The top row of the table

highlights the objectives that the project aimed to address.
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5.2.1. Cultural variations of Australian and Indonesian studies on prosocial behaviour.

Study 1 (Chapter 2) documented the existing literature on prosocial behaviour in Australia
and Indonesia. The study incorporated two frameworks. First, the scoping review drew from the
multilevel perspectives of prosocial behaviour (Penner et al., 2005) to understand the extent to
which the existing study examined prosocial behaviour on micro, meso, and macro levels. Second,
because studies in prosocial behaviour often included a broad range of conceptualisation and
domain (Gilbert et al., 2019), the review categorised types of prosocial behaviour into helping,
altruism, volunteerism, and cooperation (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015).

The scoping review found that how prosocial behaviour is studied differs between the two
cultures in terms of the frequently engaged level of analysis, forms of prosocial behaviour, and
recipients of prosocial actions. Australian studies predominantly explored the meso-level by
focusing on the interpersonal processes of prosocial behaviour, whereas Indonesian studies tended
to focus on the micro-level by explicating internal processes of prosocial behaviour. Although
similar types of prosocial behaviour have been researched across both countries, the scoping review
also identified forms of prosocial behaviour that could not be included in the four-category system
used in our review, such as ethical consumer behaviour (Australia, n=3; Indonesia, n=1), and
tolerance (Australia, n=1). It is also interesting to note that Australian studies explored both intra-
and inter-group forms of cooperation, whereas in Indonesian research only intergroup cooperation
was documented. In terms of the recipients of prosocial behaviour, the Australian studies recorded
that prosocial behaviours are commonly directed to strangers (40.0% of studies), whereas in
Indonesia both strangers (35.7%) and acquaintances (35.7%) are included.

The scoping review study contributes to the literature as the first study that documents how
prosocial behaviour is examined in Western (i.e., Australia) and non-Western (i.e., Indonesia)
research. Findings from this study contribute to a better understanding of how prosocial behaviour
is studied in Australia and Indonesia by incorporating the multilevel perspectives and system
categorisation of prosocial behaviour. The use of multilevel perspectives (Penner et al., 2005) in
this study has been effective to identify which level of analysis each research in different cultural
domains was focusing on. The four-category system (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015) was useful to
map the broad types of prosocial behaviour as well as understanding other forms of prosocial
behaviour beyond the existing categorisation which deserve further attention. Because the scoping
review focuses on how prosocial behaviour is defined in research, the findings do not necessarily
illuminate how prosocial behaviour is understood among people in different contexts. Therefore,
findings from this study guided Study 2 (Chapter 3) was conducted to explore how prosocial

behaviour is understood and practised over time within the two countries of interest.
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5.2.2. Generational differences on prosocial behaviour in Indonesian participants.

Study 2 (Chapter 3) focused on lay persons’ understanding of meanings, practices, and
drivers of prosocial behaviour across different generations and cultures. Specifically, this study
extended findings from the scoping review by exploring not only cross-cultural (i.e., Australian
compared to Indonesian) but also cross-generational (i.e., older adults compared to young adults)
comparisons. Consistent with findings from the scoping review, the way people understand,
generated, and direct prosocial behaviour differed between the two cultures. An important finding
from this study was that generational differences were only observed in Indonesian but not in
Australian participants, indicating that Indonesian generations had different nuances in
understanding aspects of prosocial motives and directing prosocial actions.

The focus group study found generational differences in Indonesia in two subthemes:
empathy as the motive of prosocial acts and strangers as the recipient of prosocial behaviour.
Indonesian young adults were more frequently motivated to engage in their prosocial acts from
empathic concern than older adults. This implies that the connection between prosocial acts and
empathy towards others was more likely to occur in Indonesian younger participants compared to
older adults. Strangers often received prosocial behaviour performed by younger adults, whereas,
for older adults in Indonesia, the target of prosocial behaviour may vary from family, friends,
community, and strangers to less privileged groups. These findings show that in Indonesia,
prosocial acts were enacted from—and directed to—different aspects for each generation.

With respect to the finding that Indonesian younger adults were more likely directed their
prosocial acts to strangers compared to older adult participants, it seems that the younger generation
placed more trust to general others (i.e., stranger). This finding was also confirmed by the absence
of family as the recipient of prosocial behaviour in younger adult participants. Previous research has
noted that one of several indices that characterise individualistic societies is that social relations are
more extensive beyond the in-group bounds (Hamamura, 2012). Although this finding may not be
sufficient to claim that Indonesian younger generations are shifting to be more individualist, it may
imply that potentially strengthening of individualism may occur in Indonesia.

Both Study 1 and Study 2 informed that cultural context contributes to the variety of
prosocial behaviour practises. Differences found in Study 1 may represent variability in studying
prosocial behaviour documented in the literature from both countries, whereas, in Study 2, these
differences were reflected from the perspective of laypersons. Study 2 also found that larger
generational differences were found in Indonesia. In Australia, more congruences were shown
between generations in understanding and practising prosocial behaviour. This finding indicates
that, compared to Australia, the process of delivering cultural attributes relevant to prosocial

behaviour between Indonesian generations may have different patterns and mechanisms deserving
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further examination. Through the lens of cultural dynamics, it is understood that cultural
transmission is “the heart of the mechanism” (Kashima, 2016, p. 93) which play a central role in
behavioural maintenance within societies (Schénpflug & Bilz, 2009). Therefore, findings from
Study 2 informed Study 3 (Chapter 4) to examine the cultural transmission of prosociality from
parent to child in the Indonesian context. An examination of how the transmission of prosocial
behaviour occurred between generations in Indonesia is essential to understand how prosociality is

sustained or changed over time.

5.3.2. Vertical transmission of prosociality in Indonesia: the role of zeitgeist values.

Informed by the cultural dynamics’ perspective, Study 3 focused on the micro-level
phenomena of cultural transmission and examined the mechanism of cultural transfer between
individuals. The study specifically focused on the vertical transmission of prosociality from parent
to children (Cavalli-Sforza et al., 1982). This focus is based on the literature that effective
transmission from parents to child indicates a successful transfer of certain cultural attributes where
the later generation maintains cultural attributes their parents wish to transmit (Schénpflug & Bilz,
2009).

Drawing on the literature, Study 3 explored five models of vertical transmission focusing on
values as the context of transmission of prosociality in Indonesia. Of the five models examined,
statistically significant support was found for the model that prosociality was transferred from
parents to their young adult children moderated through the zeitgeist values (i.e., value climate that
the mainstream society constructed). Specifically, the transmission of prosociality from Indonesian
parents to their young adult children were more likely to occur in the presence of stronger zeitgeist
values in social focus (i.e., universalism, benevolence, tradition, conformity, and security-societal)
and lower zeitgeist values in personal focus (i.e., self-direction, stimulation, hedonism,
achievement, power, and security-personal).

One possible explanation for this result is that Indonesian societies had previously shared
collectivistic values (Irwin, 2009) such that these values have been lifelong internalised in the
current generation. Following Chiao et al. (2012), a theory of individualism and collectivism would
predict a greater parent-children congruence in constructs related to prosociality. In collectivist
societies concerning others’ needs and providing help is part of social norms such that it may
strengthen the connection between zeitgeist values in social focus and vertical transmission in
prosociality. Indonesian societies are characterised by strong preferences for maintaining
interpersonal harmony and awareness towards others’ need (Vaughan et al., 2008). For Indonesian
parents, having harmonious relationships has been emphasised since early childhood as important
socialisation goals (Farver & Wimbarti, 1995). Therefore, the current generation may be strongly

embedded in social- rather than personal-focus values as taught by their parent generation.
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Although the current study did not provide an explanation on a shift towards individualism
in Indonesia due to differences on the level of analysis, the current model testing approach can be
useful for studying the changing nature of individualism-collectivism at the individual level.
Models of cultural transmission explored in this study may be replicable to different variables
relevant to indices of individualism-collectivism by including children’s responses in a particular
variable associated with individualism-collectivism as the criterion and having parental responses
on the observed variable as the predictor (Knafo & Schwartz, 2008). Changing in individualism can
be observed by comparing larger transmission coefficients in variables representing individualism

compared to variables corresponding to collectivism.

5.3.  Future Research and Practical Implications

First, future research can make use of the multilevel perspective to effectively map literature
in prosocial behaviour research and compare research domains in different cultural contexts. The
scoping review of the literature contributes to the literature by elucidating how prosocial behaviour
is researched in different cultural contexts. The study is the first that incorporates the multilevel
perspectives (Penner et al., 2005) to understand domains of prosocial behaviour research between
cultures of interests which is beneficial in mapping the what, why, and how prosocial behaviour has
been studied in the existing literature, especially in a non-Western context. In addition to that, the
current scoping review found growing research of prosocial behaviour beyond the predetermined
typology of prosocial behaviour deserving further attention. For example, the construct of ethical
consumer behaviour and tolerance of human diversity included in Australian and Indonesian
literature may be considered to further expand other types of prosocial behaviour. Due to expansive
development in prosocial behaviour research, future prosocial behaviour research should be directed
to accommodate the inclusion of broader definitions of other prosocial acts, particularly from the
underrepresented non-Western literature. For instance, Gherghel et al. (2020) noted the Indian
concept of dharma refers to the act of performing kindness and generosity to other people rather
than the self, driven by both external social obligation and internal individual willingness to serve
the society. This and other similar concepts relatively unfamiliar to the Western literature should be
incorporated into future research on prosociality.

Second, researchers in the field of prosocial behaviour are encouraged to make use of
qualitative research methods. The focus group study (Chapter 3 in this thesis) added a contribution
toward the qualitative approach in understanding cross-cultural and generational differences in
prosocial behaviour, especially as qualitative methods have been rarely used in the literature. As
shown in the current study, the use of a qualitative approach is beneficial in exploring lay person’s
understanding of prosocial behaviour as experienced in daily social interactions such that it may

broaden definitions and practices of prosociality beyond the literature. In the current research, the
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focus group was chosen as a methodology, as it provides natural settings for participants to interact
with each other (Braun & Clarke, 2013) and allows participants to formulate shared meanings
toward the construct of prosocial behaviour in their everyday language rather than from theoretical
perspectives (Bloor, 2001). However, the focus group setting may bias participants’ responses to
social desirability tendencies when sharing their experiences of performing prosocial acts with other
participants. Future qualitative research focusing on socially desired behaviour should consider the
interaction between participants to minimise such social desirability. For example, individual
interview sessions may be used for the main data collection or to follow up the focus group
discussions.

Finally, findings from the third study have important implications for understanding the
context of cultural transmission through the lens of cultural dynamics, particularly from the non-
Western perspective, which is currently under-explored. The use of a cross-sectional method
involving two generations in this study is useful to estimate medium-term cultural transmission.
Researchers focusing on intergenerational transmission are encouraged to make use of parent-child
dyads. Especially in non-Western contexts, research utilising multi-generations data to investigate
cultural transmission is still limited (Tam et al., 2012). However, since it does not document historic
changes as well as the quality of intergenerational relationships it may limit estimation toward
longer-term implications of cultural dynamics (Kashima, 2014). Other types of research designs that
have been overviewed such as cross-temporal methods (Hamamura, 2012; Hamamura & Septarini,
2017; Twenge et al., 2008), experimental simulation methods, and formal models (Kashima, 2014)
are encouraged for future research to better illuminate cultural dynamics. The five models tested in
this study used regression analysis to estimate the moderation effect of values as suggested by Six et
al. (2009). While the use of this analytic approach is useful to compare the five models, other
approaches may be applicable to explain the context of vertical transmission. For example, Eriksson
et al. (2016) used a two-by-two ANOVA analysis to estimate whether cultural difference in
emotional selection interacts with transmission of information. Future research should consider the
use of structural equation modelling to evaluate transmission models (Phalet & Schonpflug, 2001)

by including values as mediating variables on the transmission process.

5.4.  Conclusion

Prosocial behaviour is expected in every culture. However, changes in sociocultural context
may implicate stability and transformation of prosociality over time. The existing literature included
in the scoping review found that prosocial behaviour, had been extensively studied in Australia and
Indonesia using different focus, and, thus, reflecting differences in the research environment
between the two countries. Despite the numerous records included in prosocial behaviour studies,

the way prosociality may change or be sustained over time has not been explored in the literature.
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Therefore, study 2 probed the layperson perspectives using a qualitative methodology and found
that people’s understanding and practices of prosocial behaviour varies across cultures and
generations. Larger generational differences were found in Indonesian compared to Australian
participants. This variation implies that the way prosocial behaviour being maintained or changed
across cultures was not universal. Different mechanisms may explain the way prosociality
transmitted across generations. With respect to the inquiry of the maintenance of prosociality within
societies, the perspective of cultural dynamics was incorporated in this project. In study 3, vertical
transmission of prosociality was explored in five different contexts. The study found that
prosociality was more likely to transmit from parents to their young adult children through the
facilitation of zeitgeist in social focus value preferences and less effectively within the context
where the family has weaker zeitgeist values on personal focus value preferences. Overall, the
perspective of cultural dynamics provides an insight that changes and maintenance of prosocial
behaviour within societies can be explained in a culturally specific way by estimating vertical
transmission. While it has been noted that cultural transmission is "at the heart” (p. 93) of cultural
dynamics (Kashima, 2016), future studies are encouraged to explore other mechanisms beyond

vertical transmission.



79

References

Albert, 1., Trommsdorff, G., & Wisnubrata, L. (2009). Intergenerational transmission of values in
different cultural contexts: A study in Germany and Indonesia. In G. Aikaterini & K.
Mylonas (Eds.), Quod Erat Demonstrandum: From Herodotus’ ethnographic journeys to
cross-cultural research (pp. 221-230). Pedio.

Alvard, M. S. (2003). Kinship, lineage, and an evolutionary perspective on cooperative hunting
groups in Indonesia [Empirical Study; Qualitative Study; Quantitative Study]. Human
Nature, 14(2), 129-163. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12110-003-1001-5

Amato, P. R. (1981). The impact of the built environment on prosocial and affiliative behaviour: A
field study of the Townsville City Mall. Australian journal of Psychology, 33(3), 297-303.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00049538108254699

Arksey, H., & O'Malley, L. (2005). Scoping studies: towards a methodological framework.
International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 8(1), 19-32.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616

Arli, D. (2017). Investigating consumer ethics: A segmentation study [Empirical Study;
Quantitative Study]. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 34(7), 636-645.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JCM-08-2016-1908

Arli, D., & Lasmono, H. (2015). Are religious people more caring? Exploring the impact of
religiosity on charitable organizations in a developing country [Empirical Study;
Mathematical Model; Quantitative Study]. International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Marketing, 20(1), 38-51. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1516

Armstrong, R., Hall, B. J., Doyle, J., & Waters, E. (2011). ‘Scoping the scope’of a cochrane review.
Journal of Public Health, 33(1), 147-150.

Batson, C. D., & Powell, A. A. (2003). Altruism and Prosocial Behavior. In I. B. Weiner (Ed.),
Handbook of psychology. Personality and social psychology (Vol. 5, pp. 463-484). John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Behling, O., & Law, K. S. (2000). Translating questionnaires and other research instruments:
Problems and solutions. SAGE Publications, Inc.

Berndsen, M., & Gausel, N. (2015). When majority members exclude ethnic minorities: The impact
of shame on the desire to object to immoral acts [Empirical Study; Mathematical Model;
Quantitative Study]. European Journal of Social Psychology, 45(6), 728-741.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2127

Bierhoff, H. W. (2002). Prosocial behaviour. Psychology Press.

Bloor, M. (2001). Focus groups in social research. Sage.

Boehnke, K. (2001). Parent-offspring value transmission in a societal context: Suggestions for a
utopian research design—with empirical underpinnings. Journal of cross-cultural
psychology, 32(2), 241-255.

Boehnke, K. (2015). The intergenerational transmission of interpersonal problems: An exploration.
Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24(10), 2999-3008.

Boehnke, K., Hadjar, A., & Baier, D. (2007). Parent-child value similarity: The role of zeitgeist.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 69(3), 778-792.

Boehnke, K., Hadjar, A., & Baier, D. (2009). Value transmission and zeitgeist revisited. In U.
Schonpflug (Ed.), Cultural transmission: Psychological, developmental, social, and
methodological aspects (pp. 441-459). Cambridge University Press.

Boehnke, K., Silbereisen, R. K., Eisenberg, N., Reykowski, J., & Palmonari, A. (1989).
Developmental pattern of prosocial motivation: A cross-national study. Journal of cross-
cultural psychology, 20(3), 219-243.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2013). Successful qualitative research: A practical guide for beginners.
sage.



https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12110-003-1001-5
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1080/00049538108254699
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1108/JCM-08-2016-1908
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1516
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2127

80

Burke, K., Brennan, L., & Cann, W. (2012). Promoting protective factors for young adolescents:
ABCD Parenting Young Adolescents Program randomized controlled trial [Randomized
Controlled Trial

Research Support, Non-U.S. Gov't]. Journal of Adolescence, 35(5), 1315-1328.
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.05.002

Butrus, N., & Witenberg, R. T. (2013). Some Personality Predictors of Tolerance to Human
Diversity: The Roles of Openness, Agreeableness, and Empathy. Australian Psychologist,
48(4), 290-298. https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1742-9544.2012.00081.x

Callaghan, T., & Corbit, J. (2018). Early prosocial development across cultures. Current Opinion in
Psychology, 20, 102-106.

Caprara, G. V., Alessandri, G., & Eisenberg, N. (2012). Prosociality: The contribution of traits,
values, and self-efficacy beliefs. Journal of personality and social psychology, 102(6), 1289.

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(2), 231.

Carlo, G., & Randall, B. A. (2002). The development of a measure of prosocial behaviors for late
adolescents. Journal of youth and adolescence, 31(1), 31-44.

Carlo, G., Roesch, S. C., Knight, G. P., & Koller, S. H. (2001). Between-or within-culture
variation?: Culture group as a moderator of the relations between individual differences and
resource allocation preferences. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 22(6), 559-
579.

Cavalli-Sforza, L. L., Feldman, M. W., Chen, K.-H., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1982). Theory and
observation in cultural transmission. Science, 218(4567), 19-27.

Chiao, J. Y., Blizinsky, K. D., Mathur, V. A., & Cheon, B. K. (2012). culture—gene coevolution of
empathy and altruism. Pathological Altruism, 291.

Chopik, W. J., O’Brien, E., & Konrath, S. H. (2017). Differences in Empathic Concern and
Perspective Taking Across 63 Countries. Journal of cross-cultural psychology, 48(1), 23-38.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116673910

Chowdhury, R. M. (2017). Emotional intelligence and consumer ethics: The mediating role of
personal moral philosophies [Empirical Study; Quantitative Study]. Journal of Business
Ethics, 142(3), 527-548. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2733-y

Chowdhury, R. M., & Fernando, M. (2014). The relationships of empathy, moral identity and
cynicism with consumers' ethical beliefs: The mediating role of moral disengagement
[Empirical Study; Mathematical Model; Quantitative Study]. Journal of Business Ethics,
124(4), 677-694. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1896-7

Clark, V. L. P., & Creswell, J. W. (2014). Understanding research: A consumer’s guide. Pearson
Education.

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2018). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods approaches (5 ed.). Sage publications.

Curry, O. S., Rowland, L. A., Van Lissa, C. J., Zlotowitz, S., McAlaney, J., & Whitehouse, H.
(2018). Happy to help? A systematic review and meta-analysis of the effects of performing
acts of kindness on the well-being of the actor. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
76, 320-329.

Davidov, M., Vaish, A., Knafo-Noam, A., & Hastings, P. D. (2016). The Motivational Foundations
of Prosocial Behavior From A Developmental Perspective—Evolutionary Roots and Key
Psychological Mechanisms: Introduction to the Special Section. Child Development, 87(6),
1655-1667.

Delaney, M. F., & White, K. M. (2015). Predicting People's Intention to Donate Their Body to
Medical Science and Research. Journal of Social Psychology, 155(3), 221-237.
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2014.998962

Dovidio, J. F., Piliavin, J. A., Schroeder, D. A., & Penner, L. A. (2017). The social psychology of
prosocial behavior. Psychology Press.



https://doi.org/https:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.05.002
https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1742-9544.2012.00081.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116673910
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2733-y
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1896-7
https://doi.org/https:/dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2014.998962

81

Dray, J., Bowman, J., Freund, M., Campbell, E., Hodder, R. K., Lecathelinais, C., & Wiggers, J.
(2016). Mental health problems in a regional population of Australian adolescents:
Association with socio-demographic characteristics [Clinical Trial; Empirical Study;
Quantitative Study]. Child and Adolescent Psychiatry and Mental Health Vol 10 2016,
ArtID 32, 10. http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-
bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cqi?T=JS&CSC=Y &NE
WS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=psyc13a&AN=2016-44719-001

Eisenberg, N. (1991). Meta-analytic contributions to the literature on prosocial behavior.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17(3), 273-282.

Eisenberg, N. (2003). Prosocial behavior, empathy, and sympathy. In Well-being: Positive
development across the life course. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Eisenberg, N., Guthrie, 1. K., Cumberland, A., Murphy, B. C., Shepard, S. A., Zhou, Q., & Carlo,
G. (2002). Prosocial development in early adulthood: a longitudinal study. Journal of
personality and social psychology, 82(6), 993.

Eisenberg, N., Liew, J., & Pidada, S. (2004). The longitudinal relations of regulation and
emotionality to quality of Indonesian children's socioemotional functioning [Research
Support, U.S. Gov't, P.H.S.]. Developmental psychology, 40(5), 790-804.
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cqi-
bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cqgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cqi?T=JS&CSC=Y &NE
WS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med5&AN=15355166

Eisenberg, N., VanSchyndel, S. K., & Spinrad, T. L. (2016). Prosocial motivation: Inferences from
an opaqgue body of work. Child Development, 87(6), 1668-1678.

Ekawati, D., & Martani, W. (2013). Pelatihan “SINERGI I’ Meningkatkan Kemampuan Prososial
Remaja. Jurnal Psikologi, 12(1), 1-19.

Eriksson, K., Coultas, J. C., & De Barra, M. (2016). Cross-cultural differences in emotional
selection on transmission of information. Journal of Cognition and Culture, 16(1-2), 122-
143.

Fabes, R. A., & Eisenberg, N. (1998). Meta-analyses of age and sex differences in children’s and
adolescents’ prosocial behavior. Handbook of child psychology, 3, 1-29.

Farver, J. A., & Wimbarti, S. (1995). Indonesian children's play with their mothers and older
siblings [Empirical Study]. Child Development, 66(5), 1493-1503.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131659

Field, A. (2017). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics: North American edition. sage.

Fischer, R. (2017). From values to behavior and from behavior to values. In Values and Behavior
(pp. 219-235). Springer.

Flanagan, C. A., Bowes, J. M., Jonsson, B., Csapo, B., & Sheblanova, E. (1998). Ties that bind:
Correlates of adolescents' civic commitments in seven countries [Empirical Study]. Journal
of Social Issues, 54(3), 457-475. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-
4537.771998077

French, D. C., Eisenberg, N., Vaughan, J., Purwono, U., & Suryanti, T. A. (2008). Religious
involvement and the social competence and adjustment of Indonesian Muslim adolescents
[Empirical Study; Quantitative Study]. Developmental psychology, 44(2), 597-611.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.2.597

Frimer, J. A., Schaefer, N. K., & Oakes, H. (2014). Moral actor, selfish agent. Journal of
personality and social psychology, 106(5), 790.

Gherghel, C., Nastas, D., Hashimoto, T., Takal, J., & Cargile, A. C. (2020). Culture, morality, and
the effect of prosocial behavior motivation on positive affect. Ethics & Behavior, 30(2),
126-149.

Gilbert, P., Basran, J., MacArthur, M., & Kirby, J. N. (2019). Differences in the semantics of
prosocial words: an exploration of compassion and kindness. Mindfulness, 10(11), 2259-
2271.



http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=psyc13a&AN=2016-44719-001
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=psyc13a&AN=2016-44719-001
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=psyc13a&AN=2016-44719-001
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med5&AN=15355166
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med5&AN=15355166
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med5&AN=15355166
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131659
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.771998077
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.771998077
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.2.597

82

Greenfield, P. M. (2016). Social change, cultural evolution, and human development. Current
Opinion in Psychology, 8, 84-92.

Hadjar, A., Boehnke, K., Knafo, A., Daniel, E., Musiol, A.-L., Schiefer, D., & Méllering, A.
(2012). Parent-child value similarity and subjective well-being in the context of migration:
An exploration. Family Science, 3(1), 55-63.

Hamamura, T. (2012). Are cultures becoming individualistic? A cross-temporal comparison of
individualism—collectivism in the United States and Japan. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 16(1), 3-24.

Hamamura, T., Chen, Z., Chan, C. S., Chen, S. X., & Kobayashi, T. (2021). Individualism with
Chinese characteristics? Discerning cultural shifts in China using 50 years of printed texts.
American Psychologist, 76(6), 888.

Hamamura, T., & Septarini, B. G. (2017). Culture and Self-Esteem Over Time: A Cross-Temporal
Meta-Analysis Among Australians, 1978-2014. Social Psychological and Personality
Science, 1948550617698205.

Hill, C. E. (2012). Introduction to consensual qualitative research. In C. E. Hill (Ed.), Consensual
qualitative research: A practical resource for investigating social science phenomena (pp.
10-22). American Psychological Association.

Hill, C. E., Knox, S., & Hess, S. A. (2012). Qualitative meta-analyses of consensual qualitative
research studies. In C. E. Hill (Ed.), Consensual qualitative research: A practical resource
for investigating social science phenomena (pp. 122-131). American Psychological
Association.

House, B. R., Kanngiesser, P., Barrett, H. C., Broesch, T., Cebioglu, S., Crittenden, A. N., Erut, A.,
Lew-Levy, S., Sebastian-Enesco, C., & Smith, A. M. (2020). Universal norm psychology
leads to societal diversity in prosocial behaviour and development. Nature Human
Behaviour, 4(1), 36-44.

House, B. R., Silk, J. B., Henrich, J., Barrett, H. C., Scelza, B. A., Boyette, A. H., Hewlett, B. S.,
McElreath, R., & Laurence, S. (2013). Ontogeny of prosocial behavior across diverse
societies [Research Support, Non-U.S. Gov't

Research Support, U.S. Gov't, Non-P.H.S.]. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the
United States of America, 110(36), 14586-14591.
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1221217110

Hyde, M. K., & Knowles, S. R. (2013). What predicts Australian university students' intentions to
volunteer their time for community service? Australian journal of Psychology, 65(3), 135-
145. https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/ajpy.12014

Inglehart, R., Haerpfer, C., Moreno, A., Welzel, C., Kizilova, K., Diez-Medrano, J., Lagos, M.,
Norris, P., Ponarin, E., & Puranen, B. (2014). World values survey: Round six-country-
pooled datafile version. Madrid: JD Systems Institute, 12.

Irwin, K. (2009). Prosocial behavior across cultures: The effects of institutional versus generalized
trust. In Altruism and prosocial behavior in groups (pp. 165-198). Emerald Group
Publishing Limited.

Johnson, R. C., Danko, G. P., Darvill, T. J., Bochner, S., Bowers, J. K., Huang, Y.-H., Park, J. Y.,
Pecjak, V., Rahim, A. R., & Pennington, D. (1989). Cross-cultural assessment of altruism
and its correlates [Empirical Study]. Personality and Individual Differences, 10(8), 855-868.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869%2889%2990021-4

Kashima, Y. (2001). Culture and social cognition. The handbook of culture and psychology, 325-
360.

Kashima, Y. (2008). A social psychology of cultural dynamics: Examining how cultures are
formed, maintained, and transformed. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2(1),
107-120.

Kashima, Y. (2014a). How can you capture cultural dynamics? Frontiers in psychology, 5, 995.

Kashima, Y. (2014b). How can you capture cultural dynamics? Frontiers in psychology, 5.

Kashima, Y. (2016). Cultural dynamics. Current Opinion in Psychology, 8, 93-97.



https://doi.org/https:/dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1221217110
https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/ajpy.12014
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869%2889%2990021-4

83

Kashima, Y., Bratanova, B., & Peters, K. (2018). Social transmission and shared reality in cultural
dynamics. Current Opinion in Psychology, 23, 15-19.

Kelly, C. M., & Jorm, A. F. (2007). Adolescents' intentions to offer assistance to friends with
depression or conduct disorder: Associations with psychopathology and psychosocial
characteristics [Empirical Study; Quantitative Study]. Early Intervention in Psychiatry, 1(2),
150-156. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-7893.2007.00009.x

Knafo-Noam, A., Barni, D., & Schwartz, S. H. (2020). Parent-child value similarity: broadening
from intergenerational transmission to reciprocal influences, genetics, and environmental
antecedent. In The Oxford Handbook of Moral Development: An Interdisciplinary
Perspective.

Knafo, A., & Schwartz, S. H. (2008). Accounting for parent-child value congruence: Theoretical
considerations and empirical evidence. In U. Schonpflug (Ed.), Cultural transmission:
Psychological, developmental, social, and methodological aspects. Cambridge University
Press.

Knafo, A., Schwartz, S. H., & Levine, R. V. (2009). Helping strangers is lower in embedded
cultures. Journal of cross-cultural psychology, 40(5), 875-879.

Kuusi, T., Martela, Frank., Knittle, Keegan. (2016). Does prosocial behavior increase well-being in
controlled experiments? A systematic review and a meta-analysis. PROSPERO 2016
CRD42016036341.
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display record.php?ID=CRD42016036341

Ladany, N., Thompson, B. J., & Hill, C. E. (2012). Cross-analysis. In C. E. Hill (Ed.), Consensual
qualitative research: A practical resource for investigating social science phenomena (pp.
89-104). American Psychological Association.

Lampridis, E., & Papastylianou, D. (2017). Prosocial behavioural tendencies and orientation
towards individualism—collectivism of Greek young adults. International Journal of
Adolescence and Youth, 22(3), 268-282. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2014.890114

Larkin, P. J., Dierckx de Casterlé, B., & Schotsmans, P. (2007). Multilingual translation issues in
qualitative research: Reflections on a metaphorical process. Qualitative Health Research,
17(4), 468-476.

Laurens, K. R., Tzoumakis, S., Dean, K., Brinkman, S. A., Bore, M., Lenroot, R. K., Smith, M.,
Holbrook, A., Robinson, K. M., Stevens, R., Harris, F., Carr, V. J., & Green, M. J. (2017).
The 2015 Middle Childhood Survey (MCS) of mental health and well-being at age 11 years
in an Australian population cohort. BMJ Open, 7(6), e016244.
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-016244

Liem, G. A. D., Martin, A. J., Nair, E., Bernardo, A. B., & Prasetya, P. H. (2011). Content and
structure of values in middle adolescence: Evidence from Singapore, the Philippines,
Indonesia, and Australia [Empirical Study; Quantitative Study]. Journal of cross-cultural
psychology, 42(1), 146-154. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022110383309

Lonngvist, J.-E., Leikas, S., Paunonen, S., Nissinen, V., & Verkasalo, M. (2006). Conformism
Moderates the Relations Between Values, Anticipated Regret, and Behavior. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(11), 1469-1481.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206291672

McAuliffe, W. H. B., Moshontz, H., McCauley, T. G., & McCullough, M. E. (2020). Searching for
Prosociality in Qualitative Data: Comparing Manual, Closed-Vocabulary, and Open-
Vocabulary Methods. European Journal of Personality. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2240

Miller, J. G., & Bersoff, D. M. (1994). Cultural influences on the moral status of reciprocity and the
discounting of endogenous motivation. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20(5),
592-602.

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., & Altman, D. G. (2010). Preferred reporting items for
systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. International Journal of
Surgery, 8(5), 336-341. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2010.02.007



https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-7893.2007.00009.x
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42016036341
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2014.890114
https://doi.org/https:/dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-016244
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022110383309
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206291672
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2240
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2010.02.007

84

Mullen, E., & Skitka, L. J. (2009). Comparing Americans' and Ukrainians' allocations of public
assistance: The role of affective reactions in helping behavior. Journal of cross-cultural
psychology, 40(2), 301-318.

Murphy, K., & Cherney, A. (2011). Fostering cooperation with the police: How do ethnic
minorities in Australia respond to procedural justice-based policing? [Empirical Study;
Quantitative Study]. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 44(2), 235-257.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0004865811405260

Nesdale, D., & Naito, M. (2005). Individualism-Collectivism and the Attitudes to School Bullying
of Japanese and Australian Students [Empirical Study; Quantitative Study]. Journal of
cross-cultural psychology, 36(5), 537-556.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022105278541

Newton, J. D., Burney, S., Hay, M., & Ewing, M. T. (2010). A profile of Australian adults who
have discussed their posthumous organ donation wishes with family members [Empirical
Study; Quantitative Study]. Journal of Health Communication, 15(5), 470-486.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2010.492559

Nielson, M. G., Padilla-Walker, L., & Holmes, E. K. (2017). How do men and women help?
Validation of a multidimensional measure of prosocial behavior. Journal of Adolescence,
56, 91-106.

Penner, L. A., Dovidio, J. F., Piliavin, J. A., & Schroeder, D. A. (2005). Prosocial behavior:
Multilevel perspectives. Annu. Rev. Psychol., 56, 365-392.

Phalet, K., & Schonpflug, U. (2001). Intergenerational transmission of collectivism and
achievement values in two acculturation contexts: The case of Turkish families in Germany
and Turkish and Moroccan families in the Netherlands. Journal of cross-cultural
psychology, 32(2), 186-201.

Rand, D. G., & Epstein, Z. G. (2014). Risking your life without a second thought: Intuitive
decision-making and extreme altruism. PLoS ONE [Electronic Resource], 9(10), e109687.

Ray, J., & Najman, J. (1988). Capitalism and compassion: A test of Milbrath's environmental theory
[Empirical Study]. Personality and Individual Differences, 9(2), 431-433.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869%2888%2990111-0

Rigby, K., Cox, I., & Black, G. (1997). Cooperativeness and bully/victim problems among
Australian schoolchildren. Journal of Social Psychology, 137(3), 357-368.
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cqgi-
bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cqi?T=JS&CSC=Y &NE
WS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med4&AN=9200972

Rossetto, A., Jorm, A. F., & Reavley, N. J. (2016). Predictors of adults' helping intentions and
behaviours towards a person with a mental illness: A six-month follow-up study [Research
Support, Non-U.S. Gov't]. Psychiatry Research, 240, 170-176.
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.04.037

Sallquist, J., Eisenberg, N., French, D. C., Purwono, U., & Suryanti, T. A. (2010). Indonesian
adolescents' spiritual and religious experiences and their longitudinal relations with
socioemotional functioning [Empirical Study; Longitudinal Study; Quantitative Study].
Developmental psychology, 46(3), 699-716.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018879

Santos, H. C., Varnum, M. E. W., & Grossmann, 1. (2017). Global increases in individualism.
Psychological science, 28(9), 1228-1239.

Schonpflug, U. (2009). Cultural transmission: Psychological, developmental, social, and
methodological aspects. Cambridge University Press.

Schoénpflug, U., & Bilz, L. (2009). The transmission process: Mechanisms and contexts. In U.
Schénpflug (Ed.), Cultural transmission: Psychological, developmental, social, and
methodological aspects. Cambridge: University Press.



https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1177/0004865811405260
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022105278541
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2010.492559
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869%2888%2990111-0
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med4&AN=9200972
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med4&AN=9200972
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med4&AN=9200972
https://doi.org/https:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.04.037
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018879

85

Schroeder, D. A., & Graziano, W. G. (2015). The field of prosocial behavior: An introduction and
overview. In D. A. Schroeder & W. G. Graziano (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of prosocial
behavior (pp. 3-34). Oxford Library of Psychology.

Schroeder, D. A., & Graziano, W. G. (2017). Prosocial behavior as a human essence. In The Oxford
Handbook of the Human Essence. Oxford University Press.

Schroeder, D. A., & Graziano, W. G. (2018). Prosocial behavior. In T. D. Nelson (Ed.), Getting
Grounded in Social Psychology (pp. 245-285). Routledge.

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values: Theoretical advances and
empirical tests in 20 countries. Advances in experimental social psychology, 25, 1-65.

Schwartz, S. H. (2010). Basic values: How they motivate and inhibit prosocial behavior. In M.
Mikulincer, & Shaver, P. R. (Ed.), Prosocial motives, emotions, and behavior: The better
angels of our nature (1 ed., pp. 221-241). American Psychological Association.

Schwartz, S. H., Cieciuch, J., Vecchione, M., Davidov, E., Fischer, R., Beierlein, C., Ramos, A.,
Verkasalo, M., Lonngvist, J.-E., & Demirutku, K. (2012). Refining the theory of basic
individual values. Journal of personality and social psychology, 103(4), 663.

Septianto, F., & Soegianto, B. (2017). Being moral and doing good to others: Re-examining the role
of emotion, judgment, and identity on prosocial behavior [Nonclinical Case Study;
Qualitative Study; Quantitative Study]. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 35(2), 180-191.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MIP-06-2016-0093

Sheetal, A., & Savani, K. (2021). A machine learning model of cultural change: Role of
prosociality, political attitudes, and Protestant work ethic. American Psychologist, 76(6),
997.

Simpson, J. A., & Beckes, L. (2010). Evolutionary perspectives on prosocial behavior. In P. R. S.
Mario Mikulincer (Ed.), Prosocial motives, emotions, and behavior: The better angels of
our nature (1 ed., pp. 35-53). American Psychological Association.

Six, B., Geppert, K., & Schonpflug, U. (2009). The intergenerational transmission of xenophobia
and rightism in East Germany. In U. Schénpflug (Ed.), Cultural Transmission:
Psychological, Developmental, Social, and Methodological Aspects (pp. 370-390).
Cambridge University Press.

Slee, P. T., & Righy, K. (1993). Australian school children's self appraisal of interpersonal
relations: The bullying experience [Empirical Study]. Child Psychiatry and Human
Development, 23(4), 273-282. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00707680

Smith, P. B. (2019). Changes in Reported Nation-Level Pro-social Behavior Frequencies Over 6
Years: A Test of Alternative Predictors. Social Indicators Research, 144(3), 1195-1208.

Spangler, P. T., Liu, J., & Hill, C. E. (2012). Consensual qualitative research for simple qualitative
data: An introduction to CQR-M. In Consensual qualitative research: A practical resource
for investigating social science phenomena (pp. 219-229). American Psychological
Association.

Tam, K.-P. (2015). Understanding intergenerational cultural transmission through the role of
perceived norms. Journal of cross-cultural psychology, 46(10), 1260-1266.

Tam, K.-P., Lee, S.-L., Kim, Y.-H., Li, Y., & Chao, M. M. (2012). Intersubjective model of value
transmission: Parents using perceived norms as reference when socializing children.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(8), 1041-1052.

Tong, A., Sainsbury, P., & Craig, J. (2007). Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research
(COREQ): a 32-item checklist for interviews and focus groups. International journal for
quality in health care, 19(6), 349-357.

Triandis, H. C. (1989). The self and social behavior in differing cultural contexts. Psychological
review, 96(3), 506.

Triandis, H. C., Bontempo, R., Betancourt, H., Bond, M., Leung, K., Brenes, A., Georgas, J., Huli,
C. H., Marin, G., & Setiadi, B. (1986). The measurement of the etic aspects of individualism
and collectivism across cultures. Australian journal of Psychology, 38(3), 257-267.



https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1108/MIP-06-2016-0093
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00707680

86

Triandis, H. C., McCusker, C., Betancourt, H., Iwao, S., Leung, K., Salazar, J. M., Setiadi, B.,
Sinha, J. B., Touzard, H., & Zaleski, Z. (1993). An etic-emic analysis of individualism and
collectivism. Journal of cross-cultural psychology, 24(3), 366-383.

Trommsdorff, G. (2009). Intergenerational Relations and Cultural Transmission. In U. Schénpflug
(Ed.), Cultural transmission: Psychological, developmental, social, and methodological
aspects (pp. 126-160). Cambridge University Press.

Trommsdorff, G., Friedlmeier, W., & Mayer, B. (2007). Sympathy, distress, and prosocial behavior
of preschool children in four cultures [Empirical Study; Quantitative Study]. International
Journal of Behavioral Development, 31(3), 284-293.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0165025407076441

Twenge, J. M., Baumeister, R. F., DeWall, C. N., Ciarocco, N. J., & Bartels, J. M. (2007). Social
exclusion decreases prosocial behavior. Journal of personality and social psychology, 92(1),
56.

Twenge, J. M., Konrath, S., Foster, J. D., Campbell, W. K., & Bushman, B. J. (2008). Egos
inflating over time: A cross-temporal meta-analysis of the Narcissistic Personality
Inventory. Journal of personality, 76(4), 875-902.

Varnum, M. E., & Grossmann, I. (2017). Cultural change: The how and the why. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 12(6), 956-972.

Vaughan, J., Eisenberg, N., French, D. C., Purwono, U., Suryanti, T. A., & Pidada, S. (2008).
Testing aspects of compassionate love in a sample of Indonesian adolescents. In Fehr,
Beverley [Ed]; Sprecher, Susan [Ed]; Underwood, Lynn G [Ed] (2008) The science of
compassionate love: Theory, research, and applications (pp 405-430) xv, 469 pp Wiley-
Blackwell. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781444303070.ch14

Vignoles, V. L., Owe, E., Becker, M., Smith, P. B., Easterbrook, M. J., Brown, R., Gonzélez, R.,
Didier, N., Carrasco, D., & Cadena, M. P. (2016). Beyond the ‘east—west’dichotomy: Global
variation in cultural models of selfhood.

Walker, A. (1997). Thesaurus of psychological index terms (8th ed. / Alvin Walker, Jr., editor.. ed.).
Washington, D.C. : American Psychological Association.

Wallace, J., & Chou, C.-Y. (2001). Similarity and difference: Student cooperation in Taiwanese and
Australian science classrooms [Empirical Study; Longitudinal Study]. Science Education,
85(6), 694-711. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sce.1034

Warburton, J., Paynter, J., & Petriwskyj, A. (2007). Volunteering as a productive aging activity:
Incentives and barriers to volunteering by Australian seniors [Empirical Study; Qualitative
Study; Quantitative Study]. Journal of Applied Gerontology, 26(4), 333-354.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0733464807304568

Warren, P. E., & Walker, 1. (1991). Empathy, effectiveness and donations to charity: social
psychology's contribution. British Journal of Social Psychology, 30(Pt 4), 325-337.
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cqgi-
bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cqi?T=JS&CSC=Y &NE
WS=N&PAGE=fulltext& D=med3&AN=1799861

Werner, O., & Campbell, D. T. (1970). Translating, working through interpreters, and the problem
of decentering. A handbook of method in cultural anthropology, 398, 420.

Wiepking, P., Scaife, W., & McDonald, K. (2012). Motives and barriers to bequest giving
[Empirical Study; Quantitative Study]. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 11(1), 56-66.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ch.369

Yao, Z., & Enright, R. (2020). Belief in altruistic human nature and prosocial behavior: a serial
mediation analysis. Ethics & Behavior, 30(2), 97-111.



https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1177/0165025407076441
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781444303070.ch14
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1002/sce.1034
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1177/0733464807304568
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med3&AN=1799861
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med3&AN=1799861
http://link.lis.curtin.edu.au/cgi-bin/ezproxy/ezpgateway.cgi?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=med3&AN=1799861
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1002/cb.369

87

Appendix A: HREC Approval

E Curtin University

Offlos of Recsarch and Dewslopment

GPO Bow U827
Farth Wesiem Australa E245

Telephwone =61 & 5355 TEER

Faocimlle +£1 8 8255 3743
'Wolr res=anch. curiin.eda au

16-5ap-2018

Iame- Takeshi Hamarnura
Depariment/School: School of Pavchology

Email: Takeshi. Hamamra @ ourtin edu oy
Dear Takeshi Hamanmra

RE: Ethics Office approval
Approval sumber: HREJ18-0643

Thank vou for submirting your application to the Human Ressarch Ethics Office for the project A Culbiural Model of Prosocial Bebavioars:
Transmission of Basic Valnes and Selfhood im Contemporary Cenerations.

Your application was reviewsd through the Curtin University Low risk review process.
The review ouicome is: Approved

Your proposal mests the requirements descmbed in the Wational Health and Medical Ressarch Council’s (WHMEC) National Statement on Ethical
Conduct in Human Research (2007).

Approval is granted for a period of one vear from 26-5ep-2018 to 25-Sep-2019. Contnuation of approval will be granted on an anmual basis
following submiszion of an anmual repert.

Parsonme]l athorised to work on this project
[Mama [Fols

Septarini, Berlian | |Stadent

Brean, Laumsn iCe-lav

|Hamanun, Takeshil|CT

Approved documants:

Dl oo amt

Standard conditions of approval

1. Besearch must be conducted according to the approved proposal
2. Feport in a timely manner anything that might wamant review of ethical approval of the project inchading-



« proposed changes to the approved propesal or conduct of the smudy

« umanficipated problems that might affect continued ethical acceptability of the project
+ major deviations from the approved proposal and or regulatery guidelines

# SEMI0LS AVErse events

. Amendments to the proposal must be approved by the Human Ressarch Ethics Office before they ars implemented (except where an

amendment is undertaken fo elimimate an immediate nsk to participants)

. An anrmal progress repant must be submifted to the Human Besearch Ethics Oifice on or before the anniversary of approval and a completion

report submitted on completion of the project

. Personne] working on this project must be adequately qualified by education, maining and expenence for their rale, or supervisad
. Personnel must disclose any actual or potential conflicts of interest, imcluding amy financial or ether interest or afffliadon, that bears on this

project

. Changes fo personpel working on this project must be reported to the Human Fesearch Ethics Office
. Diafa and primary materials mast be retained and stered i accerdance with the Westem Australian University Sector Disposal Autharity

(WAUSDA) and the Cuartin University Research Data and Primary Materials policy

. Where practicable, results of the research shonld be made available to the research participants in a timely and clear marmer
. Unless prohubited by contractual oblizations, results of the research sheuld be disseminated in a manner that will allow public scrutimy; the

Human Pesearch Ethics Office mnst be informed of any constraints on publicaton

- Approval is dependent upon engeing compliance of the research with the Australian Cods for che Responcible Conduct of Recearch, the
National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Bessarch, applicable legal requirements, and with Curtin University policies, procedures and

EOVernance FEIII.I.L'I'EIIIIE'D.[:-

. The Human Research Ethics Office may conduct audits on a portion of approved projects.

Spedial Condifions of Approval
Please remove refersnce to providing resulfs in the Prosocial survey guestionnaire’ and email a revised copy to OED-sthicshsiourtin edu.an,

This letter constitutes low risk/neghzible rizk approval only. This project may not proceed until you have met all of the Curtm University research
EOVEIMANCE [equiTements,

Should you have any queries regarding consideration of your project, please contact the Ethics Suppent Officer for your faculty or the Ethics Office
at hrecgfoumin edy ay aron 0265 1784

Yours sincersly

Y

Catiering Gangall
Manxger, Bsscarch Infogrity
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Appendix B: Participant Information Sheet & Consent Form (Focus Group Discussion)

Curtin University

Cross-cultural concepiualisations of prosocial behaviour

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT

HREC Project Mumibss: HRE2015-0643

- ) Cross-Cutural concepiuaiisaton of prosocial behavicor meaning, modves and
Progect Titla: plicasions

. . Ov. Takeshi Hamamura
Chief Irvestigator: . .

gato School of Psychology, Curtin Universiy
Student ressarcher: Berian Gressy SepEnin
Waraion Numbar: 2
Warzion Date: I3 GepEmben2015
Crear Participant,

This Information Shest contains detailed ivormation about the research projects. Its purpose & to explain fo you
as openly and clearly as possible, all the procedures imwoived in this projec so that you can maks a fully informeed
decision whether you are going o paricpate. Please read this infermation Sheet carefully. Fesl free 1o ask
questions aboul any imonmation in the document 10 the researcher. Once you undersiand what the project is
aboan and if you agres 1o ke panl i it you wil B2 asked to sign the Consent Form. Sy sigring the Conssnt
s=Fom, you indicale that you undersiand e insormation and Tat you give your consent o participate in the
ressarch project You wil be given a copy of the irsormation Sheet and Consent Foarm o keep as a record.

What is the Project About?

This projed i intended bo explore cross-cufural diversity of prosocial behaviowr achoss generabions. We dedne
prosocial BEhaviour as a posithe benavicur Tial is inenfonaly and wolurtanly directed o the improvement of
others' well-being. Almost all socety in the workd expect this range of behaviour becadse il 5 imponant for
human relation. Howeyer, becauss of ils broad definion, cur undsrstanding owand these range of benaviours
may diverse across cufures and generations. This cludes how we percelie, display, and rensonce this posiive
beharaour o emesge. An explorabion on how you expenence Tiese range of posithe behaviours will provide
essential insighis on how prosocial behasiour are uniguely chenshed within each culiure and genesation.

Presicus FESEanch has been socusing ils imvesigafon on cross-culiural comparison of prosocial behaviour,
However, only limiled study considers how T2 process of changing e experiences amoss gensm@ion and
culiure may accounts o e nature of prosocial behaviour. The cUment peojedt is a pilot study to explane how
diferant gensrations experisnce prosocial behavicur rela@yely in thisir culture. As researcners, we are interested
I hiear how you experience this behaviour and discuss itwithin a small group consiEing ofer paricipants from
the same age cohoet a5 yours. We expect that through your imporznt cpiron in your group we will come up
With @ b=fer undersianding of how cuRural and generational condex] explain diversity in conceplualising these
pasitive DERaviours.

Farlopas information Som Pemakoes 3 AT esierbaec TTTH Fage 1 a8 J
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Curtin University

Cross-cultural conceplualisations of prosocial behaviour

Who is doing the Research?

This project is being conducizd by Dr. Takeshi Hamamua as the Chied Investigator, Assaciate Professor Launen
Bresn as e Co-Supenisor, and Gressy Seplanni as e student ressarcher. This project is part of a Docioral
Degree in the School of Psychology at Curtin University, Wesiem Australia. This research is parly funded by
the Graduate Ressarch School, Curtin Unfeersity and Austalia Awands Schaolarships [@ scholarship funded by
Department of Foreign Affairs and Tragde of Ausiralia). Thens will e no cost 1o you for BKing part in this research.

Why am | being asked to take part and what will | have to do?

We ane leoking for participants who are Ausiralan ciizens Iiving in Ausiralia and Indonesian citizens Iiving in
Indonesia, with specific age cohor between 17-26 years old (younger generation) and 35-55 years old [oéder
gensration). Az you read this insormation sheet and wiling i participate in our shudy, you nesd o retlum e
consentsorm o the researcher. We will s2nd you an email iz confimm your awallability 1o paricipate in one 5e55i00
ofaur focus group dEcusson wilh £-6 other paricipants fom e same age group 35 yours, induding a maiually
conuenient chaices of auailable schedule and venue.

The session wil Eke arsund 60 i 90 minwes depending on how the paricipanis indsract as a group. A
moderaior will facilitale e discussion and ask e group 3 range of questions. This will nclude how you and
YOUr group identfy what kind of posiive behaviours are dirscted 10 benefit e others; what would e the reasons
of peopie performing that benavicurs, as well as the impac of displaying such positive behawiours. We wil make
a digital awdi recording dunng the session S0 we Gan concentate on what you have o say. Afler the sexsion
we will Transcrine the recondings Using pseuds names fr the punpese of data analysis. & 520 voucher will be
green i you at the end of the session for your valuable ime paricipating in this sesson.

Cptional Consent. This shudy will provide you with cpbonal consent o be contacied for fulure research projects
that are relgied o Tis project.

Are there any benefits’ to being in the research project?

Tris projec will provide the researcher with @ befier undersianding of how cultural and gensrational context
Explain diversity in concepiualising positfee behaviours imiended 1o benefit the others. Findings from this study
may help the researcher in developing furiher msFument in expioring how Tis Behawiour & being formed,
mainiingd and changsd oyer ime within the conbext of cuftural changes. Howewer, we cannct guarantes that
you will receive amy direci benefils from this project

Are there any risks, discomforts or inconveniences from being in the research project?
Apart from giving up your me, we do not expect that there will be amy risks of MooYENENCES 3550CkEed Wil
taking part in s study. A moderator will faciiate your group o set up ground rules to ensure each paricpant
discuss their opinion in an op=n and corvenisnt manner dunng e Session. 'We will prowide you with an ALS20
voucher for your valuable time panicipating in this session.

Who will have access to my information?

The infoemation collecied in this research will be re-idendfiable (coded). This means thal we will remove
ideniifying information on ary data or sample and replace it with a code. Only T2 reseanch feam have access
iz the code o mglch your name i it i necessary 0 do 50, Any infermation we colliect will be reated as

Farlicipan informalion Sorm Famior 2 S TSesiernbac S0 H Fage I of J
L LR b B SR O LI LR R Pl o SNENTL
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Cross-cultural concepiualisations of prosocial behaviouwr

confidental and wsed only in Mis project unless cihemwise specifed. The Eowing pecpie will have access 0
he information we collect in Tis reseanch; Tie resaarch tieam and, in the evwenl of an audit or invesiigaton, saS
from the Curln University Cfice of Research and Development.

Elecionic daia will be passwond-protected and hard copy daia [including awdio tapes) will be in lodied stormge.
The indamaticn we coliect inthis study will be kepl under sacure condifons al Curin Uinkversity for 7 years afer
the ressarch has ended and hen it will be destoyed. The resulls of TS research may be presenssd at
conferences or puliished in prosessienal joumals. Yoo will not e identified in amy resuts that are pubished or
presemied.

Whilst all care will be taken o maintain privacy and confidentiality of amy information shared at a focus group
dizcrssion, you should be aware that you may feel embarrassed or upsel if one of the group members repeats
things said in a confidendal group mesting.

Will you tell me the results of the research?
We are not able 10 Send you any resuits from this research. Howeyer, the result may available in an academic
ol publication authorised by the reseanch izam.

Do | have to take part in the research project?

Paricipation in this study is woluriarnily. if you do not wish to take part you are not obliged fo.

Before you make your decision, please ask the reseancher o ansaer any quesbons and concems you have
about e reseanch project. Sign the Consend Form only after you have hiad a chance to =k your quesbons and
have recefved satizfactory ansaers.

What happens next and who can | contact about the research?
Shauld you reguire further insormiation, or would liks 10 Be pan inthis study, please fel welcome to comtact

=ressy Septanmi
Email: s=piannifipesiorad. curtinedu.au
Mobile: 0431038650 (for Australian participants)

ArEmatyely, WU may COEac my SUDSrvisIE
Oir. Take=hi Hamamura AProfeasor Lauran Bresn

Email: Takeshi. Hamamuradcurin edu gy Emai: Lauren,Breendourtin edu au

Curtin Uniersity Human Fesearch Ethics Commniniee (HREC) has approved Wis study (HREC numniber
HRE2{&0645). Showid you wish o discass the sludy with somecne not directy iniclved, in paricular, any
matiers conceming e conduct of Tie shudy or your rights a5 a particpant, or you wish to make a conddesial
complaint, you may contact e Ethics Ofcer on (08) 9266 3223 or e Manager, Ressarch Imiegrity on (05
4264 TS or email hreci@curtin.edu au for Ausiralan parficipants and Office of the Dean, Faculty of Psychalogy,
Aiangga University, Phons: <62 31 503 2770, email: insoi@psikologiunairac. id fr indenssian paticipants.

Farbcpan informalen Fom Ve ) DA Tesieraban T T Fage 3ol J
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CoMSENT FORM

HREC Project Mumber: | HREZ(118-0643

Cross-cultural conceptualisadon of pmsooail behavour meaning, modves and

Project Titla: impcaions

Oy Takeshi Hamamurg

Chisf Imvealgator: N
gat Sehood of Psychoingy, Covmn Uinersiy

Student reasarchsr: Berdan Gressy Sepi@nni
Weraion Numier: 1
Weraion Date: FlALguUstIeT e
# | hewe rend the infioemation stabement wersion lisled sbove, and | undersfand i= condents
+ | befieve | undersiznd the purpose, exfent and possible Fsis of my imvolkement in ths proped
+ | wolunfasly consent o l=ke per in this sesearch projec and being sudic-recorded
«" | howe had e opporturily o ask questions, snd | am safisfied with e anzwers | ave received.
+ | undersiand thal this projec] has been approved by Cudin Univessity Human Research Ethics Commifee and

will bz carnied cut i line with the Maboral Slalement on Ethical Conduc in Human Researds [Z007].

+" | understand | will mceive & copy of this Information Stedement snd Conzent Fom.
OFTIOMEL COMSENT:
[[]14 [[]13arat | comsentio be coniscled sbout future ressarch peojects Enat mre related do Bis project |
Farticipant Mame Participant Signature Diate

Declaration by researcher:
| meawve supplied am Infemiation Lefier and Consenlt Form 0 the particpant who has signed abowe and belisve
that fey undersiand the purpoese, extend and possitle risks of their involvement in is peoject.

Ressarcher Name Researcher Signature Date

Bedllan Gressy Septannl

Frlea S Lol FeTn Vet T, I mltrn g Pges T af 7
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Appendix C: Focus Group Discussion Protocols

I8 Curtin University

CROSS-CULTURAL CONCEFTUALIZATION OF PROSCCIAL BEHANIDUR:
MEANING, MOTIVES AND IMPLICATICONZ

The Gbjsctive

Pro1ocoLs For Focus GrRour Discussion (FGD)

The alm af this focus groug Is to explore cross-cultural diversity of posiile behaviours Intended to
benefii the others In two diverging cufural socletles across gensrations: conceptions, fypes In
which 2ach cullure and generation emphaslzes the underying matves or values that confrbute to
the emergence of such poslive behaviours, as well as 15 Implcations.

The Process

The Tocus group requires around 30 minutes to complete.

Stace | Tme | AcTvTIES
The ressarchar:
= o Infroduces hersall and e fagiiator (on hisher first name).
o o Explaing the aims of the focus group.
'ﬁ o Briefy explains e Information Sheet and Consend Fom o confimm @at 3l
> |15 partigpants understand fat the process is vesbally recomed, de-identified,
=] franscnbed and comfidental.
E o Alddresses questions retated 10 the Information Shesd,
= o ObtEins consant formes and demographic data from ail parbcpants.
- o Fadiiakes ke breaiing. Asks particpants o Infroduce himsetihensell on thelr first
name, to shane thelr reasons o partidpate In this sudy.
The faciitator:
o ASKSs e paricipanis Me maln quesIons:
1. In regand io your own expaience, what kind of poshive behaviours are done
Intentionaly to bensh otherns?
What IndlicRtes 2 parson is doing 3 positive action to benefi others?
Prompis; kEndness, halping ofhe 7, airuistic actions, 5afess
] Heemmmmﬁnﬂafpmm;mmmmevamm—mmm
others?
C VWhat malkes you diecide bo do That®
-E What are the undestying thoughts and feslings Mat make you do that acion?
Frompds: emotional, Sockal norms, seif-befel, sympatmy, complance, EmMEmeEncy
§ EU: concithons, humaniy, reigicsly, Socal sancions
3. Redar io the community that you share your soclal ife with, where or fo whom
= Hﬂldﬂm&pﬂﬁ*ﬂﬂhﬂfﬂ.ﬂlﬁb&di&t&d?
0 Prompds; direciad (o SrEngers [ougroun) amer i e i-prous
= 4, mmmaynua;emmymmummnmmuahnEm?
VWhat did you gain as the consequences of acting to benem others?
What I the Impact towand yoursedf of pesforming such behaviour® Toward
others?
PE-E}WEHFHIM}WEHT“EF
Fromids: graftuge, pralse s00a) accemance, persanal wel-being hapoiness
All particpants |5 encouraged to express thelr opinions equally. The sl ater plays a
significant role In drecting e process, delivering the contentts of the discussion, 3
well 35 encouraging participants’ engagement within the group.
o The faciitator:
o Asks he d tharr condusion of B Gesslon.
= a mmtrepaﬂnemmp@ ey
] -15: The ressarchar:
= o Thanks the paricipants for their attendance and, If required, provide contact details
@ flor furMier quEsHons and Inquines.
O » Diswibules a copy of the consent Sorm and a git card %o each partiipants.
o [Ends the Tomum

CurTH UnmvEr:=imr HREC aFFrovaL Husss HREMK 8-0643
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Appendix D: Flyers for Recruiting Focus Group Discussion Participants (English)

Focus Group emmin

Discussion + Agebetwonn 11-26 00

18-55
PARTICIPANTS NEEDED  [REALLILY
-

participation

Shopping Vouchers
ABOUT THE FOCUS GROUPS Provided!

We aim to explore how different generations perform positive actions for the benefit of
others. We are interested 10 hear how you experience these behaviors and discuss it
within a small group with other participants from the same age group as yours. Your
participation will help us come up with a better understanding of how generational
contexts explain positive behaviors in our society.

‘ a) ‘ \ For further information and & ke schedules, please email

'\"_‘:. arini

/H)H ‘[Ak(‘ﬂ R ACHOOL OF FSYCHOLOOY
email; septarini®pastgrad curtin.edv.au

Cummm Univins 1y st REstasos Enics Coswmier IMREC) vas Arsaoan 11s stvor IHRE2018-0643)
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Appendix E: Questionnaires included in Indonesian Survey (Manual Version)

B Curtin University

SURVEI PERILAKU PROSOSIAL:

DATA INDONESIA

KUESIONER MANUAL

Hetu dilenghapd oled
redfonden Orangtua

Hamean 1 dasi 14
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E Curtin Umversity

Suvel Inl bertujuan untuk menggal pengalaman M-:Ia dalam melakukan tindakan balk yang secara sukarsia

ukan utuk penaill, kami teriark untuk memahami Arda,
mi&tﬂg?bagm %%a merTIII;I KEunikan cara pandang a Iintas generas nmhﬁg-rrégmufnﬁ

LEMEAR INFORMAS! & PERSETUJUAN

Parmzirpaz Anpa

Anda dapat berpartislpasl Jka Anda adalah warga negan Indonesta atsu Anda tinggal o Indonesia serta berada
pada rentang wsia 17-25 tahun atau Anda memilkl anak berusta 17-26 tahun. Karena penelitan Ini menghendakl
data orangiua dan anak, kami akan meminta Anda unfuk menenuskan teutan survel kepads oRnghus
e ) atau anak Anda [remang usia anak 17-26 thun). Anda Juga dapat memberikan alamat e-mail
orangie 3ty anak Anda agar kami dapa mengirimkan fautan dan pangingat unfuk mengls survel Unsuk
mencocokkan ketepatan data Anda dengan keiuanga Anda, kami akan meminta kesediaan Anda Uniuk menglsl data
tanggal iahir dan jenis kelamin) angoota keluanga yang Anda rekomendasiicn untulk berparisipas! dalam sunvel inl

Dikarenakan partisipas! dafam studl Il bersfat sukareia, ferdapa kemungkinan anggola keluarga Anda
janakiorangtua) tidak berkanan untuk ot serta. JIka inl terjacd, d3t3 Anda tetap akan kami seriakan dalam penelisan

kami sehaga data unggal

Survel Inl membutihkan wakis pengislan hingga 30 menki. DI akhir survel, Anda akan dibarkan pilhan ik bt
serta dalam undan kami dengan memberikan detall pribad Anda [alamat e-mall a3y nomor teiepon). Terseda 10
buah voucher belania senilal Rp. 300.000.- yang dapat Anda menangkan maaiul undian 52cara acak. Tidak ada
resiko Derart jIka Anda memutuskan untuk berpartisipas! daiam surval Ini.

KeraHaziaan & KEamanan

Seiuruh Informas! yang kami peroleh akan dperaiukan secaa rahasla sesual efiia penallan kami dan

dipengunakan hamya unhuk pensiiian Inl Adapun pihak yang dapat mengalkses £33 Anda adaiah im penelll an
staf darl Cuwtin Uniersly Ofce of Research and Deveiopment (hanya Jka dibuiunkan uniuk Kepenuan audl

penelitan),

Semua data akan fefindungl dengan passWorT dan disimpan daam sistem pemyimpanan yang aman d Curtin
Unilversity satama sujuh tahun seteian peneltian inl Deraknir, Uiuk Selan|uirya amusrankan sesual prosedur. Hasll

penelifan inl dapat dismplkan pada konferensl atau Jumal akademik Erpa memyenakan detl pribad Anda
Uinfuk irformasi fryoef penalifan ini, sfafkan bahung:
Berian Gressy Septarini

PD Shudent (Dochor of Prilosopky-Psychology)
E-mai - seplariniffposigred . urtin.sdu.au

Dr. Takeshi Hamamura &/Prof Lauren Breen
Pl Superstsor — Schoo of Psychalogy PhD Zupenizor — School of Psychology
E-mai  : TakeshiHamamuraPartnedusu E-mal :Lauren.EBresniimurtinedu.o

Peneitian infl felsh diseifil okl Curtin Uinlversty Human Ressamh Ethics Commitiee.
Approval Code: HREXDT 80043

PERNYATAAN PEREETUILAN

Saye felf membaca dan memabami dokovmen lembar informasi Tanda tangan:
penelfan ni Saye menpaiskan SETLU urtuk seceans sulareis
berparimipasi dalasm sl ini Tanggal:

Hamman 2 dadl 14
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Curtin University

Data Dk Anpa & Amax ANDA

BEmapa, Leme AMDa MENETAF [N

IMDOHESLA [ DALAM TAHUN)T |:| tEhun

D ARES MAMAHAH AnDa,

 Daerah pinggiran knfa‘pedesan
EERWUKIMT O Wiayah kote/pusat perkotaan

JEMSRELAMINANDAT 1y | 3xHaK) O Perempuan 0 Lainmya

Tanooal Laqn Ana?  Tanggal [ Bum:l Tahn [

Mohon benian data yang mpar, dats Ands akan dvaillsaskan
dengan dafa aeEngiua Ands Jaim anails's kamy,

APK TINGHAT PENDIDIAN ARHIR. ) Tamat seknlah dasar 0 Sebaglan pendldlkan
Brms T saklah menengah
Z Tamat sekolah menengan (O Tamat pergunuan Tnggl
DERAPAKAR JUNLAA ARAK BNDAT ... arang

Dalam survei ini, Anda berpartisipasi sebapai ORANGTUA.
Mohon membarkan beberapa Infomnas! 1=ial anak Anda yang mungkin seju unuk [kut seriz
dalam surve| Inl. Cata Inl akan kami cocokdian dengan daia anak Ands umiuk memungkinkan kami

melakukan analisis 0ata Becara Dapasangan.

Tenuoia Lo s Ao Tanggal [ Bum: Tawn [

Manon Denkan data Wpar, dals Ands akan ovalasskan
JengaEn data anamn#?gtam anavsis kami.

ANA BAYA,YANG 0 LakHaK] O Perempuan 0 Lainmya
BERFEATIEIPAS] DALAM SURVE

I AL

Ate Data Dint & & Alwak ~nda. lawiutban be Baglan |

Haimman 3 dad 14
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Instruksi:

Baclan 1

[V bawah In adalah deskrips! mengenal orang iain.

fersehut memiok! keminpan dengan Anda.

&

Curtin University

[1] Tidak mirp sama sekall [£] Cukup minp saya

Lingkari

satu angka [f Tioakseper saya

10

11

12

13

[3] Sekrmenyerupal saya

Meznjadl kreatil adalah hal yang penting baginya.

Penting baginya bahwa negara melindung! drinya darl
bertagal ancaman.

Wenikmatl waktu adalah hal yang penting baginya.

Penting baginya untuk tdak mengecewakan orang lain.

Melindung masyarakat yang lemah dan tdak berdaya
adalah hal yang penting baginya.

D3 Ingin orang melaksanakan apa yang 1a katakan.

Penting baginya uniuk puas dengan apa yang la mikl
dan tidak meminta k=bih dad .

Dla sangat percaya bahwa la harus menjaga semesta.

Penting baginya bahwa tidak ada orang laln yang blsa
mempermalukannya.

D3 sefalu mencan hal-hal yang ban uniulk dilakukan.

Penting baginya uniuk setla pada orang-orang
terdekatnya.

Penting baginya uniuk berada dalam Ingkungan yang
aman.

[5] Sepert saya
[5] Sangat mirg dengan saya

[1]
[l

[l
(1]
[l

(1]
(1]

(1]
(1]

(1]
(1]

(1]

Mamilikl perasaan bahwa uang dapat membsll segalanya  [1]

adalah penting baginya.

=
=

=

=
[

[
i

=
[

[
i

=

=

[
=

[E

(3
(3

(3
[

(3
(3

(3
[

(3

=

[4
4

4

[4
[4

[4
[4

[4
[4

[4
[4

[4

4

Bacalah sstlap pemyataan, dan berkan respan seberapa [auh desknps

BloE
BlOE

BlOE

BloE
El E

Bl E
Bl E

BloE
El E

Bl E
Bl E

BloE

BlOE
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14

15

16

18

1%

20

21

23

25

26

28

29

3

3

32

33

Dla menginginkan semua orang diperiakukan adl.

Dla selalu mencoba untuk peka terhadap orang lain dan
fidak menggangu orang lain.

Dia plkir, menjadl ambisius adalah hal yang penting.

Penting baginya uniuk mempertahankan nilal dan
kepercayaan tragisional.

Penting baginya uniuk memuivskan sendin hal-hal yang
berkalian dengan kehidupannya.

Menjaga citranya o depan publik adalah hal yang
penting baginya.

Penting baginya untuk memilkl opinl dan lse fersendin_
Dvia plkIr, tidak mengganggu orang lain adalah hal yang
penting.

wenjadl kaya adalah penting baginya.

Penting baginya uniuk membantu orang yang la sayangl.

Penting baginya uniuk bertindak mengatas| ancaman
lIngkungan semasia.

Keamanan pritadinya adalah yang terpenting baginya.
¥ebahaglaan dalam hidup adalah hal yang penting
baginya.

D3 Ingin dapat dandalkan oleh orang-orang yang
manghabiskan wakiu dengannya.

Penting baginya untuk menglkutl aturan meskipun tidak
ada yang mellhatnya.

Menurutnya adalah penting bagl setiap orang untuk
memilikl kesempatan yang sama dalam hidup.

Ia Ingin negara menjadl kuat agar dapat meindungl
Warganya.

Menlkmatl kesenangan hidup adalah hal yang penting
baginya.

Pedull akan kesejahteraan orang dekatnya adalah
penting baginya.

Melakukan segalanya secara mandi adalah hal yang
penting baginya.

[

[

[
[

[
[
[

(1
[

[

[

[

[

[

[

[

=

=

=
=

=
=
=

=
=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

[

[

[
[

[
[
[

[
[

[

[

[

[

[

[

[

M
M

M
M

M

M

M
M

M
M
M

M
M

M

M

M

4

M

M

M
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Penting baginya uniuk rendah hat.

Penting baginya uniuk menjadl 5ese0rang yang dapat
mengarahkan orang lain.

Penting baginya uniuk dapat menjadl pendengar bagl
orang yang berbeda dengannya.

Menjadl sukses adalah penting bagl dirinya.

Menglkudl keblasaan keluarga dan agama adalah penting
baginya.

Belajar dan mengembangkan dirl sendrl adalah penting
baginya.

Mematuhl segala hukum adalah penting baginya.

Dia plkir, memillk| berbagal pengalaman baru adalah hal
yang penting.

Da beresaha menjadl t\8man yang terpercaya dan dapat
dlandalkan.

Maskipun tidak setuju dengan orang lain, penting
baginya untuk memahaml orang lain.

Dla sangat menghangal fradisl budayanya.

Wealintungl alam dar kequsakan dan polusl adalah
penting baginya.

Ia Ingin orang lain mengagum| pencapalannya.

T Memilikl stabliitas dan keteraturan dl masyarakat agalan

peniing baginya.

¥ ebabasan untuk memilin apa yang ingin 1a lakukan
adalah hal yang penting baginya.
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Instruksi:
Lingkari [1 & & Kl
satuangka ...
dl satiap il ekl
pemyataan. Hickain

10

BaGlaN 2

Anda suka menjadl berbeda dar arang aln.

¥ebahaglaan Anda tidak berkaltan dengan
k=bahagiaan kelarga Anda.

Anda lkebih memilh untuk mewu|wdkan
k2inginan Anda tanpa campaur tangan
E2luanga.

Angda mencoda uniuk Bdak tergantung pada
orang lain.

Anda salai mellihat difl AR sebagal
pribadl yang sama, meskl sedang
pennteraksl dengan orang yang berbada.

Anda memilih wibuk mengatakan apa yang
Anda plkirkan, meskl sRUSsInya kurang
tepat

Anda mellnat drl Anda beroeda dl
ingkungan yang barbeda.

Anda mellhat dirl Anda unlk dan berbeda
dar orang Iain.

Jka 213 anggota keluarga Anda bersadin,
Anda merasa menjadl bagian darl
kesedihan fu.

Anda selai minta nasihat pada keluarga
Anda sebelum membuat kepubusan.

M
M

[1]

M

[1]

M

[1]

M

M

[1]

L

[E1
B M
B M
I
F M
i
B M
I
F M
F M
i

Zeberapa baik pemystaan benkut menggambarkan Ands?

[ [3

Bk
Bl OE
Bl OE
Bl
Bl OE
Bl M
Bl E
Bl
B OE
B OE
Bl M

Curtin Unmiversity

il

Tzl
M B FE
M B FE
M B\ [
M B FE
M B\ M
M B M
M B\ [
M B FE
M B M
M B\ M
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11

1z

12

14

15

17

12

1=

1

Anda memiiih untuk meminta bantuan

orang lain daripada mengandalkan din
sandn.

Anda bempenlaku sama, b3k dirumah
maupun diempat umum.

Anda menunjukkan perasaan rialam
Anda maskl fu memsak k2hammaonisan

K2luarga.

Anda mementingkan prestasl pribad]
darpada relasl dengan orang terdekat
Anda.

Wenadl berbeda dan arang &ln memibuat
Anda tdak nyaman.

Anda menghargal relasl balk dengan orang
terdekat Anda daripada presiasl pribadl.

Anda memiiin untuk mengandalkan din
s2ndin danpada orang laln.

Perlaku Anda tetap sama meskl bersama
arang-orang yang berbeda.

Penlaky Anda sangat berbeda kellka
dinsmah dan ditempat umm.

Anda mencoba menyesualkan dinl dengan
orang lain, meskipun Iy mengorbankan
perasaan terdalam Anda.

Kesuksesan privadl Anda sangat penting,
maskipun fu mensak persanabatan.

Anda mencoba uniuk Bdak terlihat berbada
dengan orang lain.

Curtin University
m B [E | B R B E

m B [E | B R B E

D =4 S ) N o B = O 1 I B =

D =4 S ) N o B = O 1 I B =

D =4 S ) N o B = O 1 I B =
D =4 S ) N o B = O 1 I B =
M =@ B &4 /B B[ A E
m B [E | B R B E
D =4 S ) N o B = O 1 I B =

m B [E | B R B E

m B [E | B R B E

D =4 S ) N o B = O 1 I B =

Ablte Pagian 2, lajutbon be Paglan 5
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E Curtin University

Baclan 3

O bawah ini tersedia beberapa permyaizan wnfuk menggambarkan
diri Anda. Berilah tanda SEBERAPA TEPAT PERNYATAAN

INStUkSE: o ERSEBUT MENGGAMBARKAN DIRI ANDA dengan
menggunakan pilthan respon:
_ _ [1] Tidak menggamoarkan [4] Menggambarkan dengan balk
Lingkari
satu angka [€ Seakit menggamoankan [Fl Tepat menggambarkan
ol seliap

permyataan. Bl Cusup menggambarkan

10

11

12

Saya dapat membantu dengan terbalk s3at ada yang melhat saya. 1]

Saya merasa sangat laga Jka bisa membuat orang yang s=dang I1
beri=kan merasa myaman.

Lenln mudah bagl saya untuk membantu orang yang memoutuhkan  [1]
£aat ada orang lain O sekitar saya.

Saya plkir membantu orang |ain membueat saya terihat balk. 1

Saya mendapat marfaat terbalk darl menolong sasi melakukannya (1]
dl depan banyak orang.

Saya cenderung membaniu orang yang sedang menghadapl skuasl 1]
krisls dan nyata.

Saat orang meminta saya untuk membantu, saya tidak keberatan. 1]

Saya lenlh sUka menyumbangkan Wang s2cara anoalm. [l
Saya cendemung membaniu orang-orang yang menyaki didnya 1]
sanirl

Saya percaya donasl barang dan wang akan efekif uniuk I

mengurangl pajak penghasiian.

Saya cendenung membaniu orang yang memoutunkan saat merska  [1]
tidak mengetahul slapa yang membantunya.

Saya cenderung membaniu orang tenutama saat mereka U
mengalaml tekanan emosional.

Bl B "
Bl B R

51

L S
= S

B M B

B B R
B M B
51

L S

= S
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.

Membantu orang saat saya menjad| sorotan adalah 53at yang
terkalk.

Mugah bagl s3ya untuk membantu orang lain dalam keadaan
danurat.

Hampir setlap s3at saya memberikan banbuan pada orang tanpa
menzka mengetahunya.

Saya percaya, sehanisnya saya mendapat pengakuan atas wakiu
dan tenaga yang saya gunakan dalam kegiatan amal.

Saya membenkan bantuan Jika sMuasinya sangat emosional.
Saya fidak pemah menalak untuk membantu [ika diminta.

Saya plkir, memoaniu orang tanpa sepengetahiian orang yang
dibantu adalah sesuaty yang balk.

Zatu hal yang penting dalam melakukan keglatan amal adalah nial
lebih pada data rwayat hidup saya.

Shuasl emaoslonal membuat saya ingin memianiu orang ain.

Saya sering memoenkan sumbangan tanpa nama karena iy
membuat saya merasa nyaman.

Zaya merasa Jlka s3aya memoaniv orang |ain, 13 akan memoantu
gaya nantinya.

Curtin University

n

i

n

i
M
n
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E Curtin University

BaGlan 4

DV bawah Inl adalah deskrips! mengenal orang an.

Bacaiah setiap pemyataan, dan berkan respon:

Instruksi:
SEBERAFPA JAUH ANDA INGIN DESKERIFSI TERSEBUT
MENYERUPAI ANAK ANDA?
[1] Tidak mipanak s3ya samasekal [4]  Culiup minp anak sayva
Linokari
satu angka [2] Tioak sepert anak s3ya [F]  Zeperl anak saya
ol sattap

pemyataan. [3] Sedikrmenyerupal anak s3ya [E] Sangatmirp gengan anak s3ya

10

i1

12

wMen|adl kreatil adalah hal yang penting baginya. M =\ [ M

Peniing baginya bahwa negara melindungl dirinya darl L) T = = R )
pertagal ancaman.

Weanlkmatl waktu adalah hal yang penting baginya. M [\ [ M
Penting baginya uniuk tdak mengecewakan oranglam. [1] [@ @ M

Melindungl masyarakal yang lemah dan idak berdaya M [\ [E M|
adalah hal yang penting baginya.

D13 Ingin orang melaksanakan apa yang la katakan. L O =

Penting baginya uniuk puas dendgan apa yang la milkl i O = O
dan tidak meminta kebih dan .

Dla sangat percaya bahwa la harus menjaga semesta. O =

Penting baginya banhwa tidak ada orang Iain yang blsa M @ [ E
mempermalukannya.

0ila sefalu mencar hal-hal yang ban uniuk dilakukan. 1L 1 .
Penting baginya untuk setla pada orang-orang - = -
terdekatnya.

Penting baginya uniuk berada dalam Ingkungan yang i O =
aman.

Hawran 11 das 14
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Dla menginginkan semua orang diperiakukan adi.

Dila selalu mencoba untuk peka terhadap orang lain dan
tidak menggangu orang lain.

Dila plkir, menjadl ambisius adalah hal yang penting.

Penting baginya untuk mempertahankan nilal dan
kepencayaan tragisional.

Penting baginya untuk memuiuskan sendin hak-hal yang
perkaltan dengan kehidupannya.

Menjaga citranya @ gepan pubiik adalah hal yang
penting baginya.

Penting baginya untuk memilkl opini dan |de tersendin.
Dila plklr, 1idak mengganggu orang lain adalah hal yang
penting.

Menjadl kaya adaiah penting baginya.

Penting baginya untuk membantu orang yang Ia sayangl.

Penting baginya untuk berindak mengatas! ancaman
lingkungan semsEia.

¥eamanan pricadinya adalah yang terpenting baginya.
¥ ebahaglaan dalam hidwp adalah hal yang penting
baginya.

D3 Ingin dapat diandalkan oleh orang-orang yang
menghabiskan wakiu dengannya.

Penting baginya untuk menglkutl aturan measkipun tidak
ada yang melihatnya.

Menurutnya adalah penting bagl setiap orang untuk
memilikl kes2mpatan yang sama dalam hidup.

1a Ingin negara menjadl kuat agar dapat melindungl
Wwarganya.

Menlkmatl kesenangan hidup adalah hal yang penting
baginya.

Pedull akan kesejahteraan orang dekatnya adalah
peniing baginya.

Curtin University

Memllikl perasaan bahwa uang dapat membell segalanya [1] [ [ M B E
adalah penting baginya.

mnm@a [ FE
m = [ 4 B FE

m @B &6 9 68 |
m @ @6 9 68 |

mnm@a[E & B[ E

mnm@a[E E B[ E

m @B &6 9 68 |
m @ @6 9 68 |

mnm@a[E & B[ E
m & &[a 9 68
mnm@a[E E B[ E

m = [ 4 B FE
m@a [ B E

m = [ 4 B FE

mnm@a [ FE

m = [ 4 B FE

m @ @6 9 68 |

Mm@ &6 9 68

mnm@a[E & B[ E
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Melakukan segalanya secara mandir adalah hal yang
peniing baginya.
Penting baginya untuk rendah hatl,

Penting baginya uniuk menjadl 5e580rang yang dapat
mengarahkan orang lain.

Penting baginya uniuk dapat menjadl pendengar bagl
arang yang berbeda dengannya.

7 Menjadl sukses adalah penting bagl dirinya.

Menglkull keblasaan keluarga dan agama adalah penting
Daginya.

Belajar dan mengambangkan @l s2ndirl adalah penting
baginya.

Mematuhl segala hukum adalah penting baginya.

Dia plkir, memiiikl berbagal pengalaman baru adalah hal
yang penting.

Dla berusaha men|ad teman yang terpercaya #an dapat
dlandalkan.

Meskipun tidak setuju dengan orang lain, penting
baginya untuk memahami orang lain.

Dla sangat menghargal tradisl budayanya.

Malindurigl alam dar kerusakan dan polusl adalah
penting baginya.

13 Ingin orang lain mengaguml pencapalannya.

T Memilikl stabliitas dan keteraturan dl masyarakat adalan

penting baginya.

¥ebabasan untuk memilin apa yang Ingin 1a lakukan
adalah hal yang penting baginya.

L) = O o B I 21

LI O = I I = L
m @ [ - B R

L = O o B T 2

L = O o B T 2
L) = O o B I 21

L = O o B T 2

L = O o B T 2
L = O o B T 2

L) = O o B I 21

L = O o B T 2

L = O o B T 2
L = O o B T 2

m @ [ - B R
m @ [ 4 B &

L = O o B T 2
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Curtin University

Baclan AKHIR SURVEI

Studl kami membutubkan anak Anda sebaga! rsponden kami
Mahon berkenan merekomendasian parisipas! sunvel inl pads anak Anda
melal saiah safw pibhan ekt

SAYA 52Cara mandn akan memberian E0En sunvey Il kepada anak s3ya unhuk Bsengkapan
data shudl.

Saya menghendakl TIM PEMELITI urtuk menglimian Buwan suvey inl melalul alamat e-mail

anak 53ya sehaga berlkut
B = =

Anak saya telah melengkapl survel Inl terebih dahuiu

000

Terana Rash ~tas Resedbaan ~nda Welenglapsd Sewmed Rame,

Anga dapat memiih unduk mengikull undian Kam! dan memenangian seduah

voucher GoPay senilai Rp.300.000,-.

idohon berfikan el konfak Anda:

Saya bersedla menglkutl undlan, barkut nomor HP saya unduk pengisian voucher G-::Pa}
;::} MNomor Handphone WK Dengisian VOUCHEY. ...

(:) 5aya tidak bersedia menglkul undlan.

Abin Semued

DATA ANDA BERSIFAT RAHASIA.
Mohon masukkan kuesioner yang telah tersi dalam amplop tertutup

yang fersedia di balik halaman ini dan menyegelnya
uniuk kemudian diberkan pada tim survel kami.

Haaman '1 d- tadi 14




Appendix F: Flyers for Recruiting Survey Participants (Bahasa Indonesia)

Memahami Perilaku Prososial

Jadilah bagian dari studi kami untuk berbagi pengalaman Antda melakukan perbuatan baik
bagi kepentingan orang lain.

Melalui surve: ini kami akan mempelajan bagaimana dinamika generasi dan budaya dapeat
menjelaskan perilaku prososial masyarakal Indonesia.

Bagaimana Anda memahami penlaku yang mengulamakan kebutuhan orang lain?
EBagairmana perilaky ini terpo’a di lintas generasi dan lintas budaya?

" Wil atau bermukim i Indonesia. y _
. Eerusia 17 hingga 26 tahun, atauw memiliki anak berusia 17 hingga 26 tahan,

al
Sean QR Code di samping atau ikuti link berikut: Eﬂﬁ-m
| R I || W U (N1 [—— N U | i ——— . [
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