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Abstract  

 

Moral identity has been identified as a consistent predictor of prosocial behavior, but the specific 

relationship and predictive strength of its two dimensions, internalization (‘having’) and 

symbolization (‘doing’), are less clear. The current article explores this through two self-report 

studies. In study 1 (N = 228) a series of hierarchical regression analyses showed that, for three out of 

four domains of prosocial behavior, symbolization was the only significant predictor and that its 

strength differed across outcomes. Building on these results, Study 2 (N = 299) proposed that the 

observed vs. anonymous nature of prosocial behavior could account for these differences. 

Unexpectedly, symbolization predicted both public and private behaviors, whereas internalization 

generally did not. Significant interactions between internalization and symbolization were also 

observed. These findings are discussed in relation to their theoretical implications and future moral 

identity research. 
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Having versus doing:  The roles of moral identity internalization and symbolization for prosocial 

behaviors 

 

Helping a friend move, donating blood, volunteering in the community, and empathizing with a 

sick friend are all examples of prosocial behaviors that can benefit both individuals and society at 

large (Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005). Identifying the psychological antecedents and 

individual differences underlying such behaviors is important as it represents a step towards 

understanding how prosociality may be further promoted.  One individual difference that has been 

linked to prosocial behavior in previous research is moral identity, defined as the degree to which 

being moral is fundamental to a person’s identity (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Blasi, 1984). A recent 

meta-analysis indicates a positive relationship between moral identity and prosocial activity (Hertz & 

Krettenauer, 2016). However, a number of questions remain regarding the nature of this relationship, 

and its generalization across a variety of prosocial domains. The present study aims to extend prior 

research by empirically testing the relationships between the private (internalization) and public 

(symbolization) dimensions of moral identity and a range of self-reported prosocial behaviors 

measured using a new multifactorial scale.  

 

1.1 Moral Identity 

Individual differences in moral functioning were first acknowledged with the publication of 

Blasi’s Self Model of moral action and identity (Blasi, 1983). Blasi asserted that the widely accepted 

cognitive-developmental account of moral cognition (Kohlberg, 1976) was insufficient for fully 

explaining moral performance. With the Self Model, he proposed moral identity as a self-regulatory 

mechanism in which the conception of morality can vary from one individual to another. For 

example, one person may highlight justice as central to their morality, while another accentuates 

kindness.  
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The concept of moral identity has since been further developed and refined, drawing on both 

trait-based and social cognitive perspectives (Aquino, Freeman, Reed II, Lim, & Felps, 2009; 

Aquino & Reed, 2002; Colby & Damon, 1992; Hardy & Carlo, 2005; Hart, Atkins, & Ford, 1998; 

Lapsley, 2004). Dominant in the current literature is the social cognitive perspective (Jennings, 

Mitchell, & Hannah, 2015), which describes moral identity as strengthening the accessibility of self-

regulatory schemas that guide moral action (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Narvaez & Lapsley, 2009). The 

present article adopts Aquino and Reed’s (2002) definition of moral identity as “a self-conception 

organized around a set of moral traits” (p. 1424). According to their view, the centrality of morality 

to an individual’s identity creates chronically accessible self-schemas and moral behaviors.  

They further suggest that there are two dimensions to moral identity: a private, ‘having’ side 

(internalization) and a public, ‘doing’ side (symbolization). Whereas internalization refers to the 

degree to which moral traits are central to one’s self-concept, symbolization refers to the degree to 

which these moral traits are reflected in public choices and/or actions in identifiable social settings 

(Aquino & Reed, 2002). These two aspects of moral identity are conceptualized as being shaped by 

different motivational mechanisms (Winterich, Aquino, Mittal, & Swartz, 2013b). Internalization 

provokes a desire to maintain identity-behavior self-consistency (Blasi, 1984; Winterich et al., 

2013b), whereas the motivation for symbolization may instead stem from self-presentational goals 

related to the recognition of the self as a social entity and self-affirming feedback of others 

(Baumeister, 1998; Jennings et al., 2015). To date, much of the research on moral identity has 

focused on internalization, which has led recent scholars to call for more attention to the ‘doing’ 

dimension (Jennings et al., 2015). As outlined below, current research on the relationship between 

moral identity and prosocial action, in particular, suggests that a clearer differentiation between the 

“having” and “doing” elements of moral identity is warranted.  

 

1.2 Moral identity and prosocial behaviors 
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In a range of both correlational and experimental studies, moral identity has been identified 

as a significant independent predictor of prosocial behaviors (Hardy, Bean, & Olsen, 2015; Hertz & 

Krettenauer, 2016; Krettenauer & Casey, 2015; McFerran, Aquino, & Duffy, 2010; Reed, Aquino, & 

Levy, 2007; Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007) even when controlling for other possible motivational 

factors such as moral reasoning and emotions (Hardy, 2006). In multiple studies, the internalization 

dimension is used as a sole indicator of moral identity. In these studies, higher internalization has 

reliably predicted previous prosocial sports behavior (Sage, Kavussanu, Duda, Kavussanu, & Sage, 

2006); previous charity and civic engagement in an adolescent population (Hardy et al., 2015); and 

donation intentions to both in- and out-groups  (Winterich, Mittal, & Ross, 2009). While these 

studies provide important insights regarding the role of moral identity in general, and internalization 

in particular, they do not speak to the role of moral identity symbolization for prosocial behavior.  

 The current evidence suggests that when internalization and symbolization are scored 

separately, the nature of internalization as a predictor is empirically robust while that of 

symbolization is less consistent (Jennings et al., 2015). In studies using hypothetical vignettes and 

those measuring single-situation donation behaviors in an experimental context, internalization but 

not symbolization has significantly predicted concern for outgroups (Reed II & Aquino, 2003), 

hypothetical willingness to self-sacrifice (Crimston, Bain, Hornsey, & Bastian, 2016), willingness to 

donate (Aquino, McFerran, & Laven, 2011) and donation behavior in an adolescent population 

(Aquino & Reed, 2002). In contrast, the few studies that use self-reported measures of recalled real-

world prosocial behaviors have all found symbolization to be a significant predictor. In a study of 

recalled volunteerism, for example, both dimensions of moral identity were significant, but 

symbolization appeared to be a stronger predictor for the effect (Aquino & Reed, 2002). In additional 

studies, symbolization but not internalization predicted past charitable donations (Reynolds & 

Ceranic, 2007), and only symbolization significantly moderated participants’ tendencies to increase 

commitment to a prosocial initiative (Schaumberg & Wiltermuth, 2014). The extent to which the 

mixed results reported in previous work are explained by the varied types of prosocial outcomes 

examined, the different ways of measuring moral identity, or both, remains unclear.  
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 In addition to the relatively scant and ambiguous literature on the independent effects of 

internalization and symbolization, there is only a small body of research that considers what may be 

driving these variations. Two possible explanations have been proposed. One study suggests that 

symbolization could be more strongly predictive for behaviors that have a public dimension (Mayer, 

Aquino, Greenbaum, & Kuenzi, 2012). A public prosocial act (e.g. donating to a collection box 

stationed at a cash register) is visible and may be driven by recognition, whereas a private prosocial 

act (e.g. anonymously giving money to charity) is one that is anonymous and may be more linked to 

internal processes of altruism and empathy (Carlo & Randall, 2002). The current article is the first 

that directly tests whether symbolization is related more strongly to public and observable behaviors, 

whereas internalization is related more strongly to anonymous and private behaviors, across a range 

of self-report prosocial behaviors.  

 Another supposition is that internalization and symbolization have a synergistic effect, for 

public but not private prosocial behaviors. Only two studies have tested how the two dimensions of 

moral identity might relate to one another when distinguishing between the public and private realms 

of behavior. They show an interaction effect for publically recognized behavior such that those 

individuals high in symbolization, and low in internalization, are more likely to engage in recognized 

charitable giving (Winterich et al., 2013a; Winterich, Mittal & Aquino, 2013b). The authors’ 

proposed explanation for this finding is that recognition makes the public aspect of symbolization 

salient, and therefore symbolization is a weak predictor for behaviors that are not publically 

recognized, where high internalization instead drives the behavior (Winterich et al., 2013b). These 

experimental studies are focused specifically on charitable behavior, however, which raises the 

question of whether similar interactions between symbolization and internalization are observed 

when measuring other types of real-world prosocial acts, in both public and private domains. The 

present study tests the interaction between internalization and symbolization with a variety of private 

and public prosocial behaviors. 
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1.3 Prosocial behaviors and their measurement 

 As is the case with moral identity, there is considerable variation in the approaches used to 

measure prosocial behavior in previous research. As noted above, one common method is to use 

singular measures in an experimental context (e.g. asking how much a participant would donate to 

charity) to investigate explicit questions about the correlates of the behavior being addressed. As 

Mulder and Aquino (2003) have argued, however, moral identity may be a more reliable predictor of 

prosocial behavior in real life when these behaviors are measured across a period of time, rather than 

in a single situation. In addition, a number of scholars warn against using a single type of behavior to 

indicate prosocialness in general (Caprara, Steca, Zelli, & Capanna, 2005; Carlo & Randall, 2002).  

 Another type of measurement conceptualizes prosocial behavior as a unidimensional global 

construct. The first scales of this type aimed to tap into a single dimension underlying a range of 

altruistic behaviors intended to benefit others (Johnson et al., 1989; Rushton, Chrisjohn, & Fekken, 

1981). However, subsequent research has shown that prosociality is best understood as a 

multidimensional construct made up of several different behavioral domains (Carlo & Randall, 

2002). Measuring prosocial actions as a unidimensional construct may thus mask interesting 

variations across distinct dimensions of prosocial behaviors (Caprara et al., 2005; Carlo & Randall, 

2002).  

 A number of scales have been developed that capture a range of prosocial action beyond just 

altruism, including compliant, public, anonymous, dire, and emotional behaviors (Carlo & Randall, 

2002), helping, sharing, care-taking and empathy (Caprara et al., 2005), and helping, co-operation 

and sharing, affective relationships, and normative behavior (Cheung, Ma, & Shek, 1998). While 

these scales address the multifaceted nature of prosocial behaviors, they are also somewhat limited in 

that they measure self-reported tendencies or inclinations (e.g. “I try to console those who are sad”) 

rather than actual behavior.  This can be problematic for predictive validity given that the intention-
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behavior gap may be particularly pronounced in normative domains (Teper, Zhong, & Inzlicht, 

2015) where individuals want to believe that they would act in a way that benefits others, but often 

fail to follow through due to the costly nature of many prosocial behaviors (Batson, Thompson, 

Seuferling, Whitney, & Strongman, 1999). To our knowledge, no measure of self-reported prosocial 

behavior exists that combines a wide range of the behaviors explored in previous research into a 

multifactorial scale (Caprara et al., 2005; Carlo & Randall, 2002). The current study develops and 

tests such a measure. 

 

1.4 The present studies 

A solid body of research has established that moral identity plays a role in prosocial 

behavioral outcomes. However, the nature of this link is still somewhat unclear (Hardy et al., 2015). 

In order to address some of the outstanding questions regarding the relationships between moral 

identity and prosocial behaviors noted above, the present studies empirically test the roles of moral 

identity internalization and symbolization for different domains of self-reported prosocial behaviors. 

In Study 1, we analyze whether their independent effects vary across four different domains of 

prosocial behaviors using a new scale developed using items from several previous unidimensional 

scales. In Study 2, we build on prior work (Winterich et al., 2013a; 2013b) using a modified version 

of the scale to test whether internalization and symbolization have different predictive strengths 

based on the public or private nature of the prosocial behavior, and whether the two dimensions of 

moral identity interact.  

 

1.4.1 Hypotheses 

In both Studies 1 and 2, we test the independent roles of internalization and symbolization 

across four domains of recalled prosocial behaviors. As previously noted, research on the unique 

roles of internalization and symbolization is sparse, and has been mainly based on single, discrete 
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behaviors (volunteering or charitable donations). Based on the variation in previous findings that use 

both scales, we predict that: 

H1: Internalization and symbolization will be differentially related to distinct types of 

prosocial behaviors. 

Next, in Study 2, we consider whether differences in the predictive nature of internalization 

and symbolization are related to the public versus private nature of the prosocial behavior (Mayer et 

al., 2012; Schaumberg & Wiltermuth, 2014), testing the hypothesis that:  

H2: Internalization will significantly predict both private and public prosocial 

behaviors, whereas symbolization will only be significantly predictive of public 

prosocial behaviors. 

In Study 2 we also test for a possible interactive effect between internalization and 

symbolization. Two prior experimental studies suggest that symbolization drives behavior when 

internalization is low, specifically when recognition of behavior is salient (Winterich et al., 2013a; 

2013b). Given the survey design of the present study, a direct replication of this paradigm was not 

possible. However, guided by these findings, we predict that: 

H3: There will be a significant interaction effect between internalization and 

symbolization for public prosocial behaviors, such that symbolization will be dependent 

on an individual’s level of internalization. This effect will not be significant for private 

behaviors that are less subject to recognition. 

 

2. Study One 

2.1 Methods and Materials1  

2.1.1 Participants and procedure 

                                                             
1 Open Materials: To access all materials used in Study One and Study Two, please follow the link: https://osf.io/6udxr/ 
Using the materials provided, an independent researcher can reproduce the reported methodology. 
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Adult participants were recruited to complete an online survey on personality and decision-

making in social situations. Of 234 respondents, 6 were excluded for instructional non-adherence. 

The final sample consisted of 228 participants  

(50.88% male; Mage = 35.73, SD = 10.52). All participants were native English speakers, U.S 

residents, and at least high school educated. The survey was programmed using Qualtrics software 

and piloted on 3 native English speakers prior to going online on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk). Literature demonstrates that MTurk is an effective source of data collection that produces 

robust findings comparable with more traditional methods (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; 

Horton, Rand, & Zeckhauser, 2011; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). After providing informed 

consent, participants filled in a questionnaire that took approximately 25 minutes to complete. Upon 

completion of all measures and two successful attention checks respondents were compensated 2.25 

USD.  

 

2.1.2 Measures 

Self-Importance of Moral Identity Scale 

The Self-Importance of Moral Identity Scale (Aquino & Reed, 2002) is a widely-used and 

psychometrically robust 10-item measure that assesses the extent to which one’s moral identity is 

central to one’s self-concept (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Reed et al., 2007; Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007). 

Participants are given a list of nine adjectives that could describe an individual (caring, 

compassionate, fair, friendly, generous, helpful, hardworking, honest, and kind) and instructed: 

“These are some characteristics that might describe a person […] please rate the degree to which 

these items represent you”. Each statement was rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicate greater importance of moral identity to an 

individual’s self-concept. Five items each comprise the internalization subscale (α = .82) and the 

symbolization subscale (α = .82). An example of an item from the internalization subscale is, “Being 
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someone who has these characteristics is an important part of who I am”. An example item from the 

symbolization subscale is, “The types of things I do in my spare time (e.g., hobbies) clearly identify 

me as having these characteristics”. For an exploratory factor analysis of the scale that confirms this 

dimensionality in our sample, please see online supplementary materials. In the present sample, the 

two subscales showed moderate correlation (r = .35, p < .001) and sufficient internal consistency 

comparable to that reported in previous studies (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007; 

Winterich et al., 2013a).  

   

Prosocial Behaviors Rating Scale (PBRS)  

Self-report of recalled prosocial behaviors was measured using a new composite scale constructed to 

capture a broader variety of behaviors than typically measured in previous moral identity research 

(see Appendix). Guided by prior literature that indicates that prosocialness is a multidimensional 

construct, we took 30 items from existing scales to measure a variety of prosocial behaviors across 

prosocial domains (Caprara et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 1989; Pancer, Pratt, Hunsberger, & Alisat, 

2007; Rushton et al., 1981). Some items were modified slightly to specify that they were referring to 

recalled self-reported behaviors, instead of intentions or general tendencies. Participants rated the 

regularity with which they had demonstrated the named action in the past year on a 5-point Likert 

scale: 1 (never) to 5 (more than once per month). Initially, we examined the factorability of the 30 

items. We removed 8 items that correlated < .4 with at least one other item. The remaining 22 items 

were tested via exploratory factor analysis (EFA) following Costello and Osborne (2005). The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (recommended value > .6) was .89, Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity was significant, χ2 (120) = 1858.19, p < .001, and all of the diagonals of the anti-

image correlation matrix were above .7. Based on these indicators, we proceeded with an EFA using 

maximum likelihood estimation, which is appropriate when the observed variables are normally 

distributed. A total of 6 items had a low factor loading and were excluded. Finally, we performed an 
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EFA with Promax rotation of the remaining 16 items (see online supplementary materials for factor 

loadings). The final 16-item scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .88. Higher total scores indicate higher 

frequency of prosocial behaviors. Subscale scores were named (i) donation of time, labor and/or 

resources, α = .73 (ii) civic engagement, α = .79 (iii) prosocial group behaviors, α = .78, and (iv) 

emotional responding, α = .78.  

 

2.1.3 Control variables  

Social Desirability 

In line with earlier studies that control for the theoretical assertion that self-report data may be 

sensitive to impression management (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016; Reynolds & 

Ceranic, 2007), the 10-item version of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Strahan & 

Gerbasi, 1972) was used to measure an individual’s social desirability bias (α = .74). Each item is 

rated as true or false, with five of the items reversed scored. Higher scores indicate that the 

individual is more prone to impression management.  

Gender 

Gender scored as 1 (male), 2 (female) was controlled as per literature indicating that females may be 

more likely than males to display prosocial tendencies and behaviors (Penner et al., 2005).  

 

2.2 Results 

2.2.1 Descriptive statistics and correlations  

An initial analysis of means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations was carried out 

in IBM SPSS v.24 software. Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for all predictor, 

outcome and control variables are displayed in Table 1. Consistent with previous literature, the mean 

internalization subscale score was of high absolute size (M = 4.59 on a scale from 1 to 5), and 

substantially greater than the symbolization subscale (M = 3.13) (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Hardy, 
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Bhattacharjee, Reed II, & Aquino, 2010; McFerran et al., 2010). Mean internalization and 

symbolization scores were significantly different in a paired-samples t-test (t(227) = 25.44, p < .001, 

d = 1.95). Moral identity symbolization was more strongly correlated than internalization to all of the 

self-report behavioral outcomes.  

----------Insert Table 1 around here------------ 
 

2.2.2 Regression analyses 

Following Aiken & West (1991), a series of hierarchical linear regression models were used 

to test for the independent effects of  internalization and symbolizations for each domain of prosocial 

behavior and the total score. Prior to the analysis, internalization and symbolization were mean-

centered and standardized. In order to confirm and replicate results of prior studies on the role of 

internalization, all the regressions were run first with internalization as the sole predictor, and gender 

and social desirability as covariates. Symbolization was then entered in a second step in order to 

identify its unique contribution to the prediction of the various prosocial outcomes. Table 2 presents 

the results addressing H1. When entered as a single predictor in the first step, internalization 

positively predicted all of the prosocial behavioral outcomes with the exception of civic engagement. 

When moral identity symbolization was added to the models in a second step, however, 

internalization ceased to be a significant independent predictor in all cases. In the full models, 

symbolization was the strongest and only significant predictor for all of the behavioral outcomes, 

with the exception of donation of time, labor and/or resources. These results confirm H1, that 

different types of prosocial behaviors are related differentially to internalization and symbolization. 

The control variables, gender and social desirability, did not contribute to the prediction of any of the 

behavioral outcome measures.  

 

----------Insert Table 2 around here------------ 
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2.3. Study One Discussion  

Building on prior work, this study examined the distinct roles of internalization and 

symbolization for multiple domains of prosocial behaviors. The findings suggest that for the total 

composite prosocial behavior scale score, symbolization, but not internalization, is a direct predictor 

of self-reported prosocial behaviors. However, when divided into four behavioral domains factors, 

there was variation in the predictive strength of internalization and symbolization. When treated as 

the sole predictor, internalization was significant for all recalled behavioral domains except civic 

engagement. This is in line with theory suggesting that those high in internalization display more 

prosocial action, and with previous research reporting the same (e.g Aquino & Reed, 2002; Hardy et 

al., 2015). However, the lack of effect for civic engagement is contradictory to prior results based on 

a study of adolescents (Hardy et al., 2015). This anomaly could make civic engagement a special 

target for future research.  

 

With the addition of symbolization to the regression models, internalization was no longer 

significant for any of the prosocial behavior outcomes measured. In contrast, symbolization was 

significant, albeit with varying strength, for all domains except donation of time, effort and/or 

resources. The direct and significant effect of symbolization, above and beyond internalization, for a 

wide variety of prosocial behaviors, is a novel finding. Comparing findings across prosocial 

domains, symbolization was the strongest predictor for civic engagement, followed by emotional 

responding, and then prosociality in groups. The varying strength of this effect supports H1, and the 

underlying theory that prosocial behavior is a multifaceted construct (Carlo & Randall, 2002). In 

addition, these results illustrate that both moral identity internalization and symbolization must be 

included in research fully investigating prosocial outcomes.  

 

3. Study Two 
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Whereas Study 1 made an important step in identifying different strengths of relationships 

between internalization, symbolization and different domains of prosocial behaviors, Study 2 aimed 

to explore one possible explanation for these differences. Prior research suggests that internalization 

and symbolization may be distinctly associated with prosocial behaviors depending on whether these 

behaviors are public or private (Mayer et al., 2012; Schaumberg & Wiltermuth, 2014; Winterich et 

al., 2013b). Drawing on this work, we created a modified version of the PBRS scale used in Study 1 

by revising the items to explicitly measure public and private behaviors. This allowed us to test the 

hypothesis that internalization and symbolization will be differentially related to public and private 

behaviors (H2). Furthermore, we built on previous experimental work (Winterich et al., 2013b) 

proposing that internalization and symbolization interact for public (but not private) behaviors by 

testing whether they also have an interactive effect across public and private prosocial behaviors 

(H3). 

 

3.1 Methods and Materials  

3.1.1 Participants and procedure 

Adult participants were recruited as in Study 1 to complete an online survey on personality 

and behaviors in social situations. The final Study 2 sample consisted of 299 participants  

(47.2% male; Mage = 37.11, SD = 11.59). All participants were native English speakers, U.S 

residents, and at least high school educated. The survey was programmed using Qualtrics software 

and administered online on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). After providing informed consent, 

participants filled in a questionnaire that took on average 8.5 minutes to complete. Upon completion 

of all measures and two successful attention checks respondents were compensated .90 USD. 

 

3.1.2 Measures 
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As in Study 1, participants filled in the internalization (α = .82) and the symbolization (α = 

.88) subscales of the Self-Importance of Moral Identity Scale, the Marlowe-Crowne Social 

Desirability Scale (α = .73). In addition, participants also completed the following two scales: 

 

Prosocial Behaviors Rating Scale-Public Private (PBRS-PP)  

The original PBRS was revised (PBRS-PP) to include 16 public items and 7 private items that fit 

thematically into the 4 factors identified in Study 1 (see Appendix). Before completing the measure, 

participants were given examples of the difference between a public prosocial behavior (e.g. 

donating money into a collection box at a cash register) and a private prosocial behavior (e.g. 

donating money anonymously) and asked to confirm that they understood the distinction. 

Participants were randomly assigned to answer either the public or the private section of the scale 

first. No significant differences were found between these two groups in an independent samples t-

test (t(297) = -.90, p = .37, d = -.09). As in Study 1, participants rated frequency of the behavior in 

the past year on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (twelve times or more). The scale 

was tested via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the maximum likelihood method in AMOS 

Graphics v.24 following Byrne (2013). To confirm the multidimensional nature of the PBRS, first 

we compared a one-factor first-order solution to a two-factor first-order solution that split the items 

into public and private subscales (∆ χ2 (1) = 37.36, p < .001). The two-factor solution was a 

significantly better fit than the one-factor solution. Next, we compared the two-factor model with the 

four-factor domain-based model that was specified by the EFA in Study 1. The four-factor solution 

had a better model fit, ∆ χ2 (5) = 190.23, p < .001, cross-validating the EFA from Study 1. Two items 

with a low factor loading were removed from the scale. Modification indices recommended the 

addition of eight covariance paths between error terms. To assess the goodness of model fit of the 

four-factor solution, we used two indicators: the Comparative Fit Index (CFI; >0.95 good, >0.90 

acceptable) and the Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA; <0.06 good, <0.08 
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acceptable). The final model fit the data well, χ2 = 366.09, df = 175, p = < .001, CFI = .93, RMSEA 

= .06 (90% CI = .05-.07). Standardized factor loadings of all items were significant (p < .001). The 

final 21-item scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .92. See the online supplementary materials for factor 

loadings from the two- and four- factor models. As in the original PBRS, higher scores indicate 

higher frequency of prosocial action. Individual factor reliabilities were as follows: donation of time, 

effort and/or resources: α = .75, civic engagement: α = .81, prosociality in groups: α = .82, and 

emotional responding: α = .82. In order to test H2 and H3, we also split the final PBRS-PP items into 

public (15 items, α = .88) and private (6 items, α = .82) dimensions. 

 

3.2 Results 

3.2.1 Descriptive statistics and correlations  

An initial analysis of means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations was carried out 

in IBM SPSS v.24 software. Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for all predictor, 

outcome and control variables are displayed in Table 3. Consistent with Study 1, internalization and 

symbolization were significantly different in a paired-samples t-test (t(298) = 20.06, p < .001, d = 

1.56) and symbolization was more strongly correlated than internalization to all of the self-report 

behavioral domains. The pattern of significant correlations between the sub-factors of reported 

prosocial behaviors was also similar to Study 1, indicating that higher levels of prosocial behavior in 

one domain are correlated with higher frequency in other domains.  

----------Insert Table 3 around here------------ 
 

3.2.2 Regression analyses 

In order to test H1, a series of linear regression models following Aiken & West (1991) were 

employed. Prior to the analysis, internalization and symbolization were mean-centered and 

standardized. The four PBRS-PP subscales and the total composite score were the outcomes in five 

separate models. In order to confirm and replicate results of Study 1 on the roles of both 
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internalization and symbolization, each model included a single step adding internalization and 

symbolization as predictors, and gender and social desirability as covariates (see the results 

presented in Table 4). All models were significant. Neither of the covariates were significant 

predictors of any outcomes.  These results confirm H1, and generally replicate the findings from 

Study 1, that different domains of prosocial behaviors are related differentially to internalization and 

symbolization.  

Similar to the full models in Study 1, symbolization was the sole significant predictor for all 

prosocial domains. Unexpectedly, however, internalization’s relationship to donation behaviors, 

civic engagement, and to the composite score were all negative, albeit only significantly for civic 

engagement. As in Study 1, this suggests that higher moral identity internalization is related to fewer 

prosocial behaviors in these domains. 

 

----------Insert Table 4 around here------------ 
 

 
In a second set of regression analyses, H2 and H3 were tested through a series of two-step 

hierarchical linear regressions using the public and private PBRS-PP subscales as outcomes (see 

results presented in Table 5). In the first step, internalization and symbolization were included as 

predictors, and gender and social desirability as covariates. Only symbolization had a significant 

main effect for both outcomes. These results partially confirm H2, specifically in respect to 

symbolization predicting public prosociality. Contrary to the hypothesis, however, symbolization 

was also a significant predictor of private prosocial behaviors.  

In the second step, an interaction term between internalization and symbolization was added 

to test behaviors H3. The interactions were significant for both the public subscale and the private 

subscale. The addition of the interaction term significantly improved both models: public ∆R2 = .03, 
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p = .002, and private ∆R2 = .02, p = .01. Neither of the control variables contributed to the prediction 

of any of the outcome measures in either step 1 or 2.  

In order to explore the interaction effect in more detail, we tested the simple slopes of 

symbolization for participants low (-1 SD) and high (+1 SD) in internalization (as per Aiken & West, 

1991). The analyses revealed the same pattern for both public and private outcomes, namely, that 

higher symbolization was associated with higher displays of prosocial behaviors, particularly when 

internalization was low. The effect of symbolization on public prosocial behaviors was significant 

for both those low in internalization (b = .40, t = 5.94, p < .001), and high in internalization (b = .15, 

t = 3.04, p = .003). In relation to private prosocial behaviors, the effect of symbolization was 

similarly significant for those low in internalization (b = .40, t = 5.03, p < .001), and high in 

internalization (b = .16, t = 2.82, p = .01). Graphical displays of the interactions are presented in 

Figure 1. The results partially confirm H3 in respect to public behaviors, such that for individuals low 

in internalization, high symbolization predicts higher frequency of prosocial behaviors. The results 

did not confirm H3, which posited that there would be no significant interaction for private 

behaviors.   

 

----------Insert Table 5 around here------------ 
 

----------Insert Figure 1 around here------------ 

 

3.3 Study Two Discussion 

This study investigated a series of interrelated aims related to testing the predictive power of 

moral identity internalization and symbolization for a variety of prosocial behaviors. Specifically, it 

tested the dimensionality of the PBRS-PP scale, and explored both the independent and interactive 

roles of internalization and symbolization across a range of public and private prosocial behaviors. 

The study contributes to existing literature in two important ways. First, we confirm the 
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multidimensional nature of prosocial behaviors suggested by previous authors and shown in Study 1 

(Caprara et al., 2005; Carlo & Randall, 2002). The four-factor model confirmed here supports the 

assertion from Study 1 that single-item outcomes and unidimensional scales do not provide an 

adequate measure of the spectrum of real-world prosocial behaviors.  Secondly, the results build a 

more nuanced picture of moral identity by empirically illustrating the independent effects of 

symbolization and internalization and how they interact in relation to the distinction between public 

and private prosocial actions.  

In many social contexts, individuals use the observation and acknowledgement from others to 

frame their self-concept and motivate their behaviors (Baumeister, 1998). In the moral domain, 

symbolization is said to capture this self-presentational motivation, both in the drive to appear moral 

to others and to convey the moral self to the outside world (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Jennings et al., 

2015). Based on this theory and prior empirical findings (Winterich et al., 2013a; 2013b) we 

hypothesized that symbolization would only have a significant independent and interactive 

relationship with recognized or public behaviors; however, this was not the case. It appears that the 

role of symbolization extends beyond observable behaviors and may, in fact, be applicable to all 

prosocial acts. With respect to internalization, the results were similarly unexpected. The non-

significant associations between internalization and prosocial behavior in some of the regression 

models were contrary to prior literature demonstrating a significant positive relationship between 

these two constructs (for a meta-analysis, see Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016). One possible explanation 

is that many of the previous studies investigating this association only include internalization. These 

results suggest that internalization, as a sole predictor, does not sufficiently explain the role of moral 

identity for real-world prosocial behaviors. 

As for the relationship between the two dimensions of moral identity, the present study did 

not replicate the interaction effect seen in prior work (Winterich et al., 2013a; 2013b), nor support 

the argumentation that the effect of symbolization is dependent on one’s level of internalization. In 

both the public and private domains, individuals low in internalization and high in symbolization 
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displayed the greatest number of prosocial acts. Taken together, these results suggest that 

symbolization is not dependent on level of internalization, and is related to all forms of prosociality, 

regardless of their public or private dimensionality.  

 

4. General Discussion 

To our knowledge, this is the first set of studies to address the independent and interactive 

roles of internalization and symbolization for a wide variety of prosocial behaviors, and to 

investigate whether their effects differ across behavioral domains and public/private dimensions. In 

Study 1, we demonstrated differential relationships of internalization and symbolization to four 

domains of self-reported prosocial behaviors, measured using a new scale. Study 2 investigated 

whether the public versus private nature of prosocial behavior could explain these differences. The 

results of Study 2 indicated that symbolization has a significant main effect for prosocial behaviors 

regardless of their public or private nature. Furthermore, for both recognized and anonymous 

prosocial behaviors we found a significant interaction effect between internalization and 

symbolization, in an unexpected direction.  

With respect to the specific hypotheses tested in these studies, we confirmed H1, that 

symbolization and internalization have differential effects across distinctive domains of prosocial 

behaviors. Specifically, in the full regression models that include both internalization and 

symbolization, the effect of symbolization was significant across all four domains of real-world 

prosocial behaviors, while internalization was non-significant in all cases but one. The negative 

direction of the relationship between internalization and some types of prosocial behaviors was not 

expected based on prior literature (for a meta-analysis, see Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016). While these 

results appear puzzling at first, it may be that when probed about a range of behaviors across a 

cumulative year-long timespan, respondents demonstrate a moral licensing effect in certain 

behavioral domains. Literature in the field of moral licensing posits that when people have 
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established a self-image as a moral person, they can have lessened incentive to participate in costly 

moral behaviors (Blanken, van de Ven, & Zeelenberg, 2015; Sachdeva, Iliev, & Medin, 2009). In 

several studies, individuals with primed moral self-schemas were less likely to engage in prosocial 

actions (Jordan, Mullen, & Murnighan, 2011; Mazar & Zhong, 2010; Sachdeva et al., 2009). This 

effect is particularly evident when the past behaviors are linked to the individual’s self-concept and 

intrinsic motivation, as internalization is (Jordan et al., 2011; Khan & Dhar, 2006). Individuals who 

score high on internalization may believe that they are the “sort of person” who  ly acts in a prosocial 

way, and use this belief to justify performing fewer effort-consuming prosocial behaviors over a 

prolonged period of time, than those with lower ratings of internalization. Such a process could 

potentially explain the observed negative relationship between internalization and some costly 

prosocial behaviors in this study. Future work that explicitly examines moral licensing as it relates to 

multiple domains of prosocial behaviors would be useful to further explore these novel and 

interesting findings. For example, experience sampling methodology that asks participants in real-

time to detail their prosocial intentions and behaviors could be used to investigate the positive and 

negative relationships between internalization and different behaviors in a more nuanced way that 

helps to further elucidate both these and prior findings.  

The results connected to the first hypothesis call attention to the importance of multi-

dimensional measurement of both moral identity and prosocial behaviors. Consideration of the 

methods used to measure these constructs is important both to interpretation of prior work and to the 

design of future projects. Specifically, many previous studies have failed to include symbolization as 

a predictor, or have only tested single-behaviors in an experimental manipulation. However, the non-

significant effect of internalization when including symbolization in the full regression models in 

both studies provides evidence that using only the internalization subscale is insufficient to 

understand the full relationship between moral identity and prosocial behaviors. Our results echo 

prior work demonstrating that internalization and symbolization have unique predictive properties 
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(Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007). This study empirically demonstrates that, at least where the 

measurement of behavioral outcomes is concerned, both subscales should be used. Moreover, our 

findings highlight the importance of investigating a variety of prosocial behaviors, as the 

relationships to moral identity are not uniform across domains. That the predictive strength of 

internalization and symbolization differed by PBRS domains supports the supposition that the scales 

measures a multidimensional construct. Even so, the predictors tested in the models accounted for 

only a small proportion (3 – 16%) of the overall variance in the PBRS scale scores. While this is not 

surprising for a complex behavior such as prosociality, and is in line with other research in the area 

(e.g. Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007), future work further developing and testing this scale, and using a 

greater number of predictors, would be useful. 

In an attempt to explain the pattern of results we observed in Study 1, Study 2 tested the 

hypothesis that the public versus private nature of the prosocial behavior in question may be driving 

the relationship between internalization, symbolization, and behavior (H2). This hypothesis was not 

supported. The significant relationship of symbolization to prosocial behavior did not depend on the 

level of public recognition of the behavior in question. In our samples, elevated levels of 

symbolization drove prosocial behavior regardless of behavioral domain or public/private dimension. 

These findings align with work hypothesizing that symbolization may not only measure a desire to 

appear moral to observers, as previously supposed, but also a wish to feel like a moral person 

(Schaumberg & Wiltermuth, 2014) in some way that is connected to both public and private 

prosocial activities. For example, the prosocial domain ‘emotional responding’ probed empathetic 

actions, which are arguably the least recognition-based prosocial behaviors questioned. However, 

this domain had the second strongest association to the symbolization predictor in Study 1 and it was 

also significant in Study 2. Our results conflict with prior work suggesting that public recognition is 

the salient factor in activating symbolization (Winterich et al., 2009; Winterich et al., 2013a), and 

contradicts the theory that the chronic accessibility of internalized moral identity is the driving 
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motivational force in the absence of such recognition (Aquino et al., 2009). We do not argue against 

recognition and social reinforcement being important factors motivating prosocial behaviors, but the 

current studies demonstrate that there must be other driving forces as well. The only two previous 

examinations of the relationship of symbolization to public versus private behaviors only tested 

donation behavior in an experimental setting (Winterich et al., 2013a; 2013b). The present study 

suggests that investigating a wider variety of behaviors is necessary for a fuller picture of the 

complex relationship between symbolization, internalization, and recognition.  

The final hypothesis tested in this work was that symbolization and internalization would 

have a significant interaction only for public behaviors (H3). However, it appears that for both public 

and private behaviors, high symbolization has a dominant effect regardless of level of internalization. 

The consistent significance of symbolization across all analyses suggests that this subdimension may 

not only capture presentational concerns, as per Jennings et al. (2015), but also the tendency of 

individuals to infer their moral identity internalization from their actions. This reasoning in is in line 

with Bem's (1967) classic self-perception theory,  which postulates that people use their behaviors to 

draw conclusions about themselves. Accordingly, when an individual performs actions that are 

helpful, caring, and altruistic, they may perceive both that morality is important to them and that they 

exemplify moral characteristics, hence increasing internalization. While it was not possible to 

pinpoint the causal directional of the relationship between internalization and symbolization in this 

study, the findings raise the interesting possibility that individuals who score high on symbolization 

may use their external behaviors to boost their sense of internalized moral identity, rather than being 

motivated to act prosocially solely because of self-identification as a moral person. This proposed 

ordering of constructs is somewhat of a modification to the original moral identity theory (Aquino & 

Reed, 2002; Blasi, 1984) but  it would be an interesting hypothesis to test via a time-lagged 

mediation model that is able to more conclusively determine whether the relationship of 

internalization and symbolization for real-world prosocial behaviors is causal or interactive. In 
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addition, these findings further reinforce the importance of future work that uses both dimensions of 

moral identity. Additional research that addresses the specific roles of, and differences between, 

internalization and symbolization would be of both great theoretical and applied value.  

 

4.1 Limitations and future research  

While we believe that this research has provided important new knowledge, some limitations 

must also be acknowledged. First, our use of self-reports of prior prosocial actions raises the 

possibility that compared to observational laboratory studies, the results may be victim to inflated 

effect sizes due to self-presentation biases or recall error. However, there was no systematic evidence 

of social desirability bias in this study. Future experimental manipulations testing the public/private 

behavior distinction across a wider variety of behaviors types would build on the current findings to 

further investigate the true role of recognition in activating symbolization.  

Second, while the scales developed in this study represent an important first-step towards 

developing tools to capture the multifactorial nature of real-world prosocial behavior, they were 

primarily developed using items from previously published scales. Including and testing alternative 

and/or additional items in future work would also advance the field. In particular, developing 

additional public and private items for each of the subscales would be useful. Identifying private 

items to add to the civic engagement scale was a challenge. Incorporating such items in future 

research would allow for further analysis of the relationships between internalization, symbolization, 

and an array of both public and private outcomes.     

Finally, as noted above, another limitation is the cross-sectional design of the current study, 

which does not allow for a clear test of the directionality of the relationship between the constructs. 

It remains unclear whether an individual is motivated to behave more prosocially in order to 

maintain internal self-consistency, or whether an individual who demonstrates more prosocial 
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behaviors in turns boosts their internal self-importance of morality. Research using longitudinal and 

experimental designs better able to assess directionality and causality is needed.  

In conclusion, the present pair of studies builds a more complete picture of the roles of both 

dimensions of moral identity as they relate to real-world prosociality. The results presented here also 

raise some interesting avenues for future work in both the laboratory and the field, all of which will 

contribute to the ultimate applied goal of developing interventions designed to promote more helpful 

and beneficial interpersonal behaviors. 

 

 
Funding statement: This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the 

public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



HAVING VERSUS DOING: MORAL IDENTITY AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS                                                           
 

26 

References 
 
Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions. 

London: Sage. 
Aquino, K., Freeman, D., Reed II, A., Lim, V. K. G., & Felps, W. (2009). Testing a social-cognitive 

model of moral behavior: the interactive influence of situations and moral identity centrality. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(1), 123. 

Aquino, K., McFerran, B., & Laven, M. (2011). Moral identity and the experience of moral elevation 
in response to acts of uncommon goodness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
100(4), 703. 

Aquino, K., & Reed, A. (2002). The self-importance of moral identity. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 83(6), 1423. 

Batson, C. D., Thompson, E. R., Seuferling, G., Whitney, H., & Strongman, J. A. (1999). Moral 
hypocrisy: appearing moral to oneself without being so. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 77(3), 525. 

Baumeister, R. F. (1998). The Self. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook 
of social psychology (Vol. 2). McGraw-Hill New York. 

Bem, D. J. (1967). Self-perception: An alternative interpretation of cognitive dissonance phenomena. 
Psychological Review, 74(3), 183–200. Retrieved from 
http://web.mit.edu/curhan/www/docs/Articles/15341_Readings/Motivation/Bem_1967_Self_pe
rception.pdf 

Blanken, I., van de Ven, N., & Zeelenberg, M. (2015). A Meta-Analytic Review of Moral Licensing. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(4), 540–558. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215572134 

Blasi, A. (1983). Moral cognition and moral action: A theoretical perspective. Developmental 
Review, 3(2), 178–210. 

Blasi, A. (1984). Moral identity: Its role in moral functioning. In W. Kurtines & J. Gewirtz (Eds.),    
Morality, moral behavior and moral development (pp. 128–139). New York: Wiley. 

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: A New Source of 
Inexpensive, Yet High-Quality, Data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 3–5. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980 

Byrne, B. M. (2013). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications, and 
programming. London: Routledge. 

Caprara, G. V., Steca, P., Zelli, A., & Capanna, C. (2005). A New Scale for Measuring Adults’ 
Prosocialness. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 21(2), 77–89. 
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.21.2.77 

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. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014033032440 

Cheung, P. C., Ma, H. K., & Shek, D. T. . (1998). Conceptions of success: their correlates with 
prosocial orientation and behaviour in Chinese adolescents. Journal of Adolescence, 21(1), 31–
42. https://doi.org/10.1006/JADO.1997.0127 

Colby, A., & Damon, W. (1992). Some do care : contemporary lives of moral commitment. New 
York: Free Press. Retrieved from 
https://www.statsbiblioteket.dk/au/#/search?query=recordID%3A%22sb_391398%22 

Costello, A. B., & Osborne, J. W. (2005). Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: four 
recommendations for getting the most from your analysis. - Practical Assessment, Research 
&amp; Evaluation, 10(7). Retrieved from http://www.pareonline.net/pdf/v10n7.pdf 

Crimston, D., Bain, P., Hornsey, M., & Bastian, B. (2016). Moral Expansiveness: Examining 
Variability in the Extension of the Moral World. Retrieved from 



HAVING VERSUS DOING: MORAL IDENTITY AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS                                                           
 

27 

http://psycnet.apa.org/psycinfo/2016-01230-001/ 
Hardy, S. A. (2006). Identity, Reasoning, and Emotion: An Empirical Comparison of Three Sources 

of Moral Motivation. Motivation and Emotion, 30(3), 205–213. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-
006-9034-9 

Hardy, S. A., Bhattacharjee, A., Reed II, A., & Aquino, K. (2010). Moral identity and psychological 
distance: The case of adolescent parental socialization. Journal of Adolescence, 33(1), 111–123. 

Hardy, Bean, D. S., & Olsen, J. A. (2015). Moral identity and adolescent prosocial and antisocial 
behaviors: Interactions with moral disengagement and self-regulation. Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence, 44(8), 1542–1554. 

Hardy, & Carlo, G. (2005). Identity as a Source of Moral Motivation. Human Development, 48(4), 
232–256. https://doi.org/10.1159/000086859 

Hart, D., Atkins, R., & Ford, D. (1998). Urban America as a context for the development of moral 
identity in adolescence. Journal of Social Issues, 54(3), 513–530. 

Hertz, S. G., & Krettenauer, T. (2016). Does moral identity effectively predict moral behavior?: A 
meta-analysis. Review of General Psychology, 20(2), 129–140. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000062 

Horton, J. J., Rand, D. G., & Zeckhauser, R. J. (2011). The online laboratory: Conducting 
experiments in a real labor market. Experimental Economics, 14(3), 399–425. 

Jennings, P. L., Mitchell, M. S., & Hannah, S. T. (2015). The moral self: A review and integration of 
the literature. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 36(S1), S104–S168. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1919 

Johnson, R. C., Danko, G. P., Darvill, T. J., Bochner, S., Bowers, J. K., Huang, Y.-H., … 
Pennington, D. (1989). Cross-cultural assessment of altruism and its correlates. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 10(8), 855–868. 

Jordan, J., Mullen, E., & Murnighan, J. K. (2011). Striving for the Moral Self: The Effects of 
Recalling Past Moral Actions on Future Moral Behavior. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 37(5), 701–713. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211400208 

Khan, U., & Dhar, R. (2006). Licensing Effect in Consumer Choice. Journal of Marketing Research, 
43(2), 259–266. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.43.2.259 

Kohlberg, L. (1976) Moral stages and moralization. In:  T. Lickona (Ed.) Moral development and 
behavior: Theory, research and social issues, (pp. 31–53). Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Krettenauer, T., & Casey, V. (2015). Moral Identity Development and Positive Moral Emotions: 
Differences Involving Authentic and Hubristic Pride. Identity, 15(3), 173–187. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2015.1023441 

Lapsley, D. K. (2004). Moral development, self, and identity. Psychology Press. 
Mayer, D. M., Aquino, K., Greenbaum, R. L., & Kuenzi, M. (2012). Who Displays Ethical 

Leadership, and Why Does It Matter? An Examination of Antecedents and Consequences of 
Ethical Leadership. Academy of Management Journal, 55(1), 151–171. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.0276 

Mazar, N., & Zhong, C.-B. (2010). Do Green Products Make Us Better People? Psychological 
Science, 21(4), 494–498. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610363538 

McFerran, B., Aquino, K., & Duffy, M. (2010). How Personality and Moral Identity Relate to 
Individuals’ Ethical Ideology. Business Ethics Quarterly, 20(1), 35–56. Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=47357713&site=ehost-live 

Mulder, L. B., & Aquino, K. (2013). The role of moral identity in the aftermath of dishonesty.        
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 121(2), 219-230. 

Narvaez, D., & Lapsley, D. K. (2009). Moral identity, moral functioning, and the development of 
moral character. In D. M. Bartels, C. W. Bauman, L. J. Skitka, & D. L. Medin (Eds.), 
Psychology of Learning and Motivation (Vol. 50, pp. 237–274). Burlington, VT: Academic 
Press. 



HAVING VERSUS DOING: MORAL IDENTITY AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS                                                           
 

28 

Pancer, S. M., Pratt, M., Hunsberger, B., & Alisat, S. (2007). Community and political involvement 
in adolescence: What distinguishes the activists from the uninvolved? Journal of Community 
Psychology, 35(6), 741–759. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20176 

Paolacci, G., Chandler, J., & Ipeirotis, P. G. (2010). Running experiments on Amazon Mechanical 
Turk. Judgment and Decision Making, 5(5), 411. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1011330798?accountid=14468 

Penner, L. A., Dovidio, J. F., Piliavin, J. A., & Schroeder, D. A. (2005). Prosocial behavior: 
multilevel perspectives. Annual Review of Psychology, 56(1), 365–392. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070141 

Rushton, P. J., Chrisjohn, R. D., & Fekken, C. G. (1981). The altruistic personality and the self-
report altruism scale. Personality and Individual Differences, 2(4), 293–302. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(81)90084-2 

Reed, A., Aquino, K., & Levy, E. (2007). Moral Identity and Judgments of Charitable Behaviors. 
Journal of Marketing, 71(1), 178–193. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.71.1.178 

Reed II, A., & Aquino, K. F. (2003). Moral identity and the expanding circle of moral regard toward 
out-groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(6), 1270. 

Reynolds, S. J., & Ceranic, T. L. (2007). The effects of moral judgment and moral identity on moral 
behavior: An empirical examination of the moral individual. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
92(6), 1610–1624. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1610 

Sachdeva, S., Iliev, R., & Medin, D. L. (2009). Sinning Saints and Saintly Sinners: The Paradox of 
Moral Self-Regulation. Psychological Science, 20(4), 523–528. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2009.02326.x 

Sage, L., Kavussanu, M., Duda, J., Kavussanu, M., & Sage, L. (2006). Goal orientations and moral 
identity as predictors of prosocial and antisocial functioning in male association football 
players. Journal of Sports Sciences, 24(5), 455–466. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640410500244531 

Schaumberg, R., & Wiltermuth, S. (2014). Desire for a positive moral self-regard exacerbates 
escalation of commitment to initiatives with prosocial aims. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 123(2), 110–123. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.OBHDP.2013.10.012 

Strahan, R., & Gerbasi, K. C. (1972). Short, homogeneous versions of the Marlow-Crowne Social 
Desirability Scale. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 28(2), 191–193. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(197204)28:2<191::AID-JCLP2270280220>3.0.CO;2-G 

Teper, R., Zhong, C.-B., & Inzlicht, M. (2015). How Emotions Shape Moral Behavior: Some 
Answers (and Questions) for the Field of Moral Psychology. Social and Personality Psychology 
Compass, 9(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12154 

Winterich, K. P., Mittal, V., & Ross, W. T. (2009). Donation Behavior toward In-Groups and Out-
Groups: The Role of Gender and Moral Identity. Journal of Consumer Research, 36(2), 199–
214. https://doi.org/10.1086/596720 

Winterich, K. P., Mittal, V., & Aquino, K. (2013a). When does recognition increase charitable 
behavior? Toward a moral identity-based model. Journal of Marketing, 77(3), 121–134. 

Winterich, K. P., Aquino, K., Mittal, V., & Swartz, R. (2013b). When moral identity symbolization 
motivates prosocial behavior: the role of recognition and moral identity internalization. The 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(5), 759–770. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033177 

 



 1 

  Table 1 
  Study 1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations of Research Variables (N = 228) 

 Variable  M(SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Gender - -         

2. Social Desirability 1.48 (.25) -.19* -        

3. Internalization (Moral Identity) 4.60 (.57) .15* -.09 -       
4. Symbolization (Moral Identity) 3.13 (.89) .22* -.29*** .35*** -      
 Prosocial Behaviors:           

5.    Donation of time, effort, resources 2.55 (.77) .14* -.11 .20** .21** -     
6.    Civic Engagement 1.76 (.67) .14* -.05 .06 .29*** .50*** -    
7.    Prosociality in groups 2.44 (.99) .08 .06 .14 .18** .49*** .37*** -   
8.    Emotional responding 1.93 (.72) .16* -.07 .16* .28*** .52*** .67*** .48*** -  
9.    Total composite score 2.20 (.64) .16* -.03 .18** .29*** .78*** .77*** .79*** .80*** - 

Notes: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001         
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  Table 2 
  Study 1: Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting PBRS Domains (N = 228) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    Donationa Civic Engagementb Prosociality in Groupsc Emotionald Compositee 

Model   β t p β t p β t p β t p β t p 

1 Gender .10 1.45 .15 .13 1.88 .06 .07 1.09 .28 .13* 1.98 .05 .14* 2.02 .05 

 Social Desirability -.07 -1.11 .27 -.03 -.48 .63 .09 1.29 .20 -.03 -.40 .69 .01 .17 .87 

 Internalization (Moral Identity) .17** 2.60 .01 .04 .54 .59 .13* 1.96 .05 .14* 2.09 .04 .16* 2.46 .02 

2 Gender .08 1.22 .23 .09 1.37 .17 .05 .78 .44 .10 1.55 .12 .10 1.57 .12 

 Social Desirability -.04 -.64 .52 .04 .60 .55 .13 1.86 .06 .03 .47 .64 .07 1.08 .28 

 Internalization (Moral Identity) .13 1.93 .06 -.06 -.84 .38 .08 1.09 .28 .06 .88 .38 .08 1.18 .24 

 Symbolization (Moral Identity) .13 1.76 .08 .31*** 4.30 <.001 .17* 2.38 .02 .25** 3.47 .001 .26*** 3.67 <.001 

 Model 2 R2 .07  .10  .05  .09  .11  

 ΔR2 .01  .08***  .02*  .05***  .05***  
Notes: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
a F(4, 223) = 4.07, p = .003   

b F(4, 223) = 6.00, p < .001  
c F(4, 223) = 3.11, p = .02  
d F(4, 223) = 5.77, p < .001  
e F(4, 223) = 6.52, p < .001	
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  Table 3 
  Study 2: Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations of Research Variables (N = 299) 

 Variable M(SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Gender - -           

2. Social Desirability 1.48 (.25) .06 -          

3. Internalization (Moral Identity) 4.47 (.65) .17** .01 -         

4. Symbolization (Moral Identity) 3.23 (.91) .14* .10 .10 -        

 Prosocial Behaviors:             

5.    Donation of time, effort, resources 2.47 (.69) .10 .02 .02 .28*** -       

6.     Civic Engagement 1.79 (.75) .01 .04 -.17** .34*** .65*** -      

7.     Prosociality in groups 2.73 (.86) .06 -.07 .11 .24*** .67*** .46*** -     

8.     Emotional responding 2.72 (.83) .08 -.01 .13* .24*** .67*** .46*** .76*** -    

9.     Total composite score 2.40 (.65) .07 -.01 .02 .33*** .88*** .74*** .84*** .87*** -   

10.     Public subscale 2.37 (.66) .03 -.01 -.01 .31*** .86*** .78*** .81*** .80*** .98*** -  

11.     Private subscale 2.50 (.77) .13* -.02 .08 .30*** .78*** .52*** .77*** .87*** .88*** .76*** - 

Notes: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4 
Study 2: Linear Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting PBRS-M Outcomes (N = 299) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
    
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Donationa Civic Engagementb Prosociality in Groupsc Emotionald Compositee 

  β  t p β t p β t p β t p β t p 
Gender .07 1.19 .24 -.01 -.15 .88 .02 .29 .77 .04 .64 .52 .03 .49 .62 

Social Desirability -.01 -.13 .90 .01 .13 .90 -.09 -1.61 .11 -.04 -.66 .51 -.05 -.83 .41 

Internalization (Moral Identity) -.02 -.42 .67 -.21 -3.76 <.001 .08 1.40 .16 .10 1.70 .09 -.02 -.34 .74 

Symbolization (Moral Identity) .27 4.79 <.001 .36 6.66 <.001 .24 4.18 <.001 .23 3.94 <.001 .32 5.86 <.001 

Model R2 .08 .16 .07 .07 .11 
Notes: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
a F(4, 294) = 6.57, p < .001 

b F(4, 294) = 13.84, p < .001  
c F(4, 294) = 5.78, p < .001  
d F(4, 294) = 5.54, p < .001  
e F(4, 294) = 8.97, p < .001 
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Table 5 
Study 2: Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Public and Private Prosocial Behaviors (N = 299) 

 Public Prosocial Behaviors  Private Prosocial Behaviors 
 Step 1 Step 2a                  Step 1         Step 2b 

 β t p β t p  β t p β t p 

Gender -.01 -.02 .98 -.01 -.23 .82  .08 1.49 .14 .08 1.33 .18 
Social Desirability -.04 -.67 .51 -.04 -.77 .45  -.06 -1.02 .31 -.06 -1.09 .28 
Internalization (MI) -.04 -.75 .46 -.03 -.61 .54  .03 .59 .56 .04 .71 .48 
Symbolization (MS) .32*** 5.73 <.001 .36*** 6.37 <.001  .29*** 5.07 <.001 .32*** 5.55 <.001 
MI x MS    -.17** -3.10 .002     -.14 -2.48* .01 
R2 .10 .13  .10 .12 
ΔR2 .03**  .02* 
Notes: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
a F(5, 293) = 8.76, p < .001 

b F(5, 293) = 7.76, p < .001  
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Appendix  
Study 1: Items in the Prosocial Behaviors Ratings Scale  
Item Source 

Donation of time, effort and/or resources  
    I have donated clothing or goods to charity Rushton et al. 
  I have delayed an elevator in order to hold the door open for a stranger Rushton et al. 
  I have allowed somebody to go ahead of me in a line Rushton et al. 
  I have bought something deliberately because I knew some of the proceeds would go to charity Rushton et al. (modified) 

Prosociality in groups 
 

    I have shared credit for an accomplishment when I could have taken it all Johnson, et al. 

  As part of a group I have done menial jobs without being asked, even though it is not directly my responsibility Johnson et al. 

  I have shared knowledge with colleagues in order to help them get ahead Johnson et al. 
  I have ‘picked up the slack’ at work for a colleague who could not keep up the pace Johnson et al.  

Civic engagement  
    I have participated in a political party, club or organization Pancer et al. 

   I have helped with a fund-raising project Pancer et al. 
  I have done volunteer work Rushton et al. 
  I have contributed time and/or labor to community involvement activities Johnson et al. 
  I have helped people who were new to my country Pancer et al. 

Emotional responding 
    I volunteered to help those in need prior to being asked 

 Caprara et al. (modified) 
 I felt empathetic to those in need and therefore chose to help out in some way 
 Caprara et al. (modified) 
 I went out of my way to help a friend that expressed they felt emotionally distressed 
 Caprara et al. (modified) 
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Study 2: Items in the Prosocial Behaviors Ratings Scale – Public Private 
  Item Public/Private 

Donation of time, effort, resources  

    Delayed an elevator in order to hold the door open for a stranger Public 

    Allowed somebody to go ahead of you in a line Public 

    Given clothing or goods to charity publically Public 

    Given money to charity publically Public 

    Donated clothing or goods through an anonymous drop-off box Private 

    Donated money anonymously Private 

Civic engagement  

    Participated in a political party, club or organization Public 

    Helped with a fund-raising project Public 

    Done volunteer work, other than fundraising Public 

    Publically contributed time and/or labor to community involvement activities Public 

    Helped people who were new to your country Public 

Prosociality in groups  

    Shared credit for an accomplishment when you could have taken it all Public 

    Done small tasks as part of a group, even though they were not directly your responsibility Public 

    ‘Picked up the slack' for somebody that needed help, through a visible action Public 

    Shared knowledge with somebody in order to help them get ahead Public 

    ‘Picked up the slack’ for somebody that needed help, without being noticed Private 

Emotional responding  

    Did something kind for an upset/sick friend to explicitly express your distress Public 

    Comforted somebody who was distressed Public 

    Volunteered to help somebody in need because you felt empathy towards them Private 

    Gone out of your way to help a friend without telling them it was inconvenient for you Private 

    Helped somebody in need without them knowing it was you Private 

Note: Some items were added to capture both a public and private versions of the same behavior. In cases where no 
private version of a public behavior could be identified, new items were created.  
 
 
 
 



Figure 1 
Simple slope analyses of public and private prosocial behavior frequencies as a function of moral identity symbolization and internalization, ±1SD 
(Study 2) 
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