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ACCEPTANCE OF OTHERS – AN INDICATOR 

OF PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR* 

Vali ILIE1 

Abstract 

The present study focuses on the analysis of prosocial behavior. The forms or 

subspecies of prosocial behavior, the compositional variables constituted in 

determining factors and its explanatory models are highlighted. The research part 

presents the answers of the students to the questions of a test regarding the 

acceptance of others, understood as a necessary condition in the development of 

prosocial behavior. The theoretical basis is a starting point in our constative 

research and it includes the results of certain investigations that are considered 

benchmarks in the study of this topic. 
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1. Introduction
The study of prosocial behavior is relatively new. An event that took place in 

the 1960s drew the attention of social scientists: on March 13, 1964, a woman was 
killed by a stranger right in front of her block in New York. What is shocking about 
this event is not so much the violence of the crime, as the fact that it was watched by 
38 neighbors, so it was a public event. Although the event lasted 30 minutes, none 
of those watching from the windows of their “safe” homes (in a residential area) 
intervened and they did not call the police either. After analyzing the “effect of the 
show”, J. Darley and B. Latané (1968) state that as the number of the people present 
in an emergency situation increases, it is less likely that an individual will help 
someone in need. The bystander effect, or bystander apathy, is a social psychological 
theory that states that an individual’s likelihood of helping decreases when passive 
bystanders are present in an emergency situation). They identified three different 
psychological processes that might prevent a bystander from helping a person in 
distress: (1) diffusion of responsibility; (2) evaluation apprehension (fear of being 
publically judged); and (3) pluralistic ignorance (the tendency to rely on the overt 
reactions of others when defining an ambiguous situation). 
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Prosocial behavior is essential in human social existence. Being a conscious, 
voluntary, free, intentional and disinterested act, it falls into the category of acquired 
behaviors, although the latest research on the subject suggests that there are also 
genetic influences.  

Typical prosocial behaviors include volunteering, sharing personal resources, 
instrumental help, costly help (sometimes life-threatening), and the emotional 
support of others during times of suffering. Prosocial behaviors can be self-initiated 
(that is, spontaneous, without an explicit request) or compliant (repeated in response 
to an explicit request). For example, “cooperativeness has also been shown to be 
partly under genetic influence. (...) Thus, some (but not most) individual differences 
in prosocial behavior are attributable to genetic differences” (Conway & Slavich, 
2017, p. 152).  

Among the characteristics of prosocial behavior there are (Bierhoff, 1987; 
Derloga & Grazelak, 1982, apud Zamfir & Vlăsceanu, 1998): (1) they explicitly aim 
to help, support or protect people in difficulty or who leave the impression that they 
are in such a situation; (2) they preserve and promote positive social values, norms 
and models; (3) they are carried out outside any formal or professional obligations, 
without waiting for external rewards; (4) they are based on the possibility and 
freedom of choice to provide help, support or protection. 

Prosocial behaviors can be thought to require three components (Dunfield, 
2014): (1) the ability to take the perspective of another person and recognize that 
they are having a problem; (2) the ability to determine the cause of that problem; and 
(3) the motivation to help them overcome the problem. Indeed, simply recognizing 
that someone is distressed is of little value if one is not willing to actually do 
something about it, nor is motivation helpful if you don’t know how to intervene. 
Together, the ability to successfully navigate each of these steps is necessary – but 
not alone sufficient – for the production of effective prosocial behavior. 

2. Forms of prosocial behavior

Previous studies indicate that the link between happiness and prosociality is 
two-way – not only do happy people have personal resources to do good for others, 
but urging people to engage in prosocial behavior also increases well-being 
(Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). A first condition is accepting the others. We need to find 
in others whatever it is good, valuable. For this, we need goodwill (action that seeks 
the good of the other, but not obtaining an external reward). 

 Empathy may be conceptualized as part of a larger prosocial personality trait 
that develops in children and motivates helping behaviors into young adulthood 
(Eisenberg et al., 1999). It “reflects the natural ability to perceive and be sensitive to 
the emotional states of others, coupled with a motivation to care for their well-being” 
(Decety et al., 2016, p. 1). It has evolved in the context of parental care for offspring, 
as well as within kinship bonds, to help facilitate group living. Referring to research 
on the subject (Barnett, 1982; Bryant, 1982; Clark, 1980; Feshbach, 1982; Kurtz & 
Eisenberg, 1983; Strayer, 1980; Zahn-Waxler & Radke-Yarrou, 1979), M. A. 
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Barnett (1987) believes that, in relation to prosocial behavior, empathy has begun to 
be investigated in a broader framework of emotional and interpersonal development. 

The experience of gratitude can increase both psychological (Watkins, 2004) 
and physical well-being (Emmons & McCullough, 2003). Based on research that has 
demonstrated the positive value of gratitude (Baron, 1984; Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; 
Emmons & McCullough, 2003; van Overwalle, Mervielde & De Schuyter, 1995) 
and social nature (Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; van Overwalle și colab., 1995; Weiner, 
Russell & Lerman, 1978; Weiner, Russell & Lerman, 1979; Zaleski, 1988), J.-A. 
Tsang defines gratitude as “a positive emotional reaction to the receipt of a benefit 
that is perceived to have resulted from the good intentions of another” (2006, p. 139). 
It motivates individuals to act prosocially. Tsang points out that “gratitude is a 
significant emotion in modern day society. Several world religions teach about the 
importance of gratitude (Emmons & Crumpler, 2000), and many people claim that 
expressing gratitude brings them happiness (Gallup, 1998)” (2006, p. 138).  

The help given to those in difficulty, as well as relief or care for other fellows 
are forms of prosocial behavior. For example, the decision to make a contribution or 
dedicate time to a charity is usually the result of caring for those in need. There are 
several types of help: casual helping (e.g., small favours for casual acquaintance), 
substantial personal helping (e.g., tangible benefits given to friends), emotional 
helping (e.g., offers to support for personal problems), and emergency helping (e.g., 
aid given in dangerous, uncontrolablle situations) (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015, p. 
5). Depending on the attribution of responsibility for the situation that requires 
prosocial behavior, as well as the perception of the responsibility to find a solution, 
S. Chelcea distinguishes four models of help (1996, p. 440): the moral model, the 
enlightenment model, the compensatory model and the medical model. These 
models have been analyzed before by P. Brickman et al. (1982) and H. W. Bierhoff 
(1987). As he states Bierhoff, “Although there has been progress toward a better 
understanding of the relation between endocentric altruism and exocentric altruism, 
the question of whether these types of helping reflect the operation of a single motive 
remains unsettled” (1987, p. 116). 

Helping, protecting and supporting human development – altruism – occupies 
a central position in the system of prosocial behavior, being a subspecies of it. 
“Experimental evidence that guilt contributes to altruism has been obtained in a 
number of studies in which adults who were led to believe they had harmed someone 
showed a heightened willingness to help others. They did this by engaging in various 
altruistic deeds such as volunteering to participate in a research project (Freedman, 
Wellington & Bless, 1967), contributing to a charitable fund (Regan, 1971)” 
(Hoffman, 1973, p. 39). Sharing (sharing wealth through donations to a charity or 
sharing your deepest thoughts, beliefs, and experiences with a trusted friend) is a 
form of prosocial behavior. 

Altruism would appear to have deep roots in ontogeny and phylogeny: “While 
there is no doubt that socialization practices can profoundly influence the expression 
of altruistic (as well as selfish) tendencies, it appears that these practices shape and 
refine an altruistically oriented psychology that we share with our closest 
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evolutionary relatives” (Warneken, 2016, p. 54). There is evidence that monkeys 
share several basic abilities to help: “Current research thus suggests the possibility 
that chimpanzees are able and willing to help, but they display this behavior only in 
very restricted contexts” (Warneken et al., 2007). There is, however, a difference 
between modern humans and their ancestors. Human cultural groups have created 
unique social mechanisms for cultivating the tendency to act altruistically (e.g., 
internalizing social norms, sanctioning selfish behaviors). 

Being a type of cosocial behavior, collaboration involves the positive 
interaction and interdependence of the actors or social groups in order to achieve 
common goals. The collaborative construction of knowledge is based on social 
negotiation, collaboration reflecting a certain way of relating. Negotiation appears 
as a process of collaboration, for building the association, although it encounters lots 
of difficulties, errors, verbal confrontations, risks and stress. 

3. Determinant factors

There are a number of factors that influence prosocial behavior. Some are 
internal in nature and others are external in nature. The analysis of prosocial behavior 
involves complexes of variables difficult to capture in pure forms, but which, in 
essence, can be reduced to the following: biological, psychological, relational, 
pedagogical or organizational-decision-making, socio-cultural or contextual. 

3.1. Biological variables 

It is stated that “the individual differences in the tendency to behave 
prosocially are partially hereditary. (...) Despite overwhelming evidence supporting 
the role of genetic factors in predicting prosocial behavior, we know very little about 
the specific genes involved. They can influence prosocial behavior through small 
effects on different behavioral, cognitive and affective components, in an additive or 
interactive way” (Knafo-Noam & Israel, 2009).  

There is evidence that genetic effects may contribute to individual prosocial 
differences (e.g., Knafo and Israel, 2009; Fortuna and Knafo, 2014) and to prosocial 
values and attitudes (e.g., Rushton, 2004; Knafo and Spinath, 2011) (Knafo-Noam 
et al., 2015). With age, children show more sympathy and more prosocial behaviors. 
Other genes relevant to altruism, empathy, and other aspects of prosocial tendencies 
may be discovered in the coming years. 

3.2. Psychological variables 

Personality factors are very relevant in the analysis of prosocial behavior. 
Characteristics such as positivity (e.g., joy, warmth) lean toward prosociality 
(Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). Empathy and sympathy provide a cognitive and 
affective basis for prosocial behavior. For example, sympathy favors prosocial 
behavior, while distress inhibits it (Eisenberg et al., 1989).  

Prosocial behavior is influenced by the mood: when we are happy, euphoric 
and tend to help others (we perceive too great a gap between our exuberance and the 
misfortune of the other). People with high self-esteem are more likely to exhibit 
prosocial behavior (Reykowski, 1975). Different prosocial acts may be based on 
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different motivations. At the behavioral level, sharing, helping, and comfort do not 
always correlate, suggesting that behaviors reflect different psychological factors. 

3.3. Relational variables 

In the family, the quality of the interactions between the parents and the child 
is very important. Longitudinal studies highlight the idea that parenting styles sustain 
the development of prosocial behaviors in children over time, but not always as much 
as the researchers would expect (Hastings et al., 2007). Colleagues may also affect 
prosocial development due to their part as role models (Eisenberg et al., 2006). The 
similarity of the personality traits of those who request them with those who are 
asked for help is an element of prediction of the prosocial behavior (Zamfir & 
Vlăsceanu, 1998). It results that both parents (but also brothers and sisters), as well 
as colleagues and friends can be models with a strong impact in the acquisition and 
modification of prosocial responses. 

In the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, the state of uncertainty was 
frequently encountered at all levels of social life. In this sense, it is interesting to 
observe how people react in a state of uncertainty, to what extent they accept others. 
Starting from the idea that uncertainty does not always provoke selfishness, a 
distinction is made between two types of uncertainty, which have opposite effects 
on prosocial behavior: “While outcome uncertainty introduces optimistic and self-
serving narratives that mitigate personal responsibility, impact uncertainty may lead 
people to think more about protecting the welfare of potentially vulnerable others, 
and thereby increase prosocial behavior” (Kappes et al., 2018). We appreciate that 
exposure to prosocial models increases the likelihood of human mutual help. In crisis 
situations, people need to help each other, be compassionate and work together to 
solve problems (social, health, educational, etc.). 

3.4. Pedagogical or organizational-decisional variables 

Being a sustainable behavior, which creates social cohesion, prosocial 
behavior is more likely to be achieved by people who are more socially competent. 
S. Chelcea (2004, p. 189) mentioned that, “for a person who is competent in the field 
in which help is requested, the cost of prosocial behaviors is lower than for the people 
who do not know how to intervene, as they do not have the necessary competence”. 
Also, prosocial behavior is more likely to be achieved by people who have greater 
control over the course of events (Rotter, 1966). It is appreciated that the success of 
a task increases the willingness of the adults to help others (Berkowitz & Connor, 
1966; Isen, 1970). 

It is also stated that “socially competent children more often suggest prosocial 
and cooperative strategies in response to hypothetical social problems than their less 
competent peers (e.g., Asher & Renshaw, 1981; French & Waas, 1987; Sharp, 1983), 
and this association between general social competence and the use of prosocial 
approaches to solving interpersonal problems also has been found in observational 
studies of peer interaction (e.g., Dodge, 1983; Ruben & Daniels-Beirness, 1983) 
(Battistic et al., 1989, pp. 148-149).  
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Some studies have shown that those children who have experienced this care 
from others longer are more prosocial, while others point out that the quality of time 
spent with the child is more important than the time itself (Hastings et al., 2007).  

 

3.5. Socio-cultural or contextual variables 

It also matters how we were socialized: “People who have been socialized in 
the idea that people are good and their relationships are fair, honest, have a greater 
tendency to help others” (Phares & Lamiell, 1975, apud Chelcea, 1996, p. 450). 
Research that has looked at gender differences in relation to prosocial behavior 
provides some useful information.  

For example, the following aspects highlighted by specialists (Papalia et al., 
2010) are highly suggestive: (1) Eisenberg and Fabes (1998) point out that girls tend 
to exhibit more prosocial behaviors than boys; (2) Fabes et al. (1999) find that this 
difference becomes more pronounced in adolescence; (3) Eisenberg and Moris 
(2004) state that girls tend to consider themselves more empathetic and prosocial 
than boys, and the parents of the girls place more emphasis on social responsibility 
than the parents of the boys. In addition, B. Whiting and C. P. Edwards (2010) found 
that support was higher for girls than for boys in six different cultures. 

Lower-class individuals focus on the well-being of others as a means of 
adapting to their more hostile environments, and this orientation gives rise to greater 
prosocial behavior (Piff et al., 2010). Material or social reinforcements can increase 
prosocial behavior in the immediate context, regardless of the social class to which 
the individual belongs.  

The size of the group we are part of at a certain moment, the physical distance 
from the person to be helped, as well as the relevance of the pursued objectives 
influence the rate of displaying prosocial behaviors. When we are pressed for time, we 
give less or no help at all. In situations of social crisis, some people act selfishly and 
others show altruism. There are also people, especially those who are particularly 
vulnerable, who may experience more suffering. They need the acceptance and support 
of the others, kindness (action meant to help the other, but not to obtain an external 
reward). Rule-based cooperation and behavior are common in a number of 
emergencies and disasters. Therefore, focusing on those social values that ensure social 
harmony is a necessary condition for the proper functioning of the society. 

 
4. Explanatory theories and models 

4.1. The biological perspective 

It tries to explain prosocial behavior through genetic factors. Within these 
theories, a central place is occupied by sociobiology, which aims to systematically 
study the biological basis of all social behaviors, in animals and humans, in an 
evolutionary perspective. Helping behavior is present throughout the animal world 
(from rescue behavior in ants to helping among elephants (De Waal, 2008; Dugatkin, 
1997; Nowbahari et al., 2009). 

The central hypothesis is that, through a process of natural selection, certain 
social behaviors were born and maintained in order to give the human species the 
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necessary advantages to survive. Sociobiologists believe that altruism has a genetic 
basis: in order to ensure the representation of its genes, the individual must help 
others, depending on their degree of kinship. Attractiveness, love, altruism are 
largely based on similarity.  

Prosocial behavior could be influenced by intelligence: “Less intelligent 
people simply fail to learn behavioural restraint, marriage-bonding techniques, moral 
rules or how to raise children adequately. Oreover, their low intelligence makes them 
less capable of predicting their environment or, indeed, of creating stable personal 
circumstances” (Rushton, 1985, p. 449). 

4.2. The sociological perspective 

Prosocial behaviors serve the following purposes (Kenrick et al., 2002): they 
increase social status and approval, protect self-image and self-esteem, contribute to 
our personal well-being, and allow the regulation of our emotional mood. People help 
each other as a guide in the socialization process. In this sense, the normative theories 
emphasize the role of social norms. We feel obliged to provide help, especially since 
those who need it are more dependent on us. In such situations, the norm of social 
responsibility works. We subordinate ourselves not to be rewarded, but because we 
feel happy when our internal moral standards are reached. The rule of reciprocity 
applies depending on the circumstances: if the recipient of the aid perceives the 
intentionality of the act, then the probability of resorting to the rule of reciprocity 
increases. It was found that the rule of reciprocity is more frequently applied between 
people with the same socio-economic status. The norm of justice and social equity is 
based on two theses: (1) people tend to maintain fair interpersonal relationships and 
(2) the degree of inequity is calculated by comparing the relationships between what 
each person involved in the relationship gives and receives. 

The theory of social learning highlights the importance of observing and 
imitating the behaviors, attitudes and emotional reactions of those around us. This 
theory explains to some extent the emergence of prosocial behavior, both through 
persuasion and observational learning. Most human behaviors are learned 
observationally: by observing others, a person makes an impression on how new 
behaviors are manifesting, and, on subsequent occasions, this coded piece of 
information can serve as a guide for action. It is estimated that: “People can represent 
external influences symbolically and latter use such representation to guide their 
action; they can solve problem mentally without having to enact the various 
alternatives; and they can foresse the probable consequences of different action and 
alter their behavior accordingly” (Bandura, 1980, p. 144).  

The theory of social action, based on the idea that circumstances influence the 
achievement of purposeful behaviors is also relevant. In addition to the 
circumstances, the perception of the situation, the way of knowing it by the social 
actors is also important. 

4.3. The psychological perspective 

The cost-benefit theory opens a unique perspective in explaining prosocial 
behavior. This theory, in line with the theory of equity, is based on the following 
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theses: people tend to maintain fairness in interpersonal relationships because 
inequitable relationships produce mental discomfort. The cost-benefit analysis 
focuses on the second thesis of equity theory, on the relation between what a person 
gives (the cost of the action) and what a person receives (the benefit). Thus, “cost 
means a wide range of material, financial, but also mental factors: consumption of 
material goods, spending money, time, physical exertion, mental fatigue, depression, 
pain, sadness, loss of health, putting life in danger. Similarly, the benefit includes 
both external rewards (money, the esteem of the others, mutual help, etc.) and 
internal rewards (increased self-esteem, satisfaction, acquisition of a sense of 
competence, etc.)” (Chelcea, 1996, p. 443). “People are less willing to help the drunk 
fallen on the sidewalk, to accompany the blind, to support the horribly mutilated 
because they imagine the cost of aid is too high, namely diminishing their prestige 
by associating with such people” (Duduciuc et al., 2013, p. 168). This is how we 
bypass precisely those who need help the most, confirming the idea that the higher 
the cost, the lower the frequency of charity acts (Darley & Latané, 1968). 

Learning prosocial behavior involves imitating role models (e.g., Americans 
are more willing to help strangers than the Japanese, but the latter are more willing 
to help their family and close friends). So, “a most people of all ages tend to help 
others in distress, although they may not do when more powerful competing motives 
such as obedience to authority are also aroused” (Hoffman, 1973). Perspectives 
invoked to explain prosocial behavior include socio-emotional learning, increased 
self-esteem, reduced tension, attribution, the idea of norm, and moral reasoning.  
 

5. Elements of research on prosocial behavior in students 

5.1. Research organization 

Being of a constative type, our research identifies the sphere of 
preoccupations, studies and analyzes of the prosocial behavior and offers a 
transversal, synchronous perspective. We focused on the analysis of the primary 
sources and used the test as a research tool. Because the acceptance of the others is 
an important aspect in the analysis of this topic, we applied a test that represents the 
adapted form (after “The Mind Test” – R. Aero and E. Weiner, 1981) of a scale 
(“Acceptance of others scale”) developed by W. F. Fey (1955) (Chelcea, 1994, pp. 
174-175). The main constructs are tolerance and kindness. 

The research sample includes master students (year II) from the Faculty of 
Sciences and the Faculty of Techniques who attend the courses of the psycho-
pedagogical training module at the University of Craiova. 

Because the topic pursued may be influenced by the age of the subjects and 
the specifics of their residence environment, we collected data on these two 
variables.     
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Figure 1. Age of respondents    Figure 2. Respondents' place 

 of residence 

The objectives pursued aim at: 
a) Highlighting the prosocial values expressed in forms or subspecies of

prosocial behavior; 
b) Analysing the theories or explanatory models of the prosocial behavior;
c) Collecting, processing and interpreting the answers given by the students to

the test, regarding the degree of acceptance of the others; 
d) Presenting some conclusions in relation to the theoretical substantiation and

the results of the constative research. 
The acceptance of others scale contains 20 statements about feelings and 

attitudes toward other people. Students were instructed to put in parentheses the 
number that indicates their position on each statement: 1 = fully true; 2 = usually 
true; 3 = both true and untrue; 4 = sometimes true; 5 = very rarely true. In calculating 
the score, the following were taken into account: except for statements 2, 5, 16, 18, 
19 (in which the score is reversed – fully true = 5; usually true = 4; both true and 
untrue = 3; sometimes true = 2; very rarely true = 1), in the other statements the score 
remains the one written in parentheses by the students. The sum of the points in all 
the statements represents the score obtained by them.  

5.2. Test content 

1. People are too easily led.
2. I like people I get to know.
3. People these days have pretty low moral standards.
4. Most people are pretty smug about themselves‚ never really facing their bad

points. 
5. I can be comfortable with nearly all kinds of people.
6. All people can talk about these days‚ it seems‚ is movies‚ TV‚ and foolishness

like that. 
7. People get ahead by using 'pull‚' and not because of what they know.
8. I f you once start doing favors for people‚ they'll just walk all over you.
9. People are too self-centered.
10. People are always dissatisfied and hunting for something new.
11. With many people you don't know how you stand.
12. You've probably got to hurt someone if you're going to make something

out of yourself. 
13. People really need a strong‚ smart leader.
14. I enjoy myself most when I am alone‚ away from people.

20-29

30-49

over 50

Rural
Urban



ANNALS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CRAIOVA, Psychology - Pedagogy 

ISSN 2668-6678, ISSN-L 1582-313X, Year XX, 2021, no. 43, Issue 2 

 

172 

15. I wish people would be more honest with you. 
16. I enjoy going with a crowd. 
17. In my experience‚ people are pretty stubborn and unreasonable. 
18. I can enjoy being with people whose values are very different from mine. 
19. Everybody tries to be nice. 
20. The average person is not very well satisfied with himself. 
5.3. The processing and interpretation of the results 

Theoretically, the score on this test can be between 20 and 100 points. Those 
who get low scores (below 65 points) are characterized by intolerance towards 
others. Their life experience has caused them to lose confidence in people, and not 
accepting others can betray their lack of reconciliation. For those with average scores 
(between 65 and 84 points) life seems to be a mixture of rejection and acceptance of 
others. The precaution in establishing connections with others is counterbalanced by 
the desire to get closer to people. High scores (between 85 and 100 points) belong to 
people who accept others and are, in turn, accepted in interpersonal relationships. 

The results/scores obtained by students following the application of this test 
are presented in the figure below: 

 

 
Figure 3. Collective scores obtained after applying the test 

Following the data processing, we make the following clarifications: 
a) Theoretically, the score on this test can be between 20 and 100 points. 

Because the scales are relative as they depend on the age, type of culture, 
environment and level of education of the respondents, we interpreted each answer 
in relation to the group average. We referred to the average score of 75 points 
proposed by W. F. Fey for the US population, but we changed the range 
corresponding to the average scores (50-80). In the context of the COVID-19 
pandemic, the degree of unconditional acceptance of others decreased. The social 
distance imposed due to the rapid contagion forced people to isolate themselves, to 
reduce direct contacts. Even if these aspects should not influence the degree of 
acceptance of others, they have changed social behavior. 

b) The established interval represented a benchmark both in the interpretation 
of individual and collective scores. The number of subjects who completed the test 
is 77. Of these, 26 (33.77 %) obtained scores lower than 50 points, which places 
them in the category of those characterized by intolerance towards others. Only 11 
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subjects (14.49 %) obtained scores over 80 points, most of them with scores included 
in the middle range. 

c) Compared to the scores obtained by W.F. Fey, the results obtained by us
indicate a higher percentage of subjects who show intolerance (if in the mentioned 
study those with low scores are in proportion of 20 %, those with average scores are 
in proportion of 60 %, and those with high scores are in proportion of 20 %, in our 
study the percentages are distributed as follows: 33.77 % are in the lower range, 
48.06 % have average scores, while only 14.29 % have high scores). 

d) We found that subjects who confess that they think positively in relation to
themselves and relate positively to others, do not explicitly express their desire for 
change. There may be a number of factors that explain the erosion of trusting others, 
the low degree of acceptance of peers, low tolerance in interpersonal relationships. 
There are psychological factors (e.g., non-acceptance of others can betray lack of 
self-reconciliation, a negative self-image) and social (e.g., conditions imposed 
during the pandemic), cultural factors and educational factors. 

5.4. Discussions 

In relation to the age of the respondents, the majority of respondents are in the 
range of 20-29 years (93.51%); four of them are between 30-49 years old (5.19%), 
only one being over 50 years old (1.30%). All those over the age of 30 have an urban 
background and have obtained high scores in terms of acceptance of others. 
Therefore, although the number of respondents in the 30-50 and over 50 age range 
is small and a larger sample is needed, we associate age with increased acceptance. 
Moreover, as research on the subject shows, “acceptance may therefore be an 
emotion regulation strategy that aging populations can rely on in the face of some 
cognitive declines” (Shallcross et al., 2013). On the other hand, acceptance is more 
likely to occur in a non-urban context than in an urban context. The research data 
indicate that the residence variable was not a decisive factor in the subjects' answers 
(urban: 33.33% low scores, 50.00% medium scores and 16. 67% high scores; rural: 
34.29% low scores, 54.29% medium scores and 11.42 % high scores). 

Acceptance of others is an indicator of prosocial behavior. Because the theme 
of the course I took with the students is directly related to the application of elements 
of the sociology of education, the results of the investigation helped us to adapt the 
curriculum and work tasks so as to create the conditions for developing prosocial 
behavior in students. 

6. Conclusions

The acceptance of others is understood as a necessary condition in the 
development of prosocial behavior. Part of morality, it is the result of several 
individual and situational factors, including parental variables and empathic traits. 
Given the widespread benefits of social behavior, many people are interested in 
promoting it. In addition to being able to give of our time or money, we can provide 
support and assistance in a variety of ways: keeping the door open for a stranger, 
caring for a sick relative, helping an elderly person cross the street, complimenting 
someone, returning a lost wallet etc. 
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When engaging in generous behavior provides opportunities for positive 
interactions and social relationships, help is likely to be particularly beneficial to the 
helper. Considered an “umbrella term” to describe actions taken to enhance the well-
being of others (Weinstein & Ryan, 2010), prosocial behavior should be encouraged 
and pursued in educational programs because it has long-term benefits both 
individually and from the perspective of achieving social harmony. 
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