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Abstract. This study aims to determine the differences in prosocial behavior of male and female students in inclusive 

elementary schools. This study involved 90 grade 5 and 6 students in one of the public elementary schools in Padang 

Genting, Batu Bara Regency, North Sumatra. This research is a mixed method research with sequential explanation 

method. In the first stage, quantitative data collection was collected by using Scenario-Based Prosocial Intention 

Questionnaire (SBPIQ) made by Ampuni and Buwono (2022) based on Jackson and Tisak's theory [1]. Quantitative 

analysis was conducted using an independent sample t-test, and it was found that the prosocial behavior of female 

students (M = 81.89) was higher than of male students (M = 75.63), with a value of t = 3.336; p = 0.001 (p < 0.05). 

The second stage, an interview is conducted. Through the results of the interview, it is known that prosocial behavior 

between male and female students is mainly different in the form of helpful, sharing and comforting behavior, while 

in cooperation it is no different. Through the results of this study, it is recommended for inclusive schools to involve 

female students in assisting students with special needs and providing education to male students so that their 

prosocial behavior will increase. 
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1 Introduction  

In accordance with the mandate of the 1945 Constitution, every child has the right to education, 

including children with special needs. Children with special needs (ABK) are children who have different 

characteristics from most other children and therefore require special education services [2]. Law of the 

Republic of Indonesia Number 20 of 2003 concerning the National Education System defines children 

with special needs (ABK) as: (1) children who have physical, emotional, mental, intellectual and/or social 

disorders; (2) children who have special intelligence and talent potential; and (3) children in remote or 

underdeveloped areas and remote indigenous communities, who have the right to receive special 

education services. One of the special education services that can be provided to children with special 

needs is inclusive education. Inclusive education is an educational service system that places children 

with special needs to study in public schools [3]. In schools that implement inclusive education, children 

with special needs not only participate in the learning process together, but also play and interact with 

other normal children. Inclusive education involves the transformation of the entire education system, 

starting from creating laws and policies, systems for financing, administration, learning design, 

educational monitoring, and how schools are managed. One of the transformations that schools need to 

carry out is to create a safe and inclusive environment, where children with special needs will not 

experience intimidation and bullying, either from teachers or peers [4]. Considering that students with 

special needs generally have limitations, they also need an environment that is willing to provide 

assistance, especially from their normal friends. Normal students have an important role in helping ABK 

to be able to interact and socialize well, such as accepting ABK's shortcomings, being willing to help, 

being willing to cooperate, and being willing to teach ABK in learning [5]. 

In reality, the problems that often occur in inclusive schools are related to the lack of prosocial 

behavior of normal students, such as ignoring and not wanting to be friends with ABK students [6] [7] or 

bullying them [8] [9]. This shows that it is important for inclusive schools to develop prosocial behavior 

in normal students. Prosocial behavior is the act of providing help to others who need it voluntarily 

without coercion. Children who have high prosocial behavior can adapt well to their environment, control 

themselves from negative emotions, and can find appropriate solutions to the problems they face [10]. 

Also explains that prosocial behavior will help students not show negative behavior or ignore other 

people and will increase behavior that can build social inclusivity, such as inviting friends to join groups 

[11]. High prosocial behavior in students can also reduce or even stop bullying at school [12]. 

There are four forms of prosocial behavior [1]. First, helping, namely the act of responding to 

other people who are experiencing difficulties, both in emergency and non-emergency situations, for 

example picking up fallen objects, helping with tasks, or making donations. Second, sharing, which is the 

act of handing over one's resources to benefit others. Although helping and sharing have similarities in 
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the form of an element of concern for the welfare of others, they are different. Helping behavior is usually 

carried out because of a victim or person experiencing an unpleasant situation, while sharing behavior 

usually involves hope or an element of reciprocity [13]. Third, working together (cooperating), shows 

how individuals coordinate with other individuals to achieve certain goals together. And fourth, 

comforting, is the act of helping other people by improving the negative mood experienced by other 

people into a positive mood. 

How an individual's prosocial behavior is influenced by several things such as socialization 

experience, empathy, age, gender, and characteristics of the recipient of assistance [10]. In this study, 

prosocial behavior was associated with gender. Several studies show different results regarding the 

relationship between prosocial behavior and student gender. There is research that shows that the 

development of prosocial behavior is different in boys and girls [14] and there is also research that shows 

that prosocial behavior in boys and girls is almost the same or there is no difference [15] [16] There is 

research that finds girls have higher levels of prosocial behavior than boys [17] [18] but there are also 

those who find the opposite, boys have higher prosocial behavior [19]. Considering that the existence of 

peers has an important role in supporting the success of inclusive education, researchers consider that 

prosocial topics associated with gender still need to be researched Through the results of this research, it 

is hoped that inclusive schools can have an overview of students' prosocial behavior in terms of gender 

and provide more appropriate guidance to them so they can provide support to students with special needs 

[20]. 

 

2  Metode Penelitian 
This research was conducted at one of the State Elementary Schools which was recently 

designated by the Batu Bara Regency Government as an inclusive school. The research was carried out 

using a combination method, namely using quantitative and qualitative methods. The mixed methods 

model used is an explanatory sequential design type, namely prioritizing quantitative results and followed 

qualitative results [21]. Mixed research methods which emphasize quantitative methods and are supported 

by qualitative research, are carried out simultaneously with a deductive theoretical direction [22]. 

This research was carried out in three stages, in the first stage, data collection was carried out 

quantitatively using a scale, namely the Scenario-Based Prosocial Intention Questionnaire (SBPIQ). 

SBPIQ was developed by Ampuni and Buwono (2022) based on the forms of prosocial behavior proposed 

by Jackson and Tisak (2001) [24]. This scale has relatively good construct validity (p < 0.001; SRMR = 

0.036; RMSEA = 0.044 (90% CI = 0.042-0.047); CFI = 0.929; TLI = 0.919), as well as reliability (αS = 

0.90). There are four forms of prosocial behavior revealed in this scale, namely helping, sharing, 

entertaining and collaborating, with a background of 9 themes of prosocial situations in everyday life. The 

subjects involved in this first stage of research were 90 students, consisting of 41 male students and 49 

female students. Subjects are in the age range of 10 – 12 years and are in class V or VI. The quantitative 

data obtained was then analyzed using the independent sample t-test technique using SPSS. Before 

carrying out the t test, the existing data was first tested for normality using the one-sample Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test and homogeneity was tested using Levene's Test. The test results showed that the data 

obtained were normal (p = 0.200; p > 0.05) and homogeneous (p = 0.956; p > 0.05). 

In the second stage, the research was conducted qualitatively using a semi-structured interview 

method. This method involves a number of open-ended questions based on the topic area the researcher 

wishes to cover, but provides the opportunity for the interviewer and interviewee to discuss some topics 

in more detail. Interviews were conducted with 3 male students and 3 female students from grades 5 and 

6, 1 homeroom teacher for class 5, and 1 homeroom teacher for class 6. The data analysis technique used 

in this research was coding, data raw materials are organized into categories based on certain themes or 

concepts [23]. The final stage of this research is combining quantitative and qualitative data to be 

interpreted together. 
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3  Hasil dan Pembahasan 

A. Results of quantitative data analysis 

The results of the descriptive analysis show that the subjects of this research  both female 

students (   =         and male students (   =         had a total social behavior score average 

(empirical average) that was higher than the hypothetical SBPIQ score average (   =      The results of 

the descriptive analysis as shown in table 1 also show that the average social behavior score of female 

students is higher than that of male students, both in the total average score and the average score for 

each form of prosocial behavior. The standard deviation value of female students' prosocial behavior 

scores appears to be lower than that of male students. This shows that the variation in the prosocial 

behavior scores of female students is lower than that of male students. 

Table 1. Results of quantitative data analysis 

Gender Score Total 

prosocial 

behavior 

Score 

Helping 

behavior 

Score 

Sharing 

behavior 

Score 

Collabor

ative 

behavior 

Score 

Entertai

ning 

behavior 
   SD    SD    SD    SD    SD 

Female 81.89 8.85

3 

21,4

7  

1,92

7 

16,9

0  

2,24

8 

12,2

9  

1,70

8 

31,2

4  

4,73

3 

Male 75.63 8.89

3 

19,7

3  

2,74

8 

15,4

1  

2,83

7 

11,7

8  

2,24

2 

28,7

1  

4,81

8 

 

The results of hypothesis testing show that although in general the average social behavior score of female 

students is higher than that of male students, not all of them show significant differences. Based on table 2. The 

results of the t-test, it is known that the prosocial behavior scores of female and male students only differ 

significantly in the total score, helping, sharing and entertaining behavior, while there is no significant difference in 

cooperative behavior. This means that female students' prosocial behavior is higher than male students, especially in 

helping, sharing and entertaining behavior. 

Tabel 2. Test Result 

Prosocial 

behavior 

scores 

t df p 

Total prosocial 

behavior 

3.336  88 .001 

Helping 
behavior 

3,514   88 .001 

Sharing 

behavior 

2,767 88 .007 

Collaborative 
behavior 

1,213 88 .229 

Entertaining 

behavior 

2,513  88 .014 

 

B. Results of qualitative data analysis 

The results of qualitative data analysis are generally grouped into 4 themes of forms of prosocial behavior, 

namely helping, sharing, collaborating and entertaining behavior, both for female and male students as can be seen in 

table 3.  

 
Table 3. Forms of Social Behavior of Female and Male Students 

Forms of social 

behavior 

Female student Male student 

Helping behavior - Want to help others without 

discriminating. 

- Showing an altruistic attitude such 

as being willing to help, still 

being willing to help even if you 

are ridiculed or don't receive a 

thank you. 

- It varies, there are those who want to help 

other people without discriminating, there 

are also those who choose who they want to 

help. Reasons for choosing to help include 

because the person is kind, never mocks, the 

person asking for help is a parent, or the 

person being helped is also male. 
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- Provide more help in the form of 

activities that do not require 

energy or physical strength, such 

as teaching friends, helping sick 

friends, and cleaning the 

classroom. 

- Helping behavior occurs more on 

one's own initiative 

- Reactions to teasing when helping are 

different, some continue to help, some stop 

helping. 

- Provide more help in the form of activities 

that require energy or physical strength, 

such as lifting tables and chairs, repairing 

damaged items, and breaking up friends 

who are fighting. 

- The desire to help varies, some are on their 

own initiative, some are because they are 

told to. 

Sharing behavior - In general, they are willing to 

share with anyone, but there are 

also those who only want to share 

with other women. 

- Share more in the form of food or 

stationery 

- It varies, there are those who want to share 

with anyone, there are also those who only 

want to share with close friends or with 

other men. 

- There are those who don't want to share in 

the form of lending goods for fear that the 

goods will be damaged. 

- Share more in the form of food or stationery 

Collaborative 

behavior 

- It varies, some are willing to work 

with anyone, but there are also 

those who only want to work 

with fellow women. 

- Easier to work together on group 

assignments or studying 

- Willing to work together when 

picketing or organizing the class 

- It varies, some are willing to work with 

anyone, but there are also those who only 

want to work with men. 

- Some male students are less serious or 

appear lazy when working together in 

studying or group assignments. 

- Willing to work together when picketing or 

organizing the class 

Entertaining 

behavior 

- Want to entertain all friends 

without discrimination 

- Take more initiative to entertain 

friends. 

- Want to cheer up a friend who is 

sad so he isn't sad anymore, even 

if it takes a long time 

- Want to cheer up friends even 

though they are also sad 

- Entertain by telling stories, 

playing, buying food, or teaching 

friends. 

- Prefers to entertain fellow male students. 

- Lack of initiative to entertain. 

- Doesn't want to be comforted for a long 

time, chooses to leave when he has been 

comforted and still cries. 

- Comfort by asking the reason why you are 

sad and asking to stop crying. 

 

 ased on the research results  it was found that the mean prosocial behavior of female students (   

=         was higher than that of male students (   =          with a value of t = 3.336, p = 0.001 (< 

0.05). This shows that female students have higher prosocial behavior than male students. The results of 

this study are in line with several previous studies which found that girls have higher prosocial behavior 

than boys [17 [18]. Based on previous research, there are several things that can cause women to be more 

prosocial than men. Neuroimaging research conducted show that this is due to differences in the neural 

reward system [24]. Women's reward neural systems are more sensitive than men's, so women tend to 

show prosocial behavior more easily while men tend to show more selfish behavior. Another reason is 

that women have greater empathy and compassion than men [25]. According to Eisenberg, Eggum, and 

Giunta (2010), empathy and/or sympathy make a big contribution to the formation of prosocial behavior. 

Likewise, found that empathy and compassion will make individuals more likely to show prosocial 

behavior [26]. 

Among the four forms of prosocial behavior, the research results show that the differences in 

men's and women's prosocial behavior mainly differ in helping, sharing and comforting behavior, while 

cooperation behavior does not differ. Women are more willing to help without discrimination, show 

altruistic attitudes such as being willing to help, still being willing to help even though they are ridiculed 

or not receiving thanks, and helping more on their own initiative. Meanwhile, some men consider several 

things or must be asked first before deciding to help. This is because girls' ability to recognize whether 

someone needs help is better than boys [27]. This is also because women have greater empathy [25] [28] 

and this greater empathy will encourage individuals to want to help others [29] [30]. The form of helping 

behavior of students in this study was also different, female students provided more help in the form of 

activities that did not require energy or physical strength, such as teaching friends, helping sick friends, 
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and cleaning the classroom, while male students provided more help in the form of activities. which 

require physical strength or strength, such as lifting tables and chairs, repairing broken items, and 

breaking up friends who are fighting. This is because the physical conditions of women and men are 

different. Men are physically stronger so they are often given tasks that require physical strength [31]. 

The sharing behavior of female students is also higher than male students. Who found that girls 

consistently shared more with all recipients than boys. Sharing behavior is consistently demonstrated 

even with people you don't know or don't like [32]. The sharing behavior of female students is higher 

because women's empathy is also higher. In general, girls are willing to share with anyone, although there 

are a few who only want to share with other girls. Meanwhile, male students vary, some want to share 

with anyone, some only want to share with close friends or fellow men, and there are also those who don't 

want to share. there are two important characteristics that will influence sharing behavior, namely the 

child's gender and the child's social preferences among peers [32]. 

The entertaining behavior of female students is also higher than male students. They want to 

entertain all their friends without distinction, are more active in entertaining, still want to entertain even 

though it takes longer or they themselves are sad, and show comforting behavior in various ways. 

Meanwhile, male students do not take the initiative to cheer up, even if they do, they tend to only want to 

cheer up fellow boys, and tend to only want to cheer up briefly by asking why their friends are sad, asking 

them to cry, and choosing to leave their friends if they are still sad. which found that girls had higher 

scores in entertaining than boys [33]. Women have higher motivation and skills in entertaining so that 

women contribute more to entertaining other people [34]. Women use more smiles, nods, gazes, show 

facial and gestural expressions, and establish less interpersonal distance, as well as being more accurate in 

judging emotions and personality through nonverbal cues; remembering other people's nonverbal cues 

and other people's appearances [35]. 

This research also found that among the 3 forms of prosocial behavior, only cooperative behavior 

did not differ between female and male students. Both female and male students tend to be picky about 

the people they work with. The results of this research are the same as meta-analysis research, which 

found that there was no relationship between gender and cooperative behavior [36]. Even though the 

results of quantitative data analysis found no differences in collaborative behavior, the qualitative results 

showed that there were differences, especially in working together on tasks. Female students tend to work 

together more easily on group assignments, while male students tend to be less serious and lazy. Who 

found that women are more willing to cooperate even with certain conditions, while men tend to be more 

free when required to cooperate [37]. 

 

4  Conclusion 
The results of the research have the implication that inclusive schools can involve more female 

students in helping students with special needs. Social participation is an important condition for 

successful learning in inclusive elementary schools [38]. This social participation is not only expected 

from teachers, but also from students. Female students can be involved to help, share, or entertain 

students with special needs. The results of this research are also important for schools to pay attention 

to so they can create programs to increase students' prosocial behavior, especially male students. This 

can be done, for example, by creating a positive school climate because a positive school climate is 

related to prosocial behavior [39], facilitating the formation of inclusive behavior in students [40], and 

building good relationships. between students and teachers and schools provide interventions to 

improve students' social skills such as empathy training or techniques for working together in learning 

[41]. 
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