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ABSTRACT
__ﬁhring the past decade a large number of studies on |
.\\éltruism and helping behaviéur ha;e heen carfied out. Among
these, however, afg_only a handful of experiments which deal
"~ with the effects of success or'fallure on helping behaviour.
This disgertation reports the results of a series of eleven
experiments on this tople carried out usiﬁg male and female
university students. {
The first of these studies 1nd1thed that  subjects
who had failed on a8 motor task subsequently helpei thé
experimenter more than subjedts who had either suégeeded or .
were controls. -These findings contradicted previo#s research
which had found that subjects who experiénced success helped
more than subjectsfﬁho experienced failure. |
Additiondi e*periments designed to clarify this
confllct, revealed that our findings were rellable as long
as the subject and the experimenter were of the same sex,
Under these conditaona, faillure subjects helped the
experimenter more than success subjects, However, when the
subject and the experlmente; were of the opnoslte BeX, a
pertial reversal was obtained. Success subjects th&g_helped
the experimenter more than fallure subjects. This however
could not, by 1itself, éccount for the apparently contradictory

results since previous researchers had generally used both

males and females as subjects eventhousgh only one confederate
) (vi)



(either male or female) was used to request help.

Subgéquent studies in this series clearly demonstrated
that whether the person requésting or needing help was the
same or a'different experimenter who was aware or unaware
of thelsubject'a prior performance on the task was the major
factor which could account for fhe apparently conflicting
findihgﬁ. In geﬁeral, the Tindings indicete that fallure
helps more 1f the person requesting help knows that the
gub ject has faiied, |

Throughout this regearch a wlde variéty of dependent
and independent variables were employed and the initial
pesults were repeatedly replicated. In other words, these
findings are robust. | L

An “1mape—rspair motive 18 sugested to account for
the findings that fatlure subjerts helped a person who knew
of their prior performance more than control subjects, who,
in turn, helped such a person more than guccess subjects.
The"warm glow of success” (Isen, 1970} hjpothasis is
racognized aslstill being the bést explanation of'the finding
that success subjects helpedva person who did not kmow of
their prior performance more than control subjects, who, in
turn, generally he}ged such a person more than failure

subjlects.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

A)Genera) Comments and Definitions

Dally reports of violence have led to justifiable
concern with the problem of antisoniasl behaviouf. This
‘preoccupatlon, hovever, has not been eccompanied by similar .
attention to the converse behaviour termed "charitable" or
altruistioc (Midlarsky, 1968).” Budd (1956) in his review
of the history of a "forgotten aspect of sodolal thought" in
Amerlca,-conbluded that although concern with altrulsm had

"threatened.to become a féd" in the 1890's, it had quickly
dled awa&. Vqry recently, though, stlmuigted by recent
dramatic instances of aooiallirresponsiblllty and of 66c131
apathy, (Berkowitz and Daﬁiels, 1963; Darley and Latané,
1966;), there has been a renewed interest in altruism;lessJ
a8 was the caese in the pact, 88 a soclal panagea or religious
1deal, and more as an aspect of behaviour worthy of sclilenti-
fic investigation (Krebs, 1970). |

Similarly, Walker and Mosher (1970) have emphasized,

"1t is failr to credit the "Third Force”
personalogists (Jourard, 1964; Maslow,
1962; Rogers, 1961; Schutz, 1967) with

fostering a renalssance in psychology's
intereat in the healthy development of

normal individuals {1970, p.887)."

After long neglect, social scientists have begun



systematlioally to investigate that béhaviour variously .
deslgnated as helpful, charitable, and altruistic. While
Bociologists have astudied such diverge subjeots s the’
characteristics of "good neirhbora" (Sorokin, 1950), and the
correlateu of aiding responees in diaanter (Lopan, Killian,
and Mars, 1952), atudies by psychologzists have erlored the
measurement of altrulsm in individuals (Sawyer, 1966}, the
development of altruism in children (Midlarsky and Bryan,
1967), and the pituational determinants of the. tendency to
give ald (Bryan and Test, 1965) Thua, in recent yearn,

- the imbalance of research between antisonial and prosonial
behaviour has been BOmewhat oorrected. There has beon a
notable increase in .both theoretical and .empirical work in
the area of altruilsm. )

In his excellent review of the literature Krebs (1970) .
points out that the ﬂtudy of altrulsm 15 important at three
‘distinot yet 1nterrelated levels:

"At the first. level, it supplies information
about a set of behavior that constitutes the
central goal of early socialization. As
pointed out by Anna Preud (1963): we know
that the child acts throughout the perilod of
development above describe (from birth to
age five) as if there was nothing more
important than gratifying of his own pleasures
and fulfilling of his powerful instincts,
whereas education proceeds as if the prevention
of these objects was 1ts most important task
{p. 101) "

At the seoond leval altruism is 1mportant as a

personaltty attribute People who are considered altruistio
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selfish. PFinally, the study of altruism ralsesg some 1important

questions'abdut the abil¥ty of several influenttal theofiés

™\
(reinforcement, psychoanalytic and evolutionary) to account

for the apparently al/jispic aspects of human Behaviour
t

i : .
: ‘since they sll sugges hat human behaviour.is essentially
- . - Ll

< egolistic. B
VAt this point, a statement coycerning the definltion

L oor altruism 1s in order. "As earlder, algrulsm has a

long history of vernacular usage the conmorisepse psycholo-

7o zlecal descriptions of people, but its history as\a scientific
: . - | = ' -
s construct is very brief.

N

-~ . Accérding to LeedsA1963), for example; ahtaltruistic
act (a) is an end in itself; it is not directed at geinm, (b)
1s emitted voluhtarily, {c) does good as judged by the -
reciﬁlent or spectators.of.the action.

For Darley.and Latané (196@), the research questioﬁ
really is: "What determines, in a particular situation,
whéther or not a person helps another in distress?” This

! . definition implies that any behaviour which benefits another

N in need, regardless of'the helper's motives, is altruistig.

On the other hand Aronfreed (1969) argues that

ruism 1s a predispositionsl component (nbt a specific
form) of behavlour which i1s controlled by anticipatlion of
“1ts consequences for another "individual. He regards empathy

as essential to altruism. Because helpful behaviour may



L 4

P -

L.

- :
stem from social pressure or expectations that 21l costs
1ncurredoin giving aid w1i1 be repaid one wWay or anothe;,
the Dérley and Latané (1968) conception of altruism seems
too general. Aronffeed's;definlfion may, however, be too
narrow. As Macaulay and Berkowitz {1970) suggest scveral
ginds of empsthic feactions‘may 1nf1ﬁencé heiping. The
relief felt by the person whose néed_has been met might be
experienced vicerlously or the helper's sat%sfaction'might'

be similarly ex@eriench and the observer may be_mdtivated

to exparience such satiéfaction directly.

k4

Generally, for the purposéﬂéf this diasertation we
prefer to define altruism more broadly as requested or
unrequested behaviour carried out voluﬁtarily to benefit
snother without anticipation of tangible rewards froé external
gsources. Obviously researchers in fhis area.do not all agree
and‘dp not all use this theoretical definition of altrulsm

seen above, Some may srgue that "requested”

for instance, 18 not within the domain of altrulsm.

This 15 a debatable philecsophical question on whilch consensus
18 difficult since it essentlially depends upon the strict-
ness of the criteris selected. This 1is why examples have

been given subsequently, whlcp sometimes qualify as

- "altruistic” by our definition but not by 8 more stringent

‘definition of altruism which may mot 1nclude some of the

key words in our definition such as "requested” or "tangible”.

S

’ \



Purthermore, positivé'soélgi behaviour takes vérlous
forms. Therefore prosocial research ﬁill involve diffefent .
researnrh strategles; although the-defi?ltional ﬁroblems |

'revieﬁed above still exist (cf; Severy;-ié?b;b; Krebs and
w1spé, 19?b;) and may be more common 1in social psychology
than in some oﬁhe; disciplines, this.is by no means unlque
to socisl psychology. One attempt to'ovefcomq the vagueness
of theoretical terms is the use of ogérationai definitions
(Bridgman, 1927;). - | ( .

i "The baslc notionlis éhat the concept is
synonymous with the operatlons that are
‘necessary for its measurements and ‘manipula-
tion (Shaw and Costanzo, 1970, p.l4-15)."

Helving behaviour, for example, has'been operationa-
1izeé to include, among others, the following: making paper
boxes (Berkowitz and Daniels, 1963}, returning lost wallets
(Hornstein, Fish, and Holmes, 1968), helping a confederate
in a laboratory test-taking situation (Goodstadt, 1971),
picking up a,you%g woman's groceries which were rolling

“around a supermarket parkingjlot (Wispé and Freshley, 1971),
reporting a crime (Bickman, 1973), and so on.

The major difficulty with oﬁerational definltions

1s that the same céncept may have two or more operational

definitions and presuhably, tWwo or more ﬁeanlngs. Obviously
this can lead to confusion. Whether these different
dependent variables share & common genotynic core remalns to

be seen. Nevertheless, in contrast to the vagueness of the
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:theoretical terma,.thése opérationalization of altruism sre
lcertainly a step forward in selentific enquiry.

| Before proceeding, three other aspects of altruism
must briefly be discuésed. Thede concern the evidence of the
existence of altruism, the evolutionary point of view and

finally the develdbment of altruilsm, especially in children.

B)The Existence of Altruism

The bulk of the recent research on altruism has made
little attembt to establish the criteria and tﬁe exiétence
of altruism eventhough tge degfeé to which individuals may
disregard'the need of thelir neighbors appeared quite extreme
when, on March 13, 1964 & young woman,Kitt& Geﬁoveselfggs
stabbed to desth in view of 38 witnesses in Kew Gardens,
Nqﬁ York (ef. Darley and Latané, 1966). On the first
" occasion that the killer attacked her, Miss Genovese scream-
ed, "Oh! my God; he stabbed me! Please.help me!" Prom one
of the apartments, a mén called "Let the girl alone!” and the
killer did so. Twice, the sound of voices and the turning
on of” the bedroom lights frightehed the killer away, but
each time he returned for a fresh assaulf. Not until 15
minutes after Miss Genovese had died and the killer had fled
did anyone call the police.' In sddition, as Midlarsky.(1968)
points out, the cne man who did so had called only after he
first telephoned g friend in Nassau county for legal advice,

end tried to persuade an old lady in another building to
;
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make the-teiephéne call for him. "I didn't want to get
involved” he told the police.

Although there are many such cases or\?atalllﬁ:ﬂ"

i b
difference”when‘aid was sorely needed, one can 2150 ciﬁél'
numerous instances where help has heen gxtended.- In-hefr
discussion of the "norm of giving" yeedﬁ, (1963) réfers to
such opportunities occasiOnaiiy provided by reguests‘for
donstions, whether'of'time, of monéy, or of blood. Still
other obportuiities for giving exist in those instances
Where there 1s either & "secial vacuum” or a "role vacuum",
According to Leeds (1963), a social vach% oceurs when a
sifuation‘arises in which help 1is needed,ﬁPut no soclal
institutions are immedistely available to provide it. 4
role vacuum exists when helnful behaviours sre permitted,
but not required, within the framework of a given role.

With regard to role vacuums, a teacher who visits
the home of & puovill who is 111 Qoﬁld be viewed as providing
ald beyong the chance expectations of her role, aé (Goes a
friend who 1s always available to help regardless of
circumstances. Opportunities for altrulsm are also provided
by the existence of a social vacuum. Por instance , vihen -
an gutomoblle accident occurs, no 1nst1tutionalized‘means
for immediate care is avai}able in many cases. Thus, those
first on the scene, whether requested or not, have an

oppdftunity to exhibit altruism.

_ R
In addition to role vacuums and social vacuums we .

)
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might also consider as instances of altrulsm, behaviours

which happened in more extra- ordinery 'situations, such as
durinr the time of emergency following a natural disaster
or during the long-term periods of stress created 1in war-
time.

Thus, observational accounts provide evidence that
ipdividuals are likely to manifest aiding responses; these
are reqpeSted or unrequested behaviours carfied out volunta- -
rily fo benefit another without ant;ci?ation of tangible
rewards from external éources in a varlety‘of situations
(Bettelheim, 1943; Grinker and Splegel, 1945; Sorokin, 1950;
Wallace, 1950; Maddi, 1967;). As will be seen leter, an

examination of naturslistic studies of altrulsm armong animals

‘and children ylelds similar oonﬂlusions. But first, let us

briefly sumwarize the evidence concerning the acquired ﬂnd
genetlc aspects of altruism and the paradox it creates for

psychoipglcal'principles.

C) The Evolution of Altrulsm

Few‘psychologistS‘have discussed the genetics of al-
truism as comnetently as Campbell {(1965; 1972). In hls most
recent paper, Carpbell {1972) argues that there is no wvay in

which individual altrulstic behavioural tendencies can in-

_crease genetically over selfish epolstic ones, because, using

an evolutionary model, inherent in the éltruystic behavioural

pattern 1s the very real possibility that the altrulst will

4
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dle in th 'sefvice of his altruism, therehy leaving fewer,

or-no, p ogeny. On'the other hand, the bearer of cowardly

or selfi h genes will probably not *stand and fight and die

and so wjll live and procreate, and leave more bearers of

)

cowardly, selfish genes. Slnce the argument against renetic

selection for altruism is strong, Campbell concludes in

. favor of soc;al evolution for altruism:

“In man,..., the behavioural dispositions
which oroduce conplex soclal interdependence
and self-sacrificial altrulsm must instezd

be products of culturally evolved indoctrina-
tion, which has had to counter self- -serving
genetic tendencies (1972, p.21)."

Frivers (1971) on the other hand presents a model

to account for the natural selection of what is called
"recipro?ally altrulstic” behaviour, that i1s behaviour which
in the lonz run 13 mutually beneficial to both the organism

who helps'and the one who 1s helped. In his model, thé

- benefits of reciprocity depend on the unequal cost/benéfit

ratio of the altruistic act, that 1is; the benefit of the
altruistic act te the recipient 1is greéter than the cost

of the act to the performer. Since é benefit or a return of
some sort 1s in the long run aiways forthcoming in reciprocal
altruism, this kind of behavkgur dd"not qualify as belng
altruistic;hgither by Leed's (1963)ldefinition reviewed

above nor by our definition of the term. Nevertheless, for
the purpose'or comprehansiveness and since important research-

es have been completed in this area & summary of the major
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findings on the toplc will be tricluded here.

According to Trivers,
' "The precondltions for the evolution of

reciprocal altruism are simlilar to those

for the operation of kin selection: long
. lifetime,low dlsperszl rate, and mutual

dependence (1971,p.39)."

The cese of cleaning symbioslis, that is clesning
behaviours emitted by membérs of one species on and-for the
benefit of mewbers of another, is important to analyse In
detall, according to Trivers, because apnarently altruistiq
behaviour 1is diéplayed that cannot be exnlained by kin
selection. PFeder (1966) and Maynard (1968) in recent reviews
of the literature on cleaning symblosis in the ocean rsport
that over forty-five speclies of fish are known to be clesners,

; . - S
as well as six specles of,shrimp.Cleaning hablts have apparent-
ly evolved independently many times, yet some remarkable

convergence has taken place. | ’

"Cleaners, whether shrimp or fish, are
distinctively colored and behave In
distinctive wavs. These features seem to
gerve the function of attracting fish to
be clesned and inhibiting any tendency in
them to feed on their cleaners (Trivers,
1971, p.Lo)."

For example, the grouper not only falls to snap up
the cleaner but opené its mouth and permits free entry and
exit. If only a brief and momentary observation of the
interaction between. the tﬁn_fisﬁbq\is made, the fish to be

cleaned may seem on the surface to perform several "altruist=.

ic" acts. .
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"Its desists from eating the cleaner even
when it easily could do so and when it

must go to special pailn (sometimes at denger
to itself) to avoid doings so. Furthermore,
it may perform two additlional behaviors
which seem of no direct benefit to 1tself
(and which consume energy and take time),
namely, 1its signals 1its cleaner that it is .
about to depart even When the fish 1is not

in its mouth, and it may chase off possible
daﬂrers to the cleaners (Trivers, 1971,

p.4l !

]
The behaviour of the hﬁét fish 18 interoreted by
Trivers to have resulted from‘%atufai salectlon anc to be,
in fact, beneficial to the host because the cleaner is worth
more to 1t alive than dead. ﬁThe ho%t hag the advantage of
being able quickly end;repeetedly to return to the same
cleaner. »In'short, the host is abundent}y repaid for the
cost of 1ts seem;ﬁgly altruistic behavioef.
Trivers defende the same argumenﬁ concerning warnihg
calls in birds. In shcrt, giving a warning call tends to
prevent predators from specializing on the caller's species

as well as 1ts locality.

Finally, reciprocal altruiSm in the human species

takes place in a number of contexte and in all known cultures
(Gouldner, 1960) ,Reciprocal altruistic behaviours often
meet the criterion of small cost te the giver end great
benefit to the recipient According to Trivers, no concept
of group adventege i8 necessary to exvlain the function of
human reclprocal altruistic behaviour. |

In brief, Trivers (1971) hes organized the relevant
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psychological data into functional categories, and he has
Shogn that the componenté of the-system can complement each
other 1n regulating the expression of seemiﬁgly altrulstic
_and cheéting impulses to the selective édvantage of indivi-
duals.
Thus, although genetlc factors cannot aécount for
"altrulstic” behaviours in anlimal and humans (Qampbell, 1972},
natural selectlon sesms to favor "reciprocel altruistic”
behaviours performed by both animals and hﬁmans'(Trivers;
1971; Hamilton, 1964;). ' '
At this point, 1t may be apbropriate to review
} peripherally other evidence concerning the exlstence of
"altruism” in snimals eventhough this 1is not the main toplec
of this dissertétion. Furtherﬁora a note of caution should
be mentioned at the outset; conceptually i1t is not clear
whether or not the animaf research is dealing with the same
phenomena as the human research, eventhough in both the term
"altrulsm" is used., Ant opomorphism on the part of observers
seeﬁs a real possibility, particularly in the animal 1nvestl—
gé%ions. Nissen and Crawford (1936), for example, investiga- .
ting the food-sharing beﬁ;viour in chimpanzees, found that
the two chimpanzees tend to share ﬁpod equitably and with-
out a struggle,‘particplarly when they occupy the same:cage.
This study is 1mportéﬁ£, as noted by Midlarsky (1968),

because food-sharing behaviour involves a certain measure of
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gacrifice. Rice énd Gainer (1962) found that, when faced
with the cholce of pressing a level which would lower &
plastic block suspended in a harness, or lowering a squéaling
rat that was similarly suspended, rats chose the "helping”
alternative. However, criticlizing that study, Lavery and

‘ Foley.(1963).proposad that the direct reiﬁfércem&nt that the
rats received upon lowering a fellow rat might ‘account for

the rapid rate of thelir "helping" behaviour; that is, by
lowerigg the rat, the other rats were terminating an un-
pleasant stimulus-noise. Later 6n, Rice (1965) found that
rats pressed a level whlch lifted another rat out of & tenk

of water in which it was.uncomfortably_1mmersed, sigmificantly
more often than did rats.whlch were not paired with a victim
rat. ﬂccording to Hebb:

>tne . primary problem is whether there 1is

purpdsive behavior in which one animal

helps another at some cost to himself (in
_material wealth, such as food, or in the

expenditure of energy), when the behavlor

_has not been induced by rewsrd or by threat -

of ‘punishment {Hebb, 1971, p.:l09).")

Hebb refers to the behaviour of a, dog that prevents
children frdm swimming, persistently "rescuing”™ them desplte
never having been taught anything of the kind andAdespite
repeated punishment, as an example of the wéll—known
guarding and protective behaviour often seen in dogs (Hebb
and Thompson, 1954). However, 1t 1s logicelly imposslble to

establish the absence of reinforcement, since it entalls the

proof of the null hypothesils.

W

o
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To support this argument, Krebs (1971) points out

that the food-sharing behaviour reported by Nissen and

Crawford (1936) might have been directed at the termination

of & noxious begging response, 1n much the same way a8 the
bar-press responses of the Lavery and Foley (1963} rats

terminated the unpleasant squealing, a possibility expllcit-

1y recognized by the authors. Thus, so-called "altruism”

in animsls may actually be very 1nstrumeﬁtal for the perfor-
mers.

Furthermore, it 18 qulte possible that the small e-
mounf of unsolicited giving evidenced by two of 8lx pre-
adolescent chimpanzees in that study, was an experimenter
effects that is, a result of modeling. Nissen and Crawfard
(1936) reported, in fact, that experlmenters were ablé to
falicitate unsolicited food passing. Rice's (1965) findings
can be similarly criticized; Indeed, it 1s quite possible
that empathlcally or vicariously experlenced reantions supply
reinforcement for behaﬁiour thét can be considered altruistic
both in enimals and in humens. Mirsky, Miller, and Murphy
(1958) found for example, that rhesus monkeys who observéd

other monkeys emit fear responsesg performed a previously

‘extinguished avoidance'reaponse. Miller, Banks and Ogawva

(1963) reported that signs of anticipatory fear in one of a
pair ‘of monkeys served as a cue to hils partner to press &
level to defer a shock to both and in a similar situation,

Miller, Caul, and Mirsky (1967) found that normally reared
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monkeys were able to learn to avoid shock by watching the
facial expression of a hormal'partner, As Krebs point out:
"of considerable interest was the finding
that the avoidance responses of the normal
monkeys were accompanied by a psycho-
physliological sign of emotional arousal-
cardiac acceleration. It 1s possible that
the monkeys reacted to the information that
they might receive a shock rather than to the
distress of their partner (Krebs, 1971,
p.413)."

However, another study found quite clear evldence
that distress cues are noxious stimulil to rhesus mbnkeys.
Magserman, Wechkin and Terris (1964) noted that monkeys
consistently refrained from pulling a chain that brought
them food in order to avoid giving a shock to thelr .partners.
Thus, eventhough the monkeys in that study could get food
on .alternate trials by pulling a different chaln, the

. - A" .
evidence sugrests that monkeys react empathically to slgns

of distress in their fellows and that thelr empathic reactions

\

may mediate altruistlc responses,

Furthermore, at leest four experiments, at the
hﬁman level, support the notion that empathié reactions
‘can medimte altruistic responses (Aronfreed and Pask91; 1968;
Aderman and Berkowitz, 1969; Krebs, 1970; Welss, Eoyer,.f |
Lombardo and Stich, 1973;). Aronfreed and Paskel (reviewed’
in Aronfreed, 1968) and Aderman and Berkowitz (1969) created
situations designed to induce empathy and foﬁnd that subjects
exposed to those situations displayed a disposition to

gacrifice goods and perform helpling responses. S4mlilarly
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Krebs (1970) attee;ted toeinduce and measure positive and
eegetive ehpéthib responees and to measure their effect on
altruism. In this expsriment psychophysiological reactions
of obéervere-who Waﬁched‘e performer appesr to receive
rewerds and punlshments were measured and then the obeervere'
were given a chance to help the Derformer. It was found
that subjects who were led to belleve that they were similar
-to the performer evidenced the greatest psychophyeiologicel
reactions to his plights (as measurad by changes in heert

.rate, blood pulee volume, snd ekin resistance). They also

reported experiencing most empathy and they behaved most

eltruietically

Finally, Weiss, Boyer, Lombardo and Stich (1973)

 found that. people will actually learn an instrumental

»
a

conditioned response, the sole reinforcement for which is to
deliver another humen. being from eufferingég_Theif experimen-
tal procedure wee anelogoue to traditional 1n8truﬁentel
escape conditioning. 1In eecape conditioning, the eubjeot
learns to terminate a noxious stimulue by means of an
instrumental response aueh as pressing a key. The su?ﬁEEt
learns to make this 1nstrumentsl reeponee;'on each trial

upon the ebesentation of a cue which serves.as a'conditidﬁed

stimulus. Whereas the usual noxious stimulus is electric

shock or loud noise, the noxious stimulus used by Welss et

al. (1973) was the simulated euffering of enother human beling.

N
The instrumental conditioned’response employed in the
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. " _ . - .
experlment wss/key pressing. Their results (Latency of key
pressing) sh&wed qpét the experimental group which was
altruistiéally relnforced graduslly learned the instrumental

response, as measured by starting speed, while the control

group which received no reinforcement did not. i

v

A host of other recent but less dlfecﬁ evidence
also supports this céntention that empathy can mediate
altrutsm (Wispé, 1968; Aderman and Berkowltz, 1970; Bryven

and London, 1970; Berkowitz, 1972; Mehrabian, 1972; Aderman

"Brehm and Katz, 1974; Iannotti, 1974:), Their results ean

be interpreted a8 supplylng expé}imental support for the
notion that humans vicariously expe:;éhce'the reactions of

slmllar others and that tﬁggp vlecarious reactions may supply

‘reinforcement for altruistié behavlour. Indeed, if & human

server can fael the emotions of enother person, by ¢

de ering that person from suffering, for instance, it can

be assumed with fair cbnfidence that the sufferer will

experience "rellef" and as & result of the stimulus change
will feel "happy". The humen observer may be able to

gnticipate this final reaction of the sufferer and may desire

to experfence his "happlness" or "relief"” vicariously. This

may be reinforcing.

In any case, the main point is that 1t seems impossi-

ble to prove the existence of true "altrulsm” since it

‘entzils proof of the null hypothesis, a logical impossibillity.

Since, ag reviewed above, enmpathy may be & necessary

4
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cendition for altrulstic behavioué, the question then

becomes "How do people learn empathy?™ This question 1s

'discussed in the next section on the development of altruism.

D) The Development of Altrulsm

Milgram (1963, 1965) hes shown, in & laboratory _
expefiment, that the Eloser peobDle are physicaily to thelilr
victim, the less 1likely they are to inflict them with pain-
ful electric shocks. It 1s possible that the effect may
have been medisted by the arocusal of empathy when visual

cues wWwere avajilable. However it does not tell us how

k,-_amggihy'comes about. As Staub (;9?5) boints out there has

been in recent years a_drématic rise o interest in the
development of morallj desirable tendencles, in how children
for instance, learn to behave so thatliﬁ beﬁefltSTOthers,.
even 1f this involves séme gself-sacrifice.

“Kohlberg (1953), Bandura and Walters (1963) and

Krebs (1970) among others have reviewed the developmental

o

Jiterature on human altruism;and all conclude that none of

-
1

the proposed gevelopmental theories (wﬁicﬂ aii rely oh simple
mechanisms) can account for the known diverse developmental
data. Trivers {1971) comes to the same conclusion:

"One would not expect any simrple systen
reculating the develovment of altruistic
behaviour. To be adaptive, altruistic
behaviour must be dispensed with regerd

to many characterlistics of, the reciplent,
6f other members of the group, of the
gsituation in which the altruistic behaviour
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takes. place, and many other parameters,

and no\ slmple developmental system is

likely to meets these requirements (Trivers,
1971, p.53)." '

Among the Other parameters,lstaub (1975) includes the
following possible agents of soclalization of prosocial
behaviour: parental nurturance, parental control, induction
or pointing”out,to‘the children the consequences of thelir
'behavioﬁr oﬁwqthers (both negative and positive) énd mode11ng.
Several éddiﬁionél-sociélgzing practices are sugcested by
Staub (1975} and their 1mp6rtahoe for the development of
'  prosocial behaviour is considered on the basis of 1nd1reét,
as well as some direct evidence. These include socializing
agents who teach children's responsibility for the welfare
of‘otherg and having them actuslly engage in prosocial as
well a8 teaching prosocial behaviour indirectly, by having
theﬁ'act_as collaborators in teaching others rather than being
themselves the tatget of instruction. According to Staub:

"These soclalizing influences are thought
to affect prosocilal behatior.becﬁhse they
. lead to the learning of how one fis expected
to behave, and also to thé acquisition of
' internalized values and standards which
affect the manner in which children interpret

events, this in turn arfecting both emotional
reactions and self—reinforging gtrategies
R

\_//”(19?5’ p.1}. | :

In response to the generél quEStion why people behave
prosoclally, Staub (1975) replies that we may learn very
. |
. _ \ .
early that we .are expected to do certaln things for others.

This learning may take place through B‘Variety of means
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including direct reward and_punishment and thus we-may learn
that we ocan expeot rewards for doing things for others and
punishment for not doing them. ?urthermbre; beliefs, values
or norms that are téugﬁt to children may come to be inﬁerna-
l1ized by them and‘accepted as their own'(Hoffmaﬁ,vlg?O). The
values that the parents advocate, the kind of behaviour they
reward or punish,:and the g%nd of models they provide, might‘
all be 1mpor{ént In determining the values that children
learn. Rinally,‘prosocial behaviour may also'be motivated
by empathy. Another's distress may be vicariousiy experlen-
ced (as reviewed earlier), and hils positive emotions upon
being helped may be anticlipated and virariously axperlenced.
As Staub (1975) points out, the desire to enhance one's
own vicarious satisfaction may motivate prosocial behaviour.

Thus, as thé foregoling account Indicates, there 1is
general agreement amohg psychologists that no simple concept
can account forﬂmhe develovment of altruism. It is for this
reason that both Trivers (1971) and Deutsch and Susman (1974)
have recently advocated complex and multifaceted developmen-
tal approaches. \

It can be seen)then that the explanation of the

development and maintenance of altruism has been and probably

Wwill continue to Be a8 problem for sometime. As Trivers (1971)

polints out:

"the evidence has only berun to outline
the nomplexities of the human altrulstic
system (p. <?)
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E)Summary

T

In this chapter, the practical and theorepical
1m§orténce of the study of altruism, the vagueness of the
cénceptualldEflnitions of the term and the usefulness of
operationél definitions have briefly been summarized. For
tﬁe purpose of this dissertatlon, altruism has been defined
as requested or unrequested behavliour carried oht.voiuntarily
to benefit anothef without anticipation of tangiblé rewards
from external sources. The animal end human evidence
concerning the existence of altruilsm and reciprocél altrulsm,
particularlj from an eqolutioh point of vlew was 2180 review-
ed. It was polnted out that the animal and humén re;earch
may be deal;ng with something diffeﬁént Qoncebtually, even—
though both are'labelléd."altruism“.

Finally, the antecedents of sltrulsm such as parental
influences, models, norms, rewards and empathy were dlscussed
in relation to the development of altruism in children.

It was suggested that only a complex, multifaceted

develoopmental avpproach can hope to account for the known

intricacles of the data. The altrulstic paradox remains

unsolved. As Kaufman {(1970) sugrests, there 1s no lnstrument-
—

al altruism. If performed for the reward, the act would not

. be altrulsm. But as'polnted out earlier, 1t is logleslly

1mposslbla‘to show that no reinforcements are involved
since this amount to the proof of. the null hypothesils, an

obviously pointless task under any circumstances. Since
LS . "
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_ “
this is conceptually not possible as the metter stands now,

the conceontual analysis of altruism needs elaboration.

“
W1
- - |

.

S




Chapter II
Genaral review of the iiteratﬁre
on human altruisp: a brlef overview.

A)Introduction

-

Over the past few yearé reseéarchers héve studied sb
ﬁanf different aspects of altruism that an interrated over- ”
view of this area 1s becoming increasingly difficult. Although
it i1s the purpose of thils chapter to attempf;such;an intesra-
tion, it is in no way intended to be exhaus;lve 6r thoroughly
'comﬁ%ehensive. The majdr purpose is to give the reader who
is unfamiligr ulth this area of research some 1dea of the .-
tyves of variables involved as well as an awareness of their

general effect on helping behaviour. To do so, this review

wlll Include (1) perscnallity traits correlated with altrulsm

and with measures of sltrulsm, (2) soclal norms and modeling

such as the soclal responsibility norm, the norm of giving,
the norm of reciprocity, the norm of equlty, the Just-world

notlon and the deserving norm. Modelings effects also will

be discussed. (3) Interpersonal influences which include

attractiveness, frlendshlp, parent-child relationship snd

group affillation; (4) social roles and social class and .

lastly (5) demograohic variasbles such as age, sex, and
family size.
The contents of this chapter are derived mainly from

a number of recent reviews of the literasture (Bryan and Test,
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'T967; Midlarsky, 1968; Letané and Darley, 1970; Macaulay and

Bérkowitz, 19705:Bryan and London, 1970; Krebs, 1970; Trivers,
.- - ’

1971; Berkowltz, 1972; Wispé, 1972; Staub, 1973 b;).

The effects of temporary psychﬁlo;ical ététes such
as posliltive and negative affect, success and failure,
compétence,-self—esteem, gulilt feeling, moods and so on, on
altrulism will be reviewed in detail Iin chapter II1 and there-
fore will be mentioned heré only when directily relevant.
Thus, although the focus of thls dissertation is on the
effects of success and failure on helping behdviour, and
although the literature relevant to thils line of research
will be summarized later, it is importent for the reader to
ﬁote 1mmediate1y that the contents of this more general
review of the i1terature on altruism has some bearlng_on the
present researéh. Although it was not the mein purpose,
throughout the research, some'personalfty questlbnnaires
(Rotter's internal-external locus of control scale, for
example)}, and some biograéhical data such as sublect's agé, .
ééx, family size, birth-order positlon and pareﬁtal 1nﬁome
ware collected; and therefore, cofrelations betheen_thése
and meésures of ﬁelplng behaviour could be assessed. These

findings will mainly be-reported in apoendix II.

B)Variables Studied

l...Personality Traits

Several studles have reported correlations between
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measures of aooially oriented personality oharscteristics
and prosoclal beﬁsviour. Turner (1958) found thet altruism
ratings of' parents, teachsrs, and sociel workers correlated
most highly with ethlcal goodness, emotional stability, and
socisl adjustment. Cattell and Horowiltz (1952} also found
‘a positive 1ink between cyclothymia (sooisl extroversion).
and ethical sttitudes among females, whlle Priedrichs (1960),
| usiﬁg fraternity members asnd self-ratings, found soclability,
in-group involvement, Bnd sttraotiveness'as a-friend related
'to altrulsm among college‘students. Pemales high in need
for affiliation (Ribal, 1963) have been found to be mgre
altrulstic, and soclially dependent children have been
observed to be more willing to share with others (Rutherford
and’Hussen, 1968). It is not surprising that need for
soclal spproval and social responsibility ratings would be
correlated with prosooial behaviour. Yet nelther Hutherford
and Musseh (1968) working withAnursefy school children on
need approval, nor Darley and Latané l1968) who related
differences in both need approval snd social responsibility
to giving help in an emergency found positive relatlionships.
Furthermore, Staub and Sherk {1970) observed é negative
cofrelstion among chilorsn between nsed for approval and
sharin5 candy with unknown peer. Finelly, Sawyer (1966)
reports that YMCA students were more sltruistir than soclal
-science or business school students, end that altrulsm did

not relste to authoritarianlsm.
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It can be seen that Investigations which have |
correlated peraonallgj traits and rating-scale or penéll-and—
_paperhméasures of altruism such as‘that of Sawyer'(1966) S
have found a large number of significant relatignships. |
Studies in which personalityl;;éité Were corqelatéd with
behavioural measureg of altruismjioﬁ'the other hand, have
éenerally haen 1éss producfive.- The difficulties arisg from
%he fact that behavioural 1ndlces‘of altruism are largely
sttuatlon-specific. As Krebs (19?0) points out, 1t would
gseem that the more unusual the situation, the less the effect
of personality'vafiébles. Darley and Latané's (1968) subjects,
whé responded to emergency pleas for help, d1d not differ'
from those whb falled to respond on mezsures of Machlavellian-
ism, need for approval, and social responsibility. Korte
(1969), in a similer situation, failed to find relationsrﬁf
batween helpling in anlemargéncj and deference, autonomy,' or
submissiveness; | ' )

Other studies have feported ;orrelations between
behavioural meéaurés of altruism and locus of control, -a
concept developgd by Rotter (1966). Briefly stated,. the
concept postulates that a relnforcemeﬁt mey be percelved by
a person 8s elther belng 8 functlon of his own“behéviour |
(internal locus of control), or as being é funcFion of luck,
chance, fate, whim, or powerful others, and‘t;erefore

unpfedlctable due to the great complexity of the'surrOUnding

forces (external locus of control).‘ Rotter (1966)

sl
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- constructed 8 questionnaire to measure thils variable and in

most.cases, 4t 1s scores on this questlonnalre that have bean
fbund to correlate'with behaviou;gl measures of altrulsm.
que aﬁd Rotter (1963) found, for examplg, that students
wéfg ﬁére Wwilling to help a civil rights project 1f they

thought they had intermal control over their fate than 1f

-they thought'thair fate was externelly controlled. Midlarsky

. {1968) also reported a'positiv% correlation between helpling

{at the cost of recelving shocks) and internal locus of

control. Finally Staub (1968) found that fourth-grede -

children who were also characterized as high in intermal
locus of control shared more after an experience of gyccess,n
and less after a neutral exper%gnc&;gﬁ an experlence of
faillure than those characterizédfdg 1;; in internal control.

.:Another trait or personallity characteristic studied
in relation to altruism 1is Intelligence. Expioring this
relationship, Fisher (1963) found that more Intelligent
children learn to share at a more rapid rate than the less
intelligent ones. Havighurst and Taba (1949) report ‘B +. .29
correlation between intelligence and the development of a
moral code in adolescents However, since 1t is the more ‘
1ntelligent subjects who usually respond to exoerlmental |
condltions with socially approved behaviour,\the relation—
ship between intelligence and altruism has not yet besen
clearly established. |

4w

Overall, althouéh no general conclusions can be

“
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drawn sbout the personality tralts of ﬂenefactors due to °
variationsnin subject samples, in independent vériables and
in measures of altrulsm, fhé;e nevertheless seem to be some
consisteht trends among these findings, Altruistic children,
for example, appear to be better adjusted'sociallyhthan
others énd they are more emotionally stable. College—ége
female altruists are soclally orieﬁted, have Bocial values
and ar? nurturant ﬁeople with low needs for achievement and
dominanée QMcDonald, 1966). College-gpe male altrulsts
alsp tend to be soctally ofiented and to feel they control
thelir fate. -

2...50cial Norms and Modeling

Research has dgmonstrated that beople tend to help
those who are dependent on them (Berkowitz and Danlels, 1963;
Ross,  1971; Ross and Braband, 1973; Schopler and Bateson, '
1965:). Berkowitz and his colleagues attributed such helping.
to the influence of the "norm of soclel responsibility”,
which prescribes that people should help those who need help.
' & .
The notion that people act in accord with normative Y
. N fl
standards of conduct seems qulte sound as far as it goes.
But as Krebs points out: . "
"Although normative analysts (e.g.Berkowitz
1968) have criticized the explanatory
circularity of reinforcement theory, the
postulation of social norms can alsc end in
tautology. A partlcular response, for
example, can be predicted on the basis of a
norm. If it occurs, the norm 18 sald to have

had an effect. If it does not occur, the
situation 1s said to fall outside the range
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of the norm. 'in cases where the normn
is established on the basis of thse

2 behaviour it 1s supposed to predict, .
it 18 in the same position as Skinner B
(1953) reinforcer-its existence 1is
.established by the effect it produces
(1970, p.294)." ,

Darley and Latené (1970) also have persuasively
challenged the theoretical merit of the normative approach,
In thelir view, existing cultural norms cénnot be used to
explain heloing because they are inherently contradlctory
and vague. Norms prescrihing self-sucrificing acts exist
side by side with norms promoting selfishness. Horeover,
these norms are seldoﬁ gapecific enousgh to praovide clear
guildelines for individuals confrontingz situatlons demending
help-giving, Theidanger,'so the argument goes, 1is that
invoking nerms még-lead us to an "explanatory fiction“,_by
which any action 1s explalned after the féct by matching
it with one of the multiple norms avallsble in the cultural
matrix (Masor, Hornstein, and Tobin, 1973). gven with this
strong briticism, many suthors still emphasize the normative
approach to explain altruism. Por example, Leeds {1963)
susgested that the norm of glving applles in situations
where help 1s needed, but where no institutionelized means

of help are available.

Heclprocity:

Another norm, called the norm of reclprocity by
dbuldner (1960), prescribes that people gipuld help those

who have helped them, and that people should not injure those
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~who have ﬁeloed ‘then. Gouldner (1960) mentions some situations
| in whioch the norm of reciprocity does not apply, all of which :'
involve dependent recipients such as the very young,'the
very old, and the sick. The norm of giving 1é said to apply
in these latter situations when institutioqelized means are
nonexlstent. | I;’ o
" Strict reciprocity, however, fralls outside the range
T oof altrulstic behaviour. On the other hand;{behaviour which
re EYS more than 1t owes, or reéays'fa&&ra that did not
generate an expectation of return, seems sltruistic., As
escribed by Gouldner (1960), the spciological purpose of the
nerm of reciprocity is to prevent éxploitation of the wesk
by the powerful aﬁd to insure thqé peOp}e pay their dfbtt
However, reciprocity works bett/r under some conditioﬁs than
othérs“ For example, the preaéir the need state of the |
recipient of an altruistic 3¢t the greater his tendency to .3

/

reciprocate, and the more scarce the resources of the donorr\\
/

‘of the act, the greater the tendency of the reciplent to \\
recip}ocate (Heider, 1958 Tesser, Gatewood and Driver; 1968; . H/f

“ Pruit, 1968; Ross and Wilson, 19725). There’ also is, ample evi-

ﬁ\\wg\dggfi\that humans resbqnd to altruistic acts according to
thelr perception of the motives of the altruist. They tend
to respond more altruistically when they perceive the other
as acting “genulﬁely“ altruistic, that is, voluntarily
dispatching an;g;truistic act as an end in 1itself, without

being directqd toward gain {(Saxe and Greenburg, 1974).



N . -
—— ¢ \/

/

,fﬁf<7mbs§ likely to reciprocate when the original benefactor

Krebs (1970) also noted that help 1is morg\iikely to be

recliprocated when it 15'perce1véd as vol%ﬁtary and intentipnal

S

(Goranson and Berkowitz, 1966&; Lerner and Lichtman, 1968Y)

and when the help is appropriatg, that is, when the intentlons

of the altruist are not in doubt (Brehm and Cole, 1966:
Schovler and Thompson, 1968).
T The norm of reciprocity prescribes that people/should

help those who help tﬁeﬁ bpt ig says nothing about F?K}d'
partles.. Several studles howéver, have shown that humans
may direct their altruism to individuals ntﬁer than those
who were hurt, and may respond to an altruistic act that
benerits themse“ves by acting altruistically toward a thlrd
individual uninvolved in the initiasl 1nteract10n_(Dar11n£ton
and Hacker, 1966; Berkowitz and 'Danlels, 1964; eedman,
Wallington and Bless, 1967;). The redirectlgg'of help to a
third party may serve to allay gullt feelings without
triFgrering the qréaten reparation to which the récdgnition
of harm misht lead. 'Furthermbfe, Thoras (1958) hés.shown
that debts of rediﬁrocity sometiges do not dissvpear with
the death of the “creditor“, but are extended to his kin.
Thus, the bulk of the evidence supports Gouldner's (1960)

sucgestion that people tend to return favors. They are

gavé\apmething he n;édggl\:hen he had 1little, when he: was
S nceréi\and wngn he gave VToluntarily. 'Moreover, several

stu

es have found that when people are unable to-contact

3140
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their original benefactors, they are prone to give to others.
. K T

-

...

“Other norms that have been studied 1ntéﬁsigely

include the norms of equity, the Just world hypothesis and

the deserving‘norms.

" Equity: ' | -

Walster, Bercheid and Walster (1973) recently re-
vlewedrthg‘evidence concerning the relationshipns between
eqnity and helplng behaviours and gxploitative_behavlours.
According to the theory of equity, restoratibﬁ-qf actdal
equity can be done in aé least two ways: first, through
compensatlon by means of acts gesigned to increase the
victim's ocutcomes énd second b;\self—deprivatioq, thﬁt is,
a person couid voluntafily reducé\his oun relative outcomes

+

o the victim's level by elther curtallins his own outcomes.

from the relationship or by 1ncreasing his inputs. Recent

studles verify the fact that harmdogrgffrequently do

comp¢n55te their victims {Walster, Walster, Abrahams and

‘Brown, 1966; Walster and Prestholdt, 1966; Brock and Becker,

1566; Bé;scheld and Walster, 1967; Freedman; Wallington -

and Bless, 1967; Cérlsmith and Gross, 1969; Berscheld, Walster
and Barclay, 1969; Legant and Mettee, 1973;). The evidence
concerning self-deprivation 1s less but nevertheless
convineing {Sarnoff, 1962; Leventhal and Bermman, 1969;

Brown, 1970; Sohwartz, 1970, 1974; Collins and Hoyt, 1972;

Regan, Williams and Sparling, 1972;).
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" - According to.this theory, restoration of psychologlc-

al 6qu1ty can be accomplished by anylbf the following
strategies alone or 1n combination: derogation‘of the victim,

r minimization of the virtim 3 suﬂferiny, ot denisl of one's

J

© OWn responsibility for the viotimRS|suffer1ng. That harm-
\doers often derogate thelr victims‘has been demonstrated
by\Sykes and Matza (1957) Davls gnd Jonas (1960}, Berkowltz
11962} Davidson (1964), and Nalsteﬁ end Prestholdt, (1966},
Sykes and Matza (1957) and Brock and Buss (1962) demonstrated
that harm &oers conslstently underestimate how much harm

they have done to another. Finally, that harm-doers often
deny their responsibility for harmldoi r has beehadocumented

. \
Milgram (1963; 1965). Although equity restoration technlques

by bykes and Matza (195?) Brock 7nd Buss, (196¢};xand

may not be altruistic in themselves because theq\may to some
extent alleviate a guilt feelinr/or an uneasiness in‘the
creditor, they are, gimilar to- thF—ebligation to reclprocate

\
felt by the reclplent of helo. ;To the'outslde observer who

is unaware of a prlor 1nequ1tab}e re‘ationshin comoensat}on
and salf-deprivatlon\may 1ndeed!aopear altruistiq Uhat
should be emphasized here. 1s that human beings feel un-
comfortable when the rules of ebuity are broken (Lsne and
Messé, 1971;) and generally resbt by attempting to restore
equity in one way or another.

Justice: o ka

Lo ‘ ! iy
' The "Justice”" motive and the norn of deserving have'.
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also been reviewed rgoently (Lerner, 1970; Long and Lerner,
19?3;-Ch81kln and Darley, 1§?3; Staub; 1973;). In reneral,
the data show that when people feel that mater*al rewards
recelved because of - good work are earned and thus deserved.
willingness to share these rewards 1a less than ﬁf they ars
felt to be unearned and thus undeserved. Slmilarhy, neobdle
prefer to belleve they live in a world uhere they can obtain

those things they desire and evoid thoee they fear. This

' goal becomes translated into an ettempt to believe that

~people in general deserve thelr fete either.bj virtue of
their actions or bebause of their intrinsye" oersonel WOPthn

To the extent that these are the oredominant norms in ‘a

Vg;ven sitga&ion altruistic behaviour is-less lik{ly to

- ~.
hapoen since, 1iF we. deserve whet we get, there 1s ' no need to

~

restore imbalance, injustice or inequité through altruism.

Modeling and Imltation.;-d

One way in whicH normative behaviour dan be elicited

1s through the observdtion of a model. Models, %y setting

an example, supply information sbout what is appr in
various situations. .

It would be expeoted therefore that a helpful model
will elloit congruent altruistic behaviour. In fact, in a
series of three naturalistic experiments by Bryan end Teat |

(1967), 1t was demonstrated that observation of’ helpful and

charitable models elloited pongruent altruistic behaviour. .

Largely under the impetus of Bandurs's NOPR ‘on 1m1tetion

-~
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(Bandura and Walster, 1963}, nunerous experiments in recent

- years have attempted to document the simple asserfation that
altruistic and selfish models will induce s;milar behaviour
15 observers. Krehs (19?0)'was.able to list over tuenty
studles dealing With the effects of models on helping. &
.general reyiew of imitative behaviour has also been provideqd
recently by Flandars (1968); Although the predictions
geaerateﬁ.from modeling theory are appealingly simple,
anomalles In the data do occur. In fact, as Masor, Hornstein
.and Tobin (1973) paint'but a close examination of some of
‘the results reveals that under certain nonditions exposure
to a "selfish" model 1nduces equal or even more pro-social

- behaviour than & control model. These findings voint to_a
faat-tpat most sociai psychologlists will readily recormize;

. the effects of modeling events are a function of the social
context in which they occur. Thus, it is conceivable that
if a social coatext 18 such that a selfish model's behaviour

implies a violation of normative expectation held by the

observer, the latter's behaviour may he almed at counteracting .

the effects-ofitrans;resaion. The result may bear no
resemblance to a modeling effect, as 1t is uava%ly def ined.
Giveh this limitation, modeling theory orediﬂtions are

‘otherwlSa well supported Ly the evidenca.' Howcver, it should.
be noted that modeling effeots have little generality in

‘Jtmdst Instances (M, Harris, 1968;). No studies have established

the situational generality and the 1ongitddinal stability of -

o

&}
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modeling effects which is a £Zcurrenﬁ problem in al£?ﬁism
research. Thus norms, éliolted through modeling or ofherwise
may affect helping behaviour in people but the theoreticai
merit is in doﬁbt, due to lack of generailty and stablility.

3...Interoe£sonal Influences

'Common sense would predict that more is givenhto
liked others than dlsiiked others, Probably because the
prediction seems so obvious, only four studies on . altruism ‘
(Daniels and Berkowitz, 1963; Epstein and Hornstein, 1969; '
Staub anﬁ Sherk, i9?0; Goodstedt, 19?1;).have directly
manipslated Interpersonal attractiveness as a main independent,
vérlable. With the exceptiﬁn of Goodstadt's {1971) results,
in alljcases 1t was found that subjeqgts helped a liked
partner more than a dilsliked partner. The relationship
however 1is sﬁrprisingly weak. On.the basls of Goodstadt's
(1971) sonewhat discrepant'results it would seem that any
tendency to help a iikéd pefson more than a disliked person
is greatly‘influenced-by other factors. The interesting
aspect of this research 1is that, aithough there 1s a tendency
to help likable persons, it can be overcome. . It would seem
that*a person can readlly be induced to help somecne he
dlslikes, or to.refuse to help somsone he likes, by having
his faeiings made public. Thus the relationship between
attractlveness and helping 18 not, llke almost all other
relationships, abaolhﬁ%: In fact, several studies have

Andlrectly found a negative relationship between helping as
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an independent variable and attractiveness as a dependent

vaflable. Lerner and Mattews.(1967) and Lerner (1968); for
exampie, report that subj)ects who peréélved themselves &s
responsible for the suffering of another tended to devalue
the other in order to preserve thélr belief in & Just world.

Berkowitz and Daniels (1963) also found a negatlve relatlon--

- shlp between helping and sttractiveness.

It would also seem logical that a simplé relation-
ship between friendship and altruism should exist, That
relationship seemed so obvious to Sauwyer (1966) that he
validated his altruism scale by examining differences
between altruilsm diracted to frlends, strangers and antagorfists.
He.found, as expeéted,,that all groups in all condlitions
exhlblted most altruism toward friends, and leasﬁ toward
antagonlists. Other studies, hbwever, have reported more
conplex relationships betﬁeen genefo§1ty, a concept close
to altruilsm, ahd friendship. Wright {1942) found,;for-
example, that third graders were more likely to gilve the:
more deslrablé of two tdys to-a stranger than to a friend,

a somewhat counterintuitlve finding. In two experiments

by Floyd (1964) a tendenoy for chlldren to give less to
friends then nonfriends In some situastlons was also observed.
Some children in Wright's (1942} study aclmowledged verbally
that they were trylng‘po make a friend. Floyd's (1964)
findings on the other hand, can be interpreted from the

reciplent point of view to mean that goenerous friends are

i
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" taken for granted whereas géhefosity from a nonfriend is taken
to he an‘overture to friendship, and stinginess fron & friend
13 taken as evidence of a deteriorating relationship in need
of repair. Epstein ahd Hornstein (1969) provided new data
supporting Floyd's (1964) interpretation. _

Parant-child relationshins which may facilitate
the performance of altruistic acts have also been exbm;ned
Rosenhan (1967) for example, found that individuals active
in civil rights had a close relatioﬁshlp vith a least one
altruistic varent. Toﬁklns (1965) reported that promlneht
abolitionists ys?e iInfluenced by altruistic friendé, aﬁd
Rettlg (1956) fohnd that alttulsm in varents was poSitively
correlate@ with scores made by college students on an
altruism sqa}g. Rutherford and Mussen (1968) reported that
generous boys were more 1likely to perceive thelr fathers,
but not their mothers, as highly nurturant, and.depictéd
themselves, as inferred from doll play,'as being more
generous, less hostlile, and i&ss_dependent tﬁan the miserly
boys. Hoffman (1963), and Hoffman and Saltzstein (1967)
also reported that the'iﬁtarnalization of morélity appears
to be best insured by the applioation of dlsclplinary
methods by a perent who is warm and loving.

Flﬁally, the sacrifices of one family member for .
another, or of a lover for his mate, are expected to exceed
those in other relationships. "Indeed Friedricks (1960),

examining the effect of in-group affiliation on altruism,
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ifouﬁd that more altrulsm was directed toward 1h-gr9up
reoiﬁlanté than out-group recipients. Campbell (1965)
demonstrated that in-group sacrifice was common in the face
of out-group threat, and Feldmen (1968) found that Parisians
and Athenlans were more willing to give direction to
compatriots than foreigners, but Bdatonians treated everyone
.the samé."Bostonians, h0wever, were iess iikely to maii ah : -
unstamped letter foﬁ a forelgner than a cémpatrigt. |

Hornstelp, Fish and Hoimes (1968) noticed, with Americen

subjects, that fewer wallets were returned to their oWwners

when the finder who had found and relost the wallet was

foreigﬁ than when thaywthought the previous finder was ﬁot

foreign. Thus, it seems ciear_that in-group affiliation

lncreaseé altruism; eventhough frieﬁdéhip relationships

and interpersonal attractiveness are only weakly related to

altrulsm. Warm and loving parents alsé éppear to 1ncréase '

‘the chance that their progeny will be altrulstic.

4,..80c1al Roles and Socla}JC1ass
| In addition to friendship status‘and in-group
affiliatlon a number of other social roles hgfe been
Investigated; these inplude (1) prescribe r;;e, (2} social
class and (3) nationality. Although the latter 15 not
usually thought of éa a‘socggllrole, it will be diéouééed

N e

here since it 1s commonly found in the same studles in

(A

which both soeclal class and International'differences haye

been assessed,
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Darley and Latané (1968) nade an attempt in one of
their expérimahta to vary the prescribed role of bystsnders

who were perceived to be present. The subject was told that

- the other bystanders were either a male, a femalé\ or a

premedical student who workéd in the emergehc& ward of‘a
hospital. The authors expected the least social respongibili-

ty or the strongest "diffusion oflresponsibilitj“l to occur

when the other bystander was & vremedipal student tralnédd

to deal wWith emergencies. The results, however, did not

confirm their expectations. They tentatilvely explained the

disconfirmation of thelir hypothesis by pointing to the type
of 1lntervention required ih the emergency they manipufated.
In order to help, the subjecﬁ had to report the emergency

to ‘the experimehter; he did not have to provide direct aid.

Thus, the medical training of one of the bystanders was

irrelevant {n determinlng the capability of that person to
intervene. 'Bickman (1971), however;.hés shown that pystander‘s
ahllity to -help affeots the aééeptance of résponsiﬁility.

The capability of & person to help in a situat}on, 1.5.

speclal knowledge or training relevant to aiding in a given
emergency, was shown to affect that verson's helping

behaviour. Furthermore, Ross (1971) and Ross and Braband

(1973a, 1973b;) recently found that subjects responded to

1.. A term Darley and Latané use to mean that less respon-
8ibllity for action 1s assumed by a person when he
percelves that others are also™present and it is there-

fore also thelr responsibility to act.
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an emergehcy more rapidly when children were present than

J.

) , o
. when adulte were present, and subjects paired with a blind

personfreSponded to an emergency which threatened'them as
frequently and as rapidly as subjeote who where alone They

elso found that direot assignment of responsibilities 1ncreased

intervention. However, should 8 bystander believe another

observer is apt to be more:capable in dealing with the

‘emergency, 8s would be the case Af one of the onlookers 1is

=

a doctor and the distreesed Individual is in need of medical
care, then the oyetender usually defers to such & person
(Schwartz and Clausen, 1970; Tilker, 1970;). Pertinent here
15 the observation by Form and Nosow (1958) that smong -the -
ehereoteristios of effective help&;s during the Flint—Beecher
Tornado were a high degree of teoonioel oompetehoe and prior
experlence With disastrous ooourenoés. |

Membership in & social class has also beeo investira-

ted to see if it affects helping beheviour. Berkowitz and

\
Friedman (1967) suggested that entrepreneurs are influenced , J

Lo\J
by the norm ‘of reoiproclty and the bureaucrats are influenced
by the more altruilstic prescription of the norm of socisl
responsibility. As expected they found that entreprencurial
middle-olass'boye Wwere most likely torthink that "eUperJisofs“
would expect them to work hard after they received prior-
help. They were also most llkely to help less after

recelving a small (versus large) amount of prior help.
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Members of the bureaucratic middle class and members of the
horging class produced the same amount after. recelving &
little help and a lot of help. The findings relating to the
working class, though, are not 1in strict accord with tﬁe
findings of other studies. A study bycﬂlmond and Verna (1963)
found that in tﬂe working class,rthe positive value of '
gehérOsLty and considerateness increased wiph education,

end Kohn (1959) éuggested that the working élaSB is more
concerned with 1méédiate conse&uenceé of ﬁﬁeir\children's
behaviour than th% inculcation of abstract moral prinoiples.
These two studies imply strongly ‘that mambers of the working
clasgs are not oriented to sOclal‘responsibiIity as Berkowitz

.

and Friedmen (1967) would have us belleve. M?re in
accord with these investigations are the results of another
study by Berkowiltz (1966; 1968;) in which working class boys
from Oxfbrd, England were found to work hardest for.thos?
who had previously helped'them, especially when thelr heﬁgers
came from a different socigl.class. ‘Bureaucratic middle-
class boys acted, howsever, in aceord with the norm of social
responsibility. >

Finally, only two investigators (Berkowitz, 1966
Feldman, 1968;) have tested for internatlon differences 1n
altruism. Berkowitz (1966), wﬁile recognizing the difkifulty
of creating comparable cross—nétional exverimental situatlons,

found some evidence that boys. from the lower soclo-economlc

class in Oxford, England apé more reciproclty oriented than

Vo S
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their Madison, Wisconsin counterparts. HNo general differences
in =ltruism, howaver,'were found between countries. Feldman
(1968) also reported differences among the reactions of
Boééonians, Parislans, and Athenians to requests for aid.
Although 1t made 1ittle difference to Athenians whether the
ietter contained a stamp.or not (their rate of refusal was
so high), Parisians and Boétonians vere much less likely to
"mall a letter when it Jgs unstamped. ‘The fact that no real .
trend appeared acrosslexperiments in Feldman's study seems
to Indicate that altrulsm 18 largely e fuﬁction of the‘
specific situation, with paoolé from different countries
reactlng more or less altruistically according to the

circumstances surronding requests for help

5...Demographic Variables'

LY

Among the demographic variables most often sﬁudied
are age, sex, and family sizé.

Are: a cértain measure of support Has been provided
for the existence of a positive correlation between altruism‘
and ége in chi%dren. Examining altruism in tﬁe first three
grades, three studies have found evidence for aldevelopmental
1ﬁcrease. Midlursky and Bryan (196?) found that first
graders who wWere exposed to expressivé cues f;ave legs than
second, third, and fourth graders. Staub and Feagans (1969)
found an increase in helping in an emergency siﬁuation from
kindergarten to the second grade. . Ugurel-Semin {1952) also

reported an 1ncfeasé in generosity from age 6 to 8,



Only ohé study (Floyd 1964) falled to find an increase in

- / e

]
gharing from the first to the third rrades.

E’/ - Moving to the third, Fourth, and T1fth grades,
additional support for a develoomental advance in altrulsm
" 1g obtained. Ugurel-Semin (1952) found that the number. of
children who demonstrated@sglfish responses virtually cegfed
. after age 8. Handlon and.Gross (1959) found that the number
of pennies_prAséaﬂs gi{en td a partner increase from
kindergarten to the fourth grade. A further inerease occur-,
) -3

' red at the fifth grade, and leveled off at the aixth.
§fmilarly, Midlarsky end Bryan (1967) observed that the

number of self-sacrificlel responses nade by third and fourth;.

graders in a control condition exceeded that made by Tirst
and second graders. Finally, Harris (1968) found that
fifth-grade children gave more to charity in a control -

condition than fourth-grqge children.
l ) re
Although the evidence from most studies support a

developmental inoreased 1n‘altruism, studies which have used

/ s | o \ T

fenerous models have usually falled to find the ase-dependent

Increase 1in altrulsm (Midlarsky and Bryan, 1967; A;bnfreed
and Faskel,“1968;ﬁﬂarris, 1968}). ‘Models appear to influence
younger cﬁildren more than older éhildren and thereby

counter the effecglof developmental increase in altruism.

In studles using adults as subjects, thé'rq}ationship batween
age and altfuism has been unclear, For‘inéﬁance,‘a large

proportion of blood donors.are youns, ss opposed to older,

L]
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adults {London and Hemohill 1965) but So;:;:;mri9ﬁﬂl\\;_¥.

discovered that mor middle-aced people tended %o be amons
those pezceivedfaa good nelghbors™ than elther the‘youﬁz
"or the old. ‘.

Sex: althoﬁgh‘thg'connén notion that females are more
altrulstic than males ﬁés supported by research rore dkten.
than not, especially with chlldren, thislsunport has by no
means been consistent. fg duote Krebs:

"0f the 17 éttéies’thatlexamined'child“eh

of both sexes, 11 found no sex differences.

Of the studies which found sex differences,

only 2 reported main effects that approached
significance (P «.)0). The remaining studies
reported only interaction effects (1970, p.288)."

No studlies found sex differences in altruism for
nursery school children (Fisher, 1963; Gewnirtz, 1948; Hartup
and Keller, 1960; Murphy, 193?;). Of the studles which
used elementary séhdol children of both-se;es,othose of
Handlon and CGross (1959) L.Harris, (1967), M.Harris (1968),
Shure (1968}, §7§ub (1968) Upurel-Semin (1952) and Wright
(1942) falled to find sex differenoes in altruism.

In the other studies whioh uced eIénentary school
children, some found a éreater 1ncidenoe of altrﬁism‘in boys
than girls (Rosenhan and White, 1967; Bryun“and Walbeck, 1969;
Staub and Shérk 1970;) and some- found the reverse (White,
196? Grusec and Skubiskl, 1971). Thus, it 185 apnarent that

there are no clear trends in the conditions which affeot set

differences in altruism in children. Similarly, most studies
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on adults have falled to find sex differences in altrulsm
(Berkowitz, Klanderman, and Harris, 1964; Blake, Rosenhan,.
and, Duryea, 1;55; Bryan and Test, 1967; Hornstein, Fisch and
Holmes, 1968; Rosenbaum and Blake,1955). A series of studies
by Schopler and his oolleagués; though, - found consistent sex
differences in low-cost dependency-elicited helving. Schoplar
and Bateson (1965), Schopler and Matthews (1965)! and Schopler
(1967) found that although females were most likely to
volunteer for an uﬁpleasant experiment when the solilclitor

was highly dependent, males were most likely to volunteer

when he was of low dependency. Berkowltz (1967) who failed

to find sex differences in three experiments, achlieved the
effect in a fourth experiment. Males falled to show the
customary 1noréase in produopivity for.the dependent —_—

supervisor, whéreas 1ln agreement wlth Schopler, the females

~~/

did. . g
Thus, overall, gex differences in heloping ére rare
andlwhen they appear it is mainly throush interhction with
other variables, such as debendency. J h
In summary, the findings relating to the effeots of
soclal roles and demographic variables of benefactors indlcate
that sex, age; soclal 6laeg,'and nqtibnality sometimes affect
altruism. Although no olear sex différenées were found ror\
children, adult males were found to be less prone to help &
highly dependent.oﬁher,“while-femaiea, on. the other hand, |

were more prone to help ‘such a person. A fairly consistent

L
rmip,
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increase in altrulsm wag found with age in children. No

.,/
-

general differences in a&ltrulsm were found between countries,
but there was evldénoe of social alass differences. Finally,
when a bystander possesses a'speolal abllity to help, such
as a doctor in a car accldent or a lifeguard in & drowing
case, there wlll be an increase in the probability éf
intefventlon, but ;f_othera know of’gge presence of &
qualified bystandéé, their own helpins rate will decorease

substantially. This is not surprising in view of the fact

"the viotim is being attended to by an expert. Although not

mentioned above, some evidence sugrests that children from

large families are more mltruistic than chlldren from small

families (Ribal, 1963; Ugurel-Semin, 1952;) but that other-

than-only children are not more altrulstic than only children .

(Friedriohs, 1960; Handlon and Oross, 1959; L.Hsrris, 1967;).

Sunmary

In thla'ohapter, we have briefly reviewed some of the

by

 main faotors;ﬁhioh have been explored in relatlion to hélplng

behaviour. Trait studies generally have found that altrulsts

were well adjusted and sociable, but the validity of the

‘measures of altruism can be questloned. Studies whioh have

" employed behavioural measuresa of altruism were less likely

thah-gtudies whioh used rating-soale and Pbaper-and-penail

qdasurea to find trait correlates., With regard to soclal

- roles and demographio attributes, several trends appeared;

L 4
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although altruism did not consistently relate to sex in

childfén, adult males were found to act less altrulstically
toward highly denendent others, and females acted more
altruistically toward such dependeﬁt persons. A féirly
consistent increase in altruism with age was found in children
and tﬁgre was some indiocatlon that people from large families
were more @ltruistio than those from small families. .Soclal
class differences were afso reported, but no international
differences héve yet been oonvinoingly.demonstrated; A
vafiety of aooial‘horms pertalning %o the elicitatlon or -
inhibition of helping behaviour ueré revlgwéd but their
status aslpxpianatory ooncepts‘remains in doubt. Modeling
predictlons, unless contradicted by the soclal context,
. were found %o be relatlﬁely acourate, althodgh linited in
Uthelr geperality. ‘ G
As wWill bhe dlsousaed more thorourshly iater, some of
_our own results, related to the olass of varlables presented
_ in this ohapter, are inconslstent with somne o} the results
summarized here. These findings will be mainly presented
in appenddx II.
In oonolusion, we should keep in mind as Krebs points
out, that: _
"Philosophera were originally concerned
with altruism beounuse it related in an
‘aggential way to the nature of man.’
Although the methodology .of ourrent re-
searchers is different, and thelr focus
nore specific, they are, in the final

analysis, also trying to understand
human nature (1970, p.298)}."
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A review of the effects of success and fallure,
positive and negative affeot and related manipulations

on helping behavioufc

A) introdgptlgn
| There is a raﬁi&iy growing volume of research on
altruism related to psychologmical state variables, probahly
because these are somewhat easier to‘manlpulaté in laboratory
experiments. | |
Psychologists have long been Interasted in the

akperienaé of suocoess ang.have observed that its public_ahd
private consequences are far-reaching {(Isen, Horn and
Rosennhan, 1973). To be successful for example, 18 to exveoct
further success (Feather, 1966) and to see the impaot of that
experience on a varlety of one's performances (Rotter, 1954,
1966;). To be succesaful is to feel free to reward oneself,
both contingently (Kanfer and Marston, 1963; Isen, 1966;
Masters, 1972;) and noncontingently (Misohei, Coaﬁes”and

| Raskbfr, 1968; Masters and Peskay, 1972). Finelly, as will
be pointed out in this chapter, being sucoessful éaema to
be assoclated wiﬁh being kind éo others {Berkowitz and
Connor, 1966; Isen, 1970).

N |
—\k\*::::j%__ﬁ b Thus, in short, success appears to be a ocomplex
‘ \\L \ , :

/
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experienoe.whlch influences our exbectatlons, our aotibns,
and our interperacnal interactiona.
Therefore, this'ohapter, willl review the effects of

témpqrary psychological states such as positlve and negative

‘affect, success and fallure, competence, self-esteem, guilt

feelings, transgression and moods on altruism, - varlables
much more ciosely related to the speqificdtopio Qf_thls
research than those discussed in the previous dhapﬁer.

In general, positive affective states have been
induced by oreating experiences which 1nvolve.sﬁoceas and the

pergseptlon of 6ompe§enoe. On the other hand, negat;be

. affective states have been oreatad by supplying exXperlences

which involve fgllﬁre,unintentional harm to another, and
acts of transgression. As will be seen in this ohapter, both
of these ménipulationa oan, under certaln agiroumnstances,
inocrease subseqguent altrulstioc behaviour. The task here
therefore will be to apécify-tﬁese oirocumstances.

After summariziné the influences of affect and moods
on altrulsm, the effeats of transgression and the evidence |
on reparative altrulsm Nili-be presented.. Subsequently, the

affeocts of succeas and fallure will be reviewed.

B) Affeots and Moods

How positive and negative feelings affeot helping

and sharing behaviour 1la a - question that has repelved
considerable attention recently. Good ‘and bad feelings
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wainly have been induced through experiengeé of suooéé% and
failure as wWilll be seen later. However, they also can be
induced in other ways.or manipulated directly and 1t would
be interesting to-determiﬁe Af different manipulations
. produce effeots similar to those found throggh experiences
_of sucoess and. fallure. . B |

It could be érgued that when people feel good,
material resources which.are often a source of positive
feelings in our oultura may be less important to them, thus
increasing their Nill gness to share. On the other hand,

when individuals feel bad they might :be more conocerned

about themaelyaa,'leas oriented toward others (Berkowitz,
1970), and thus less wiillhg to help.. Similarly. rpanipula-
tioné‘depigned to induce hish and low self-esteem either
tepporarily ior nore perménently as in the case of depression,
might also be expected to produoq equivalent effedts. The
evidenoe; howevef,‘is not parblou;ariy olear out;

Several recent studles have indicated that
manipulation of xhe affective state in ways other than via
gucosss / failure results in differential hélping, thus
lending oredibility to the hynothesis that a relationship

'between feeling good and helpfulneas does exist. Two |
_ naturalistio experimente indicated that a good feeling
._arouéed through pogsitive verbal gontaoct resulted in 1noreased
aid, both soliolted (Berkowitz and Maoaulay, as olted in
Aderman, 1971) end unsolloited {(Isen, Becker and Falrahild,
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Studies by Aderman (1971) and Aderman and Berkowitz
k19?0), conducted in a laboratory settinp; manipul ated mood
state in several novel ways. In the Adqrm&n and Berkowitz
(1970) experiment, the subject's mood séate was variled by
having him observe one of sevural_interactions batween two

college students, one of whom needed ald and one who. was a

. potential helper. The experimental conditlon variad according

to the person with whom the subject was instructed to .
empathize, the helping response of the second person (helped
or did not help), and the reaction of the helped person

. (thanked the helper or did not). The subjent then filled

out a mood questionnajire and finally was given an opportunity

to comply with the exparimenter's request for help. The results

.0of the experiment, though complex, tended to support the 1idea

that feeling good is related to inoreased helping, under
some clroumstances (ampéthy with the thanked helper), while
feeling bad is assocclated with inoreased helping under other
o;roumstanoes (empathy with the nonhelped person in need).

In the study by Aderman (1971), elation “or deuression
was 1nduoed in subjlects by having them read sets of mood
statements. Adermap (1971}, found that follewing the read-
ing of the cards, subjeots in elation oondition wrote more

numbers for the experimenter, when this task was presented

‘ag a favor rather thun as a requirement of the experiment.

In addition, elation gubJeots volunteered for a future
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experiment more often.
Igsen and levin (19?2)_oar}ied out two experiments

with adulte in which the effects of a person's positive

affective state on his or her subsequent helpfulness to others

|

was measured. "Feellng goodq was 1nduoedfby having recelved
cookies while studying in a library (study 1) or by having
found a dime in the ooin peturn of a public telephone while
making a call ‘(study 11). The results supported the
prediction thét gsubjects who were made to "feel gqod" would
be more heloful than oontrol*éubjeots. However, no |
manipulation check in 61ther study was administered. Thus
1t is possible that the subjeots were just reciprocating
the good gesture to a third party. The evidence coﬁoerning
the existence of a motive to reciprocate’ is quite adequate
and has already been presented under the norn of reoiprocity
in the previous ohapter {e.g. page 29-32).

| More recently, Moore, Underwood and Rosenhan (1973)
investigated the relationship betwéen affeot and altruism 1in
2 and 8 year old middle-class white children. ‘Children were
asked elther to think of things that made them happy or sad,
or they were assigne& to oontrol oonditiona. Subsequently
in the experimenter's absence the_ohildreﬁ’were fiven an
opportunity to donate money to other children. It was found
that ohildren who exparienoed positive affeot gave more than
the ocontrol subjeots wWhile thoée who experienced negatlve

affect gave less than the oontrols.

53.
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However, it should be mentioned that the ohildren
were givenfen opportunity to share their eernlng with
other children who would not be able to particlpate 1n the
experiment, and furthermore, from the 1netructions £iven to
the subjecgs, it is posslible thnt the ohildren thought that
only the amount they were willling to share would bhe
distributed to the other ohildren. The 1nstruopinns stated:

“Some of the children in the school are
roing to et & chance to heln us and some
aren't., We are golnn to glve sSome money
to the kids who don't ret to come. Later,
when I leave the room you can share/some
of your money with the other kids by
putting it in that can if you want to.

But you don't have to. Just do what you
want to (Moore, Underwood and Rosgnhan,
1973, p.100)." (underlying is ours)

In another experiment (Underwood, Modre and Rosenhan,
1973) ueirg the same direot industion of moody, children
were glven an opportunity to help themselveés to money. It
was found that children in botﬁ “haepy and "sad" oonditions
self-rewarded more than oonﬁroIe- arr 1 1£oat10n of a possible
g81f-therapeutic tendenoy after feelins sad-end. nildren in

the "happy" condition were found to self-reward only slight-

'ly more than children in the "sad" ocndltion. The difference

was not signiflcant. Thus, feeling sad can be as qffective.
as feeling good or happy in leading an individual to indulge
in self-gratification. It is interesting to notice hat even

for the boys among whom the affents wera atronger, n

.differénoememerged batween negative-affeat and ocontrols..
—_

LA
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Further evidence of thq‘ﬁxlstenoe of a seif—therapeﬁtic
. tandehoy following fallire or negative affect will be
presented in the next section of this chapter. ‘
Rosenhan, Underwood &nd Nqore {1974) reulicated their
- findings concefnin# affeot and altrulsm., ¥Yith regard to
negativa affect, their results 1nd10ate that it may lead to
a self theraneutlo process wWhich tnkes the form of non- ~
oontingent-self-gratlfication and that it induces a tendency
to conserve resources. With regard to positive affect, the
‘findings oconfirm agaln that hapuiness pronopes both self-
gratification and kindﬁeés to others. It 18 interesting
-to note that in thls\study, the authors found that negative-
affect subjeots who églf—gratlfied the most gmave 1east away,
and those who self—gratified the least gave the most away.
A major or}tici m of &ll the foreroinr studies of
the relationshin batwneen affeot and altruism, 1z that
gxparience such as reelinp good and good fortune glve rlse
to psyoholonloal gtates that involve more than a single
pleasant-unpleasant dimension. Thus, 1t has been argued,
for instanoce, that individuais who experience good fortune
are more helpful because ‘they\wish to restore equity.(Aderman,_

1972)¥., A Btﬁdy by Bleda, Byrn

and Smith (1974} attempted
to eliminate potentially confounding dimensions of fealinss
-by ueing instrumental music to voke differential affedtive

atates. Sinoe personal feelingsi in their negatlve and oontrol

groups did not differ, these two wonditions were combined

5
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in the anafySis of helping; behaviour. The helping measure
; was whefherkbr not the subjeot of fered to heln a confederate
Wwho was retrigﬁing 150 computer cards in the hallway. Lye
odntact with £he suﬁject was avolded until the subject haad
elther pasaed By or offergd assistance. Tﬁé regults indicated
that theﬂrelativg fraquenéy of helpings fopnd_in the positive
affeot‘odnditlon'did_not differ from that found in the
combined.negativé and control group; Theae results agaln
appear not td support previous dépa whichhhave generally
been intérbreted a3 indloating & vositive relationship

between affect and altrﬁism:

A study by Adermen (1972) attempted to induce elathgfﬁ‘
n Al . ue .

¢!

and depression using the method developed by Velten (lééaﬂ
An which subjects read a serigé.ofﬁbo positive éﬁd neﬁagiéé
‘mood ~graded statéments."Oﬁ éAmeaaurefof volunteering for
an unpleasant payohologidal éxperlment, Aderman found thep  _
more subjeots from the elation treatment were willipg'tb‘ .
volunteer than were subjects from the dopréssion treafﬁébt,
but the relationship between the experimental manipulations
and scores obtained on mood goales was much stronger. idné:
‘posiidble reason for thils outcome is that when we manipuiate'
a person's attributions about himself, he will aot ancording-
ly. That \is, 1r.he is made to say that he is havpy'or sadr
then he w111 nheok happy or sad adjeatives on the mood

-

soales. This suggests oﬂly that the person's language

behaviour is consistent and does not unaquivocally indicate

t
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that the person feels happy or sad. More likely 1t 1s a
~demand characteristic of the situafioh.

Two other studies épe worth mentioning here, These
deal ﬁith.the effeots 6f manipulated gelf-esteem on subsequent
helping bhehaviour. Rudestam, Richards and Garrison (1971)
found that situationally 1nduced gelf-egsteem did not éffect
subsequent altrulstic bahaviouri While 31% of the female
subjacté and MG% of the male sublects in the experimental
qroups offerad to help a femalse uasserby carry. ‘a bulky ‘load
. of boxes, these figures dld not differ from those of a
control group. Isen (19?0) as will be disoussed later,
suggestgd théfsarter success, sSubjlacts will be kind to.others.
If. this is true, we should expect the same thing after a
manlwulation of .. self-esteem. That is hlrh self esteem
Bubjeota also Bhould be kinder to others. Walster (1965)
on the other hand, suggeated that low salffosteem people
Havé‘a greater need for approval than do those with high
Eeuffesteem and therefore, low-gelf -esteam subjeots should
be motivated to take advanﬁage-qf a situation which offers
péﬁsibilgtles for gaining_approvallfrom another. Clearly,
then, aubjeotsi acoeptéﬁoe of a lower level of seif—esteqm
should be least likely and thelr neéd to raln approval great-
est when the situation 1ndicates that something ocan be done
to 1norease thelr own value. Based on these theoretloal
notions, Baron (197&) predicted that to the extent that

lowering subjeots"eelf-eateem inoreases their need for
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favorably than\Qgeir.partner in boI
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approval or their need to ward off unfavorable evaluations,
low-self-esteem subjeots, whenlin a "mutual evaluation
setting”, should tend to evaluate an unknown gpher‘morc fa-

vorably than high-self-esteem subjeots in a similar situation.

_Although thesé arguments seem theorestically sound, Baron

SN .
(1974) was not able to sonfirm them. Manivulated self-esteem

was positively rglated to ratings of‘the other, but overall;
subjects‘rated their partner more favorably in the bllateral
than in the unileteral evaluation conditlons. Thus, althoush

the speoifio predioti%h 6onoern1ng Einh and low self-esteem

“x_\subjeots'was not subatantiated, the findinnd 1nd1cated$that

¢

people;‘in genefal, take asdvantage of an opportunity to gfain
approval. If direct altruism toward the partner had been'l
a poaeibilitylin the experimental seﬁging, more suppofrt for
the prediot1dn ooncerning high and lowigelf-osteém gub Jects
mighb-have beeq obtained. In this resard, it is lnteresting
to note' that 1n'a public ocondition in contrast to & private
oondltion,4iow self-esteem subjeats evoluated themuelves
more favorably thsn they did thoir partner, while in the
private oonditioﬁ; they evaluated thelir pangSi;more
favorsbly th;an"t:hemaelvesT On the other hénd hifgh-self -
estaen subJéQis and oontrols evaluited themgelves more
publid and private

oonditions but the tendenoy for a low—aelr—esteem'aubjent

to evaluate an unknown other less favorably was strong and

/ persistent. . | . L



ws Baron {1974) noted:
*perhaps pGOplé whose glass house has
already, been brolten have little to
lose by oasting a stone or” two at thuir
neighbor's (p. 109)

@ In summary, the literature on moods and hel>1nr
bohaviour. suggests that most of th; researoh has been guided
by the intuitively plaualble assumbtion that a aucgessful"
person will be happler than an "unsuoccessful" person, and
that a "havoyy" peréon Nili be more 1ilkely to help than an

unhappy person. But, as Bem (1972) pointed aut 1n‘another-A
oqnneotion, it 18 Juat bacause not unreaaonable assumptiona are
occasionally oonfirm&d that thelrftranspargnt theoretical
status remaing unohallengod Wispd Kiecolé and Long (1nn
preas) point out that it is far rron ‘olear why a happy

person should be 8 likely to help than an unhappy paraon.,
Perﬁupa undaer oe;::j;\bondltioha, unhappy verson are more
-willlng'to hulp.“_Indeed,rit-waé sesn that Lenrow (1963),
Staub (1968) and Aderman and Befkowitz’(lQ?Q) have repofted
instances of inoreased -altruistio behaviour under oertain
oonditiona'of failurp or negative affegfivé states, _
Furthermoro, many studles ﬁave found no-differenoces betﬂaon
ﬁffeotivé conditions. Kazdin and Bryan (1971) found no
differenoas beﬁwéén,oompgtent ﬁnﬁ incompetent subjeots in
blood glving even though anzopportuﬁity was avallable in
thé'samo‘ﬁqllwﬁy as the experimental room within minutes

after the ‘experiment. Bleda, Byrne and Smith (1974) as well
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- as Rudestam, Richards and Garriacn (1971) also found no
differences in altrulstioc behaviour follgwing mupipulations
-of elther m?oda or self-esteem.” In two other experiments

to 53 reviewed 16t9r (Berkowitz -and Connor, 1966; Isen,
 1970;) no differences in altruistio behaviour: were found
| between negativﬁ—arfebt;va oonditions and oontroi o;nditiona.
Staub (1973b) more reogntly sugnested that when ohlldren
neoe;yL rewardabrollowinn suodesa and.failuré rather than
prior to it, and are then asked to share them, those who
:suobqoded feel that they earned and deserved thoir rewards
to ’a greater degree than those Who failed, and therefore,

~

ghare less of them. . .
| 'Thus, overall.ﬂit geems that either relationshlp

(to help more after positive affect and to help more after

negative affeat) may hold under certain speaifio oiroumsthnoeg.

“The main reservation herde is with the often imnllioeit

assumption tﬁat'a“hapbylpernon ise mora_williﬁé to render

.assistance than an unﬂappy;paraon. Further support in favor

of this reservation ﬁi}l“ﬁé preguntod in the following

-~
TN .

pextion o B ohdp\ar.

Y Trapegsression, Ouilt-Feelings and Reparative A)truisny

‘Many studies have found that failure which has a
partidulaf oongequenocs, harm to another, leads to altruistio
rosponses. Darlington and Macker (1966}, for examnle, found

 that fallure to correatly complete a paper-and-peﬁoll task
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regulted 1h moreragreement to glve blood when the fallure
hurt a helpful other than when it did not. These findings
ware interpreted as evidenoe for dlsplanement of suilt-
produced altrulsm. Thése results, hpwéver, must be viewed
with caution. It was not untill the third of three appeals’
for blood that any Aifference was found, and 13 subjeots
were disourded. But studies by Lerner and his assoniates
demonstrated that partner-oriented altruism.oonurn.ln
'Bituationa wheare sqooeéa~for’self‘reau1ta‘1n fﬁilure for
another.. Subjects who drew a‘allp of paper tﬁqt astirmed
tham to a ooﬁtrol condition an§ thelr'pnrtner to a shook .
oondltidn (fates Interdependent) were moreiﬁrone to-oomfort_
the-other and to volunteer to téko his plaoce than suhjeois
who determined oﬁly their own fate (fates independent;
“Lerner and Hatthaﬁa, 196%) or subjectswhnse fates were
determined by the experimenter (Lerner, 1968). ‘

% Other studlec that did not 1involve suooésa und-falluru
have auppllpd further suppbrt for the rnetion of reparative
altruism. Two suoh studiea investimnted the effeot of
compliance and unintentional hnbﬁ-doing on altruism,
Carlsmith and OGross {1969) reported that subjects who delivar-X
od éhocka to another were more likely to volunteer to auppoﬁt
a humanitarian pfojeot than those who did not uhookﬁnnothor.’
Froedman, Wallington and Bleso. (1967} found also that
Bubboota who lmooked over & pile of index dards were more

willing to volunteenr for'an oxperiment to help another than
. v A

o
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those who did not, provided that the sollioltor was not the
owner of the index oards. In a similar situation, they
found (1967) that subjects who harmed another were more
.likaly to volunteer ﬁo holﬁ him if they did not exp96£ to
 meet him than if they did. Wallace and Sadalla (1966) c

" ghowed ‘that individuals who broke an exvensive machine were
more likely to volunteer for a painful experiment than these
who did npt but only if their transgression had heen
disoovered. In a more recent experiment by Rawlings (1968),
gullt was manipulated by shooking a subjeot's partner when-
' ever the subleot mudg an error, Presumably thila oxpaerience
ﬁould-make:aubjeofa-romoraeful for the harmful obnsequenoos
of their aotions tq thelr partner and motivate them to
compensate for the narn to the original partner. Then, in

a seoond part of tho gtudy, the subjeot was given an
ovportunity to partiaily alleviato'tha distress of a new
partner by sharing the punishment. - The gulilt hybothuais
would prediot that aubecta would behave altrulstically,
prosumably in order to'loasan their gullt feelings. As
noted earlier, the treatment designed to arouse gullt feelings
. might also inorease the saliency of the altrulem ideal. In
this study, an obsarvation group thnt‘only.snu shooks being
delivered to another subject was inoluded. The results
indicated thhtmtho pullt group and the obaervation group
were aignifioantly mora qltruiatio than both the shoolk and

the nonshook control groups. In the shook group, both tho,f
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subjeot and hla partner received a shoak on every error, and
in the nonahozg group, neither of themtwere shocked. Thua
while theru is no evidenoe 1in this atudy to aontraindionte
the hypothosis that explation was the motive behind the
altrulstio bahavlohr of the gullt aﬁbjeots, the perrérmanae
of the ‘obgervation uubjeots augreata that moerely Nlthneaslng
the distress of a victim oan have Bimilar consequenocss for
nltruism.

Othor more reoent exooriments further strengthen
the thesis that guilt 18 2 stimulua for altruistle aots in

subjaota who have caused harm, Regnn (1972) explored the

hypotheala that two separate menhanisma may 1and teo altrulem

-after harm-doinﬁ explatlon pff guilt and attempta to bolster

in whioch they were participating was ruined.

\
belief in a "Just worlad®. For some aubjeot the experiment
Qﬁ]hulf of these

subjeots were lsd to'believe that their nepligence oaused

"the misfortune; half that they were not at fault. As

oxpaoﬁed,'aubjuotu in both conditiona nontribptod to &
oharitable fund more than controls, for whom no misfortunc
conoured. Purthurmoru, 1nturnﬁl annlyaoa of the data
dumonatrutud that guilt is 1ndued an important gource of
altruistio aocts in aubjaota who oaused harm. Indeed, 8inoce
the guiltlmanlpulation wnag introduced while the sublects

ware distraoted from o voltage monitoring task, the subjoois

_ were subdivided after the experiment into those” for whom

the experimenter suapgoted the manipulation to have heen
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suopessful (subjeots who épent little time watohing the
voltage metef) and those for whom it was pfobably UNnsucoess-
ful (subjeots who watohed the voltage meter steadily). The
data obtained in this manner showed that those subjeots who
spent relatiYely little time watching the meter, and who
theberore probably felt mQSt guilty (the uxpériment wag
ruined beacause thg subject did not peaerform the monitoring

task properly), donated significantly more money to the fund

"than those sublects who watohed the'mater a lot,

A recent atudy Bi‘Aderman, Brehm and Katz (19?“).
%xamined the hypothea;afthut whdther observer react to an
innooent viotim with compusgsion or rejection daepends on
thelr observational set and observatlonal setting. Female
subjeots were alone or in small groups when thdy wntohud'a
vidodtapd of n famaie viotim apparantly receiving 6luotr10
shock upon making errors on & learning task. Prior to view-
ing the tape, thoe subleats reaeived instructions daélgned
elther to induce or inhibit smpathy or Bihply ﬁaru told to
observe the tape. It was found that the subJeots who
received the empathy-inhibiting or the obaarvntioﬁ inrtructiona
subsequontly expressed atrong derogation of the viotim, but
the subjeots wholrooeived_ompathy-induuinn inatruoationg
tended to rate the viotim as more httraotiva than thenselves.
It wag éluo found that subjeots run individually qipraaaod
lega relative derogation than subjeats run in groups. Thus,

this atudy shows onoe again that subjeota who withesd harm
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to another,espealally if it 18 in publlo, feel uncomfortable
and if no opportuﬁlby to compensate the victim is given las
in this last study), they will resort to derogation of the
viotim, possibly in order to feel better, Additional

~evidenoce of the llkelihood of derogation has been reviewed

garlier (chupter II) In relation to equity regtoration

In general, a number of these studles suggest that
reparative altruistio behaviour relieves an unvlengant

négativo gtate aaaooiatéd with lowered self-esteem by supply-

ing a situation in which a wrong ocan be righted and self-

esteem elevated. Furthermoere, as seen from the above

research, it is pousible that transgression glioits reunarative

responaes in aomﬂrsituationa by some people, and explativo
ruaponéés in other situations by other people. Further

evidonce on oxpiat1§0 respongas will p@ progented later.

D) Suoceas ang.Fu;;MEJ

At the prasent datg, to our knouledge, only eight
atudies direotly tested the effeats of suocess and fallure,
oompotunna,of‘felt 9doquuoy on helping hehaviour. Borkowitz
and Connor (19665 eximined the hypotheals that suoccess
tnoreases the tulience of the “mooial reaponaibility norm',
which leadn to altruigsm tovuard dependent othora. They found
that succeas on a simple task rcaultud in greater effort 6n

bahelf of a highly Qependent peer than did fatlure or no
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experience at all. Sﬁooeaa, however, did not lead to more
helping on pehalf‘of others of low devendency. Purthermore,
an examination of the data indicates equivooal suvport for
their hypotheases. Foi example, failure on a prior task aiq
not reduce the pefgonfs efforts on bhehalf of a‘&ependent
supervisor in oomparison to the effort ‘expended in the
oontrol group (Berkowitz and Connor, 1966; tabloﬂé{}p;66?).
In addition, as pointed out by Simmons and ﬂornér (i968),
prior help elicited greater effort only on behalf of the
parson who had aotﬁally fiven the prior halp and not for a
third party (Garonson and Berkowitz, 1966; table 2y P.2311l.
In theimfsuttinq, where the subjeat had some Xkind of
oontractual rulatibnahip with the person for phom he was
working, success appeared to enhanoe productivity. However,
it leaves uwnangwored the question of whether success or
failure affonts vehaviour in njnonoontnotunl getting, ond in
whioh the person .be'ing helpoed 13 elther not under suoh an
0xplicit contraot or is outside the aithaﬁ;on. Neither does
it answer the questioniof thé offaot of suooges or fallure
on helping behaviour toward a non-pger,

tiowover, Lenrow (1965) and Staub (1968) have ropﬁftod
inoreases in altrulstio behaviour under oonditions of failure
or under oonditionsa whioh elicited negative affoot. Staub
(1968) has shown that ohildren (fourth grade) who have
falled are more willing than those who have auoneodad on a

previous task to share an extra \oandy with their partner.

Al
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‘The differefoe betwean the sucoess and failura oconditions
was Bigniflcent. However, the reverse was found for fifth
grade ohlldreﬁ. It is 1nt0r§at1ng to notioce thaf Staub's
situation was nonoontraotuél but that the partner was 8till
a peer, qugrthelesa, this oannot account for the
developﬁgntal reve;ual-foun@ b& Staub (1968), A relation-
ship between%coﬁpatonoe and altrulism also was observed by
Midlarsky (1968a). Subjeots who were told that they adapted
well to eleotrio shoock (hlghvoompqtonoe) took more shooks
for otheru than those who were told they ndaﬁted poorly.-
Unfortunately, the shooks were not .of equal intunsity aoross
conditions.

A study by Isen (1970) is also relevant in this
oontext. Isen predioted that subjecta who suoceeded would
experience a "warm glow of auooenq“ whioch would.aubueﬁuently
lead them to be helpful, genorous, nnd frionaly to others, i
The_exparimentof indeed found thdﬁ suoocess subjeots donated
gignifiocantly more éoncy than fh;lura subjeots to a "Junior
High_Alroondltioning Mund" introduced by a female experiment-
er. It was also found that aubjeots who had auncesded wore
gifgnificantly more helpful (ploking u§ a book that a fanaloj
oonfedorato'droppad ag she pagaed by tha aubjeot on.hﬂv-wayx
gﬁt of the docor) than those who had failed. In a final -
atgdy theao findinga were roplioated with a gtudent Bémpla
but for the first time a aontrol group wag included whiah

d1d not perform the taska. Instead thoy wero asked to

Wk
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estimate the dlffioulty of the taaks. The results 1ndioa¢e&

that the suoconass group had the hlrheut mean helpinr aoore, d
and that the fallure group wag lowest, with tho oontrol
group intermediante, The uuooeaa froun Aiffered signifloantly
from both tho failure and tha oontrol groupa, but these two
£roups were not significantly differvnt from each other.,
Finally, only in the success group of this final expurimenfrx
was thore a tendenoy for males to be more helnful than
femalea. |

A later stu*y by Kazdin and Bryan (1971), in whieh,
1n'oontrast to Midlarsky (1968a), the aost of helpink was
oontrolled, found eeaentially the sama regult. Suhjeots

’/\Eo werd told thoy wore highly oom;Ztant on tasks which
wore both relevent and irrelevant to the dupondant variable
offered to donate more blood than those who were told they
were incompetent. The notion that a tamporary ﬁtuto\wedintod
the altruism was supportad by the fant that very fow.
voluntoers followed through their commitment to Riﬁe bloo@.
As Krebu ( 0) polnts out, onoa thoy had’ a ochanoce to reoover
from tho positive oxpurienoo 1t would appear that their
altrulstio inolinntions deoreased dvuutioally.

. . A more recent study by Ison, Horn.and Hosenhun (1973),
using ohildren, replioatﬂd the finding Fbtninad with adults
(BorXowitz and Connor, 1966; Iaun, 2423 ), that suocoens leuds
to groater ranorosity than when no positnive affeaot ia induocod.

Slnow thin research waa publishad in the \{nidst of the present

. !
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research and sinoe it 1is somewhat aupnortiﬁe of one of the

Jhypothoaca under 1nveat1gation in the proa%nt research, 1t .

will be dlsouqaed 1n more detail 1ater when it will be nore

) portinent.i 7 -

!

Finally, Morris and Rosen (19?3)‘hnve shown thut\
folﬁ 1nad0quupy 1nh1h1ts help sesking behaviour. Thus, not
only does 1t aupuur that oomaatont peopleo are more helpful
to otherg, but incompetent ones seem to be rqluotant to seek

Ag oan be aeun, auooeaa renerally leads to helping
behaviour, but thls finding is not unequivoonl, Indued )
Staub {1968) found in one inustance that feilure subjeocts

helved nore’ than suoaess aub jeots, and Lenrow {1965) reported

‘& similer observation. Part of our researoh includes an

attempt to intograte thase ooﬁfliotlng resulta.
g
F) Sqmmarx
At tho berinnlng of this nhapter it was nointed out

F

that oxpa$%anoua of Bucooas and failure have a yariety of
consequenoces . on our daily behaviour, Apparentl& thure are
important ramificationa on our exﬁootatinnu and our batlons
ag well as our 1nt0rpardnnni interactionu,

Subsequently it was seen that tho'evldenoe_nonaraliy
gupports the predlotion that success leads to altruiom,

This support, however, is not as unequivocal as gome

‘investigators have clailmed. In faot, in some otudios the’
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opposite flndinr“was reported. A similar state of.affairs
also holda for tha relationaship between affant and altruism
Wwith some rquaroh indioating a ?psitive rolationship, gome
no relutionahip, and a few studies sugresting a nogative
relationshlp undur oertain oiroumatanoes.. .

Flnally, failure,gnﬁ#guooesa that oause harm to

:another and aots of tranagreasion were also shown to some-
‘timea result -in altrulstic behaviour. Early-ovldunoe aid
not muke clear why this ooourred with gone 1nveat1ratlona .
1nd10uting a: oompennatory or reparative motlvu. Thia last
,possibility wagp explorqd more thorourhly 1n the final aeotion
of this ohuptey and although the evidenne again 18 not Pnl-

direotional, it 18 by and large Buppdrtivu of the oxistenoe ,l

“of an explative motive, easpcoially if an opportunity to goin

approval 18 present. In fant the two motivaes, expiation and

reparation, may on\pr aimultaneoualy in any rivun subJeot.
It 18 nntlolputud, ag the reader propreaaaa through
the next fow ohautora, that the relevunoe of the material

1noluded1n thig_nhupter will beocoma lnnrenaingly avident.
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'Chappér 1v

.

Ga%ura} me thodolory of “the research

o

A)Introduption ' -

~,

_ The purnose or the research reported. in this
disaortation 15 to 1nvaaﬁ1rate exourimentnlly the affeota of
‘auocosss and fallurc on he ping behavlour. Ag the review in
the prpviouq thpter-indlonteu, a_good denl of the evidence
on thiavtobié.;a oonfl&otdnruand furtﬁer-invaatinatidn 18
ébviouuly ndeded. Some of tho gvidanas sugrusts that |fuonuBs

loads to altruiam (Barkowit? ‘and Lonnor, 1966 Midlaraky,
.1968a; Inen, 1970; Kazdin and’ Bryan, 19?1 ) while other

ovidence suggeats that rallura leads to altrhlam (Lonrowu,
"1965;'Stuuh, 1968, 1973b;).. Our goal lo to attempt to

réoonoiib;thesé apparantly oonflioting rosutta.

' Al oxperimenta repértod,ln thias thoolag ware 9onduot-
od bctwuen’Noyomﬁor ié?l_ﬁnd Dacember 1974, Thukoxpcrimentnl
doaign mout-érodhuntly—unqd éuning thin period will be
desoribed in ﬁotn;lwln.tﬁiu ohhptor. Minqr shanfes in the

génoral prddbdurd have gometimes been mada from one

. oxpcrimunt to the noxt nnd 'will be indionted at the boginninr

of each individual oxporlmont. "The rationnle undeflying

. thy ohangou wWill also bo disousood ot that timo. .
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. the ordinal or the Antorval level of moanuroment.

Briofly stated, the subjeots throushout these

. experimenta were unobtrusively made to suoceed or fall on a

motor task or wWere asélgned to ocontrol oonditions.. The task

most frequently used is desoribed in the appuratus sectlon

of this chapter. Subsequent to their performance on this

task, subjeots were requested by the experimenter to volunteer
for additional experiments and after the ocompletion of this

part, the experimenter, using a subterfuge, asked the subjoot

" to sort a number of sheets as a favor to him. The experimente-

er recorded the length of time the subjeot spont sorting
6haeta. The number of hours'voluﬁteared for additional
gxperiments as well aa the numpur'of ghootuy gortud And tho
lungﬁh of timo spent on this lant tagk were the main -
dcpendont maagurga of helping bohaviouv.

It may be appropriate hore to briufly diuouuu how

“‘these measures are different from what is ocommonly oalled

nomﬁlianoo roubonuuu. Gonurul;y}oomplinnco rJforﬂ to a
froquanoy measure of the yes-no typo. A purson does or tooo
not comply. aThoru ia no degree or pradation involved in tho
meapuroment of oompiiunnu boehaviour., Cur dapondont meaouras
of halping behaviour to the contrar&, are all takon at either
Now that a gonoral idea of the paradipm usod hava
boon oreatoed in thg_roadur'u mind, lat uo reviow mora
thoroughly oall pertinont detalla of the maothodology ompleoyed., .

’I—_ " \\‘\

!

o



B)_Sgblgota and Bxverimentern | .
| The majority of the subjeots were firat year students
| attandlnrDNoMnutor'Unlvarslty. In.most of the utudiua, —ala
‘Bubjeots were uaod althourh a Faw of the oxptrimants _
inoluded females us well. OQnorally, and unlesa otherwise
mentioned, aubJeots weTo Belontud at random from the student -
direoctory, oontaotgd_by t@lephono and agked to partioclpatoe
1n & ppo-hour payoﬂolokloul exporiment. In moat cnses,
auhjenta wore told that they would b paid at the gg;‘ of

82,00 an Jieur for thoir partioipationmA

R - In viaw of the raotathat helping. bnhnviour 1& of HH\///
'urimary 1ntev0a¢3 1t may aaam that voluntoar of?aotu are
wartioﬂlavly 1mportant. However, athionl consideration
- powo a aerioun prqblem of unduly infringing upon 1nd1v1dua1
 ffeugom and pougibly oﬁuuing ﬁnwnntad roaatanas effaoﬁé no ) pz
} dooumented fboontlybbylﬂnﬁﬂm.(i966). ‘
) For theage fdanona no oubjeat was ever put und;v any
pzonuurﬂ %o participate. - In addit\on. adnoe partioln&tlon _
. waa forthoomlng-in moat ﬁnutanoaa and all nubjootn who ghow =
sl up wé?% rnndon&y nnuigngz to axporimontal nonditiona and -
5 tggyﬁonhrunting erfeota of tr a0 otpavimantal nonditionavare
~tha asubjoot of our interest, voluntoor offnotn Qe nogaaaom,
.in theao atudi&a. ‘to be & uorioua pr%ﬁiam. .
Subaeotn were not noed 1n the oxpnnimonta AT thoy
haa already taken part 1n othor uaoial puyoholog\oal;

1gexpur1mnntu. In bhc ?1rnf//ﬂﬁ atudies to dbe reportod,q§h€

) = . - :

9
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 Wwritor was fonerally thu-oxpgrimenter. In subsequent
ihveatlgntiona, diffurunf expurimentenn of both dexep’woru.
gsometimea uaed. Finnlly,-whon tNo‘uxporimontoru.waro needeqd
foriapeoirié‘expcrimantal purposss, which will be oxplalnéd
later, the writer was generally ona of them and the other
\dx@arimahtor wua of a comparadble oRe.
%) Exporimental Task ',

84nos au Jeotu 1dan11y uhould bo rnndonly agsigned .

“to the difforanﬂ oxporimﬂntal oondltiona, it wna ‘nooulaury.
to find a single tack which would allow guccess,” failure or
oontrdi ﬁo be aoéuratuly manipulated without the nubjoat'a
anarenosgs, To nooomplish thise, ‘it Nau'thoughtuthnt the
geleoted taagk should ba omewhat new to the subjeat so that
h& wud unlikoly to have any praeoonceptiont reparding hia
abllity‘to.purform it. In nddiﬁion. pdnoo we wantod to
deliberatoly ooﬁtrolrthc uubJuot‘u‘porfovmnﬁea lovel on the
tagk, gthioni principlen uunmoutad_tﬁat the taok ahould not.
be too 1mpor§unt to the nubdoohg thin of'ﬁounuq reduacs the
potontidl impaot of thoe manipulationu, but it ﬁnu folt
ndoonaary anurthulunn. IF thu of'feots oould be dﬁmonutrafud
uning uoak manlpulat&onn. it waa felt that thio Nould un-
doubtely further- atyrongthen tho gane prauuntud.. A taak thnh
acocomplished thege requiramontu would ul&o nv@ld utronr
aethionl er&tlolama and would Rruatly roduae the need for
" extanaive: pput-oxperimental debviorinp., Hevovtheluns. tho 4§
yauk had to Qloarly gonvey to the uubjeut 0 aqkinita

I

\
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1mpruualon ag td whothor his performanoe 1evel wag nupurior.'
infarior or simply nvcrugo. It aluo waa neoccopary for tho

" task to ullow multlnlo trials 8o thut the oxporimonter oould
dolibaratuly vary tha lavo) of uuooonu and fniluru.
Exporimental oontrol of tho outoome on every trial'waa of
‘outmost importanoce for the followlnp roasonu: first, 1t wao
neouauary to auoign aubjeoty rundomly to conditionu so as to
distribute unoontrolled and ﬁnknown pravioua axpovionooﬁ
aqually in the dlfforent treatments; neaondly, nontvpl of
outoome. wao 1mportant beoausg ougploion on the purt or thae
gubjeats could be uubntuntiully rnduood if not oomplotoly
oliminated by making the oubjeots achieve comewhat ALfferont
lovele of performance on sucaoarive triala, whunever poasible.
D) Apparatue | -

| Tha apparatus seleoted waa the vevtiuul'aﬁpirntion
‘poard originnily designed by Sky (19s50) and. subtequently
'ﬁﬁﬁif;ed by Cromwell (1959) and Rotter, Liverant and Crowng
{1961).. Itlwau further olightly modified for the opeaifio
purpotes of the preoent rﬁnnnroh;‘ Tho app&ﬁﬁ%uu_and the
‘expav\mantnl gutting with the nxperlmnﬁtur'u and aubjeat'o
pouitionu relative to each othar cuan ba goeon in Figuvo 1.

The aimcnuionu of thea apparatuu ara alse 1ndioat0a (in- 1nohou).

oL ----ﬂ--w-- LR B T U LR

Ingert figure 1 nbout hnro

--f—---‘---------_----“---

nviufly dogoribed, the apparatus conulutu of a plnt

form whioh 1o raiued vortiu&lly along a gruduato goala by



'FIGURE 1
MOTOR TASK APPARATUS AND SETTING .
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pulling a cord. A steel ball'iu plaaed upon the platform,
‘and tho oubjeot is inotruoted to ralse the platforn a8 high
an possible without the ball falling off. The ball 18 held
on the platform by an alaobromarnot which aan be switohed
on and off without tho pubjaot'a knowleaga by a ailont gwitoh
gituatad beneath the tnblo top. . By appropriately ‘qenotivat=
ing the magnuf 6ny geore oan bé delivored to tha subjeat
and yet be, perceived to be the reault.df the subjaat'a own
affort. The piobab&lity of ouaoena when the oleatromégnet
ig off iu uero, that 18, the steel ball oannot stay on the
platform without the magnet veing on.

A trial alwaye utavted Nith thoe ball veing placed
bf the experimenter on the platform pitunted in noslition
number one/(l) on-thovavﬁioul poale, end it was terminated
in oneé of two wayo. Bither when the ball fall off the plat-
‘. form nomewharo along'tﬁe vertioal foale, or whon the plat«
 forn reachod tho top.of the vertical sonle Nith tho ball atill
" on it Throurhouh the utudlaa 1n whioh th\u apparatuu way
weed, a gucasaaful trial waa defined at a grial on Nh&oh the

uubaeot managad to pull the platfornm to the top of the

~vertioal ucale without the kall falling off and a fatlure

trial wag any trial on Nhioh the ball foll off the platforn

—
’

come whift botweoigpouitions one and ten aloni the vertiocal
80810 | |
Prateoting of -the motor taak, uaing hpth‘nradnata

and advanoed undorgbaduato payohelogy atudente, pince they

¢ ai
PR

R T P I S
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praaumably nould he moro aonaitive to aexperimental manipulat—
tona and aentrol than. would be randomly soleoted first year
'undergvaduntae, satablished givat,,thut almegt none uuupaotod
oxpurimunta# control; aecond, that the task wan viewed ng o
1ntaraat1ng¢and‘ohallanging to mout of them (thoy obvioualy
tried hard to swaceed); ond finnlly, that it wag not too
tmportant to the subjeats, thereby reducing the poseibility
of ouuuing unwanted harmful after-ef'foctno: In fant when
debriafod and toked if they thought a dubviaring period
geemed necessary for ethioanl reasens, all prutoutad gubjeatu
anid "no", and furthermore mout argued that it would Le moro‘
detrimental to the subjeat if aehriefing wag inoluded.‘nln
aupport of this poaition, the argumqnt mokt aommonly ﬁéud

wag that tﬁo'bubjedt, aftar dobriefing, would look and feel
naive and Pocliah to have baen tr\okbd 80 auu&\y and ﬁh;u
-would ‘be much worse than to Havo failed oy & somewhat
_unimportant motov tack. Some ullct gubjeotn volunteorad

ith@ extra- Anforpation that if. thu taak wao much more. imnurtant
to the uubjunt, an I.Q. test for oxample. then auhrlﬁfinr
‘would ba appropriate. Finally it waao folt that . dehvief&ng
wauld uuhutuntially 1nnrnana the probabil&ty that a uubJunt
would talk to friunda about it whioh. if wideapreag, Nould
ronaer it ‘almoet 1mpouuihle, on prnattonl proundu. to anrry
out the experimoento. |
B} Drecedure

‘When a subJeot arrived nt the laboratory, he waon
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agked to oit nt & table and to read the follming instruotions

wr

along with the sxperimontenrt | ~

fl ' )]

Tisten oarofﬂlly whlla I read these inutructiona ovnf
with you. This expariment ia desifned to atudy the relation=
ahipn'betwenn vuuponaon'on_threo aifferent qudutionuniroa
_and performance on & oimple motor ta ok, | |

' B

FArgt, you will be given tvo of these tonte to
odmplnto and then you will do the motor taak.

In ordar that you muy evaluate your own parformanco
on the motor tack you may like to know that we have found
that high sohool studente achleve on the nveéuga 6 parfeaqt
trinle out of 10, | | |

It 19 woll known that motor ability improved N}bh

age @0 you should do somewhat vetter than that.

Before you begin the motor task you will be allawed
¢ practloe tv&alu and then 1 Nlll atk you to pvadint how

. many perfaat trailu you think gaugutll achleve out of the
total 10 triala.

Aftar you finieh the motor taak you Ni\l be gliven

hho ropaining quautlonnairo to oomplobﬂ at home if you want.



\.

[, ot TR
X )

:"‘.t‘l \.l_.- T ' -' . . ' , o * -y - [ ' ““ A o«

8o,

If you mooept, it will be important that you work on this
questionnaire tonight and only between 10 and 11 o'olook.

Thisc 48 important beoause we don't want oome puopiﬁ oompluting -

- this questionnaire when they are tired, while others do it

when- they are not,

We will be running this axperiment for two Anys 8o
I wouwld approalate it if you would return this quuotionnaire

to me the day after tomorrow, that will be .

‘However, ba uure to complete it tonipht batween 10 and 1l pum.

gince fatigue 1a a orucial fantor in thie exvuriment,

Do you have any quentioﬁa?
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Next the nubjeotﬁwﬁp givon two poeraonality
queotionnairaen to oomplete. ‘Thoua qQueatiomnmeiras, proeasented
i apponddx 1 (purta &, B, C) were uued mainly to implement
gha covar atory or the falao dudurlpt;on‘of'tha purpoge or
the atudy ag outlined in the inatruationu. 'Au dronson and
Carlamith (1968) point out:

“It lu important to realize that providing
the subjeot with a falae, but oredible,
hyvothoois 18 a much better procodurs than
providing - him with no hypotheala at all,

For I there are loocoe ends to an expurimental
proocadury, the oubjoot will attempt to tie
thomo up by devioing hie own hyvothenion,

whioh may be identiloal to or very aimilar

to the experimentar's true hypothanis, If

the exporimenter nan tle the loone endw
togother for the oubjeot by providing him
with a plausible hyvotheals which Lo une .
roluted to the true hypothesio, he may .
sucoead in satlofyini; the aubjeot's ourliooity
and may thereby oliminate this sourae of
blaa, Indeed, thic in the primary advantopoe
of the use of deocoption in exporimento. This
prooedure ia roally an attempt to provide a
pornitive analogy to the nlunebo; all subhjeota
roceive identiocal explunationua of what \u
being done, Juut wo all auwbjeota ronglve
identioal pille in placebo procedure (p.63)."

While the oubjeot complete the queotionnaires, the
oxﬁénxmﬂntur wae obviouely involved in trying to finich
. reading & long artiole. After the oubjeot had complated
tho quaétionnairpu the axvurimenter introduced the motor
taglt to the aubjeect in thoue worda:
' "This iu tho mptor tauk (pointing to the

apparatus). T will put this ball on top

of thia platform and all you have to Qo

ie to pull thic otring up to 10 without

Ctho ball foelling. I will firat give you
two (2) praotice trialo and after I will
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ank you to prediot how many perfeot .=\
trials, that 1la, all the way up to 10;7
you think you will achievy out of 10
triala, Than you will do the 10 trials.
Do you have any queotiona?" (A1l questiona
ware answored by rephraging appropriate .
parts of the Anttruotiona).

- It {8 important to nmptlon nt‘ﬁhiu noint that the
ﬁumbgr of prootlce trials as helllaﬂ the number of triale
ware varied from ono_axpur&munt.té the naxt, Our definitiona
of auoaeng ﬂnﬁ fallura aldo vd?lud, ﬁomvt;mnu'huinn 8 fixed .
number of parvfeoct trials, gay four {&4) out of ten (10) trials
for the fallure ooﬁdltion,gpvreiaht (8) out of ten (10)
triale for ﬁha suoqeps condition, and nometimeu it wag n
oortaln number of parfeat trials dependunt upon the gub jeot'a
prediotion of hiu performance dupnbliuhud nftor the proactioo
trialq,. Aa the oubjeot performed ﬁho-tnnk, thulaxﬁur}éontar
ruoordﬁd (uhown appendix I, part b) tha uuhjodt‘u porfhrmanoa
on each trial. In the firat few oxpuvimantu. uuhjg9tn\in
. the ggnggg; groups  4ld not work on the motor tdnkfﬁut
inatead oomplqtgd'n third queotionnaire (ace nppandlx 1)
whioh toolk s léng‘to aomplete ao the motor task. In lﬁtur
studies, the control subjeoto perfovmnd'thu motor taak bt
wera made to uohieve an intermedinte perfoermanos lovel,

After the completion of either the motor tauk or
the third quoutlonﬁa&re, aupund;nﬁ'on‘ﬁhu condition and the
oxpcr;monb, all subjaots wera gpiven the rdm&&ning quuation-
hulr@ to acmpleta at home that aamu-night_hﬂtweontcn and
e;ovan o'oloak. Then 8ll cubjaota ware preoninted with a

ﬁ‘
!
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gheoet on whioh thuy ocould volunteur for additional uxpurimantu.
This voluntecring sheaet (ohown on the next page) wao
introduaed by the experimentor in the following nmuanner!

"This (shovwing the sheot) in aotually not.
part of the experiment; it 1o Jjuat a fine - Vet
way for uo to find some oubjecty for oome '
other experimente we will have thlao yoar.

A1l you have to do Lo to read the inutruotiono
and deaide Af you want to »artloipate in

any of thauve experimonta (ohowing the elpht
different exnerimenta listed on the uheat),
A1) you do 1o aheok here (showing fivnt

aolumn on the oheet) the* experinento you

want to take part in, and here (uhowing the
geoond oolumn on the sheat) you write tha
amount of money you would like to reaecive

for your partioipation. Tha amount of money
however mugb bo within these tvo bounds
(ohowine boundary limits on the shaet)."

An oxample, uaing the ton minute exparimont, wao
oxplained varbally‘to the oubject in order to make oure ho
underotood how to complateo tho uhdut. The exporimbnter thon
cont inued! '

"the weelk expurimant (showing the luob
one on the liot) will of aourdo be

- oonduated during the summer but all otheras
nill be nonduoted nomatimoa thio year.
You oan ocheak ao many .oxperimenta an you
want or noné if you don't want. Gan you
read the instruotions and i1l it out
now pleana? Thank you."

Aftor the subjeot had comploted thio voluntoering
ghoaet or exprensed to the experimenter that ho wan not
intoreoted in partloipating any more, the exnserimenter
thanked him, and faking ombarrasonent und heopitation (a fow

pocondo Went by), the experimenter told thu\aubaoot:A



Given to all groupo

As wWell ao myself there are many others in the
depnrtment of puyoholory who will require paoplu to nat an
subjeots in their 0xper1munbu ovar the nuxt faw monhhu.
it would help ug a great deal, snd myself in partioular, if
you would agree to bgrticiputU'in additional oxpuvimen%a.

' Hore 10 0 liot of uxnorlmontﬁ which we intond to
oarry out, Iwill you oheok thooe in whiloh you would bd
| willing to partlolﬁhte._ | | '

You will notiov that there are two aolumno. Vgo the
firot oolumn to indicate your willingneosg to purtioiput&i
In the coocond column indicate the amount of moyoy you would
like to r@ouive for your auuiuﬁunﬁﬁ. Thia‘nmounﬁ muut’bo
within tho limito indlonted below/2

he parontheolo.

1) a ton minute oxperiment ( ) | ) 40.,00-81.,00
2) o twonty minuto expevimunt | ) | $0.00=81.00
a) an hour experiment O $0.00-42,00
) o two hour expariment ( ) A 0,00-84,00
5; a four hour aexporiment i ) i 0,00-88,00
6) a full day experimont 3 0.00~816,00
g; a full weok=-ond experdmont . ( )} | 80.00- 2400
a wook expoerimont (=) 0,00-880,00

Ploane wiite heret! your namo{
| tolophone nwnber:

room’ nunbar!

Thank you very much
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"I am corry to bother  you again but I
“have a problem that I think you might
-+ be able to help me with (a fow oooondn
went by again)e I have to finlch reading
thia long artiole (pointins to the artiole
ha way roading whila tho. nubjaot nomnle tod
the peroonality questionnaires and the _
-volunteering sheot) within one hour becauune
I have to raport on it and I aloo hava
anothor nubjoot ocoming for unothor expurimoent
- and the material (pointing to threo plles
- of pheeto with different designu on them
pltuated on thu table noxt to the motor .
apparatug) 10 not quite ready and I wondor
if you would help mo with it

4 AFtofAu faw sooondy of heaitation, the oquvimuﬁtur

cont inuod:, o ' b,
"0.Ke, I.will t0ll you the purpoue of
thio uxparimontt ( ohowing the-throe piles

of gheote) but I will aok you not to talk
about it to anyons, O.K.?" : - ,

o

Thon an elaborato and plauoible purpose of the
uxpérimunt Wao oxplained to thu oubjuot (nppioxlmutoly thraa
minuteo long) and finally the uub3007 was raquuated to holp_
ag followt ‘ | '

"A11l I nood you to do &0 to vut the

shooto like thin (ohuffle demonotration),
It Lon't nvoosnoary to do thom all, only
0o moany oo you want. Youraan atop and
lcugg whanavar you wioh. Thank you vary
muoh", . '

o

Juat before tha oubjeot. ptarted to work on thio
taalk, ho wuo paid (unless otherwive 1nd{ohtod) 31,00 for
his partioipation in the oxperiment (a littid‘lguq,Uhun

~hnlf‘ﬂlm%)-houn) and the oxperimenter.nointed out elearly

to the-Oubjuct thas wifortunately he wéuld not ba patd for

doing\Q?u uorting taok ainoe 4t wuo not part of %ho gxparimont.,

/

Y
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Virtually all tho uubJactu‘urruod to help the
oxpurlmdntur with thio sorting took for varying 1ﬁnrthu of
timu When a subjoot axpresced thnt he had. dono endugh aithaer
verbully or by wnlkinr to the door, tho oxperimunbev nlwayn
agreed ond thanked him for holpinr. TIfra nubjoot Upunt

thirty minutea on the tnuk the exparimenter atopped tho

subjuot 9nd indioatad to h1m that he had nurtn&nlv dono S

' onouhh. A hulf—hour mé X imum 11m1t wia 1mpouad on ‘thie tank

oinoe all® oubjents had proviounly beun told tth thay would

‘purtiodpute 4n & Qua=noun exporimong, and after the

completion of ull the exporimental roquir;%nntu 1ﬁdludtnr
u muximum of hulr-an-hour of thio porting took, tharu wao
otill approximately ten minutuu left in the hour, 0o thnthif-
tho uubJuut,hud a alann following the uxpurimant. hu had, '
ample 8imo to reach itu looution on thu oampun, a

' Juot before the oubjact left the lubbvuuory; tha
expurimenter, verbally nthning that hae hnd forgotten to.
ool tﬁe pubjeont varliar.and apolopining for i, nukaﬁ the
oubjaot to oomplﬁﬁo & short paraonal dasta uheg} (ehown on -
next page) ontgploh tha last quaag;nn watg! “What do you
think the purposo of thia axperiment waa?" On tho baola of
repIeo €0 this question or pravious ccuments 0, 1, or 2
pubjeots at moot wora disocarded par expariment cinoe -
virtually none wero ‘gusplodous of the real manipulations nnd
purpones of tha expnrlmenb. Thig poraonal data oheot wao

@lao the moansg by wh&ehhanformuu1cn_uunh‘aﬂ aga of'ﬂubquau,”‘



(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

Pergonal data sheet

-Confidentinl -

Name:

87.

Age: -

ape of Brothers (if ahyi:

Age of Sisters (if any): A,

What is the occupation of your father?

_(Btate briefly):

What 1s your father's annual income (nearest $1000,}%-

What do you think was the purpose of this experiment?
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L]

R . ) . . : . L
age of brother (s) and sister (8), birth order, father's

» . -
annual income_and oo on wWas obtained.
s N AR

After,éhé«qqqpietion of this sheet, which generally
took two or three minufgs, 81l subjects were reminded to
complete the remaiﬁing'ﬁuéstionnairé that nipht between ten
snd eleven o'clock and to rotﬁrn It in two days at most..
ginally.they were urged not to discuss any pért of this
experiment with anyone.

A word concerning the cohtent and purpose of this
last questionnaire may be apprbpfiéte-at‘phis point. The
questionnaire was éssentially é*postQéxpéfimental check on
the expérimental manipulations. Its‘coﬁteqt-varied 50me ~
what depending upon whether or not the subject performed the
motor task (appendix I, part e} or conpleted.a third
personality questionnaire (appendix I, part f). The most
important question: "How well do you think you performed on
the motor task?", was & check to determine if the subject

. :‘| \

perceived the manipulations (success, fallure) as intended.

F) Helping Measures

- N

A

Although other dependent measures were obtained from

¢£ime to time, two general measures of helping behaviour were

bgbserved most often. These were first, volunteering for
'additional experiments and second, actually helping the
experimenter with the sorting task, ‘

Four indices of helping behaviour were derived from

the volunteering sheet completed by the subject. These were
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l’Z‘\

(1) the number of experiments volunteered for (from zero to

eight), (2J7the-number of experimentsl hours volunteered

{from iefo to a maximum of 71.5 houra) (1) the total amount
of money aaked for participation {from zero- to a DOBﬂihle
maximum of $144.00 and finally (4) the monetary rate asked
per hour of narticipation. \

At this point, 1t should be mentioned that these
volunteerins: indices d1d not all turn out to be equally
valid or "good" reflec .ons of helping behaviour, For
example, moot people would acree that the "tobal'ahounﬁrof‘ T
money asked” index 18 not & good indicator of helping behaviour‘
per se since generallyfit would be expected {(and found) that
the amount ofﬂmoney.would be related to the number “of hours
volunteered, .Baued on/the-review of popular and most’
frequently used definitions of eltrulsm in the psychological
literature as wWell ag gome uilot data, it appears that the
"wumber of hours volunteered” and the "monetary rate per
hour" indices are by far the best differential measures of
helping behaviour among these four volunteering indlces,

The second general measure of helping behaviour had .
to do with the subject helping the experimenter on the

sorting task. - The exact number of sheets sorted as well as

'the time'spent”on:this tagk were recorded for each subject,

These last two indices of helping behaviour are considered

to be in better agreement wi our definition of sltrulsm
/
than any of the "volunteeripg"” indices since the sub ject
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exﬁected no monctary gain for this sortinsg task, as he did
for udditional!exporimepts. |
A speed index (number of sheots/time) wasn aldo:
computed for the Borting teolk but since siﬁhificant Gpeed
differences rargly Wwere obtsined bhetween the varlous

experimental treatments it will not be reported hefe. R

G) Methodological lote

In general, wheﬁ-reportinn'the experimental results,
some of the indices of helning hehaviour are not mentioned.
This can be taken to mean that no sipnificant (P £.05)
differences were obteined between the expérimental treatments
using these indicah.

The data analyses in the chapters that follow are,
in keeping with the altrulism fleld,'based on non-paraﬁetric
statistical tests. These tests, while often lacking the
powar of parametric tésts, viere felt to be generally more
suitable since the data for mogt of the meanures were not
norhally distributed. Furthermore,-the fact that a meximum
was externally 1mposed on mosﬁ measures contributed to the
gkewness of the diatributions. These tests require fewer
assumpﬁions end avoid transformations of the raw data which
would have been necessary in some experiments but not in
others.

In keeping with the tradition in psychological
literature, the probahility values corresponding to the

various statistics have been reported. A P value of less



than .05 was chogen a8 an acceptable confidence level. The
P velues reported in the'fext have not, bééﬁ'§6rrected for
multiple comparisons. Hovever, since in most é&ﬁeé, multiple
contrastéxafe asséaaéd after a gipnificant overﬁll analysis
of variance and furthermore; since we are_mginly interested
in only three comparisons (Buncens verghu failure, successo
versus control, fallure versus control), this does not
changé subuténtially the required value of P, Strictly
speaking,-nevertheless aPf value equal or less than 0166
is required for each of the three contranta if an overall
'P value of .05 1is to be the acceptable overall conridenc
. 1eve1 F _
. lExdcpt for the first two studies.in wh}ch nb-direcf;
'ionél hypotheses vere made, most tests in subsequent
:experiments were directional and the tests are therefore
one- -tailed.

In this report, significance levels larrer than the
.05 custdmgry level have sdmetimes.been reported when 1t
vwas felt that to neglect them would be to overlook inﬁeresting
data trénds. dompafisons significant at these levels
must of course be treated as non-significant since the
rejection level of .05 has been chosen,

¥We have reported such comparisons in_jterms of a
1"tendency" for one group to be different from another, with '

the view that such results can be treated as "hypothesis

generating”. This was done mainly in the initisl studies
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‘reported in the noxt chapter, The results of later studles

suﬁpprt the propoaiﬁion that this was a useful statistical

”strategy to follow.

Ly o



In addition, as pointed out earlier, an examinatlon of their

ECnaQter \'i !
Iﬁitlal Studies

A}Introduction

Whén this research was besun in early 1971, exneriments
dealing with the effecté of success and failure on helpins
b:haviour were father'few. In his review of the literature
on altruism in 1970, Krebs could f?nd only.three publinﬁqd'
articles ﬁhich reported the effects of success and fallure,
or competence on helping behaviour (Berkowitz and Connor,

1966; Staub, 1965; Midlarsky, 1968a;) and the .evidence from
these studies was rather contradict?fy. Berkowitz and Connor

(1966} found that success on a simple task resulted 4n great-

‘er effort on behalf of a highly dependent peer than did

fellure or no experience at all; however, success did not

result in more helping on behalf of others of low dependency.

data indicates equivocel support ﬂ%r their hypotheoses.

For exemple, fallure on ariér task did not reduce the person's

& .,
efforts on behalf of a dependent supervisor in coﬁparison to
the effort expended by the ocontrol group (Berkowitz and

Connor, 1966, .Table 2, p.667). In their experimental setting,

where the subject had some kind of contractual relationship

with a veer for whom he was working,~success appeared td

\ . .
enhance productivity., This experiment leaves unanswered the
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quesﬁiqn of whether puccess or fallure affects behaviour in
N . _

noncontrd ctual setting, one where the nerson being helped 1is
¢\ . ‘ '

“~

either no ‘ynder'such an explicit contract or is outside

\

n, and it 8&98 ﬁothinn about reactions toward.

the situatl
‘a non-neer, Furthermore, given the overall setting of this
experiment, 1t cen he argued that productivity rather than -

helpins behaviour was the dependent measure,

Staub's (1968) findipgs are equally questionable L

altﬁough in his study~th§;e yas,no gxplicit contractual
relationship begwcen subjects. The denendent messure was
candy sharing, a better helpinn measﬁr;‘than that Berkowitz
and Connor {(1966) since by sharing, the subjects deprived
themselves of something va}ybble, a requirement not met by
the productivity mea;ure of Berkowitz and Connor (1966).
Hovever, Staub (1968) found that fifth-grade childrgn tended
to‘leave more candy for a hypothstical other after fhey had
succegded rafher than after they had failed or w?re‘average
in a gowling rame task, In contrast, fourth-grede children
were'found to leave more after they had falled! Staub -
sugrested that a "norm of deserving” motivated the ﬂburth—
graders, but that tpc fifth-rraders were motivated gy "normsg
o;\standards or values dircctly relested to sharing". As
Kreﬁb (1970) later poinﬁed out, Staub fave no reason as to
"why theutwo norms should differentially affect the two
particulaf age groups in quasﬁion. Thus, on the basis of

this study 1t seems that, depending on the condition, elther

ko

%



95.

prior success and fallure may increase subsequent helping °
behaviour.

~ Pinally, Midlérsky'sv(l9éea) finding;s do not help
‘clarify the conflicfing evidencs, sihcu uhﬁ/g}udied percgived
gompatencé to adapt to eleotric shocks and her dcpe@ﬂent
helping measure was the numbqr of shocks the subject was
willing to take for another person; Furthermore, shocks
were hot of equal intensity across conditlons, a possinle
source of blas, )

This was the state of ¥nowledge when the research -
repbrted here bersan. The obvious general paucity of Ehe'
literature, the conflioting results discussed above, 65 well
as the importance of the toplic adequately Justify the need

for further research on t@is topiec.

Experiment 1

This was a study designed to explore potential
effects of suocess and fallure on helping behaviour.

éubjects and Procedure

The subjects weré forty first year male university
students randonly selected from the un%versity directory.
They were not paid to participate in the experiment. The
subjects were randomly divided into fouq groups of equal
size (M =10); two of these groups served'as7experimental

groups {success and fallure) and two zroups as controls.
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The procedure of this experiment was generally as dencribed
in chapter\IV except that the post-experimental questionnaire

was not a_maniﬁulatlo ather an additional

personaﬂt1 uegtionnaire to bhe fillcd-SGb\gt home between

ten end eleven o'clock at night.

"Experimental Groups'

'Aii-uubjuots in theqe tuo groups performed thé motor
task and were made to fail on the two practice trisls; half
- of them (N =10) subsequently were alloued to uﬁccead, that
- 18 they achleved eight perfect trials out of the ten trials,
The rehainde; of these subljects failed, that is, they
achleved four perfect trials out of ten. JI; should be
pointed out that tﬁese performance levels are two perfect
trails above or below the high-gchool student's norm mention-
ad in t%e instructions. |

Before discussing the purposa‘of the control groups,

it also should be noted that in addition to the indices of .
helplng‘beﬂg;iour described in chapter IV, an attempt was
made in thls instance to measure anothér potentially
interesting dependent variable, blood donation. Between ten
and eleven é'clook_of the same day the guhject took parttlnz
the exneriment, a ma}g or a female called esch sdbject and
asked hinm to give blood.:iHélf of the subjects in each group,.
selected randomly, were called by the female and the other
half by the male; The instructions, lesrned verbatim by both

callers, can be found in appendix I (see G). If a subject
. i A
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" randomly selected from the same

was not at[home he. was called back the next night by the

.pame person, This continued untill he wus reachod. One

weey after the completion of the exneriment, the 1iat‘of all
gubJects was sent to the Hamilton Blood Clinic in order to
fing out 1if any aotﬁally showed up at the clintel,
Control Grouna | _
Subjeots in the first control group did exactly the
game thins asg subjects in the expoerimental groups except
that the motor task was replaced by a third questionnalire
which took about the same length of time to complete asg the

motor task. This control group was included in order to

. assess how subjects who participated in a nimilar eﬁperiment

A

but who had no experience of Bucaesa or failure would behave

in regard to the same altruistic denendent measures. ‘This

control was nece séry to determine if the nuncess or fallure

experience increadegd, deoreased or did not affent subgequent
helping bshaviours.

' Subjects in the sgcond\control grdup were also
.opulation but theae.aubjects
never cam;.to the lahoratory. They were only phoned by one
of the callers énd requeated to five bhlood in the standard
manner,

This second control group was included in order. to

et baseline rates concerning first, willingness to volunteer

1... We wish to thenk the Hamilton Red Cross Blood Clinic
staff for their cooperation in this study.
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‘to give blood, and secondly, the number who would'uctually

give blood whon simply requested by phone without. having .
talken part 1in an experiment. The establishment of these

baseline rates wag eusenziﬁi\ff the relative ef"octivenesso

‘of the manipulations on this dependent varisble was to be

nosessed,

To summarize, subjects in thij experiment either
fatled (N =10) or succeeded (Il =10), on the motor task, or
filled out a third questionnaire instead {control 1, N=al0).
Subsequently a1l these pubjects were asked to volunteer for‘
additional expariments'and\were finally requested by the
ekperimenter to help him with the 'Waper sorting task., That
night, all subjects wers called by a differcnt exporihenter
ahd asked to sive blood.

A fourth group of subjects who never oame to the -
laboratory was also calléd and aﬂﬁed to giye blood (control 2,
¥ =10), PFrom this latter Froup,- baseline ?ates_oonoerning

blood donation were obtsined.

Results and Discusasion

llone of the csmparisons between grouns on the
dependent measures of'helping behaviours, inocluding the
volunteering indlces, the sorting task indices and the hlood
donation measures, were significant at the .05 level of
confidence and therefore they are not reported here, However,
an interesting data trend was observed on most dependent

measures of helping behaviour which is {llustrated in Tigure 2,

r

oy
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Insert t'igure 2 about here

This fipure prenent%ﬁﬁhu mean helb{pm time in seconds
on gﬁe sortinf task for enohfof‘tho threa nroupn_tha£ nama
to the laboratory. 8ince this was the firot experiment and
the prior evidence was rather confusing, noldirentional‘
hypotheses had beon made. A non-parumetrin Kruskal-Wallis
Analysis of Varlance (H s 2,66, df a2, N.S.l , twa-tnilad)
pevealed that there were no overall signifiosnt differcnees
betwaeen pgroups on thia'hclplng index. 3Similar analyses on
other dependént measures of heloing behaviour produced,
gimilar results. Although not statistioslly appronriate, :
we neverthelegs ocomputed a Mann-Whitney U Teat'between the
suoccess and failure gréups on the time sorting sheets Iindex.
The results of this test (Us=33, Pw,15) showed that the
failure group (X » 1454,5, 3.D.»* 201.1) tended to help for a
longer period of time than the success group (X = 1240.7,
S.D.* 209.5). This trend is opposite to that reported by
Berkowitz and Connor (1966) and Midlarsky (1968a). '

It may be worthwhile mentioning that of the forty
subjects asked to give blood, twenty accepted verbally
(almost evenly distributed acrocs the four groups), but only
four subjects aotually éave blood (two from the failure
group; one from the success ﬁroup; one from the baseline

control éroup and none from the other control group).

l...N.5. means noh-signiflcant.
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Results from this e xperiment, eventhough non-

- significhBnt statistically, were encouraglﬁg at this stage of

the research especialiy gince the manipulations were brief
and rather weak., It was felt that with more poverful
manipulations of success and failure, better results could

be expected. This is essentlally what was done 1n the

e
7

éecond stud&.

Blood giving measures wvere ébandoned after this
initial study but the instructions were kep% identical for
comparison pﬁrposes. |

p
Experiment II

Subjects and Procedural Change

This study is simlilar to the first except for the
following modifications. IFIEE% the sample of subjects was
/
gelected randomly from a slightly different population, second

year male university students attending summer school, most

"of whom were high-school teachers. These subjects were paid

one dollar for their participation but were not pald for the
time they spént helning the experimenter on the sorting task.
This was clearly specifled before they started to work on the
sortiné task.

In order fb increase thé power of ﬁhe experimental
manipulations, two other procedural chenges were 1implemented.

These changes were suggested either from observation of
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subjects' reactions in the first experiment or from their
verbal comments during or after the experiment. The first

modification consisted of changing the definitlon of success

- apnd faitlure on the motor task. It seemed 1n the first

experiment that what was 1mportant to most subjects wés not
the achievement of a high score-én the motor task, but
rather the attainment of their predicted performanece score
or higher.‘_when, for example, a subject predicted he would

achieve four perfect trials out of ten trials, he seermed to

“experience satisfaction if he achieved this level of

performance. Thus whgt abpeared to be important to most T
subjects was ﬁot necessafily a8 high scofe ﬁer se, but rather
fulfillment of their prediction. This 1S quite reasonable
in light of the finding that people rgenerally have different
levels of aspiration and that level of aspiratlon varles
depending on the nature of the task (Siegel, 1957) .

Success was therefore redefined as the subject's ;

performance predictién on the motor task as established

after the practiﬁg/grials nlus (+) two perfect trisls, and

fatlure was thqfsubject's perfornance prediction similarly

established mihus (-) two perfect trisls. Furthermore, all _ f
experimental subjects in this experiment were given five (5)

practlce trials instead of two, and performed twenty {20)

subsequent trisls rather than ten. All experimental subjects
were made to achleve three successful tfials out of the five
practice trials. These changes were implemented because

L4
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it was felt that a longer perfo nee task would have more

impact on the subjlect and would likely produce stronger
subsequent ‘effects on the dependent measures. .

An example of these new nipulatione may help clarify

the procedure of this experiment,

after having succeeded on three of the iverpractice trials
(es all experimental subjects q1d), predicted that he would
get twelve (12) perfect triéls ;ut of the twen :
this‘subject had been randomly-assigned previocusly to the:

success treatment, the experimenter would then have mnade

him achieve fourteen (124 2 =14) perfect trials out of the

twenty, and 1f he had been rendomly assicned to the fallure

treatment, he would have received tey (12 - 2 £10) perfect

trials out of the twenty trials.;, ject succeeded

4

. or falled by achieving eilther twé nerfect trials more than

he predicted, or twdigggg than he predicted. It should be
noted thafrﬁiéh‘this naev definitibn of success and fallure,
it is.possiblé for two subjects to have the same performance
level on the motor task, and one of tg:m classified as a
fallure sﬁbject, and thdwother as a success subject.

Subjects 1n the bnlf'control group in this
éxperiment wére treated in exactly the same manneffas the
experimental groups except that the motor task was égain
renlaced by & third questionnalre. | |

The dependent helping measures were once agéin the ‘/

volunteering and the sorting task indices. In thls, as well

;
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as 1n all subsequent experiments, blood donation measures

were omitted

Results and Discussion

All comparisons between groups on the volunteering
and the sbrtlng task helping measures ylelded noﬁ-nignificant
results, However, the data trend which appeared in

experiment I was asgain-apparent and can be seen in figure 3.

e e B - = A A —

A s g e e A P - - S e - ———

This figure presents the mean helping time in seconds svpent
on .the sorting task by each of the three groups, A non-
parametfic Kruskél—wallis analysis of variance (Hi:.M.OES,
‘dr=2, P <.,15, tuo-talled) revealed that there were
differences between groups on this helping index at beyond
the .15 level of conflﬁeﬁhz. Identical analyses oﬁ the o-
ther dependent measures produced similaq results but general- .
ly not as significant staetistically. Again Hann-Whitney U
t;sts Wwere computed between treatments in order to determlne
which group differences approached significsnce. These tests
revealed that the failure group (X : 1245.7, S.D.~ 235.0)
tended to help for & longser period of time than the success
group (X -9o0L. b, .S.D.- 217.6) (U=130, P= .07), end that

the fallure group also helped for a8 longer neriod of time

than the control group (X -792.0, S.D. = 300.0) (U=26, P< 05)

l... Hc means H test corrected for ties.

!
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Né significant difference was found between the success and
control treatments, . _ .
These rgsulté replicaté the findings obtained in the
1n1tiai Btudy aﬁ@ penerally the levels of sirnificance have
improved althoﬁgh they are still unacceptable statisﬁically.
Hovever, 1t should be pointed out in ﬁhis regard that there
Were only tén subjects in each cohdition énd.tﬁat stronsg |
statistically significant results-are rarely obtalned 1n
social psychology with such a small number of subjects per
treatment. The logicél next step would have bheen to 1ncrease
- the sampie size bﬁt unfortunately summer school had concluded,
and consequently 1t was impossible to obtain subjects:from
the same population.
5 Supmary ’ : : - ‘ 5
The results of these two initlal studies were
encouraging, especislly in viewaof th? fact that sirilar
#rends were found 1in both experiments despite changes in the
general procedure,_the sémple and the length of the task.
Cenerally, it was found that failure subjects tenéed to help
more than success sublects particularly on the time they
snent helping the experimente; with the sorting task. The _
direction of these results 1s opposite to that reported b;
Berkowitz and Connor (1966) and Midlarsky (1968a), but is
- in agreement with one of Eﬁgpbisv(l968) findings:
Alﬁhough comparisons between groups by means of .

Mann-Whitney U tests. were 1napprdpriate.statisﬂically given .
. : - ' '



-/
/

107,

‘the non~significant overall enalyses of variance, there 1s /

/

some Justification in doing them since these experiments /

were eésentially explorative studies. However, at this /
' /

stage of the reseafch, a replication of the foregoing findings

with a2 larger and more homogeneous sanple anpeared necessary

" prior to pdrsulng the research any further. This would also

be necesgsary hefore attempting to explain thé data theoretical-

ly or before experimentally manipuleting potentlal explanatory

“

.variables,

Finally, these findings are, it will be recsalled,

limited to male subjects interascting wilth a male experimenter

Tﬁps it would also be appropriate to condyct the same
experiment using both male and femalg subﬁecgs interacting ;
with both male and female exnerimenters. This would allow '

an assessment of the generality of the findingsc as well as
potential interaction effects. Experiments fulfilling these

pronositions are presented in chanter VI.
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Chapter VI

The effects of éex of subjects and

sex of experlﬁenters (replicatién studies),

The ekperiments reported 1n thiﬂ_chapfer had several
objectives; the first was to determine 1f the trend obtained
in the initisl studies was reliable. If 1t wes then it would
be worthwhile to determine if female subjents behéved in
manner sipilsr to males. Finally the sex of the € xperlmenter
was varied Syétematically since there 1is eyidence that this
factor may interact with the sex of the subjleets, especially
when studyiﬁg altruism.

Sublects. ~
In the experiment to be reported in this chapter,

~male or female first year undergraduates, selected randomly

from %hﬁkuniversity'atudent directory were phEned and asked

to participete in zn experiment in psychology. Subjects
were told they would be paid at the rate of $2.00 an hour

1

for their participation.

E;periment IIT

This study had two purposes; first to try to
reproduce the findings reported in the first stegies, and

second, to determine. if first year undergraduste female

students would react in a manner simllar to males.
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_ Forty five‘m51e and forty flve femal?fsubjects /,;
participated in this experiﬁent. All subjects within a sex
pategory'ware raﬂdomly divided into three ﬂroups of equal
size (N=15): a success, a failure and a qontrol‘group. The

experimenter was male as was the casé in the initial studies.

Procedure

The orocedure of this experiment wasiidentlcal to
that userd in the previous experiment. In brier after the
comnletion of tWwo personality que%tionnaires some subjects
performed the motor task (sucoess and failure subjeots) and
some comnleted a third personality questionnaire (control
subjects). Subjects who performed the motor tasé were nade
to succéed on- three of the five practice trials after which
they predlicted their subsequent performance level on the
motor task. Half of these subjents were then made to
achieve two perfect trials more (success) or less (failure}
than they.had predicted. After the nbmplétioﬁ of the twenty
trials on the motbr_task or the completion of the third
questionnaire, all subjects.were requested to volunteep.for
additioqél experiments and then they were asked by the
experimenter to help him with the sorting task.

In this study the only change from the procedure of
expériment IT concerns the questionnaire filled out st home.
For the first time‘this questionnaire was s maprpulation
checl as described ih the general methodplogy chapter, This

questionnadre can be found.ln_appendix I (section £ and F)., -
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Manipulation Check

~

One of the questions 1ncluded in the take-home
questionnairé completéd by the experimental subjects, was
"How well do you think you performed on the motor task",
Subjects answered this-question by circling a nUme?al ranging
from one (1) (very bad) to seven (7) {(very well). From the
data obtained on this question, 1t could be determined how'

well the sublects thought they had performed on the motor

jtask,‘ Table I presenfs the data obtained from the respdhses
e . A . .. :

to this question.

N e eyttt

s T e e S it m—

This table clearly shows that the exnerimental
subjects gerqeived the manipulations as intended, that 1is,
success éﬁ%jéété thought they did very well (5.125 for males
and 5.23 for femalés) and failure subjlects indicated that
they d1d less well (4,18 fbr males and 3.61 for females).
One-tailed tjtests-revea;ed that the mean of the success
subjects was significantly different frori the mean of the,
faillure subjects, for both males {t,,=2.09, P <.025)
and females (t,), =3.75, P 4.00;). There were no sex
differences. Thus, 1t can be concluded tha£ fhe experimentai‘
mani»ulations wWere successful, |
Resultg |

A non-parametric one-vay analysis of varlance was

selected rather than the equivalent parametric test in

——————— e - e e — © e —————— e



TABLE I

Summary data on menipulations check

111,

MALES PEMALES
Success 'Pailure Success Failure
X «5.125 4,18 5.23 3,61
S.D. = 0.83h 1.401 .83 1.32
1
N™= 13 13 13 13
tzl’,'-' 2.09 ‘ tzu- 3'75
P < 0.025 P < 0.01
one~tailed onc-talled
1. Some subjects did not returned the questionnaire,
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order to avoid meeting the assumotiona of normality of the
distribution and homogeneity of variance. Individual
comparisons between two treatments followinglan overall H
test were made by mean of the Mann-Whitney U statistic as
recommended by Winer (1962, p.623).

A Krugkal-Vallis one-way analysis of variance was
comnvted on each Index of helping behaviour and these over-

ail reaults are oresented in table II.

e o - g e Ak - St T g A —

As this table shows, three indides of helving
behaviour: reached significance beyond the .07 level. These
are the number of hours volunteered (H.:ij;09, df = 5, P «.,03),

the total amount of money requested for additional pafticipa-

tion in experiments (H=10,4, df =5, P ¢.07) and the time

- Spent sorting sheets for the experimenter (H =132, 71, df = 3,

P <, 001)

The results obtained on the number of hours
volunteered index are presented in figure 4 fbr gex and

condition.

\

o
|
|

S e e T e e A A e = —— - —

—— G ot et AR e s s pn .

//HLS can be seen from this figure and as is revealed
by Mann-Whitney U tests, no comparisons between treatments
in the female sample reached significence. However, in the

male sample two conirasts reached the .05 level of



TABLE II.

Kruskal-Wallis one-way Anova for all

indices of helping behaviour.

113.

. N '\
VOLUNTEER ING SORTING TASK
- | number |number total ratlo | nunber| time
indices’ of amount of gpent
of- experii of money 4/ | sheets [sorting
helping | ments re- sorted |sheets
hours quested| hours
overall . . . ‘
H test :
1
6 groups 4.?&. 13.99 10,4 7.81 3.87 32.71
df x 5 'L !
level.
of :
Signifl- IJUSI <-03 <.0? I‘i-s. N-So <0001
cance - i ‘ '

1. A1l H tests are corrected for tled ranks

{3
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s’(ignif‘icance. Failure subjects (X = 20,1, -5.D.= 22.9)
leunteared for significantly_more hours then the success
subjects (X =16.4, S.D.= 24.3) (U=71.5, P <.05) or the
control subjects (X=11.7, S.D.- 16;6) (U= 69, P=<.05)., HNo
significant differences were found between the success and
control treatments.

The results ébtained on the -time spent sorting sheets

for the experimenter are presented in figure 5

3

et sk — i ——— ———— T —— i —— T P — -

- As seen In this figure,.none of the female comtrasts
reached significance. However, a}l-comparisqns reapheqf
acceptable levels of confidencekin the ‘male sample. Fallure
subjects (X~ 1239.8, S.D.= 511.8J'ﬁere/found to help the
experimenter on the sorting task-for significantlj longer
periods of time Ehan both the success subjects (X =634.7,
S.D, = 388.9) (U~ 40, P=.,001) and the cont}ol subjeéts
(X - 9'61.5', S.D. = 496.7) (U=73.5, P~ ,06) and‘on this index,
for the first time in th18 rcscarch, the controls helped
significantly longer than the success subjects (U= 66,

P <.05). ' .
Itlshould ﬁe noted thét in general the female

subjects helped more than the pale sub jects under both the

control and the success treatménﬁs on both 1ndices of R

helping behaviour (see figures b énd 5)but that male”subjects

helped more than female sublects under the failure treatment

-
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on these two indices. Furthermore, when contrasted with the

) - ' - A \11?.

control treatment, none of the experimentai treatments in thé
female sample produced & significant effect on these two
dependent measures. For male subjects, however, the failure
treatment 1ncreaéed elping behaviour on both indices. The
success treatment hgd no effect on the number of'hpurs
volunteered index, .but decreased helping behaviour on.the
time spent sorting sheets fo? the experimenter.

As argued earlier, the time spent sorting sheets
index .is tﬁe most reliable 1ndicator.of ﬁelping bqhaviour.
Therefore it 1s this index that should be exsrlned more £
closely in order to theoretically ‘explain the finding.

Finally, given the results of this experiment; the

trend found in the initial studies with mele subjects has

now been replicated at significent levels. Thus, generally}\mtuxt,

it can be concluded that, under these experimental conditions,
male failure subjlects helped more than hoth the success and

the control subjects, but no consistent sifmiflcant differences
were observed for female pubjects. This last finding
concerniﬁg female subjeq?gfmay be due to the fact that the
experirenter was always a male.  If a female was the

experimenter, the refsults might be different. This 1s what

was investigated in eXperihent IV:\M
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‘Ezgpériment v -

]
1 b

In this experiment a new_group of subjects was run
by twoffqmale fxperimentersl under the same procedure as in
expériment SiIi‘ Eadﬁ female'experimenter was randomly.
assigned to thirty of the néw'sﬁﬁjécts (15 males snd 15
females)'raﬁdomly selected’from the same population as in
_experiment III, that 1s, first year_uﬁive%sity aéudehts.
Since the data cqliected by the two female expérimenters were
not.signiflcaﬂfix;differént, they weré combined in all
analyses.-' o . ‘

The general procedure of this experimept was 1dentical

in all cases and has been desérib?d in ﬁa&ail-under exneriment

a

- TI1
Results N 5
1 A kruskal-Wellis one-way analysis, of variance was

computed on.each index of helping behaviour and these overall

results are presented in table III.

T b — e B Ty ——— Tt

Insert Table III about here

g ——— T ———— e —

As can be seen from this table, all comparisons

P

between groups on the volunteariﬁg an@ sorting task helning

n

. measures yielded ndn'significant results. However, the

trend wh;ch_appeaned in the three previous experiments was

1... I wish to express my thanks to Barbara Gushurst and
Elizabeth Inman for theilr help as experimenters in this
experiment.

€

o

[l1
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l... A1l H tests are corrected for tied ranks.
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p
Table III
Kruskal-Wallis one way Anove all
Indices of helping behaviour.
VOLUNTEERING SORTING TASK
Indices nuhber numbenj total ratlo | number | time{
: of of amount | & / of spent
of experli4 hours pf money| hour sheets [sorting
. ments - requeste sorted | sheetg
Helping
Overall
H testl o _
6 groups; 9.91 | 7.94 |[-7.09 0.52 5.85 6.47
daf = 5 \
- |
Level -
of o ,
confi- | M.s. | m.s.| N.s. | m.s. N.S. | N.S.
dence L/
\
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Insert figere 6 about here
_________________________ A

From™ this figure, it can be seen that failure ferale

subjects tended to sort more sheets for the ferale éxperimenter

(U=3L, P«.12, one-tailed) and for a lonser perlods of time
(U=37.5, P« .18, one-tailed) then the sucress female sﬁbjents.
It will be recalled that the saﬁe sex trend was significant

in egperiment IFI but fdrty'five rather than thirty subjects
had been run by the male experimenter.

Further Analysis

It mey be worthwhile in brder to determine Af there
are any inte;action effects to coﬁbine the data obtained
from the.first sixty subjlects Included in experiment III which
was run by the male experimenter wi?h the data obtalned fronm
the sixty subjectb-inéluded in experiment IV which was run

bj the female experimenters. Howevér, it should be recalled

that these two experiments were conducted one after the other,

Thus, time Was not held constant across the conditlons.

This limits the conclusions that can be reasched in this
manner.

| This groupiny of the data resulted in a 2 (sex of
subjects) x'3 (success,‘fallure and controi treatments) x 2

(sex of experimenters) factorial design.

A e



-

MEAN HELPING TIME IN SECONDS

1400

1300

1200
100
1000

900

800

700

600

T

FIGURE 6

EXPERIMENT IV

oy

. B SUCCESS
. | " FAILURE

) L CONTROL

: ki

121.

MALE SUBJECTS FEMALE SUBJECTS
FEMALE EXPERIMENTER

B R e ot e



122,

Results .
Non—parametric Kruskal-Wallis tests were computed on
the time spent sortlnr sheets for the experimenter in order

to tést for main effects as well as two-way interactions.

The results of these tests are presented in table IV.

As thls table reveals, none of the hain effects 1s
signlficant; hoviever, & tvo-way interactionvis significant.
‘The ACl(sex of the subjects x sex of the experimenters)

' interaction is significant at less than the .05 18vel of
coqfidence. The meaning of this interactlion can best be
seen 1n figure 7 which summarlzes the data for each exneriment-

al treatment under all conditlons.

—— n e —— o T =

From this figure, it can be seen that, under all
treatments expgept one, female subjects helped a male
“experimenter more than male subjects, and male subjects
helped a female experimenter more than female suﬁjects. This
1s reflected by the significant AC interactlon. The only
exception to this genergl trend 1is the male faillure subjects
who helved the male experimenter more than the female failure

subjects.

Since non-parapetric tests have not yet been designed



Table IV

Kruskal-Wellis analysis of variance

computed on the time spent sorting

sheets for the experimenter (UNIT:

seconds), N =120,

Source _daf H P
A’ (sex of] -
subjects) 1. .006 N.S.
B (treat- :
ments) 2 2.72 H.5.
C (sex of] .
experiment 1 2.14 H.S.
ers

. —
AB © 2 .013 N.S.
AC N L, 69 P <.05
BC 2 .885 N.S.

- 123.

N
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-~ El

to test three-way interactions and since in addition a Cochran

' : 12 |
test of homogeneity of variance (C .53 =.,11) indicated "that
the date were homogensous, @ 2 x 3 x 2 parametric analysis
: -

of varlance was computed on the time spent sorting sheets for

‘ thé experimenter, These results are presented in table V.

As this table reveals, none of the main effects is
signlficant; however, two interactions approach significanée.
The AC (sex of subjects x sex of experimenters)‘1nteraction
is sléhlficant at less than t?e .06 level of éonfidence, and
the ABC Interaction 1s significent at less than the .07:
level. The ABC interaction 1is more complex and more q1fficu1t.,

to describe from figufe 7. Briefly stated, the meaning of

this three-way 1ntera£tion 15 as follows: wlth almale

exverimenter, male subjects who had failed help@& more than

those who had succeeded or were confrols, but?ip the case of
female subjlects, those in the control group heiped more |
than those %?o had falled. in addition, ferale subjlects
heloed more than their_male counterparts 1h both the success
and the control groups but males helped'more than females in
the fallure condltion.

On the other Rand, with a female exnerimenter, there

are no differences between any treatments for the male
subjects, but for females, those who had falled or were

controls helped more than those who had succeeded.
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Table V o » :4
)
A 2 (sex of subjects} x 3 (treatments)
x 2 (sex of experimentérs) analysls of varlance
(time helping in seconds).
SOURCE ' Ss ar ms F P .
A (séx of 1952,1 1 1952.1 0.006 |N.S.
subjects) ‘ . :
B (tréatments)590563.5 | 2 295281.75 0.923 |N.S.
"C {sex of 546480. 1 546480, 1.70 N.S.
experimenter)” . ' . ‘ _
AB 323699.7 . |2 161849.8 0.506 |N.S.
AC '1158317.8 1 115465317.8 3.624 £.06
BC 26046,3 | 2 13023.15 o{ouo M.S.
ABC 1773863.6 2 886931.8 | 2.774 <£.07
Within cells |34519963.4x ({108 319629.28.
Total ‘ 39219384,  |119 | 32957L4.65
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Furthermore, there are no sex differences in both the doritrol
and the fallure treatments, but meles helped a female

experimenter more than female subjects under the success

Al

" condition. -

Thus, wlthin same sex dyads {male subj)ects wlth'a~

‘? ' . .
male experimenter or female subjlects with a female experiment-’

' er) the same trend occurs: failure anJeCtS heloed more than

success sublects, and the control subjects were 1ntermediate

between these two groups. Hovwever, glven different sex dyads
(female subjects with a male experimenter or male sebjects~
with a female experlmenter),a partisl reversal of the fore-
molng trend 1s found, that is, success subjects helped more
than fallure eubjects. . ‘

In view of the marginal levels of sirnlfirence reached
on this index of helplng behaviour which so far has been the
most felleble no further analyses were mede.

One possible reason why the main treatment effect (B)
was not significant in these analyses may be the weakness,of
the experimental manipulations. It will be recalled that on
the motor task the experimental subjects were made to achieve

only two perfect trials more or less than they~predioted.

Thus by inoreasing the 1lmpact of these manipulatione more
clear cut results might be obtained. This poeeibility will

be 1nvestigated in subsequent experiﬁents.



\

\\more than the success subjects

~of the 00maarisons between rrOUps on all dependent meaﬁires'f‘

'\

|
V

Summary of Etudies III and IV

- Study III (N=90) used. both males and females as

subjecte but the exuerimenter was a male, Uith male " sub1ects,

. xha.

I L

1t was generally found that. fallure subjents helved more than

both success and control subjects on the two significant

. 1ndicee of helping behav io%r. Hovever, only bn the time spent

sorting sheets .-for the exuerimenter did the controls help /,,;;//

Fd

With fepale subjects, none of the comparisons between

Froups on all devendent measurss of helpins behaviour approach-

ed significance. ' ' | A

K - In general it also has been f‘ound in experiment III

Ve
5

that,under both‘euccess and control‘treatments,-fenales help-

ed the male exverimenter more than the male. subjects; however,
Vo . . . -4

under the feilure-treetmentJ males'ﬁere found C}help the

male experimenter more than females.

-~ -t

Beceuse of the contrdstinp findinFs obtained with

males and femeles 1t was fel% necessary to ‘run ‘the;: same

f -y
experiment but to use a female experimenter insteed. None -

of helpinghbehaviour reached significant levels of confidence,

-

L]

However, the_ same trend which appeared in tﬁe:previous

studles was also apparent here: fallure femele.suejecte tend-

“gd to sort more sheets and they did so for longer periods of

time than success female. subjects.

/7
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Finally, male subjects were found, under ali conditions,
to help tﬁe female experimenter_more than_female subjects.
Additional analyses of some of the data obtained in experiment

& III combined with those obtained 1n experiment IV ravealed
Athat two interactlons aﬁﬁfoached sigmificance. The AC (sex
of subjects x sex of experimenters) interaction indicated
that generally female subjects helped a malé experimenter
more thén male subjects, and male subjlects, on the other hsnd,
helped-a female expérimenter rore than female suﬁjects. The
thrée—wéyJinteraction indicated that, within sameksex dyads,

“.the fallure subjécts.helped more than success subjécts, and

~

ciﬁﬁﬁglg\ﬂyre‘1ntermediatg between these two grbups.

OWGvér, given different sex dyads,. a partlal reversal of the
N \ ‘

: foregoing trend was found, that is, success subjects helped‘b“
rore than Eéilure subjects. .
. Thus 1t seems reasonsble to conclude that these
findings, in additlon, to those of the 1ni£1a1 studies,
cony incingdy show fhat, within samé. seisdyéds; the failure
subjects help more than both the control'and the success
subjects. Thls/result has been replicated three times in our
progranme of research -and 1t will be recalled that 1t is the
opposite of what Berkowitz and‘Connor {1966} and Midlarsky
(19688) have reéorted. In the next chapter, the findings of )
experiments usiné more powWerful manipulations wild be reported

and an attempt 8t explaining the confllct of these findings
with those of previous studles will be presented.



Chapter VII
Manipulations of explanatory varlables
and further replications.

Introduction

:‘1 .
In this chapter, four new exneriments will be presented.

The mailn purposes of these studles were first, to investirate
the varlables that night ﬁave been instrumental 1nwproducing
the particular effects obtained in previous studles and,
second, to determine if a more powerful manipulation of
success and fallure would have a greater effect. Although
1n‘the previous studies somne very.gignlficant results had
been obtained {eg. P <.001 on the time spent sorting:sﬁeets
in exneriment IXI) it seemed nevertheless, necessary to
replicate these experiments using.fewer sublJects per tréatment
and a more powarfulziﬂdependent manipulation of success and
falilure, | |

Before explaining the theorstical rationéle under-
lying these experiments, it should be noted that at'thls
§§1nt in the research programme it was decided to utilize
6nly male subjects. The reason .that prompted this decislon
were first, that somewhat simllar data trends had been
demonstrated using both males and ferales as subjects, that
13, fallure subjects helped an experimenter of the same sex

more than success subjects and second, it was felt to be
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theorétically more impertant to investigate potential varilables
producing this effect with only .one sex of subject rather

than continuipg ﬁith the costly and time-consuming task of
running sublects éf both sexeé in interactien with both male.
and femgle experimenters. “Infﬁrmatibn on the potentlal

cause (s) of this effect cou1d be'obta1ﬁed more quickly in
this_manner.

Rationale Underlying the Suﬁséquent Exveriments

In this sectioﬁ, the experiments which were deslisned
to clarify some of our previous findings'on heiping will be
.reviewed. An attempt is. also made to render expiicit the -
psychoiéglcal reasoning énd evidence underlying ﬁhe
hypotheses of these studles.

Given the conditions of our-laboratory exneriments,
one result 1s clear: with a male experiménter, student male
éubjects help more (number oflhours volunteer; time spent
sorting sheets for the experimenter;) Af they have falled
on an antecedent task than 1f‘they have succeesded or were
control subjects; similarly with a femnle experimenter,
student female subjects tend to help more (time index) if
they have faillad or were control subjents than 1f they have
succeeded on the entecedent task.

These results will be reviewed in the light of the
few exper}@eﬁts in the literature dealing with fﬂe effects

of antecedent success and fallure on alirulsm.
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In addition to the Berkowitz and Connor (1966}, ””4//,

Midlarsky (1968a) and Staub (1968) findings reported earlier,
another study (Isen, 1970) is relevant here. Isen predicted
that subjects who succeeded would experience a "warm glow of

success" which would subsequently lead then to be heloful

" generous and friendly to others. She did find that success

subjects donated significantly more money to a "Junlor High

.Aircondifioning Fund" introduced by a femuale confederate

than Talilure squeqts. It was also found that subjects who

succeeded vwere mére heloful (plcking up a book that a female

confederate dropped as she passed by the subJect on her way

out of the door) than those who falled In a final experiment,

Isen (1970) replicated these flndinggfwith a mixed student

sample but for the first time she included a control- groun
that did not perform the)tasks but instead were asked to
estimate/*he difficulty of the tasks. Her results indicated
that the success group hed the highest mean helping score,
and that thé failure group Was lowest, with the control

group intermedlate. The success group differed significantly
from both the.failure and the control groups, but these two
were not significantly different from eacﬂ\bther. Finally,
only in Ehe éuccess group!of the final experiment was there

8 tendency for males to be more helpful than females (P =.066;
two-tailed). —

On the whole, these results as well as those of

\
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Berkowitz and Connor (1966) and Midlarsky (1968a) seem quite
contrary to our own but the situations are different and this
might possibly account .for the confllcting results. VIn qun's
experiments for instance, the confederate who needed help. was
always & female and furthermore she was from'outside the
sitqgtion, that 1s she did not lnmow whether -the subject had
succeeded or falled preﬁiously. In our experiment, the person
in need of help 1is the exverimenter, ﬁho knovws whether the
subject had succeeded or fatled. Further, the experimenter
is of the same B€X aé the subject (rermenber we are exclusively
discussing the results mentioned at the berining of this
section). It clearly is poésiblé'thaf 5oth of these two -
apparently contradlctory gets of results are genulne. That
15, success subjects helped an "outsider™ more than failure
subjects in Isen's e;periment possibly because gf the "warm
gibw of success" but that failure subjects helped an "insider"
(a peréon in the sifuation who knows about thg subject's
prior experlence) more than success sublects for another
reason, having to do with the fact'thét the sublects were
aware that the person in need knew of his pripr experience.
That:is subjects who have falled may be trying to galn soclal
approval.

— For instance, a sfudy concerned with the relationshilp
bétween success or fdilure and self-presentation (Schneider,

1969) found that when'phe opportunity to gain approval fron

by
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another person was present, failure subjects were more positive

in describing theﬁselvés than were success subjects. These

data were interpreted QS'reflecting a difference between Success
and fallure groups In etther salience of potentilal aﬁprpval,

or in strategles of getting approval. On the basis of thesse
findings, it might be reasonable to predict that subjects '
whq}failed would subsequently be more helﬁful toward the

person who ié aware of their failure, in an attempt to fain
approval.

A study by Mischel, Coates ané\Raskoff (1968) also 1is
rglevant here. They studied how success and failure experlences
in an achievement activity (bowling) affected subsequent
sélf—gratlficat;on in a new‘non-achievement boring situatlon.

After the subjects (elementary school students) had
experienced success and failure, the experimenter, reféréing
to the designs as "mazes" exglained“that:

fohere are & lot of mazes here, but you

only have to do as many as you want.

There are also some tokens here with the

mazes, and you can take one vwhenever you B

want while you're doing the mazes (p.283)."
Instfuctions emphasized that the tokens were for helping the
"Toy company" find out how wall the designslwere 1iked (not
for the quality of performance or‘the total numﬁer completed). "
The experimenter alsO‘commgnted that these tolkems were

"your reward for helping us find out how

well you like the new maze deslgns, 50

. please feel free to take one whenaver
. you want (p.283)}." R
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1

The subjecté knew thaﬁ tokens could be exchanged iater and
that the more tokens they had, the better the prize would be.
The results showed that the treatmenf significantly
affected the time spent doigg mazes. A significant sex X
treatment Interaction was also found reflecting the gréater
ﬁerslsfanée on maées by boys, But not by gifls,‘after suceess

as compared to failure. Analysis of variance of the humber

of mézes completed produced a treatment effect that approach-

ed but did not reach significance (P« .10). On the measure
of the number of tokens that the children tobk, the means
indicated that subjects who had succeeded teﬁded.tq}take
more tokens on a éubsequent noncontingent task that those who
had failed previously, but the effect waé not significant
(P <.15).

In & second experiment by the same authors (HMHischel,

Coates and Raskoff, 1968), when the two tasks (bowling end

mazes) were presénted sequentially the subjects who had

- previously succeeded took sigﬁlficantlf more toltens than dlid

those who had failed and those who were in the control group.

~ No difference between the three groups was found when the

two'tasks were ﬁresented cohé@rrently. In ocur experiments,
)

1f i1t is assumed that our helping task (sorting sheets) is

bofing and non-rewarding, 'we see that these results are

enlightening. To spent & long time at a borlng'task may be

perceived as appropriate and deserved by the failure subjects
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Just as fallure subjecte completed fewer mazes and took fewer
tokens in Mischel et al!s experiments.

| However, 1t should be recalled that while dplng mazes
the subjects were siﬁuiteneouslé indulging tﬁemselvzs with
valuabie'tokens in Mischel et\alfe experiment, thereby
“helping.themselveéf and not Just helplng the éxperimenterl
as 1s the case in oer experiments. Indeed, the successful
boys in Mischel et all's experiments tended to take  somewhat
more tokens than those who had failed}‘althdugh the‘difference
vas not always significant. Thus the obtalned differencee
may have reflected. differences both in self—rratif*cation
and in helpfulness towerd the experimenter (a female) and
the’two possibilities cannot be untangled. !

Finally, ae the authors remarked: ;

"it would be erroneous to 1nter§yé€,zhe
overall results as suggesting that success
as opnosed to fallure (or high as opposed
to low self-esteem), necessarlly leads to
increased self—yrdtification in diverse

’ settings (Mischell, Coates and Raskoff,

'+ 1968, p.389)."

That fact 1s evident in the specifiecity of the

conditions under whlch success led to lncreased non-contingent

sélf—gfatification in their studies, that is, only in the
sequential condltlion. N , | _‘:

In summary, perheie e ?re obtaining results.on the
effects of antecedent success and fallure on altruism whijy/

conflict with other published“studies because first,. the

“
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person in need of help 1s the experlimenter who 1s aware of

the subject's prior failure. The faiiu}c subjects may then
) .

helop more than the success or control subjeéts in order to

get the experimenter's approval. Présumgbly, the sucness

subjects do not need this extra-approval to & great extent,

Q9

and the control subjects need 1t to a [lesser extent thefi the

fallure subjects but more cess subjects.

" Indeed in one of our previous .experiments with male

students (experiment III), it was found that the failure

-subjects helned more than the suocess or control subjlects in

+

terms of the number of hours volunteered inde\ but these
two last groups were not different from each other. however,
on the time Spent helping thé'experlmenter (SOPting task),
the failure bubjeots helped significantly more than the sucress
subjects ‘

Finall&, it 1s nossible that the fuilﬁre group may
have helped more than the success #roﬁp because they percelved

the heloing task as non-reuwarding and boring (a self-punitive
5 / . .

process is assumed here) and by doing the task, it compensated

‘for thelr poor previous behaviour.

The literature offers coﬁfliéting views on this
issue with lMischel, Coates and Raskoff (1968) s;gg;gping
that the resulting selférratificﬁtion oatterg,yevealed no
compensatory or self- therapeutic defansive tendencles after
failure, and Sohneider (1969), Weiner (19?0) and Hoppe (1931)

on the other hand, surresting that 1t does. However Schneider

. L4
~ \ I'4 . ool
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used male studenﬁs as subjects (éstﬁubur ?xpcrlmenﬁé) and
[furtherhore, he studied the effects of sucepss and fallure”
on sqlf—preséntafion, in whiph another person was elther

in a posltlon to give the subject an evaluation based on ﬁis
presentation (feedback) or could not rive the subject any
1nformation about his self—ﬁresenfation {no Peedback)

His hypotheses were that the fdilhre feedback subjncts
would be more posltive than the fallure-no- Peedback sub jects,
and that the suc:ess-f;edback would be more modest than the
success-no-feedback subjects. Both predictions were conf irmed
at the ,01 and .1b level of slgnlficance respectively. These
data were interpreted by Schnelder (¥969) as reflectinrs a
dirfefence betveen success and fallure rroups in elther
salience of. potential annroval, of“in stratenles of retting
approval. Thu% in our situation whereQ?eedhanl is actually
glven, a compensatory defensive tendency 1s possible.

Further, it also is possibie that in our situation
. the fallure subjects helned more than both the success and tEEH}
control gubjects in order to obtain the exyfrlmenter's NN
approvél (eand thereby increased their situational self-esteem)
and to cdmpensgte for -their poor nrevious behaviour.
Theoretically both processes may operate simultaneously.

When Krebs (1970) wrote his review of the literature
on altrulsm, he could find only one study (Epstein and
Hornsteln, 1969} that lent 1tself to an expiation 1nterpretéﬁion.

If guilt 1s relieved by punlshment, then 1t would be predict-

ed that punished responses are less'likely to extingulish than



&

139.

responses that are not pujlished. In fact Epstelin énd
Hornstein (1969) found t@ﬂt selrish‘behavibup tovward a
disliked other lnoreasedﬂfand altruistic behaviour decreased,
when selfish behaviour wés punished- by 8 thlrd DErson.
Hoviever, due to the fact that selfish bchaviour toward a
liked other decreased after punishment, the generality of
the findings 1s limited. | =ﬁ N

“ Since Kreb's review,.the amount of direct and In-
direct evidence polnting to the exlstence of explative, self-
sacrlficiaiﬂ or face-saving behaviour hes been growlng
steadlily. Brown (1969) who defined face-saving as-sacrificing
tanglble fewards to avoid publlc-humillation, tound, for
example, that face-saving was greatest In é*condition of
evaluation by an audieﬁce as contrasted with a noﬁfevaiuative
condition. Furthermore, he found in one of his experiments,
that the overall correlation between degree of emnbarrassment

and amount sacrified was +..45 (P <. 005) These behaviours

were interpreted as attempts to avoid looking fooclish in

.oublic. Pruit and Johnson (1970) and Johnson (1971) also

recognized the existence of a need to méintain face in
bargaining situations and sugpested medlation as an ald to
face-saving. |

Bandura and Whaleﬁ (1966), in an exfremely complex
experiment, also uhcovered an increase in self-revward follow-
ing failure 1n.some of their experimeﬁtal conditions and

Masters (1971), (1972) and Masters and Peskay (1972)

\
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encountered evidence of self-therapeutic tendency after
fallure., Masters and Peskay (1972) found that white children
showed increased noncontingent self-gratification following

both success { "self-congratulation” )} and fallure ( " self-

therapy™ ), but black children showed only "selfconsratulaticn".

In another study, Masters (1972) predicted and confirmed that
children would;;how'geherally increased self-reward following
success experieﬁces (as found by Mischel et ali, 1968) and .
that self-reward following fallure ( “self—therapyh } would
increase only when it was noncontingently administered and/or
during & task dissimilar to the one on uhich fallure was
experlenced. .
Thus self-gratification in the form of both self-
congratulatlion and self-therapy does occur among children
in our soclety. Masters (1972) offers the following general
conclusions to this problem:
i TChildren in odr‘society learn, generally,
'l that self-gratificatlon should be continfent
upon successful performance at a task and
nost certainly should not appear sontingent
upon fallure. However, when circumstances
permit the clear discrimination between a

current situvation, during which rewards for
noncontingent self-disnensatflon are present,

o and clrcumstances svrrounding a prior experlence
Wi : of fallure, Increased self-gratification will
occur (p.lbk)."

Other recent evidence more of lJess extends these

conditlions to include adults as well. Modiglieni (1971) found .

that embarrassment 1s associsted with efforts to improve

Al
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one's presentédiself throughl“facework", that 1is, attempts
tq c9rrec£, ﬁinimize, explain away, or excuse the d;flpient
demegnor that originally precipitated'the embarrassment.‘
He found a + .42 correlation bétween reported emhzrrassment
and his faceworﬁ.index (statements by the subject intended to
improveé his image in the ejes of the confederate). Further-
more, as Staub nnd'ﬁaer (1974) recently sugrested, some people
may go even further and use maneuvers that will miﬁimize thelr
involvement with other peonle's need., In fact, they found _
(S%@ub and Baer, 1974} thét.a number of subjects looked avay
é?tér a firsf glance, when the victim was on the other side
of the street. In this vway involvement and possible
embarrassment can be avoid by fakihg unéwareness. Milgram
(1970) also sugrested that people in larce urban areas are
so frequently exnosed to other's needs that they have to
protect themselves lﬁ(th%é‘are to maintain a private 1life,
Thalhofer (1971) also discussed this self—protection 4
po§sibility in relation to;his.ffﬁaiﬂgs: g
"o that 1rréluvant hely ocourred when harm
‘came by bureaucratic flat "a n~ondition that
®ight have suyested help as atonement for
a mistake imposed by soclety (p.150)."
(underlying is our)
Leventhal and Berpgman (1969} tested the assumption
that a2 member of a dyad who 1y underrewarded willl soretimes
engase in self-denriving behaviour,-that is, he will further

. O
decrease hls share of the reward. To test thils, @ subject

J7e



[

|

142,

and a confederate wefe reviarded for parforming a taék in which
their inputs were highly sihiiar.' They found that subjects
fiven somewhat less than half the reward subsequentiy

increased thelr share (equity). Among éﬁbjects given much less

than hall the reward, however, many decreased -their share,

. v

~On the busis of thelr questionnaire data, these authors

suspested thut self-depriving hehaviour of this éort is an
Instrumentul nesﬁonsc whilch reduces a.ﬁhreat'to the subject's
power, Though these findings are full& conslstent with the
view that self-deﬁviving behaviour 1s d?dgvice for restoring

power, they are correlational in nature and therefore some-
N -

/,wha% ambimuous. The evidence provided by Schuartz (1970) .
p
J e.oon self-sacrificing behaviour; although-collected in a field

experiment, is also correlationnl. .

However, Walliniston (2973) andvﬁunrer, Cox, Greinur‘.
dﬁd Raroly (1974) provided more direct évidunce on self-
sacrificing behaviour, Walllniton (19?3) nssessed-the effeéts
of transgrcssibn on sdalf-aggrression and depression. )
Confederate induced half of the subjents ?o transfmress by
deceiving thuﬁexperimeﬁter. As a hensuru_of self—agﬁression :
31l subjects pove themuselvas electric sthRQ of an intenslty
which they personally selected. Subjects were‘ulao‘niven
behavioural and subjective faport measures of devression.

Nallington {1973) found that transgressing subjeots showed

slgnifioantly more self-aggreslion. Transgressing subjeots:
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8156 ahowed changes on behavioural measures of depression but
not on sublective report meagures. mhesd findings suffe"ted‘
to W8111ngton that the altruiatic behavioﬂr observed after
transgression may be engaged in for its self—punitive aspect
as well as or rather than as & means of soclal. restitution

as had osreviously been suggested. The finding by hanrer,
Cox, Greiner and Karoly (1974) that sublects whd'bel;éved
they had falled to meet contract conditions tolerated‘ice
water longer than those who bélieved it had been thé‘
experimenter who had falled to meet conditions, is also
supportiﬁe of thls self-punitive tendency. Among.é&milar
lines, another recent ekpevi@ént {Refan, Williams and Svarling,
1972) alsc directly demonstrated that voluntary explation

of guilt 1s a possibility. This was a field experiment to
tesﬁ the hypothesis that harm—doeré woﬁld_bu nore lilely

than controls to respond favorably to a naturally opcurring
opvortunity. for altrulsn; even in the absence of a_difbdt
requast. Women in a shopoing oenter werﬁ asked by a male

- experimenter to take his ploture for a project.i The onera
would not work, and the expurimenter elther implied that

the subject had broken the camera (guilt cgnditlon)\gr said
that the misfunctioning was not her fault (control ooﬁd;tion).
Soon after, a female experimenter croased the aubjeot's‘ﬁath
oarrylnr a4 broken grocery bag from which oandy fell. It wés

found that 55% of the subjeots in thﬂ gullt oopdition
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informed-the second experimenter of her mishap, compafed mith__

‘only 15% of the control subjects. These results were inter-

preted 8s showling volﬁntary exniation of ruilt.
Thus, wWilth these last three studies (Wallington, 1973;
Kanfer et al, 1974; Hegan et al, 1972;), the evidence of -

sglstabr;fioing or explative behaviour 1s no longer exclusi-

" vely correlational as was true of the Schwartz {1990) and

Leventhal and Bergman (1969)-stud1qs—but 1s, rather, gggeriment-

al in nature,

The evlidence reviewed in this sectlon clearly bUJpOPtB

.the existence of face-saving, self- deorlving and explative

behaviours and moreover, it suvpports the contention that the
altrulstice béhaviour,found to ocour after pransgression (or _
fallure)} may be engaged in for 1£s solf—punitiye aspecf ans
wéll as a means of soolal restitution, Restoring or
maintalning face does seem to be an immortant motivation 1n

these situations. 7 : : Co

In order. to Investifate these, a new experiment was

:condudted. The procedure of this experiment was generally the

séme as before 8Xaept that the person in néed of help was ' ' )
another peréég/;;;;:\;ex 8 subjeots) who présumably, and in |
reallty, had no knowledse f the subjeot's prior exp%ffbnoe. |
The heloinh measures werc he same (volunteering and sorting

task) as in the previous studies, Given the conditions of

this investigation, two patterns of results seem possible.

: s
A
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First if the success group helps more than the fallure group,,
then this would support ﬁhe hypothesis that a need for

"approval®™ might have been in operation in our previous

experiments. On the other hand, if the failure groun continues

to help more than the success group, we would have to serious-

1y consider the possibility that the fallure subjects are

compensating in order to reduce,pheir‘low self-esteem,

Experimegt v i}

Let us briefly review the procedure of this experlment
befora summarizing the results. A1l subjects were randomly
selected naié first year university students who were then
randomly assigned to one of the three treatpments (success,

4

fallure or contrpl).
) When a subject arrived at the laboratobty, he was

told by a female expurimenterd that he would take part in two
separate experiments; the oﬁe in theilr present location and

a second in another room ﬁith a8 different experipenter. After
the suquot_had'oonpleted the first experiment which included

personality questionnairqg and manipulations of suocess and
failure on the motor task or control oondition,.he was uuid

31,00 for ‘his pamticipation (about 20 to 25 mlnutes) and he

was told where to go for the second . experiment.

Success and failure oontinugd to be de¢fined as the

subject's performanoe prediction, established after the five

1...1 wish to thank Anita Fournier for serving as an
. experimenter in this experiment.

Ve - -
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practice triasls on the motor task, nlus or minus two perfect

trials.: Thure were twenty trizls on the motor tebk ndﬁthe
contfol subjeots completed as u;;;;ﬁ;\bhird person litj
questtbnﬁafreinste;d of performing the motor tatk. When the
subject arrived in the second laboratory, he was told)by a

male exnerimenter that the experiment required ty

ersons,
so that he would have to wait for the second subject befofe
they could begin. A\two-ﬁerson prisdner's.dilemma set-up_

was permanently 1nsqailed in the room so that the -subjeat.

wogld not be sﬁspiciﬁus of whether another subject actually
was.supposed to show up.

While walting for the othe; person, théhsubject was
asked to complete a sheet on which he céuld volunteer for
sdditional experiments (the same volunteering Sheet as before),
After the completion of this sheet and an additional three
minutes of waiting, the experimenter téld the subjeot that
he did not think®the other subject would show up since he was
alregdy very late and using the'same-subtérfune as in preﬁious
stqéies, the experimenter then asked the aﬁbjéot if he would
help him by sorting some Bﬁeeta for him. ?he'exaot-number
of sheets aorted a8 well as fhé time spent sorting sheets
‘were reoorded for edoh subj)eot. -A-total of thirty subjacts

were run in this experiment, ten subjeots per treatment; 2
,

r_,://ﬁ-“\\ Manipulation Check )

At the termination of the first experiment, all

%
| N
: \\ / ) .
7 § '
. \J -
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subjects were glven, as usual; ahhuestionnaire to comnlete
at home. The data obtained from the questionnalre, concerning
how well the sublect thought he did on the motor task, are

summarized in table VI,

. As can[be seen from this table, the success'subjects_
thought they did signifiéantly hetter. than the failure
subjécﬁs (t13 = 2.42, P <,025, oné-tailed). It 1s eclear that

.the maninulations of success and fallure were successful.

Results
, The results- of Kruskal-Wallis one-way analys T

varlance computed on four indlces o?“helping behaviour are

presented in table VII,

- s ma e Y e me e R A S owm ww e W L

[ e e e e L

As this table shaws, one‘ihdex, the time snent sorting sheets,
reached sigmifiloance (H =13.5, P« .03, two-tailed), -A1'1
other 1indices are non significant. Mann-Whitney U tests
between treatments were ocomputed on thils signifléant index

of helpinm behaviour in order to find out which treatments
slgnificantly differed from each other and these results

are presented in figure 8.
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Table VI

N

Hanipulation check

Experiment V

Treatments

success. fallure
Mean (i;u 5.55 4,00
Standard _
deviatioﬁ) .52 1,54
Nl g . 6

t13= 2.42, P<,025

3
one~tailed

1... Some subjects did not return the post?
experimental questionnalre. -

1h8,

ok



Table VII

Kruskal-Yallis Anovae

Experiment V

L

BUCR

INDICES OF HEL?ING

sd@TING‘TAsx,

VOLUNTEERIKG TASK
"

Wfexperiments

helping time | # sheets # hours
1.5 1.57 0.002 0.06
~ < ,01 N.S. .S, 11, 8.
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As shown in this figure #nd as. revealed hy statistic-
‘al tests, a cohpleté reversal of the pravlous data trends
ﬁas obtained. The succegs croup (X21119,7, S.D.= 334,8)
hglpeﬁ sigyificantlj more than both the failure (X=511.8,
'S.D..=243.4) (U=7, P <,002, "tx-:éhtailed) end the control
(% =727.1, S.D.2215.9). (U=17, P<.02, two-tailed) groups,
and the control grdﬁp was found to help signiffcuntly more . _ /
than the fallure group (U=20, P< .05, two-tatled). Tﬁo- ) Ciy
tailed -tests were computed here since this was the flirst
study With these conditions. Thus when the person in need .
of help 1ls & thlrd person who deces not kﬁow about the”
subject i prior success or fallure on an antecedent task, the
results o;\qenkowitz and Connor (1966) and of I,er (1970)
werg rewlicated‘\\In other words, the success subjlects helped
more than the conyrols who, 1n turn, helped nore than the
fallure subjeots. Given these results we can now be confident
‘that we have 1solated a oru¢1§% factor, namely whether the .
person in need of help 1s the same and lg aware of " the
subject's prlor performgnoe or 18 a differcnt Dersdn and %pes
know. the. subject & prior perfornanoe on the antecedent task.
This explains the seemingly confliocting results. Therefore,
the findihg that the fallure subjects helped the expurihentcr
more than the suocess subjects (given same éex of subljeat
and equrimaﬂé%r) obtained repeatedly in our previous studies,

oan be understand as a strategy used by the fallure subjeots
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to obtain the experiménter‘s approval as suseated by Hoppe
(1931), Schneider (i969)_and Weiner (1970). \
Furthermore, as indicated hy Staub's (1968) ana Isen's

(1970) findings agd sub%tantiated‘by our resuits, %&yontraét;
ual setting as uged in Berkowif% énd Connor's (1966) study 1s
not & necessary condition to obtein the result that success
subjects heln more than falilure subjects. It apuears that
‘both Isen's (1970) 'and our own.findings-are renuine since
both outcomes can be obtained depending upon whether the
same experimenter or a different exﬁerimenter is used,

| Finally, slnce we used different manipul lations of
sugcess and failure thén both Staub (1968) and Isen (1970),
our replication adds some generallty to the findings. . :

Summary ; ‘L
A quotation by Festinger 1s relevant here:

."Let us imagine that a research worker is
concerned wWith investigating whether or not
a relationshlp exists between certalh spenifled
environmental conditions and some specific
behaviour, Let us also imagine that there 1s
some unknown variable "X" such that when "X" is
"7 low In magnitude, he would find a nosttlive
"relationship between the envirommental oconditlons
and the behavior, and when "X" 1g hiszh in
magnitude the relationshlp between the environ-
mental variables and the behavior in question
. would be reversed and negative,
. How suppnose that this research person enrared
in a sampling proocedure whloh was so blased that
he obtained in hig sanple only people who were
high on this unlmoun varidble "X" of whioch the
rosearoh worker was completely unaware. He would
then obtain a negative correlation between his
environnental varlable and the behavior and would
undoubtedly come to the conslusion that a negative

L
\ 4 ( ‘ /‘ e ws ._,_..,..,_‘..L.._;...‘. -
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relationship existed. It 1s clear that he viould Ve
‘have come to a partially incorrect concluslion.
But the important question is whether, 1f the
research worker was in ifnorance concerning the
importance of variable "X", could he posslbly
“have come to 'a fully correct oonclusion with
better sampling? Let us assume that he did the
study wlth the most accurage and beautiful methods.
He would then have obteined a sample in which . -
the varlable "X" was distributed over the entire -
-, range and since .this varlable affects the direction
" of the relationship his data would undoubtedly
show & zero relationship overall between his
environmental and behavior variables. Thus with.
perfect sampling he would -cone to the conclusion
that his environmental and behavior varlables
were not relamted to one another at all. This,
1t is clear, would also be an incorrect conolusion,
It would, thus, seem that as long as the research
person is ignorant of the fact that variable "X"
is a relevant varimble, he could not possibly conme
to a acorreot concluslon. :
The question thep becomes: what procedure would
moke it more 1likely that an Investigetor would
develop some idea concerning variable "X" and hence
discover its relevance? It is conceivable that an {
investiFator could have, by aecaldent, moasured /
variable "X" and in the nourse of general exploration
and analysis of his duta, discovered 1ts relevance,
but this kind of accident is a relatlively rare
thing. More often the way such & hitherto unknoun
variable is discovered as relevant 1s by trying
\ to reconoile contradictory rcusults. One pearson
nay do a study and find a negative relatlonship
betwean two variables. Another person, attempting
to repeat the study, may find no relationshin _ !
or a positive relatlonship. Somenne nay then get
somt¢: hunch as to why this difference hetween the
two studies exists which then leads to the discovery
. of the importance of variable "X" (1959, p.262-263)."

This 16 exactly what has been done in the present research.
Our expuriments have repeatedly demonstrated tha‘éxistende
of a negativefreiﬂtionship between suocess and helplng
behaviour, Other studles (Berkowitz and Connor,1966; 3Staub,

1968; Midlarsky, 1968a; Isen, 1970;) hovever had renorted
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8 positive velaﬁionship between the two verlables. Careful
scrutiny of s8ll these studles and their pronsedures led to a

hunch as to why thls difference existed and this then led to

the specification of the important varigble, Whether the

-person in nedd of help 1s the same and knous the subject's

prior nerformance or 1is a different-pérson who does not know
the subjegtﬂs prior performance seems to be the crucial

fac}or accouhting for the_apparently'contraﬂictory results,
Experiment VI / \

DT The purpose of this ekpuriment_was toilncréase'the'
oower of our maninulations of success and follure as well as
to add two new control groups in order to anticlinate possible
oriticisms of our dasign. Our cr%tiolsﬁ of tﬁo desiyn used
in all previous experiments 1is that, although the sucosss
and fallure groups were treated similarly in a1l respects
except on how well they did on' the motor tadk, the control
rroup was treated differontly. Unlike the subjects'in the
experimental groups, those in the contfbl ﬁroup did not |
perform the motor taask but instead éomnletud a questionnairé

of about the sume duration as the motor tuuk. Beoause of

‘thls differencus, it oould be arrued that the success and

the fal;ure subJocts experienbed mnora sdcial interaction
with the experimenter than did the control subjeots, This

may be & resson why it was sometimes found that.the oontrol
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‘Eroup was 1gss helpful than both experimental groups (see _
figures 2 and 3).

Procedure : ‘ ¢

L

In order to resvond to this oritleism end to increase

..

the gﬁweq of the mahipulattons, 1t wus decided to conﬁﬂct'a
new ékperiﬁent with four experimentalktpeatmenté. The
suocess uubjec@s would réoeive thelir ;Ebformunce aredletion
élus“five perfect trlels instead of n»nlus two and_tnu fallure
‘subjécts would be_glven theip performance predictlon mingé |
'gélg péffectﬁtrials,on the motor task. A control kbouﬁ would
also perform the motor task but would reneive thelir. oerformunce
predlction axactly. This takes the form of 8 paranatric
study with throe levels of sucdess: performunoq predintlon
"plus fiva perfect trials (success), perroxmunce prudiction .
(controll,“&nﬁ performance‘predicﬁion minus five perfeat
trials (fallure), |

' ﬁ‘sedond oontrol group was added in order to more.
acourétely control-indlviduaif1ntevpr9tutions of an 1nterme;
diate ﬁerformanoé bn'the motor tank. It could be arpued that
achiévin;: the porfo“manoe predlotion mirhﬂ\gg;?proeived ag
suceess by’ suhjeots who sut 1t at'a hiph 1cvel and as fallure
by ‘subjects who duliberately set 1t low 1n order to be gure-
to attein it. We attemoted to control this poauihility in

the following manner.,

The subjeots 1n this oontrol group, herein called



)

the no-feodback group{,oéuld not see the motor task sovale as
they performcq §ha task q d thus oould not see whether thoy
succeedad or fulled on a&q f1iven trial, A bqﬁrd hid thej

scale from thu subject and\d'boi full of spongos plneégﬁundur :
the uoulc nmade it impossible for the uuﬂjuoﬁ f& ﬁénr wﬁﬁn thé
ball fe11\ Aotunlly, the. ball wau never put on the hngnet
since the subjeot opuld not sée 1t anywny, but the experiment-

¢r took preut care to aot as if he was putting the dboll back

a3

on the mamet aftor gvery triul so as not to arouse the
uubjuot‘s hunaioion Sinoe the waight of the' atoul bnll re-"
present a VGPJ amall prowortion of the totul Nelrht of tho

nlqtform wlth the bull on, no nhﬂnqo in tansion in the oord ' o @_

.oould be deteoted by the aubjeotg. “Subjaots in thia proup

hud‘io PUll the string all the ﬁny up on evary trial since
they dzgﬁgégvknow whether the ball waa{utl}] on or not at

any moﬁént. Thuag HUbJUotn ﬁgr@ never told their uxaop soore
ﬁs- ad wure told that they achieved what gseemed to bhe

Loy

Behaviour, this no-feedhack group should bd in between the

an ormanoe. Therefore, in, terms of helving
two experimenval rr-upu and uhould ha vury alouso to the
qub]oota 1n the other nontrol pvoup who nohiovod an internadiato
penrforminoy snore . on the motor tank.

Sinou'thu‘hoip waa requested by the same dxuurimontur‘
who aluo knuw of thu aub jeot's perrovmanou on the motor tush,_

1t wag exnootod that the Taillure rroup°would help mora thun
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the two acontrol groups and the sucoess groun, and the two ' R

_-oontrol groups would help more than the success groun. The

two oontrol grouns should.not be different from each other.

All subjeots in this oxpurinant elthor were told by

the: mala oxperimentar, or actunlly aohieved two 1nsteud of~

three nerfect trials out of the five praotioe truila. Thins

was dons in order to lover thalr narformanoe predlction so
as to leave some."roon" to 1mplem6nt the new nanisulatlions

of suncess and fallure,

A
: Ten rnndomly ueleoh%d male flrst year univuraity

students were rnqdomly asu;bned to uuah of tha four treatrnunta,

for a total sumple of forty sublects, The exaot manipuldt;&ns

wore implemented in all oanses exoent one, -in whioh a subjeot

set suoh @ hipgh performancoe prediction (1?)_that 1t wase

neoessary to give him-all (20) perfect trials sinoe he hed
buon randomly nasigned to the success condition previously.
As uaual alll subjeots were paid § 1.00 for their parttoipntion. | f
The rest of the procedure was ldentioal to that used in the |

pravious uxp:rlments, that 10, all subjeots ware asked by

thy uumu pxperimenter to volunteer for udditionul aexporimento

'und-to°hﬁlp him with the aorting tagk. All varts of this

oxpuriment wero oonduotcd in the same roon. - : -

Muntwulutun1bhcoh

The data oollected from the post~oxparimental

%
questlonnaire oonoerning how well the nubjecta thought they

PR T st R S
. . L e N
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did on the motor task are summarized for egch group in

toble VIII.

N W v A T T R v SR M e R e A e e e

* As seen in this table and an supported»by t- testn the
success subjedts thow:ht they did airnifioantly bett4¥ than .
~the fallure subjeats (tlsu‘h A5, P 0005, ons-tailed),

well a8 better than both the- oontrol (% 1= ‘.?3, ‘P <01 _ona-
‘tuiled) and the no-feudbaok (t 143 4,37, P& 00), one-talled)
subJeota. Tpo fallure subjeota tended to think thay did
worse than bdth the ocontrol (t15==1.15,‘P'4.15, one-talled) .
and the no-feodbuck (t15= 1.23, P <.15, one-tailed) éuhjenta.
Finally there was no differanae hatweon‘the oontrol and tho
no—feédbaok trentments on these data (ty, =20.19, N.S.;'two;
" taliled). \ . .
' Thua overall, the munlpulatioﬁu_of suocess and failure,
18 well ag Aintermedilate performances wWere qulte pucoassful,
ResqlgsA |

Results of Krushal-Wnllia onu-way nnalyuéﬁ of varianoo

computed on four indiocs of helblng behaviour ubé nroosented

in table IX,

R WE SN T Y gl e e G e e T g e WM R R R g W em e S A ew bw

————————————————————————————— -

_ As punmarized in this table, 'throo indioces of helping

behaviour reached signifiocant lovela, Thesa are the time

?



Table VIII

Nanipulations Check

\

e

Experiment VI

o ;
suocoess Control | Feedhaok Faillure

Menna 6.0 4,25 T 3.33

Standurd 3 . 1.6
- Devintion 0,75 _1'6( 0.99 5
ot
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Tnble IX

Kruskal-¥allis Anova (df= 3)

& Experimeﬁt VI
- INDICES OF HELPING
SORTING TASK _ VOLUNTEERING TaSK

Helping time| wrof sheets wof exverimoeny “m of hours

8,008

11,512 9.\1&3 6.87

< ,05

< .01 <. .05 N.S.
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spent sorting sheets far the e xperimenter (H =8.408, df = 3,
P <.05), the number of sheets sorted (H=11.512, dfx3, P<.01)

and the number of experiments volunteered for (= 9,143,

df =3, P <.05). The number of houps volunteered, hovever,
was not significantly different between treatments (H=6.87,
ar w3, NS, |

Individual'oompariéons betwe;n treatments following
an overall aignifioant H-test were made by means of lHann-

—

Whitnoy U test and are pressented in table X.

- n v P m R WA e W S wm wm Wa T km T e ek g G e

X _________________________
\ Thoéa data are also pressnted graphictlly in fipures
9, 10, and 11, representing, reapeotively, the data obtained
on thyg time spent sorting sheetas, the number of sheets sprted

‘and the number of experiments volunteered for,

---------------------------
---------------------------
____________________________
———————————————————————————
———————————————————————————

Ingert figure 1l about here

Yk B e e S S M R O R b kN g BE Sm B e o WSS S

A oan bue seen from tuble X and from figures 9 and
10, the patterns of results on the firat two indlces of
halping behaviour are identloanl, as axpeoted, gince the

number of shoeta sorted ls poaltivoly obrrelutud with tho
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~ Table X

s
Mann-Whitney U stutistia on 3 haelping

indioces. N

Expurlmant VI

Hulping P, one-{order of
indices Comparisons v tﬂiled helping 1,
aucness vy fajlure 3 001
Juoness vs oontrol b5 | H.S. 1)failure
nelping [faillure vs. oontrol N J025 2)oontrol
Q - no I ‘ ' (o)
t ime BU0088E vE e o v . S5, _ J)sucoess
“|ratlure vg MO 2 001 &)no
- Feggbaok fesdbuok
r : t g,
oontrol vs feodback 0,5 NS
sunocens va faillure 8.5 N1
number suocoess vg oontrol a5 o [ WS l)fatlure
of faillure 'vs oontrol 27 1 .08 2)aontrol
nO ] l [
sheets |sucoeus vs 1105 | .8, 3)Ino
‘feggbuok feadbuok
n !
fallure ve feadba ok b .01 4)sucoess
no l (
aontrol vs feodbaok W N.u;
sucaess vg fuilure ha I.8"
numbar [tuoocesa va control 50 N.S. 1l)no
. — - . feedbaok
of fuilure vs ocontrol ho,s | N.S. 2)fullure
1 ' no 2 )
oXpurl- [1UCOEBB V4 o foh 16.5 | .07 ~ J)eontrol
' no b) o]
ments fallure va oo od ok | 18 02 h)uuoouua.
_ no
aontrol vs feudbuok 20.5 .05

l...From most to leaat
2 . oTWO'tHilOd

L g e
RIS SRR I
LRSI S A

ch =
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FIGURE 9
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FIGURE 10
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time a subjeoct spent sorting."Furthormore, most of our
prediotions oonoarning'thése two 1ﬁdices are supported. The
‘failuro‘aubjuots huylned Blgnirionﬁtly mora than the suococess
subjeots (P £.001) on both the time &spent SOPtlﬁR ﬂhﬂats~
(fallure: X 1641, 0, S.D.= 395 6} (suocess: i-??39 6,

S.D. =279.0) and the number of sheets sorted (failura'

X = 645,13, S.D. = 240,6) (succeasy X 3 271.4, 8.D. 140,6),

The failure subjeots also halped Bifsniflcantly more than the.
oontrol subjeots (tlma: i=:9?8 6, 8.1, a 648.1) (numher:

X =u22,9, 8. D. = 280.9) on these two indices (P <, 0?5 and

P ¢,05 reapeatively), und they helpod more than the no-

' feadbaok (P < .001 and I: < .q1 roghuatively). Finally, the
control and.thw no—feod;aof\subjuntu (timu: X« 715.6,

S.D. =z 308,6) (ﬁumbur: X =308.9; S5.D. = 127,.2) were not
signlfionntly differunt from ocaoh othur on these two indices
of altruism.. The four findinges ore exuotly as predioted
from the pravious requlta and gimificunoce levels ﬁhnerully'
‘1mﬁrovud substantlally with thue use of the more powerful
manipulations of auooﬁaa and fallure.

Thu proediotion that tho ocontrol sand the no-~feoedbuok
gubjonts would bulp mora than the sucossn subjuots did not -
roach signiftcanos on these two indices of halning buhuviouﬂ,
but in thpuu out of four aagsas, the rauultﬁ are in the
expuoted dirootion, thnﬁ is, ocontrol proup helnad more than

the Bucocess group on both indioes, and the no-fueedbaok froup

D

LM A e e
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helped More than the sucocess gFroup on one 1nd§x, the number
of shects aortud: but not on the othor, the time spent
sorting shuets. -

Cdﬁcurn{;g thgpthird gignifiocant induex,” the number
aof exﬁurlmuntu volunteered for, nhne of our feneral vrediotliona
were oconfirmed. No'signiflnant differcnces bhetuoen the |
:mcr:osa.()-'\nj.o, s.n..; 1.94), the failure (R 3.5, S.D.= 1,64)
and the oontrol grouﬁg (X 213.2, 8.+« 2.79) were found, but’
the no-fosdbuock croﬁp (X35,5, 5.D,=1.588) differed oifnifi-

cuntly from all these groups (see figure 11), The no-

the succeuts gubleots (P <.02) Ao predinted, md for more than

feuedbaok uui;;rta voluntedred for more gxnorimants than

R
i
a

the fuilu'u subjuots (P <. 02) oont:ary to nrediotions;
finally, thuy also VOlunteerod for moru ex:cximuntu thun the
oontrol uubjonta (P < 05), a oontrast thal should have bewn
non sipnifionnt d%oording to prediotions, OSinoe thio index,
the numbur of exporiments velunteered for, had never beon
signiflount in our previoun studles, the utuhidtinu qvé tWo -
talled. ) \
Thua, thd overall sipnificant H test obtained on thio
indox'wuq‘duu entirely to the no-fecedbuok subjoots volunteur-
ing for more oxperimonts than subjoots in any of the other
grouny, This 16 an interosting and intripuing finding in
view of thu faot that thue four treatmunte do not diffor in

the numbur of hours volunteerod for., Conoerning the naturc

------



of this finding, the only oorment that oan he rmude at this
time 18 that thers seemu.to be something inhphin new no--
feaedbaok trunthgnt that makes subjeots willing: to voluntoer.

for many more experiménta. Fron theue pubjeots' statementso

<

after the completion of the motor task as well as just before .
fhuy 10ft‘£ho-1aboratory, it seems that thls no:Feedbnok
condition somchow arouses more "auriocsity" and this may bé
why thouc auﬁjunta voluntearsd in sgnerul for more axpurimente.,
Hownver, this finding should not be taken too neriouuly
without further oorrobovutioﬁ ainoe the numhur of houva
voluntuurud und ‘the omount of monay aaked per hour of
_oartioi:ution were not sirnifioantly difrcrtnt hetween the
four Lreatmnntu.

Tinally, ond this 13 a oonvinoinr finding, on ul]
threo sipnifioant indioes of helving behaviour shown in
tublu X, the ordor of the ghoupn'in torms of hulpinnhbohaviour
18 always the same 08 long ag ve are oongornud only'with tha |
two oxpurimontal groups and tﬁo nontroi Froups  Indoed, tho _ | 3
foilure proup alwaye holped more than thu oontrol sroup, |
*whioh, in turn, alﬁuys helpod more than the cuaoconn proun.
Tho poslition of thu no-fuodbpok group in thin ordor of |
helping bohaviour varies deponding upon the indox used.
sumpary

This axpuriment repliontud the muajor Findinnu_fov
tho fourth timoe in that fallure éubjuotn helped a pdraon

who' knew of thoir prior parformanne on tho motor taok more
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than sucsctuu or oontrol subjects, und further, with~thlu
expurincnt,4wo nov have evidunoe that subjoots uho had
aoh?evod an 1nturmudiut0 porfornanou Hoore on Lhu mobor Lusk

(nontvgl}’ﬁazsgd auoh a poruon noru thnn thouo who

succseded. - SR -' e ' /“\\;;////
o
' In uddition, whon 1nd1viduuln do not dlruotly noroeivo IV

how they uru’ purforninr on rhv tasl and ulv told thnt thoir

porformance iy "avorage” thun,_in/;pnﬁfn], hhunu,individuulu.

huloud the uxnuvimunter-ﬁoru thun Uuonuqh uuhjuatu (sorting

tuuk) and lonu than fuiluru gub jeota - s ox auntud. Howsver,

-thase Individunls ard likely to voluntuor for moru oxgorimuntu,

nlthounh not for noro hourn,thnn thu_uuhjuntu 1n thu othnr

Froups. '; o ‘
Thin uxbvvlmunt nlao dumohuhfhhud that tho dlff;rCnt-ﬂ,f. - -ﬁ

4l umount of ooolol 1nturnotion with- thu uxnurlmonhuﬂ

butwoen tho uxpuxlmuntal nubJeots and tho oontrol uuhjuctn

wun o an impurtuﬁt variable thitt should huave houn controllad noe B

in pruvious tutudles sinoe whon lt 1o equul nnroun ull | ll“5‘

_truutmontuﬁ ny in this ux>urtmunt bettor and moru nluuv-uut

rouultn uro obtnlnud. Howuvur, tho nor utrntiionnL pooul b o

obtuinud here iy nluo have heon ouuuud by thu mory powur-

ful. munl:ulntionu uuud 1n thia expoeriment. uinnu both o !
nhunruu WUy 1mplumuntud uimultnnoouuly ina uinrlu oxnuv!mtnh

it tu impounible to veguvuo thoir rolntive uontributionu

to the rououlto. bBut, novurthuluuu, in thin oxpordimoent only

It
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'ohu'fuétbp varied aaorosa ﬁroptmdnt&,‘that 1nfithd purformancea —

| level yoﬁauvud on.tho motor Euuk, and hlmilnr yduqltu au thoue

reported in pvuviouu:utuhieu Noru-fn“nd;f Thue, dAfforencua
1n'puvrormnnquluvulu appeared to have onused tﬁuﬂuffautu.

Thage Flnd1n5ﬂ support the hypothusia that the

fuiluzu aib jeoatt hulpud the wxperimenter moru thun other |

aubjeata in order pnuuibly to ohtnin nin u:pvovul, or in
-ovdur ro/;upuir hin uulf inafe i the eyew of -the oxwuxinunt-
or, tinoe 1t waa uhown 1n-n‘proyinun utudy that when the ‘
pavraon 1n naud of hulh won a-third ﬁnb‘y who did not know

. of the uubjuct n pvlov purfovmunnu (uup oxxcvlmunb V], the

~ fallure uuhjuntu hoipud luuu thun tho suenont or oontrol

. | publuatu, v e, ’ ‘

In viow of the uiénifiount ruuulth obtuined An
uxperimenta IIT and VI‘both of whiqﬁ uﬁployud the aupe
gxnerinepton thrbunhouﬁ,“und in view of tho reveraal of the

H§~vuuu1tu uVldQNOGd 1n axpurlmonh A uhiuh uuud "‘lLLD uu,
nxnhLALLnyqx who aid not know of thu aubJaot'n prior .
poiformanoe on thoe motor tuak, wo omn nou he [ore nonfidunt
v .thnt?aanitiugl fnntov'nffootlnr hulninrrbuhuviouv htn bdnn

gﬁ _ _-'1udlub6d, nuwdly whﬂthuv thu puruon An veod of help o the

’ f_uuwu and knowt gf thﬂ uuhigpt 0 pvinv puﬁfﬁrmunoa or v &

(llf‘fummt. puaroen who i uit‘wam‘u of Llw ll\thU(!t a prior R

£ )uvfovwnncﬁ. ,Howovuv thlu oonaluuion \u ruunhud from reaudltd J

obtuined in throe dlrfavunt oxporimuntu vhioh diffuvud from

) . . " :
R ‘ . . f &y (4'-’1 ’

t
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eunch other in many roapeota. A mornruxpuvindnpully uppro=
ariate proncdur'u to tout thﬁ 1m‘fwrtnnne of thin faotor would
by to oonduot n funtorinl gxpurimont in whioh onu fnntor
“ s Nhothtn‘ thoe parovon 1n noued of hulp 19 the ‘oome rmd lfmm
of the subjuot's prior performanoy or iu a Aifforent paruch
" who 18 unawnre of the subject's prior nerformance. Thio ia
Cwhiat wor done in expuriment VII,
Lxperiment VIT

There ﬁvu muﬁy Alfforanoen betuweon thu uxpurihnntu
on wh\oh the nonnluulon aenoerning the impertanad of the
oritiocal fuutor wau buuod henide vuriutlonu in that faotor.
‘For inutanau, 1n uxpuvimunt IIT onu roOR wuu Jwoed fnd tha '
axpurimunter waw u-malu. In oxpordnent V, on thg nthov hund,
two roome wore used aw yell ag two oxpurdmentory, a fonale
and o mules  Theno two uxuaﬁtmontu were dluo aondunted ono
n!ttm thu ot‘hm‘ uo that thu nuriod of t.ho yum‘ wau not held
oonwtnnt novonn the twoe ux)urlmuntu. Any of thuuo .
Aifforonces moay gﬁvu anontributed . to the owntruuttnr ruuu\hu
obtuinud in these atudieun, '

In order to test the relinbility of the aritionl
Faoior, anothor ﬂxpuvimont wag aonduated in‘whinh all *
'vnviubluudyurﬁ;hulﬁ nongtunt eXoupt whother tho'puvnon_iﬁ
need of halp wau tho‘uumu-thvounhnut the expurimont ond
'thgvuforn know of thoruubauot'nvprlbr purformq@j on the

motor tauk or was o' differont pdrgon who waa untiiarg Soft tha

"



subjoot'a prior §urfdrmunoq., In this mannor, ulthrnutive
prlunutlnha of thu ddntrnutlnnrruuultu uould be ulimlnutdd?
 Epooefune -
‘ In thiu expurimunt, 1tluuu}ﬁhhidud to‘umgloy the
rore powarful muﬁlpulatibn oft guonoua und fuilurd‘uo thuat
the poualhility of olunr out roemults uould ba maxinized uao
demonsirated in uxgurimont VI, “Thuy, nucoean Wau the ’
subjuot 'y puf?orﬁhnoo prodiotion pluq %&vu purfoot trialy
and tho Fuiluvé wag thoe aubjdot'o parformunce prediotion
minuu fiva pdrfoot trials, Subjeoty in the uontvo; group
qurfovmdd,thu motor task and wore pade to-uuhldvu'thuih
purrormanou'prudiubion. Only theue three treatments wore
inoluded in thiu utudy. | |
Whaen o uubJuot arrived nt tho luboruhony, he way
told by a mala-axpuvimontorl that he would take part in
tvo aeparate éxbuvlhontﬁ; the ong in thoir present loontion
nnd‘thu usaoond ié'nnothuv room. Aftonr thu‘uubJOdt‘hud
oomplutuﬂfthu irut uxpurimﬁnt whioh iﬂolﬂdn@-puruonulity
quoutionhu}ruaund mnnlpuluhionu or uuabuuu, follure or
- aontrol on tho motof’tuuk, hu.wun preid §1,00 for hiw
purtiefbutlon and it wao 1ﬁdiuutud‘to hin wﬁuvd to o for '
‘thu uudond oxXperiment. To thio pednt the preocedure wag
fdentionl to that uund in oxpurimunt V oxaoupt that thu firut
oxpurimuntur wae & male inutead of a fumulu, and tho dufinlrlon

of nuoouuy and ruilure wnu mora powupful.

Tl wioh to expraod my thank to Chastur Pedoruk for hiw
help an an uxpuvimentur in thia atudy,
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Huxt. a difforunoo in thu proouduru wWau introduced,

For hul! thu subjects, randomly aeluntod, in ull-truutmcnta,

.the geaond axpurdimentor wag the sane ag an the firat

oXpu riment und'thcruforc this person knew of the wubjeat's
prior purformuncu on the motor tgbk. For thu other half
of ﬁhn gubJeoty, a naw mule exporimentor uﬁvvud ay tho
uxpnrimchtur for tﬁu‘uuoond sxpurdiment,  This puraon of
udurue did not_knun oft \the uubjeot'u prior purfofwnnno
in the firut oxpuriment., B |

Unce in the seocond 1uhorutory; the aubjoect waw told

by the male 6xpurimuntuv In queastion thut thoe sxperiment

ruquivod two persong, ao that he would huvu to walt for thu

uuoond uubJuot huforu thoy oould bupln. Au %n~)ﬁ>u"1nunt v

a fwo=puruon prigonur'a dilummn uut-up van :uvmununnly
inutalled in the room so that the audbjuat nould not bu -
nugplolouy of whothorknnothur.nubjdnb ubbuul]y wano auppoted
Thu roust of thu prouudurv Ha fduntdoal to experimont

v, thut ig, the othor "oubjuot" fofled to appear and

voluntoaring. menwures were tuken farot and then the oxnarimunt =

¢r avked the wubjeot to”hulp him wWith the sorting taok,

0 total of thirty flvuﬁiyour—nulu undnynvuduutﬂ,
randomly teluoted, were vun'in thiv 2 (oame vpﬁuuu difforunt
pxpurimentoer) x 3 (tfﬁutmunfu) !uctoriul deaipn.  Leoh of

tha 0ix cells of the denign included five uubjuotu,
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HanApulatien oheok

| All the subjeots at the termination of - the firot
axporiment were glven a'quoutionnuiré to oomplete at home, .
The data obtained on the question conoarning how wall the
dubJoq&p thought they d4id on the motor tank dro pummarized
{in table XI. '

---------------------------

-------------------------

‘Ag aoen 1n thin tahle nnd/au ia rovealed by t—ﬁuntu,
thu guooeas bubjeota thought thoy aid simnificantly botten
thun both failury (t13= b, 76, P <.0005, one=tailaed) and the

| oontrol (tlj' 1.786, P &.,05, onu—tnilcd) gubjeota. The

oontrol gubjacty aloo thought they did nirnifiountly botteor
than the failure subjoota (ty4=2.215, P <.025, ono=tniled),

Thug our manipulationg wars suoccesafuls

Renuita

Reoulto of Kruskal-vallis one=way annlysel of vuriunnu

"oomputed on five inddcou of halping buhuviour are pruuontod

in table XII,

Innort Tuble XI1I ahnut huru

Ao thig table 1ndiontuu. none of tho volunteuring
indiogg roeached gignificanco, However the two oorting tonk
indicen roached acaeptablo lavela of confldunco, Thooo ara

tho. timo opont uorting ohooto (M =166, afa§, P4.01,

L o EC 1~1f
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Table XI
Menipulations oheok

Bxporiment VII

TREATMENTS | SUCCESS | Cowmmon | mAILums
MEANS 5,71 437 a2 j
SIS/ L i) R
e e |
Nt 2 R TR o il

1..;Som6'uubJootn d4d not roturn the quastionnalra.

"

F18
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P
Table XII
3 *
EJ\‘ . ‘
Kruakal-Wallls Anova (dar=5)
.. Experimunt VII
5
\
»
INDICKS OF HELPING -
SORTING TusK VOLUNDEERING TASK
Y R, roren " zr\i‘tio:“
~ t4me == 0hoota. |# expto |whours l/hour
i Hot 16,46 W38 | B.S6| 181 | .66
Pl .01 &.07 N8 e Nodlo,
1.00A11 H taoto are ocorrdotod for tind rankeo. :

-~
P J U ——
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' two-talled) and the number of sheets gorted for the expurimant=-

Ed

or (Helh.38, df = 5, P <.02, two-tailed).

‘\Mahnawhgﬁnoy U teata bﬂtwuun truutmunth‘ﬁoru oomputed
on thohu.two‘uignlfioant indioos and ﬁhu buuulta‘obtuinqd‘on ’
the numﬁov of nheaﬁu gorted ar¢ presented in figure 12, and
thooe on the time apent sorting shesta are presented in
figure 13, | |

Ingsert figure 13 about hore \

. O G T NN N W ML N R e W ME G U am U N WL Em MR m EE R A

. Ap can be uoen from thone laot figurou, the pnttavnu
of resulto on ‘both 1nd;900 ura tdentionl. The ruuu\tu of tho
U testa. (all are onu-tullod) indiontod that when the
oxpurimﬂntun Wao g;ﬂgogghqlnnd tﬁorufuve.Qgg_ngg_gngﬂ_tho
gubjoottd prior lovel of purformdn@u tho‘ﬁuooeuu'uuhjootu '

(X » 428.4, $.D, =1136.0) sorted more sheets (U« 0, P a,004),
and did oo for longer periodu of time (_iﬂ 1622, S.D. 2 hbB)
(Uwo0, P=,00k) thun the follure oubjects (number: w1212

.8.D. 2119.5) (timot-R e 296, d.D. IJ“GJ. ho .ouccann uubaudtu

nluo tonded to sort mora oheots (Ue 5, Pz ,076) and apont

longur periods of time at it (Uw3, P -.028) than the control |
nubjuotu (numbur:iu 301.2, 8.D. *120, ) (timo: R+ 753, . {€
3.D¢ n 26&) Finally tho control oubjeots corted more ushoeto . | ;
(U a3! P«.,020) and opent mora time at it (Uwen, P :.02&)

T B I D A O

L\w;‘*“n‘ N -\fl RN .A.’Q’Lx' ‘“\ ui
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FIGURE 12
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than the faillure subjects, Theae recults repliocate thoos
reported in exporiment V in which o diffuront exporimenter
-who d1d not lnow of the nubjoét'u porforﬁnnoo wasn uued.

~ On the other huhd, When the experimenter wuo the
ggmg and thorefore knew of the mubjeot's prior POrformanac
on the motor task, a reversal of tho findingo wao obuorvod;
Yhe fallure vubjeots (X s 604,8, $.D.» 2&5.&) tondod to oort
. moro sheata (Uz 6, Pu,11) and did no for uignifiouﬁtly longor
poriodé of time (X 1694, 8.D.2 237) (U« 1, P 2,008) than |
the swocoos aubjeoto (number: X = 425,8, 8.D, r 200.5) {tima:
X2 894, S.D. = 33&J} The failure 6ubjuotu nlao scorted more
oheets (U dk, P =,048) and A4d oo for longer periodo of timo
(Uxrd, P =,008) than the control subjooto (number: R 2 299,0,
S.D. w 254,2) (timo:X v 726, $.D. » 5840, Minally, no~d1fforoﬁood
woru found butwubn fhu suooceon and the oontrol subjanta on
thooe two indious, Thooe rouultu'ruplknntud for the fifth.
t imos the finding'obtuinod praviously under similar oconditiona.

Although in thio oxporiment some laovela of

_uigniflounub'uru bolow thé aoouptable lovel, eapoolally 1n‘th0
game oxXperimenter oondltionu, the'?in@&ngu'nro nevortholonu
Amprosuive oinoa firet, thase wore demonatrated with only
five oubJjootu por treatment ., and seoond, thove havo been .
raplionted fivu timeo in uuouauuion. The chance probability
of ouoh & corleo 4o extromely low,

In conolusion, thio expordmant clearly demonatrates

{
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that whobhor tho person in nood of help’ ia tho same oexparimont-
or and knowa of the aubjeot'o pfiornporrormunoo'on the motor
task or im a different person who 1E unwuru of tho usubjeot's
prior performance io a roluvnﬁﬁ va?inbio. When the paraon

in' need of help Wou the oome throughout the oxporiment and
ﬁhuu know tho pubjsot's performanac, fallure oubjeoto wore
found to help more than ouocags subjuotb, but when &

different poroon who did not know‘of'thu pubjeat's performanoce
wao useod thun the vuoocous gubjooty wobo found to hoelp morh
thnn the aontrolu who themselveo hulped mora than the fallure '
oubjaato, . o
| This oonolusion, howevur, may be limiggd in itu
gdnurulity. In all cxpurimuﬂtu rupobfod 0o fur_thd motor
task hoo alwoyo baonh dosoribed in tho 1nnpruotionu ao a- ukill
or 6bility rolotod taok. It would be worthwhile to determine
30 similar rasulto oduld bo obtainod given thut the oubjonto
thought tholr parformnnoc on the motor taok wau puroly aua. to
luck or chanoe rather thun okill. - Thio wao the topio of our

1nvuuﬁigutlon An axpuriment VIII., . /

Exporimant VIII
Pooplo in the real world domutimuu auonoed boonuso
of goed luok or full bacouse of bad luok, Such a chanou

gvant may produce diffaerant affeots On tho uubaaet'u bahaviour’
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thdn'aﬁoouuu or fuiluru.ovontu rolutoed to okill. To our
knowlodée. thia faotor hus never baen invontigated in relotion
'po altrulom, e |

Prooasdura - ‘ - . . _
T@;a okpurimunb wag 1dohtioai to ﬁ%udy Vi, that iag,
thy uumd exporimontor wao employed throughout and suocoocaon ‘

and follure wore defined as the nubjunt‘u purformuﬁnﬂ prodiotion
plut or minus five purruot,triuld.-Thq oontrol group wWure
_?u&q'to nohieve thodr porformance predlotien. Tho 1n2 ruotiono,

_however, were ulightly ohanged. Thago omphunired they

porformance on tho motor toauk huo beon oonuiutontlyﬁf und
bobh in Canuda and 1n—Un1ﬁud dtates to he luok related,
' The oxuot inatructiony ara shown 1n appondlix I (aua M),

A1l oubjoots wore mude to achluve two out of thu
five proaatioe trinle and uubuuquﬂnhly thoy purfnrmud twnnty-
trinle. Onod the ﬁotor'huuk wau aompleted, all subjooty were
uukedfby thoe vamo axpurimenter to volunteur for additional
oxporimentu and to'holp nim with the gorting tauk.

‘Idoui@& 3] a(gumo verous diffoerent exporimentor) x
o) (truptmuntu) X a‘(uﬁill vovauu-iuqk)ffnntoriul dauign wWould
.lhnvé givon us horo information. Unfortunatoly thio ocould

not bo wsed booaune ﬁo Wantod to ompldy tho ocame population
“an buforu, that Lo £irob year unlvovuity ‘agnaents ‘and tho s
frugulur aocudonio yoar wau nq@ing in two wooku. From proviouu

luxparionce Wo knuw that only thirty uubJouhu at mout oould _
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»n totul vample of thirty oubjuooto.

a8y,

be ruh wWithin that uhdrb timu‘upun. Binau'mnvu data hﬁd.bUHHI ;

oolluctod uoing thu agume, oxpurimontev throurhout in pruviouu
utudiou, it wod ducldud to’ do the oame 4in thiu ﬂﬁpurlmont.
What kind of rosults.oould hu oxpuutpd Fvon thiv
oxpﬂrimunt? dinoo tha uuulﬁtuhon ia ruuh&utud by'h paruon
who knew or thy pubjeot'o prior poriovmunnﬂ on the mohor-"

tuok, pdrhupu tha futluvo puhjuote should he o Xpuatod to

aontinue to hulp tha oxpuvimontar mora thun thu uunnouu nnd

oontrol uubJuctu oo hud buun ropuatodly found in prnviouu
axpurimentu. Howaver, 1n theue b@;nr gstudles it haa heon
hréuod"thnb the, fullure vubjooto helped more in order to
obtadn tha oxporlmnnhov{u approvil or to vupﬁir hhd;r uolf-
inage 1n thu gyan of the oxpurimenter, If puvformunnu' , -~
tohlevement Lo due to ohancu uu amphtinlved in the 1nntvuonionu
of thtu axpovimont. tha Fuiluru uubjunhﬂ uhould not puvaﬂivu
tholr poorzpuvrormunou au o blow to their olf=Amags ond
oonuuquunﬁly hhny’muyvbu not ﬁxpcﬁiqnnu?u nood tq,ruuténn
thadr imego. Thid, wo believe, 1o tho moot 1likely outaom .
Phug, ovurall{ no dxfrnrunquﬁt @ll ﬁu axpoatad ﬁunwnun'uny
of éhuﬁhhrdu treatmento ninoe 811 subjoats should attribute
the'tr parforminoe to ohanoe rather thon akill.

Ton firot yonr mole undergraduatet vundnmly‘ualoouea_

from the univerusity dircotory wora run in gach troatnunt, for, 5 O

[t
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Although-performé;ée is'émﬁhasized as 1uck relatéd.
in'the 1ns€ruc?10ns,‘the subjects in the dlfferént'groups
_ werelmédelto ashieve'yldelj éifférent gcores, 80 sSubstantlal
differénces are?expected on the qﬁestion congQ{;lng how well
the éubjécts thoughit they -did on the motor pésk, These data’
are summarized 1in ﬁable XIII. N |
_.As thils table shows and as revealed by t‘tests, the
sudcess subjects thought they did signlfica;tly bettér than
both the fallure (ty.=5.574, P <.005, ona—tal%pd) and the .
control (tl6= 1.946, P‘4.05, one-talled) subjects. Thﬁ'
controls a#%g thought they did signifibantly be%ter than the
falluré subjects (515?’“'b38i P 4.005,“one-tailed). Thﬁs

our manipulations were successful.

Results

Resultg of Kruskal-Wallis one-way analyses of varlance
on filve indices of helping behaviour are‘preéehted in table
X1v-, ‘

»

........................... . &
As this table shows, none ¢of the contrasts between
groups approached a significant levgl of confidence. Thus,

on the average, all Bubjepts regardless of thelr treatment
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Table XIII

.
\\; H -/
- /s

- £
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N Hanipulaﬁions che ck
: —~
’ Experimént VIII
TREATMENTS - | SUCCESS | CONTROL | FATLURE
MEANS 5.88 | 5.22 3.L4
\TANDARD _ - '
SEVIATIOﬁTﬁ 0.78 0.66 1.01
- k3
vt o | 9 9

1... Some subjects did not returm the questlonnalre.

é’
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N ~ Table XIV |
T | |
- ‘Kruskal-Wallis Anova (df = 2)
'S * o .
Experiment VIII .
a
INDICES OF HELPING (\
SORTING TASK " VOLUNTEERING TASK
; Tratio:
time ¥ sheets # expts wprhours . Is/y6up
H, 0.62 0.93 0.16 / 0.35 2.8
"y B R
P N.S. H.5 "H.S N.S .S,
1l... A1l H tests are corrected for tiled r{'anks.




helped ebeut equally on all dependent meaeuree.
Thus, when succeeS feilure and 1ntermediete

performance on the motor task are attributed to chasnce rather

‘chen skill, all differences in suboequent helping behaviour

toward a person who knows of their performance and of 1its

lucky neture disappear,: The perception of the motor task

~'asj¢he requiping skill) apﬁ%grs to have been another important

factor in eccouhting for the Drevious rebulte.

Iq conclueion these resufts indicate that not any kind

of reilure Wwlll make subjects help an exoe"imenter who knows
,of their failure mors than centrol or succegg subjects .
fallure that 1s annarently due to chance does not produce
the effect. . .

With these data, we now have a clearer plcture of the

conditions under which the effects mentioned throughout this

thesis should and should not be expected.

Overall supmary of this chapter’
At the beginning of this chepter, the psychological

rationale and evidence surgesting the experiments discussed -

'hene were presented All experiments. included in this chapter

used male exclusively and- the independent variables were

" mainly implemented through differential performance scores

.

on the motor task.
In experimenﬁ V, 1t was found that, when the person

in need of help was a different verson who did not know of

1.
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ithe suoaect'etprior.performance on the motor task, the success
.subjects helped mors than the controls who in tufn, helped
tfmore than the failure subjects. These flndinrs rcolicated
'those reported by Isen (1970) uhder similar condltlons but

are ooposite‘in direction to those obtained in our previous
studles when the psrson in need was the same throughout the
exoeriment end therefore knew of the subject s prlor
performance on the motor ‘task. Thue whether the person in
need of help 1s;the:same and.knows of the subject’'s prior

performance or 1is e’different person who s unaware of the

. L]

subject's perfotmetce appeass to be a oritical factor in this
sltuatlion. } | | |
Expefimeht VII confirmed the 1mbortsnce of this
factor fn-sﬁ iﬁproved:factorisl éesign. 'All_variables in
this study were held constant scrosswall treatments exoept
that half of the sub jects in éach group were asked to help
the same person whojknéw‘of their prior performance and the
other half -of the subjects viere asked to help a different |
person who did not know[of it. The results ﬂesonstrated<
that when the persoplréquesting help was the seme anc there-
fore knew of the subjecths prior oerformsnce, the failure
subjeots generally helped more than the success subjects
however, when the person requesting help was a dlfferentk
person'who dld not know of the,subject 8 prior performance,

the success Bubjlects helped more than the contfols'who



‘helped 1n turn, more than the fai ure sub ects ‘These
N - ! .
‘results were obtained with only f}ve .subjgets per treatmonts
"However a more powerfu; manipulation of BuCCesS and failure'
v

than in previous studies was used in t sexperiment since

experlmgpt VI had shown that more cle/r cut results could |
be obtained with this manlpulation. ‘Tbe results of experiment
vI replicated once more the findi k8 that féilure subjects
helped a person who knew of thevr pa"formance signifioantly
"more than boEp control and suocéss subjects, and that the

;control BloO helped,such a person significantly more than the

success subjects.l The Bignifigance levels reached in this

L]
v

'experiment 1mproved substantlally due to the use of ‘the more_
 powerful manipulation of success and fallure,

| Eor the first time in this programme of research
the oontrol subjocts of experliment VIidia not complete a
third perSonolity.quootiohnaire‘but rather performed the
'motof task as did\the other subjects and'were.oadebto‘achieve
their performance p;ediction exactly. )With this mew control
group the alternative explanaﬁion that prior results mey have
been caused by differential amounts of social interactlon with
the experimenter’ was eliminéted. A gecond control grooo vas
elso included 1in experimeot VI in~order to more aocurateiy
control poss;ble individuail 1nterpretat10hs of anrintermedggpg
performancé on the motor task. Subljects in this éontro1 group

"_-—-.—-. .
could not see the motor scale as they performéd and were
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treatments 1n terme of helping behaviour toward the same

.
s

"tcld they achieved an "averege" perrormance.' The se euhjecte'

' beheveieimilerly to those in the first controlQ%roup,_eXcept

thet they volunteered for more experiments than sub jects in I
any other of the treatmente. A greater aroueel of. cgriosity
was suggested tc exolein this finding.‘ : j _ | | f : ¢

It should be mentioned here thet similar results have
8ince been reported by Isen Horn and. Hosenhen (1973) even-.
though they used children in their experinﬁnt. Thue the

results seem to have a great deel of generality eince they

‘have. been obtained with both children and adults (students)

- and. with both a marble.game and a motor tesk

Finally when 1nstructiono emphasized thet performence

on the task was due to chance ‘none of the differencee between

excerimenter reached slgnificance. It ‘should be noted that

R

in this experiment (VIII) ten subjects were run per treatment
and the most powerful manipulation of Buccess and failure

Wwas empioyed. Thesge conditione were optimum to demonstrate
dlfferentiel-effecte but none neverthe;eee Here evidenced
Thus our previous findinge that feilure sgpjects helped a
peregn who knew of their prior performence more than ccntrol
end success eubjecte holds only when the tssk is perceived as

one requiring ekill, not when the task is perceived asg besed

on chencs.

In all studies discussed so far in this dissertation,

[}
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-,

our findinge are limited by the motor task used throughout
to induce experiences of Buccess and failure. Attempte to
correct this deflciency will be reported in the next chapter
More naturalistic dependent measures of heloinr behaviour
will also be obtained. This Will either limit or add

generality to the findings.

N
S,




Chapter VIII
’eplicafioﬁs ué;hg different manivulations
of success and failuré and a different
measure of helping behaviour.

Introdudtioh

So far in this research programme a rather unique
motor task haé been consistently used to manipulate experiences
of success and fallure. Although different definitlions of
success and fallure‘have been implemented with this machilne
and similar ovérall results have besen obtained, the constant
use of the same apparatus throughdut our studies limita the
gehéralipy of thas findings. 4&s M1lls (1969) points out:

.the best strategy to use in replicating
the result 1s to change the orocedure of the
original study as mhch as possible. Thus one
might use a-different manioulation of the
independent variasble in a new situation with
different'subjects a diffserent cover story
and a different measure of the denendent
variable. To show that the same relatlonship
is found even though many details of the
procedure are ~hanged is much more convincing
support of the hypothesis than simply repeating
the 1dentical orocedure ahd finding the same
result (p.429). .

This strategy was gradually 1mplemented as described
in the -experiments which follow.

‘ AR;fher poésible criticism of the prior studies 1n
this seri 1s that the same e xperimenter has been used

almost exclusively. This may be a problem since "experimenter
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' blas", that 1is, the unintertlonal influence of the experiment-
er's behavlouf oﬁ the results, mey haﬁe'been operating. ;
Indeed, recent.studies3(Hoaenthal and‘Fode,“1963; ﬁosenﬁhal, ST
L ;1966; Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968;) havé suprested that the
experiﬁenter may unlntentloﬁally deviate from the instructions
in some subtle ways; &epending upon the condition the subject
is in, to produce resuiteihe wants to obtaln or expecfs to
obtain. There has been a trend 1in socikl psychological
experimentation in recent years to try fo avoild experimenter
blas by'doing'awaﬁ with the hﬁman expérimenter and having the
.experimental \instructions produced by mechanical means.
/#“\L—j”aﬁfortunately these mechanical pbégghures tend to decrease
' expéfimantél realism. Aronson and Carlsmith f1968) discuss-
wayas of avolding expefi@enter bias without oliminatinglthe ,
experimente%.. ?hese involve procedures that keep the | ‘
experingpter unaware‘of ﬁhe dénditions”ﬁo vwhich ﬁhé sub jects
are asslgned. Whenever pessibls, thils has becn implemented
in previous experiments. Unfortunately 1t could be done only
when.t;o experlmenters were involved. |
Another meansg of determining 1if experimenter bias.has'
cgntributed to th% résults is to use a naivq.experlmenter
and lead him to expect to find resul%a oppoélte to those
obtained previously. If, in thils ménner,zsimilar results

. are found, then experimenter bias can safely be ruled out as

alternatilve explénationﬁ' To:our knowledge this procedure
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has never preVioualy been‘feported in the,psychological.

- 1iterature. . | L

-

e -

Finally,‘it is freqﬂehtly claim®d that experiments,
particularly,lébofatory experiments, are artificial. This is
gertainly true in one senée of the term artificial.‘ As Mills
(1969) points out: : 7ﬁ”

"By definition, experliments are artificial
in the senge of being man-made ... To say
that experiments are artificial in the
sense of being man-made is not in any way

a ceritiocism. It 1s simply a description of
their essential neture (p.421)." :

u

However, there 18 a second gense that definitively
would be a criticism if 1t applied to an experiment.

"If an .experiment 1s artificlal in the sense
that what occurred in the experimental
gttustion {8 irrslevant to what might occur
outside the experimental situation, the
experiment is of no value (Mills, 1969,p.421)."

However, as Mills (1969) points out:
"Experiments are not intended to duplicate
what would occur in ordinary life, but a
good experiment helps us to understand what

occurs in oﬂgipary, everyday situatlons

(p.b22}."
P i A
In our previous studies, we deliberately created

experimental conditions so that thése wouid allow us to
1nv§st1gate the hypéthesis in a way that would rarely be
possible in the ordinary course:bf eventse. By manlpulating.
the independent variable we wWers better'ablé to testg the

} hypothesis about a causal relationship then vwould have been

the case if we did not intervens in fhe_normal course of
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eventsl The majgr value of exferiments is %hat they are
better ablecté‘test hypotheses about causal réléﬁioﬁsﬁips than
non-experimental studies. #s Selﬁiz ét“al pbint.éﬁtx

| - "When ah:experlﬁent 18 possible, it is the
most effective method of testing a hypothesls

v that one variable, X, causally Iinfluences
another variable, Y. (1959, p.90)."

This experimental ﬁethod wlll continue to be use& 15
subsequent studies but more‘ﬁaturalistic mgniﬁulations of
successaand failure as well as more frequently used measure 
of'hélping.bghaviour will be employed. For instance, in, the
final study reported hers, gctual success-and fallure on an
exam 18 used as the 1ndapendent-yariablé.’ This experiment
éhould permit us to determine whether or not the foreéoing.
findings are artificial, in the sense that they are irrelevant
tz real-life conditions. Since random\éssignment of.subject;
to treatments was not possible for ethical reagons, this
study, slthough 1t could not by itself establish a causal
relationship between success and altruism, would nevertheless
resemble naturaliséic conditlons more closely and by the same

token, 1t would indicate if rendom assignment to €bngitlons

is necessary to obtain the previous findings.

-

¥

enrolled

Experlment IX

This experiment was conduct by a student ;

in the honours pSychology programme at McMaster University

1...We wish to express our thanks to Davld Scoon fdér conducting
this experiment.
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[P

& -.aé a'paytial requiremeﬁt’bf anladvanéed courge 1ln experimental

'sociél\Psychologyf:.'-
| The. gtudent wished to study fhe_effebts‘of feeling

adequate versus déqﬁate.on subsequent helping behaviour.

He was asked what he the ght the *outcome of this study would
be end he predicted that thoBe.mede to feel adequate would

11ké1y help more than those made tox{éél inadequate. When

T
.

asked the basis for this prediction, the student was unable
to support 1t. | |
He was- then told that tﬁls was a sound 1dea gnd phét . \
'on.thp bacsis of prior reseafch in this afag, it seemed that
his predictlon was accuréte.' The Bgrkowitz}and Connor's
(1966),and the Isen's (1970) articles were recommended to

him as readings in the area. It will be recalled that these

¢ 4

two articles both reported that success subjects helped more
than fallure subjects. These'réédinﬁ; of couféei further
réinforced the student's belief in t@e accuracy of his
prediction, the opposite of what would be predicted on the
basis of the earlier work in this dissertaélon research. <
Proctdure |
Subjects were assiéned to a condition‘where they- -
would presumably be indyced to feel inadequate (fallure) or
éo & condition which présumably.&ade them feel gdeQuate -3;

(success). Feelings of adquacy wWere brought about by having

~subjlects take arithmetioc and verbal tests which, the subjects
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were told were good 1ndicators of mental abllity. Howevar,

* - for the 1nadequate group, . the tests were much more difficult

" than for the other adequate,or success rroup

The’ arithmetic test (Horner 1968 ) was administered

L

after the. subjects had raead and understood a standard set of

. instructions (set: appendix I, ssctlon NJ_and consisted of

twenty—fibs'simple problems (see apnendix I, section O). .Thé

subjects were asked to Wwork across the page as gulckly a8 they

could.

The verbsl test consisted of g Listhof‘teh-ﬂefy
difficult anuagrams (appendix I, section R), or e 1list of
twenty easy anagrams (appenddc I, section W), of which the
subject was to solve any.ten...The anagrams vere conducted
frogxthsTho;adike-Lorge word list.(Nayzsr and Tresselt, 1958).

The difficult llst contalined words elthsrlinfrequent (occurring

at least once per million but hot as often as twice psr

million but no more then once per four million). k?he oasy
list consaisted of wo;ds used very frequently (100 times or
over per million) or frequently (at least 50 times per:
ailllon but not as often as 100 times per million).

Sub Jects ih the 1inadequate .or failure condltion were
given three minutes to complete'the twenty-five arithmetlc
probleﬁs. They were also given three minutes to solve the

list of difficult enagrams.
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_ A pre-test had indicai®d that it Was 've'r:,.r unlikely :
thap'éqy subject could p03sib1y fihish either fest 1h ‘three
minutes. However, the subjects. were.told that most neool
viere able to complete each test- within thls time. It via
felt thet these.lnstrugtlons in conjunction with ‘the su jeet's -
éeemlngly poor‘peffdrmancédwould_1nduce feelings of in-
‘adeduacy or fallure,

- Suﬁjectq assigned‘to the adequate.or sucnéss group cdm-¥
pleted thesame arithmetic test but were given saven minutes
to complete it, which was sald to be the average lenyth of
time needed bp‘most people The verbal test also_ponsisted
¢ of anagrams but. these were much ﬁasier and could usually

be solved in the ulloted three mingtgs which.they vere told

was the length of time required by most people. ‘These.

subjects, it was thought.équld feel more adequate‘or
successful since they should be éble to do quite well on bhoth
tests.

Once thé two tests had been cohpleted, the experiment-
er cpmputed the number of correct resppnsgs and made én
appropriaté comment, emphaslizing whether the squect had done
above or bplow the mean performancé of which the subject had

"previously béen lnfo;med. _

At this point, the experlmenter,'ﬁsingfthe same

subterfuge ég-ln previously repnrted stgdies,*asked‘the

. — ! . . )
subject if he could hslp him/out‘by/sorting sheets for him.
i L
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- The time spent eortiny eheete for the exnerimenter/wae
recorded for each subject and constituted the only dependent
measure ‘taken 1n this study. When a subject 1ndicated that
he ‘had to leave or when thirty minutee of vwork on the sortinp
task had been completed the experimenter thanked the subject

‘and 1nd1cated thaet the amount of sheets sorted wes certainly _

enqugh.. The eubject was theén thorouphly debriefed concerning

the true nature of this experiment.

The subjects were twenty male college students selected

" at random from the student's directory and asked to perticipate'

in an experiment in psychology. "ThHey .were réndemly assigned
to one of the two treatmeénts. They were not pai& for thelir
parelclpation'end they were 211 run individually in a -
different and smaller reeﬁ than those used 1n previous
experiments; The experiﬁenter was the same person (a male)
throughout the study. Therefore he knew of the subject's
performance on the “mentel ability" tests.

-

Results

'

Results obtalned in this study are presented 1n
figure 14,

...___..-_..._.--—..._.-_—-———_..._.-.--——---

—— e i b e . ——— e = = = = = —

Ag this figure shows and as revealed by Mann-Whitney

U test, the failure or inadequate subjects (X =24.9, S.D.=4,7) .

helped the experimenter for significantly longer periods of
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EXPERIMENT IX.
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time than the success or’Pdequate subjecte (X-slo,j, S.D.25.03)
(U=3, P<,001, one-tailed).

These results replicated previously obtained findings

'with the use of the same depennent medsure of helping
| behaviour even though a different menipuletion of BUCCESS

end fallure had been used and despite the fact that the'

experimenter exeected to find the opposite regults. Thus
these-findings ere'generalizable, that is, they are not

limited to.the-motor task performances nor to first year

Y

‘undergraduate male students and it appears that thesge,

findings have not been blased by the exberimenter in prior

studiles.

'However,‘meny methodological flaws exist in this
experiment whieh suggest caution in accepting the cenclnsions;
For 1instance, there was no contnol conditlion which mekes 1t
impossible to assess whether the treatments increased or-
decreaeed helping behaviour relative to a baeeline level,
gurthermore, theksubjects in tbe two groups did not perform
the same anagram test ;nd'the& were £lven different lengths
of time to complete the arlthmetic test. Any of these !
differences beslde success and feilune on the teetehmay have
caused or contributed to the effecte reported. e !

Finally, the study was concerned only with the

relationship between success and helping hehaviour toward
. N ‘

a8 person who knew of the subject's prior perfermance'on the

1
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tests.. The relationship between the two variables when‘the
d ,
person in need of help did not know of the eubjeot 8

performance vas not observed Thé next experiment was oonduot-

ed 1n sorder to correct. theee methodological flaws. - 3/”

Experiment X

The main, purpose ‘of this study was ‘to determine Aif

ﬁ
-simpilar effecte could be obtained with a totally different

t d pendent measure of helpinr behaviour. Ve also nanted to

observe within % eingle experiment the relationship’ betvween

success’ and feilure and helpinr behaviour toward both 8

-

oereon who knew of the: subject s prior. oerformence (seme

experime r) end a person Who_ did not know ‘of ,1t {different

experimenter

A similar man oulation of SUCCEBSS and feilure as.

~used in experiment IX was employed here except that a serlies

of three substitution teets {(shown in appendix I, section K,

L, M,) was adminietered prior‘to the arithmetic test and in

]

- addition both anagram ‘tests were compieted by all sitbjects.

Y

The generel irvistructions (appendix I,'section l)
emphasized that thie bettery of tests was desiéned to meesure
genera?’intelligenoe end had proven to be qulte euooeasful N

in prediotlng acadsmic performence and ebility to adjust

! '
- Y q

202,
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r.

'quiokly end effioiently to new situations. The subjeote were

©
psychologiets to. be an exoellent measure of oareeﬁ guccess”

[ B -)'

‘in Bcienoe as well as in arts and 1n'businese.~ The whole

battery of ‘tests with appropriate 1netruotione can be seen 1in

-appendix I, section I to R inolueively. This battery. was

1

L

adminitered “to subjects in grouo sessiOns varying 1n size

from six to ‘eleven, subjects. The battery took about Ehirty

minutes tb complete.' . : v -

g

In this experiment all sublects were given one

Eminute to comolete each of the three suhgtitution tests,

ninety seconds to complete the arithmetio test, two minutes3

to complete the edsy enegrem test and flnally five minutee to

do the difficult anaprem teet A thirty seconds rest period

was alloted between each teet
At the- beginning of the teeﬁing sesslon, the
experimenter scheduled all subjeote for an individuel'meeting

with him af which time, they wWere told, they would be given

_their results on each test Bs well as receiving $1.00 for

b

"theilr partioipation. At this eeoond session, usually the

next dey, the subject was first pald in the following manner:

two querters, three dimes and four nickels. The experimenter
thenked the-subjeots for his'perticipation; The experimenter
then presented the subjeot.with 8 sheaet on which his results

on each teet'were summarized (shown in appendix I, section S)-
LU :

oo

Y
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'fji;n'the:seCOnd“columh on this get  the correct

test was 1ndicsted but

lfjrthe‘norms shown in the first columm varied depending upon.

rbfbhe treetments. bubjects that had been’ rsndomly a881fned

to the success group were made to believe they hsd five more
correct responses then the norm on each substitution test, one
more corrcct response than the norm on the arithmetir test

snd two more correct responses than the norm on each of the‘

A ““Tnmrenagram tests., Feilure subjects on the other hend were

a

led to believe they schieved five correct responsss less thsn

the norm on each substitution ‘test, one correct response 1ess

than the norm on the arithmctic test and tw correct responses
less than the norm on each of the two anagrgm tests.,

A control group was 1nr1uded in whilpyh subJeots were.

each of the tests.
after the results had been given to thejsubjects,

the experimenter made a general statement indica ing whether

~the subject was above, below or equal to the cdllege norms

‘in his overall performance, A few appropriste statements

were 8lso made to the subject emphasizing whether or not he

should experience difficulty as an undergraduate student as

indicateéd by his results on the battery of tests. The
subject was then asked not to discuss this experiment-with

anfaone and was dismissdd.

ey
L.
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Immediately efter the subject had left the laboratory

and while he was walking down the corridor toward the exit,

. he was eeked either by the same experimenter or ‘by a new

person 1

(also a mele), to give money to the "poor children.
of Hamilton". The request was as follows:
A ‘"Excuse me, I volunteéred to collect money
for the Poor Children of Hamilton. .Would
you care to give something? " "
An offlcial looking box-with a change slot, éontain-‘_

ing a fixed amount of change,  was presented to the eubject as

.the requeet Was made. ‘The exect amount of monegy donated was

~recorded for each subject.

Once the subject had made his coptrdpution or had
indioated‘he had no change or was not interested,; he was
stopped once more and eeked to come back to the laboratory

(

for & few minutes. All subjects ecoepted g ¢

During this final session, all eubjeets were

exteneively debriefed a8 to the true nature of the experiment

and were told that the norms mentioned was false. A1l |

eubjects Here aleo given their donation baok or were told.

. they would have received 1t back if they hed eontributed.

‘All questions of the eubjecte were enewered in detail.

A brief eummery of previous etudies reported in

" - this dlssertetion was also communicated to the subjeot. The

debriefing pericd took an average of twenty minutee.

1l,..1 wish to express my thanks to Chester Fedoruk for his
assistance.
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m At ‘the end of the debriefing period the experimenter
(the same experimentqr who conducted the\teeting end feed—
back eessrﬁns) told the eubject he wag in’ reelity collecting
money for UNICLF and 1f he- really wanted to pive he would
be gled to eend it to UNICLF for him._ It wae cleerly
empheeized ‘that there WBE8 No obligation on hie part to

contribute. The amount of money doneted upon the second

' request also wae recorded for eech subject

Finelly, the subjlect was urped not to discuss thik
experiment with anyone'eince itfcould Bias the resulte. The

subject was invited to come back to the 1eboretory in ebout

'a month if he wanted to Kknow the resulte of "this particuler

etudy. - " ) ' . |
A1l subjects expressed & great decal of interest in

the Study end agreed with the experimenter that the

. manipulations of eucceee failure and control were necessary.

Most eubjects epontaneouely expreeeed that they were gled
to "have perticipated in this experiment and some volunteered

for otner experiments, The subjects were thirty/first year

. ' . & :
male undergraduates randomly selected from the  university

directory._
l The deeign was a8 ‘2 (same versue different experiment—
er) x 3 (treatments) factorial.

The result of a Kruskal-¥allis one-way analysis of
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fa};ance‘computéd.on'thg'amountlof‘money.donated ;hen:fifst
fequeSted indicated that there were &iffepénceg betweén |
lpfeatments (Hg 3 9.61, ar - 5, P é;l, two—ﬁaileéi.. The data
‘ﬁre presented:in figure iﬁ. N

e o -

c——.-u-——---——-—-.n-—_—_—-—_...-...._......

‘ As th%//%igure and the Kruskal-Wallls test indicate,

J

the groups tenﬁed to diffar'in the amount of their donations. .
© Since only five sub Jects w;re included in each froup, Mann—.
Whitney U tests, were computad batwean groups even though the
overall level of confidence did not ;each the .QS level.

. Tﬁese tests 1nd1§ated that when the person reQuesﬁing
the donation'wag‘a différent person who therefore did not

know of the subject's prior performance oﬁ the battéry of
‘tests the success subjects (X =38, §.Dr;-35.h)#tended to

give more money to thg warthj causa than the failure”subjects
(X= 14, 8.D.=10.2) (U= 4.5, P «,06, one-tailled). There

were no diffefengea appfoaching slgnificance between they ~
control (X =22, S.D.="6.7) and the success ?roups. However,

the general trend 1is simllar to those revorted in previous

'studlesr that 1s, the success subjects gave the most,

Q,

. . RN .
followed by the .controls, and the failure Bubjectg gave the
least.

On the other han&, when the person requesting the .

donatlon was the same experimenter who therefore knew of the
. - ! ‘f
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subject's prior parfonmanbeldn the- battery of tests, then it
was found that the failure subjects (X =30, S.D.=11.1) gave
significantly more.money thén the success subjeots (X =15,
S.D.= 12.9) (Ua k4, P = ,048, one-tdiled), snd the control

‘subjects (X =45, 8.D.=32.5) were also found to give

: -

(2

significéntlyggbre mdnéy then the success aﬁbjects (U= 3,
‘P = .028, opefﬁgilgd){.-There were no significant differences '
betweeh the cﬁntrol and fhe_failure sub jects. '

When comparisons‘were computed betﬁeen froups ﬁnder
the same treatment;_it.waa found that success subjects tended’-
to glve mofermoncf when requésted by é d1fferent person‘who
d1d not know thelr results then when requested by the same
person who knew them (U=5, P =.075, onéftailed). Failure R
subjects, on the other hénd, were found to give significuntly
more when requested by thé.same person who knew thelr
results than when requested by & different pdrson Nho_there_
fore did not lmow them (U= L, P =.0hé, one-tailed).. No
significant differences were found between the two control
groups (U= 6, N.S.)s - , o /'_ ’

Thus overall, these findings replicated those pbtainbd
previbusly, even though a completely new dependsnt meaéure
of helping behaviour, money ddnation, was used, and a new.
procedure had been employed. Therefo;e, desplite multiple
changzs In the ‘procedurs such as group rather than individual

testing sessions, delay rather than lmmediate feedback; long

I.%. testing rather than shorter I.Q. (experiment IX),

—r
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I.Q{ tests rather than motor ‘task, H@e eeme pattern of resulte

e

as reported in prior experimente was found.
The amount of ‘money donated upon the second request

- is not reported here einee a Kruskal- Wallie one-way. analysis

of variance indicated that there.were no significant differen-

ces between groups on these.data (H=1.35, 4f = 5, N.S., two-

‘tayled). \° ‘ _“' o 7 J

Since these above, findings are neiieble and replica—
ble despite muitiple‘procedurel changee and generalizable,
a final question seems eppronriate at this stage of the
research programme: can tne same eete-trende beﬂdemonetreted
with_the-use of naturelietic encceese and-failures? This
is the subject of interest in the 'folYowing and finall

experiment’ - ‘ : .Y

Experinment XI
As Brunswik (1952) has so eloquently argued, if we .
want to generalize how well an organism actually attains 1ts

instrumental goals, and this he felt was the true aim of a

preper peycholoﬁy, we must study the organism in its neturalvu

ecology. As polnted out by Hammond (1966):

"If one i3 not to be arbitrary about the
choice of range and distribution characte-~
ristics of the stimulus variables of an
experiment, what criteria should be employed?
Brunswik's answer was always to the effect
that the choice :should be such that the

‘AL experimental environment is made repres€ntative
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of the animal 's natural habitat (p 61)

Brunswik was among the first td Emphaaize %he "stub-

-born refusal of paychologlcal findlngs to yield to ganera~

lization over conditions. He knew why generalization was

failing, and set forfth the methodological principles of

iﬁrepfeséntative design for remedying'matters-principles based
. fi’mly ‘on the fact that 1f statistical logic was the ba%ia
lnﬂor inductive genarallzation over subjeota the same 1og1c '

‘had tb be the basia for induction over sltuations.

The prenaeding experlmenta hava convincingly

demonstrated that relationships mtween variables can be

. A

‘replicated over a Variety of aituations. Lven though, as

s

gbur programme of research progressed the sltuations sampled

f‘were closer to real-11ife -conditions, we'alaays arﬁificially

created the manipulation of interest. Success and failure
. el .
are, however, everyday events in the real world and, as

Brunswik noted, the study of this situation appears an
essential step in order to be able to conclude that the

’

relationshipe reported are repreaentativa} The following

experiment was conducted with Brunswik's thoughts in mind.

Procedure

As our manlﬁuiatiohs of success and fellure, the real
/

scores obtained{by students on an exam in a se%ond year
i ™ .

course 1n_socia@ p8ychology were used in ﬁhis axperiment.

Thus a1l subjecﬁs were second rather than first year students -

}
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as Wasg the case in most of the previous studies
Immediately prionéﬁc/}he exam all‘studsnts wéfe asked o

to write their telephone umber. a8 ‘well ss'tc;pfedict their

‘score on the exam. This was done since we wanted .to include

in this study subjects who achieved higher, louer, as well as g

.score about equal tc what they predicted This definition

—./‘/

of success fsilure and control would be conneptually similar

ﬁto those used in previous studies. However, this proved

impossible to carry outfin practice since virtually sil

‘students cvsrestimsted their score in their prediction.

Due to this outcome and since we did not want to -
fslsify scores obtained on the exam for ethical reesons othe}
means of grou)ing subjects had to be devised quickly, since
the results of theé exam were to be made public a weck after
its completion. ‘

‘ It was dec1ded”to select }o}_this study only those
students who had listed thelr telephone number'snd whose
Score was not equal to.the clsss mean. A control group could

not be included since there were too few students whose had

1isted their telephone number and elso scored ebout equal
(29, 30 and 31 out of 50) to the'class mean. The class mean

on *this penticulsr exam was 8ixty per cent. With these

criterla of selection, fifty—tuo male students could be used.
These students were phoned and asked to participate

in an interview about the soclal psychotogy course. They

[
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were told their participation could help improve the quality
of the teeching in the course If a student acceoted an _
individual meeting was scheduled and he was told that he could
'get his exam result at the eénd of the interview.

| ‘Once‘the subject arrived at the'laberatory he was
_gifen en interview sheet to eomplete in writlng. Questions
eoncerned,the class, its size, the quality of teachinr and the
instructors and the tutorial leaders, the content of the | '
course and so on. The experimenter then asked the subject a
few questions to be answered verbally. These questle;s.werga
\"maiﬁiy'de81gned to obtain the etudenﬁ's own suggestione in

ofdbr toiimprbve the course. The experimenter wrote down in
brief all com;ents'made by the students. -

The student was then thanked for his cooperation'end,
told that hls comments would be discussed with all people
involved 1ih the. teaching of this course ehd that hopefuiiy,
as a result of these interviewe, the course would improve.
Finally, the experimenter told the student that the only way
he would thank him for his cooperatlon, was to give hin,

QriLr to eny other etudeppe, the results obtained on his

exam. Along with the student's score on the exam, the
experimenter made an appropriate steteeent Indicating whether '
the score was sbove {success) or below (failure)the rlass
mean. .The student was then dismissed.

It was not entil this stage of the procedure that the

4
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'dependent‘measure of helping behaviour was obtained. As in

he previous study, approximately helf of the sublects,

randomly selected in each group were asked either by ﬁﬁe

same experlmenter on.by another person 1 (also a male) to

donate money for the poor children of Hamilton. The request

‘was. 1dentical to.that cf the previous experiment and the

sameqofficlal looking box was used. Aftef the subject‘s
response to the_requeét, he was thanked. No debriefing vWas
neld é?terwarde since the students had received accurste
information concerning their exam end no unusual pressures
werea made when requested t% rive money.

lhe Students were not paid for their perticipétion“
in this‘qtudy. | ’ o

The money collected in this study‘as well as in the
prior study ($2s. 00) was sent to UNILBF

Since the 1nterv1ewer was a male, only male students
were selected to panticipete in this experimenti A total of
thirty five subljects were interviewed before the publication
of the class results on the exam.

The design of this study is a 2 (succees versus

fellure) x 2 {same versus different experimenter) factorial,

Results A o -

Results of a Kruskal-Wallis oneAwaf analysis of

'veriance.computed on the amount of money donated revealsd

i

.I wish to express my thenks to Chester Fedoruk for hils
assistance

AN
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‘that there were significant differences betweén.conditioﬁs
(Hg =10.49, df = 3, P< .02, two-tailed)}. -The data obtained
for each group are presented in flgﬁré Ié;-

-_.—_.—.-—-._._...-.—..--—_-—-__-._—--——-—

: R . ‘ /
e Mann<Whitney U tests compﬁtéd between groups indiceted

that when the person requeatinp the donation wWas the same
peraon who conducted the 1nta“view and therefore knew of the
sagject 8 score on thq ‘exam, the failure subjects ( = 2b4.1,
'S.D. =14.5) donated significantly more money- to .the poor
children-of Hamilton than did the‘success subjects (X=17.25,.
S.D;= 10.9) (U= 13, P« .01, qneftailedj.- Honeﬁgr, vhen the
requeét was made by another persoh who did not know of the
subject's score on.the exam, the reverse was.fOunﬁ:a The
«success gub jects (X:21.25, 5.D.=12.2) gabe'significahtly
more to the poor children of Hamilton thq?.thé failure ‘
subjects (X=.8.66, 8.D.=9.73) (U=1Q.5,.P‘.025, one-tailed).
‘Finally;.when oqnérasts-werqcémputed befwgen FToups
under the same condition, 1t was again found that sﬁcﬂéss

subjects gave significantly more to a dlfferent ‘person who

- therefore did not know of thelr exam result than to the same

<

person who inew 1t (U=13.5, P=.03, one-tailed). ' The.
failure subjeots; on the other hand, gave sirnificantly more
to the sBame person who therefore knew of thelr exam soore

than to a different person who dld not know it (U 16.5,

%

-,

A
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 FIGURE 16_)
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an exam,

oA

P< 025, one—tailed)
These results TEpliCthd those . obtained in. previous
studies even though random assrgnment to—conditionb could not

be used here anq;geepit% the use of real scores obtained on

~Since this stydy employed a somewhat differen
populq&ion‘(saeond year students), & new definitlioy of success

and faildre;.aqg a measure of h81ping behavicur often encounter{ -

'ed'in the real world, the results obteined extend the

generality of the previous findings conslderably.

Summari.

) Three studies have been reported in this chepter. ' -

Even though the procedure used in previous experiments was
substantially chdnged from one study to the next, the

manipulafions of success-end failure had been variled W1dely,

a dlfferent dependent measure of helping behaviour had been

s
(%]

‘used in two of these studies, similar overall data trends

were obtained.

In experiment IX, a short I.U. test was administered

- individually to subjects randomly selected from the student's

directory. Half of fhem, randomly seleofed, were led to
beliéve they achieved higher gerformencee than / he gollegg
student's norm and the other half were made to believe they
achieved lower performances than the coilege student's norm.

Subjeete were then requested to help the ekperlmepter With



A
.il 218 -

B o

- the sorting sheets task. - It was found that failure subjects
‘helped the experimenter more then'suocees subjects' This

finding was obtained ‘desplte the faot that the experimenter

~

expected to obtain the oppoeitéiresults; Thus experimenter
. bids was eliminated as'en-elternetive"eiplanetion of these

and pravious results.’

o

In experiment X, a 1onger I.4. battery of’ teste wes
administered to AToup varying 1n Size,from six “to eleven
subjeote bubjects were all echeduled for an individuel

'meeting with the experimenter, a meetinp in which the subjecte'

—a

received feedbeok on their performences on the battery of
.teetelas wellees $1.QO in e ange for their participation in
the study. SubJecteuwere-ranhomly:essigned to Buccess,
feilure,er control eenditiens. They were,mede-to Believe they

achleved either consistently higher, lower or equal to the

a

T * L
general college student's norm on each test. A few seconds

4

after the sub ject hed departed from the 1eboretory, he was

roquasted either by the sume eXperimenter or by soneone elee

F
tq/donate money to & WOrthy cause, : _ (q*

The results showed once agailn that when the person

L)

requesting help was the same and therefore knew of the

“sub-Ject's prior results on the ‘battery of tests, fallure

« subjects donated eigﬁificently more than euccees subjects,

Y

Hdwever, when the person requesting help was a different
b : . !

person and therefore did not know of the subject's prior

(=



performance on the teete | Buccess ‘Bubjecte contrlbuteﬁ |

significantly more mOney'to the worthf cause then dld feiluﬁe

subjects.

In exneriment XI for the firat time 1nrthis crogremme ]

~of research the subjects were nct rendomly assigned to.
experimental treetments but rather were asglgned to conditions
according to their edpuel,ecore obtained on a real exam.
,Subjects were all eecoﬁd yeer malé undergradudtes
'enrolled in a social peychology course.‘ Tﬂe eiem was e
repuler one which counted toward the final grede in the |
'course. Thirty five'eubjects wers 1nterv1ewed-. Sixteen of
them naed succeeded on the exam, thet 18 achléved scores’
;ebove'the actual class mean, end nineteen had failed thet 1e

" achleved scores below the class meen

A11-subjects thought the interview was mainly designed

"to elicit‘their'opinione cgncerning différeﬁt escects of the
ccurse. At the end of,tce 1n€erv1ew, sub Jects were told
their score of the exam and then.dlsmiesed. Subjects in this
study were not peid for their perticipetien |

‘ On,their way towerd the exit subjects were requested
ee‘}n the‘preyioue etudx, to -donete money to a worthy cause.

- ;Therresuits of thie-etqu'once'more.showed that when
the person fequestiné_dcnetion was the same and therefore
knew of theé subject's prior performence on the exam, fallure
sub jects then contributed g1gnificently more then Buccesa

i



| QQSJects; but. when th&t person was different‘aﬁé thereforé
did hdt‘knON”bf the-subject's performance on thg exam,_ﬁhbse
‘who had sﬁccéeded.doﬁafed‘sighlficantly ﬁore'monéy‘to_the a
worthy ‘cause than those Who nad failed the ‘exam. S
' These three repllcations of the data trends add
considerable generality to the previous findings.
o In the.next chapter, the resultsrof this.progrémmef
. of reseéréh as a_whqle_ﬂill.ba gummgrized briefly. A few
graphs representiﬁé theugutcomes of & number of the
'experiﬁents groupéd‘together willl be presented since 1t 1is
felt "that énfeasier grasp of the 1mplicatlonsiof'th65e
findings:w;11 be optained in this_manner: Interpretations'
of the data will also be disqﬁséed éﬁa few sdditional
experiménts‘will finally be suggested. |

o
& ‘ -

e

5
‘.\_ -
2 t‘! [
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rChapter IX
Overall enmmar§ and genersl
disouseionl ‘ |

~

In this final chapter, the majar findings of the

'present'progremme will be reviewed. A geries of graphs based

on the grouped results of the experiments will contrast théC}
different findings and should cleriry the underlying logicalz’

progression of this dissertation as well as the conclusione

~ these findings suggest. However, 1t should be nobed that

these conclusions will be reached via comparisons between /
experiments and will therefore be confounded. Interpretations
of the data as well as supporting and refutlng eqpirical

evidsnce vill e}eo\Ee summarized. Finally, additional

- research will be suggested, : .

Overall summary, Interpretations and Conclusions

Five "figures"wlll be gresented'ln this section. The.
data included in each figure will be described and the
P | .
conolueions that can be rearhed from these data will be

outlined - The order of presentetlon used here{cloeely matches

‘the actual progression pf this propramme of research as well

a8 thé orde? in which it was dealt Wwith in the previoue
cheptersu The dependent measure reported in these figures

sometimes varies but usuelly it is the one with which the moet

-

¥
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consistent results were obtained throughoutlthls“research _

4 ? 1

‘effort. , Y _

! Let us first consider the data obﬁaingd in the first®
three experiments. These data are é&mmarizedzin part in’ .

‘f&gufe ¥7. | I _l .; ;== |

—— s b o ek A g At et g b P e e b ek b e

Insert figure 17 ébdut here L \

 With this-figure, comparisons of the results obtained
in the rirst three studies cen easily be made. It wWill be
recalled that the experimenter was the sume person through-

out these studles. Therefore he was aware of the subject's

-

) prior performance. In.all ﬁhfee experlménts, the same‘motoy
»task was also cpnsiétently used to menipulate success and

failure. However, the nurdber of practice trials, the number
qi}sﬁécess or_failﬁre trials and the amount of money paid to ‘
the subjects wére different in gtudy 1 thannin studtes II and ™
III., Iny8tudy I the experimental subjects were made to fail

on only\éggrg;gctice trials and they.werefthen made to either

\ succeed on elght or fail on 8ix trisls out of the ten trials.
Subjectslip this experiment were net péld.

On the other hand, %he experimental subjects in

gstudies II and III wfre made to succeed on three of the five
practice trials end they were made té achleve elther two

perfect trials more (success) or two less (failure) than they

predicted after the practioce triamls. In these two studles
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~were paid $1.00 for their participation.

224,

v

there were twenty instead of ten trials and the subjects

FUrthefmora, Bubjécts in experiments I and 111 were
rahdomly'selected first year male undergraduates (the data
obtained with female subjeéts in study III are not includéd_

in «figure i?) but subjects in- experiment 11 were randomly

'selected second year male undergraduates attending summer

échool. -
However 1n all three experimenbs, contrdﬁ subjects

did not Derf;rm the motor task but 1nstead answered a

persaonality questiqnna;re which took on the:gverage the same,

length of time to complete as the motor task. Finally, each

treatment 1n each of the flrst two studles reported in flgure

17 included ten sublects but for the third study each 1included

fifteen subjects. The depand&yt measure. throuzhout i1s the

n 4

time spent sorting shigats for the experimenter, 2
Because there are so many differences between these

experiments, few meaningful contragts of the data;;eportedJ

can appropriately be madse. Hevertheless,-if one dares to

meke comparlisons, the tentative conclusions that can be

reached from these results are: ' &

1) As the manipulations of success and fallure are
changed from flxed to relative 3scores and in
addition{ a8 the number of practlice trlsls and
experimental trials are increased, larger differen-

ces in the means between groups are obtained.



of

' study I wWith- those\pf studies II snd III,

P o - 22,

.Thls cog#iusion is reached"by contrasting the results of

P

A seeond oonclusion follows from’ a;:bnt"est of the

]

results of experiment IT with those obteined(}n experlmenj’
e TI ' - '

\ , ‘ o i N o Fi ,
: 2) When the performance oredirtion plus or minus two

perfeot trials 15 used as_ the menipuletlon of :
.Buccess end feilure larger differences between
gsoups are obtalned with fiest yeer than with
se%ond year mele stu&ents.- ‘

Sincexthé results of the first’ two studles were non-

significent en&\thoseof ekperiment IIT uere‘mergiﬁel in some

\ . . .
cases, 1t was decdded to conduct an experiment similar to

- ‘\1

_experiment III but“to«uee_female experimenters as well as

Bqth hale and female sub ecte R -
The data of ti1i experiment as well as those obtained

t
by the first sixty subjeets of exneriment III (male exveriment-

er} are summarized in figure 18, o S

The data reported 1in thie fimgure were collected from
randomly selected first year undergreduates. One male and
two female etpurimenters ﬁere used. Since a1l the sublects
in this experiment were run tnder identical conditions with-

in each treatment, many meaningful comparisons could be made and

e ——————
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'some important conclusions reached

3)

i22?._

First within ‘the same sex dyads (subject and

| experimenter are of, the same sex); the same trend

15 found for both males aﬁd;feﬁales:'failure'
subjects helped more than success subjects, and the
control subjects were 1ntorﬁédiate betwaen these

two groups.

4) Given different sex dyads (subject'and experimenter

are of different sex), a partial reversal of the

"foregoing trond'was found: success subjeots helped

mora than failure aubJectB
Finally, when comparisons. were made wlthln the

same treatment, it was ‘found that subjects helped

an experimenter of{a different sex more than they
CR

helpnead one of tﬁé same sex., This conclusion holds

true in five out of glx possible cases., The’ only

_exception'ls the fallure male subjects who helped

a male experimenter more than the failure fémale

.subjects.

The results of this study are important.since they’

indicate that & reversal of the major finding appears when

the experimenter is of & different sex than the subjlect. It

will*vpe recalled that Isen '{1970) also used both male and

femzle subjects but the confederate requesting help was

always a female. The ratio.of males and females used by
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-Isen (1970) either was not reported (first two studies) or
“was 1n favor of males {third study, ratio 6 u) This in
vlew of the results presented in fipu“e 18 may be -one reason
why she found that success subjects helped more than
failure_subjects. I any case, the var;ables were confbunaeﬁ“
and en accurate conclusion, as indicated by the data |
presented heré;'nbuld not be reached from her studies. oo :
| Furthermorc, of all the directly relevant;ftudies \\\§
reviewsd inlchapter ITT of thia f;port, few are adequate in
this regard. Berkowitz snd Connor (1966), Midlarsky‘(i95833
Aderman and” Berkowitz (19?0) and Isen and Levin (1972) usad .
male sgbjects e&clusiyely in thein sfudies and Kazdin and
Brian (i9?l), Rudestam; Richards and Garrison (1971), Moore,
| Underwood aﬁd Rosenhan (1973), Iéah,'Horn and Hoséﬁhaﬁ {1973}
and Hoéénhan, Underwood and Moore {1974), althoush tﬁey a1l
used both maié“and female sﬁbjecps.in their studies of help-
ing behaviocur, the experimentsr or COnfedératé requesting
help was glways a female. In another study by Underﬁood,
Moore and Hqsenhan (19?3), the"confeﬁepé%e was’a male evan
thoUgh‘Bubjects wera of both sexes, |
| Thus it appears that brev;ous regearchers may have
come to the general conclusion thét successisubjects or
subjects feeling "good" helped more than fa;lu;e subject§ or

subjects feeliné "bad" partly because they did not systemati-

cally vary elther the sex of the Bubjects, or the sex of the

L“‘*-‘.



B obtained 1n experiment III but 'also that the N was fifteem——

< - [ P - T

-3

_pﬂreon in need of help or requeeting help, or both¢of these.

. !

At thie point An the present research it was deoided

to lncrease the -power of the menipulatione of sucrees and '

.failure in order to find out if more reliable results ooqu

be obteined while at the same time using fewer subjects per

group. It will be recalled that eignificent reeults were

&

sub jects per treatment Pfgure 19 presents the data obtained
in three experiment@ releted-tonthe above question.

M e S o — e v g e are - —

R e T T et o St e e S o B —

In this figure, oomparisoﬁs of the results ohteiped in

experiments II11,VI and- VIII can be made. In ell these studies

the manipulation of success and failure always is reletlve to

the subject's oerformenee prediction. However, 1in experiment

'IIIﬁ@erformanoe prediction plus or minus two perfect trials

on the motor task was the definition of success -and fallure

used. The control sublects in this stidy comnleted a

personaldty questionnaire instead of performing the motqa'taek.

In experiments VI ani VIII, performance predlection
plus or minus five perfect trials on the motor task was the
definition of success, and failure ueed. Cogirol subjects in
these two stddxee;ehowever, performed the motor task but were

made to achleve their performance prediction exactly. The

only difference between studies VI and VIII is that

3]
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1 ¥
the task was dascriﬁe ’as based on skill in study VI but as
a ‘chance task 1n etudy VIII. All eubjects in'theee three

exoerlments were  first year male underpraduatea (figure 19

.excludes the female subjects run 1n-exper1mént III) ‘randomly.

selected. Laoh subjects was paid 31. 00 for his participation.

The experimenter 1n these studlee was the same throuphout aqﬁ

consequently he wasraﬂare of the supject 8 prior performance

on the motor task. The dependent verieble reported i% fiéﬁre

19.cont1nues to be tﬁe time épé;t-sertlng sheets for the

experlmehter; . | |

Three‘conclusiene are'cleérly indicated by the data -

presented in fighre 19, |

6) First, when the manipulations of success and
fallure were made more powerful (experiment III
versus experlmeggfgi); the results obtained became
more signlficant‘statistically, due partly to larger
differences and partly to decreased‘varlance but
these remained in the same peneral direction
‘faillure eubjecta helped more than control subjents -
who,'ln turn, helped more ;hen success subjects.

7) Secpndly, although‘different procedures ﬁere used
in the control groups of experiments III and VI,
the patterh of these treatments were about the

same .

This demonstrated that a differential amount of inter-
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d

'personal interaction with tne experimenter did not subetantial—-

ly inﬁluence the subject 8 behaviour and it also eliminate .

. this variable“as an, alternative explenation aoeounting for

the previous results. -~ - . : ‘\. -

-~

- 8) Finally, the comparison of the resulte ootained
in exoerimente VI and VIII demonstrates that the.-
effects obtained in previous studies (exnerimentsl

- III, and VI) do not hold ithen the motor tesk is.

A

described to the subjert a8 a luck or'a chance

2 :
o taek Failure»subjeéts did not.helo the experiment-,
er more than other eubjeots when the task presumahbly
18 one of chanoe eventhough-powerful manipulations
\ .+ of succesgland faiiure we're nsed (experiment yIII){

Thls last conclusién.obviously is consistent with the
idea that failure subjeets helped the experimenter more than
other eubjerts because of 4 need to repair their imege in
the eyes of the experimenter.

¢ ) ' . .
. Further support for this interpretation of the data

"1s8 presented in figure 20.
A .

A R e e e e e T T e e ey e

. e e R e e S e e am e e

This figure summarizes the results obtained in three.
different experiments (III V and VII). ,The TWain feature
of these data is that comparisons can reaﬂily be made between

resulte obtained when a same versus a different experimenter
R . ) : ' N

-

!
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was uE§€<Z;~;hé Btudies; .In half of thé data pféépnted In -
filgure 20 thg expafimenter Wes thé.samehthréugﬁout‘énd
theréfofe kﬁew'thersubject‘a prlor.pérfbrmance on the motor
task, and in the other helf of the data, the experimenter
requestin& help was e dlfferent person and thcrefore dia not_
know the subject's prior Derformanoe on the nmotor task Only
male subjeots were 1ncluded in these studles and thev wWere

8ll naid $1.00 for their partioipation. .

hxperiments III and V are 1dentioal 1in all major aspects

i

(performance predlntion plus or minus two oerfeot trlals or

questlonnalre for the control groups) except that in experiment.

T1T the‘exphrlmentéf réquestinp help was the same and in the
experlment V he was 8 different pgrson and did not kmow the
subject 8 prior pe"formance. |

From the contrast of these Eyo studles (III and V)
1t can be concluded that: l

-
9) Yhether the person requesting help 18 the some and

.
knowg the subject 8 prior performance on, the motor

tasK or is a differcnt person who herefore does
not - W the subject's prior performence on the
 task is an important variable substantlally affect-

- \the results obtained,

in experiment III 1t was\found that failure

" subjects he ped the experimenter more thén control éubjects

who, in turn, helped such a person more than success subjebts.

9

14
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- However, in experihent.v, erenwtheipéreonreqﬁesting'heip was .
rdefereﬁt and therefore. did not Kneﬁ the squectfs prior
performance en the feek{ a reversal of,ghe fgregoinh-fiﬁdiﬁge
ﬁee obéeined. That s,leuceess.spbjecrs‘helped the experimeht—
" er more than the controls who, 1in turn, helped more than ' |
‘failure s5ubjects, | | .

. This flnding clearly supports the prouosed image-
repeir 1nter0rerar10n of the data. Indeed, since the pereon
requesting help in experiment -V odid not know the subject’é /“ )

“prior performance on the task/The failure subjects did not \
need to repeir thelir image in the eyes of that peneon;‘ This \‘\\
could be the reason why they helped less, The finding that
cohtrel suSGECts Qelped‘the experimenter more in experiment
III than 1n.exper1ment V also sdpports this Emagerrepalr
lnterpretation [

Ong,#fiticisﬁnof the conrlueion(Q) reached by /
contrasttng the rasults of these two studles is that there
were many minor differencee between these experiments in
addition to whéther.or ﬁot the person requesting help was the
same or & differcnt. experlimenter who knew or did not know
the sublect's prior performaece on the task. .To correct
these flaws, experiment VII was conducted (the reeglts.of
this study are included in figure 20). All variables in this

study were kept constant across treatments except that half

the subjects in each group were asked for help by the same
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person who thcnefore knew. thair previous performance on the g
task and the other half of the su Jeots viere asked for heln
by a diffenent person wWho consequ ntly did not know their
performance. j_k' - o ‘ ’

- '_The results Obteined in tnis study fuliygsuppont‘the
conolnsion reacheds by contrastinr the results of ekperiment'
ITT with those of experiment V eventhouﬁh the manlpulatione
of success and. failur used in study VII were more powerful

and the oontrol groups performed the motor tuask 1nstead of a

. personallty questionnaire

‘Thus, 1in light o the results pnesented'ln figures 19

- r

‘and 20, an 1mage—repéir interpretation of the findings appears

~

fully, supported when the personi%equesting help is the same

and the%efone knows the subject's prior penformance on the
task. However, the date obtained when the pvrson requesting
help 1ls a dlfferent person Who does not know the subjeot s

prlor perfonmance-on the task are possibly best accounted for

by a "warm glow of success" (Isen, 1970) 1nterpretation.'

This explenation can be sumrarized briefly as follows:

" success subjents momentarily feel good" or ”hHPDY" and by

heloing someonefﬁhey prolong in time thelr good feeling.’
Falilure subjecﬁe momentarily feel "bad" or unhappy" end %o
help a person who is 1gnorant of their"failpre dOeB not
acoomplleh.the same positlve effect on their feeling as to

help someone who knows of 1t. This could be one reason wWhy

L
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theSe.subJeéts Helped 80me one whéikﬁew of their—failure (same)
more than they helped_sqmeone'who did not' kno their
failure (dffferent). However, since this‘explanation‘haé‘
not besan diractiy subjeéteg.to test in thiﬁ prqgfamme of _
research, 1t 1s stili hypotheticai. ' } ' ﬂ"\\
The last conclusign -and 1ts-i£terpyetation are also
supbobted by the daté.presented 1n.figural21.
= This figure'summariies some of—th? data obﬁained In ex-.
periment IX,X and XI. A11 subjects. were maie undefé?aduates.
From the results of éxperiment IX 1t can be concluded that:
10) a tréhd similar to that obtalned 1n'previous o
¢ studies 18 found when-the task on.which the subjects
succeeded or faiied’is chaﬁﬁed.. Subjecté who
failed on a‘short mental abllity test helped &
person who knew of their failure more than subjeqts
rwho succeedsed on the test.
" This outcome adds generality to the previous flndings.
The results of experiments X and XI édd evén more generality
to these flndihé@ 8ince completely dlffqrent manipulations of
success and failure‘were used in fhese.studies (above or
below thé norm on & long I.Q. battary of tests in expériment
X, and above or below the class mesn on a real exam 1n

expgriment XI), and a new dependent measure, the donation of

money to a worthy cause, was obgerved in both studies..
’ ' : ! (

. Ny v
.2 . R
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11) Despite these major changes, similar trende as
obtained pre#iooely were found: failuré subjects °
helped the’eame experiheﬁter-who therefore'knew_
of thelr prior performance mqre than success
;subjeots but'the success subjecto helped a "
different person who therefore did not know of
their prlor performance more than fallure subjects.'
Since these findings replicete previocusly reported
ones, these a81so supnort the Amage- reoair 1nterphetet10n of
the“data proposed above
Three other conclusions derived from the data preeent-
‘ed in Tigure 21 are worth ‘mentioning here.
In experiment XI, subjects were not randomly assfﬁﬁed
to treztments as wasg the caee in all pfevloue experiments
including exherlment X. )
12) This, however, proocced no\chenge in the dAirection
of the deta trends, o -
This ﬁlndlng also demonstrates fhat these results are releventtfpl
to naturalistic conditions. ' g | ‘
"Secondly, subjerts 1nlexpeﬁ1ments IX and- XI were not
peid fer their'participetion but similer trends were obtained
eventhough the dependent and independent verlablee were
different in the two studies. The results of~ these experiments

are also simllarj to those obtained in experlments in which

subjects wWere paid for their peiticipation {(experiment VII

N
- -‘ ) JI . .



" for instence).

©

13} Thus, beyment'of subjects does not appear to

- _influence the direction of the results.
However, payment did influence. the emount of money donate@ to
charity. as can be seen by contreetinp the reso;te of
experiment X With those of experiment XI.
1u) Subjects who were peid for their oartioipation

doneted on the averare more money Lo,a worthy

cause than unpald subjects.
"This is not surpfising since itfcan be argued oh a
probahility baeis, that subjects in experiment X had an
average of one dollar more in their-pocket than eubjects-in
exoeriment XI since they were paid one,doller-eno the subjects
in experiment XI were not paid. It is also important to recall
that subjects in_ exoeriment X were. paid in change. This'is -
possibly the ‘reason th it was observed that the averages of
the money donatad oy each groﬁp were la?ger in-experiment X

than “in experiment XI,

(43

Future Research

Given the penerelizability of the results reported

in this programme of reeeerch, a few additional experiments

.can be sugpedted that would further enhance the comprehensive—.

¢

a

ness of these flndings.

The first would be the dtudy of the effects of success

< o - T . 240.
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and‘faiIUre on heloing behariour with widely different
populations than have heen ueed here To eome axtent, this‘.
is elreedy under 1nveet1gation in’ other laboratories. Indeed
. as mentioned previously Isen,.Horn an& Rosenhan (1973) h8ve
-obtained-similaritrends wWith children. They also found that
if the charity was_presenteo as somehow, related to an
'exoerimenter Who knew of the child's failure, thie 1ncreased
the children generosity. Honever 1f the rherity was not
related to the experimenter the prior experience of sucoess
promoted privete charitabllity. bimllerly, Staub (1968) had
shown that feilure ‘somet imes promoted givinp. It will. be
recalled thet&otaub (1968) asked failure rhildren to share an .
extra plece of candy with a peer in the presence of an
experimenter.‘ Isen (1970J studies on the other hand dealt
with a situation in ﬂhich the:opportunlgy Tor image~repai§
was absent for the failure subjects. | ' '

- A.second.euggeetion,would be to investigate the effécts
of success and fallure on other depéndent'variables euon as,.
for instance, cheating behaviour. The present research
demonstrates that supjecte are willing"to help more%ln order
to look good or to repair tneir dameﬁed eelf—fmage.‘ The
oueStion then is: WQu they be willing to cheat’ or to

<.

commit an ihmoral to .accomplish this goal? If the

interpretetion of the above findlnps is correct, an affirmative

s

answer would be.predlcted, but only emplrioal data can enswer

o

this question.

. Rr

"
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. subject's pr

v - | iii;/ : ‘
Four other eugreetione eppeer 1mportant, first e 2 .
(seme -yersus different expernmenter) x 3 (treﬁrrente SUCCEBS,
_ failure and control) X 2 (Bkill versus Ghence te 8kY factorial
_appears the 1orica1 next experiment in thie progremm& of
research._ This desifn would glve the experimenter additional
1nformation not- yet’ avallable. For instance, do subjecta
who eucoeed by chance also help g different person who does
not know of their performanoe more than control or. failure
subjects as was the ﬂaéﬁ,when the ta sk wae]one presumebly
requiring skill? ',_
becond 'when 1in the previously renorted atudles the
same versus.a different exoerimenter was used .thie\faotor
always covaried with whether that person wnew {gsame) or /did
not know the subject's prior performapee on the task
(dlfferent) In order t5 determine 1f this covariation 1is
1mportant or ir rather 1t 1s the latter factor whioh is
1mportant .a new experiment .should bhe condunted This
experiment should use two experimentere one for the implemen-
tation of the treetmen s and the other for requeeting help

subsequently. Fo¥ half the subjects in all treatnents, the‘

first'experlmente should tell the second experimenter, in the
ence, the eerformance (sucoees fallure or 7
control) of the subject on the anteoedent task. * For the other
half of the subjecte, the first experimenter should tell

8t111 in the presence of the subject, something 1Arelevant

4

{} N . . ’
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o

to'the»second ex@érlmanter.. hus, the second ekperimenter ”‘

would always be a different pereon

n

; but in half the casea,
he would know the eubjeot 8 prior performance on the antece -

dent task and in_the other half ha would‘notw fThls should

¥

determine if the knowledge or absence of knowledée concerning

' the subjJect's pfior performance 18 & critlcal factor capable
of accountinp for the results. - /’ )
: ' _ H‘J,l\\ ‘ _
A third suggestlon would be to more stronrly and

T ——

-

ydirectly test the 1lmage- repair explenation of the’ Tesults
obtained A simple way of acoomplishing.this would-be to-

~ have the sublects complete two reliable and hi; hly correlated
self-esteem teets .one after the 1mplementation of the

treatments and the.other after havinﬁrhelped the experimenter.
The order'of‘preeaﬁtaeioo of the teste should, of course be
.syetematically varied Qithln treatoents. If the lmaée-fépair
explanation 1s ﬁalid, then the failure subjects should get,
on the average, highef,;;lf-esteem'scorea on the second
measurement than on'tha'firat.

The last euégesﬁion concerns'a design not often
used 1in; soalal psychology because”it is practically impossible
to implement without sueoicioﬁ in the subjects but which 1s
theoretically possible and ootectially rich in information.
This involves a within-subjects deaign.‘ It 1s felt that 1if
the findings of the present 1nVeatigatloh could be replicatedi

with a within-subjects design ihstead of 'the between-subjects
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design ﬁséd here:_even mofe cenfidence;;? the conclusiene.
would be oeteined. Figure 22,§raphicaliy repreeehte the
fd{fferept phases and some hjﬁothetical'results such an
Hexperimenf could yteld. |

- — v — . — W g T

One of - the many probleme assoeiated with this

.sur?estion is that repeated requests for help must be made
‘_ﬂand this is likely to arouse suapicion.. Another. problem is

whether 1t is- possible to manipulate the independent variliabhle -

a number of times in a row without also arousing susplclion

of exbe:imental‘controi amonsr _the subjects.’ This design is

coﬁmonly‘psed 1?\1earniﬁg and memory'eiperiments_but it 18-

debatable‘ﬁheéﬁer helping behaviour is amenable eo such.a&
deslgn; It sheﬁld certaiﬂly require a great deal of

" ereatlvity and ingenulty on the part df the experimenter.

Final Comments
| Altreism or helpinF behaviou , 88 discgesed in the
early chapters of this feport, has beenlgenerally defined
vagﬁely and very broédly; Most researchers heve used every
| day definitions ef the term. .In this rékard, Leed's |
definitlon (1963) 18 a good'exampla:'an'altruistle act (a)

N _
18 an end in itself; it 18 not directed at gain , (b) is

- L4 N - ‘
- : S - w
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,Figufe.zz ) .
-Hypot-hetioali results ké?f thE;'Asup;;:est.ed-
within-subjects design )
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- emitted voluntarlly, “and (c¢) does good . The deflnition

{, adopted in thia dissertation 1s somewhat- more preoise

5? requested or unrequested behaviour cerried out voluntaerily

to benefit anotrer without anticipeﬁion_of tangible reward

/g from -external sources. One attempt to overcome the vague-

ness of these theoretical terms is the use of ope}ational

definitions wﬁich specif the cperations. that measufe the

concepts. In this dis ertation this notlon of ooerational

{
definitlion has been us throughout. Helping behaviour has

1

.. —. been defined elther as e time spent-helping the experiment-

[

,er with'the gsortin s the number of sheets sorted, the

4

number of hours or experiments volunteered for, or the amount

of money "donated to s worthy cause,

Control groups were included in the experiménts when-
ever possible. The purpose of these grouns was_te-permit ) /

comparisons with the behav}our of* the aexperimental groups so

as to allow us to rule out alternative hypothesegs that might /

account for the results, Control groups also gmive & baselline

level of performence, that 1s, a measure of the dependent

variable as 1t occura when the subjlects do-not experience

I
either sucecess or failure. This procedure permits the asserasl

ment of the direction of. the affects caused by the independenﬁ
treatments. '

Varistions in the definitions of the dependent and
independent variables have %180 been‘5uccessive1y 1mp1emented

in this programme of resear%h. For instance, success and




A

3

failure ha

differenq definitlons of whgt constituted the contrbl group;
¥ , - ‘ A 2

&\ . R u7.

ve been defined in five different ways and four

have been -investigated. These variations add *zenerality to

the fihdings. -

'Unobstrusive_meaéuree‘of the dependenh variéblas have

peen successfully observed and very few sublectB wWere ais-

carded for suspiclon.

hs Brunswik points out:

"The probapilistic character of behavioral

laws 18 not primarily due to limitatlions

in the researcher and hls means of approach

but ‘rather to imperfections inherent 1in the
votentiallitles of adjustment on the part of

the behaving orgenism living in & semi-chaotlic
environmental milieu., In thils sense .even an
omniscient infinite intellect, when turning
psychologlst, would have to adopt & probablilis-
tic approach (1952, p. 28):" :

Although this is not unique  to our research, it 1is

pevertheless the fundamental reason why statistical tests

1

have been computéd and confidence levels reported?in avery

study;

f

Internal end axternal valldity are two other essential

aspects of &n experiment with eny sclentiflc valué. As

Campbell and Stanley (1966) pointed out:

"Internsl validity 1s the basic minimum
without which any experiment is uninter-

‘pretable: did in fact the experimental

treatments make a difference in this speciflc
experimental instence? External validlity

.asks the guestion of generalizability: to what

populations, settings, treatment variables,
and messurementdvariables can this effect be
ceneralized? Both types of criterila &re
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'qcomparable to the’ experimental grou s as possible. H-\

AW

. "obviously important, even thouph they are’

' _frequently at odds in that featurés increasing

o - one may - jeopardize the other. While internay

' validity ie the sine qua non, and while the

.question f external validity, like- the
questibn of * inductive inference, is never
completely answerable, the selection of desizn
strgng\in both types of validity is obviously our
ideal (p , |

In the present programme of | research internel_validity
[

|
cannot be questionned. Reliable dinerenres between
treatments were obtained and replirjted on numerous ocraeions

and special efforts Wwere made to render the control groubs as

!

Lack of external validity, on the other hand, alwayeu
occure to some extent 1n any programme of research even if

|

the experimental prodeduree are beyond reproach. _It is,%in
practlice, »impossible‘to reach'perfect external validity.i )
hThere will always he oertain populations, rertain settinrs or
ways to define the dependent or indeJendent variables that
have not been assessed. o | l
Nevertheleee, “tha research reportad here cen saf\ly

be ssid to have unusuelly good external validity. . Both male
and female eubjecte and expe*imentere have been included and
a-variety of experimental eettinge as well as dependent and
independent measures’have been used., The only fair criticism
concerning external yalidity'applieeble to this reeearch

has to do with the population employed: all subjects were

students.” Hovever, even within this populetion, variations

]

4



_have‘beenféttempted; first year and second year students were
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observed as well as .summer schobl-stgdents.' Although first

yearigtudents mainly were used, this variation indicated that

theufindings prtbablf-hold for the student populatioh as . a

whole. ’But as sugrested iﬁ the future_resgarch,séction of
this chapter,;more reseérch oh other populations'ié needed
before we can conciude that these findings also apply to
them, | ’ |

‘Two final comteﬁts'are worth méntioning;.expérimental
bilas, a pdétible gource éf the results obtained iﬁ nany
experiments was. carefully controlled .in one experiment reported
here and was discarded as an explanation of the effects

obsarved.

- Finally, ethdical problems, often associated with

" social psychology, were avolded by the usenof“waak manipula-
’ . 8

tions and careful debrlefing whenever necessary. Stroﬁger
experimental results might have been obtained with more

powerful and salient manipulationo of succesb and failure

, but ethical difficulties would then undoubtedly have been

serious.. This was Jjudged unnecessary given the statistically

significant and reéliable results obtained. .
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2. Given to all subjecte in exoerimental groups from exoeriments

9

1 to 1V and by all subjeots ln experiment V1.

Instruotions

Listen carefully while I read these 1nstruot10ns over
with.you. This experiment 18 designed to study the.relation-
ships® between responses on three different questionnaires
and performance.on a8 simple motor tosk. )

‘Finst,gypu'nilllbe Fiven two of theseltests to
oomplete and then.you7w111 db the motor task.

In order that you may avaluate your own, oerformenoe

on the motor task you may like to know that we heve found

that hish sohopl students achleve on the average-é_perfeot
trials out of 10. v !

It 1s well known that motor abillty 1m)roves with afe
S0 you ahould do. somewhat better thdn that

Before you beﬁin.the motor task you uill be ‘allowed

{2)5 practice trldls and then I will ask you to uredict how

¥

. many perfept tnlals ypu-think you will aohiove oqt of the

‘.

. . . . s
’ .

. . '_ . \

: After you finish the motor task you will be givegn
J
the remaininp questionnaire to complete. at home 1f you want

1f you accept, lt'will bs 1mportant that you work on this n

-questionngire tonight and only between 10 .and. 11 o'clock.

This 1is 1mportsnt‘BEGause we don't want' some people completing

s

M
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tHis quest;bnnaire'when they are. tired, wHile others do it

' ™~

e

when they are not. . Vo

yd?will be_running'thls experiment_for two days 80
I would appreciéte 1f‘youlwould return this questionnaire to

ma the day after tomorrow,. that wlll be : W

Howevér, be sure to complete 1t tonight between 10 and 11 p.m.

since fatigue 1s a cruclal factor7ih'this experiment. Do

you have any questions? ' . : D e

-

&}



| 11, leen only to control subjects from exaewiment 1 to 1V. -

Intructions

':f, Listen carefully while I resd ‘these ing fruﬂtloﬁs_
'over:with you. “This experiment is dcsigned to study the
rélaﬁiqnsh%ps between responses;on four different
que§t;onhair?s. ' f&

First you Wwiil be plven three of these tests to

‘coﬁﬁiete here.. After that you Hill bé‘riven the remﬂining

queationnaire ‘to complete at home 1if you w“nt lf you accepl

1t is. important that you wo"P 1n thib quesiionnaire tonight

and cnly between 10 and 11 0 clock. This ig important

“cbecguse Ve dpn t want. some peoale conpletinr this QUestionnaire
g '

Whén they ar¢ tired, whiles others do- 1t when they are not. C -

N e
] ' . .

b

We will be runninr this experiment for two days so I

ould aO)“Lciate it ir you would return the questionnaire

R

to me by mall tha.day after tomorrow, that w111 be .

‘Howévér, be sure to complete it tonight between lO and 1l/7p.m.

since fatipue 15 a cruclial factor in this experiment.

Do you have any questldns?

h
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111.G1iven to all subjects in-e perimental £rouns of experiment :
v and to all subjecte in e perim%nt Vll : ‘ -

Instructions

- ) -

‘> Listen ca{efully while l read theSe in"truotions

nl

over with" you. You will take part in two differﬂnt exoeriments.-
' they you have eompleted this_experiment, I will tell you

where to 'go for the second-eXpepiment;

First you will be glven two of thebe tests to
complete and then you will do the motor task.

In order that you may evaluate your oqn performance

AN

on the motor task you may like to know that e heteffound that

high school students achieve onfthe average .6 perfect trials

~

oo .
. Iy -

out of 10, \ L§>
o gﬁf "It 1s well known that motor ability impﬂo &s with

age S0 you should do somewhat better than thdt

Befpre you begin the motor task you will be allowed

T
.

5 practice trilals and tnen I will esk you to Drediot ‘how

Imany perfect triale you think you will achieve out of the

tﬁfel 20 trials.

N

. -_..\

After you finish the motor task you nill be given the
' remaining questionnaire to nomolete at home if you want. If
you accept, it will be important that you work on thils

questlionnalre tonight and only between 10 and 11 o olock

-

[}
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when they are not. o . B

“to me the daJ after tomorrow that uill be

=

T S s

Thla 13 1mportant because we don'’ t want éome peoole COmpleting

this questionnaire when they are tired while others do 1t

s S - o T
) We will be running this experiment for: two.days so
I would'apdrediate 1f you would returh this'ddastionnaire”"‘

L]

x
-

However, be ¢ure to complete 1t tonipht between 10 an6 11 p.m..

since fatlgue 15 a crucial factor in this exueriment Do

you ‘have any questions?_ o , ] .



‘ . :f Listen carefully while I read these instructions

.- - After you have completed this experiment, I will tell you

1V..Given only t 'control‘subjecté'in experiment V.

Insﬁruptions
r\)
'.bvef:WLth you. You will take part in two'differcnt experiments.

where to 5o for the second experiment,

Ay

r

First_yoﬁ will be given three of thesé tests to
-éomplcte:here. After that you will be given the remaining
1'questidnﬁaire_éo-coﬁplete athome 1f you want. If you accept}
 it 13-1mportapp-that you worﬁ in this qUesﬁiénnaire tonight
and onlj between 10 and &llé'clock._ This ;s 1mp§ftant because
_@ ‘ wé.don't pant some peqp;e completing this‘questionhaire uhen‘
°théy are tired, while others QO 1t when they are not.
S . ) N
We will be runniné this experinﬁﬁt for two days so
I would appreciate it if you would return the questionﬁa;re

to me the day after tomorrow, that will be -,

*However, be sure to complete it tonight between 10 and 11 p.m.

_ s8ince fatigue 1s acrucial factor in this exberlment.

Do you have any questions?
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A) Answered by all subjects in lasboratory.

InstruetionS' '

This is a questionnaire to find out the waj An whieh

certain impbrtant avents in our soriety affeet different

(geeple Each item consists of a pair of alternatives 1ettered

a or b, Plea e select the one statement of eaoh nair ( and
nly one) which- you more btronrly belleve to be the case as
far as you're coneernEd Be sure to select the one you

ectually believe to be more true rather than the one you

think you should choose or the one you\mould.like to be true.

This is a measure of peruonal belief obviously there'are'
no rirht or wrong answers,

Your answers to the items on this inventoryﬂare to
‘be recorded onfg separatt anewer sheet whicﬁ is loosely

Inserted in the booklet. REMOVE THIS AlISWER SHEET HOW,

Print your name and any other information requested by the

_examiner on the answer sheet, then finish resding these

directions. Do not open the booklet until you are tdld to
do 80. '
: Pieese-ahswer these 1items carefully but do ﬁot spend'
too much time on any one item. Be sure to answer every ltem.
Find the number of the item on the answer sheet and put a
ceoss {x} through the letter a or b, whichever you choose

‘as the statement more true.

In some instances you may dlscover that you believe

e
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1

both statementsro; neither Qﬁe. In;sﬁch:caéeé; be sﬂre to

‘ éelect the one you most str@ngiy believe to be the caseiash

. | far.a? yéu'ré-cohcerned. Al try to respond to each lfem
' 1ndepéhd¢nﬁly when making ypur choice: do not be influenced

by your prevlous choiceé;

.
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grades_are influenced by,acqidental happenings.

259,

— TS E .

I

Children get into trouble because their parents punish '
them too much,

The trouble with most children nowadays is that thelr
parents are too easy with them.

Many of the unhappy - things in people 5 lives .are. partly
due to bad luck. -

People's mlsfortunes result Trom the mistékes they
make,

One of the ma jor reesons Why we have wars 1s because
people don't take enough interest in politics.

There will always be wars, no matter how hard people
try to prevent them. é

In the long run people get the respect they deserve'in
this world.

Unfortunately, an. individual's worth often passes

-iz;ecognized no matter how hard he tries.

The idea that teachers are unfalr to students 1s
nonsense,

Most students don't reallze the extent to WHTch their

‘ \ | y:
Without the right breaks. one cannot be an effective
leader. ‘

Capable people who fall to become leaders have not
teken advantage of their opportunitfes :

No matter how hard you try some people Just don't 1like
you, -
People who can't get others to like them don't
understand how to get along with others.

Heredity plays thé ma jor role in detefmininy one's
personality.

It 1s one's experliences in 1ife whlnh determine what

; they're 1like,

I have often found that what 1s going to happen will
hapoen.

. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me

as making a decislon to take a deflnlta course of
action.

' In the case of the well prepared student there is

rarely if ever such a thing as an unfair test. o
Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to
course ‘'work that studying is really useless. '

&
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11, a. Becoming ‘a success is a matter of hard work, luCk has
l1ittle or nothing to do with 1it.

b. Getting a good Jjob. enends mainly on being in the o
right place at the right time. ‘ \

12. a. The: average'citizen
‘ ., decisions.
b. This world ‘is run b

is not much the little guy can do about it.

can have ah‘inflvence in povernmeﬁt

‘13. al. When I make plans,
‘ make them work.

bt It 1s not always wise to plan too far ahead. because_

many things turn out|to be a matter of good or bad
. fortune anyhow. (

14. aJ There are certain pe ple who ars Just no good.
Y. There 1is some good 1 \everybody.

|
15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing
‘ to do With luck. ’ :

b. Many times we migﬁi Just as well decide what to do |
| by flipping a coin;

I am almost certain that I can

16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was
lucky enough to be in the right place first. _
b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon
"abllity, luck has 1little or nothing to do with it.’

.17. a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us
are the victims of forces we can elther understsnd,
-mor contrel.

b. By taking en active part in political: and socisel
affairs the people cen control world events.

18. a. Most people don't realize the extent to which their

lives are controlled by accidental happenings.
b. There really is no such thing as "luck."

- 19, a. One should always be Wiliing to admit mistakes.
b. It 1s usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

20. a. It 18 hard to know whether or not a person really
likes you.

b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a
. person you are, -

21, a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are
_ balanced by the good ones,

the few people in power and thereﬂ

BUNSE Lol

Lty
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27,

28,

29,

261.

(3)

Moet misfortunes are the result of lack of ability
1gnorence laziness, or all three.__

With .enough effort we can wipe out political

-corruption.

It is difficult for people to have much control over
the things politicilans do in office.

»
Sometimes I can’ 'y understand how teachers arrive at
the grades they give.
There is a direct connectlon. between how hard I.

study and the grades 1 pet.

A good(Tleader expects people 'to declde ror themselves
what tHey should do.

. A good leader maskes it cleer to everybody what their

Jobs are.

Many tlmes I feel that I have 1little 1nf1uence'over"
the things that hapuen to me. '

It 1s impossible for me to believe that chance or
luck plays an important role in my life.

People are lonely because they don't try to be
friendly.

There's not much use in trying too hard to please
people, 1if they like you, they like you.

" There 1is too uch'emphasis on athletics in high school.

Team sports afre an excellent way to bulld cheracter.
What happens to me 1s my own doing.

Sometimes 1 feel that I don't have enough control
over the directidn my life 15 teking.

Most of the time I can't understand why politiclans

behave the way they do.
In the long run the, people are responsible for bad
government on\a national as well as on a local lavel.

|
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o o ' AUSWER SHEET
. Answéi" ti;le quest.ions by placing a cross (x) on the lettef.
a or b. S~ : g o
i 'l 1.'-.-(13 Bl- | ) - 6. & b
.. 2. & b 17. a b
‘I‘ 3. & D 18, a b
b, é b 19. a b
5. a b 20, a b
6. a . b 21. a.. b
o 7. 8 b 22, a. b~
B 8. & b 23, a b
9. ‘& b - 2. a.. b
| 10. a b 25. a b
95‘: , '1'1-; a b . 26, & b
- 1'2-, a b 1_* 27. a b
‘13- .a b 2’ a b
15, a b 29. a b’
1s. a b )
' o
\
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B) Answered by all subjerts in laboratory

Questionnaire | : .
NAME . E ' "CHRISTIAN NAMLS.
e AGE | SEX__ OCCUPATION

Instructions

Hefe are some questions regeirding the way you behaﬁe, feal
and act. After each question there 1s a "Yes", a "“?" and
a "No". : ) .

s Try and declde whether "Yes" or "Ho" represents your usual

! way of acting or feeling; then put & circle round the "Yes"
or "No".. If you find 1t absolutely tmpnssible to declde,

~put a circle round the "?", but - do not use this answer except
very occaslonally. Work quickly, eand don't spend too much
tlme over any questlion; we want your first reactlon, not a
long drawn-out thought process! The whole questionnaire
‘'shouldn't take more than a few minutes. Be sure not to omit
any questlons, Now go ahead, work quickly, and remember to
answer every question. - There are no risht or wrong answers,
and thls lsn't a test of intelligence or dbiltty, but simoly
a measure of the way you behave,

1. Are you ha)niest when you cet 1nvo1ved in some

project thdt calls for rapid action? ; yes 7 no
|
2. Do you sometimes feel happy, sometimes
deprassed, without any apparent reason? yes ? no
; el ;
3. Does your mind often wander while you
are trying; to conrentrate? ‘ . yes ? ‘no

=4, Do you usually take the initiative in makinr .
new frlends? yes 7 no

5. Are you inolined to be quick and sure In your ‘
actions? yes 7 no

6. #re you frequently "lost in thougit" even when
supposed to be taklng part 1n a conversation? yes 7 no

7. Are you sometimes bubbling over with enerpy
: ‘and sometimes very sluggish? -yes T no



<

-

11.
. either wlth or without apparent cause?

10.

12,

13.

14,

15.

-16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25,

26.

27.

would you rate yourself as 8 1ive1y 1nd1v1dual?

WOuld you be very unhapoy if you were
prevented from making numerous social
contacts?

Are you 1nclined ‘to be moody?

Do you have frequent ups and,downs In mood,

Do you prefer action to planning for action?

Are your daydreams frequently’ about things
that can never come true? .

Are you inclined to keep in the background
on social occasions?

Are you 1nclined to ponder over your past?

Is 1t difficult to “lose yourself” even at

- lively party?

Do you ever feel "just miserable” for no
good. reason at all?:

Are you 1ndlined to be overconscientious?
Do you often find that you have make up
your mind too late? °

r‘_x
Do you like to mix soolally with people?

Have you often lost sleep over your worries?

Ars you 1nc11ned to 1im1t your acgualintances
to 8 select faw?: .

Are you often troubled about feelinrs of

gullt?

Do you ever take your work as if it were &
matter of 1ife or death?

Are your feelings rather easily hurt?
Do you like to have many soclal engagements?

Would you rate yourself as 8 tense or
“highly-strung" individual?

yes

yes

yes.

yes

- yes

yes

- yes

yes

yes

jes

yes

yes
©
yus

yes

yes

yes

yes

no

‘no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no
no

no

no

no

- no

no

no

no



28.°

29.

30 .

v
AR

Do you generally prefer to. take the 1ead
in group artivities?

Do you often expnrlence perilods of
loneliness?

Are you inclined to be shy in the presence

. ofv the oppoaite gex?

31,

32.

Do you like to 1ndu1re in & reverle (day-
dreaming)? ) ‘

Do you nearly always have & "ready answer"
Y LY ¥ ‘ y

. for remarks directefl at you?

33.

3k,

36.

7.

38.

39.

Lo.

41.

bz,

43,

L!i}.

Do you spend much time in thinking over
good ' time you have had in the past?:

Would you rate yourself as a hanpy-po—
lucky 1nd1v1dual?

Have 'you often felt 1istleds and tired
for no good reason?

Are you inclined to keep quiet when out %i/g.
. yes

soclal group?

After a critical moment is over, do you
usually think of something you should
have done but falled to do?

Can yod usually let yourself ro and have
8 hilariously good time at a gay party?

Do ideas run though ygﬁf head so that you
cannot sleep? '

Do you 1i§e vork that requires conslderable
attention?’ ]

Have you ever /been bothered by having a
useless thought come into your mind
repeatedly?

Are yol #Tined to take your work ,
casually, that is, as a matter of course?

Are you toUchy on various subjects?

Do other people re;ard you as a8 lively
1nd1v1du‘1?

yes

'yes

yes

. yes

ves

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

265f
? #o

. B -

."‘. *
? no
? nq .
? no
? ‘no .
? .ho o
? no
?7 no
7" no
? no
7 no
! no
?‘ r-]o
? no
7 no .
7 no
7 no

e



46,

L7.

48,

Do'ygu oﬁtén‘ﬁeel‘disgruntléd?

Would you rate yourself §s a talkatlive -

individual?

s

Dc you hﬁve periods of such prtat :
© . restléssness that you cannot s4t lon;

in = chair?'

1

B

266,

=]

Q

Do you 1ike td play pranks on others?
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d) Answered in 1aboratory only by subjeots 1n control groups
from exgeriment 1 to V. _
-

Queetionnaire\‘

‘ Please mark each statement in the following way:

1f the statement dESPPlbeb how you usually feel, nut
e check (v} in the column, “like me "

o

If the statemeﬂt does not describe how you usually’

© feel, put a check (v/) in the column "unlike me". - v
The're are no'right or Wrong answers. . [
"like me  unlike me

1. I'm bretty sure of myself.

2. % often wish L were someone else.

3. I'm easy to like. ' . —_— g —

4, There are lots of things about mxﬁ’/f"\\\;d$ﬁ

self I'd change if 1 could.
5, 1'm a lot of fun to be wlth.
6. 1 always do the right thinm.y

7. i'm.proud of my wWork. ;

- =

§. Soreone always has-to tell me what
“to do.

9, I'm often sorry for the tﬁing I do..
© 0. I'mipopular With persons my own .age.
11. 1'm pever tnhebpy;

2 I'm#ﬁbiﬁ% the best work that I can.
13 I.give in very. easily. e

ML, I can usually take care oﬁ-myself.

.15, I'mypretty happy.

. o Y
. LR

oz
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’ like ne uniike me'
16. T understdnd mySLlf. _ » -

- "-1?, It & pretty tourh to be me. 'K
‘183 Peogle usually fol]ow my 1deas oo
19. kNo one pdyb much attentlon to mL.

20. not doing as well in sohool as

'm
'd like to. S P
21, can make up my mind andrstiék‘to'it.___

Y H

22(
23.

2h.fI often féelrashamed of myself.

really don't 1ike being a men-woman.

L

H

have, a ‘low opinion of mysclf.

b —_— —_—

25. 1'm not as hicexgboking as most neople.

'26. If I have somethins to say, I usually
say 1t. )

o . N . L.

'27. I don't care what hdJ)Cno to .me.

@

28. I'm a fdilure.

29. Most people -are better liked then I am.
30. I always know Hhat to say to people.

31. I often zet discouraped in my work.

32. I can t.oe‘aepended on. ™’ ; 2
r N o . ) '
>
-
-, - o /
. 1
o
t
.
B
e o
é‘@ K ) 1 !
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D) Déne in laboratory only by'subjecté in the two experimental
groups for experiments 1 to ¥, and by e8ll subjects in
experiments‘V1 to V111l. - ' : . S

_ Motor task performance

< Proctice Trial ‘ . ' o : ‘Scofe.

- Perfprmahce prediction:

Triél | 1= 11-
2w 17-
3= 13- |
- I~ b+
. e
5= 15—
e | 16-
7- 17-
8- 18- - t
9- 19-

10- 20-

k]

1. Experiment I includes only 2 pranctice trials and only 10
triels.

ALY
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L e . . ,
'E) Answered.ht home only by subjeots in the two exoerimental

groups from experiments I to Vv, end by all subjcots in
“experiments VI to VIII.

NAME: -

Questionﬁ%ire

. COMPILLNTIAL

For each of the following Questioﬁs circle the

number which corresponds most closely to your opinion.  Read

.each queation asg well as. the alternative responses carefully.

(1) How much did you like or di%like this exveriment?’

-1 2 3 N 5 6 7
stronFly don't care . - strongly
dislike. "one way or the : like

othér : N o

(2) How confident were you about your predintion on the
motor task?

1- 2 3 ook 5 6 7
very . _ neutral ' . not at all
confident c : : confident

{3) How well do yéu think you performed on the motor task?

1 o2 3 I o5 6 7 .
very o neutral o very
badly . . : - owell

(L) If you were to do the motor tesk again, do ybu think
your score would decrease or increase?

12 3 b 5 6 7 -
increase ; stay the decrease
" very much same ‘ very much

(5) Did you feel embarrassed in this experiment?
1l

2 3 L 5 5 . 7
not at all . a little . a great
S deal
(6) Did-you feel free to help the experimenter? .
SR | 2 3 5 7 6 - o7
. not at all , neutral , . very
much -
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(7) To what expeﬂt did your father he1§ others? P ' fo
1 .2 3 b 5 6 7 |
not at all - ' neutral C . very much .

+

" (8) To what extent did your mother help others? _
T 2 3 I 5 6 7
not at all _ o - neutral very much

(9) How muny times have you riven blood in your 1life (if any)? _
&
—_—— \! ‘

" {10) when was the last time you contributed 3ome mdney to a
charitable organization (if you have )«

" {11) Are you an active member of any S0 oalled "charitable" ’
groups? .

{12)-Have you helped somebody in the past month {(if yes,
describe. briefly)?

(lj)rName the three main gualities of an altruistic person?
(1)

(2}
(3}



in experiments I to V. K,

NAME:

Questionnaire

o -CONFIDENTIAL

272,

AF)'Answered at home only by subjpcté in thegcbntrol E£roups

For each of the following question, circle the'numbérr.

“which correspond most clogely to your opinion.
questlion as well as the alternative resoonses carefully.

re

(1) How much did you like or dislike’ this exneriment?

1 2 3 ly 5 6
strongly ' don't care
. dislike one wWay or the
' dther
(2) Did you feel embarrassed in this experiment?
1 2 . 4 5 6
not at . - ~a little
all . =~
(3) Did you feel free to help the experimenter?
A T 2 3 L5 .
‘not at neutral v
all
(4) To what extent did your father help others?
1 2 3 4 5 6
" not at neutral
all
(5) To what extent did your mother help others?
1 2 5 b .5 6
not at neutral
all : '

(6) How many times héve‘yqu given blood in your

(7) When was the last time you contributed some
charitable organization (if you. have):

Read each

"
strongly
7 likg

n -
a great
deal

\

7
. Very
much -

very
much

7.
very
much

1ife (if anyl}?.

money to a

(B) Are you an active member of any so called "charitable”

groups?

1



(9) Have you helped somebody In the nast month (if yes,

describe briefly)? ..

o

(107 Neme the thfeq main quélities of an altruistic person?

'__(1)_' e
“2)
(3)' | oot ’
» .
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1 o .
" 'G) Caller's Instrﬁctions:' R
e =
Is Mr.is) - S there? . . /- It's

Mr. (s) Hunter calling from the Red Crggs Association, I am
calling you 1in regard to a blood shortege we have in the
city. I am wondering if you would be willing to glve blood?

Subject: . " - "

o . . . . - !
.. .

_Caller: We work on a volunteer basls and I only have a .

‘nurse there between 2 - 3:00 tomorrow afternoon.
-Can you make it then?

Subject: If YES
Cealler: -Tell the address of the Blood Clinic
Subject: If No

" Caller: Would you,be willing to set ariother date and I can
: : ‘arrange to have a nurse there then?

~ Subject: e
Caller: “Thank you". ' ' L

'CLINIC ADDRESS:



H) Given to all subjects in e xperiment VIII.

. -lggtructione .
. Lieﬁen:caréfully while I read these-insﬁpue*ioﬁsr
- over with fou. This e xperiment 1e designed to study the
relationehios between responsbs on three different N
questionnaires and performance on o simple motor ta k
- First, you willl be given two of these tests to
complej% and then you will do the motor task. &

Althourh performance on thie nmotor. task has heen

2754

‘previously found both in the United btates and in Canada to

be very much random or "1uck" related, we ask you to do

7 your best,.

Before you begin the motor task you will be allowed

5 praétice triale and then I will ask you to predict how
LYS

many pe“fect trials you think you will achieve out of the

total 20 trials

After you finish the motor task you will be given

the remaining questionnaire to complete at home if you:went.

If you accept, it will be 1mportant that you work on this
questionnaire tonipht and only between go'ane'll o'clock.
This 18 important because we don't want eome;peeple |
completihg thie quesiionnaire-when they-are tired, while

others do it when they are not. _ !

We will be running this experiment for two deys so I

would appreciate 1t if you would return this questlionnaire
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to me the day after tomorrow that will be . _ .

o However, be aur to complete- 1t tonipht between 10 and 11 D.m.
-'since fatigue 1s a orucial factor 1n thls experiment. Do .

you have any questions? - =



l. . 1”; {_1' - 3 , o e,

‘1) | [
| | | O

Instructions.
. ~

Today you will be given.a valtery of tests designed

to measure"geheral.1ntelligeﬁce, The battery. of tests that
: &Qu'wiilldomplete today 18 composed of some of the best and
most re;iaglg Intelligence Tests. As a whole, this battery
have proved quiteAsucéeséful in predicfing'academic
pérformance, ability to .adjust Quickly and éfficlently to
new situationé,lghd recently.it has been éuggeated by
psychologlsts to be a éfcelient measure of "career" success
1n'§cience as 'well as 1n'Arts and Business. |

Todag you will éomblete this Battery'and.at the end

of the period, I will schedule you for another time later on;

at this second period, I ﬁill-communicate to you personally

4

your results in eagh test, end you will receive 31.00 for

“your participétléng Your results will be st%ictly confiden-
't1al between you end I and this information will be used
for research purpose ONLY. Nbraiinformation-about this
research will also be glven to ydu at that tlme. g

|
Thank you for your cooperation.
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' SUBSTITUTION PEST

| This kind of test 18 a1lmo 1% a part of anj: . e
existing GeneralrIntelligence Meastre. Mbre apec;fiéally. —
this tégp_has“pnovéa_useful_as‘a.predictar of academic-——
Usugpesé partiCuiarly at the University level.: -

On thé fol}owing threé ‘pages there are three
aifferent substituticn.tests. The symbol substitution may N
not be the same from one ‘test to another. The approuriate

" symbol substitution are presented on the top of_each_page.

-

He}e is an example of the Test:

NS
w2
IS
ol
o.
~2
o 4
V)

1

)  X |+ .—_l,'jl__"l_"‘\/./‘.\ ol .

/ 157 3 | 8 |

. Do Not Turn ThisjPagé‘until you hgar the slgnal "Go".
. 3top when you hear tha signal "STOP"™, | Do not turn the bage
until you are told so. If you complete the t3ﬁt befdre the
"STOP” signal, review ypur work on that page. Do not turn
thé.page. ‘You wi1ll be given one minute per page; “Try to .

»

work quickly and acéurételyh
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ARITHHETIC '.ELST e

;:Ehls test was designed by psychologists at the

Y

'university and 13 an. excellent measure of how quicklx.and
jdefficiently you oan ‘think- and work _ | _ ‘ .
On the: next page there 18 a series or 2 Btep arithmetic.-l
-‘problems.‘ The problems consist of two lines of aimple '

"arlthmetio,' You'are to. solve each line_separately. .

‘Remember the result DO NOT. WRITE IT DOUN 'If the top

" 1ine.1s larger than the bottom line, SUBTRACT the ‘bottom

from the top,and_writq doyn-the‘answer._ If .the. top line 1s

smaller than the bottom;fADb;the'twq together and-write in

the answer,

Example:.‘-6+8-2

3. 1+4 - » - T N

"”7f282-fls.

N .
- " e

- T, o ) . "
s ket e g e ke

- . N
= T

1. Add the first line across- 6+8.- 2=12" Remember the:

results, but don' t write it-down. -

_2. Add the second line across. 3 - 1-ru 6 Remember the

results but don t write 1t down.

-3. Ir the top 11ne sum (12] is LERGER -than the bottom line

sum (6), you subtract the bottom sum from the top sum for -

' your answer 6 which you write down.

The rﬁle 18: SUBTRACT WHEN YOU CAN WITHOUT A NEGATIVE -
'NUMBER: OTHERWISE , ADD.

P T I o R L TSy S LA L

. ]
[V IR ST



Here are two practica problema'

5 -3+ 1
6 + 2 - 3

~The answer is 8 since the top
line- sum, 3,'18 smaller then

"~ the bot tom line 5& you add. .,

’ -
’
.
- .
i
a b
1. -
. i .
5
—_—T -
C A
. -
-
b !
L
i
-

/t

746 %1
8 -749

4 . .
‘The. answer is & since the
' top ‘line sum, 14, 1s larger
‘than the bottom line theref

fore, you .subtract. -

% SO S LR T AR I E G VU R




", ARITHWETIC TEST -

3-235
953

. =

o

' 943+8;- g
94360 .

712

b+5-6_

Ia9+2-8 o
77""'5-&6 o

8-247

7+54+6 -

.'5¥8+8'
(64343

5e1-3
b-8+6

7248

942-7. -

145-6

5-b+7

.
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HAGRAM OR aCRAHBLiD wonns )' L
s TEST . AT

This 1s a test of your faclllty Hlth words. s you

‘~..

fmay know chabulary Tests héve proved to be the best singIh ;73

3

'meaaure of General Intelligence. This teat measurea one

- aspect of vocabulary. . l .'-r' -

In the next two pages are lists of ccmmon words Hithir

the letters acrambled, Try to make words by unscrambling
-.the letters and write them 1n the appropriate blanks. _
DO NOT START UNTIL YOU ARL TOLD TO Do S0. Whan I say "GO“.‘
- gtart to work on. the flrat page ONLY. De not start to work

- on the aecond page ‘until you are told s0. ¥hen I Bay-"éig?“,

pleaBE“cocperate by stcping right away. : : )
! ] _ﬁ

» ) ‘ . , 3
. Are there any questlons? N
. o
i
" ' -~
i 3 . )
' L4

ety B2

. Y N .. - P
- - ] : .
. e e e
© e A b i ot . i m e 2 LR ._‘,w...d,‘_fd_-g-—-_T-m_-— It
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‘OURY

EKMA

4GRS |
_ CHARI
| NTRAT _
‘ﬁ__R'T‘E_‘.‘J.{.PA_ |
' ORLAS _

- BEAHG

ODELM

"KLRCE
_ FTULA
" AJGTN

ANAGRAH OR scagnBLED wonns T bT

e e e g s

:;PnRT 1 Lf-;i

e

EEGRN

LODG

DAIR

DRFI 

KCOR

EVRY -

WITA

' OVEM

xS

o

&



PR AHA(}RAH on bCRAMBLED wom)s PEST

PIAOT -

" OABCR - "

'Tmmh 
i NATJI‘

ocﬁ}m

" ARDTI

g NO_CB..A. -‘../-.

o

tr




AT P R L T - - == - s oam = v
. - [T h A

' A) SUBSTITUTION NO.I:

B) ARITHMETIC TESTS:

-

" BATTERY OF I.Q,

p e amsis

' SUBSTITUTION HO.2:

SUBSTITUTION NO,3:

b e T

¢) ANAGRAM

2

| PEST NO.I:

YEST no.z) L e

Your overall result on thiS'I.Q..battgry"of tests

jndicate that you" are

. the average'collegd'stpdgnt.

COLLEGE STUDENTS ‘ HORMS - YOUR “SCORE . _
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NI, APPBNDIX I

.eggxi;; Aj; -tyeenok B neurotioism ‘and. emotionality question-

"neire appendix I,

' subjeote.(

i.

D amem

LORRELATIONAL FINDINGS

A criticism that moet studiee of eltruiem or. helping

‘behaviour ere subjected to ie thet these generally feiled to t

anelyse other varieblee not directly related to their epecific

' hyootheses. Although not our main purpoee, throughout this

"-progremme of research eome personality queetionneiree

-

(Rotterte Internal-Externel locue of eontrol ecale, apoendix I,
T

P

section B Cooperemith'e ll967) self- - .

esteem teat, eppendix I, section C;) were'oompleted by the'

It will-be-reoelled that‘theee pereonality

v

‘questionneiree werse mainly ueed to. implement the cover Btory

of the studies. . Nevertheleee, oorrelatione betweon ecoree

o a0

_obteined on these pereonelity tests and. the. dependent

D e———

 measures of helping beheviour have periodioally been'

' eeeeeeed.

t‘T
In addition, some biographicel dete euch ‘as number

‘_ of brothere and sietere, family eize, birth order poeition
.and parental income uere{elso oollected {see Pereonal data.

~sheet ~ page 8?), and the oorreletione between these end the

<
verious indices of helping were eleo periodioelly computed.

L.

T
PR .
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[N

T . The I—Eﬁeoalg# as ineluded in our etudiee because -

“altruism.

,“Pereenality Correletee o

}.'/ ’ /Rottor Y {1966) Internel-hxternal (I—Er'looue of

: ."

'oontrol Bcele meeeuree the extent to which peogle think they
.are oontrolling their own rewerde or how muoh they believe '

o in fete or 1uok (external) rather than in their own efforte )

to attein eome goal (1nternal)

‘ here ie eome oonflioting evidence concerning ‘its relation--;

Vehip with helping behaviour. Some etudiee (Gore and Rotter,
_1963, Midlereky, 1968 ) heve found thet -internal locus. of

' control ie oorreleted poeitively ‘with’ eltruiem, while enother
study (Staub 1968) reported that it is correlated poeitively

.with altruiem following euooeee, but negetively folloWing

_'failure., Thue 1t 18 olear thet further study 1is needed in

this area.
Aleo as’ our review of the literature indicetee-

(cheoter II) | here has been little success in uncovering

lreliable correlatione between pereonelity treite and

4

'behavioral meeeuree of helping behaviour, therefore, it was.

*decided to inolude ‘the two other pereonelity tests since.

to our knowledge“there has been no experimentel evidence

‘ehouing a reletionehip between either neuroticiem or

'emotionality and altruism, nor between self-esteem end

Corr:lE\ione between these pereonality queetionneiree

| end helping b;hﬁvioure were . eeeeeeed in the. following three

L]

’ » N
T R N4
r - * “ 4




0

i
’

o

R

" Exeeriment I

correlations.

-eguaree, We can sum. them to- obtain a .new chi-s re,

* ‘whole correlatlons matrix.

experimente' I (n a30) 11T (n 60) and IV (n-hO) The,

. oorrelationel findinge obtained 1in. eaeh etudy will euceeee—-'

ively be reviewed. RN _.f- "-”--’ “":f;_' 3>'

.

Thirty mele etudents participated in this etudy.

.«

whole matrix of correletione obtained in thle etudy between
the varioue personality queetionneires and helping behaviour

indioee‘is presented in_table XV. " d‘_t S f°u

In order to find out if eOme of”theee'oorrelatione
were eignifieent a teet fer oomplete independenoe

'{Morieeon .l96?d was computed Eesentially the procedure

consiete .of computing “two chi squares, one related to the

betueen pereonality queetionnairee correlatione and the

other related to the between helping behaviours ndicee‘ =L

Aseuming independence between thoee two chi-

We'aleo calculated an overall chi-equare for the
‘With theeeichifsquaree in hand,
we oen contruct an F test to see whether or not the
correletione between pereonality questionnairea and helping

behatiour indicee account for eome of the variance. If this

_F—teet turn out to be eignifioant we will be able to.

eonclude that theee eorrelatione are not eignificant.' The

reeulte of this analyeia are presented in table XVI.

T e R R, R AR Y
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: 293. "
e ' AR S ’ o
“Matrix of correlations batween peraonality - P i
| 'questionnaires and helping behaviour 1ndlcea N 2T )
| - (Experlment I, n 30) | . o

_ a P 8 SO ] e e m-l B B o
P D T T - - o } "~ OR L Eo B "

¢ I I B - — el [BS = A 014 O , ,

~ O ra o .- @ ) | g v | 8w Il on -]

R IR IR virnd B - ot v Sl = @ | Ha EHlwB |oa | D 1 e @

) R ) O | 42 % 0.4 ‘oo O o= [ %0/ I+ N o] ©
wm.lot]lA1l OV |H1. e | A5 | P3| TR |ow |80 o,

- coleom { 54 |[OH H o | Y| s a0 [P QO A N
M| S=lg—p s o | 2 122l SR |28 |85 8w 52 1F |

, RN T T o g AR e A | [Fa |,

I-E scale |.1 f001|-.02[..03 |25 |.007|-.31] =.15 .20 | .24 |.15 | -.32|-.20 ..1,2‘\

Neurot2s®®m oo1| 1 | .03| .74 |05 |-.46|-.29 | .22 | .29 | -.15).003| .087.005| .1

umOt%:E?‘]).ity 102 '03 1 "osor -83 008 -2\3 021* \"29 | '25 . '30 -'23 '0? -.2 .

~ [Neuroticism| . - ' _ ‘ ~ _ 1. v
ol . (1 f, ' .03 .?u’ "'.50 1 .09 --56 "'0-66 '.;5- -13 -.21 .'Oll- 003 .1? - ‘
mt%gnﬁ.}“?y .25 .05 .83] .09 | 1 |-.10]..11|-.25 .15 | .19 |.29 |-.40[-.19|~.3

T gelf - ' ~ ] : o 1 ool -

esteem | -007|-.46¢ .08|-.56 }-.101 1 3b =43 |-025 | J06 |~-.09)" J11f.21 }-.O

I soclal - 5 E — T S —

B ie_-glrabillty -.31 '.25 .23 "".66“ .11 .3“ N } i—‘ah -19 .2“ .°-6 .32 .09 ..L'

- Performence. | _ ) - 2 b i03 | - -.08[ .007|-.12}-200
prediction .15 ..2 24| .23+ -.15 A3 20 ) 1 |.03 }{-.19|-.08 )7 -

No. of . ‘ N O : ' i - -.1

| experiments .;D -29 '29 '13: 15 {=-.25| .19{ .03 | 1 75) oH1| -.36 ,'28 "1

Total amount oyl 151 .25{-.21 | .19 | .06 .24 |-.29 | .75 | 1 | .41 -.32{-.22|-.2

‘monay asked - . B . ) : :

Ratio 150002 .30(-.08 -0 -.08 | .81].81 [-1 L.so |-.20]-.2
$ / nour +15100 «30 .0‘ ﬁ19 .09} .06 |-. | -t RN R ' _

No. of sheegs - ' - K . T . 1 - ‘

; SOi‘ted —.32 .08? ".23 ‘003 —.uo .11 .32.00? —-36 -‘32 -."4-0 1 069' t73
“Time 7 _ . :
spent -.20}:009 .07| -.17{-.19{ .21} .09 |-.12 [-.28 |-.22|-.20[ .69 | 1 LO56

Speed‘ -.23 012 -023 ' .20 “"032 "'.06 -043 —-.001—.18 -.23 "'-29 . .?3 .056 1-
n\r'
. . N g i
AN
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' Insert Table XVI about here
.. Thus. FQB 91 * 1. .88 Which 18 eignificant at P < 05 .
,

'Therefore we can conclude that the correlatione between :
- - "% ' o

.the\pereonality queetionnaires and helpina behaviour 1ndicea
L : :. '-do ndf’account for any significant part of . the variance. ‘Inj | :l:' i
other words, there are no eignificant correlations between |
_acores obtained on,these'peraonality questionnairee and "the
,_""heloing behaviour indiceB.A e o .
| 'ExperimentsIII and VI . ;"" o =

~ e

L : Only the first thrity male and thirty female students

who participated in experiment I1T are included here.. Fortyf
male students participated in exoerdment VI. No eigniffcant; o
corre}ationa waere once agein found between acoree obtained |
'on the personality queetionnairee and the various helptfg

.behaviour indicee.

Family. Variablee - .

In experiment’III, correlatione were computed between
the length or time spent sorting sheets for the experimenter ‘
and the following family variablee{\number of brothers,
number.of slsters, family eize and Qrdinal poeition ocoupied ' 4

in the family. These data are preaented in table XVII.

——— —-_-——-——————n—u—_-——_u - —
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N
" Chi-square vélués for the correlatiénal o
S . " T ' ) a , ' ) \: ) . «
- . dAta. L b e s

Experiment I, (n=130)

e

INDICES .| . CHI-SQUARE. | . P’
- ‘ .

Batween persohali- - X
'ty questionnaires | d4af -

o

- Betﬁeen'helping- {1 =X" = 042,66

.‘tehévlour indices | 4f = 15 ;P.f;‘oqlx.

DX ooghga | o e
‘ = 43 ) P P “0\0\1,}

!
L

Overall ] x®=106.05 | oyl -

o1 .
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- As thi;ZEable ehowa, three of the four variables o

-

Were: eignificantly oorreleted with the 1anth of time apent

':eorting eheets for ‘the experimenter and/the differences

;
between sexea are quite intereeting._ For male aubjecte, the

important variablea appear to be the number of brothera -

(rb = + O. 72) and the size of the fomily (r'= « .47).

; Both of theee variables are correlated poeiti/ely with the.

',time apent aorting eheete, that 15, ‘the bigger the. family

and the more brothera a_male” had ‘the more he. helped. " For }

female- eubjecte, a reveree pattern was found that is the

-:amaller the family {N S. ) and the fewer brothere (rb-.-o 36)

a female had, the mope ehe helped. In the- caae of females,'

_what seems most important is. their ordinal poeition 1n the .-

-

q'family (r* ~ 0.37). . The 1ater a female was born into a

family, the ‘less likely ahe wae to help.. This}factor naa'
not significant for malee.l ' : . '

* In experiment VI, the eorrelations between the
aame family varieblee and the length of time apent aorting y

aheeta were eomputed once again but thie ‘time none of the

'correletiona were eignificant.

Thue it must be con01uded that the correlational

X

indidEE’g;tueen family variables and the helping index

iy

obtained in experiment III are not reliable and were

probably ohanoe eventa.-

297,
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Parental influencee

According to Hettig (1956) one.verieble that proved-A'

to‘be\releted_to altruieo-for e;udente-uae the degree-to

which'their parente had engaged in altrulstile behaviour.
’ When paregte ger¥ed as altruistic modelar chlldren were mbre
inclined to be altruistic. Similarly, Rosenhan (1967) found',

that members of a- group active in civil rights had a ‘close.

relationahip with at 1eaet one altruistic parent. ‘Finally

Rutherford and Museen (1968) reported that generous boys .

" Were more likely to peroeive their fathers,.but not their

motherei.ae'ﬁighly nurturant;‘aﬁd‘depicted tﬁemeelvee as

'_=being generous

C In experiment III, some 1nformation concerning these’

parental influencee were collected.r Table XVIII eummarizee
the Qgta collected in.thé postrexberimental.questionnaire on
two 1tems dealing with how helbful the Bubjeote thought

their father and mofher were.

——— o —————_——-—-—n.———

Insert Table XVIII about here

. "".""“'"""""7""'"""""""'.‘ ''''' - ‘
. . . # L ., LT
It can be seen frof this :ifle that males indicated
no difference between their mothe and fether in terme of .
how helpful they were toward others (tuz 0. 91 N.; ),

whereaa females indicated & large difference (tbl" 2 87,.

.294 0.01). According to femalea, thair mother helped othere

eignifica;tly more than d1d their father. Other interesting
computations in'reletion to Rettig's (1967) and Rytherford

.
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Subjects' ratings of how Helpful their

LI

“TABLE RVIII '

-

Experiment III -

mother and 't_heir, father were on a 7

point scale.

. SEX

 MALES

el

FEMALES .

FPATHER =

MOTHER

R | MorHER

* 5.50
1.18
22

5.81
1.09
22

~ FATHE

5.0l
1.6

23,

\10.88'
22

'6.1'3"_

-

tys

= 2.87

< .01

“



.and Musasen's (1968) findinge would be the oorrelatione between a

the 1ength of time epent eorting eheete end the eubJects"

_perception of the helpfulness of the mother and father.w
,Theee correlatione are Rreeent@Qth table XIX (Experiment ‘
III) ‘ ) |

—-—_ﬂ---ﬂ-ﬁ——-ﬁ---—-—--—-——

L SN

o - o o o o o o e o o e o i

" As oan be 8een from thie table, the subJecte'
‘perceptlon of the helpfulneee of their father ‘was not
‘significantly correlated with the length’ of time’ epent
‘sorting pheete'ﬂor the experimenter. -This holds true for _" T
both paies;ahq femalee; However, the subjectsf perception
of the heipfuineeevof their mother Was eiéoificentlk'
oorrelated Hith the length Qf tlme spent . sorting eheete for
\the experimenter' the correlation 1e positive (r_ 0.34,

‘;P Z. 05) for females and negative {r- ~0. 18 P «,05) for
males, that.1s, females he lped more‘lf they perceived their
mother as'aelpful while'the‘referee was trae for malee.

- Similar correlations were computed 1n exper&cent VII..

R & was found an previouely that malee percelived- thelr mother

as’ more helpful than their_father, but again not significantly
so. -Congerning the correlations between the subjects'

perception’ of mother and father as helpful .persons and the_

Ao

.time they spent sorting sheets for the experimenter, both .

. correlations were positive and ‘on eignificant.,.It Wil),

v -
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Experiment i;I'_'.'. f'_ 'l :

Correlations between time spent sorting

| 5heéta by subject and his ﬁercépt;on of

the helpfulness of his mother and father, =

SEX

B e

MALES ~

| PEMALES

ITARGET

. ¥ FATHER

'MOTHER . |

' PATHER | ~MOTHER

'rl‘.

P
N.

~0.25
~N.S.
22

-0.38
<405

22

N

a

N.S.

| -4f05
23. '

23

12 A1l correla

of categories useéd by subjects

R Judgment,

‘{I;;;\AEP correéted.for the number

1n.dak1hg_their

N



. 3.02..-. :
‘-_be recalled,that 1n experiment III both correlations were
inegative and ome waE eignificant' In view of the change 1n
'_»the direction of the correletione from one study to the
'_next 1t muet be eoncluded once egain that these:  -_-'
.-oorrelational findinge are. not reliable and were probably‘
-chance evente 1n experiment III '
: Summarx BT ,xf-:“-. ;-? |
o Although a number of personality queetionnairee and .
'femlly variablee have beeq\aseesaed no reliable eignificant; :
-correlatione could be eetablished between any of theee
; variables and,fﬁf\behavioral measures of helping. This =+
‘supporte §reb 8 (19?0) conclueion.
' oneldered as 8 whole, no Peneral

: _ conclusion can be drawn about personaiity
S S traits of benefactore (p. 285)

N . . . "
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