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L B ' ' -ABSTRACT' R e
8 . . . e

- The nature of. the Good Samaritan, one who helps another at
- some cost to himself has received an increasing amount of atten—

tion from researchers in the last decade. The present research is o

.

L. 4

' \t\;aturalistic study whicb uses- a multidimensionai approach and isi
ba\ed on the asstmption that altruism does exist. An Operational

3 definition of altruism is used in identifying the\ten individuals.
\.V‘ P \ .
‘who comprise the" sample. This study looks intently at these ten

'individuals and at their prosocial action inyorder to contribute tog

the understanding of prosocial behavior The effects of internal
and external antecedentsron prosocial behavior are investigated=;fii
) O I

:énd:an assessment made of their relative influence and interaction :
: 3

i'_Thefinternal antecedents included the effect of societal values,

e

'”;Ji;the;cultural copditions, the influence of perceived norms the --;,
‘i?f 1‘inf1uence of parental modelling andwgdrturance the personality‘
ftraits and the subject's 1evel of moral rEasoning.. The external
jantecedents included the subjects' decision—making processes; effects
~:-of the presence and behavior of bystandersf the considered expertise.
i‘of the subjects and the characteristics of the person.needing assist-jl
";fance. i'{n]."i ;;?ef:iyf:;-;;iiﬂv' 5 %-'1Qt ;;:i'j :H?d’”?{i;fv {_ﬁ;f

Analysis of ‘the interView data found that internal antecedents

?finfluenced the prosocial action to a greater extent than did situa--
. K . ;

'ational variables. Family influences on' the Subjects were reported

<

fffbut these were, not necessarily in the direct way that the 1iterature

L
predicted i e that altruism is a result of a nurturing family or ,"

e parental modelling.

B e e L TR



;traits of harmavoidance, order achievement, endurance autondmy,7

-moral reaso§§ng including a focus on: the societal perspective andf.

4

search not only regarding th£ nature of the Good Samaritan but the ;gff.ﬁz'“

prosocial behavior and the Good Samaritan personality, are seen as :{i

T necessary.,, ;1"

¥

-~
AR}
v

The subjects brought with them gﬁ/}he qﬁtuation personality

* s

o g ) -
dominance nurturance, a sense of confidence- ‘and convenuional

-
»

\“-an individual ‘g right to live Role taking, empathy, ang compas-
-y , .

sion were mediating factors in the subjects prosocial behavior

The subjects followed a sequence of steps in their intervention and .

A

in the process were not influenced by the presence of bystanders

f

' 'or the characteristics of the person needing assistance - 1‘; B

“e

This thesis raises some specific questions for further‘re—-f7&

(. .,;i . N
‘

*f” nature of the non—acting bystander as well More naturalistic

,—-"a

studies which would permit value generalizations to. be made about

B \»’.'

LY




. 0. - ACKNOWLEDGEMENT =~ . - " .,
‘ et Lo ‘.‘v A . L \

The. writer wishes to express his deepest appreciation o ;“

‘to hn. Will}am Haggz, chairman 6f the suPervisory committee
-, for his guidance and encouragement from the initial stages of
o the proposal to the com;letion of this dissertation;;

To the other members of the supervisory committee 4Dr;f.o;
B tJ xMitchell Dr M Van Manen Dr D. Shannon—Brady,_the
]f writer is grateful for their assistance and counsel Theirh

Yflfindividual guidance contributed greatly to the study. S

2 %Dr Ian Wright s comments and criticism were extremelyh.

1*;f;(p.fihelpfu1, conatructive and very much appreciated

In conclusion the writer wishes to thank his wife
s

e Shirley, his children Carmen and Christoéer, and his mother, ;’Qg'“ R

e

".i"ﬁifor their help, support, and understanding°

A ,\1~;:u,,_, B ,_‘ e e ,;1 ST
e AN :




M d

" TABLE OF CONTENTS _

e

CHAPTER ..o pagE
1 _»f‘INTRODUCTION ,*;fl',rfv;:. T R S G
d:;The Approach to the Study ; co ;'.4";i; R 4
| Theoretical Considerations ‘; A
Methodological Considerations ;?,f{f..;’;.;‘ﬂ : '6t i
T i_'fPurpose of the Study .‘.;f‘:”;,; i.;deif-; s'lv;}if 7
'5g;;.*r;yrhe Need for' ‘the Study | ,f;v,;;~.-;5,_ﬂj}“;_;** ~§*

' 9

ﬁ?Definition of Terms ,;',"} .

vw

;i\ Assumptions of the Study . ; ;_};;,.7;:;f:{.'. };itio fL"
“-g:Deliminagions of the Study ;wf-zt; ;,3.;;,f;r;€;ie'1oi;
\'{Organization of the Study ,;;f; ;:;i:i; ’:'Kiﬂ;'»hil :
I REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE . ... TR R
JVgid fyi_iAltruism = Methodological Problems and = ; :,"f;f ji S
oo s Theoretical Considerations J;y&jj_;;;..113-; o
What is Altruism7 ;:;n.v;f;ﬂr[_;{fi/},g;;;jfi3-’5'-*
'7tgA1truism Motivation and Behavior }f;t;c;?;f;jkfiginﬁf

,”__slTheoretical Attempts to Account for S T e e
Altruism 0 oo ',' .‘._._ oo W e ',' LIRS, K 'A o 16

,';lﬂResearch Design of Studies on. Altruism:u:fil.df”2¥fsped;
Vapiables Related to AltrUiSm —? ,::ﬁ;.}rJ::?:fi{}JQBE;;;;ig\,av,
Internal Variables .%;'f;t;,f;It?ti;fgf;'fdﬁs;[;z [2411:'* .

L T societal and Cultural ‘Normg .a;f;i;l;fﬁali:;id:f24fﬁiaﬂ

f»v,f'{f*t:”' odelling and Identification el e s e

c Parental Nurtu&ance.. .y;.;:;y;A;“;_;;;’ifi.?rf‘éqaji o

Personality Characteristics ,_;;{d. ‘”?d;ﬂ;d¢?;’29fﬂ.

‘Moral ngeloPment -g‘,:’ ;5}iﬁinzis;f@yft;d;ﬁdfjétxd

Piaget s Theory of Moral Development ;?tf: :7f?35?i%f;;f'3;

Kohlberg s Theory of Moral Development ; ,;;;:j4a.ditf

B I £ T R




'CHAPTER .7;'?-'” f";“ ,,'-i; B I JYc: S
Situatioﬁ Variables,. I ;‘, S e e 248
v _ _ Decision—making process S R c .49
N . The Presence of Biﬁtanders '.'. . .‘i-:fic.;j’ASO
s o ."ﬂ Characteristics of the Beneficiary .-;;.ifv;r;’7',53§»

_Summary .'.t,';». f-?h"fﬂfi‘_‘ e h e .. ‘7“.”r55

'»}Iii-_f"’THE METHOD THE SUBJECTS AND THE SITUATfONStf.;;f 58 -
_ Natqfalistio~5tudx/ W é_jg; 5*‘?i'?""hi:r"fu-,58 o
""i'rif”l Descriptive Survey / ‘”:.; o . A;Q'ilaioa, = '58"2

,Observation Phase /1’ 1.'{j;).j.f.f{ R T 3 Q'»hg

The Interview// .?:‘,;g:;'g?;,;"é.j';f;e.:" 61

o/ o e e R
Personality:Research Form Lelete @ e e 65

':’-jfBias Potential in the Research Design v;'nL;'; ,fﬂ .68‘T

Written Reports ;‘}[;}ae;”..ut;z;E;v,]ﬁf.’.'. ﬂf,67fﬁf~f-‘f‘

TffNature and/Establishment of the Sample ;i.ilzn ;,13172;;}If o

ah}h*The Situabions hif}

'ijﬂResearch/Questions

'nﬁi};Pregentation of the Data ;Z§f?,_%ff;;;
o ‘ :quide ines for the Study s}ﬂitiiii;." T I
| *;fcﬁﬂf'”-ﬁfjf'ff“Summary -f;f;‘;.,'(=:a;v;-,ﬂ;.;ﬁf,in?af-xér;\-r¥'357837ﬁ1
ERC ffgf;ff;f'./is B ?r*77?Hj>;"v[¢13.ftfl,fﬁ’,' flrv'l5}?'¥ﬂh5« o
,lly;cx_uFINDINcs AND DISCUSSIONS : . wiv' v 's wowv vy -84 ‘
f7;e?f ;Internal Variables - ..; _‘;h;_;fp{; ;t..:‘if. . ;:85_,
o Mtem T 8
S et e e

"-5}:;/v- :ijxcem U T R L &
‘/ff?fﬂh=~ Item IV ET ;e.ZQiQf;t

| b.ﬁi;h/h..?:;’:piltem y ;,; ;';n}'lj.{;f.;::gf?;-;;[fj;J'hr.tf ill3
hfj.'/jg__ Situational Variables’;rrijnfitf57'ﬁv:;‘;ffafi: ;:'1117

o L .’{:ger;i'ti;hﬁ;124nf;5fb
'vtfngltéij;IIt';:;fﬂr;j;:_e}» : -

?én;?i:)f;h;ijfazg-- |

te,

etk



-:,Vf{io?SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS IMPLICATIONS LIMIT-&"

ATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER

RESEARCH .- ‘o z .. .‘ '_." » . . .. .i._ -.’.,"01“-"‘ B

.y

:

) -The Need .. . ’.g ,;"‘.:-'»‘ . ... e Ce i,

L"The Design and Methodology 31; f¢;;§‘; .

f“Limitations v e r_f';’.s; .';1. . e

; 161”; f{foiFindings Related to Iﬂ%ernal Variables :{'\-.

7fffConcluding Comments T;ﬁ,_;;,”i ;j;‘,f;z,;;',}, o

'v

K
v'"’

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY Tl}*ih&;;f'

APPENDIX 1}.Qi;rigifI ;L;?;!f?‘j g

©134

134
RE
sl
13,

!~Findings Related to Situational Variablesf;ff'7e,'139a -

-'Summary Discussion ,;; .. :-;i;'.g; ;,ﬁ‘;-,p;"

Suggestions for Further Research .i‘;{gaig,'f] -

143N

s

. “- ff;65o!iﬁ-’i”f¥



o . i 4

T ’lxchlberg's*sixfnbfai'stégesj;.; R

';":;Ii' Personality Researdh Form Scalesv_.;?;':'.

. ;"a}-iI g? Distribution of Subuects ,‘;.{i;_;,. f';f ;74;!

]

RUR ';Q«IV'_Z SUbject Distribution on Personality Trait 1“f f,fi1  ;;i;” ,-

- R c°ntinua .. ‘. ) S S :" :’ 94 .
”';7”;fffrt¥~fV?t:l Catesory A f?;f?%)iF};.t;7§53i3=;;;t.rfggu;?ﬁ:9é,

V 1 Categ“" B 99

D’iifﬁiéifiiﬂéVii Cateyny~c ;;”-v-%éi;}i;&fiff\affing;:gilbifffhfnff*-‘

v Catesory D T

T *

L *“i5:X“J. Category F ,@;;f :u.féﬂ}f;?}f,;ff;f;ﬂ;:;;51ngqu_ff3?1f
3;5 }'f?xl Group Trends oﬁjééf@oﬁéiifyfiréitfcpnttiaw;;frli7ﬂ¥':ﬂ”’
s TSR T I A ,;‘f- - .1§.si L
T ST
2 X ,’ )




FIGURE
I

IT

o

LJ

v y
LIST OF FIGURES

v

wes

Process of Bystanders Experience,

Interaction of Antecedent of Prosocial

Behavior

¥

xii

8



Fiay

» A man was going from Jerusalem to
Jericho, and he fell among robbers, who stripped
him and beat him, and departed, leaving him half
dead.- -Now by chance a priest was going down that

. road; and when he saw him he passed by on the

other side. So likewise a Levite, when he.came

to the place and saw him, passed by on the other
side. But a Samaritan, as he journeyed;j;wcame to
where he was; and when he saw him he had compas-"

sion, and went to him and bound up his wounds,

pouring on oil and brought him next to an inmn,
and took care of him. And' the next day he took
out two denaril and gave them to the innkeeper;

saying, "Take care of him; and whatever you spend,

I vill repay you‘when ‘I’ come back"
‘ o : (Luke 10;29—37).

3



S - CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

° . s R A
v ' ,. v . Lo "“-
The biblical parable of the Good Samaritan is a study in com-~

‘trasts;'fhe Samaritan with the Priest and Levite, the"man_who helped

" with those who simply "passed by What kind of persons stop to . L

3

help, even when the potential loss or risk to themselves is great7
What are the characteristics of the persons who display this pro-

'social'behav1or? It is with the purpose of shedding some llght on
-

‘what is‘involved in acting prosocially, that the present-study uses

the tools‘of contemporarw psychology to help answer the question;:
e N ) . ) R . Nt B
"What kind of an individual will help another in distress?".
The research into characteristics of'witnesses who intervene in

2

'emergencies and demonstrate prosocial b has been actively

-pursued in the.lastvdecade. A large. but rather diffuse body of
information has'resulted. This recent research actiV1ty has- been
‘stimulated_bypan_ever increasing requirement for angawareness of'moralf

qualities'and a nEed for.prosocial‘behavior‘on the part of all:ofjus;

A maJor concern today ‘is' 'the apparent deterioration in the willing- '

ness of 1ndiv1duals\\9 help their fellow man and - to come to his aid - 9;’

in a dangerous situation
CLAN : : .
Incidents that have attracted our attention are numerous, part—

:‘icularly:in the last ten.years.i Rosenthal (1964) reports the Kitty B
Genovese story where thirty—eight witnesses to her murder did not '53 o
r N \ i

; assist by intervening or calling for help The Poughkeepsie Journal

(1971) reported the kidnapping of a ten year old girl her subsequent

S



(2]

é L 2
escape along a busy highway; the refusal of hundredS‘of'motorists to
stop, and her'resultant recapture and final murder. The New'York

Times . (Sept. 21 1972) editorialized with regard to a mugging and -

]

slaying

for some time passersby stared and went on their way before
any fellow human being had ‘the: decency to call the police.
~ Creatures of. the jungle could not be more unfeeling ‘

Public unwillingness to act is also attested o by other news reports:

' Bystanders ignored raped girl s screams
(Edmonton Journal, August. 1973)
Y
.',Thirty sit and watch as man beaten.
*..(EdmOnton Journal,; September 1973)

'He lay dying in. water and passersby watched

(Edmonton- Journal September l973)
ﬂ .

Reports of this nature could result in the. assumption that byst“nderS‘

g

‘were apathetic, uncaring or egocentric It may give credence to ‘the -
‘term "homo urbanis" which sees man showing no compassion, relating

to others as obJects, losing his capacity for empathy and conse- -

f
quently rejecting the traditional moral imperative oﬁ helping others:"w

in difficulty or distress S ' .:f" L ;o :
The:evidence however »needecloSer scrutiny. In most reported
cases, it seems that bystanders do not simply turn away but are in— 2

- stead caught, fascinated and at odds with themselves, yet unable

to act or able to turn away and go about their business Latane andg.'»'

f Darley (1970) report that the behavior of the witneSses, as reported:

Ces

‘1n the Genovese case is alsd typical in other types of emergencies SR

'v'car aCcidents fires, drownings and attempted suict’ whes Most of

By

'lg'ithese incidents report numerous bystanders inactive and apparently :_S

.

~
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'Y . S, '3‘”
fascinated,‘yet the researchto-date’does not identify specific ante—
‘vcedents that correlate mith‘this lack of intervention.._There.is.no ,
‘indicationgthat the inactive bystander did'not feel compassion'Or
emp;thy\for the perSOn'in distress. Similarly, in the Good Samaritan‘
.'parable we do not know whether or ot those that passed by felt com—:~'

S o s
'passion. It may well be that other variables intervened, and that

g.feeiiﬁgs of-compassion were_not acted‘upon:' Theiparable_suggests
g that'compassion‘motivatedjthe_altruistic behavior of’the Samarita —
‘The literature,thWever, indicates that compassion is only,one.of
‘.bossiblevmotivatorsfi _ ‘ '

Aronfreed (1968) considered e pathy an essential component o

raltruism, but the generally accepted definﬂ!ions of altrui m are’ o

; operational typically excluding the motivation of external rewards

2N < K ¢

. but allowing for a"variety of'motivatorspsuch as compassion, anger,‘
;gpilt,'love, or compensation.. Prosocial behavior refers to actions
'-thatfare‘volOntary andvihteﬁded toVaidlor benefit'another-person orf

ﬁgroup of people without the anticipation of external reward Such

factions often entail some cost, self sacrifice or risk‘on'the‘part,

Cof the-actor. The behavior encompassed by the above definition in—;ifiﬂjb

._'1udes generosity, altruism, compassion, sympathy, helping people

"Lin distress by giving material or psychological.assi;tance,.shar-
fing, donating, and participating in activities designed to improve =

;';the general welfare by reducing social inﬂustices and inequalities.%ﬁ'
: : e . :

-1.Empathy, role taking,qand Compassio%‘are considered to be mediating::"'

ldfactors_invprosocial»action' Empathy according to Hoffman (1976)



4
"refers to the involuntary, at times forceful experiencing of another

“person's,emotiOnal state" (p. 126). Role taking on’ the other hand
may ‘be. similar to empathy but includes the cognitive component as. well.

Role taking involves ‘taking | the attitudes of others, becoming aware

2

of their thoughts “and- feelings, and putting oneself in their place
'»Compassion may well be a synthesis of empanhy and role taking fTo

'realize that another person is in distress and is experiencing that

S . ‘
.'distress transforms the empathy with the victim, a parallel affect—‘

"0.‘.& v »
ive response, into compassion for the victim, a more reciprocal re- -

'sponse The development of empathy, role taking and con ‘: Iion,is;‘.'
’:not independent of an individual's cognitive and affective develop—_ﬁ'
'ment Prosocial behavior is a function of complex interactions of,‘

-motivations and individual and situational variables Since#eneg»

r‘7c0unters with another in distress often involve conflict between'bbf

o '5the needs of the helper and the victim prior experlences With the e
ci-‘environment and others must play an important role in the develop_ Dl
i fi-ment of altruistic behavior

R Socialﬁ%ation can also foster personality characteristics B
o '.‘nghich may be important in certain -situations: in converting a’ o
?diSposition to help. into-action, Future reseatch has: thef;“-
~svital task. of determining the combinations ‘of experiences gf
. 'that will develop a person who both feels compassion for
S ._rhis fellow human beings and acts upon it (Hoffman 1976
L p. 143) , S L RN )

Y

The Approach of the Study -”.

Theoretical considerations
: g : e . - . .
Different theorists and observers can agree about terms used

- to. describe certain events and’ behavior but disagree in their con—_é
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ceptual analyses of why they are occurring as they are The propo-

| sitions they develop are to account for’ the causal (functional)
inter~relationships of the events that . -occur, The research for a
deeper understanding of the acquisition and - development of prosocial
behavior can be guided by major theories such as psychoanalytic |
social learning or cognitive developmental, as well as speculations ,
and minitheories concerned with critical issues and variables not‘

ks 1ncluded in the maJor developmental theories However none of‘the.
theories can aJéquately ﬁandle all facets of prosocial development

The current understanding of the phenomena of altruism has bene—

Ly v-,
.

fitted from the fact that the major theories have each focused on '

different aspects of the phenomenon which the other theories under-

: played or neglected Psychoanalytic theory has centered on the o

critical role of emotion and guilt, early child—parent relationships Lo

v.and identification in the development of altruistic behavior.‘ Social

o learning theory maintains that most human behavior is learned and

. )
N

the development of overt responses is effected by the environment

.fespecially rewards, punishment and modeling. Cognitive deve10p~ovik.hu.__.. e

mental theory focuses on the interaction of the changing mental

-

B structures (stages) with environmental events and underscores the :

l significancé of reasoning\and role taking In order to gain some

insights into what governs the behavior of prosocial actions one fh

- must- identify some influential antecedents, be they neurological.fzch -

physiological, cognitive, emotional sOcial behavioral or situ— o

ational i{ c, o f.uV ,.)Vh ’,Ehbf L T[f’ -

P

e
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o
This study’attempts .to achieve a broader understanding of pro-«.
soc1al behavior by examining antecedents which ‘may be the emphasis
;ig';: ‘ in anv one ‘or all of‘the major theories.‘ Although)the focus of the';
| ‘major theories is different four generally agreed upon categories:

M\ R of antecedents or prosocial behavior have emerged These include

group membership, socialization experiences Canitive‘functidhst_

o

- and 31tuational variables."_”:; Q;'

Methodological considerations

"@]Q’_; e Researchers into altruism have struggled with inadequate theoreti—
i cal explanations multiple definitions and lack of consensus on"
, _ . . . , -
i' techniques of meaSurement The nature of research to date is largely

°
k

experimental although more naturalistic studies are now emerging

"Naturalistic observation takes a’ great deal of time and effort but

S - . {t\

it 1s likely to provide‘ a highly dependable and accurate estimatei -
: of the (subJects) propensities to behave prosocially" (Mussen Eisenberg—'
e IR
O Berg, 1977 p 18) Refinements, elaborations,'changes and deve10p- -
T " S _ ’

: ments are inevitable and necessary to: dvercome these methodological

Lt .

problems '*gg
: T Eysenck (1976) feels that when dealing with altruistic or pro—ifd'hfs”{
by social behavior we must ask the right question S ﬂ:;--l'f"f'»~'i'f"

: It is pointless to ask why people behave in a’ selfish S
RS H“aggressive, ‘immoral manner; such. behavior is clearly reinforcing
%4 o in that it gives tzﬂgaerson or organism acting in such’a . - .t .
“-. 0 .0 fashion immediate fatisfaction,...The proper question is rather o

. the opposite one: How does ‘it come @bout -that people (and

- animals) do not always act in an immoral ‘antisocial, or

" -asocial manner? How can we account for good' behavior,,7i

~~that is, behavior which at first sight at least goes counter o RN

- to. the interests of the person concerned7 (p. 108) e

. vt
. -& N
A‘,Q/“ i



' Asqwell as~describing incidents in which people did not react, -
the literature also reports situations in which people did respond |
‘and 1ncludes reasons,~given in retrospect .for their behavior.l
: f,hesearchers have attempted to determine significant antecedents‘of
‘ the intervening -or, non-intervening behavio;; From the research dis— o

-cussed in subsequent chapters there emerges a profile of prosocial

,behavior and characteristics of the Good Semaritans)studied

.;4Purpose of the Study ;:; = 7-» ','h'; R

This is a naturalist'c and descriptive study which investigates

.7 ten individuals who at grave persdnal risk intervened in an emer-~~ L,_ff

"lgency situation to save the life of another k
| 4 The intent of the study is to elicit some-new ungerstanding of '

\
;.individuals who have acted prosocially and to add to the present pro-ivé?g
: file of the Good S;maritan uThe behavior and motivation of the in—: :

'}'idividuals who act prosocially begins to make more sense when we under—

”’ﬂﬂstand more about them Although no- pretense is made to investigate , j_f;*ﬁ

.lall aspects of altruistic behavior in this study, the intention is

.tO add to, substantiate and question the parts Of the profile cur-"‘..'-."".

*firently available Two categories of possible antecedents (internal

T and external) and the interaction between the categories were

'hn:examined to determine the role they played in the behavior demon-_-:fif;??

iﬁ{strated

It is hoped by studying individuals \\EDhave displayed pr°”:hif}:ri':’m
‘l{social behavior, relevant antecedents of their behavior may be

'Vp,identified and the phenomena of altruism better undergtood y:bl i



i'inquiring into the characteristics of these individuals who have

distinguished themselves by their actions,isome information will be
& ;

T gleaned ‘as to the qualities of persons to be cultivated gﬁd nur—

tured in order to encourage 6ther displays of altruistic behavior o l?

\ 9

. .- . ‘ N
In attempting to’ understand what influences prosocial behavior, e

v»'this St“dy 1nVEStigated certain internal antecedents. These.in— ,‘;

: 'f'cluded the effect of societal values, cultural traditions and: :
ﬂ';whether the SUbJECtS perceived their,actions to be normative the in—
’nfluence of parental modeling\ind nurturance, common personality traits o
; o o "‘@.";. : '

......

h; or a personality profile typifying the subjeC€s and the subJects
;}level of moral reasoning. | | o o

| he settings of the subJects. attions*wereveXamined”in.anhattembt O
fto elucidate:any relevant situational variables | These variables‘are |
';&;?external to the subJectsﬁand ofya temporary nature’ The study

'1.jfattempted to determine if the subJects' behavior was affeCted by the‘mﬂj“ix*}‘

:"'*ifpresence or behavior of other bystanders, how competent the subJects e

~Ef;felt in carrying out their intervention whether their beh ”ior was j”rffﬂf”

e S L
,‘;_pvaffected by the characteristics of the Personuneeding assistance- :gti'w'””

”tf;g'i-f-and finally an examination of . me subjects' decision—making’process@

"lﬁifprior to and during intervention-'_'q{'«fffiii"if,t_Tuxlx';,p?iflTf“gffﬁalfﬁil’

The researcher in investighting the phenomena, conducte“,an E
ERT : . L i
-_unstructured interview, a structured»interview (Kohlberg s Moral
K P : ) . | q» . -~v‘\"
R ;'Judgement Interview Form A 1976) and administered a questionnaire

L - "..’;o.',

5'_l(Thg Personality Research Form, Jackson, 1967) . The intent was, as
v'bnfMurray (1941) suggested, that the observation of the ﬁ%rts would lead

':,to a synthetic conception of the whole and this holistic perspectiVe




~wou1d provide the framework for understanding and reinterpreting the

v@ole(and interaction of the parts.fi?' "": | "jf | Ll

'The Need for the Study -

‘; The possession of a sch e or Profile within which the develop- '

'#'ment of prosocial behavior/is encouraged may not suffice as a basis “.‘?;'
for intervention;_ However,.any attempt to correct a problem must

’fg o ;}:1ogically derive ‘from further analysis Thus,rone‘must not, only be»:“.i

'ilable to recognize and satisfactorily identify the behavior but one

o & "P

- :lmust know how it is that it works, in other words what it is that

e

°

fs;yimakes the individual who displays prosocial behavior,vfunction._ﬁAivffi'

‘¥;’way of representing and classifying, in a comprehensive fashion, the0

"”Q.:multifaceted realm of prosocial behavior and development is impera—

’T“ e

f”fitive

o

‘ﬁi7TDefin1tion of Terms {: ”::‘;;‘“Lff _fﬂ':fhhffgfd:f'rfn‘.nnfﬁ ’fﬂ in’é

'rﬂfiGood Samaritan < an individual (intervenor) who, under conditionsjﬁqu

of personal threat, comes to the aid of someone in difficu:hy

ﬁi{_iProsocial Behavior —-a purposive action to aid or’benefit another

without anticipation of an external reward and often at some

ode T

cost or risk to the actor.?p;if;fgiis7fiéufv“ I _
:’fffiAltrQisgig Act._.behavior which is emitted voluntarily, and is car—t;iﬁéfih;i
- ried out to benefit another without an;icipation of external .
: r'ewards’-,l : s ; y s | 0 , . SRS
”’Vf'fggle Taking - the ability to see and evaluate.a.situation from the h:iﬁ»
N perspective of other.viéhgd?tufy‘_ o , ..v e
> 'lHTMoral Levels - there are three 1evels (Kohlberg, 1969) indicating o
_;5 different relationships between the self and society 8 rules ‘.;
4o N -



| {};findividuals nominated for reaognition

0

? ‘and expectations.p Level l is preconventiﬂgﬁl level ll is c0n-vb .

B ventional 1evel lll is postconventional The levels are de—»"

fined in terms of (l) what is right (2) the reason for up—
.,holding the right, and (3) the underlying social perSpective.y‘
Moral Reasoning - modes of thought underlying moral responses‘ fThe:

»/. 3‘,‘ R .
reasons justifications and criteria used in choosing one prin—

-'_ciple, policy or course of action oyer others i‘f /[’? : _F ;
'Personality Profile - a se of scores for personality traits or

factors which are. brdadly relevant to the functioning of the

individual in a wiﬂA variety of situations (Jackson 1967)

~31:Assumptions of the Study
It was assumed that altruism exists and that people perform R
g fl_li"altruistic actS for reasons . '-:_i'. ‘~: o ( - L _, L

The sample popuLation, to which the subJects from this study

,-rbelong,_was defined by«the awarding agencies rather than by the'_f R

'7‘£tfresearcher.; It was assumed in their selection procedure, that they'ff’jn“; e

'"ﬁfrcarefully and deliberately applied their outlined criteria to the _14yb;”'

Secondly, it was assumed that the personal unstructured inter-{°,'

9 . _.‘

fﬂview techniques used which allowed the researcher to probe, clarifyfﬂ:ff

”:-f:and assist the subjects in retrospection, would provide accurate andﬂ"'{

E".'v'valid data befitting the purpose of this study. :;f'

;'-Deliminations of the Study

Although therawarding agencies that recognized the subjects in trpﬁff

.this sample give three categories of awards, it was decided to con-

e



oy

that type °f i“tem&e“tion’ l.e

"fft (since 1977) recipignts were considered

IR oy s -‘;'.'”, o --f-" R S T
"31der only persons who had received the*Cold or the Silver award as_ -

ApotentiaL subjects for this study.' Recipients of the third level

¢

B award were not included in the sample population because they weres=

',.a) people who acted op the*job" or had been trained specifically for ,

@ : 5»3 .

: members of the police force fire

'fighters, medics, or b) peop_e who intervened when the risk to thstsf"

&

relatively small B .ht' , .’“‘ | . f & ; e .“ I |
J : RS ‘ Gl

Secondly, because of the possible difficulty of locating indi—:”f.s

el . — :: -

'_Viduaﬁs who had received the awards many years ago ,only recent

P

Thirdly, the sample included only award recipients living in f'..

:;dwflorganization of the Study | ?lhdf.h E;;l'”1Jj:.hl}:?fd_i*”t;‘;

lfifnature and significance of the phenomena considered 1575' diea
h_;fthe focus of the research defines the terﬁs and describes the-. o

‘f:underlying assumptions and delimitations :

i'}j{ftheories of and research intvyf“

"”;}adapted : It‘defines the sample and

4

Chapter 1 describes the intentkpf the study and outlines the

H 6-
e L

'i'ocial behavior :iff}aﬂf:" ¥

Chapter lll describes the resea ch design and methodology

s . E g . Q

6,

&ffthe focus for the study.ﬂ It delineates the procedure involved in

SN

TSI PR

"selves was not great or the potential cost of the intervention was S

Chapter ll provides a survey of the literature relating to the:;;ix S

e means by which the subjectshffiyyyfr
*Vijwere.selected It briefly outlines the situations in which the sub_.ii?l’”

'"1ﬂfJects participated aéﬂ‘itemizes the research questions which providedf"'v
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N

.collec%iﬁg the reSearch‘data, descﬁihes the/instruments used.and<out¥‘

. lines the way in which the data,is presented and analyzed

Chapter IV reports and discusses the findings of the study..
Chapter v provides ‘a. study summary and discusses the implica-

B

y 2 . \._ . . -~ R B e ;,-'
ions of the research S T S SRR
. . . - . .v S . ‘X!‘"
“ N R :
o _ _
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c e . < ~ AR d -
A s . E .
o » Q ;
6" ¢ . L P
. c‘



-CHAPTER II

-

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter.presents a'review and critical analysis of studies
conducted on altruistic and prosocial behavior. It examines ways
in which altruism is detined, ways theories accoUnt for the behavior
and the various methodologies used to investigate_the phenomenon. |

M

Emphasis will be placed on the efforts of researchers who have

o o .

‘attempted to identify Characteristics of individuals or to estab-

lish some common antecedenis of altruisticsbehavior. Interpal and

4 S

external variables and the interaction of the two will be examined

to detetmine theirwrelative influence.on prosocial behavior accord-
A

ing to the studies described.

Altruism - Metho@&}g&ﬁcaliPrOblﬁmS,and Theoretical Consideration
8 e S i

PN
5

What is altruism?

s

Inquiry ‘into the nature of altruism has revealed a number of

-

| ways that investigators have conceptualized and specified the

<
phenomena.

’

Researchers ‘concerned with the antecedents of altruistic

behavior ask the question ”What determines in a particular situa—

B 3,'“
1

> ,
tion whether or. not one petson helps anotherﬂiiﬁggstressvu The t
question implies a very broad definition of altruism behavior which

benefitsxanother in need, regardless of ‘the helper s motives.

| Aronfreed (l968)'narrows this conception considerably by regarding

¥

.empathy as an essential component and considering behavior controlled

. by expectations of increased self-gsteem to be non—altruistic

© . . v.

13 6
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. Macaulay & Berkowitz (1970) prefer to define altruism as behavior‘

-+ carried out to benefit another without anticipation o ewards from
y ' : -

. external sources. This is similar tg'Rosenhan's (1970) "soclally:

autonomous altruism and Leed s (1963) definitionowhich specifies three

A

criteria of an altruistic act, an end in itself and not directed at

. gain, emitted voluntarily, and doeé‘good Heider (1958) defined ‘the

determinant of gratitude (gratitude as a result of an altruistic
‘act) as follows : -~ .
y IR
We do not feel grateful to a person who helps us f '
or because he was, forced to do s0, or because he
to do so. Gratitude is determined by the will; the
of -the benefactor, (p 265) .

In support of Heider (1958) and Leeds‘(l963)'definitions) Tesser,
Gatewood & Driver (lQGg) found-that undergraduates felt more pos%tive
'toward potential benefactors, when their help’was intentional .valu-

’ ‘able and cost the benefactor a great‘deal Goranson & Berkowitz (1966)

Frisch & Greenberg (1968), Lerner & Lichtman (1968), Hornstein, Fisch

L

& Holmes (1968), found that help was liable to be reciprocated when it

was perceived as voluntary and intentional. Brehm & Cole (1966), Kiesler
b4 .

(1966) and Schopler & Thompson (1968) demonstrated inappropriate
~ favors (namely favors with doubtful motives) elicited less help from
receivers than did favors considered gy,be legitimately altruistic

In lieu of ‘a single and precise def nition of altruistic behavior,
e .

social scientists have opted for an operational definition that relies '

A

on the everyday or layman s conception

It'must be realized, though, that whatever errors the 1ayman
‘may make in his attribution of altruism in specific situa-
tions, the category of altruism is what he thinks it is...
it is the 'layman s' definition that determines his reactions
'(Krebs, 1969, p. 364). . _ ‘ o .



Theoperational definition includes perceptions that the.behavior
,benefits another, was ‘emitted voluntarily and intentionally, and’
bwithout anticipation of external reward It is such an operational

definition that was used to identify the subjects behavior in this

<

study’ as altruistic

Assessment of altruistic behavi%r is also a matter)of concern o

‘e

.Some investigators have defined altruism according to the ratings

\ i \

of others (Turner, 1962; Friedrichs, 1960 Sawyer, 1966), some have

. \
used test scores (self*fgting measures) and some used behavioral -
measures (Latane & Darley, 1968,,London 1970).

Altruism motivation and behavior : "

S T ,
The assumption behind the behavioral research is that the

\

observed behavior that was perceived as altruistic and the motiva—

&

tion behind it are congruent The validity of this: judgment is also

the concern of investigators ' Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1964)

maintain that it is more” important to consider the intention or reasoning
behind the act, than to consider the act or its consequences however a

one cannot be altruistic by merely intending, there must be an act. ‘
\ R N

N There are a variety of terms used in the 1iterature, prosocial be—-

 havior " (Bandura & Walters, 1963) helping behavior (Berkowitz, 1967)

volunteering (Rosenbaum, 1956) bystander intervention (Latane &

Darley, 1970), and all imply_altruistic other directed behavior

h*'but do not necessarily establish it Researchers, however, seem

generally content to accept the operational definition of altruism and

‘to focus their inquiry on an examination of the antecedents of the

»behavior
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Theoretlcal attempts to account for altruism

Altruistic behav1or poses.a challenge to many of, the influentlal

.~

theories

It is characteristic of anything really cdmplex about the »
- human condition that it offers a severe test of both the power -
and breadth of a psychological theory (Aronfreed 1976, p. 54)

The current understanding of altruistlc behavlor has benefitted from o
m_the differing foc1 found in studles undertaken to. support the various

theoret1cal p031tions | h o ‘. q“"',' ;oo
- S T i
Genetic psychology has_ tried to link behavior to genetic and

i hereditary,influences j Much of the research in this area has beenv :5"
b'directed at establishing the ex1stence of altruism in infrahuman formsr
" and linking this to the group or’ kin survival 1nstinct Animals have

been observed to donate, share rescue and’ self sacrfice but the.evié K

b-“;dence that this parallels 51milar human behavior or‘that human altrual'

'iSm is under direct'genetrc control has not been forthcoming. As a

result “a genetic explanation for human altruism 1s not w1dely
) accepted but rather as Mussen & Eisenberg—Berg (l977).summarize

S We concur with the view shared by most behavioral scient-,
<blsts what humankind inherits ‘{s the" potential or possibility
of- learning a wide- variety of social behaviors - But what is’ S
actually learned. depends on the €dcial’ 81tuation .Social
evolution is based on psychological and 30cia1 mechanisms -
“'rather than genetic ones (p 45) :

P

In the PSyChoanalytic tradition Glover (1925) Freud (1937),.l“:‘b

l‘yand Fenishel (l945),_theorized that the dynamics of guilt and self_‘,_ai:

o

| wdestruction and identity confbdcts could be called upon to account

.O

o ffor altruistic behavior. In the psychoanalytic theory there are f.

‘three major structures, the "id" h ego ; and the superego



17
The "id" is unconscious and contains the 1nst1ncts and re ressed ‘ex-
‘ P

periences *The "ego" is the executive of the personality, it tries
-

. to satisfy the 1nstincts by appropriate interactions with the exter-
anal world ih V superego" is a persons conscience which develops
;as a result of social training. Through identlfication the child
incorporatesuand 1nternalizes some of the parent s or. other model'
behavior, personality traits moral standards and values.' According
to this theory, human behavior is impelled largely by self—gratifi—
‘cation Instinctual drives and guilt are considered maJor determi- c
- . nants of social consc1ence and moral actions This emphasis on thej-~
, ‘ . an s
"id" in explaining altruistic and other adaptive undefens1ve behaviors
4 encountered difficulties (Maddi , 1968), and as a result other {'
| theorists tended to. stress adaptations of the ego (Murray, l938
Erikson 1950 Breger 1973) | They rejected the notion that moral
behavior and values simply represent the early internalization of ;i
parental and societal Values but instead regard the process of -

3

,hident'fi ti;n\and development as. ongoing Despite the psycho- R

':}:anal tic "has_s on the self—seeking aspects of human behavior aﬁdg°5““-
o its difficultfvndth the development of altruistic predispositions,>vjb
”i the theory has contributed to a better understanding of th;,ma |
factors of prosocial orientation (Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg, 1977)
n'-?h Particularly, it has sensitized behavioral scientists to some poss;-
| ible antecedents of prosocial behavior,msuch as the effects of early
e childhood training and the role of identification of modeling.jp

Altruistic behavior is also a problem for the theories of psy- »

chology which are’ based on the assumption that man acts in order to

i



be‘rewarded and to avoid punishment~ Prosocial:interventiondoften
b:involves an obvious potential for loss toAthe intervenor rather.than
"_a reward, and yet people do help others at very real and grave risk
to themselves P ?f 'L.:,. IR -f . . |

Social learning theorists accommodate altruism in a numberyof
'.bways, while maintaining that human behavior s learned and modifiedii
‘by environmental events.‘ They contend that the develOpment of moral%zb
kstandards and pr050cial behavior is influenced by rewards, punish—
»‘ment and modelling, -even though they are not always obvious It is'
E evident that children learn a greatkdeal by obsegvation and by imi—

tation of a model 8 behavior without direct reinforcement It is

vsuggested that the reinforcers may be subtle or that previous rein-

-.ffforcewent may have so firmly established the behavior that removingj“f:V’\v

if"the reinforcer has no effect on the continuation of the behavior. .1
‘tblIt contends that a child that has been praised for sharing or. helpl}
,,1ng will often diSplay this behavior even when the Praise is no,fwd'
‘”flonger Present from an external agent The praise has apparently
.n:been internalized and replaced by self-praise (Aronfreed 1968

Goldiamond 1968) The long term effect of the environment acting fﬁ:

?f »on" the individual creates a behavioral prediSposition The fact

3frthat_the,existence'of a P?¢d1$P°Sit1°n tQ-behaVe Pr°s°°ially does -
not resulttin consistantdisplaysOf,behaVior;"has:1edjto the con-
T T ER N S

'tention that

Human beings not only generate behaviors but also cate-
gorize, evaluate and judge them (Mischel & Mischel, 1976
p. 84) : 2 _

.,



.;Mischel and Grusec (1966) and Bandura (1971) believe that each indi—

Ll

| vidual acquires the capac1ty to construct a great range of potential'

e~

behaviors, moral immoral and amoral and different individuals con-. -

"struct behavior patterns in different ways

..expectancies tend to become relatively specific, rather
than broadly generalized Although a person's expectancies

19

(and hence performance) tend to be- highly discriminative, there -

certainly is some generalization but their patterning in the'i
.+ individual: tends to be idiosyncratically organized (Mischel
e ,and Mischel l976, p. 105)
‘j This acceptance that individuals "act on" the environment and '

: ‘a re active participants is fundamental to cognitive developmental

'theory Each individual is seen: as perceiving his environment in his..

a -
'own 1ntellf§eﬁf way and receivingcand interpreting stimuli in a 135

"'personaL meaningful manner. BRI

o

Cognitive developmental theorists have examined altrulstlc f~” B

behavior from the perspective of stage or level of reasoning (Piaget 1ﬁi~; |

"1932 Kohlberg, 1969) The stages are seen as - integrated wholes :
b‘-_that are qualitatively different and through a process of assimila— :

o tlon and integration people can move from one stage to the next

- Proponents of cognitive development theory have been more concerned

"51with moral thought as.- they define and measure it, than With moral |

(,.! .

o behavior Kohlberg and Piaget recognize that moral'reasoning or

\,,

thought does not necessarily predict or correspond with the appro—"

'!;hvpriate action rSimE%Pn (1976) places a high emphasis on the com— o

lexity of the interaction between emotional and intellectual growth

bas affect, cognition and behavior are not 1ink‘ v“: a specific or ";

»,_uniform manner, Kohlberg (1909), ErikSOn (1968) and Maslow (1954)

X
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V’fpropose universal cognitive structures which imply that individuals h
1“who remain motivatéd byﬁhnfulfilled psychological needs may not be
'able to function ‘at: higher levels S _ ‘, ’d A |

A humanistic approach isfrepresented by Abraham‘haslow (l95h o

1962) who empha51zes a hierarchy of needs which in many ways parallelsh'
| \;Ehlberg s moral reasoning tYPOIOgy and Culminates in the need for f‘lc"
vfself-actualization. Maslow was emphatic 1n pointing out that "self
'actuallzation ; as he used the term is not a self-centred, eg01stic ’V:

: actualization of one ] potentials without any guidelines, Self- S

actuallzation must of necessity include concern for others since the

v’self is found only in relationship to others Ultimately values must h e

'idirect the satisfaction of needs, and among these values, empathy,

7,compassion, and a sense of human solidaritY’stand out » In this human-a,fjii

;fistic tradition any true growthful relationship with another person

“f~must be not an I it" relationship, but an "I thou" relationship,h’ﬂp:;

--WvbaSed on genuine concern and care

In the higher order of the Judeo—Christian moral tradition it is‘:f;‘

'Wu’the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke lO 24 37) which represents a:\-viu

( .

‘1ﬁmode1 for social psychologists and researchers studying bystander 5

‘Jintervention or prosocial behavior It is possible that the altru-

; Tgyistic behavior ‘on: the part of the Good Samaritan may 8o beyond the A

':15 present confines of personality theory and may also go outside the ;ﬂ T,e’
o Ah-0cade S

: _;,theoretical dimensions of individual psychological theories. The ,3)s}

";extremely complex relations among diverse aspects of prosocial be-:ﬁ _‘“

o 7havior within‘the same person and the interaction between behavior»

o
L

5"‘1and psychological condition prevent global generalizations about the |
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. nature and specific motivation underlying prosocial behavior. -
None of the theories,‘considered alone, can accqunt for the
--altruistic behavior reported in the literature but each perSpective |
: has generated a great deal of relevant research
Positions which seemed to pOSg challenges to- the existence

of altruism have .come to accept the fact. ‘that altruistic be-""
: havior occurs: .. and have set out to explain it (Krebs, 1970,

P 262) v o

& As. a result the study of altruism has benefitted from the plurality of

"theoretical orientations underlying the recent research

: Research design of studies ‘on: altruism

R

Several research designs are common in the investigation of altru—g'*fh'~

’1; ’ism One approach is to investigate hypothetical situations in which

tw»the researcher is interested in how persons "think" they would respond

*h;.ito 51tuations in which their help is solicited and the reasoning behind

e

"?itheir hypothetical actions Critics of this approach (Mischel & Mischel;f‘brj

“drh~51976 Burton, 1976) innt out that there is little research to link

4f{'ways which are consistant with their stated principles ,ﬂfpizfﬁﬁ{;‘itif;il:"”

A second approach is to study actual behavior in,a variety of

Er settings, field studies of real occurrences, field studies of a

.lizvstaged experimental nature and laboratory Sim“1ati°n St“dfes Field

’ﬁistudy research of actual happenings has included a number of diffég%nt :[‘_17

PO

'1¢p;fsamples'>London (1970) investigated the rescuers of Jews in Nazi

Germany. Rosenhan (l970§ looked at civil rights workers, Schwartz
(1970) the donors of bone marrow, and Fellner & Marshall (1970) the

donors of kidneys for transplant ;' :p”- l"; }’ ;f’;',j;'f f..{fi“

i i-moral reasoning with moral behavior People do not always behave in :f:xl{l=a“
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: . é . . . ) . -
Simulated field experiences deal with a collapsgd subway rider

' (Piliavin Rodin & Piliavin, 1969 Piliavin & Piliavin 1972),,
_’person lying in the doorway moaning andegroaning (Darley & Batson, "f
hul973) and 1ost children requiring assistance (Tokoshian Haber and

o . -

| Lucido 1977) S e

[

]
‘7

The laboratory has the advantage of providing the experimenter
| with a far greater degree Qf control over the independent variables ;’
. Laboratory simulation studies have faced the bystander with a great

'flvariety of staged disturbing experiences which called for many

-'o

' cvaried emergency interventions, physical assaults (Borofsky,

hﬁcStollak & Messe, 1971)» overhearing a violent fight between chil'y' SRR ffijoti

r .

;,gd,ren (Latane & Darley, 1970), a seizure victim (Darley & Latane :

B

?'31968 Schwartz & Clausen 1970),_epileptic seizures (Darley &

"T}'Latane, 1968 Horowitz, 1971) .a. loud crash in an adJoining room":::t";”"‘'.i

(Cla‘rk & Word 1974 Kaufman 1968)

”*fhf(Darley 5 Teger, 1973 Staub 1970a, 1970b l97la, 1971b), 1adder;}ﬁ;?fi'sh7*:'°

.;}”gaccidents (Bickman, 1971 1972 Clark & WOrd 1972),'an aSthmaCidiﬁ‘f”.“

':f_'attack (Korte,‘197l) and administration of an electric shock

One should uSe CaUtion in generalizing the findings of simu—h,f';*{hffﬁ

dﬁdlated experiments in the field or in the laboratory to real life

,agé_situations.ﬁ It is questionable whether these experiments are

"fgrepresentative of actual emergencies For one reason most of the LR
, . N - .

L311aboratory research has been conducted in College and university

'1aboratories and generally the experimental population has been

); e
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'::Variables Related”totAlfraism'h”',;7.f

.
o

“drawn from these institdtions. . Secondly;”allaboratory often .

._‘ﬁ%bvides a more}familiar’setting'and>is‘perceived as a poten-

tially safer;environment;thanfa similar naturally occurring en-
counter

laboratory experiments often have an 'as. if'
"quality about them. If subjects know that they are
: participating in an ‘experiment,. they may not.react
~ to what they: see, but to what they think the experi-

' 'ment. is ‘about.,.. Self~conscious ‘and. .apprehensive _
. . about. being evaluated 1aboratory subjects may make an .
' unusual attempt to behave normativelyﬂ?Latane & Darley,
':11970, p. 7) S

LTy

. (/”

Inquiry into the nature of altruism is shaped by many intrie' ) g':

- ?fcate and inter—related variables. The domain of the behavior is'gffl_i‘ng
”-4f;exceedingly complex So many diverse variables ﬁave been studied

"1nithat 1t isn t possible to examine them all and it is difficult to -

v

'7ifiarrive at an encompassing perSpeCtive

"}liand interact in complex ways, making their isolation diffiCult in the&;tp-m;

rdi.research that is conducted The relative contribution of indivi—-

L.

"fvided 1nto two categories those characteristics that are external

. \"

“if,@hfto the actor (the displayer of altruistic behavior) and often termed ijf:l
""!;Z"Situational" and those that are internal and include personality
:i!"traits, socialization experiences, societal norms and level of cogni—;

?ytive development.; These variables are not independent of each other ffﬂh*” #

v'O"":.' R

O

he independent variables of altruism can generally be di—i., 1ﬁfifftf;j



) o e . .
. dual variables is difficult to ascertain. An attempt has, however, :

been made to clarify the scope of the study by investigating the cor—ﬂv
” relates of apparent altruism as they have been repoﬁfed in the 1itera—

e ..

ture This area of research ‘has received considerable attention,‘L‘

fé ‘but despite this effont, results are often ambiguous 0T contradict-

, ol’y~ SR .".‘.-l‘_' .

-

'ﬁqlnternal Variables

Societal and cultural norms

One of the oldest expressions found in the Bible (Ecclesiastes

B

S 4 9 12)'is that ‘men; need to: live in the company of others to lead Do
e @a . '..‘;'.'A;r o
,f meaningful lives The structure of societies rests on the succbss S

of maintaining the three-fold bond of succor, warmth and mutual e
defense Although cultures can maintain themselves only if members

’ show some con .rn for each other, there is great variety in the

bnis value The culture in which a’ child is raised

is display of prosocial behavior but it is not

ne "What" in the culture is responsible for the fftgig””"

,i A synthesis of the research resulﬁ\*in this.”

'some tentative generalizations. Altruistic behavior
observed in cultures characterized by l) stress ono.;‘
ion (Bronfenbrenner, 1970) 2) simple social organi—:ff:érx"

f,l zationto rural setting‘TMarin, Mejia & DeOberle, 1975 Miller

Thomas, 1972), 3) assignment to ﬁomen of important economic func--i{g~-'
tﬂﬁi° tion (Whiting & Whiting, 1975) 4) extended family groupings

(Whiting & Whiting, 1975), 5) expectation of children s acceptance fff“'
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of tasks or: responsibility (Whiting & Whiting, 1975 Bronfenbrenner,

‘.Modellihg-and Identificationl‘

Within any culture more data may be obtained by examining prac—h '
':jvtices of recognized socialization agents, such gs family members,

,peers, teachers, church authorities These may account for the varia—
. : ‘6’.

-"tions of prosocial orientation within cultures Parents are generally

' vfthe most" significant agents of early socialization and thought to .

B affect children 8 behavioral predispositions by their behavior as a

ﬁ'“c‘model, their provision of ‘a nurturing environment their technique v

L4

}.of discipline and numerous other dimensions within the family unit.

SR Studies attempting to correlate child rearing practices and 'v 5 oy

col

'vchildren s prosocial tendencies have used a variety of approaches and
1research methods making it difficult to summarize their finding&

| ~f5Generally, however, the maJority of the studies deal with modelling

v'ff;and identification as very important variables.} The effects of these

ff}variable;are interrelated with the effects of nurturance as a second

.\v""’ SR
A :

;:5. gvariable ffgq}ﬂ';vf»vﬁ~7“ ‘

Investigators of modelling and identification have apprbached

i"kffthe problem in two ways One method used assesses behavior in a j;ﬂldeff;ﬁglﬁ

AR =

'4ﬁi,naturalistih manner by observing families function, interviewing

R o «r,.~

vlf;parénts, children, or both and/or administering questionnaires or

ij'f']tests to family members. A second method is carried out in the:'

lﬁhglaboratory in which family interactions can be §pproduced and mani-.‘:'f'3h

o SRR

‘:f;:pulated }-fﬁ f;T_'ﬁﬁVi]“ﬁ;,:;




o

Sy
. "G’

quate evidence to suggest that reSults can be transferred to more-

v _sgtuation and occurs because of¢the induction of temporary states

b*”sabOut the acquisition of behavioral dispositions, the beﬁavior has to f_i

L A
*’;be generalizable to situations other than the one in question, and

“';modelling fail to meet these criteria of internalizatiomr

ngfsocial behavior by a model is likely to alter the children 8 be—.iifﬁ'

:";fhbecause models draw attention to’ possible cobxses of action and in— R

S
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Evidence from the laboratory studies suggests that good modell— H
- [ :

- ing and encouragement on the part of family members results én altru—"
. istic behavior (Whiting & Whiting, l975~ Bandura 1965 Grusec &

v‘Mischel 1966 Yarrow, Scott & Waxler 1973) Such’ekperiments pro—'

vide information qn imitative behavior but there is a ‘lack of ade-b‘v

-f'naturalistic settingS*»ﬁ " '”__g.i =

Accord ng to Bandura & Walfers (1963) the observation of m%dels f '
: Lo
affects behavior in two distinct ways, firstly by ndu ing the acquisitioﬁ

_ﬁucing the per-'5

0

of long term behavior disposition,and secondly by

[ B

formanceéof imitative behaviqr The way in which pav : < corr&spond

»ﬁto models and modelling effects are - thought to lead to long range

"Qpersonality change and are referred to as behavioral dispOSitions..fi"

ot . . L

2%

' nPerformance,—HoweVer, refers to the behavior which is specific to that y

Two criteria have to. be met before conclusions can ‘be drawn ';fg,;""”‘

'hihﬁfthe behavior should be lasting bbst of the studies dealing with

s

Y
&

Vﬂy?C;It has, however, been suggested (Krebs, 19 9) that it is effected

s

s e e

D

.ff Studies on\%odelling tend to support the contention that pro—Asj}:fv7*ﬁ.::

,f?havior in a similar directiong} Just hOW this occurs is not clear't..y:ggl“
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crease the salience of the social norms (Bryan'& Test,ﬂl967).‘ They

display examples of behavior that are appropriate in various situa-

~ tioms (Rosenhan & White, 1967), and they supply information about

the possible consequences of actions (Midlarsky & Bryan, 1967;

Hornsteen et al, 1968).
o o
Studies assessing the durability and generalizability of the
effects of prosocial modelling have yielded some interesting results

Rosenhan (1969) had six to ten year oldgparticipants in one study

observing a model donating liberally and they could rehearse pro-

o

social behavior voluntarily. The positive effects(ofv&his modelling

lasted for seven days and gijeralized innanother quite different -

.situation three weeks later Wurther studies (Rushton 1975; Rice and

aQ

Grusec,19753’ show that watching a model's generosity had lasting

ﬁeffects detectible two to four months later. Children donating

chips anonymously, after watching a positive model maintained that

prosocial behavior ten days later (Midlarsky & Bryan, 1975) .- MQnths

. after observing a model's generosity, Rushton (1975) found that the .

experimental groups dbnated significantly greater amounts than did

the control group, and demonstrated over time and across’ situations

: significant prosocial behavior Rushton (1976) afterfsqueying the

'literature on modelling concluded

LIt would appear that relatively brief exposure to highly
salient models can produce desirable and generalizable be-
havior change in observers. Thus, there is reason .to believe
that modelling studies are: analogous to the processes that
occur in the natural environment (p 913) -

Yarow and Scott (1973) discovered that the ideal situation for .

developing prosocial or altruistic behavior require that adults

:,,“ »
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.manifest altrulsm at every level in principle ‘and; in
practice, both toward the child and toward others in -
distress. (p:. 251)...only when extensive training was con-
ducted in the context of the developed nurturant inter- ‘

~action, was altruistic behavior significantly increased
(p. 253)

Naturalistic studies havevinvestigated the‘effect'of family .

. models over a longer period of tite than was‘generallyﬂthe case in
experimental studies. Studies by London (1970) and . Rosenhan (1969)
investigated adults who had shown unusual prosocial behavior, 7The

-methods for_gathering data relied primarily on interviews and -

S AR

questionnaires London (1970) interviewed twenty—seven Christians
who had risked their lives to save Jews during the Second World

l - War and- found three predominant qualities among thelsdbjects a
spiritwof adventurousness, a sense of being socially marginal and
j a high degree of identification with a parent model London con-
cluded that having a parent who serves as a moralistic model for
‘identification was a powerful determinant of later prosocial high

Two types of civil rights ‘workers in the 1950 5; those’who were.
.év( . .
fully committed and activeQat some considerable deprecation to them—
/

selves,.and those who limit-their activities to involvement which

‘ did not require sacrifice of other pursuits, were - interviewed by

Rosenhan (1969) The findings indicated that parents who provided
only symbolic models, but did not necessarily display prosocial
behavior, had children who also became only partially committed and
not as completely involvedr' The fully committed ‘activists found

their:parents to not only preach, but also practice,~a1truism’and 1

&7

' \d

O
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reported maintaining a positive, warm and respecting relationship

with their parents »'. o : ‘ ‘ S o

', Parental nurturance
, R

Nurturance can be defined by a wide range of behaviors which
can be labelled as being warm, interested, responsive help provid-
ing, " comforting, attention giving, sympathetioa kind affection-

ate and considerate
e

The - evidence regarding the - influences of adult nurturance on

" . children's prOSocial behavior is inconsistent and inconclusive.,

Rutherford &,Mussen (1968) found that generous nursery school boys

perceived their fathers as more nurturant than did less generous boys.

L

'»Similar conclusions about considerate behavior in children were made

ES

through studies by Murphy (1937) Staub (l97lc), and Yarrow, Scott
& Waxler (1973) Investigations by Allensmith (1960) Bandura (1965)
and Sear, Maccobey & Lewin (1957) of relationships between parerts

(model) and child which were typically warm, nurturant and rela--

:tively non—punitive,led to the findings that a prior positive rela—“w

e

tionship is conducive to altruistic behavior Inconcl :ive or con—f
'trary results were reported by Rosenhan & White (1967) Ho fman &
”'Saltzstein (1967), Grusec & Skubiski (1970) and Hoffman (1975)

| There is some evidence that a nurturing environment may augment

- ‘the modelling of prosocial behavior but is not a sufficient condition

to predict the development of that prosocial behavior.

Personality characteristics ;
Researchers have attempted to link specific personality traits
to prosocial dispositions or behavior (Friedrichs, 1960 Sawyer, 1966.'

"
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‘Midlarsky, 1968; Staub 1970; Yarrow, Scott & Waxler, 1973) There
is a lack of ‘consensus amongst these studies and they allow for only

‘tentativevconclusions.

Therenis‘some support for describing those persons considered'high
‘.in'prosocial behavior as assertive and outgoing. 'Rutherford'&’MUSsen";‘
‘,(l§68) found that"children‘who were;generous.in sharing of winningsA 'i&
v.‘wereindependently notediby.teacherswas‘dhtgoing; gregarious and |
"lessfcbmpetitive than“peers;#ﬁétaub (1971c).reported that~kindergartena..
'lteachers‘rated_asvoutgoing,thoseiboys in classhwho‘helped peers in h
“distress | B | | h

Huston Geis & Wright (1976), after interviewing about 35 indi— ;'
viduals who had been reimbunsed for injuries incurred while coming to‘
‘the ald of another, described the intervenors as kangry SamaritanS',r
They\found most to be risk takers and men on familiar and- rather
‘;‘amiable terms with violence blThese Good Samaritans saw themselves
nias qualified to provide a551stance, enjoyed the limelight and had T.H:
.generally strong feelings about law and order K | T

Another characteristic which appears frequently in‘the'litera-:ﬁ'f

"5cu£; is expressiveness f Hortup & Keller (1960) discovered that overtehv;"
,displays of dependent needs correlated with helping and paying atten—:‘
‘;tion Children who feel free to express their .own needs seem more .
'apt to help others h Morrow (1965), in a study.of nursery school'

"children, found that expressiveness of feelings correlated with will—._

“ingness to help a distressed characten in a puppet show.
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Perhaps the renderiﬂg of aid requires a quality of outgoing—.
ness, or a lack interpersonal timidity, which is often
_required’ of the child in expressing his distress or the
3seeking of help (Bryan 1975, p 180)

Studies with adults have shown that ‘witnesses who feel sympa;'f
thetic and responsible‘ were more apt to come to the help of others.
Liebhart (1972) measured - individual differences in both sympathetic
orientation and the tendency to take instrumental action to reduce
fivpersonal-discomfort. The emergency dealt with a person in.an

2 :

adjoining room crying and moaning, having had an apparent mishap

poystanders, high in sympathetic orientation and being disposed to.

i'-_taking action to ‘reduce their own. discomfort were quicker to respond"

”‘.vwith help than bystanders low on either one or bothﬁ of‘the.above 5
“characteristics | | \ o | |
Prosocial behavior was also associated with high ego strength |
f’self*control and good personal adJustment In a longitudinal study
}'1by Blbck & Block (1973), the nursery school children considered
:ﬁp<generous at the age of five were rated by the teachers asb"helpful
'f;and cooperative ;‘ concerned with moral issues Dy considerate of '
vbother children ‘and "high onbego resiliency and self-control"‘
hussen et al (1970) found that altruists.were moreiself—con—"
g :fident more satisfied with peer relationships and more self—r |
ursfassured than others Children of various age groups demonstratedA -
_ that helping, consideration and donating are related to personal A
'fcompetence in social interactions (Staub 1970) and a degree of
tﬁsocial responsibility (Midlarsky & Bryan, 1972) Similar‘results

‘were found in studies with adult subjects (Pon02al & Jaccard 1976



.f“_'_:-._1963 Midlarsky, 1968 Staub 1970)

| Staub; 1674° Wilson,:l9765 Three studies (Turner, 1948 Cattel & |
:‘Horowitz l958 Friedrich 1960) defined altruism according to’ rat- .Vj‘
ings of friends and reported low correlations with altruism and ethi-'
-_ cal>goodness« emotional stability; Social acceptability,'anﬁ social

‘.eXtraVersion These studies must be viewed as no more than suggestive

'as they did not control for the halo effect and therefore may 1nd1-- :

‘cate that people merely rated those they liked as altruistic

Schwartz & Clausen (1970), in a study w1th 187 college students,

- .
'attempted to assess relationships between acceptance of reSponsi—

b

bility (AR), awareness of consequences (AC), and internal external

,/

control (I E), with aiding a SUbJECt with an epileptic seizure Peré,': .
'sons high in AR aided the victim more quickly, more often and more .
directly than those people low in AR Awareness of conSEquences and

2

'.2locus of conﬁrol were not found to be related to helping.u Contra—”'gv

| idicting these findings, several studies are reported whlch show

1internal control to be a correlate of helping behavior (Gore & Rotter,.

?:il'(with helping behavior but the results indicated otherwise and the.

-~

DR

Other research hypothesized that certain traits would correlatepfjpthigpﬁi

Jliycharacteristics do not appear to relate to helping behavior, autonomy;.:_,vydf'

deference ascendence and submissiveness (Korte, 1971) need for

isapproval (Staub l97lb), trustworthiness, independence agreement f':“

o ;with new left beliefs (Yakimovich & Salz, 1971) .ui ':f'gifl_f ””,:f‘wfd‘:
The research data suggests that the relationship between Specific_
_personality traits and altruism is tenuous ' This can partially be

' *eXplained by the variations in subject samples and the independth '; L



33
variables agd'measures of'altruism selected It may- be more import-r

ant to look at a combination of characteristics,_as they relate to in-

¥

"tervention than to consider them one at-a-time. 'It»seems~that'some i
‘ . . E Vo .
'personal characteristics appear to compliment each other in creating a-

,«\

"'predisposition to help others t These are evidenced in studies by
e‘ .
-Huston (1976) and Korte (1971) who profiled the Good Samaritan as :

_having a strong sense of morality ‘and social respon51bility,‘and being
;vadyenturous unconventional and sympathetic Staub (1974) used a- |
kbfcomposite measure of several personality scales to determine a level{

of "prosoclal orientation He concluded that there seemed to be a

zhlgher correlation between the composite index of prosocial orienta-

‘}tion and the degree that bystanders offered help, than between help— ﬂ;; S

“ffulness and any independently measured personality measure.">3*~1;~s{'
’. },,‘:, - ‘

B It seems possible that personality traits interact W1th situa—-j;h:* o

'{[tional antecedents sufficiently enough to make their isolation diffi—,..-'bb

.”cult A Perhaps situational forces may be 50 strong that personality
'i;traits are overridden or brought into conflict

It is possible, under such circumstances, that personal—-
L ity .variables do not have much room for play...a tender _
hearted person who really wants to help may ‘be too: frightened
- or squeamish to do so. The. person ‘who ‘can take a cgld-eyed.
" look ‘at an emergency and see it as: dangerous,. may be..cold=. .
& hearted when_ it comes to acting : (Takoshian 1977, PP 67 68)

Research on traits of persons displaying prosocial behavior has

'f'begun to identify general correlates and antecedents and has hinted

at the effects of early socialization,, There is considerable overlap

"with the research into the early socialization eXperiences of the a
o : [e2 Lo

’ child as related to altruism and the researqg on. moraI development
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.

Moral'developmentsz

‘Gfi The complex area of . moral development' including the capacity
dcfor empathy, role taking and 1evel of moral.reasoning suggest poss-'
;ible antecedents in' the development of prosocial behavior and have _;
ffbeen the focus of a.variety of research | . | R
| Hoffman (1963) indicated that the internalization of moral
.‘;directives have their basis in early childhood ; Weisbrath (1970) ‘i‘:’ft:
n found a positive correlation between identification with parents and |
Ta display of mature moral Judgment. In this‘context a mature moral

.gjudgment was defined as an indication of the respondent s reliance ff:

. .upon an internal system as opposed to a reliance on external concerns

:were foundto be significantly related to male subjects identifying

' llipositively with both parents and females identifying with the father

The type of parental discipline used was found to foster a if“'

'-ifihigh degree of internally motivated moral responses Three styles of

'Vgparental discipline were defined and their effect on moral developmenth?-g,f
’v:discussed (Hoffman & Saltzstein 1967 and Aronfr ed 1961)

,..ﬁ"ePower assertion, in which the parent capitalizes on-. the power
- and "authority. over the child; 1ove withdrawal, 1i.e. , direct .
- but -non-physicdl’ expression of anger, disapproval etc. ,,‘f”

. and induction, consisting of the parents focussing on the ,
e consequences of the child's aetion for others., - - ._'*;" o
’fb v advanced development along various moral dimensions : e

- was associated with infrequent use of power assertion
- and” frequent use:of induction....love withdrawal, on the. SR
i~ other hand, related. infrequently to moral development _'_-.,{ S
Z,i_(Hoffman and Saltzstein, 1967, p. 45) RS ‘
’i~_Aronfreed (1961) sees induction as a verbal and cognitive medium_v
. : . / .

’h Which provides the child with a means of evaluating his own behavior ;ﬁh



: and thus enables him to be independent of external sanctions. HoffJ"

~ man & Saltzstein (1967) suggest that induction practices provide the

4.ystimulation which

pi e

motivates the child to’ focus his attention on the harm f*;»
. ‘ﬂdone others...and thus to help integrate his capacity for -
,.;:~.empathy with the knowledge of . the human consequences of -
i'-his own' behavior (p 55) R , L S

1?5This then suggests that 4 child accomplishes moral learning through
;°‘dan active and conscious interaction with his environment activelv‘;
.”adaptive (Aronfreed 1961) as opposed to-reactingrto; or. accommodat-"”
’;;{ing prehprogrammeddata,J positively accepting" (Aronfreed 1961)
e Stevenson (1966) found that with ‘an increase in age, the concept
‘i:of conscience moved from being one of "intropunitive guilt" or the” bt
'“bself—punitive responses which follow personal transgressions,.to a‘f;"ﬁ
':bpositive aspgct of conscience; conscr

ﬂfctive of an- individual 5 active conce:

\

“7.ftcept refutes the Freudian notion of "moral agents" as being primarily f‘:ﬁf

ff‘of a punitive nature This moral dimension Stevenson felt was pro-i-bf'

fnf-moted by the ability to role take

Kohlberg (1964) investigated the role of ego strength including ey
V'Hf:a variety of dimensions such as intelligent quotient, self—esteem, f

bf;the ability to maintain a stable focused attention span the ability '_;

m"

"-;;dto anticipate future events and the disposition to delay gratifica— ’

g..

‘_tion., He found them to correlate positively with various moral
2 . 9

‘ki_;*character typologies (Peck & Havinghurst 1960) and experimental tests

ifv;'of resistance to temptation (Mischel & Gilligan, 1964)

oy

'.ce motive 5 which was indica—ff'.ffu-r#

for'others The latter con-_:.iglh-fEVQ

Piaget and Kohlberg are two researchers who have poseulated that f:dj
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' y;moral reasoning proceeds sequentially through a series of stages
g‘before reporting on the research vwhich attEmpts to relate the stage
»of moral development to displays of prosocial behavior,'these two indi

" fluential theories Df mora]_ judgment Will be. outlined

Piaget S theory of moral development

.o

Piaget (1932) stated that ‘the, nature of children s moral judg—

"ments can be traced through a developmental sequence of three dis-”
'tinctive stages To reach this conclusion,he investigated children s

ireSponses to questions about rules, punishment authority, trans— f” T

igressions, lying, equality, and reciprocity among people, as pre—‘ -

_'sented to them in moral dilemmas in short story form

s ey

5y ‘-\ .

He called his first stage "heteronomous morality",; moral real— "fnfif |

iism °r the morality of constraint and detailed it as a character-f”i'

{istic of preoperational children During this stage the child re—i““iﬂfbhi;y,

;fgards a rule to be .i!fij lff;iifl"lrrﬁi'ftxiuif;tfdfiqizﬁﬂggiiiﬁﬁcd!4‘Hv”

»lfq.. self subsistent and independent on the mind as im-if
- posing itself regardless of ‘the circumstances‘in which tﬁb
v individual may find himself (Piaget 1965, p 106)

“y“;7jAt this stage, anything to do with rules, obligation and c0mmands ;}5;;;:AT’

- is external to the individual inflexible, and unchangeable.

ltfj The child regards ‘the tules of the game as external ‘and un—.V,
- “’changeable, stemming. from parental or divine’ authority, '
"{suggested changes in the rules are. usually resisted and

-+ new.tules-'are not. fair , even if others agree to abide by

'-'__them._(Flavell 1963 p 242) ; R

'._~?,The child,at this stage,believes in imminent justice and in the
‘anbsoluteness of values. Given the choice at this stage, severe and R

',J:isarbitrary punishments are favored
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There begins a second and intermediate stage at the age of seven

o
El

fjor eight . This involves a greater interaction with peers and a move:. '
‘toward a more egalitarian, give—and-take relationship with others

ZZVVPunishment becomes more reciprocal and is more befitting the crime

'hinhe belief in imminent Justice has waned and the nature of distribu—'
"'?1tive Justice has evolved from a: belief in the rightness of whatever o

'.T'reward or. punishment the authority figure prescribed as'"ﬁair",‘tO”al'i"* -
¢ . v c,c:;g. STy S
.vwell entrenched egalitarian expectation e

a

The third stage involves genuine ooperation and is called autoé?ﬁ,_.,\

MfinomOus morality It develops at about,eleven or- twelve years of age‘f: a

SRR S ,
".l}At this stage rules and ethics may be arrived at by cbnsensus as to B

. 5.

‘lf;,what is good The influence of the emerging properties of opera-i?""‘l

‘:..

':Tf::ftional thOught and peér group interaction lead the child from moral 'fjafffhf

‘_;constraint to m%%ality of cooperation and the acceptance of the

'lf’nature of equity and distribhtive justice Extenuating circumstance, e

: f;;motivation and intention can now play a major role in moral judgments a"'7"ﬂy

Gdf’Social contracts with peeﬂ@ are founded upon mutual respect actions Jﬁ7,~b o

‘are” no longer judged by their objective consequences only, but also

v"'faby the intentions of the actor responsible for them, and punishments

,_(‘_

“3fare now restitutive rather than arbitrary, and may be ignored if

) 5:punishment is seen as unnecessary for reformation

This third level of understanding involves a mature and autono-b-"‘?_"_f-:"":"i

Jtiilmous concept of justice ggd is to a 1arge extent the product of co—=‘¢gj“§}_,?

”'7f'operation reciprocity and role taking ‘ Piaget believes that peer

“’fffgroups have no absolute authority figure and children, therefore, ;i:]?;;{fﬁ'j"
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: ;riwhich takes into
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f_have the freedom and opportunity to develop ideas of equality, group.

.solidarity -and f

In refere{ x,lationship,of:changes_in,stages,d?iagetl

’J*sequently sacred ‘to. him’-then as ‘he grad?
Jiis‘own, it comes to that extent to be felt

d- with regard to practical use, it is only
'mystical respect for ‘laws” should be accom- CL
P dimentary knowledge and application of their o
Hle a rational and well-founded réspect is R
F'by ‘an effective application of: each rule in de—F

 acconpad
“ftail.ﬁ(i

continually emphasizes the influence of adult
V'bconstraint, S »cooperation and intellectual development as: pri—'

uencing the development of moral judgment In this e

liipfway, it is an excellent example of a cognitive developmental theory

unt’ the role of social experience. 'Once children

“vﬁi?lbegin;toldivobl ves from the concept of rules as having mysti—l'h'

St cal origins, th’

'"-'fbecause of their social function and for the; spirit of the game

develop a realization that rules should be obeyed -fculf"ﬁﬁzl

;Q}T_With the erosion of egocentrism and an enlargement of social aware— “yfl}?v“*‘t

-‘i”'jness, a more sophisticated concept of "what is just" evolves.,ﬁu

: :AThe ethics of authority, which is that of duty and obedience,
. ,leeads, in the domain of justice,,to the confusion’of what ‘18" PR
. -.just with the’ content of established daw-and. to. the- acceptance *_I‘~”“ L
" of. expiatory punishment “ The.ethic of mutual respect ‘which
.is that of good (as: opposed to -duty), and of attonomy,. leads,
e 8. the- domsin of. justice, to the development of equality,v,. ; S
vg"*j‘ﬁwhich is the idea -at. the. bottom of distributive justice and B
L f-of reciprocity (Piaget 1965, p. 326) : ;] R
Lol N o - L
':”;ffThrough role taking, children develop sn understanding that -f»f

‘.‘. »- v



o ,‘moral judgments are possible. ﬁfﬁ;f};f“'“Q
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‘ij,others should be treated as they themselves would like to be treated
QThe merging of altruism and rationality pushes the child beyond the =

. "dogmatism of equalfty” to ‘what Piaget refers to as a- stage of _

o equity

. Justice itself is extended along a purely autonomous line
of development 4into a higher form of reciprocity, in: which -
judgments are not purely based ‘on equality, but are ‘rather {

B a .response, on. the individual s part to.the situation in
o which they find themselves (Piaget 1965, P 282)

- Although according to Piaget the "morality of cooperation R ;;;/
:jeVentually succeeds in dominating the morality of constraint" itzf;-?7"n

'Vw'never becomes an either—or proposition Piaget argues, as doesvl:

“-.

'.:Kohlberg (1971), that various levels or stages of moral reasoning can-l__“‘
'co exist in the mind of both the child and adult and that depending on’ i:j\

how a situation is perceived a variety of qualitatively different

Piaget s conception of behavior as based on an organismic~ffﬁ;ffaiiﬂ

.l;environmental model is par;icularly r81evenE*When viewing altruisi’f"” o

P - .\_;

.‘u“mtic behavior and debating the relative contribution of internal

_\

}:Vlsituational determinants The interaction between the respondent s ‘{g-g

”"a \

li{j"derinition of the situation and their previous experiences with a
'gfvariety of moral orientations, will influenceiéhe judgment made. ;gf’g; PR
-]-The dynamics of moral decision—making, according to. Piaget, can Be

\

"fpviewed as .an’ active adaptation by an individual to a particular typevipvlfi_f
::f:of social stimulation especially in those situations which are
:'"lLambiguous or of a dilqmmic nature.« T e
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Kohlberg,s theory of moral development

Lawrence Kohlberg has built upon Piaget s theory of moral de—_'

jf; velopment further articulating the 1inkage between cognitive and

(A_:.- generally.* However, in order to apply this\to soc%gl emotional

b ffaction upon object

1}

Kohlberg (1969) makes the following assumptions about the cog— {:

' nitive—developmental approach to moral development SEE

1 Basic development involves basic transformations of
o ,cognitive structure which- cannot be defined 4 explained -
.- ‘by. the parameters of associationistic learnihg, and which. -
- . must be explained by parameters of - organizational wholes
‘;llor systems of internal relations. . RS
1“3;2 Development of cognitive structure is the result of pro—»
‘cesses of. interaction between the.structure of the organism

. moral development _‘ "xn‘i f'_fi_:- - pooL = _»7‘/ e

ipgi'i

""band the structuré. of" the environment rather than’ being the " "

ng;direct result of maturation or the direct result of learning

3 Cognitive structures are always structures (schemata) of

. :~action While cognitive activities move - from the sensory—*w *
i ;;.motor to- the symbolic, ‘to verbal—propositional modes, the "

7iforganization of these modes is always an organization of

iif4 ‘The direction of development of cognitive structure is ”
: g;towards greater: equilibrium in this organism—-environment
“';interaction, i e.of greater balance or reciprocity between

thfthe -action of’ the organism upon the" (perceived) object (or

;.;3ﬁkVysituation) and’ the action of the (perceived) object upon ;:_fffblffb
‘,~,jthe organism. (p. 348) L SN o

"hThe above assumptions hold fonicognitive developmental theory

i ‘ S

development the following assumptions are relevant ”“”ﬁ

’{TﬁiVe'_and cognitivye' development are- parallel they" re e
..sent:different’ perspectives and context in defining struc- :

”5 Affective development and functioning and cognitive de—f ; fi?_g»,
°,velopment and* functioning are not, distinct realms.fa 'A ct—-"'is“

";ftural change T R e e B ,.f:;gffz”fs '
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- 7. 6. There is a fundamental unity of personality organization and
* development termed the ego, or the self. While there are var-
ioys strands of social development..;these strands are united

by their common reference to a 'single concept or self' in a
! ingle social world'. Social development is...the restructur-
_ing of the (1) concept of gelf (2) in 1its relationship to con-
cepts of other people, (3) conceived as being in a common
social world with social standards In addition to the uniéy
. of level of social development due to general cognitive develop-
ment...there ds<d further unity of development to a common
factor of ego maturity. '

7. All the basic processes involved in 'physical' cognitionms,

. and in stimulating developmental changes in these cognitions,
are also basle to social development. . In addition, however,
social cognition always involves role- taking.

8. The direction of social Br ego development ‘is also toward
an equilibrium or reciprocitz between the self's action and
those others toward the self...The social. analogy to logical
and physical conservations is the maintenance of an 'ego- °
- identity' throughout. the transformations of various role re-
lationships.u,(Kohlberg, 1969, p. 348-349) oy '

Kohlberg based his stage theory on a series of interviews which

3

' presented to subJects several moral dilemmas in story form.
Probing‘questions were'asked to détermine tne reasons'underiying-

~each subjectls responses.l It was considered that the reasons behindg
E:aichoicefwere nore‘important than the choice itgelf. The schema 2£ | '
stages‘that resulted was more complex andbintensivetthan;éiagethsj‘
. and iﬁ?ﬁlved development from childhood to adulthoqdar It involved‘

siQ stages of moral development which were divfded into three moral

levels as summarized'in-Table I Thel?tages were said to be:
: - &
invariant in sequence, hierarchical,‘universal and in-
— trinsic to the species, although any particular dnmdivi-
~/ dual's development may cease at any stage Each successive
‘stage 1s seen ‘as qualitatively different from the others,
a more advanced 'structured whole', embracing a new, more
comprehensive, and more coherent cognitive organization of
moral thinking. (Mussen and Eisenberg-Berg, 1977, p. 117)
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Kohlberg's Six Mofal{Stages
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[l )

- _ R “ " Content of Stage

- Level an,

d Stage * What Is Right

* Reasons for Doiag Right

Social Perspective of Stage

LEVEL I-—PRECONVENTIONAL To lvold breaking rules

. Stage I—He(eronomou:

\{onhly

o

Stage 2—Individualism,
Instrumental Purpose, and ,

backed by punishment, ,
obedience for its own sake,
and avoiding physical damage
to persons and property,

Following rules only when
+it is to someone's immediate

Avoidance of punishment,
and the superior power ot
authorities.

To serve one’s own needs or
interests in a world where you

Egocentric point of view. Doesn't . .
coasider the interests of others

or recognize that the§ differ from
the actor's; doesn't relate two

-points of view. Actions are
considered physically rather than

in terms of psychological interests

of others. Confusion of authority's ~
perspective. with one’s own.

Concrete individualistic perspective.

. Aware that" everybody has his N

Exchange interest; acting 10 meet one’s | . have to recognize that other own interest to pursue and these
. . own interests and needs and people have their interests, too, conflict, so that right is relative
«letting others do the satne, ! a (in the concrete mdmdualuuc
Right is also whar's fair, scnu)
what's an equal exchange. ©
deal, an agreemeat. . _
LEVEL [I—CONVENTIONAL Living up to what is expected The need to be a good person Perspeciive of the individual in
Sage 3—Mutual Interpersoaal by people close to you or what - in your own eyes and those relationships with othey indis
.. Exp ions, Relationships, 1nd people nnmlly expect of “ of others, Xour caring for viduals. Aware of shafed feelinigs,
ln(erpeuonll Conformlty 5 peopleinyourroleasson, _  others. Belief in the Golden agreements, and expectations
) - brother, friend, etc. “Being, . Rule. Desire to maintain rales which take primacy bver .
good” isimportant and means .and authority which suppoet individual interests. ‘Relates points» :
having good motives, showing ucreo(ypml good behlnor of view.through the concrete o
concern about others. It also - Golden Rule, putting yourself ia I
' means keeping murtual rela- the other guy's shogs. Does not. >
tionships, such as trust, loyalty, 4 . yet consider mmlmd system
© _ respect and gratitude. . penpecuve.
Stage 4—Social System and Fulfilting the actual duties to To keep the institution going - Differentiates societal point of
Coascience which you Nave agreed. Laws a3 a whole, to avoid the . -xiew from interpersonal agreement
-~ are 1o be upheld except in breakdown in the system “if or moiives. Takes the poiat of
O ‘extreme cases where they everyone did it,” or the impera-  view of the system that defines
o conflict with other fixed social tive of conscience to meet roles and rules. Considers indi-
sduties. Right is also contributing  one's defined obligations vidual relations in terms of place
" to society,: the group, or " (Easily confused with Stage 3 in the system,
i institution. belief in rules and authority;
ot ’ see text.) .

"LEVEL INI—POST- . ) Being aware that people hold A sense of oblipxion to law Prior-to-society perspective.
CON¥ENTIONAL, or a variety of values and because of one’s social contract -Perspective of a rational individual
PRINCIPLED < ' opinions, that most values and to make and abide by laws ‘aware of values and rights peior

“ Stage S—Social Contract or rules are relative to your group. . for the welfare of all and for to social attachments and con’rects.

 Utility and Individual Rights " These relative rules should the protection of all people's . Integrates perspectives by formal -

' . usually be upheld, however, in rights. A feeling of contractual . mechanisms of 8 t, cone

o the interest of impartiality and. . commitment, freely entered " tract, objective impantiality, and
because they are the social upon, to family, friendship, due process. Considers morat and

. contract. Some nonrelative " trust, and work obligations. legal points of View; recognizes
vaiues-and rights like /ifé and = Concern that laws and duties that they sometimes conflict and

liberty, however, must be be based on rational calculation

finds it difficult 1o integrate them. . - :

P

upheld in any society and o of overall utility, “the‘greatest
. regardless of majority opinion. . - good for the greatest numbe-"
Stage 6—Universal Ethical Following sclf-chosen éthical The belief as a rational person - Perspective of a moral point of
Principles . principles. Particular jaws of  in the validity of universal - view from which social arrange-
social agreements are usually’ moral principles, and a’ um1 ménts derive. Perspectiva is thag -~ ¢
valid because they reston - " of personal commitment to ot any rational individual recog-
- such principles. When laws them, - - nizing the nature of morality or
violate these principles, one s the fact that persons are ends in
¢ acts in accordance with the thémelves and must be treated s
» principle. Principles are wcb N .
universal principles of justice: -
‘ the equality of human rights -
. -and respect for the dignity of i
human beings as individual o
(Lickona, 1976, pp. 34-35.)



‘Kohlberg analysed the stage of reasoning displayed by individuals -
by focusingdon the quality of the judgments,-the‘ways of perceiving
‘conflict situations, and the moral principles espoused along with
_ their applications to a number of different kinds of issues, values,
qQr moral institutions found in every society and culture:
..laws and rules;rconscience; personaluroles of affection:
authority; civil rights; contract, trust and justice in
- exchange; punishment and justice, the value of life; pro-

perty rights and values, truth; sex and sexual love.

(Kohlberg, 1967, p. 43)
‘Like Piaget‘ Kohlberg'believeS-that progress‘from:one'stage to.the ‘

“next is dependent on the maturation of the organism, and the inter—

faction of experience. Kohlberg believes that maturity of moral judg—

",ment is" linked but is ‘not congruent with cognitive develooment Thatu

.belief is supported by the findings of others (Lee, 1971;- Harris,.b
. Mussen & Rutherford 1976 Arbuthnot 1973;_Ihomlinson, Keasey &

b‘Keasey, l974) Those capable of formal operations were not neces—

‘-

“l’sarily at moral reasoning stages 5 and 6, however those ‘

,ﬂsubjects ‘who' showed post conventional levels of reasoning, all

k showed formal‘operational thought Cognitive ability may be neces- vd

nlsary for principled moral thought,,but it is ‘not sufficient
Kohlberg (1976) stated that moral development may depend upon

.cognitive structure but social stimulation involving social inter—57

action'and moral.decision—making, iS'necessary. Role—taking is con-

o sidered to be the most enhancing experience because of its poten—
a tial for individuals to emphathize with othﬁrs and to perceive '
thingS'fr m others ‘pointsof yiew. Role-taking also gives-childff

“ren the _pportunity to'beCOmevawareroffdiSCrepancies'in'reasoningy




E and conflict between self‘and'otherS' iewpoints Kohlberg believeskl
that this opportunity for conflict resolution between differing
points of view, can bring individuals to higher and more mature

tlevels of moral’ reasoning. The theory that role taking opportunity

~enhances moral maturity has been substantiated empirically (Selman,w -

f‘l97l Giraldo, 1972)

Although moral Judgments entail role—taking putting oneself
in the place of the various people involved in a moral con-
flict-attainment of .a given role-taking stage, ..1s a neces-

sary but not a sufficient condition for moral development

In understanding the effects of social environment on moral

- development, then; we must- consider that environment's provi-
sion of- role~taking opportunities to the-child. Variatfon

in role-taking opportunities exist in terms of the child's

relation to his family, 'his peer group! his school.and his

: social status vis-a-vis the larger economic and. political

-'_structure of the society (Kohlberg, 1976 p 49 50)

T
\Much of the research supporting Kohlberg s stages of moral

"-reasohing consists of verbalizations or descriptions of hypothetiual‘ :

‘_ »behavior} Many have thought it likely that moral Judgment may be a '{
| ‘»correlate of moral conduct but again the 1iterature does ‘not. clearly.
ﬁiestabliSh this. Studies examining the relationship often reach ‘:i
i_ambiguous conclusions and are plagued by methodological problems-{f

'9Instead of broad links between global dispositions“and
‘diverse prosocial behavior, the relations involve highly: -

: complex and specific interacbions ‘which cannot be: adequately

* understood ‘without care Ily delineating the: particular S

- situation as well as théibarticular person - variable Ano

- that light, the: specificity of the relation between: social )
behavior and conditions, traditionally, has " been‘iﬁ'er— '
’preted as reflecting the inadequacies of the measures;, :
poor sampling and the limitations of ‘the partic¢ular clini-
;cal judges or: raters (Mischel 1976 Pe 105) SR

: Kohlberg (1969b) investigated the variables of prosocial be—"

' havior and gave‘some evidence of a relationship between level
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g of moral reasoning and moral conduct However, close scrutiny of-
o the significance of these findings 7aises some doubt about the
internal consistency of moral reasoning across situations

-While behavior may often be highly,situation—specific, it

_.also seems true that in daily 1ife people tend to construe -
.- each’ other as if each were highly consistent and they, con=
_struct consistent personalities for each other, even on the
.. basis of relatively inconsistent behavioral fragments eaw
It is remarkable ‘how each of us usually manages to reconcile.
“his seemingly diverse behaviors into one subjectively con-

sistent ‘whole. The same individual who cheats on one occa—‘
-sion, but not on another,. who lies in one context, but is O
truthful in. another, who steals ,at one time but helps a0

friend generously and’ unselfishly at. another, ‘may “still
~readily - construe. himself as. basically honest and moral

(Mischel 1969, p 606) SR

A3

n The classical research of Hartshorne & May (1930) indicated that
f;children s behavior was more a function of situational factors thanv

“pof moral character.‘ Their study was primarily interested 1in the Child'

f“ability to resist the temptation to deviate from normative expecta— R

'1cgtions in situations which were supposedly free from punishment or
'--detection

'ngo one’ is honest or dishonest by nature Where con- -
‘flict arises between-a ‘child and his: environment, de-.
'ception 1s a natural mode of adjustment; having in’ itself

- no 'moral'- significance «(also there 1s-a) larger:
" 'place occupied by the situation in the suggestion""

o -and conﬁtol of ‘conduct, not. only in its" larger _aspects,

" - such as ‘the example of other ‘pupils, the personality of

_ the " teacher -etc., but. also in its more subtle aspects,
_}.such as the nature of the opportunity to deceive, the -

" kind of material or test on which it is responsible, the
relation of the child to this material ~and so onL e
(Hartshorne & May, 1930 p 412 413) ' e

: ’Kohlberg (1968) believed that the Hartshorne & May study indiv fi |

‘cated that cheating in one situation did not predict cheating in f“

nWther and concluded that moral conduct has little to do with verbal
_ ‘ : . o .
tests or moral knowledge. ‘
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Attempting to formulate the concept of moral character Burton

‘(1963) concluded from Hartshorne & May (1930) study, that there was
1 s

some evidence for an underlying trait of honesty.» Kohlherg (1968)
‘argued, referring to Burton s findings that “ K

< there is some personal consistency in honest behavior ?i'1
' by general personality traits. These traits, however,
.}seem not to be traits of moral conscience, but rather a -
set of lego abilities corresponding to- common Senise notions
of prudence and will (p. 485) :

‘:A study by Schwartz, Feldman Brown & Heingartner (1969) cor—
¥

.related stages of moral thought with helpfulness and cheating Thég?f~5'

v"]'relationship with helpfulness was not found significant but the

'\frelationship with cheating was significant at 05 1evel. At the -

;isame time, however, the data indicated tnat achievement needs were

S ;:almost equally strongly related to cheating behavior.

Nelson, Grinder and Biaggio Cl969), Schwartz,vFeldman Brown

“f,fand Heingartner (1969) Kohlberg (l963),ifound that children at low .

j.{'stages of moral reasoning, as assessed by Kohlberg s measures, were
'flmore prone to delinquent behavior and cheating, in experimental
: o

| situations than Others | Similarlf,those children and adolescents T
lhwith higher stages of moral reasoning were found more 1ikely to dis—»’
j”‘play positive behavior, such as” helping and generosity, than were,,'hli
g'-those peers at lower stages of moral reasoning. ‘(KOhlberg:.1969;

, Staub 1974) e : S N .
“ Huston & Korte (1976) reported on an unpubldshed study by

“f McNamee Which attempted to relate bystander responses to"

.i. reasoning as meaSured by Kohlberg 8 scale. The stus dealt with a-

s
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. dilemma in which a variety of responses were possible. The parti-~

i cipantsr’
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,.!;.

follow an experimenter ] lead and ignore pleas for help
o from a subJect ‘who seemed to be 'freaked out'-on a psyche-
.+ delic drug, or they could ignore the inplicit demand of the
‘ 'lexperimenter to proceed with the- experiment and instead
- offer .to help :the distressed individual, even though this
‘would délay the- experiment and perhaps. anger the experi- e

». menter. The bystander's response was categorized first in

, . terms. of whether ot not he’ or:-she offered assistance, and
",fthen if assistance ‘was offered in terms 3f the-nature of

© 7 the aid, using three categories 1) statements- of sympathy

: ftgor protest *2). offers for information ‘about where the person

. could go.for: help; and 3)- provisions of personal assistance,§~"”
3~f:such as.. taking ‘the person home or to a place where help '
lalcould be secured. (p 277) » SRR

he 124 participants, ranging from age 18 to 25 were scored
: {

3fjfor stage of moral reasoﬁing'based on their resP0nses to KOhlberg Sfiff
| {Tifclassical dilemmas The findings showed that those who were higherlf?fh'-h
: ffstdge.reasoners helped more frequently and more directly, than did :fffz]fle:"
VT ithose subjects who were at lower stages.. More specificallY Persons;p} v

fftat stage 2 helped llA of the time, stage 3»— 274, stage 4 - 354”%'f

i :?fstage 5 - 684, stage 6 - 1007 of the time Persons at stages 5 andf

N

Hff6 offered more than sympathy or information‘and providedqpersonal' )
.lassistance whereas lower level reasoners did not Staub (1974)

'found significant correlations between several indicies of prosocial ;'
iorientation, including moral reasoning and helping behavior but |

these associations depend on the specific conditions, the particular ff-'dTH

~\

‘ f_measures used and the exact nature of the help needed
Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) summarize the cognitive—developmental’_;:i S

f’approach to moral development as follows
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'ichanges in moral reasoning is informative but this understanding does N

: the situation encountered

iffiSituation Variables -i E

Most emergency situations are characterized by two basic qualities

48
- G . R L B B :
_»Moral development involves a continual proceSS gf matching
"moral view to one's experience of life in a.social: world
ﬁExperiences of conflict An this process generate movement
- from- structural stage to structural stage.: - Even after
'vfattainment of -the highest stage ‘an individual can reach, X
*there is continuous experience of - conflict.; The: develop— =
: mental product of this conflict is stabilization; i.e., -
" a greater consistency’ ‘of ‘structure within itself: (greater
. 'stage.purity) ‘and ‘a greater consistency between thought \]f"
o structure and action (p 118) R o

’ ﬁfﬁuow people reason about moral dilemmas and the age—related

)

.not negate the need to understand many other aspects of and in— :1f

:gf;fluences on moral behavior

Although much of the research previously cited suggested that

>”7ffinternalized qualities are the main variables affecting prosocial -

T*ﬂfgbehavior one cannot overlook the interaction between the person and ﬁ_~fﬂv

ey L

Rosenhan Moore and Underwood (1976) stipulate

: .we are commonly and often to our dismay, creatures BN
»?;iof our environment.’ Our behaviors vary. often to-a 8§eat
-extent, according to the’ environment pressures that

”':l'ngimpinge upon us. (P 241)

“"uAn individual s behavior is not always consistent or general—? ;c;,.g
izable.- For example, some people appear to help in one: circumstance .

and not in another

"thnterpersonal variability in prosocial behavior, or variations

‘A”-fikin the individual's reactions from'time to time and from situ: SO
-+ ation'to situation, can be understood only by examining the . ™ 5
- immedfate situational contexts the actor encounters (Mussen,r'g;bl"'

o

fh“Eisenberg—Berg, 1976, p. 142)

A

[,fThe nature of the research on- bystander intervention is varied ip{,@’?:’
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'5_ 1. The person in distress or danger is in. a potentially severe

S situation :j?,ﬁ‘, ;1‘:;y_

2 In order to not have the fate of the distressed person de—‘ )

' j—teriorate,.some sort of intervention is neceSSary

Y

Some situational factors whidh seem to have influenced interven—» I

7ftion and have been reported in the 1iterature are: r‘qufi*f.glbb,o é }f,,-
1 The critical appearance of the situation "Ff ﬁﬂ,.ljw’
2 The number of other people present fg-f: f:ﬁ ~'~j“’ .f\'sjj

3 The behavior (helpful encouraging or" discouraging) of other
'ﬁg \ bystanders if the subject is not alone L . . o

4 The considered SEIf—expertise and the Perceptions Of‘the s:¢, o
Tgf; amount of expert help nearby L o e

Decision—makingﬁprocess

f_Latane & Darley (1968) support the position that it is sitpati nalﬁlfqusgf
”i,gfactors which govern the likelihood of people intervening to help

| iothers in distress They believe that bystander intervention dé—'-"ff~”i“r'i’:‘

l‘ff*pends on a series of decisions Accordingly, the bystander must

“11:1 Notice something wrong ( o
A.d<2‘AInterpret it as an'emergency i
‘Q€:f3 Accept the responsibility to acti.‘zii’;:}rwfhﬁ??b T I
;;;4 Consider what form of assistance is to be given.,ifr :
:L'jffs Decide how to enact his intervention -d:ﬁ;;:i{illﬂr'1ffvv§.ffhf}x?¢e;ff}f
IR =gaﬁp S e _ ST SR S i;;?.»
'r:rThe conclusions’that“were.reachedA(Latane & Darley, 1970)-weref;
‘fo;that the bystander had to‘make sone very serious decisions, usually?ddfvj-'
i‘zunder stress, threat snd urgency, and that intervention on the part |

;of the individual depended on how factors affected the decision-mak—

i .




S0
ing process | These cognitive components and processes can. be sém— h@
Hi marized as perception, thinking,vreasoning, problem—sodving and | |
decision—making " (Mussen & Eisenberg—Berg, 1977 p 109) Latane'"
| & Darley (1968) stated that before we, can help others, there has to be
v an expression of sympathy or consideration, and that the situation v" fa_f ‘,ifj:
.has to be berceived and interpreted accurately in relation to others "k»“i§§f.
.feelings and emptions Also a decision has “to be made regarding
v.the type of action one should take in order to.effectively and bene; .;fﬂ.
ficially aid another in distress.¥ Finally, a plan of execution for f;}f.f ;idi

Prosocial action must be formU1ated'°'"

uations L People are dependent on each other in major and;minor ways,xﬂf,ff;f

but in our‘society, although people ask for help, they do not neces—h;l7';
e .,

sarily receive it Nany of the experiments conducted%in the field

with non-emergency situations, such as asking f0r change, time, street :gf“;ﬁfl

p e t
directions, or for aid in carrying Out a’ task, suggest that behavior

t.was affected by the amount of risk involved and the direction of the
present social pressure (Clark & Word 1972 Darley & Latane, 1968
Gergen, Gergen and Meter, 1972 Schwartz, 1970b) Intervention was
more likely if potentially 1itt1e harm would come to the bystander
‘and the possibility of reward made intervention almost certain.’;f:v“

Do

The Presence of bystanders ,ﬂ

A -401..

There is also research (Darley & Latane, 1968 Latane & Rodin,,.j
1969 Smith Smyth & Lien, 1970) that indicates that the victim 13 B

j;t‘ ' much surer of having someone come tothis rescue, if the bystander
is alone When a bystander is one of many, it seems that situational
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S factors such as the-relationship with the other bystanders the )
\ .

'd

‘ reaction as “to ‘the seriousness as assessed by others and - f RN

the suspected expertise of the other bystanders, may/hindei\inter-

vention (Schwartz & Clausen 1970)

. ol

'”j: Several studies suggest that situational factors can focus re-h

,sponsibility on ‘orie’ particular bystander or diffuse it amongst many.yfﬂptl

: ./

Korte (1971) reported that bystanders who felt unencumbered or closer.A'
to the situation physically, were more prone to helping, than by-‘

”vstanders who perceived an-. equal opportunity with others,_,;j TS

R

One study (Latane & Darley, 1968) was intended to assess how f

TR

‘ J;ij bystanders interpreted an ”ambiguous event They concluded that in—ii. ilf

dividual bystanders were powerfully influenced by the reaction of people ,]‘;fff

o,

e arqund them, that inaction resulted because people feared to make an_*fv*""
: inappropriate response or thought that others may be agle to act more

n. appropriately than themselves.; Unambigious emergencies (Clark & Wbrd

1972 Yakimovich & Satz, 1971) resulted in more frequent and readily
given intervention than did ambiguOus emergencies People in need
l_uof help‘were more likely to receive such if the bystander.knew the : r’faifiiil
person in distress was sick rather than drunk (Piliavin, Rodin;r i
Latane & Rodin (1969) hypothesized that the interpretation by
:‘f'“others of the seriousness of a- situation would be a strong determinanti
in individuars behavior.1 To test this, a situation was created in fi,iff:?f*“
'[ which subjects heard a woman~ﬁ1an adjoining room: fall 8ﬁd cry OUt 15

pain. The subjects were either aloue or with a friend, a stranger

or confidant The woman received least help when the subject was with ;:f




hj‘made intervention potentially less embarrassing The presence of ,a

: friend tended to- elicit the most positive action._u“’

fif the subject was with a stranger, who gave positive cues and who:A

W BERE
s P

a: confidant who acted in an unresponsive manner More helprwas given

the failure to intervene may be better understood by
knowing the relationship among bystanders:- rather than
_.that between a-. bystander and a victim (Latane & Darley,
1968 p 221) AR AR L

i Darley, Teger & Lewis (1973) found that 80/ of bystanders helped whenv

,-’

"~they were arranged 80 that they could see one anotherh initial re-fhjv,:

?'T-;:action to the event.A The reverse however was true when they were SRy

o “paired with similar rather than dissimilar participants, placed

/'“;fication antecedents of altruism % Bryan‘h Test (1967) demonstrated

fiTiche 20 seconds before he gave._ff

! -":."

7

’hdfin common with an inactive bystander (357 helped) (Smith Smythe &
‘f}liLien, 1973) L | | |
It has heen suggested that modelling occurs in a single inci— ;yLWth?

f'dent .or with very short exposurea Attempts have been made to link

Tl

’fi'this brief exposure to a model with early socialization and identi—~f -ﬂﬁ;'f_:j
| fthat observatidn of a charitable model promoted congruent altrusistic
“;fbehavior, motorists were more apt to help fix a flat tire if they

ffhudrove past a,model helping fix a flat shoppers contributed more to x'.iv

a Salvation Army kettle in the 20 seconds after a model gave than in

S

Bandura & Walters (1963) show that the presence of a model can

._}fseated out of each other s sight then only 20/ helped Subjects' :: o

'Vvﬁufﬂigreater trust in each other 's: ability to act and therefore inter—tﬂ}‘xf"hfft E

’TFTVened less often (57 helped) than those who thought they had little ffﬁ*fu'

’-_yserve to elicit either prosocial or antisocial behavior.. The:nowg,“fh]éj;ffiii”
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famous Milgram (1965) experiment reported that the presence of ii
'i'models who exert group pressure can have a liberating effect on . -

";the subject instructed to give shocks Similar findings by <

o

ﬂhiRosenhan(lgsg) indicated that models who were disobedient re—"

‘aduced the obedience of other subjects
the popular tendency to attribute bystander inaction
N to apathy, indifferehce or alienation from social norms-.,
- does ‘not’ really explain very:much. ...The’ presence of.other
o people serves to inhibit the impulse ‘to’ elp... each will
"be 1less likely to notice ‘the. emergency;less 1ike1y to '
decide that it is an emergency and’ less’ iikely ‘to act
}v.._even if he" thinks there is“an- emergency. .These effects .?
. are. due to the fact. that each ‘person can both’see and be
'.seen by the othersl (Latane & Darley, 1970, p 38)
“ .

”fﬂ“uSimilarly, modelling of inaction seems also to occur An incident

“"r;reported in the Edmonton Journal (Sept.il976) told of a man injured ;:-f‘
Liﬁj;in an automobile accideﬁt who subsequently drowned in a ditch of

'“i'fwater because no one would turn him over.. When bystanders who had
"Tgfconsequences if they helped the injured man.a People~rationalizedf’i
'ﬁf‘f;not helping even when the risk to themselves was not high

f":that both a diffusion of responsibility and the behavior of by-"

| i'fdfaffect the behavior of bystanders. Those less ableatonfend EOQ“QE‘_

v% a

"fistood by and watched were asked why they did not help, they con-.
“;sistently reported expecting others to intervene or fear of lega1‘&7}=;
J”/ : A v,vv- .

q .

‘p‘-'

The literature on bystander inﬁervention appears to indicatefi? e

L B I B N
3 @"

o
5

4f_themse1ves, such as childrenilkoss, 1971) and:the blin h(Ross &




1
‘

' howeger, the bystander should assume that there are’ others more

capable of dealing with the situation, such as an onlooker who is

a doctor and the situation requires medical care, the bystander

usually stepped back and let the other act (Schwartz & Clausen, Lo

S T

1970)

[

One of the problems in generalizing from research of. situational r

': determinants is the methbdological problem of laboratory versus |
o naturalistic studies. ;xuch of‘the research in this area has:beens
.'anlexamination,of-simulationsﬂdone'under‘controlled circumstances;' ~uf'v‘ e

L v,

It would seem premature to accept conclusions regarding situational

' factors on the basis oftthese faboratory experiments. Before ‘l;_ i

55 accepting the conclusions regarding sitUational factors 'we must

e . . ; : R - : o 8 : oy : S
S - T

"; know more about emergencies that occur>in the natural environment

;ﬂe; a limited amount‘of_time in whieh to choose,; prePare, and deliverhafdfrrfff

I

’i"-'_"ij anot | r\and enrout _',en'countered a. stased victim-: Resaf*dle” °f

their religious convictions thebstudents behaved more like the Priest

.B.-
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search where the samplez (seminary students or college students) is

o

'homogenious and may not be representative of the general population
This, therefore, restricts the generalizability of the results.
The results of the research on situational'variables suggest'\

~ that temporary states can be induced in benefactors that mediate

[

their altruistic responses. The state may be affective and/or

lcognitive and relate to moods, feelings of competence empathy and

,\\

the presence of real or vicarious po itive or negative reinforce-

2t

ment. The temporarily induced state”ma affect the benefactors'

progresslthrough the outlined steps-1in invervention. : s
Summary *°

J

The 1iterature in this chapter reflects a lack of consensus re-

,garding the role of internal aqd external variables and. their effecﬁq.

. & .
on the display of prosocial behavior. The argument remains unresolved

" as. to whether internal or external characteristics have the greater
effect. Mussen & Eisenberg Berg (1977) say:

.there are some impressive consistencies, across
, situations ‘and over timeé, in individuals prosocial be-
* " havior. These;are largely the products of enduring,
© internalized qualities, predispositions and orientations
that are shaped by socialization experiences, the capacity
for empathy, role taking ability and the stage‘of moral
ldevelopment. (p. 139) o

Modelling fems to have a:pos-itive effect on other.s,.: but the dura-
B tion of the imitated behavior is temporary and related to other f

traits of the model and extent of exposure. 'Generally there is 5
‘agreement that a positive, warm,and egalitarian relationship with

_parents results in a predisposition to prosocial behaviotr on the

part of the childrgn. : : C ' s
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i

Onlyltentative conclusions can be .drawn from the research on

fpersonality traits as they relate to prosocial behavior. There is
P
~a lack of specificity regarding the settings of the prosocial be-
havior and a lack of commonality that is‘cause for confusion The
situations investigated ranged from ‘simply sharing of candy, to
' saving fugitives from persecution The attempt to relate personal-
ity traits to these various altruistic acts may be acceptable in
\

nthemselves but the results ‘are too diverse and incbwllete to serve
ias : copprehensive personality profile for.those who act prosocially.:
»Sone conclusions seem promising In situations requiring bystander
iintervention, the research has identified some traits common to
interveners. Those who act Seem- to be well adjusted, sOciable,
'unassuming, high in ego strength, self-controlled and%self;confi;'
dent individuals. - | '

Piaget ‘and later Kohlberg, have offered a cognitive develop—;
mental theory of moral reasoning‘ Kohlberg specifically raises the

.issye that reasoning does not necessarily predict behavior and

that certain behavior may be the result of different stages of

réasoning. Several researchers attempted to correlate cognitive
_reasoning with action, but concluded/that if there is a‘relation—

. \ 3 K
ship. it is a very tenuous one. Contradicting the research that shows

internal variables to be the .most influential,are many sgudies cit~

ing external variables which significantly affected behavior. There
\ /

was considerable agreement among research findings as fo which sit-

uational variables were influential Several trends appear:g
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1) intervention depends on a series of decisions, 2) the indivi-
duals in distress are more assured of assistﬁ;ce if the bystander~
is alone, 3) interpretation by other bystanders can, be a strong
| determinant in behavior There is continuing ambiguity as. to
‘whether internal or external antecedents have the greater effect
on prosocial behavior._‘ e
~ There is some evidence that effects of the variables cannot
. be measured one at a time because of the complex interaction between"w
the variables. Mussen and Fisenberg—Berg (1977) suggest the need
for studies which \
..focus on the individual as a whole = 'in vivo,' as. it
were - and the exploration of the multiple factors operat-
ing simultaneously and in complex: relationships to ‘each
other that direct his or her prosocial. orilentations and
~ behavior. ' The kind of clinical and naturalistic study we
advocate. ..permits multi- -dimensional - assessment and evalua-
“tion of the prosocial consequences of 'patterns of inter-
actions among\personal and situation variables (p 169)
AThe literature seems to generate as many questions as’ itlpro-"
: _vides answers and indi%ates many possible areas- for future re- -
bsearch. From this stimulus the present study looks at the Good
-  \EE
Samaritan in theliving social psychological context of subjects
who have demonstrated outstanding prosocfglbehavior by risking
’dtheir own lives to save another. Chapter III details the research

' focus and methodology, describes the subjects and outlines situa—

v_tions which were the focus for this study o ‘ . SO



“VCHAPTER iII |
.fﬁE'hETHOD,aThE_SUBJECTS AND.THE SITUATIONS
This study was designed to investigate and describe in detail
. some selected dimensions of prosocialbehavior, with the hope that"
‘an analysis of the data collected would provide some insights and
. generalizations which would contribute to the social psychological
‘ profile of ‘the Good Samaritan | | :

| Naturalistic study o

The survey of the related literature makes clear that there
‘ are a variety of approaches used to studylaltruistic behavior.
Although it is not the intent to: discredit the findings of researchersi
working under controlled conditions or simulated settings, ‘the liter—f'
';.ature does show a need for more naturalistic studiesivwherp be-v: |
| -havior can‘be studied in unpredictable and experimentally uncone
trollable situations It is hoped that the complexity of the natural-idpr
':istic study and all that it entails may result inj%ome concrete and |
frevealing insights about persons who:have demonstrated prosocial yl' -
behavior and add to the profile currently available |

In this naturalistic study the researcher does not stipulate
the variables or arrange for events to happen but rather has chosenv
a descriptive survey approach to investigate events that have already

;-

taken place.

:"Descriptive Surv_yi Observation with Insight
' This approach involves looking intently at a certain phenomenon-—f

in this case prosocial action —and then describing precisely what has

58

s



h:theless demanding of the researcher

. 59
been\observed,A The hope is asiMurray_(l9&l)‘states:

" By the observation of many parts one finally arrives at
a synthetic conception of the whole, and ‘then, having

- grasped the latter, one can reinterpret and understand
the former. (p. l) L R R :

“As Becker (1958) points out this approach is often used when some-h

‘0\

thing more than the testing of clearly stated a priori' hypotheses

is called for

- fSociologists...attempt to’ make.their research theoretically
‘meaningful; but they assume they do ‘not know enough about
"“the organization 'a priori' to identify relevant problems
~ ‘and hypotheses, and that they must discover ‘these in the’ //
~.course of ‘the. research Though participant ‘observation can
ij\be used to test 'a. priori hypotheses, . ..this is typically
' not the case. My ‘discussion refers to the kind of part--.
d,‘icipant observation study which seeks to: discover hypo—
] theses as’ well as to test them (p 652) ' :

:As Dalton (1964) suggests, the descriptive survey method is none—f

“ If a choice were possible,_I would naturally prefer simple, e
rapid ‘and infallible methods. If I could find such methods, . .
. T'would ‘avoid the time. consuming, difficult, and suspect
uariants of participant observation with which I have -
become associated (p. 60) _

'>'However, Best (1970) feels that descriptive research is afparticu—ﬁy-'

{tlarly appropriate method in the behavioral sciences. This view is :fj;

1

"”supported by many other researchers l(Allport 1942 Shapiro, 1961’

V-_Dukes, 1965 Dabrowski 1972)

’f-Although some experimental studies of human behavior can be
_,Tappropriately carried on, both in the 1aboratory and in ghe
- field, the prevailing method of the social" sciences is d;i— TR
-criptive. “Under the conditions that naturally occur in the
-_home, the classroom, ‘the recreation center, the factory or-
" the community, ‘human. behavior can be systematically examined
'_and analysed This analysis may lead to the modification of

. L}
o 2.



‘_factors or influences that. determine the nature of ' human ‘
interaction. It 1s through this modification of factors -
~ that. social ‘institutions may become more effective fn- :
'fluences in ‘the promotion of human welfare (Best 1970
-~ p. 117) Do

’:Carkhuff and,Berenson:(l§b77'advocate'the'multidimensionalhh
approach”to investigations and believe in including a variety of
”‘h +sources of data (individuals, bystanders, associates, social con—'
text etc ) in any descriptive survey; Llf“ R

The descriptive survey method involves more than fact gather-4:

'ing and reporting and is used in order to analyze and interpret

.:;the meaning or significance of what is described { Data'gathered

60

| 1focus on the whole process and are interpreted in light of pre— :fb‘~l'

"lﬁ-vious findings Attempts afe made by the researcher to offer some'

h{igreater understanding of human behavior and possibly discover 5.

.h'

"some new hypotheses, causal relationships or generalizations re— ;ly,-ﬁf

*f”::garding the phenomena investigated

Leedy (1974) outlines the basic structure of the descriptive d'f-:”f'

"'survey aud indicates its primary characteristics

;'l. The descriptive survey method deals with ‘a situation "
Qvthat demands the 'technique of observation as the. prin— :
cipal<mmans of collecting the data. ’ S

2 The population for the study must be carefully chosen, -
:;~.c1early defined, and- specifically delimited in order to set

' 33precise parameters for ensuring discreteness to ‘the- popula-.
7h.tion - ; SN -

-?.3.' Data in descriptive survey research are particularly
. -~susceptible to’ distortion through the induction of bias
- into the research design Particular attention should be o
“given to safeguard the data from the influence of bias. L

'7_,4 Although the descriptive survey method relies upon

» 3observation for the ‘acquisition of its data, ‘those ‘data:

' must then be organized and presented systematically 80
;jfthat valid and accurate conclusibns may be drawn. (p. 80)
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:‘Observation]Phased Looking'atrthe Phenomena

A variety of observational tools and techniques vere employed
‘in this study in order to gather the required data.’.

:1, It is hoped that, by examining in detail nine Separate events

that occurred in the lives of ten individuals, a contribution can ‘

"\.' _a

. be made to the current research ‘on: altruistic behavior {The'
: TN : o

| '2:approach is multi faceted.and attempts to gather data in a variety o

”:;iof ways on many aspects of the phenomena Despite the claim that
:the researcher is not limited by strict a priori hypotheses,
' [:fno pretence is made that the data represent a complete assessment

bhdor is all inclusive..

The behavior and motivation of the individual who partakes

e

1ﬁ'din prosocial behavior begins to make more sense when we. understand

1ﬂ“<more about that individual and his situatiod Similarly the mean-bf.
”°fing of the test scores and other data make more sense when the com-ﬁb‘

beposite profile of the individual is available. The intent is to

"vg:add to, substantiate, or question parts of the profile currently

navailable.wi i e

v"“: Observation was conceived broadly and the "looking was hot

restricted to the'visual senses. The sample of the study was

2 observed" by means of interviews an inventory, and available ':ff77' e

l“v-jwritten reports.’:' e

'dehe Interview.,background rationale and procedure

.41}When desling with information which may be of a personal ‘l*
- ‘and confidential nature, the face to face contact with

“people may-be" the ‘most satisfying and productive.< (Good,:g_;if"ijfu”

‘;.\‘1972 o 16)
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Because of the nature of some of the information required if:'lL

from the sample, the interview was chosen as the most useful tech- '

:',nique of observation. It was. felt that the direct communication

N 4

‘f;~The interview encouraged the establishment of a rapport and en-"

;link established between subject and researcher in an interview had

-»some obvious advantages,over information gathering questionnaires

,1

1.hanced the possibility of validity and completion.. The investi— 1 _;d;'MU

- ,gator could clarify and probe in order to gain greater insights f(;f;°

'- '?v:.‘(Adams, 1958 Mouly, 1970)

Coles (1967) considered that his challenge as an interviewer

"flfw’ to bring alive to the extent I possibly can a number of livesfi};:”v o

."

(information) entrusted to a person like me, an outsider a

:f_stranger a listener, an observer "(p 39) It was with this en—‘»‘

”.ftcouragement from the literature that an interview of approximately'j:“*'7--"*

'.g two hour g duration was conducted with each member of the sample

:'}iInterviews were conducted in the subjects' homes after an; appoint—f SR

liment had been arranged by telephone. Each interview was: tape &

- recorded and consisted of two distinct parts, each reflecting a

»i‘particular interview strategy.' Interviews can be classified underf”>[hf,d

".;three general headings°bthe scheduled standardized interview, the if

":inon—scheduled standardized interviﬁw and the non—standar-ized

(,interview (Richardson, Dohrevend .and Klein, 1965), The first andht;fvf~ﬁf“ -

h;the third type were used in this study, ;xij.

The scheduled standardized interview adheres to the wording

‘ *r?}and order of questions of thecschedule in order to gain specific,.;f

| ”ziclassifiable information.p In this research this interview tech— 1»;hffiir-u'



linique was used in administering Kohlberg s Moral Judgment Interview -
’vaorm The Form A protocol which was used to evaluate Kohlberg 8
:;six stages of moral reasoning, consist of three stories covering |
A “ftwo issues each as’. follows. The standard'Form A contains three |
:fgstories which probe two issues on each.of the three‘stories._'ff

VI.T;'Story l Heinz steals the drug,g v'“
*1.Issues Life, punishment. - p:'

g'ff5Story ll The,father breaks a promise 3
rj:]Issues Contract, personal relationship

'ﬁfi;hStory III One ‘man conS, another Steals-'w:iar"‘ﬁ;.ruht b:'ﬁ:7iﬁ
"ijIssues Prbperty.'and Conscience (Kohlberg 1976 P'~45)

; ffThe 3ubjects' responses were tape recorded and transcribed for
A::the purpose of scoring. The scoring system used in analyzing the

‘:7€°°ntent °f the Prot0cols was the intuittve issue scoring. This iS'illl' BN

;eiconsidered the most valid method of scoring, because ét is applic-;"ﬂdroiiiﬁf"'"

'.:.able to any moral dilemma (Kohlberg, 1976) The same methOd of

1

”.:Scoring was used on the subject g reasoning about his own prosocial

';1fbehavior in the situations euamined in this study This method

t

'hfis considered reliable (907 agreement) when carried out by trained '2‘f]ﬁfff

1fiaor exPerienced scorers. (Kohlberg, 1976) The subject s 1eVe1 of

:hztdevelopment was arrived at by determining the predominant stage in ;fﬁi‘f“ o

.“,.b

f{-his reasoning.\:}f'"
;ﬂ. The second part of the interview in this research was of the v'f}¢ﬁ;

'Jgnon-standardized variety. The interviewer had in mind several di—':~::'(

fffmensions he wished to explore during the interview. l) the individual's,:'7v75rhh

,n;fperceptiOn of the event/ggisplay of prosocial behavior) and its con-':
: i o

"_':._:teXt : 2)the individual 8 reasoning immediately priot‘ tﬂ and during
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L the prosocial act‘ and 3) clarification and elaborationgof various

possible antecedents of the behavior i"va.‘ o ;\‘,.

This list was not designed to be exclusive or restrictive. The_"

_;;intent was to gather as much information as- possible about the re-‘fi ""

“:;interviews wene conducted

:ﬁ.searcher‘s‘areas of:. concern.and theiquestions posed flowed from the |
.fff;interviewer s.graspvof the total study. ﬁf;ﬁd}‘ ; |

e Phillips (1971) feels that the advantage of the non—standard—‘
:htcised interview lies within the context of discovery, for it is ”nth'f1*'>
f:possible that a knowledgea;lé~interviewer may.be sufficiently stimu—‘;b’”
.nlhlated by the reSpondent s answer to uncover valid information aboutv

ﬁ'favthe area under investigation.' The literature provided an abundant _”k”'

'TESOurce of procedures and techniques that were considered when the

KlUCkhOhn (1939) felt that if the interviewee is saying some-i,;,f'=**<f

hkﬂ"thing 1mportant he should be,encouraged to continue so in this

"’f_"..‘StUdY the interviewer tried not to interIUpt and encouraged the in—

'I"'

1:ffdividuals to be as: complete as possible in their disclosures. Everyr'ffl“«?:“*'

b

‘Qifaattempt was made by the researcher to avoid'the use of censorial

7ﬁﬂilanguage (lazy, brave bad 800d) during the interview, to under—;:}L:h"hrh

"1Qestand the individual's perspective, and to avoid being judgmental

;’;f°r guilty of stereotyping (Cattel 1973)

The interviewer att!mpted to pay close attention throughout :fﬁ,”"

'73Qche entire interview., A tape recorder was used,abut care was

A‘*Ftaken to keep it from becoming a distraction Cattel (1973)

N f;cautions:'] o
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L If there is a rule about this form of research it might
- be reduced to something as simple as 'pay attention
-'Pay attention. to what the person does,-says and, feels,.
'1pay attention to what 1is evoked by these conversations and
rperceptions . Paying attention implies an openness, not .-
.any special or. metaphysical kind.of openness, but merely
" a‘watch on. oneself ‘a self—consciousness, a belief that
: ”everything one. takes -in.from the outside and: experiences
“within one's own interior is worthy of consideration and-.
.. essential’ for understanding ‘and’ honoring those whom one
23encounters. (p 1351).. ."'o:-- SR n_..q_x_,

’fyFinally the interviewer took time to be reflective (Coles, 1971)
@ ﬂ,’ to examine the meanings conveyed by his words and gestures and to
",3 remain constantly alert to the intervieWee '8 reactions and re— '

e sponses.47ffh,;;H_”?ff__“;fi;fi”,nrzjﬂtf”

"""{"'_Tne Personality Researc.x I‘orm (PRF)

Vo This instrument was chosen because it was

"effrif...designed to yield conveniently a. set of scores for
5ij;ipersonality traits, broadly relevant tothe functioning
S~ of individuals in a wide variety of situations. It is Sl
© . e thus primarily focused upon areas’ of -normal functioning,, ;yfl" IR
7';'_;rather than upon psychopathology. (Jackson 1967, p. 4)
£ L;Originally, Henry Murray (1938) and his colleagues at Harvard
;fjattempted ‘to- describe as comprehensively as possible variables of
‘i;,personality".: Jackson has modified these "variables" in the 1ight
of much research and developed the PRF. There are a total of twenty-‘ $
hel;ftwo scales developed to include the wide variety of areas of human }-3»‘*’:"V
L ffunctioning. The variables of the PRF are listed in alphabetical
;7i4hsorder along with the description of their traits in Table II. i_h'-_ﬁfﬁ ;
This form was considered especially suitable for this study
S - S, : RS
”ﬂ’f'because many of the individual scales measure traits which the liter--?i-'
'*fiature associates withrthe profile of individuals displaying pro- af””“?

'ﬂfsocial behavior. _;*'f?7:
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’_ Buros (1972) reports unusual care in formulation of items in
order to conform to theoretically~based trait definitions and to

5» maintain a distinctness among traits and to reduce irrelevant

Variance o i e e T

Jackson (1967) reports Kuder—Richardson formula 20 estimate of ”: "]:j -

fiﬂ- reliability of 83, suggesting consistency in response to the hig ly[mfff R

diverse items.,,Kelly (1972) suppotts these findings and reports
considerable stability of PRF scores over time a median test—retest:.
correlation of 81.;Jackson (1967) states that each of the 22 scales*:ﬁ

has enough unique trne variance to justify its use as a separate

A scale and to be potentially useful in predicting releVant external

‘ij" criteria. Wiggins (1972) cbnsiders the PRF among she most sophisti—fif -

'cated personality inventories presently availab‘e. Crites (1969), S
'53if also concluded that the PRF is well conceived and developed and
found its psychometric characteristics more than adequate.g Reli— Q{
ability was found to be higher than those generally found in person-}{w

._u_v

ality scales. Valentine (1969) confirmed high internal consistency 7;};rffin;i

N ‘

and test re—test reliability.v_.a;,f"'

Written r;ports fgf'

rl

'T’slﬂﬁ' The researcher obtained data from written rePOttB whenever

“ﬁﬁ

theSe were available.; Much of this information had been gathered

. "I,',i,»ong R
E »’py the agencies granting the awatds to the individuals in the

Y

ample.; It represented a variety of sources such as.‘statements

- 'v B - N S
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°lv,‘:,r-e‘ports. Some of the content provided fresh data but much served

‘ o --,» : ) SRR

. as a valuable validity check .on data collected in the. interviews.' ',f-"; o
e clog o
' “_kwf Newspaper articles were another source of information, as often - T

the prosocial act had been'reportedﬂimmediately following the event f

AT

i / Bias Potential in the Research Design

¥

.,/‘

K . . ) P
Bias is omnipresent in a study of: this nature As Leedy:(l974),_'i'
) 'suggests. o ‘

_ Bias for the researcher,‘like the presence of germs for the N cag
[ surgeon, 1§ mnext to- impogsible to avoid;- We must learn to. ~v:_‘”f"ﬂ
“1live with it, but'at’ ‘the same time to guard against infect-v_’””"
dive destruction. (p. 108) Sy TR e

<

The approach then in this study is to acknowledge t@pt the data 'r'fft"f”%.rg

"af’gathered are very sensitive to outside influences and highiy sus-f:

ceptible to distortion:prhis acknowledgement is accompanied by a

heightened awareness of possible sourcegﬁof this bias., By carefully

\

existence, it is hoped that,"With this knowledge we may then appraise

{;the research realistically and judge its merits honestly ", (Leedy, _f:;:fjkng

.’[*; 1974, p. 108) The researcher realizes(ﬁhat the choice of topic

alone reflects certain of his biases, which remain present through- : 0

out the study In gathering the dataythe-; ‘uth" or hard facts are

J:::',n.ever as’ '_'hard"‘s supposed In attemptins to do ar descriptive study p'::-' .

;the researcher is necessarily involved in one way or another, with

g

o ";;For a‘method as'fundamental as visitiug with psople, listenr L
: ﬁi;ing,kspeaking, ‘and" allqwing conversations to proceed’ as ‘they. R PRSP
S will ,meansnthat one’p own. life is implicated in the life of ?gﬁ':f SR
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another person, and.one's own feelings are evoked by the

language, history, and accounts of this other person. |, _

(p. 16) o N \

{ A

This type of researeher's involvement, and the\tendency to identify

\
. and empathize with the subject has often been questioned as lack of

\

objectivity “"Herbert Blumer (1969) responds to this criticism by

\
J
3 .

To try to catch the interpretive process by remaining aloof L
as a so-called tobjective" observer and refusing to take o .
the role of the acting unit 1s to risk the worst kind of .- S
subjectivism--the objective observer is likely to f£111 in-
- the process of interpretation with his own surmises in
place of catching the process as it occurs in.the exper-
lence of the acting unit which uses it (p. 86)

~ While acknpwledging the researcher as a potential‘biasing factor,'

:efforts ﬁere,made in‘this study to contrql the possible detrimental

effedts of this influence.. The decision to use a variety of sources

&

- of daqa to augment the observations gleaned from the interview situa-

[} ;
f
tion, was an attempt to dilute the direct influence of the re-

searcher's biases. The interviews were tape recorded to allow the

researcher repeated opportunities to reflect on his questionning

techniques and to maintain a record of data prior to its subjection

to the researcher 8 interpretation. .The researcher was conscious

LA

of the danger of the halo effect, of sﬂereotyping and of surrounding

people who have demonstrated prosocial behavior with a rosy

s

--glow". The contradictory literature available describing ‘people

as "Angry Samaritans" (Huston, Geis & Wright 1976) certainly helped

to prevent the viewing of the subjects from a single perspecthe

"'and inflanced the researcher 8 choice of research methodology.

N b8

e
£ xv K

o
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Although general areas of COncern‘were established early in the re-
search, the decision to avoid strict 'Zspriori’ hypbtheses'limited
the possibility of biases restricting the collection of data to that
data which would support these hypotheses

A second important potential source'of bias in the study nas )
from_the\individuals included in the sanple, Bryan (1966) ‘notes that.
qualitative methdds,‘although enabling us tollearn things about ‘
people that would not have'been learned‘under other circumstances,,

'

also accentuates the fine line in the data between "truth" and
perspectivé' Itlmay'not,be advisable, he suggests, to deal with
truth 'per se', but rather to deal with truth from the subject 8
perspective, a perspective which is open to rationalization, in-
terpretation imagination, exaggeration and wishful thinking. The

phrase "in the eye of the beholder may truly suggest that people .

view things in different ways ‘and Bogdon & Taylor (1975) make

‘ three observations relevant to’ qualitative research”

-

1. Not- only do . people interpret things differently, they
focus their attention on different things. (p. 10)

For this reason the researcher supplemented the%subject 8 ;fdlj
accounts of his action with as many other views of the happening as

possible. This information was available from a variety of sources,

~police reports, bystanders statements, letters written by the per— '

son benefitting from the prosocial intervention, and doctors

statements. .'Facts" of the situation could be substantiated and the .

» .

other differences in perception and interpretation were- precisely

the aspects that most interested the researcher.

.
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.2. Just as different people may interpret the same thing .
-differently, so too may the same person interpret
~things differently at different times. (Bogdon-&—Taylor,‘

1975, p. -10)

This has serious implicatiOns'for this study. The researcher's
searcher s observations were' made after the prosocial behavior had

: taken place and the intervening time varied from six months to

nearly three years. . This variable could not be controlled other

“than by the researcher remaining acutely aware of its possible im-
7"pact and by reporting any observations that may be linked to, or
'affected by, it

| 3. Your task as a qualitative researcher, is:to cut .
. through common sense understanding of "truth" and-
‘5a' . reality (Bogdon & Taylor, 1975, P 11)

- As has been mentioned earlier, it is perceptions of the event
which make up most of the data of this research, perceptions of‘the '
subjects, perceptions of the researcher and perceptions of others
°involved to a.lesser,extent-(persons who:witnessed the prosocial

_behavior, or members of the committee which defined the behavior

" as worthy of an award) A composite picture of these perceptions

i

is what defined the "reality" of the phenomena._ As Leedy:(l974)‘

vstates:, ‘
. In research we cannot force the facts to suppofﬁ‘anything
The facts must speak ‘for themselves, and if they are’

© tainted with bias, that too we must accept as a condition
"to ‘be minimized insofar as possible, and if 1t cannot be
totally eradicated, to be faced as inevitable in most
research, particularly in descriptive studies. (p.‘108)
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- Nature and Establishment of the Sample

The sample for ‘the study consists of individuals who have been
presented with awards for intervention in a critical incident. . The .
awards were made by two agencies, The Royal Canadian Humane Associa-‘
vtion and Life of Alberta The researcher obtained the names- from
,the files of the awarding agencies with permission and cooperation
'of the Honorary President | o

. Eachof the individual subjects in the‘sample enco:ntered a“";"
Al:situation which demanded intervention on their part and had the

. r“.'!'.’ . :
.distressed person in a severe or potentially severe situation which i

! s

_demanded action on the part of the intervener in order to spare _'

ithe victim a worse fate usually death. All of the subjects inter-'

. vened .on behalf of the victim at’ potential harm to themselves

Names were submitted to the awarding agencies by individuals 5
or groups. The "layman" defined the behavior as altruistic or
‘ prosocial and felt it deserving of recognition. A central selectionf
: committee of the agencies then made the decision whether or not to- |
grant an award and the ‘type of award merited. - i‘ .

The Life of Alberta, Life Saving Award, originated as a cen-,:f.
lljtennial project in 1967 and was presented each year until 1978
‘ The criteria for award were the following. | H

Gold ~ extreme: bravery and risk of own life in saving .; '
‘another. (Maximum of 3 awarded each year) '

Silver - for bravery and presence of ‘mind “in the saving
‘of the life of another. (Maximum Of 6 awarded
each year)

~
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The Royal Canadian Humane ASSoCiation awards*the following

Gold - usually awarded Posthumously when one s life was lost
" while attempting to save another. -

Silver - for extreme bravery and risk of own life while
' attempting to ‘gave another

~From 1977 -79- there were Seventeen awards given which fall into the

S R

above categories.;.

The sample of this study consists of ten of these individuals,.:"'

)

“_‘I:_Jects living Outside the prOVince of Alberta. (five individuals)\

fand one individual could not be 10cated Of the EIeven subjects

ff]fcontacted. one was reluctant to PartiCipate because °f a pending

&.»-.,

,lawsuit related to the incideﬂt.v 3:T’h; :r"? 'hf “fr'?f'

ALl subjects in the sample were 1n1cially contacted by phone

' -‘jFor practical reasons the researcher did not attempt to contact Sub—"

n.fo determine their willingness to participate. Interview times were

jvarranged'at this time.and permiSSion'obtained to tape the 1nter-i_

"wiews On completion of the personal interview the Personalityx.

) Ail were adults and Table 111 indicates the age distribution._

Research Form was left with the individual, to be completed and

' - returned to. the researcher by mail All’ the individuals inter—3

:viewed returned the completed instrument ;{“.q‘

The subjects represented Various social class membership.

v AR

’:The sample did not reflect a normal sex distribution,. Of the ten‘r

- subjects in the sample only one was female- in fact the potential

sample population of seventeen,from which the Subjects were drawn

'"contained only one female.} Nine individuals wete:married,w;Nine'f

BT
N
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';.75.l;
| reported COming from families with no more: than three children>\
. r . o

:_and seven of ten reported having children of their own

Cmestins Gl e

.v'

The ten subjects were witnesses to nine discrete emergency sit-.'lf_

‘.uations and intervened to. assist another. To PIOVide a context for SR

'"Lithe study,,the setting and nature of each intervention 15 briefly '{glf

”i€~outlined It is a synthesis of the subjects description of the

”rsituations, police news, and witness reportS-ks | o
Situation I S

’5{ The subject.had driven three friends to a river tobsnorhel and

"‘-Was going to Pick them up after their swim further down the river, g;if%

R He had attempted to persuade his friends not to go ‘over a weir._fl;f

e;Apparently the three friends swam out to the barrels that are L
: linked together With chains and hung on: there for ‘a while before
fl_8°in8 OVer the falls The water going over the weir produced a i;t L

‘
lstrong undercurrent The SUbject lost sight of all three for some

i time until one by one they came pp further down the riVer. 7Thé:ls;lfiﬁﬁ |

subject went into the river which was described as very fast and

'”7iftreacherou8 and was able to get two of the three victims (one at a -

s other apartments 1“ orﬂer to alert the other tenants, then,galled

tine) to “‘e shm— wherﬁ e administered first aid. Only_. one.ovf' S
7.vthe three Victims survived ik a;”s,er.” . .. |
Situation II i,lffsﬁ"' L

U TRER
V'V‘v A
£

, The subject lived in an ﬁpartment suite when the fite alarmjj"'-

A

gwent off The subject proceeded to ba;g on. all the doors of thefv{

- I




.- e . . . : ! - N o ' .
(" v ' S sl .

' the fire department and went outside.: A two year old child was

‘i trapped in the burning apartment. There were numerous bystanders,

1’55, but none would go near the burning apartment..One witness kicked

2';_ in the window but stePPEd back The SUbjeCt t°°k a deep breath

and crawled through the window into the smoke filled apartment,.‘”” ‘

4

S found the child and carried her to the window, to discover that -' '

L other bystanders had moved back because of the heat and smoke

A

The subject, unassisted then lifted the child out and proceeded

to administer first aid until the fire department took over.iﬁ
: AN o
A I ‘was - good and mad but I was too busy worrying o
I about getting her out, and doing something medically to DR
‘get her going. I realized ‘that her time was not too. 41»;§«-a
N iﬁlong. It kind ofs scared me that maybe she was: dead "
”“-b already...gave" her mouth to mouth and instinctively
-"started doing heart massagd just with my thumb and:,
just gently.er watch emergency . every- day with my
“.kids..but finally I got -a kind of - gurgle out: nf her - B
SO '...the ‘ambulance- came;. they wrapped her up in a fire- . '
;;Ffﬁ man's jacket -and th stook her off.: Then 1 just kind -
of wandered away.r;( cerpt of subject 8 description)

Situation III

Two of the subjects came on the scene of a single car accident

that had occurred minutes before their arrival.; The car.was on L

o

fire and the driver trapped inside. They directed another truck to
go for help and proceeded to aid the driver in the burning car and ;

a passenger who had been thrown clear The fire was intense and

- .-'n

the driver was on fire as well Both subjects pulled the driver

clear from the car.-

[ .vf-4

‘liIt sort of subconsciously vegisters that you have to. do
--fsomething...So wé took offour:jacket or: shirt, what-

i=”ﬁever, and we held it up and shielded ourselves'and we iffifﬁtb’fbfflaf'

?¥got close to the vehicle and ve yelled at the~guy._ He




. was sort of" semi-conscious I think he understood us, B
" because ‘we. could hear moaning, ‘but. ‘he ‘wasn't saying’.
'ffanything to usy: We called 'Okay, are. you free7ﬂ and he
.- just moaned," so we' ‘said, "Wiggle yourself free.! and ve
" ‘moved in. and" moved him out.:(Excerpt of one subject s
'Qdescription) : : EEE

ugvSituation IV

I?fThe subject arrived on a bridge where many bYStanders were ff.ffhf:vﬁ

R .dilooking over the railing at a woman below the bridge deck who was

/7ﬁ;ﬁlapparently going to jump The subject noticed that only one pererﬂkfﬂ:‘f

-3f1¢f}&point where 1 ‘could- get undcrneath her arms. I got to -'°'”"”‘

: “ her am’ v

o son was talking to the woman through the bridge deck and had his
= 5hand through the deck holding her He designated several other t]ﬂa-‘;
fi bystanders to do certain tasks,'one of them was to hold his 1egs '

'l‘;_and to lower him over the railing head first. Once he could see ”

$~4

o below the deck he then grabbed the woman and pulled her back up

':f;fover the railing onto the bridge as his supporters pulled him up

o ,We re. going to bring ygp up over the edge I can t
quremember the exact words, but I~was kind’ to her,,,;~-*

- 'wasn't mean to her., I got a little rough with her.” :
_:;lbefore she ;came up. because she definitely wasn't. com- ;ﬁs
# ing up. e.iaid she wasn't coming up and I said,

. "You can "t do" anything down there.  You: could hurt

i f,Fﬁ;yourself falling dow% L tried- to reason with her,

- but I.vas upside down anc _you'could feel the differ- '
. ‘ence." I.could. feel Ty head getting heavy. Anyway I
. said, 'You've got . to come up.'. She gaid: No- I'm not..
. “She ‘said’ 'You go- back ‘because I don't want to gull -
uﬁ:you'down too.". _-She was, really concerned with me going

. 1in. " And I said, 'No God damn way; you're comdng up. !

""" 'She .kind 'of let loose a.little bit and we got to the

‘Y‘Ia ‘point: where 1 could get a- hold of her arm...I started
Pulling, ‘and ‘she .started yelling that I was: going to )"”
pull her: arm_off._il_said,~»Well _you—re—going~t0ehave

: “to let. go or we're going to- pull ‘your ‘arm off and. bring
.part.of ‘you up here., Well when,I got her. upa little AR
“pit: higher, that's when she’ really bound ifi....I guess ;5gf[3,b,<w“3‘1
- her: legs ‘were at: that point where she could ‘hang onto . oo
‘the. wires and ghe wasn't: coming thé@ So'.1 got. up under R

and I said ’Well I ve. got a hold of g!g_now‘ e o

B d
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f_There was, no way she was getting away from me, unless they_:
. let.me 'go, And she’ continued to.protest. T called to the o
“'fguys above, - 'Dkay fellows ve're gonna-come.. We re gonna
. . 'bring the top half of her up so start: pulling Well .-
- Jesus Christ,’ they started pulling .and - she’ started coming,
&7 and then: she started screaming that we were’ pulling her
' '-{11eg out or something, 80 1 yelled at. her 'Let go. She o e
- said, 'I can't. You'll just have to back of f. Byvthen,rxf;-f;"
we' had her toa point ‘where. she couldn 't ‘undo. . You know:
‘1 really wasn't sure. what she was going to do I thOught o
fthat it was . just .another trick and. I wasn't backing off on. . oo
her.  They backed off on me and I’ backed off on her @ '~ . . o
‘little, -and she'did- undo. _She did that twice, so. she got -
hhung 'upone more time As soon as. T’ got her up ‘to. the .
2 bridge 1evel the police were there and (Excerpt from L
: ”5‘fsubject 8 description) S e

‘._/ .

VAR

fﬂ'Situation V R

©

:>'?5;.The subject was part dT a serious two car accident and suf—"'h.*'f?’

fered a broken collar bonelbut still managed to come to the aid

| ., . ..

Tdh of two People who were badly hurt in the other car.;-z;j:

'QA'I was . travelling by car. to a conference ..I had my wife e T
" and ‘another" ‘couple with mej. “four of us in the car all oot
' together. I was driving. We had ‘an accident. . Tt was ae”‘
*.gingle’lane highway, there wasa car, a Mustang," which
pulled: out to paas ‘a- truck coming towards us which put i
" them, right in’ our lane, so-I 'swerved, for the ditch, whicﬁ_ -
r _.fortunately wasn't a steep one,. I’ think the slight angle
. wag the’ thing that ' saved. us from far. more serioﬁs injury
SRS & went -into the ditchy I ‘hurt my arm.’: My elbow;went
;'”.through the windshield, I hit my head, and' the’ girls in"
" the back hit" their heads on, the roof of the car and sus-
Lt tained mild concussion...The car ‘'was alright though._ Th
.. other car, however, remained on. the’ highway, spun around,’ ST
it had broken its back, (the back of thé'car). The gitl ,’gg Cr iy
‘Ff.ipassenger wag: thrown out, sshe: u 8 not too badly injured ' T
.. She ‘16oked -bad ‘as ‘heéhad% , ba ¥ gash in her head which - B
; .was. covered wit f" 'pe'hag’a very: badly broken wrist., SR
;The driver, howe“ T, wa éktreme;y'seriously injured He ;;~*‘vﬁ'V‘

¢

* kidneys--he was stuck and the gasoliné‘was soaking his i
" legs and there were 'sparks: gppping -The engine was very
* . 'hot and the water was sizzling.' When T saw him there,v' S
':m:f:knew he had to be hauled out.a If the C%F would have ex- ;{5 :

¥
TSN \,_,_.,
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ploded he- would just have been StUCR, so I managed to haul
“him out. .. The car didn t explode as it happened but the *;_w-

e potential was there (Excerpt from subject s description)

t"”_

Situation VI

: . ORI}
e b

The subject was holidaying on a beach when an older man got

Pt o -uﬂ
intoadifficulty swimming and was being carried out by a rip tide.‘

Well I think it was our first day on the beach it was :
late 4n: the afternoon and just about everybody had leftﬁ

: _Two older men:were swimming out further than they should
_fhave been One’ came" in and we. thOught they were together
~*“'but then:a lady up on the beach started hollering that -
- her husband was" in trouble and she wanted somebody to go
o out and -get "him..’ He was’ just floating ‘there; and we said R
~ i He. looks all- right to us.' She said, 'He. was: a profes—ﬁiv' e

sionaﬁsswimmer, and that he. was in trouble.’ I :swam out and MR
got ‘him. . He had been caught in a- rip. tide’ and couldn’t <.
.get back’ in. He started-to drown,but being a good- swimmer,.” R
jUSt floated hoping somebody would” come out and get him.,_‘_ RN
(Excerpt from Subject s, description) T 2 ’

Sifuation VII 34‘f;f?"<1g.'f.lf_fgfg;fj”ij‘ Vifdh' ;T:h'ﬂ,”htﬁ_"fff

g

The subject arrived on the scene of an overturned truck after

2

: several other cars had arrived but nobody was intervening. The

t‘ trucker was trapped in the cab of the\truck which was in the ditch

O The trailer was on its side and the. tractor vas upside down,

. on!the side of ‘the highway ‘Several other cars . stOPPEd bUt .
"' nobody was" doing anything, so T moved my ‘car & little’ bit - ?;7i~f
~out of reach .in case it blew up -or something-r I guess 3“b‘ *f”lf”
. consciously I wag thinkinS,"Either £o do something or bugger
- off. Ome: or the other, A But whichever “do 1t now-.- If you..

" think about 1t, it will be t60. lates‘to do anything.' 'So I
}‘;opted to do: something.» I parked thecar: and ran: across, and -
T he (victim) 'said, 'T don t know whether,or nOc I can’ get: OUC-
“And T said, 'Well, let 's glve it a: ‘try.! L had to get his

" _otherarm out ds well, to have both arms to 80Tt of grab - o

. onto 8o that I might have a chance. Fe was about 230 P°“ndss

A big guy: Something was . breaking out into flames around “
" “the floor b ards.‘ I think it was diesel- fuel 80 1 wag :

. trying to wrench'my: ja&iét off, and wrapped: it around “18'7'

: ,Lﬁ.arms so: I could get a better'hOId Because he was‘covered

)

‘af




,»in diesel fuel and blood, at this point I could hardly .
7grab hold of" him, And I.got. him part way. out, beyond
- the shoulders and his foot got caught down in the pedals.
" "He told .me’ to leave at - ‘that point; He said, 'It's not" :
o »lﬁg.“working and 1t is; ‘going to blow, S0 go- ‘Bnd save your- .
e v rselfs R Leaye it.' . I'said; 'No,- you 're going to .get out.

Coo 11l ‘push. you. back a little bit ‘and you- get- your foot free.
oo Ityas a struggle and a: tussle and 1 would: not ‘normally S
1HF,:"“>135._have ‘had the: strength ‘to-get ‘him out, but with the e
SABIFRST 5adrenalin pumping 1. was- 'ablé to get him. outy I lacer-"-;" '
AR ,f'tated his’back, and. managed to pull his pants of f, while"

: }v-getting him out through the opening: that scraped him.

 [“ There were.a. few more.. flames around the fire wall, so. I.

s just rdlhed him’ down’, the ditch. It 'was about.a ten. foot g
~@1e1evation difference (Excerpt from subject s description)

‘bfiﬁa ituation VIII

SiﬁfThe subject rescued an individual from a: building which had ‘):Fff"ffv;

"1-

been totally destroyed by an explosion. The building had col— :,

lapsed qu was on fire.;”;ij*ﬁf;m‘ PR
L I g Ry
A ?r,;...Then I walked further away from where most of the ;'5:;(”ifgfgd,,“,
i 117 people.were, towards ‘where the explosron had occurred e
.. and’ looking at it. carefully I. saw some individual stand
.igp in the middle of a bunch of. debris, surrounded by f{“‘o_i,v ST
. fire ‘and.Holding ‘onfo a’ pole; I.didn't see him stand ST R
" :"up, 1.saw him standing‘there, and I thought,"Chrigt, ,f R
R -~.17ﬁjithere was an explosion and. someone 19 still. alive in’ fnjr,jigp;g*_'
‘”";:§1;3q~there- . So I:walked in to: where he was, ‘he' was still
CA ﬂstanding there, -and .I. put: his arm over my- shoulder and S
S ';~.>:-;fﬁwalked away from the. area.; (Excerpt frou subject 8 ﬁ.Lf-.f,_;:;vgi

R e

' ":'The subject saved three persons from drowning after a’ boau

.;;J. . .v.'-_‘“ el

had capsizedf'ith the three in the boat.,.l L

’ I was, on the opposite side offthe truck I didn € exactly
see theiboat “which was:- about 250 to 300 feet fxom shore,' '
HMy wife called out...I. swqm out to the"irst Il
g head was underneath the water and he was- sink- I3
I grabbed him hy the hair...and dragged him to,
‘ econd: fellow. . He’ has
,The, third fellow vas




‘hanging onto the boat.A The bottomxwas very muddy. Under '
the.water you couldn t see a thing...(Excerpt from sub-

o _ject '8 descriptionl :w R

R P AT ‘e L B

Research Questions @

This reseatch focused on some item

&

The items were stated in the fo;m of.res' rch questions as follows'f-

e

Item 1 Did the subjects feel there were cultural traditions,orw'ﬁfie

societal norms which pronmt peOple to act prosocially?

h"ﬁ;ItehQZ Did the subjects feel that their prosocial behaviqr_was -

odelled on parental behavioraor 1nf1uenced by parental

""ififgyffiffi nurturance or disciplxpe practices._hasw

Ht?itemQQ.g Do the subjects that have demonstrated prosscial be- *?tfh_ H-}riﬂfhh

| Items.

Item ,‘ 6 .
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‘.»a.

’~f Presentation of the Data ‘,551._.L,' ,1”zi¥ h_ : .‘v:.;- o b_.‘f
o /' -wi" . E ' ’ » o -

The dat? was collected from all the subjects and organized 2 f @

‘a ,‘» .

hzaround the possible antecedents of prosocial behavior as reported

¥ . 9. .

.in the review of the literature.” Theadata was used to answer the

.g-

o

;flﬁgfresearchr“estiozs formulated and:to add to, judge, accept and

.ﬁr

' V=discard various elements of the profile of the altruist that was
. ﬁ

4 lll_,’;,currently availsble., As Leedy (1974) states "The mind of the re—-

'i“}fi”searcher must do battle with thefobserved facts until the fact re~fiiﬁlij(ﬂ

. ot

E?‘much may be missed in pursuing the study, the following guidelines

;;;;;;JQQeStablished by Rothney (1968, pp. 40 41) were kept in mind'-‘t"‘1;§;y
' S “,J- The"importance of the material gathered No time was L

wasted gathering information outside of the purpose of* .;;Ljf i

‘Ahﬁu§1::f¥;- Concern with ﬂcumpleteness .: An attempt was made to give téepf'”

S0 ‘ 3 5

"jas complete a picturé)of the researched area as possible, ;fﬁff»&g”'
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- TFourth is 'observability' of the‘behavior. Although'
) | much of what is‘reported here is in retrospect and gleaned
from persdnal interviews, much can be substantiated from
ﬁiles and reports of the action;reported just after the

p

prosocial behavior.

 Summary ° |
| This'chapter has - provided an overhll view of the procedures

:which were followed in conducting thi study . The followiTg des—

criptions were included the merits of the naturalistic study;

the background rationale and procedure for the interview strateg&

" other instruments used; the nature and establishment of the sample,

.a description of ‘the situations or setting for the interventions,

the ‘research questions which provided the focus for the study, theuir: -

. outline for the presentation of the data; and. the guidelines for

. the study.

. . -
Y . :
. ‘
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RN " CHAPTER IV N

o . FINDINGS AND DIscussion

@

‘This'chapter,reports findings_from the.interview sessions'and

from the forms completed by. the subjects. The interviews were a

’

rich source of information and each represented the uniqueness of.
the subject' $ intervention. #The attempt in this‘reporting and °
discussion of the data is to examine the responses‘bf the ten sub-
jects in the sample and to interpret the findings of this study in
light of previous findings The presentation of the data follows
the format established for reporting on the related literature.

Each of the researcb questions represents the inquiry into a variable

suggested in the literature as affecting prosocial behavior Each

.item is stated as a qUestion and is followed by a detailing of the :

- ‘ r
responses considered relevant-to that dimension of the investigation

Quotations are used to illustrate the nature of the responses, main—-

tain the personal perspective of indididuals, and indicate the use

~and- location offprobing questions by the interviewer

To preserve the anonymity of the participating subjects, sub—

k'ject A ‘B, C, etc. is used to designate individuals and this desi"- '

’ }nation is randomized for ‘each item-that is, here is no connection

L4

between subject A on one item and subject A on anotherxitem. o

This chapter is an attempt to describe as, precisely .as possible .

'what ‘was observed about the group and about individuals within the

«'group. “Causal relatiOnships or generalizations regarding the pheno-'..~

Y

e mena of altruistic behavior, represent a synthesis of the findings of

o the multi- dimensional inquiry.

-84
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Internal Variables . ’ . ' .

. ) / ‘
‘ _Item 1: Did the subjects feel that there vere cultural tradi—
SO . tioms or societal norms which prompt people to act
prosocially7 o .

In 031 diverse and multicultural society is is difficult to

v

'identify specific cultural norms which permeate the society as a
;
whole, There seems to be a wide ranga’of behavior which is accepted

and tolerated. The functional normsfgf our society‘seem ambiguous.
. . : B . . . {/"/ ¢ ‘

‘When behavior is idconsistent,With ‘a traditionally accepted norm,’
laws are ffeduently passed in an attempt to bring the behaVior in

‘line with the expectations In North‘AmErica; there"is a trend to .

'use the legal structure to enforce prospcial behavior (Huston, S

Geis, & Wright, 1976);‘ This would indicate that there is a growing -
concern for,pandpacknowledgement of,»the discrepanCy between the be~
hav}oralinorm that'is;preferred; and,theiactual behayioribeing dis-
'played._ | wd,/ﬁ |

The subjects_in this study seemﬁtobconfirn~the lacg/of_aupre;

- _ donxinant nor_m'.»fors)‘prosocial behauio ‘A" ‘ o s \

Q: Is it ‘a duty of a person to help someone else?
“Subject A) A: I. think it 18.;‘. =
'Q:_Why?_ 2_._7;'f1 o %}
.A:;I don t know, it is just the way I was brought up.
~ ‘Subject B) A: It is the attitude of people they-do not-want to _
T "..Set involved, N S -
Q: Do you“th nk it (not wanting to get involved) is -
‘common in . our society? : I
Az Oh, quitebcomnon'l'am;sure;..

Subject C) A: Nb,;I:think it’is‘entirely anpindividual-reaction.ig



Fet

‘A:_

Suhject D)AA:

@ N

- Subjeet_F)fQ;

[

T\ TR

.:SubjeetﬁE)lQ:

8

So, would you hold it against someone who didn't act?

No, T would not, ,
Maybe not expectgﬁ\cﬂmaybe I would want to change the
world. I would want others to do it for me. If it
ended up that that I.couldn't do it then, I would-

~ want others tb'do it. My expectations. are very low

now because of that (incident), because I%aw too & <’
many stand-and watch, instead of do...When it comes '
right down to 1t, I “don't think anybody can watch .
.somebody else literally die. ", .Your conscience would

“not leave you alone the rest of y-our life.

Do you think that everyone should do what you did if
they got into a situation like that7 W

*
' .

Yes, I do. There are:many people that ‘don't do itf”e]

Cthough. o

'Did*you say it was a responsibility to save someone
else s life9 : N . .

At Well ‘you just don t let somebody die ..you couldn\t

\ -

Subject G) Q:

7:isubjeéfiu)”o

:;Oh I don t think so R " L

:LBecause a 1ot of people couldn t handle it. I thinklyh‘

A
*".you come to realize that’ mam is a social’ animal. :He has
. to live with his’ fellow meh al

__shoot anybody, and that s .what it amounts to.

Do you think that everybody would be required to, do
what you did? : v R R Y

it would bother a: lot of people mentally., o
Why is 1t important to help somebody else? ;
Well I don't know. I suppose as you go. through life, ; "

nd you can live with them
by being a-bit of an isolationist.. .and not having

»‘anything to. do with your fellow man. If you do that; ?h
thaybe your. thinking 18 more for your own preservationg_

But 1if you go through 1life and accept the social nature

‘of man and become more of a social animal, . then perhaps-
you realize that the protection of life - of someone
else's life--has an- equal importance to the protection -

" of yours. Perhaps it is- the exposure of this type of L

e
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(

\”;1va1uing

'

‘ A : : ‘ 'o"
social living that gives someone the motivation or

" lack of thought of the consequences and whigch ‘”k '
‘causes them to “put their own life in someigind

jof danger‘to save another. >

Subjectfl);Q Do’ you agree with the law ianalifornia which states
.. that peOple should intervene on behalf of others° '
A:_That is not whdt the law say The law justgsays,
~ you will be punished if you /{on t. There is a big
i difference...No, I don't think that it is a valido
~ . law, I.don't think assistance should be rendered -
' under the ‘threat of punishment if it isn't rendered
o but ‘ever in saying that I would suggest that
‘ ' ,the assistance that is called for under the. Cali—
. S fornia7law, is assistance to alleviate suffering
~at only inconveniencé to others; like stopping at
- a car. accident to cover .someone with-a blanket,
- to phone for ‘an ambulance, perhaps to put someone
. in the back of the-car and .drive them to the near-: . -
N est. hospital I thigk‘it 1s absolutely impossible v
s T lto legislate authority which will punish-a, guy for
. - .not.going {nto a: burning car to get: somebody out, i ¥
or not risking his own life for another .

N

. . . :» = h
5
QSub;ects recognize the value of prosocial behavior in a SOciety but
_ . U

f\«“— .

~

g If the prosocial norm does not seem to predominate in our

L

"society on the whole, some subjects reflected on prevalent norms

v

":j*of their sub-cultures _ Three out of the ten subjects perceived

\1ﬂtheir rural background as having played a: role in their early

/

’isocializatign. . The following interview excerpts acknowledge the f .

”fhave had on them.

’tpossible long term effeets the expectations of their community may

e

‘o -

o A: That had \a lot to do with :u:, 1 would think

oA
Q What were the effects? '

=

N

N

'“: are aware of and accept those whose actions do not reflect this REN

fat

- SUbject A) Q ..y0u mentioned a small town.»jf gii':'ifizli"i'tb; i*“;u



)
-

"'f,should help, and none thought that using legal means to encourage

v A:,First of all not taking off and helping. If ‘you
' come’ from a'small community you are always help-
“ ing someone else.. You are never saying,"Well
- to h¢ll with you. You can do- it your own way, ' .
A It is ‘very cliquey in a sméll community You are"
: ‘frie ds with everybody and you know everybody.. a-”

"Subject.b) Q: What does upbringing have to do with this~whole ': o

.thing’7 . _;». T R A h\ |
A: It is what you know that has been put into you,
'vwhat you picked up without ‘kn ing... igrew up ins -
© . .a small town and . we were very. lose .as kids. We.
s . lit our first cigarette’ togethgr. We knew'what
was. going on with everybody ‘

©

‘ Q;iAlways instant feedback? )':> ifi ‘ :‘ffif"}'

~~ . Al Yes, and if you did something wrong, your friendsi
SRR "“would criticize you. - In my mind I grew. up more-
S concerned about ‘what: my friends were going to. say '
' than what my. parents, were\going to say, because
-_that is the way it was., » . :

»r’. Y

Although the people in this study did act to help people in

‘;'distress, they didn t feel that everyone in our society would or R

n‘lambiguous enough that those who do display prosocial beha?ior,vhff S

= do not seem to do 80 because of oVerall societal expectations and

':5,_}'d13play some degree of tolerance for those who did not act

?,ization agent was examined '

Vo

E.Y d.’v

Iﬂ order to account for variations of prosocial behavior with-vh’.-’ SIS

".in cultures or sub~cultureu, the effect of the family as a social—'

Ue X : . o S

Item 2 Did the subjects that their prosocial behavior
- was modelled on parentfl “behavior or influenced by
 parental nurturance an /or discipline practfﬁ"E?

1;l_\\, )

,here were - secrets. e

“ig'prosocial behavior was desirable The norm of our society seems j{*hlfpfi_*::

In our society there are many variables which may or. may not -:ﬁfth":d

. T
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R s"'A '
o pla}an influential role in childreﬂ“s deVelopment

.‘.All of the '
subjectsiin this study have been living away'jrom their original‘:}]xil

' dgﬁd-'h;hﬁft famii;.st;ucture for many years It would have been?ideal to,}n)%»§:h

f}f'ii?f:jaiﬁ‘closelyjinvestigate the family actions and interactions as these ;?{fﬁﬁ-

R I T, c

subjécts grew up as yoﬁng children. This w impossible, so the re-~ifl:-f

ispecificity is eviden even after intervie?s_,probing

uguess it is just built into you i ;

: Atfis heredity or- just An. yOur mind to help some

bbdy when they are: in trouble I don't. know why we:

o do things when we.do them.. Maybe through the yearsAQvg

.| ‘my parents’, taught me. somehow, ‘but I don't" understand*:f'
S £ 2 Well, you: know,: we Were a pretty ClOSe family iy
and- m;*mom and dad would,take anyone in. =

‘y_;Oh I am. sure ‘to an average degree., Yes; tha' aver—-1“7->
-f;age amount of influence ‘the- parents have on- an off—‘wjbl'.\'
f;spring, had at least that much from my parents B

AIEN by a !
~._~ \.l\, DR

'This lack of'specificity typified all the subjects initial

EER ¢ .

responsestothe questionsv With further probing seven of the sub-ff

jects were able to identify behavior or traits of their par&nts

3

: 1*; which they felt had influenced them. Two of the subjects identi— o

fiedoa nurturing mother.

T '~; - f',-'éJ» :; e ;.'ﬁ, o v~f e
B S T R Sl e N T
T e
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Q Did your parents have any influence on your behavior?

A

Subject ‘A) A I think of the two, - my mother rimari ¥, because
‘mdst of my. childhood - the times an remember -my
father was away : v

Q: Whﬁt can you remember about her7 If’yOu thinkvabout RS
' influence what stands out’ : ' e D
A: Oh T think a love, a gentleness and consideration. '

N

' \ Q Do you apply them yourself7 e : v .

.”fﬁA 1 11ke to think that I am considerate of other
: people , Yes, I do C . . G

)

¢ Subject B) A I think so Yes, sure.- I was brought up by my -
.. mother. . She devoted a large part of her influence | Rt

. to try to’ make‘me what T .am. ~She- complimented ‘me’
"l when T did, take things coolly - She  made me into an

~image of what sbe thought was good; what she thought . ot

Lod

ehe would like me - to be ’-'-..,_ e
\\Q Are you pleased with that?

| - A Yes, I think so. There is nothing I do not like.i L ;
: Basically, I am happy with myself . S

Three other subjects Perceived a more direct link with their »;jhfhtﬁ'

parents verbalizations and/or actions and their own prosocial be—:[

\ ,;1

havior..., .

Q} Do you think- your parents had‘any influence on your ;ﬁ e

,;,behavior7.

":.»=-.- .

'f”LffiSubjeCt*A),A' Well ‘my. dad has told me he has pulled people off.,~;lihpj”’ﬁ

'My dad is an electrician, a linesman, he has told f:
:;me/ébout pulling people off poles that were. badly
f:burned ~ But- I-have never seen "him do. anything 1like -

- ' that. He 1ives out’ in'B.C. and I phoned him &nd told
~ him that night (after the incident) what ‘Had" happenéﬁ

.- I had to talk to- somebody (weeping) - so he said, =~ .
'j"Don t wOrry about e, Youxwill try and forget it
ibut. you will never forget it. :

o e g

o .

‘_subjectaB),A My parents are from European background and they are_jf"

_‘very strict, They- wouldn't hurt anybody else, that~
's,sort of thing, and it was passed onto me in jmy up—' s

L -
RN



f-bringing You kind of pass it ‘on to your kids what

X E _you were_brought up with I wouldn t change that.

Subject C) A: I was. ‘born and raised on & farm Things‘were a lot

o e "'different when I was little, If there waa ever a car -
stopped: on the road, ‘my ‘dad always asked 1f he could
-help,'even if it was Jjust a tire...He never mentioned’
it onc that I shguld be that way, but Iydo that now

-+ «..If see anothef trucker on the road, \I bet you

/.99 out of 100 times, T ask him if there is anything '

: 'I can. dou : ‘ .. : _ .

3their earlier family interaction
o Subject A) A 'They (mother and fath r) let ne pretty well go'‘on my -
: " own. I.was never clo ‘to. family 1 was always
- the: rebellious one, and™ ~someone was in trouble 1t
_ < was usually me. . My dad had & farm. I never helped
PR R Chim on it I would always go and work for somebody
SN ‘else S ol - , . RS

' Qi) Did your‘parents sugge"' that?youfshould:beﬁhelpful: o
,;yfto people? S ”'afltﬁfffif,;ilﬁﬁfpfl’1_!f-7T :
g }AéVfNot that I can recall _fjgff”éiAi{ jt;vf;dﬂf L

AT o

.?Subiect.ﬁ)}Af;ﬂMyqdlther was domiﬁégring and a tyrant and- I 1earned

e to be a tyrant too-in order to deal- with him . My
" 5 parents ‘made the whole world a bed of roses” for me. " ST
- “ "I found out it wasn't like that at all.’ Those roses R
© ;. had a’lot of thorns. -In fact ‘the many- morals-and” RN
: " “things T have been brought ‘up with have ‘been des- %;'~*:*
N troyed since:.. My parents are not the. type to get

;ireall' involved without being returned in payment
- for £t 'I'11 do it for you if you will do it for
”f?me wag the way they operated 'i:-v-— 5

Afkhough subjegt B did not feel that the prosocial behavior

jdﬁdisplayed was a result of family expectations or modelling, the sub- SO

iiject had a desire to make family contact immediately after the inci- f',}‘ff;fj

ke g T T e T
e f."fﬁ&;l ...I phoned my dad My first reaction was that I
{“_fwanted to hear my parents voice....They asked me -

7 "Why. the hell T did tt, Coulgp eI stay out of

-j;ftrouble?'-f"“p', ST : ol



":.sion to intervene on behalf of aqother._ N

*»

K N .‘@92._

The intent of this study was not to examine in detail the a"

“effects of various socialization practices within the family,‘but -

ﬂ3brather to determine if the subjects perceived certain familial .

‘,‘

'patterns or experiences as being directly related to their deci— ,"

,v . : . . .
The literature (Mussen & Eisenberg Berg, 1977) strongly sup~:l

P

\;’_ports the idea thatempathic and sympathic responging are in part
3.necessary for prosocial behavior to occur -and that they likely
o :find their beginning in the family - The empathic reaction was

v'ﬁcertainly evident~}n the subjects and will be elaborated on iater

4

‘;in the chapter, but the source of this empathy or the factors con-;.:-

‘ ':’ltributing to it could not be established or traced to the family

o . S B S ; T e

:‘afbackgrou d in this study.. "*{jﬁ"?.‘_a.‘,=rc z~5,\;;-; ;;,«:z_;"ff"'\

Along with the related literature in Chapter II studies by

Aronfreed & Paskal (1966) Midlarsky & Bryon (1967), Staub (1971)

7*fgfand Yarrow, Scott & Waxler (1973), report that the influence of

v

7j?pnurturance and a meaningful warm relationship built up over time,.i””iq

v‘.

'xffresulted in positive action on behalf of children._ This study doesﬁffﬂffiffV
?:”L;inot diSpute that modelling and nurturance may encourage the long

lfzfterm behavioral disposition for prosocial behavior but did find

o s

5ithat it was not a necessary antecedent for the subjects studied

Lo

Although there is great variety in the subjects responses, u-fi" S
i all seem to accept the idea that parents had an influence, some ,*},s{ﬁ:*'-

ssmore direct than others It is difficult to translate this in— ff:;tsf g :



’ihavior{ BT & SR “

.\drawn for each individual Yo

.o

"‘fluenceninto an antecedent with a'causaljrelationship.to their fbef '

. . “ " f : K .
‘Item 3 Do the subjects, wﬁo have demonstrated prosocial
behavior, share soq@kspecific,personality traits

y Or a common Personality profile7 =

P >
&,

Data on the personality of the subjects was githered in. tw0' '

. ways Firstly, the interview provided a source of the subjects

.\

*n'self-perceived traits and secondly, all of the subjects completed a =

R .
'apersonality research form and from this aipersonality profile was.

-

/,~“'
/-

The personality profi}es from the Personality Research Form were '1'

L Iz ' .
:xexamined to determine the’subjects scores relative to the test normS'

- and to see if the scores clustered around any point on individual

-7

itrait continua Specigic attention was paid to traits in which more

. s ‘ . e
v~than half of the subjects fell above, or below the norm, If there was

'd,Lian even distribusion of the subjects about the norm . the item was con—-

v"sidered to be neufral that is no group endenCy was- observed ﬁ.;:

-./‘ - : l_.. K

'i”addition, it was noted how many subjects deviated by more: than one

Sl iﬂjstandard deviation from the norm on the traits in which the subjeots

"0»

e > '
“w,were not evenly distributed about the norm.

vw\f/{ Jackson (1967) organized items through factor analysis and theo- f?pf ,!2377

, gjj/>*' ‘
-Zretical considerations into a number of su

jfjects on’ the individual traits

/

The/P R F identiﬁies twenty personality traits which make up the

~

~persopality profile Table IV indicates the diséribution of the sub-ﬂ}.

PR i

it S

"%rordinate categories.. These

o

Yo . . . J

ﬂicategories are of specific interest to the study, and seem. to identify

DSy . e

o 7~
-;Certain personality dimensions that were common to the subjects in the Ry
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'f!ﬁaindicate

‘-315,Sub3ect A) My method of doing things is to be methodical and to:ﬁ'*

“sample. The foilowing discussion will be organized around Jackson's :
. R . .
categories however, individual traits will be:highlighted as they Sy

-

,appear to contribute to the profile of this sample In each cate— .

-

- gory a line divideé trai/sxconsidered by Jackson (1967) to be oppos-:;

1ng. The location of subJect clusters in the trait continua‘was 'f'gf fl

.~‘,v R

| ”indicated by (L) when the cluster was below the norm, by (H) when
7hthe cluster was above the norm, and by (N) when it was - about the
AR N A R o

Cate ory A. Measures of impulse exPression and c0ntr01 (Table V)

‘The grOup tendency in this category was to rank high in barm-'..ds_if ;

:fvav01dence order and cognitiVe structure and to be evenly distri—
: N A

»

buted about the norm on the traits of 1mpulsivity and chapge. Thisv'

J{ would Sugges; that the subJects would be better described as/pare-:lﬁfffif.f

fitlful,‘cautious, organized deliberate and precise' rather than im- ;V“

'Z”pulsive hasty reckless or flighty.; P -E;__;;
o J L0

vD

The subJects"self—perceptions of their dominant traits sup—(tlfkégjhuﬁi*

'7*ported the findings of the research form as the following comments iﬂ'f”

s try to be dogical....I tend to. be’ cqol in - these: sit-fi*bf“f~?
| i:&ku.ﬂqi_uations. -at least I appear that way to other people I

t.'l RE cL

‘fflsubjecth)f You can t be spinny L T ey T
U S S e e
,_thubject C) 1 think I am more cautious ..a 1ot of things my - friEHds}f.,{lez‘i'
St would do, T wouldn' t do.. maybe more 1ogical but Lam, - o
'5.§@f:7,flf' not sure, about that SO : SR

z:;oIn this category the clustering at the high end of the harm- ;; f?z“,u?§}
,ﬂftavoidance continuum is Particularly noticeable (Thble IV) with G T
L : W . * . R R “,_, o \

f'~ i R A P A




,
‘TABLE V

Category A. Meaéb;éé of Impulse Expregsion and Control

\,;" . ) )

Traits "~ "Cluster of Subjects
\ ' , - N

' Impulsivity 4 4
Change . . N
Harmavoidance : H
Order =~ ' ‘ H

CdgnitiVe Structure o V H

"N = Norm
L = Low (Below the’ norm)
H = Hfgh (Above the ﬁorm5~v

3
s
<7
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)

[ . v

nine out of ten subjects above the norm. Jackson's (1967) descrip-

tion of this cluster would then be: -

Y A Does not enjoy . exciting activities, especially if"
. danger is involved; avoids risk of“bodily harm; seeks
i a ‘to maximize personal safety. (p. 7)

This descriptiOn would at first seem to describe the inactive by—

N\

: Ay
stander, ZLther than subjects of this sample whd had distinguished

themselves by intervening at considerable sk to themselves

However in’ light of Latane & Darley s (1970) research, the
rent contradiction is%)e uced, The progress through a sequence
eflects an approach which is orderly and

( @t\

attempts to reduce potential complications and danger.

of decision-making steps

The subJects' description of their mode of operation during
the incident itself gives further support to the deliberate and
contXxolled nature of their behavior

. Subject A) A I knew I was faced with a situation something I was
* ' - alwvays worried about but hoped would never happen..
I started to go out.,.I ran...then I said, 'Get a grip
on yourself, go. back and get your outside- clothing on
...collect yourself' - and then I went back in and
. . deliberately forced myself to take it logically.

N Subject B) A: I didn't really know what to do rlght ‘away., There
- ~was no way I was’ going up to the car, because I didn't
know if the gas tank had exploded...and it would take
- me with it.. So, we waited a split second and I saw
S o that the tank had ruptured and. all the gas had gone, down
~ the hill and ignited§ so I knew it was okay : ;

Subject*g) A: Yes, I thought about myself, but I also thought T
‘ - better get him out quick otherwise it is going to -
explode and it is going™to be too late -

‘Subject D) A: Tt depends to what extent you are going to think
S . -logically or consider the consequence of your 5
~actions. You know you could stand there and start -
with your fdmily and end up wondering if you are go-

/— .~
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\ . ing to spoil your best shoes. By the time you get

down to the point where you decide the things\to N\
, consider, it would be too late., You know, I° don t
' suppose for a minute that I thought it was going to
o blow up. "I wasn't going to go in there with a’ .
thought that while I was in, it was going to pop._
The thought ‘that was in my mind was, 'l am going.’
to.get him out just before it pops'...now with.that
. in mind you don't think about the consequences of

T ‘ . what might happen if...I suppose 1t is’ the ulti-

mate in positive thinking.
The result of the P. R F the subJecES' self—pérceptions and
their. personal account of their thoughts prior to 1ntervening are
all supportive of the idea that their behavior was controlled
' rather than,impulsive, and'designed to minimize the personal risk
linvolved.{. _ j e , . . "‘v - S S <
. , N N - o -

Category B. Heasures of Orientation Toward Work and Play ';//;///)

(Table V1) B o Y

The group tendency in this category was to rank‘high in achieve— :

‘ment and endurance and to be evenly distributed about the norm on

the play trait This group tendency'would\suggest that the sub-_

jects\would be better descrfbgd ‘as striving, purposeful resource-

ful persistent and persevering, rather than frivolous and care-_f
. free. | | bl |

There ‘was a noticeable clustering at the high end of the

d L ,
_ achievement scale with 8 out of lO of the subjects above the norm,

’,"':, Jackson s (lg§7) description of 80% Of the sample would be:

Aspires to accomplish difficult tasks maintains high
© .standards and is willing to work toward distant goals; .
~ responds positively to competition; willing to put forth o
PO effort to attain excellence. (p. 6) s

All Qf the subjects, in ‘theif. interviews reported a desireito



'TABLE;VIf

‘Category B. Measures of Orientation Toward Work and Play

o

. Traits®  Cluster of Subjeéts

. Achievement = NP ‘H

Endurance T - H

- - Play ; S i'iv' - ..N o

N = Norm

|
]

=.Low (Below fhé‘ndfm)b -

o
M

= High (Above the norm)



“*{l;the heat and smok

Jiln another case the bene iciary reported

100

do ‘a good job, regardless of theitask, and a desire to see things

V'fthrough to- the end It geems that ‘the subjects, by taking on the

S

task of helping another in distress, diSplayed behavior support—'g“

ive of this trait" oy

>

There was a similar clustering at the high end of the endur—

N

—

" ance’ scale - The description of 80/ of theasample would be g

“'QL Willing to work long - hours doesn t-give dp quickly on a
pioblem; persevering, even in the face of great difficulty,
- patient aﬁn unrelenting in his work habits (Jackson, 1967

< p. 6)

Other data obtained from the interview was. supportive of the

]

(’presence of this trait in individuals Once deciding to inter-”‘

/ L (.

\.vene on«behalf.of another_ they all persevered under extremely

ll adverse;conditions{ The conditions u der which some d!‘the sub-‘

'Jects risked intervening. were’ documented in police and witness

PN

'reports as - illustrated in the following Fire Chiefos Report

. fcompiled from witnesses statements°.;

‘A man went over " and kicked out - the window of the. bedroom
’SWhere the child was The smyke -was 96 dense. and ‘the: heat §0.
- intense, ‘that no one would g into the room and everyone‘ '

moved ayway. (The . sub ) nt over to the window -and :
--crawled ‘into .the- r m. ..t e smoke'was excessive.. because of
s DO one would go near the window to assist

gff.. being trapped his truck and covered with diesel fuel -
-~ and blood He 'ha tried -to discourage the helper, as he f33
- ‘thought his own position to be: hopeless. However, -the: -
‘helper refused to .abandon him. and persevered with ‘his rescue :
attempt. The person to be’ rescued was: considerably heavier.
- in veight than the helper and’ reported having back lacera--;
v _ftions proying ‘that he was_ bigger/tahn the hole he ‘was pulled
',out of v{; L w?v,f : SO L aoo o
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o completed.vf - Z/ ,

'nomy (7 out of 10 were above the norm) v This group tende

‘suggest that the subjects w0uld be best described as f

101

These .two examples are illustrative of the unrelenting efforts

'.ﬂdiSplayed by all the subjects They daw something that needed to be .

done decided to do it and persevered until the intervention was

o L : R B
Category C. Measures of Orientation- towards Direction from
. : Other People (Table VII) P

e

The group tendency in this category was to rank 1ow in succor—f

ance (6 out of 10 subJects ‘were below the norm), and high in auto—'

ot

'_‘hreliant independent, and autonomous, rathér than looking for %PP‘;-

. . E v iy

'port or seeking help and. being dependent on other reactions.,lsﬂfv

‘Jackson (1976) defined the autonomous individual as-

L Tries to break away from restraints, confinements or re—v~.”

.- -strictions .of any’ kind{'enjoys being unattached, free, not o
“tied to people, places or obligations-'may be rebell ous when B
3‘_faced with restraints (p. 6) ._;v e T R

§~The tendency for the low score on the suCcorance trait is sup-}h”fff”’

"fﬁ_pportive of the higher score on the opposing trait, autonomy._~

T the interview i'.' afv*f:j7‘

All the subj&cts in this study reported making the decision toiﬁ*t*':
"'--gfact independently of input from others.f In one of the interven—x.VfTVf o

‘-tiOns, tWO persons in the sample acted together in the same rescue ;;: -h-”

N

“1'?and were SUPportive of each other. but revealed the folloydngein_Jt

k fQ If would have said don t ddyit, don t go near it, what
would -you have~done? '{ LR - .

-;A I might have hesitated but I think I would have made the

. same kind of effort ;»g e fg



"TABLEvVIi

.CatégquLC' Measures of Orientation towards Direction" 

'from Other People

Traits 'g-;-- . . Cluster of Subjécts :

©» Succorance . B
SN £‘~ g D ' o

S

g n'

‘L Low (Below the norm)

,i High (Above the norm)

&
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C ke

"~: but were not interESted in why they did what they did and had given 3V¥:

SR

i g
s ) ¥
C o, a

a

idividual decided on their own to act: and eXpected the other to

14
U

arrive at a similar decision.l_ - ':‘Iu ' ;gw&_

B

On further probing into this incident it seems that each in~

o

v

The other subjects in the study acted in the presence of L

,fneutral or opposing bystanders and did not appear to have been

tionp (Table VIII) ; Bt

el

The group tendency in this category was to. evenly distribute:

. . L
-

- R

{:\"} el B S e

whole were not interested in analyzing their behavioa. They re_{g;y.g

sported great personal satisfaction regarding their*prosocial actions,_ff"

/\

little thought to their motivation

Category E ﬁﬂeasures of Degree of Ascendancy (Table IX)

-~

a BOZ of the sample would be- ‘fi'fl ;v;“:j“?bp{j;ka,

A .eXpanded later in this chapter under.situational factors (Item 7);I

ltrait Seventy percent of the subjgcts could be described s not

The group tendency in this category was to rank high ‘in domi-—ﬂ

[ fined as. forceful domi ant, and assertive.._Ihe description'of'fih

L

n

'

"'bl"affEcted by their input or lack of it This discussion will Q)e

e ,;' Category D Measures of Intellectual and Aesthetic Orienta— o

’Ae;around the sentience norm and to rank low on the upderstandingg ..;' -
"being particularly intellectually curious, reflective or theoreti— v}

Thgs was supported in the interviews where subjects, on the CE e

L nance.; This tendency would seem that the subjects could be de-”;ii .



’TABL-E VIII L

P : Category D.. Measures of Intellectual and Aesthetic S
e R Orientations .?ﬂ'nfvﬂ=--v’..‘«a~ TR

v
e e

Cyen T :*~.f fg:Tfaiﬁé k 'f?'°7fifn;:??Ciﬁstéf'dfysubjectsf :c:ji'-: ¥\»*

Understanding :':;fff:;ffinf«ff'llLfi{g“A_'f . Tj : ;_nitn '

Sentience f..ﬂ }fﬂfin;n;:é.nz;"f;._'ngI[;;”“”H

-

Low (Below the norm) : ‘:-; sl

N\

High (Above the norm)
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o TABLEIX oo .o Ty

R Cél_,teg'qr’y'i E'.;'”'Mé,afsui-es- Of'i),eg‘re'e'of'* Aséénﬂaﬁcy' St '

_a

v Trdits, | Clustér’of Subjects .
T T T T e

" Dominance . H

S Mbasement iU LN e

V-

e '

Norm ' ..o o RS TDESIL P e

e,

e
TRE

o

= Low (Below the norm) .
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Attempts ‘to control his enviornment, and to influence
~or direct other peoplej; exPresses opinions forcefully;-
enjOys the role of leader and may assume it spontaneously.

(Jackson 1967, P- 6)
"‘-'During the interview, the subJects' self-perception of their |

':qualities in this dimension of pe'sonality, support the research

~ form results e
Subject A) As. Yes I usually take charge more. often than Just
going along s ﬁ# : : - L
i SubJect B) A: ...I have always been able«to stand there and say. SR
: 'To hell with you' : S

LAY

Q What do you think made you do it7

- b R
-,'sSubJect C) A I guess my dominance I have always been a fighter

(1o matter what the odds were

: Q ‘ : ST Lo
It 1s also supported by the take charge attitude displayed by .

;i’the SUbJeCtS during their intervention After making the decision

gto intervene all of the subJects not only initiated action but

;;2; also directed others -‘This is evident in the following comments

',“""

SubJect A) -...as I Jumped I said,"Somebody stand by the window B
. in case'I don't make. it out, at ieast you can get the~ yd
v]baby i£~I can: get the baby to the window ;1«3~

r." L

"{ﬂgéubﬁeetfﬁ)i, She .was . down there and she ‘wasn't coming up, so' T

’.;said~"We 11 get her up', It didn t take very 1ong,wth":ﬁlﬁv ’

it all happened-very quickly. . o0

The reSults of the P R F., the subjects' self—petceptions and 577:4»

“.\ g

'ff:ftheir personal accounts of their behavior during the intervention,.gifﬁﬁf”if':

‘gfare all supportive of the idea that the subjects felt powerful and

.',rcapable of taking control of a situation . e qf
»v’.t. o ’J B ﬁ' B N -0.. A ‘ .“D' .
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Category F. Measures. of Degree and Quality of Interperson
;;’,u Orientation (Table X) . o . S

The group tendenCy 4in- this category was to rank high in nurtur-

-ance and low in affiliation exhibition, social recognition, aggres—

.1»

. iy :
sion and defedence. This was the only category in which the sub— L

| Jects data did not Support Jackson 5 division of traits into oppos-- ¢
. Eeo v
ing scales within the category. The 70/ of the subjects appearing

¢

: at the high endfof the nurturance continuum could be described as N

» GiVe sympathy and omfort assists othersrwhenever poss— »I s i
'ible interested in caring for children "the. disabled, or o B
© * the .infirm; offers. ’helping hand' to those 1in need- readily s
'.a3performs favors for others Qlaekson 1967 p 7) : tj.h:'f 3
_ The group would not be described as particularly affable gregarious,

rl

L nor easily angered antagoqistic, or. defensive Also of interest

‘“,_was the clustering at" the low end of the continUUm on the traits of

@

' exhibition and social recognition Seventy percent ‘of the subJects

e could be described as not wanting.to be the centre of attention.»

T

| o and as not being ostentatious or exhibitionistic. Ninety percent

gt

S admiration or desirous of credit

L of the SubJeCtS vere' on or below the norm of the social recognition o :;:",
; . : /« . e

R trait indicating that they are not seeking of recognition, approval

The awarding agency prorted difficulty in tracking down the
subJEcts in the sample, in order to inform them of the award he;ifﬂfz,ﬁfﬁf

&'?; Subjects, in t&e interview,'reflected an: ambivalent attitude towardﬁff<l'1”lfﬁ

. s 3
D . e T

S being recognized for their actions The following comments supportrﬂ;f:’: e

he research findings which indicated that social recognition was

not a dominant trait e "j7f;f'_'fﬁ»iflnig'}vfj:"g’lj_,f:,“?»



CTABLEX .
Category F.’ Measures"of~n$§;e% aﬁd:Qua;ity of'Inferpéréon‘ L
I Qrientati°n5ﬁzq T R

: vTraiﬁsr°~ o -4"f.. . Cluster of Subjects

o
3

- Affiliation
Nurturance L e

0 Exhibition v o o T . L

o o '_ 3 : »'. ’ . . . . S i . tol
X SocialjRecogniEiOﬁ ' U . 'L

. Agpression.. . - o ”;f’3; 5 »,jfﬂ :.L

| H=High (Mbove the normy)




T

V-C$" Q: ‘Were'you’pleased tolﬁet the, award7 o o

Subjectwhﬁ‘A: " Not really. "I had. en nominated for another award
- ' and had turned it down . .

'.Subjeot B) A: fNo .even now I feel embarrassed _about the awar
oo .. when ‘the subject of the rewdrd firsf\came up Ii\

. thought they really shouldn 't be:holding ‘that sort

» = of thing,..it is nice to get recognition, but I Lo

would have been satisfied if I hadn t. ; T é{_

‘Subject C) A: I didn' t expect anything. When - they (awarding agency)
N " “got--hold . of me, I was. dubious as’ to whether I would
even, go to get it, '~~‘} ' . : S

‘Subject D) A: gNo, ..if you. want my . Op;nion At is- Just a crock of

_ . I'm not knocking the people: who put the awards on,
+ 7. or the people who asked me to accept the award It

is unimportant, you:don' t need a medal People came -

© ober ‘and asked me why I don't have.it.on the china .

_ -cabinet...it id in thq top drawer of my - dresser,

" and that's where it i going to stay. I don't want

o SR .+ 'people’ to know about it o Just don't. like talkingw

TR SR o about it

s B . 0 .

eq} C-

~ Subject E) A: T was; scared to go to: Edmonton It was nlce the way .
7. .. it was done, and nice to giye peOple “awards. for, stuff
2 'like that but myself I didn T think I deserved it
+ " 'Subject F)- A: :No what bothered me about the medal ‘was . that my sat—f -
7. isfaction’was'a result of the person still being - B
P‘{alive, that was good enough. .. T. am tired of:. people Q“ff"
.saying T did a great job and me saying, 'Thank you""

7You mentioned that it ‘was’ not important that other S

et ) 4

; vif:people‘understood your action in. this incident; u~k" o
S ocould you elaborate7 ‘ 4,u .-_w_ ~~~"~.:'vJ~;7T‘+\",i'
“vféjadfdhé'h__bﬁ. I don t; think a general understanding of-my actions

. '“and motivations would'?ulfill ‘me- anymore ~would -
-bolster my- ego: anymore, would give me & sense of *

'-;nIt 1s simply,_'Just leave ‘me alone" Q}_‘,J R :-".eﬁ,d;5

:;yfif;satisfaction anymore,. would give me more of & sense,"siufﬁ}
. of pride, I know. that a. couple of organizations haVe .f>:f°

o¢ 0o recognized this and rewarded me; which.I apbreciate
.+ .o tand condider an honor, The knowledge 1s phere that -
f,gthey have recognized what 1'did; and tha®is nice.
.- 'But’as -to the question whether it matters to me,’ f‘ iy
'..Twhether everybody knows what mjjmotivations were or

. | \'A,. ‘ {’,
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'understands ~my motivations, as was the questiOn -
there is nothing there which gives me a self-satis-
faction, That sounds a little deprecating; maybe

I didn't put it quite right. You know, you feek
good when a guy comes and pats you on the back ghd
says, 'Gee, that was a great thing'. You know, you
swell up a little bit. But to have some guy under-
stand my emotions and feelings as to why I did it,
that doesn't really seem to be significant.

All of the settings of the interventions were critical and
adverse enough that the potential for failure or»for,looking
ridiculpus in trying unsuccessfully was very reagl, bThis‘didn't.
deter the subjects from interuening; It is clear from the sub-
jects' comments and behavior ‘that action was not motivated by
potential attention, recognition or reward Instead they pro—
vided assistance in an urgent situation, displaying empathy, ‘
role taking ability and other aSpects of nurturance.

Table XI briefly summarizes the data collected on the person-‘
ality of the subJects by“mean§ of the Personality Research Form
and unstructured 1nterviews The subJects clustered above the
norm on traits in Column "A" below the norm on . traits in Column

e, and distributed evenly about the norm on traits in Column

HB"

")
o

‘There has been some concrete evidence e, ating@§£om recent
studies (Kohlberg, 1969) that the stage og "“ral development or

moral reasoning and altruistic action are interrelated This

N t
study attempted to compare the subjects' reasoning behind their-

v

action in a real dilemma and their reasoning on a hypothetical

dilemma Data was gathered in structured interviews, Kohlberg s
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TABLE XI v

Group Trends on Persdnality grait Continqé»

=
.,HIGH-‘ | . NORM.v. o | _LOW ° .
iHarmavoidaﬁce Y I&pulsiyi;y | Suécorahce
Order B Change ; Understanding
Cognitive : ' : - | o
Structuré ~, Play ~ ' Affi{liation C !
Achievement _ ‘Senéience . Exhibitignv
Endirance Abgéemén£ i;Social Receghitibn
Autonomy o ‘ : _ Aggression ‘
,Domihanqei< | ' " o | Dépenaénce"
Nuftuyance
N = Norm B |
-L = Low (Beldﬁbthé nofm)‘ N

L3

ja sl
fl

High (Be1ow the norm)

-
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Protocols, and in unstructured interviews, in which the subjects

" were asked to reflect on the reasoning and makeé some value judg- :

‘tments'in relation to t actions Kohlberg (1968), in referring

to his scheme of - stage development, stated: "I have Called this )
.

scheme‘a typology. This is because about 50% of most people s
.thinking will be at a single stage, regardless of ‘the moral
dilemma involved” (p. 28). For Kohlberg there éxists a unitgry v

' predisposition to judge in oﬁher words, there exists ‘a direct link
between the differentiated moral structure acqu1red and the ensulng
judgment ,- u‘,ﬂ.' g lf_» . N s S “' v

Item 4 What was ‘the subject's level of moral reasoning as’
established by Kohlberg s Moral Judgement Interv1ew7

All SUbJectS were administered Kohlberg sLMoral Judgment

hInterview Form A (Appendix) All\SUbJECtS were found to be at the:
, -

conventional level of reasoning.'

Within the conventional level, the Stage lll reasoner'gives pre-
Cedence to shared interest over indiv1dual interests while the Stage 7-‘
IV reasoner has a social perspective which upholds and maintains a
social system with its roles and rules |

The following subjects responses.are_illustrative_qf“their»-‘

reasoning SN

V Subject A) Q Why should the Judge sentence Heinz9 o ‘.bix ,j

A To demonstrate to. other people that Heinz had broken
‘the law, even though the circumstances might indi—
cate that that wasn't all that bad. ‘But he had still
broken : the law, and we still must maintain a structure \%
.. that our society can hang onto...in other words, even -
though our structure isn't perfect it must be main-.
P _ e
. S A

1



113 .
tained and modified, to try and work out its imper-
fection, (Stage V) a : o

.;-Subject B) Q: What is to be said for obeying the 1aw7 4

A:,There are times when .t erTaw in detail \not in gen-
eral, hurts people anf, if that is tke case . then the
law'should,be changed .“But to.ignore. the law is en=
couraging a contempt for authority, which may have
repercussions, which will far outweigh the simple dis-
obeying of one law...Il'm: thinking about the fact that
the whole structure of law by the maJority would be
broken down (Stage V) . .

‘Subject C) Q: Thinking in terms. of society, what would be the best
- - reasons for the Judge to give him a sentencé7 .
R 7&:-The fact thac the law says so Sbciety is bUllt on
. “those laws...We have to abide by the law which has
» been set by society. Stage IV —(III)

Subject-D)'Q Should Heinz steal the drug7 R f_'__"_ e

’ -A;-Yes because he was prepared to pay the druggist

~ for the sake of saving a life, and he had no. other
means of . obtaining 1t he should steal it. Stage .
IIr - (IV) Sl : s ‘

The above resbon s clearlf illustrateICOnwentional lewelslof
hreasouing As has begg stated earlier, at the conventional level
;fthe self ;@ identified w1th society and its rules, and individuals.n%ftﬁ
:"act for the betterment of society, or groups within a. society; -Theggb“
»isubJects.denonstrated-by their responses that the preservation of.::
:’life over property and life as a basic social right was of importa3}b“?
bance to them i S e ' ) ‘ |
' Item 5.\What>was the‘level ofimoralrreasoning used in the
real situatious? ' R - o
When one considers inneraction between.reason and action. and

? finds them suitably related then the structure within can be con- g”;

~sidered equilibrated. ”In other words, the moral‘structure adequately
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'seryes the person.in his need for interpreting a situation andfreA ;
}h, sponding-tolit. Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) suggest ";;radultumorai
stabillty appears to. be more a matter of increased congruence.be-.
"tween bedief and social role" (p. 108) '
'_Morai}Judgments“are not,made in.a yacuum-‘ The situagg—hal eie—“
ments are a}witalffactoriin each judgment This is not to suggest
hat the Judgment is determined by the situatiou Judgment is the.
l application and therefore adaptation of principle to situation
All of the subJects in this study were consistent in reasoning 3
at the conventional level Stages III or IV Their reasoning about

r

their dilemma with which they were. confronted as well as their

reasoning about further questions regarding the uniVersality of their

,,«./,

actiOn, reflected their concern for the societal structure

SUbJECt A Well I really couldn t live with myself 1if. I didn t
. help...I guess I wouldn' t want to’ be left the. same’ way
-_f_myself if T was in his predicament Stage III -(IV)

: S~

g'éubject.Bf LI T did something wrong, my . friends would criti-

,cize me. -1 grew up more concerned, about what my friends

gfjfwere doing to ‘say’ then what my parents were going to S ,j-“
'f~fsay.. (Stage III) g»\ o : SRR S

xfffsubjett”Cr'It s an important thing (to help) because all life is.
w1 can't see‘us existing for too much longer if-we con-

.. ‘tinue at ‘the rate we are going" (world- situation)

. everyone is your brother ..I would want others to do

"'j-it for me. (Stage IV) L :

‘Subject D T would eXpect a 1ot of people to do it. Yes, in the
e .__'circumstances ..most people haye a- feeling of considera-
* tionwfor their fellow man...I Suppose as you. go through
oo . 1life, you come to realize that man.is a 30cial animal,
e i _f_,Perhaps it is the exposure to: .this type of social liv-
L ing that gives someone the motivation or lack .of thought
f the consequences which causeés them to put their own
?%Ife in some kind" of danger to save another - Stage III-.
(IV) L e . . B R



ZSubject E Well I would like to see everyone like that I‘mean Why
shouldn t they be., Then we would know when something did
happen ‘to, us that there ‘was somebody behind ‘that would

help, ‘Doesn' t matter- whether you are white black," or .
. ‘fgreen.‘ Stage III =" (IV)-

" Subject F I think. the group of people in this (place) have been ‘h:,;'
- ‘together for 'a long time.,.there is a good feeling...
I think everyone would have done: that for one of their
A [fellows. (Stage III) ' :

‘ The examples indicate the subjects acted out of reSpect for life'

‘ and the need for maintaining a social structure and that they had

concerns about the interaction between people : Although some re- ‘ R

fsponses give the impression of reciprocal reasoning (Stage II), it is‘,'

z;‘clearly conventional in that the well—being of society and the wel-_ co

o ?fare of man is a basic consideration. All of the subJects expres—-

'1sions indicate their role-taking ability and that mhey had developeﬁ‘fh!'il

~a soc1etal perspective Their actions were not basbd on concrete re-ff.f'

‘.{,

:fvciPIOCity ThEy expressed a desire that others would show concern andvj‘i~l?

':_i_come to the aid of others for the welfare of individuals and society RAEE

ithhey repeatedly expressed the idea that their action‘was a result of 5@jlff%

‘_ihow they perceived their role as a member of society.
All the subjects keje ted thg idea of: passing a law in order to

“xforce others to display prosocial behavior and felt that it was an»__”

.j‘urindividual decision The value of life and the maintaining of thaty'

."’life was seen as a value or principle which society and the indivi-i,‘l
Tldfdual should uphold Life was seén as of the highest value and 1ts ‘:ﬁ,
_fdpreservation considered crucial for the maintenance and structure
"-"of society.. _A : -

: In the hypothetical Kohlberg Dilemma all of the subjects f t




'A'.J..‘lze”
ththat a drug should be stolen to not only save the life of the
.-wife but also to save the life of a stranger Similarly in real
fdilemmas the Subgects ‘relationship mith the beneficiaries‘

1played no part in their decision to act they intervened to.
_assist a stranger In ‘most: cases the subJects had no - 1dea who
;they were dealing with until they.were well into their prosocial
::'i.intervention In both, the hypothetical and the real dilemma the %

B subJects expressed an obvious concern for the welfare of others

\w and,their society. .t“ __1i;;'lfikf:]5-fj';, ;j;gyilp;ai'i,jj.‘;?;; .

Altruistid/gctiOn and the making Of mOral judgments involves ﬂ**” o

f{fah interaction of the following nature

"‘7 Cognitive Structure é———~e> Process-.«5"-~—9'Definition of
i e S (Role Taking, o Situation (Dilemma)
1; Empaghy, Compassion) ) :

Y b

In the:model,»the "process" is one area that seems critical _df"

“-f'to this study, as it mediates internal and situational antece-_ff.z‘

"dents of the intervention.' Role Caking plays an active part in

L constructing the-meaning of any dilemma Each subject in’ this'}“*”‘
' _study appeared capable of role taking and empathy and these w

.factors acted as mediators inxtheir decision to intervene

g

' The other factors, namely the defining of the situation is

':'of equal importance. Thomas (1931) alludes to this and the poss- ilf
';P'ible interaction of external andzinternal variables'

&



':.fm and behavior

ﬁfda, ;i.__.; ::‘;vd‘- 17 .

2 ‘f‘:(’;- - ) .
,Preliminary ‘to any seldeetermined act of behavior ‘there -
‘isalways .a. stage of examination and deliberation which \\\> '
‘we may call the deﬁinition of the situation. And actually

not only .concrete - acts-are: dependent on the ‘definition of -
the situation, but gradually a whole life-policy and the .
fpersonality. of the indiv1dual himself follow from a’ series

f such definitions (p. 41) ‘ : ~ :

The SubJeCtS showed a- consistency in their conventional moral
‘rireaSOning on the hypothetical dilemma and their reasoning about

the real situations encountered They emphasized a concern for .

L
. t

the social $er5pective and the value of life ' Their "le;taking

fﬁability and empathic reaction was not only verbaliz but*transeh -

:-fhlated into action ind‘cating a. c°nsistency in thei'

e

L ?5;; SituatiOnalfVariablesdjb

Several possible internal antecedents affecting the SUbJeCtS

RS

: _in this study have already been examined and the extent of their

'fVinfluence on the sample discussed

reasoning -, ~ .

It is recognized that behavior "is a function of the inte—‘f“bvi'_iﬁ-

' 7gration between the person and the situation he or she encounters";"'

f,:.(Mussen, Eisenberg Berg, 1977, p. 139) The review of the liter-.;"‘

..fature identified several situational variables which have re- f A:" .
'”;inortedly affected bystander intervention or- the display of pro;j;
bi.;social behavior.q‘ - | - 4 e :

h The intent here is‘to examine the.circumstances under-whichv
»the subjects‘in this study acted and to assess the effect of the?dffrif

A'

setting" on their behavior
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' .(:j>§%;;‘6 Were there sequential steps which Subiects followed
L ‘as they intervene’ N \§ _ 4 L

&\\jLatane and Darley (1970) outlined an interlocking series of
- decisions noticing the event interpreting it as an emergency, i‘k

e : ,
monsidering what is to be done, deciding how to do it, and imple—{3;_~"
;, menting the decision ' The interviews were used to gather data on )

'the self—perceived preactive co'n ive activity of the subjects

,_<: o Notlcing something wrong and intefpreting it as an emergency
45

AT SR o
| All subjects reported noticing something wrong and interpreting

| "rit as’ an emergency.‘ Given the critical nature of each incident :""-,'

”“}fsupported by police, witnesses and news reports, it does not seem

”'k?surprising that the subjects interpreted the situation as an: emergency:r?;f.

“?:The context was not ambiguous, and other individuals who came upon ;;g;~~

"'vq{the scene also saw that something was wrong

.hlzﬁ’dEfWhat made yOu thinkéthere was a problem7:Tf,ifo;tﬂfi:'ff;fi
”h53ﬁbjeG£L§)T;A_ You could see he (swimmer) was out too far his wife_ el
Sl told us he was in, trouble.. Somebody came running up

155"“3“nvff jh;from furtner dowu the beach and seid 'Who can swim ;f.:f{;:
: EEERNE ;zahere 7. I T e S &
'c'?SUBjéCF:BfifA‘ She. (subject s wife) called out. i"The boat has ;f”ffffﬁf;:[
T "'f‘ﬁ*i tipped and one of ‘them has ‘not come up ’, R

"Subject:C) At she was crying and hysterical ' I could see her "
o “".*3”b57volder child but- not ‘her two year old....I: asked herZ
- where she was...She sald- something I couldn t under- o
! ‘stand. I grabbed her. and asked her again....She-
““said, 'She is in- the crib- and I can 't get her out
'fI tried, and I can' t S o Sl . S
"+~ Subject D)'lA 1 heard the detonation.. There was no doubt,in my ‘
o e 'mind what 4t was and I knew I was faced with an- ex--""ﬂj,f;.
“Tplosion.., As I walked further -away: “from where most of " -~ "
- o the- people were, towards where. the explosion had d_'_
"r_,bocdurred and looking at it carefully, I saw some ~agwu~g



W e
TS ‘individual stand up. in' the middle of a bunch of
o debris and hold onto a;pole - I.didn't see him stand
. ’i,up, I saw him standing there, and I thought,'Christ,
= _there was -an -explosion and someone 1is still alive,;..-
<‘fstanding there" - l-p S :
Subject E) A: The’ car passed us. and was gone We came around the
L R ‘corner. and-on the ridge of an. embankment, the car. - .
o © was’ burning like crazy...We both wefit: up the hill o
., and could: see the guy in the car was moving and heo"
S . Wwas-on fire : ,

R SubjectsF)gAk The driver was pinned undér -the wheel and gasoline
ot was soaking his legs ‘and” there were sparks popping
.~and water sizzling. f}j““' : s

"7; :sﬁﬁject:G)'A, j,.the truck had just stopped sliding upside down
; ST syour could ‘see him ‘(driver) in the crushed cabd, there
j’was diesel fuel running all over. the ditch.into the

Y '\

fﬂSﬁbJCFF“H).A: I said 'What iS happeningVF, an} he’ (another bystander)

R Y
P

;.1said 'Somebody wants to jump _q R ._ ;, o_g‘,vt'm

The subjects obviously were not alone in noticing somethingf‘;,_:
‘7:,f wrong and interpreting it as’ an emergency, in fact the emergency was 5;7f34§5

in some instances called to their attention by another

Accepting the Responsibility to Act .gpnpp;,“,n,,t

The next step, accepting the responsibility to act islwhereiu

the subjects of this sample distinguished themselyes frol other by-:f""'ﬂi'

\ s

standers The subjects responses indicate a bombardment'o _stimUli}f;ﬁ:”

there was a great deal to take in.; Subjects initially reported "not'{f;

st ’thinking" but rather "acting out of instinct reflex action or emo-f~“

tion :' | _', :f-_,,;;i,i T
_ aSubject A) R quickly I responded and went into the water, not S
d'”;y;,t o .__~;:thinking what: ghe ‘said or- anything, I just knew that iﬁ¥~:”
L -‘”~hthe boys were in trouble and needed help r ~.‘,

f}“fsubjecthff_v No,.. total instinct, T just jumped ;.I knew I had a f:
EE TR S 7_baby in a-crib....T put. together baby and crib and I
'1‘had to find a: crib, so I just jumped. ;,f}~;_ b
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.Subject”C: . it all happened s0. fast I'don’tithink I h;d‘timevto ’
L S stop and think of . anything »+.It 1s just something you
‘do. 'You are there, it happens»in~a split second, and"
it is all over. = SRR . ’ L :
i fSubject‘D) it moved so fast There were~so many things happening
e e »in such a: short period of. time.-
L 'SubjectiE) It was. the two of us (subJect and beneficiary) to~
B : T-vgether ' I couldn't" differentiate between what would

IR, S 'ff:happen to me: if I did go in or didn 't 8o in. - f . ~f‘fe
i;jﬁ ,;? SubJect F) LIV guess subconsciously I was thinking, 'Either do ;flﬁ o
e something or bugger o?f' S I o '

\-.

Responses to further probing in. the interviews indicated that

; E \,’ N _.’ .
.decided to act The intervention or decision to act was based on

various reasons

B I came on the scene and there were many people stand-n
hffing around but ‘no- one was* doing anything,’so I tolc ‘a-’

sﬁtjétfic»_ Jyou.. knowivhe sort of got caught under the boat,and.f
’“*‘:”7"fstarted to drown (i didn t see’ him Sb instantly I
took off y clothes and went in.\u

I never?thOught about anything else.. I»just thought
about. getting him out and thinking of- what I had to do atf
that‘time ok Sha D :

fsﬁﬁiéétfﬁ ;J'-

after as; sgiﬁg]fhéfsitdgti&ﬁfi;kﬁéw}ﬁéahga;go;st;z1[”,
;hauled OUEL e T S

“”;i”subjéct,Fl’;..I was thinking ...I was. going to do something, one’ wayﬂasz'
“7cfﬂ7’jf'gfor the’ other but what ever itwas there wasn't’ much

‘*,time It was :soon going to be too -late to': run or-to. do

"something, -80™ I opted to. do/something-;»and I went over

;and he was.t:* Gl : : :
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‘tive comprehension'of thelsituation and»altruistic action Empathy N
f‘usually consists of synthesizing the empathic distress and the mental
representation of the other s general plight. The subjects indi—‘

cated a highly sympathetic response to another s, distress They

'1:jseemed to be able to process all levels of information The sub—

¥l

dt=hJects were able'to generalize from their specific situation requir—
Y

'x-;ing action,‘to-a more holistic-and,societal'perspective‘ The empathy
thhat SubJects experienced served as one form of information about the

'”other s state This understanding of the other s state (being in ,Aff ;*ff

.fdistress) seemed ‘to. have given meaning to the subjects resPonSeS "Cﬂé
Consideringﬁwhat s to be done and how to do it DA

\."'°7iThe subJect s cognitive processes during their 1nvervention B

o

""..‘;_A i
’ eemed to be focused on the immediate action needed and the process of

: _ O = e e
":ions’wereﬁbeing made’and*problemS'solved’Under:’

: conditions The,interviews show thaé9the sub-lfgl';
e task and appeared to be only partially aware o
”the periphery The clarity with which the SUb—nf"ﬁlj”'T:

z.of the incident and used this information ,ff

pn making was related specifically to the task The:‘“”7hff

.r\.

”Z;Ti;previously 'hgtlf“i}ififpff;:

i”f:Q Despite the subjects cdmménﬁé "Ifdidnltnﬁavevtime:tofthinkﬁ;F’f_‘f o
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» f, the subJects description during the interview indicated there was'
indeed a great deal of thinking going on: It seems that they did

/not have time to preplan the entire 1ntervention, but . instead

// after deciding to intervene, developed their plan as they proceeded

'Their actions reflect perception, reasonlng and on—the spot problem—'

jlsolving.' The following excerpt illustrates the critical cognitive

AR

' _processing of data el

" .we_ came, around the corner and’ saw a car burning like crazy
~on- the. embankment we knew we had to do- something we -
_stopped.” I emphasized on my five‘year 0ld son hOW‘important :
1t was for ‘him to stay in-the car: vvtold the next truck that: _
e . came along to ‘go to town and. get help.. ..We went up to the car, -
~at- first we'couldn't seé& anything .,then we saw. someone on: the
ground his head was ‘laying- down the embankment he was gurgl-
ing...I- turned him so his head was on the incline and tilted his
head-to the” side so he wouldn' t choke. .all that happened in ‘
" -four seconds; at the ‘most.,.we saw- the other guy in the vehicle
and. he. was on fire..lwe looked- at the fire,..the first ‘thing
that .came to'min Was, the possibility of the gas “tank- explod-
ing ‘we could see a dark trail. in the ditch concluded,that
the gas tank had’ already .ruptured. +the flames were so- high
".something had to be. fuelling them.- It was 50 te;ribly hot.
.From a. fire training session I had years ago, I. learned that_
‘one; should shield oneself wwe had nothing else, S0 we held
i our: shirts in front. of our faces .we called for the.- guy to.
': wiggle himself free, ‘held- out" our shirts as-a’ shield and
“ moved - in quickly. Crouched low each grabbed one arm. .
he was. 80 badly burned,: I was: pulling skin off his-arm as I .
pullgd; iwe pulled him’ -away from the ‘burning car:;.T didn't zghjpf'“”
~ think I knew what I was: going to do, but everything JUSt S
- seemed to fall into place . L .

This efample captures the flavour of the cognitive processes

')

behind the action 4 It is illustrative of the type of planning and

k? thought sequencing also revealed in the other interviews..;ﬂrv;

. 0 ",'J

"5, The subJects attention was so focused during the intervention;"ﬂ"”"

. that all of them reported that they did not conside; the POSSible O;JGK’

d'r;% ramifications to their own immediate family, should something have

0‘
it el
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e . B . . s Y
. 5 . . 0

rhaﬁpened_‘to them:during'the act. N
v:_Qﬁ You thought nothing was: going -to happen to you7 B ‘ kﬁ- 8
‘ESubject A) A: Not when I went It didn't ocecur to me until hours
" ldter.  .It didn' t ocedr to me to - think that if I R
_ 'didn t get out, how my own. children would manage: R
o T ' : ' ‘
_“Subject B) A: .No, “like. 1 said, there was s0. little time. %gp-jUSt1
AR " . .think about getting him out. Think about wha you
- have to do at that time I didn't.think}of”my'Wifé or
'”anything else ) ' Vo

N . 3**. Q

. .. Subject C) A: it depends to what extent you are going to thin%

R I ‘ logically{br considerithe consequences. of your“dc-
Sl -7 e tionms. . You’ know - you~2%uld stand’ there ‘and start ®i
‘°.'.your family and end up wondering 1if you were going to.

spoil your best . shojg By the. time you get down to

the point where you ecide the: things to consider,

' @,. the- car, has probabl exploded and the guy has gone v

' ‘in smoké, P
. Subject D} A: You know. I don t SUppose for a minute ‘that T. thoughtlf . (ﬁ
e At was:going to blow...I wasn’t going to.go in there .,
with the  thotght ' ‘that . whilst I was-in, it ‘was going to .
.0 pop.;You see the. thought that was in ‘my mind’ was,-.g X
R I'm. going ‘toget him out Jjust before ‘it pops'. Now '
S i 2§ith that in mind, you don't think about tne conse- .
quences of what might happen Af it -did. explode while
R you were. in I suppose it s the ultimate in positive
T thinking L et T T D L
SubJect E) A e it just didn t seem important at the time.-llt”ffﬂa-:"'
. wasn't. ‘a thing that you could take weigh the ‘conse-
Lquences and. ‘then decide what to. do. In the need for = .
quick action, ‘the’ impact of: the car. exploding sudden—ff-,% o
ly became of" minor importance compared to the actions
.1 had ‘to- take in getting the guy out. They were prettx
complicated-—he was stuck and I had abroken arm. v
The situations were so critical and so intensefghat the subject 8 )
. . . S N : -

';ffattention was focussed on the reality of the situation,'rather than on 3:f;

rzs,

e

'hypothetical or philosophical concerns All of their energies and
{”:foabilities were directed toward successfully intervening nd the "whatl?f h

azfif” questions occurred to them hours, days or weeks after he inter— ;;““f[
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vention was.complete!

.Item 7 Was the pros%cial behav%or affected by the presence
or the behavior of bystanders°

The literature reported that potentiaL\inEezyﬁg%&ons were in-

fluenced by the presence and reaction of other bystanders, however,

most of this research literature deals with "why people didn t act"
A%

rather than "why people did act." The interventions in this study

were examined in order to determine whether the subJects made the

o

critical decision to-act when they were the only bystander or. one

of many.

a .

Three of the gubjects were the first to come onto the scener‘\J

: : 5
and to perceive the emergency. They acc ted the responsibility to

‘intervene before others were present. In'e'ch of these three

B

4

cases,‘as other bystanders appeared, the subjects delegated tasks
to them. Seven of the ten subjects were not alone when they de-‘
: cided.to act. The reactions of the other bystanders in these sit-

uations varied from encouraging and helpful to passive, to hostile

and critical as the following comments indicate

Subject A) . ...at first they said it was too dangerous, ‘fJnst
let him come in, (floating in rip—tide) - He looks
all right.

_{? &

O
« ° A:I’can't remember, there was a whole bunch of people
' standing there. We were trying to ask the guy that
‘was with him. We said 'Is he all right7 ..The guy
- said, 'I don't know, I'm not with him." .Well, we
had thought they were swimming together There was
a lot of confusion. -

Q: Who sald that?

Q:What made‘you decide tovgo7'

.é% : A:...His wife was there. She said that’ He was in trouble as
’ he was a good swimmer. Well I mean, nobody else volunr_"



Subject B) Q:
’ A

~.

Subject C) A:

. worrying about getting her out.

125
teered to go.

Were there other people there that could have come
to help? o

: Oh yes, there must have been thirty to forty people

around. My wife called for a rope and nobody pro-
duced a rope. I knew, there must have been rope
available, but they (bystanders) didn't seem to
realize how serious it was. Somebody hollered, 'Let
the S:0.B.s drown.'...Everybody just seemed to go

on fishing.: perhaps oblivious to the whole thing..
Some -people came over a half an hour later and. asked
'What happened to those guys? Did they drown or.

- were they alright?'...They didn't even concern -

themselves to come over and see what was’ happening
at the time...They just didn't want to have anything
to do with it .. They didn_t seem to want to get in--

“volved.

-.There were thirty to forty people. standing around,
When I went over to the window, five people were
standing there, and there was this big fellow who
kicked in the window just as I'got there. All 1
remember of him is his big boots, and as soon as’
the smoke poured out of the window, he said, '1
can't go in there, I might pass out.  The girl’
standing beside him had a .long nightie on and said
she couldn't manoeuyre in it if she went in.. Another
fellow said, 'Wait for the fire department . “So.

I said, 'Get out of my ---- way' and jumped in

.But when"I got back to the window, the people that

were standing there had all moved back to the crowd
There was no one standing there at the window to'
help me. Thex had all moved away....They all saw me
go in and hear me but they all moved back. ' was
good and mad. I was- really upset but I was too busy

Lo

v» It would appear from witnesses and the subjects own accounts :

. of their behavior, in relation to the behavior of other bystanders,

' that the subjects acted autonombusly They seemed not to process

>input (whether it was encouraging or discouraging) from other by—

standers and relied on their own perceptions of the critical nature}

of the situation and independently accepted the responsibility to act.

¥
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The subjects actions did however, seem to have a‘positive
‘effect on Other bystanders- Once the subjects began their inter-
~ vention, their behavior and their specific requests prompted other 1J~
bystanders to assist In two of the situations the bystanders con-
tirued to remain‘inaCtive, either’ unaware_or declding to.ignore‘the ’
vsubject's directions.

Item 8 ‘Was the prosocial behavior affected by the con%idered
. expertise of the actor7

Information gained from the'interviews'was ekamined to see if
the subjects’ decision to intervene was a. result of self—perceived
expertise. Their assessment/;f the potential cost of the interven—

L |-

tion to'themselves would b affected by how competent they per—

ceived themselves to be. The subjects all reported feeling confident
"they could intervene successfully prior to acting ihe subJects were, 7

‘ ,however, aware of the dangers of intervention and helped in ways ‘3:

,that lessened chances of injury to. themselves

Ihe consideration of the potential cost of intervention which

¢

’

‘ may have acted 27 a suppressant of " helping behavior, seems to have

been overruled y the positive way the subjects dealt with the cog”

/ A
fv nitive and affective dimensions of the dilemma ' They seemed to be o
A /

.confident that they had the ability to carry out the necessary in-i

/
I8

tervention/and none of the subjects perceived themselves as con;
~cerned with failure, -0t its implications The source of this con- .
fidencevappears to be a synthesis of qualities and abilities, rather
than competence in a specialized skill In only one of the inci—

dents examined was the subject s decision to act aftected by his



T
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'confidencethathis skill~level inha’specific1competencyg(swimming)
required to carry out'the intervention, was sterior:to‘other\
bystander‘sK hEven though the subject‘pérceived himself"to.be.the'
_nostvcompetent of the‘bystanders;,helwasnftiSure%that hisicompec
tency‘was‘sufficient.’ | | |
- éubject A) Q:»Are you a'good‘swimmer? '

) At Yes, I am 0.K.

-~

: Q: . you knew you could pull him in7

.”A:joh yesy.. I m a’ pretty good swimmer, so’ I guess I
~knew T could handle it. E

Q} When you were . swimming outy what ‘was going through .
",your mind7 LT o
A:*Nothing, I was just wondering if I could get out:""
‘gA-that far ' E ‘ . .

pr;"Oh, S0 you were worried about getting out7 8

A{iYes, well I knew he was in rip-tide : I had seen

- . someone’ drown before in Mexico in a rip—tide, S0’ I :tn‘>”

;i knew what it was all about
h In the other incidents, specialized training or possession of;

z}‘a distinct skill which could assure success in the intervention,ﬁ"

~1wasn 't ‘an enabling competency or a variable in the subject 'S de-f]yi'H'”‘

’-} cision to intervene None of the other nine subjects could be
';considered trained for the action they displayed The skill re-
'.fquired to. enact the intervention was not singular nor easily

- identifiable The following comments indicate the subjects

decisions to. act were not made because of a felt competence in‘a~T,,5:A'

d,:specific skill but rather a felt compeﬁence in their ability to

.‘,carry out the‘intervention.‘
o

1
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: So you were quite confident that you could go out
there, and 3

idn't feel that you were risking any- .
a ,1;
thing7 L ‘ o , \\

: No, not at the time, I was just there to help I

didn't realize the circumstances until the next

iday, vhen we ‘sat down and started to talk about‘ ‘

what really happened and started to compare-stories
(with his wife) I.don't recall too much, because

- My mind was set .on saving the: person and getting
" them back to safety as quickly as possible

A

' Subject'D).

hSubjeCt E)

©Subfect F)

E“So you knew all the right things to do7"

{.When you were: running into the water did you have | e
a plan? - . A : RN

Q.Well I had’ some first aid in" the fire department ~//A

in Ontario....I guess it just comes to your mind at

~a split second" that this is the way you do 1t,.. It

didn't enter my mind to be frightened I was never

'rscared at- any time. JIE you don't: know. what you C

are- doing, you should stay awax from it

i_Why could you not tell someone else stronger;or.
, bigger than you to. do that” 32*~\j‘ PR 7;3f 4

-,J"'.': v

"I was’ mad , very mad he must. have been - about 6 feet
‘3 inches and’ weighed about two hundred pounds and ‘I :
1“figured if he won't doit, ‘then I 'am- 'going to do- At oo
- Whenever I have ‘done” anything, I never stop and = .
p=i'think "I ‘can’' t do it' ‘I JUSt ‘go- ahead and do it

if.. You have never had any experience with this type B
of" incident7 ST TR e ’vijgpli_.,, _ S

:.No, but I ve. had about fifteen or twenty years of ;-»- .

experience, thinking about: such fires you might say

gthat I was prepared

Well- no, I Ve had no- training 1 guesstit was -

‘ just ‘common ‘sense. ..Whatever T did I gathered from

“T.V., reading, first aid books or somebody else tell—i

ing me....T had thought years before what T. would do
L1f I would come across something like this

Ac.

She was not hurt to the extent where moving her

j would cause ‘a problem, and I know a 1ittle bit about
E first aid : : :



Subject G) A: Well..nI suspect that I was feeling in the back of h
" my mind...that I would be able to do it....My self 39
'esteem was enhanced by being able to do something
for somebody else .

Subject 'H) A:. Yes, I wasn. t _super - excited.,..I was. able tQ4say
. things to him like, 'Never mind trying to’ send me
. .away. :Get your foot lcose, and I'll get you out.
. +Possibly I was half convincing myself at the same
time -”ﬁ‘- . : B

: Subject I) Q What made ‘you think you could get him7

'pbdzl I don t know, I just had a feeling
o From the above examples it becomes clear that a feeling of con=- -

V-

- fidence in their ability, on the part of the subjects, played an

g important Part in their decision to act Despite the adverse condi—:ﬁ» e

iu’*tions facing them they reflected on previous experiences Vhether
"fffreal or vicarious, to aid them in determining the nature of their pro—?ij-fﬁw

.'h?sochd.actions The daﬁa indicated that individuals had previously“_f'ii;f:ib

‘fff:acquired a great deal of information, by various means, and were '

'Z'jjperson s unique social learning history and experiences;:they re~’

f-capable of reconstructing this knowledge to aid them in planning ;_: bh;%f B

'appropriate intervention Furthermore, the examples reflect each ,f if,{f oy

s

}1f1ect the: interaction of the products of cognitive development and':;.],5if;%

‘i,Fsocial learning with the specifics of the immediate situation in ﬁijjt_:;;/{f
'..:jwhich the behavior w&s generated The subjects “reasoning and '{iiithy;
v‘f—)action in: the intervention was influenced by preyious experiences P:i;//

e

/- -
Zive structure and in turn this structure was able to accommodate//z e

ifThe dilemma found a context in the subjects cognitive and affect— /.

the dilemma. s B N R ERRE
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o
-’g - ‘

-Item 9 Was- the prosocial behavior affected bv the character-f
fﬁ‘;b istics of ‘the person needing assistancc? SRE

The recipients of the prosocial behavior had one thing in common,,i"

]

\they all required assistance to prevent further injury and possible
.'death It is this characteristic, their legitimate need for help, n
'r;that the subjects appear toahave responded to In only one incident

was. a persbn needing help well known to the intervener In all

T e

;i"lother instances, little or nothing was known about the recipient

T

“;fﬂiThe subjects perceived a life in,danger, and that perception took
‘lsﬂ~fprecedent over other attributes of the potential beneficiary Age, jfwff*'”:

, I;vsex,‘attractiveness, or personality traits of the potential benefi— ‘-"7'

'.‘ciary did not play a: rolefin the subjects decisionsftoiintervene, e

| If;fﬁas the recipients included children and adults, males and females, :ia;.f.”'

'fy-ﬂand information on other traits such as age,,race, nd attractive— --““‘"

”3':ness, were not available to the subjectrnnrior tu intervention, nor

‘fqhdid tney seek this information.‘ The empathy thaq vas appamently

The 1iterature suggests, and one would expect,_that individuals

;1?}needing help because of forces beyond their control would elicit

'll be . . » ,'Q¢

zl’fmore altruism than an internally caused dependency In this study, ,hﬂi
'_where individuals needing assistance had in some way contributed

Qlto their dilemma (carelessness, drinking, attempted suicide),

,w”*bystanders did tend to be passive or even hostile It does not

P

"f‘appear, however, to have been a. factor affecting the subjects of

7viithis study The subjects didn t hesitate to intervenhdﬁ

'they

hf'pdealt with the distress, rather than the characteristics ofcthe in—hfw

\.___-»,..

r.—e

LT TN :
DET,
B t

.aroused in the suhjects was for a fellow\human being in\_ifficulty ’



;:‘itiband apparently oblivious to bystander input they acquired the re—.fiy

””-1lﬁfvictim s need for assistance The potent_al cost of the interven—:fffﬂ

St B
oS

lzlhl‘and the acceptance ot and reSponsibility to act remained private 'ff:‘

7?T"It was not until they initiated the interv ntion that they moved

H'jg:into the public domain In seven of the interventions other by-.~ v

j‘control).caused Diagram I represents a. sequential process by—j'fi};aT';“

"'?standers may have experienced

'ﬂﬁ:as critical it did not seem atﬁalﬁfambiguous to them nor did they

ufjglook to others to confirm their interpretation_m Again_ rivately, gjf

"ponsibility to act and made the decision to intervene The only

w'characteristic of the recipient that theyjfocused on was the_ﬂ

”'chtion was offset by the subjects confidence they would be success—;f{‘ﬁ
ijful.' As one subject commented "I just knew I would get him out

h'and then it would pop

'”Vand therefore the subjects had several opportunities not to act

ﬁ»“research it is not known at which step the process outlined was

: ividual needing help, regardless of whether the distress was inter—iffgljjtz}

‘i.‘fnally (brought on by self) or externally (forces beyond recipient s :_{y;f

" As Diagram I indicates the interpretation of the situation

'hi'standers did not act until the subjects of the study instructed them

rff]}ito assist. Since the inactive bystanders were not available to this
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. FIGURE T |

’-2jpr6¢§é§foffoétandérsfEkpgiigpée"‘

: .}>Effect On or. Interpretation
“ffby Bystanders (private)

f}Taking Action

'x'kAeceptance of Responsibility€  fif7i*V-J
(public) .

‘ L5mf;to Act L (private)
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‘4‘interrUpted It is possible that at Step 2 they interpreted the

s dilemma differently than the subgects but it seems more likely

LJ

B ;_:;that they were unable or unwilling to, accept the responsibility of’v.f

' .ifintervention (Step 3) . Their reasons for not intervening would be '“

:as 1nteresting an investigation as the reasons for intervention off=

.‘l_the subJects of this study._ The SubJeCtS of this study completed L
. Ty

| fd'the process outlined accepted the responsibility to act, and ini-h}‘.'WJ

T;ﬁtiated the intervention The findings in this chapter indicate the;i;i%’

-*ft}1relative influence and interaction of many of the possible internal f}f';ﬁ

"-3and external antecedents of their behavior ,:f};ﬁfjﬁiff*5




- SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS IMPLICATIONS LIMITATIONS

RN AND RECOMMENDATIO\IS ros “’URTHER RESEARCH IR

vahis chapter summarizes the investigation The areas explored

'Jél‘iin this research are outlined and their relationship to findings in :

':ﬁglthe 1iterature are clarified Conclusions are drawn the limita—-

-

| .;“'figﬂtions of the study are describe" and 1mplications are presented

‘7j:along with recommendations for'lurther research

‘l...

772:ySummary Discussion ;q:»ti‘%I Ik;7zﬁ

s has been discussed fn. ic;hé'ﬁfté;‘étéci;'.,,1i‘t_erac"u.te_,’;. most of the. .

Sl . | Ay o B ‘ S
_}V‘gf':_guse simulated or experimentally designed situations The result"];}gﬂ:“°-
LR e oy _ e

*T;has been a profile of the Good Samaritan drawn under conditions_’

: *EifﬁwhiCh require substantiation from naturalistic studies. Suchgwaslfff;igﬁyg

i"fuglthe attempt in this study

The design and method@logy '“;;;,f;*ff;;}(g;;;f.'*”°

The sample for this study consisted of ten individuals,/who :7]fafiqi
: B ' R

'"f'lintervened at considerable personal risk in order to save the life igv*q
’ffof another The interventions took place under -a wide Spectrum

‘55;;f[ff°f emergency situations Three subjects were involved in a water {jg.lv
':._;rescue, four subjects were involved in rescuing persons from a

‘-:}Vriburning vehicle after an accident, two were involved getting a ifﬁﬁf-;q-g .
5_]f;person out of a building which had exploded or was on fire and Sl




’f:? {;lete ‘ThefP' were left with the subJects at the completion frﬁiiti

-~ and, were

f;qtremely;coo
-~ though, the ri
Q;ereiingsiaﬁd

‘.finterested 1n

fhrghavior._izi?""
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-
n

, onefsubjectsnrg‘“f:zg;a-person's fallifrom’a bridge;:, .
'"y‘TbiS stud ﬂk altruism in a naturalistic setting and ‘
3:method to 1nvestigate the\problem Data .

%ed and unstructured interViEQS With the

'Lsubjec : % ,stration of the Personality Research Form

nterviews were of about two\hours duration

~in the SUbJeCtS homes after an appolntment had

:twibeen:made_ﬂf ;“phone The researcher fqund the subJects ex—t-:'

tr*e, open and candid about their experiences, ev_enX
truction of their intervention aroused strong ':7'
1mes painful recollections.i The subjects were

implications of the study and although several

' hhad refuséd to have any contact w1th the news medla :they did volun—“ ; f

of the(inéerview to be filled out and returned by mail to the re_'ffiﬁ

q

""{vsearcher._ There was one hundred percent return rate '
735 The presentation of the data was organized around items form—~fffﬁ e
7ulated in ordeg to Substantiate, reject and add to the items sug;.:7’f'*‘

"”Sested in the 1iterature as affecting displays of prosocial be-'ﬁ}:1;7i”“'

BT T e

Limitations S e

e

It should be nbted that the conclus}\nst st(fe tseated with‘wit

SRR : w L
'“J'_caution, since the evidench.on which they are based is subject to ;ﬁﬂf

,d
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'jthe following ‘major limitations The small sample does not aliow '

":for broad generalizations The situations in which the subJects_ﬁ

l"participated were beyond the contrgl of the researcher The data .

was: gathered some time after the events had occurred and subJeCt

‘to the limitat»on of the interview technique which has’ been des—_

_ cribed at greater length in Chapter III

Findings related to 1nternal variables"“

Potential antecedents considered in thlS domain were demo—

B fgraphic variables, cultural and sub-cultural norms, family social— d.:7

Vtralts, and level of moral deve10pment

'f_lxization practices and long term modelling effects, personality _7f1"

The literature generally con31dered demographic attributes R

S '<l

’ t‘,of subjects as incidental correlates of altru1sm whlch suggest hffff

"”;_ftthan a woman., The reasons for th1s are unciear and although one {fffn]

": AR




"‘f'ceived that parents had influenced their development biﬂ

%}n this study found the prosocial norms of their

G-

The subJects
}'soc1ety ambiguous; They were not however in favor of bolsteringj

id?‘the existance of a.norm threugh legislation As a. group, they

.reported being more affected by sub- cultural norms and make SpeJV‘

_c1fic mention of rural background and family 1nf1uences : All of

41‘the subjects reported being 1nfluenced by their family, howevPr ;;}am

‘ 1t was ot necessarily a direct form of influence as reported 1n -

Cy

.the llterature (i e. nurturlng famlly or presence of a model)a L

5vthat led to thelr prosoc1a1 behavior Nurturing or.- modelling was.

‘vnot a'necessarytantecedent for the behavior.eXamined in.this

f;;study, although it appears to have encouraged the prediSposition o

f;ffor ﬁrosocial behavior 1n many Of the S“bJeCtS The SUbJeCtS p‘

: -wha;t*' o)
iSpecifically was done, or how this was done fwas'

ﬂt,uniform t The findings from this study would supp;rt generally

S ;' . ‘"‘t.

!'.

: ff,}studies in the 1iterature‘generally found that aitruisuﬁ;were

RE LI

e 'z'

hiassertive,,adve&turous' outgoing. risk takers and eXpressiVEQTndi_ ﬁ sj,;

' '4

~isocial behavior was fragile and ten;atlve in the lf%erature ' Trait

=%

‘The relationship between personality characteristics and pro-v: SO

'vviduals who were well adJusted responsible and persevering.; ihé;;xf;f.
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‘certdin personality trait continua. The subjects were not impul-

sive or risk takers. These findings are in dontradiction with the

- findings of previoug studies and would generate Ehe hypothesis that

v . _ .
those who come to the aid of another do so in a methodical and deK

liberate manner which,minimizes the risk to themselves, The sub-
- \ 0," . .

jects ¢in this study clustered above the norm in the achievement and

endurance trait continua which supports the_findings in the litera-

ture, Thefqiustérihg above the norm-on the autonomy trait continuum

reflects a”self.reliance and jndependence on the part of the sub-

¢ .

.jecté, This trait w§s reflected in their deéisiop to accept the

responsibility to act regardless of other bystgnders‘ presence or

3

input., The fact that subjecté ranked high'in the dominance Egeit

seems to be a logical extension of their ranking on harm~avoidance
‘ o . . o 5. ‘ | :
and autonomy, The dominance trait as defined by Jackson (1967),

i

involves being forceful, assertive and béipg in_ control of situa-

tions.. Subjects asserted themselves in situations requiring pro-

‘social action ‘and delgg;ted certain responsibility to others. The

tasks assigned to others were designed to assist gﬁose in'dislress'ﬁ

b 3% r

' as well as to reduce the risk'tq the subjects. .However, even in
:'s;;ﬁatidns ﬁhé%e bystanders did not assist or act, the'subfects
-shbwedItheir ind¢pendente by\carrying thrbugh-théii prosociai

.action unassisted. fnvtheirginterpersonaJ’onientations the sub-

jects wyere nu;zgrant, but were not inclined .to éxhibitioﬁoor look-

'finh for social recognition. The subjects were desirous of helping"
: . . iy - C o .

#

anothér, but for reasons other than being in the limelight or be-
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ing externally.rewarded for their actions. The significance of
tthé’bersonality profilelis not the profile in:isolation,but rather
i . ‘ ‘ : r , :
its interaction with the othér antecedénts of prosocial behaviqr.
| One of the criticisms of moral develooment stage'theory is
that the level of moral reasoning may‘or may not be coinc1dental’
with moral action. This study demonstrated that the reasoning
displaved on a hypothetical dilemma was generalizable to a real
situation. - The subjects’ reasoning emphasized role ta%ing, -and aLA
* generalized social system perspective both of which character—

ize the conventional reasoner. The subjects defined social re- °
. . . * . o ! .

sp0nsibility~in broad _terns. uConventional feasoning,{according

to'KOhlberg (1969), typifies most: of the adult population in our

Qh

it is_en-

we.wish to encourage prosocial

S

o , . - ‘ : - ) ’ . .
couraging to note thataint eners-do not have to be post;conven4_'
o ) » ' Lo
tionaI‘reasoné%s. Conve ional reasoners appear to. intervene or

not intervene as a- result .of the: interaction of & number of poss-'

o

ible variables. This underlines the importance of examining a’

'combination of traits as they relate to intervention rather than
.examining them -one at a time The interaction of the various in-.
»ternal determinants is evident and complex TN

3 . r‘/: " — )

vFindings related to sitUational variables

Potential antecedents considered in this’ domain were the ‘sub-

jects' decision—making procesaes, the_effects of the presence andf

«



140

behavior of byStanders,vthe consideredfexperience of the SubjECtS,.

and the characteristics of the person needing assistancé.

In the research there'is'general agreement that individuals

’whowintervehe on behalf of<another follow a. sequence"Of'steps‘

im their decision—making. The subJects of this study support Latane

and Darley § (1970) interlocking series of decisions Although~

the SUbJECtS initial responses-in the interv1ews did not.reveal
this series, reSponses to further probing 1nd1cated a critical

path of decision—making similar to that described(in the litera-

ture. The emergencies.were not'amhiguoustand’the'persons legiti- o

. mate need for help aroused’an empathy in‘thefsubjects :This em—i'

S (Mussen & Eisenberg Berg, 1977) that empathy, compassion, and role

o

G""

vpathy involved a synthesis of cognitive and affective components.

The subJects were able to discriminate and label the states of i

others, assume the perspective and role of the other and share in"

’tthe emotion being witnessed This study supports a major tenet f o

[y

'ftaking are critical antecedents to prosocial action.ﬂ The question ;'W

~.

_ of how aroused compassion is transiateo into action is not, noweVer,_--

R | oy
answered, in~the'literature.' In this Study,ithe/response that»

'subjects gave to7the question "Why you?ﬁ indicated an interaction
between moral reasoning and personality fact7£s ' Subjetts oftenwv o
mentioned the value of life, that life was a/basic right in

society, and stated that people should car, for others Further'- -

o more the eXpressed the importance of in er ersonal relation—
y terp

"ships within a societal context and that integrity and commitment

~

between“peoplekwaa'necessary for'the ?enefit and surVival of :‘ .

L . 8 N ©
& . B . . -
. . ) .~
. : o ot . ¢ N . ‘. ¢ v

w0
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society, vThe subjects‘conceivedkofvinaction, in sitnations re-:;
duiringyaSSistance as similar to actively doing harm to another
:Measurement ‘of moral Judgments focus on what ‘an 1ndividual thinks :f
or believes he should do. The enaction of these moral choices’"
r,hinvolved a high level of self control and depend upon the sub-

ject s ab111ty to regulate his own’ behav1or in the face of ad-h _‘,‘4

verse conditions and without the presence of an external reward
'Personality factors facilitated the translation of the 1ndi-

vidual's Judgment about what he should do and his personal com—f
';petencies.- what he could do = into behav1or congruent w1th his yf

moral ideals L o L ' |

" The 11terature strongly contends that a‘victim is more
\'

S : N , .
assured of having someone come to his rescue if the bystander

o 1s alone and that the behavior of other bystanders, if they are7

N

- present influences whether or not help Will be 8iven ' Many oF

o the studies 1n this area were’ experimentally designed and dealtf”'

hiﬁ with ambiguous emergencies The literature, however also reports‘i~ o

';that bystander"apathy"is less likely to occur when the need for

e s TN '
assistance is obviOus. L S

| This study found that the subjects acted autonomously, o

" whether they were alone or wit%a number of witnesses when they

-made the decision to intervene As an individual they inde- :

B pendently accepted the responsibility to act and did not dif— |

o fuse this responsibility amongst the group of bystanders Even

L4
- 1if'they asked for assistance and did not receive it they remained
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5

Vtask oriented and persevered in their intervention. The presence -

\ -

. of a model (the subjects who intervened) seemed to affect the R

r

»other bystanders - In all but two cases: the bystanders responded"

o and assisted the interveners In one of the instances where by-v

.Astanders remained inactive a critical antecedent (accerding to

‘subject and witness reports) aroused negative feelings about .

“1the victims. These had deve10ped over a period of time rior to

=fthe emergency situation., The emergency was perceived as having

. ~\.

L :‘been brought on by the victims and therefore,_as the literature T

:'Csuggests, elicited less empathy than an externally caused emer-""

7

genCy This was the only situation in which characteristics of

. //

a person needing assistance seemed to be an influential ante-;';f

.cedent but even in this instance it did not influence the action -

'3"of the subJects of this study.; The subJects generally knew little

;lor nothing about the individuals needing assistance, and those ,i“

':”f{;beneficiary characteristics that they could perceive on the spot (._'Il

] f~other than the legitimate need for help, were not criteria used in

'ithe subJects' decision to intervene Contrary to the findings .{'

‘reported in the literature, characteriStics of the beneficiary

'is?were noten1ﬂ%fluential variable with the subjects in this study..

A further item investigated was the considered self-eXper- j:-vV’v

ktise of the intervener The literature reports bystanders hesi- -
itancy to act may reSult from their anticipation that other by-l o
1:standers may be more COmpetent Although the subjects 1n/this ffb

| study were not trained to meet the emergencies they encountered
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iw.;Lthey perceived the selves to be competent and Were confident that o

"Iftﬁconcludihg COmments hit,,;“

’ - they COUld intervene successfully They reported perceiving the g“‘
_dangers involved and initiated an intervention whichcminimized

as much as possible the risk to. themselves and maximized their

"'chances for success. Subjects reported that they would not have i=3:”

‘:acted if they had felt that the task was beyond them \\This A‘i“-f
,.:appears to be a critical antecedent to the subJects interventlon’ ;;4
:and would 1ead to the hypothesisvthat those who feel a sense of‘ %
;pover over their environment and competent.to intervene are'd;;ftfi

7*;*11kely to come to the aid of another.'i? o 57

e B -

’"i; In our societY. People generally may ﬂ°t fEEl obliged t° pro—:
*5vide assistance in a severe situation Although man s concern for
i his fellow man has consistently permeated his verbal doctrines

fhis actions are not always complementary

The subjects of this Study reported that although theyiinli,',:g

'34 tervened they did not eXpect that everyone would do so or had aVV-

"-:duty to intervene under similar circumstances. They did however,

biconsider their intervention as contributing to the general wel-v ,y,,_'

f‘fare of the society as well as benefitting the victim The term
" prosocial" used by the researcher in describing the subjects

E »tactions was an integral part of the SUbJectS motivation and per— ,

"?'ceptions of their own behavior. The Subjects' decision to inter— 'ad;fﬁ

- vene was affected by their assumption that

p a) the planned intervention could be carrifc'outhnith miniei::'
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¢mal rish to themselves since theybdid‘not see them*frﬂfb'.b
»jseres as risk takers & -

_b)“:thev were’ capable of intervening successfully .

'hé> fby means of "on going" planning they could successfully L

w.complete the task by taking it a step at a time things.:5’

"n_would fall into place

S S .
o) by using all of the resources available to them, they

would be able to dominate or control the situation

’y:ifhis study maintained a holistic berspective in order/to
u“'c’rgfidentify antecedents of proSocial behavior and to observe and fdtffVSf_f'l
N ;mfrecord interactions between the antecedent variables The find-_:f?fﬁfdbi
:~¢%ings of the study underline the Speculation in the literaturf thatfmgi?f;.
f‘ffbehavior as complex as altruistgc behavior involves an interac- ,3h:;"‘ﬁ

f,-tion of variables These "interactive affects" are critical in

lf,the subJects decision-making process for prosocial action Wit-g

f7fhj%ﬁnessing an individual in distress aroused in the subjects feel-

"ings of empathy and compassion and»resulted in an interaction

'”.xfbetween cognitivefand affective components

,»they were

"fsio_ were motivating factprs, however in iSOla on

'“finsufficient to ensure action iIt was the' nteraction with other:iffi"f
. . X A N :' R

'ﬂﬂ?variables which translated the desire to a ist and to help into;v"h*f

i“fsprosocial behavior. ;i Il_}ﬁf

The antecedents of prosocial behavior discovered in this Jh\g_jﬂ_ S

T:;study are summarized in Diagram II The summary profile of the ['rjf7t”:;;

7Qf;Good Samaritan, was a composite of the following the subjects

. "'f.'
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brought with them to the situation personality traits of harm ,
' ”-f; “avoidance, order achievement, endurance, autonomy, dominance
V'i nurturance and a sense of oonfidence,_and co”ventional moral reason- :

"Vf;ing including an ability ‘to rolﬁftake and empathise with a focus'ﬁ,”'g

' by}bion the societal perspective and an individuals right to live buﬁal’fi,m,.

ﬂ*lllPersonality traits and level of moral reasoning were related to ”fé-j:”ﬂ

"“ﬁfﬁthe cultural mileau and early socialization practices These.were.A“J
'W:Uthe qualities which affected,the individuals predisposition to act

's“ffbut describing characteristice of the individuals accentuates how ,3}54

' ”tfflittle is known about exactly where when or how these character—"‘

ﬂfifistics were develOped
.ﬁlf Because of the interaction\of internal variables and motivaci;ii;
S ;:;5itional factors the subjeCtS felt a capability to initiate and offer i“
jfassistance ; If the subjects had felt a great deal of compassion -
'ijbut lacked the necessary personality traits (i e, dominance ana‘fhv
d?endurance), they could well have been ina%tive bystanders;'ﬂ;hiﬁ ﬂi-i.jnuﬁ
‘biThe SUbjects followed a sequence of decisionrmaking steps in their:;l{?;
'5‘_h1ntervention.t They noticed something wrong and interpreted it as
"‘;;n emergency., There was a critical point at which they accepted
‘l“the reSponsibility to act and in so doing were more influenced by e
.”“fiiinternal than external antecedents., Perhaps Af the predispositionjafl;;gﬂ%ji;

fﬂp:to act altruistically was weaker then the situational variables

l,

x &fwould have had a greater impact It is beyond the scope of this

"3}ihstudy, but one could speculate that the inactive bystanders may
: s : , : L
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have shared similar motivations Perhaps the interaction betweehh

',Tthe affective and cognitive dimensions may have been different o

.‘:lflt may be that certain 1inkages are formed in the mind as the in—

'-,;'div1dua1 faces new and unfamiliar situations but not everyone is Ll

'V‘;able to form these linkages and organize a process which enables '
.gthem to act in a new and hitherto unfamiliar manner )
In deciding What form of intervention their action should

”svtake Subjects were intent on relieving the victims' distress |

”ﬁfahd converting their moral judgments into moral conduct In de—f;?i:ﬂ:‘

v:*ijrciding how to enact the intervention, the subjects were confident”effﬂ'f

Tifi;that they could competently handle the emergency and acted in a ;}n;;lf\‘”'

f-methodical manner which minimized the potential risk to them-ivf ég;/”'

B __h,. : v .
»,selves ;

Ihe combination of antecedents that profile the Good Samari:’ldh”;'

betan in this study may not be the only combination that reSult in

”fprosocial action, Mischel and Mischd_(l976) support this view.;.“iﬁ:g fﬁf,ciff’

oo The extremely complex relations among diverse aspects
. of prosocial behavior within the same person; -and the .
_‘”Specific interactions ‘between - human conduct and the psy-
f'chological canditions dn which it OCC“rS,prevent global

. 'generalizations.about the. overallnature and. cauSes of ~;..

-f*moral and immoral —»action (p 107) e Cenn

‘”§The opportunity does not often present itself for interven- ;‘?

b‘?tions such as were described in this study, but the role played ;;;r‘"‘:’;’?”fkv

' '“V;by internal characteristics has implications for socialization

-

:d-fjagencies and practices. Education, both in the school and in the'ﬂjf.b

' ii;home n'”ds to place greater emphafis on encouraging in children,nf

cla concern fof others, feelings of c0mpetenc7 higher 1evels of ffr;f:"

T
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.,moral reasoning which encompasses role taking ability, empathy,

s compassion and a positive regard for humanity, to ensure the

e .

’_dignity, freedom and rights of mankind The challenge is there

<l

d7lﬁto deve10p 1n children, qualities which will predispose them to

behave prosocially There seems. to be limtle evidence to indi— ; .
lcate that our childfearingb practices give a high priority to the‘
"::inculcation of altruistic concern for others I the educational
t‘ifsystemvreflects the desires of its society then the emphasisron ;gi”

skill development at the eXpense of developing the disposftion

to use the Skllls wisely, can Only result in 8reater egocentric o

behavior

Research into prosocial behavior has been slow to develop, but |

I

;;f*the more recent interést in carrying out investigptions with a: w}de

“"ffpfirange of foci and methodology is encouraging.hv Reliable and creat-';“

"cff‘ffactory findings, but the potential social significance of better »if;'

ffive research into prosocial behavior may not always result in Satis—_'fihfjfh

'ffunderstanding the phenomena should not be underestimated vlff,fi;”j{}p5“7

& ,‘-'~

b~”.i,Suggestions for Further Research 'iigk';;»fttfi:if’f'jf.ﬁifftff°5‘Kt“:f’;h

Although this study has contributed a profile of a small sample"aﬁﬂ

.Afi:of Good Samaritans it has also identified areas which need further
"innVestigation. questions to be answered and hypotheses to be tested
: MUCh more needs tO be kn0wn about parental influence model- 3“.*”'

fhling and nurturance and how prosocial behavior is influenced by

9.'

"id the family and other socialization agencies Longitudinal studies

S ~,{of child rearing practices and their effects are also needed

TR



This study found the SubJeCtS to be consentional reasoners
’,?'faﬁd it attempted to relate their reasoning to their prosocial
Jﬂ'?fiibehavior The QUestions‘remain"‘Is it sufficient to be a con~ah"
«,; 13ventional re soner7 Is it more important.to consider the primary

H(focus withiézconventional reasoning’ Do all the individuals who .\
feact prosocially regardless of their level of reasoning choose to
Xtvl:address the same issues in their reasoning about the act7 Will
iehigher levels of moral reasoning lead to more predictable action? -
']_What is the 1evel of moral reasoning and issues focused on by |

<. . .

: hlfthose who stand by and don t accept the reSponsibility to act7

AlthOugh there has been a great deal of speculation and some‘.:'
:j~investigation into why some individuals act and others don t

;7there is still a need for further research 1nto the influence of

,i:internal and situ%tional antecedents What antecedents are 318-*’~-7'

1tllnificantly relaéed to inaction7 :gﬁf‘tfk,g{f:;:i’ffﬁiif,fffnz'fflh

-:::]1 Naturalistic studies are difficult and Complex because of}”f:f'

'fthe number Of Variables beyon¢ the control of the researcher how- BT
,lgzever, results from simulations are’ more difficult to generalize 1: g fﬁ}gﬁﬁ”i
:; v Intensive and indepth multidimensional studies of individuals who ?ifxrggﬁﬁ

\‘J’f{;demonstratEpros0cial behavior ‘or. individuals who "stand and watch" i

: ;émay provide some insights as to the working of antecedent variables.:_fff'
}ﬁ:?h;fThis StUdy has Shown that the cognitive and affective proaesses :_5;[
{i‘}figare nOt Separate b“t C°“tinu811y interacting within the indivi-rlfkfg"‘"
j:igf;.dual More needs to be known about the nature of this interaction

J-'

‘,fand the interaction of other simultaneously functioning antecedents
_ : L e T B T e :
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L
ot

One of psychology 8 mandates is to contribute to the better-ii“.‘:”’,~
;fl'zb ':ment of mankind Research into altruism and prosocial behavior

: provides such a contribution 'The Opportunity presents itself for

TN

,,odevelopmental and social psychologists to condUCt research and tof;"b”

“Ljpfeseno information in order for 80ciety to deal nith its conae'bﬂ

3,;f~;cerns about its vulnerability and competence.in encouragiég'bro~i¥;4_
,;_isocial action and to identify the potential social effects of

*;;action or inaction ‘

S
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HEINZ l . , ; ' _ o . N \j

_ In ﬁurgpe,‘a'wqman was near death from a special kind of‘cancég.
. % | There was one drug that the doctors thought might save her. It
vas a form of radium that a druggist in the same town had
recently discovered. The drug was expensive to make, but the ‘
druggist was charging ten times what the drug cost him to make.'
| He paid $200 for the radium and charged $2,000 for a small dose |-
of the drug. The sick woman's husband, Heinz, went to every- | ¢
‘one he knew to borrow the money, but he could only get together | .
about $1,000 which is half of what it cost. He told the o
druggist that his wife was dying, and asked him to sell 1t
cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said, 'No, 1
discovered the drug and I'm going to make money from it." So °
| Heinz got desperate and broke into the man's store to steal

the drug. for his wife. - = / : .

/

e

1. Should_ﬂélnz steal the drug? Why?

: °

A T A . S
C T - L <
9 . N ° . . %

2. What's to be said for obeying the law in this situation or in general?

&

o >

LT~ o

- Harvard Centre for Moral Development; Noyembér41974.. - "f ’ |
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HEINZ (cont'd) o 0

3. In this situationilaw and life come into conflict.

. _ ,-Hbv can~you resolve
- .the gonflict taking the best arguments for both into

account?

@

T

4. If the husband“doesn't love K

: 1s wife s he obligated to steal the drug
for her? Why or why not? | ; -

<

. . 5 ﬁhy‘is it so important tofsave‘tﬁe‘ﬁonan's 1ife?  Would it be as right
: ‘to steal it for a stranger as for his wife? Why? - c
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vHﬁINZ (cont'd).

- 6. Heinz steals the drug and 1s caught. Should the judge sentence him or
= should he let him go free? Why? - - o s

v 7. Thinking in terms of society, what would be ghe best reasons for the

judge to give him some sentence? L;

b

—

8. Thinking in terms of society, what would. be: the best'reasons for the
' judge to not give him some sentence? ’

o 7 : ]
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"JOE

Joe isa fourteen-year-old boy who wanted to go to camp very ' ' ¢
much, * His father promised him he could go if he saved up the | =
money . for it himself. So Joe worked bard at his' paper route '
and saved up the $40 it cost to g0 to camp and a little ‘tore
besides. " But just before camp was going to. start, his father
changed his mind.. Some of his friends decided to goona . .-
special fishing trip, and Joe's father was. short of the money’
it would cost. So he told. Joe 'to give him the money he had"
saved from the paper route. Joe didn't want to give up going
to camp, 80 he thought of refusing to give his father the
money. _ :

-y y oS

u‘ilbl,v Should'JoeArefuseKte give_his father the money? Why?

2. ~Can you give me the best reasons tb support theﬁother;pointbef view?’

. L e

.‘\
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G0E (omt'd) e

3,

b

5.

| ﬁk' - . S ' .4\fvjfy;f f»;i?~‘ ‘i-f

Is the fact tha: Joe earned che money himself an important cohsideration
here? Why or why nqt? o N R : :

L

‘»thlsﬁoﬁ1& §'§:omise be'kept? “v -f>ﬁ‘7’

.Whétrmakeﬁ'a’perébﬂ;fﬁelfbadjﬁhéﬁ:a promise is broken? .



U JOE - (cont'd)

‘97;‘ Trust is one 1mportqh: thing 1n a good father—son relationship. Wha:

Ya.

"i..\ ‘ 121 -

T
ey

. 6. Why . is it important to keep a promise to. aomeone you don t know well
., or. are noc close to? ' R RN

"are some other important: considerations that a good father should recognize

» How is a good parent—child relationshi
S relationship? Why is that?

"5; in his rela:ions with his son? Why are they important? EEER

!

tp siailar to any good human

R



