A'lesson in Helping

Prosocial Behavior and Altruism

ake Geller will leave his Medway
[Massachusetts] home this morn-
ing in a lift-equipped van that
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When Would You Help a Stranger in Distress?
Altruism: Disregarding the Rewards

. will take him and his parents to
and Costs of Helping . ebine Phoenix, where he will be a fresh-
Evolutionary EXPlaéa“m;S for Helping: man at Arizona State University.

Is Helping in Our Genest

The trip will be one of the longest and
most difficult of his life. Geller, 19, has
muscular dystrophy, which makes any
type of travel an elaborate effort.

But after Geller’s parents drop him off
on August 17, he will not be alone. His
lifelong friend, Jack Buchholz, will be his
roommate and serve as his personal care
attendant,
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ial Collectivism and Principlism:.
ir%sﬁ;i More Than Egoism and Altruism?

Emotions and Norms

Emotions and Attributions:

—— The Feelings of Helping While many people have been amazed
‘ o k k Overhelping: Killing with Kindness by Buchholz’s dedication to his friend,
. ’ , i Buchholz himself is unfazed.
- Standards of Aid uchholz himself is u
. O r i g i n S a n d Norms and Hlelplmf Btit 1o Give “It’s not that big a deal,” he insisted.
Receiving Help: Is It Bette

 Jake Geller and Jack Buchholz are an inseparable pair. “Waking up a half hour earlier in the

morning is not that difficult.”

Buchholz will get Geller, who uses a
wheelchair, out of bed every morning, dress
im, and help him shave and shower. At night, he will undress him, help him with such
utine bathroom chores as brushing his teeth, and put him into bed. . . .

- Geller says he is grateful to Buccholz for the sacrifices he has made, and Geller hopes to

C O n S e q u e n C e S O f IntE::s;;: (;:::se:)cial Behavior

Rewarding Prosocial Behavior

Prosocial Behavior | e,

Experiencing a Helper’s High:

The Rewards of Helping S 5m a personal care attendant in the next few months to help him at school and take the
i ior: Do As I & Hrdcn off his Fﬁpqﬂ

Teaching Moral Behavior: den off his friend.

Not (Necessarily) As I Do . But do not expect them to be spending any less time together.

Values Clarification and Moral Reasoning: As a pair, they're inseparable,” said George Murphy, the director of the computer camp

Instruction in Morality V te two have spent the last few summers. “Their personalities mesh together so well

they're 2 great team., I think of them as a pair of super-heroes, each with his own strength.”
ichl, 1993, p. CI)

The Informed Consumer of Social Psyehology

Increasing Helpfulness

LOOKING

“fain which the news is often bad, Jack Buchholz’s willingness to sacrifice his energies
me for Jake Geller stands out. People like him, and others who make exceptional sac-
‘ tsual. Yet, such behavior is an essential—and not, it turns out, altogether
uman behavior, and social psychologists have sought to answer the questions
hat circumstances, we help our fellow humans.
examine prosocial behavior. Prosocial behavior is helping behavior that
others. The help may be trivial, such as picking up a dropped piece of paper for a
I &traordinary, such as rescuing a child who has fallen through the ice in a partly
~ttmay be premeditated and thoughtful, as when volunteers collect money for
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prosocial behavior: Helping behavior
that benefits others.




charity, or impulsive, as when a person rus.hes heroically into a lft;f[;lmg cari;i ﬁa;vbe; ;xgt})glei
mother and child. The common tl;re;dl tying together prosocial behaviors
s from an individual’s helping actions. . . ‘

ﬂov\'@; (;}:stth:(jnsider the roots of helping behavior. We beg}n by exammllng prosgaai‘fnh:_\t
ior in emergencies, detailing the force.:s that legd peoplc? to mterv-ene.—ox ‘n;)ft— St;)clrri]éec ene—
in a crisis. We then turn to altruistic behavior, h'elpmg th;llt requires sel Whethér Mier
examining whether any helping behavior can be entlrely.altrulstlc, we qu;stxotr;ributions uch
behavior may be genetically programmed. We also' consider how empatd ¥ ; ibu ror,nme
emotions relate to helping, and we examine societal norms, or standards, p
helgzgfl.ly, we consider practices that are design'ed to increase pr.oslobcuﬁ bfihav\l;;z Xi ci1s§§$
how rewards and helpful models bring about 1ncrfiased prosocila be av1c<1)r. o reasofr)l “
late on the adequacy of methods for direc’tly teaching moral behavior an | m? g.

In sum, after reading this chapter, you'll be able to answer these questions:

% What is prosocial behavior, and how is it exhibited in emergencies?
. . . ,
& What is altruism, and does it have genetic roots?
. 4 o
& How do emotions and attributions affect helping?

elping?
& What societal norms, or standards, promote helping?

. . .
& How can we increase prosocial behavior?

& Miep Gies, a resident of Holland, risked her life every day for more than 2 years to feed and
V provide a place to hide Anne Frank and her family during the Nazi Holocaust.

& Lenny Skutnik repeatedly jumped into the freezing Potomac River to rescue victims of a
- plane crash. “I just did what I had to do,” explained Skutnik later.

% Hundreds of people of all ages rushed to help residents of Oklahoma after a devasting series

of tornadoes leveled whole towns and killed over 50 people. Although their own homes were |

safe, many felt compelled to help strangers who lived hundreds of miles away.

What makes people like these so helpful? Social psychologists ‘haye long ponflered thL
uestion, and they have come up with a variety of answers. We’l.l investigate tnedma.]ox
(clonsiderz;tions that go into helping, beginning with the way in which people react during

emergency situations.

DEALING WITH EMERGENCIES: )
WHEN WouLD YOU HELP A STRANGER IN DISTRESS?

Suppose you were in an experiment, talking to a small group of students over an intercom
and you suddenly heard one of them say the following;

I-er-um-I think I-I need-er-if-if- could-er-er-somebody er-cr-er-er-ef-er-er gl\lze me .ii -
give me a little help here because—er—I—er—I’m—er—erwh-h—ltlavmg a-a-a real prob egn—exre i !
now and I-er-if somebody could help me out it would-it-would-er-er s-s-sure be-su e
good . . . because-er-there-er-er-a cause L-er-I-uh-T've got a-a one of the—er—sell-;r—er-iv6
coming on and-and- and I could really-er-use some help so if somebody woul }—lerl—fn

me a little h- help-uh-er-er-er-er-er c-could somel?ody—er—er—heip—er‘—us-us—us [; (l)dn g
sounds]. . . . I'm gonna die-er-er-I'm . . . gonna die-er-help-er-er-seizure-er- [choking
sounds, then silence]. (Latané and Datley, 1970, p. 379)

. . in
i i ituati { ction, U¥
Most of us probably assume that if we were in such a situation, wed rush into action,

to see how we could help the victim.

livtleser

Unfortunately, most of us would be wrong. According to the results of a landmark study
carried out by social psychologists Bibb Latané and John Darley—first mentioned in Chap-
ter 1—and a series of experiments that followed, the poor victim would probably have been
better off with just a single companion, rather than with a group.

Diffusion of responsibility: Where more is less. Latané and Darley’s research confirmed
that the greater the number of people present in a situation in which help is required, the /ess
likely it is that any one person will provide it—a phenomenon they labeled diffusion of
responsibility. Diffusion of responsibility is the tendency for people to feel that responsi-
bility for acting is shared, or diffused, among those present. The more people that are pres-
ent in an emergency, then, the lower is any one individual’s sense of responsibilitcy—and the
less likely it is that a person will feel obligated to help. In contrast, with fewer people pres-
ent to share the responsibility for helping, the more likely it is that help will be provided
(Darley & Latané, 1968; Latané & Datley, 1970; Latané & Nida, 1981; Kalafar, Elias, &
Gara, 1993; Swim & Hyers, 1999).

Such reasoning has been proved sound in literally hundreds of experiments. For example,
in the experiment using the seizure “emergency” described above—which was, in reality,
staged by the experimenters to test the theory—Latané and Darley found clear evidence for
the diffusion-of-responsibility phenomenon. In the study, participants, placed in groups
of either two, three, or six people, heard the faked seizure over the intercom. As predicted,
the more people who supposedly could overhear the seizure, the less likely it was that any
one person would provide help. Specifically, when just two people were present (the bystander
and victim), 85% of the participants helped. In contrast, when two bystanders and the victim
were present, 62% provided aid; and when five bystanders and the victim were present, only
31% helped (Darley & Latané, 1968).

The concept of diffusion of tesponsibility helps to explain—although not pardon—a
considerable number of everyday incidents that exemplify “Bad Samaritanism.” For instance,
perhaps you recall the true events depicted in the Jodie Foster movie The Accused, in which
a New England woman was savagely raped on a pool table in a bar as dozens of onlookers
stood idly by. Police accounts describe her crying and begging for help, and yet not one
person came to her aid. While she was being repeatedly raped by several men, one customer
did try to call the police, but he dialed a wrong number and gave up. Finally, the woman broke
away from the rapists and fled the bar, dazed and half-naked, A passing motorist stopped and
drove her to  telephone, where she called for help.

The concept of diffusion of responsibility allows us to speculate on the social psycholog-

Jcal sitnation that permirted the rape to proceed without intervention. Because the bar was

crowded, each of the patrons could feel litde individual responsibility for helping the victim.
nstead, the obligation for helping was shared among the many people present, a diffusion
that lowered the likelihood that any one person would be sufficiently moved by the victim’s

plight to help her. Tronically, if fewer people had been in the bar, the victint’s pleas might well
have been answered.

Help in emergencies: A model.  Although the diffusion-of-responsibility phenomenon
explains part of what goes into making the decision to help, it is just one of the factors that

dccounts for helping in emergency situations. As illustrated in Figure 8-1, several distinct

df:Cmio“"l“ﬂakillg points must be traversed to determine whether helping will occur. Specif-

~‘ically, they include:

& Notz'fz'ng a person, event, or situation that potentially may require help. For even the potential

for helping to exist, an individual must notice the circumstances that may require assistance
of some sort.

¥ lnterpreting the event as one that requires help. Simply noticing an event is no guarantee that
Someone will provide help. If the event is ambiguous enough, onlookers may decide tha it
really is not an emergency at all (Shotland, 1985; Bickman, 1994)
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diffusion of responsibility: The
tendency for people to feel that
responsibility for acting is shared, or
diffused, among those present.
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FIGURE 8-1 Latané and Darley’s

Model of Helping in an Emergency

N

oticing a person, event, or situation | According to the research, the decision

pluralistic ignorance: A state that
occurs when bystanders in an
emergency or ambiguous situation use
the behavior of others to determine
whether help is actually required.

that potentially may require help |

to help is made in several steps. (Source:
Larané & Darley, 1970.)
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. . . . .
ffort is required. We may thus be primed to discount information that would lead usto

with apparent medical expertise is present when a medical emergency occurs, it is unlikely
that a person without medical training will feel compelled to offer aid; more likely the inex-
pert person will defer to the specialist.

One study, conducted on the subways of New York, illustrated this point nicely. In the
experiment, researchers arranged for a bogus crisis to occur, in which a passenger appeared to
collapse, with blood trickling our the corner of his mouth. Other passengers were consider-
ably less likely to intervene when an apparent medical school “intern” was present than when
no such person was present. Not unreasonably, those without medical training readily
deferred to the supposed expertise of the intern (Piliavin & Piliavin, 1972).

[ronically, fear of unwanted legal ramifications may prevent experts from becoming
involved in providing emergency medical assistance. For example, physicians have been suc-
cessfully sued for intervening unsuccessfully in emergency situations. In response, many
states have passed “Good Samaritan” laws, which prevent medical and other professionals
from being sued for providing unsuccessful assistance in emergencies (Northrop, 1990;
Taylor, 1990; Rosenberg, 1992).

Moreover, people who furnish emergency help are sometimes viewed suspiciously by
onlookers. A person who is providing aid may be seen by late-arriving onlookers as the
possible source of the harm that befell the victim—a phenomenon dubbed confusion of
responsibility (Cacioppo, Petty, & Losch, 1986). Awareness of the confusion-of-responsibility
phenomenon may in fact suppress a person’s willingness to provide aid during an emergency.

e

Deciding how to provide assistance. If people reach this step in the sequence, they must choose
from a variety of potential forms of assistance. Should they call the police? Provide medical
assistance? Ask another bystander to get help?

Because the potential choices for helping vary so widely, helpers must weigh the costs and
benefits of each potential action, employing a kind of psychological calculus. In an emergency,
people quickly tally both the actual and psychological costs of providing particular kinds of
aid. For instance, indirect forms of aid, such as getting others to help, are less costly than
direct aid. At the same time, various types of help bring different kinds of rewards. You can
expect to receive more gratitude and approval when you leap into a pond to save a drowning
child than when you merely call the child’s plight to the attention of a nearby police officer.

Many experiments have confirmed that as the costs of helping increase, relative to the
rewards, helping is less likely to occur (Bell et al., 1995; Yee & Greenberg, 1998). One exam-
ple comes from a classic study involving theology students who were on their way to give a
talk either on the Good Samaritan parable—which emphasizes the importance of helping—
or on a subject having nothing to do with helping (Darley & Batson, 1973). To control the
cost of helping, the researchers manipulated the degree to which the students were late in
arriving to give their ralk.

O the way to give their ralk, participants passed a confederate, planted by the experi-

; Whether you decide to help this

JOU perceive ir is an emergency

1€ presen,

menters, who was slumped on the ground in an alley, coughing and groaning. Would the
theology students help?

person depends on a number of
factors, such as whether you
think he needs help, whether

$ituation, and how many others
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confusion of responsibility: A state
in which observers assume that a
person who is actually aiding a victim
is in some way responsible for the
emergency situation.
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“[ ook, Joanna, I've told you over and over -- I don’t l}ave, ,time for sharing and
’ ’ caring when I’'m moving and shaking.

© 2000 Robert Mankoff from cartoonbank.com. All rights reserved.

ici ici 3 ate
ded on whether the participants were late. Participants who were |

T less likely to provide help than par-

(which corresponded to a greater co.st for helping? wereh :
ticipants who had ample time. lronically, the topic of their t
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chat those in need will receive the aid they require.
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DISREGARDING THE REWARDS AND CosTts OF HELPING

s
mphasi i ighi wards and costs
emphasizes the rational weighing of the re

| analysis of the benefits and expenses of heipifzg .

ALTRUISM:

Latané and Darley’s model :
helping. However, in some cases a logica
not satisfactorily explain why h

i - analys
elping occurred. For example, a cost—reward analy

alk had no effect on their helping

s of helping were no more likely to providc .

not convincingly explain why a medic would risk his own life during fierce combat just to
retrieve the body of a dead soldier so that it can be sent back to the soldier’s family.

To explain such situations, some social psychologists have proposed the concept of
altraism: helping behavior thar is beneficial to others but requires clear self-sacrifice. In
aleruism, helpers have no expectation of receiving rewards, and they expect no condemna-
tion from others if they do not provide help (Eisenberg, 1986; Batson, 1990b, 1991; Batson
et al., 1999).

Many forms of helping can be considered altruistic: running into a burning house to rescue
a stranger, sheltering Jews in Nazi-occupied countries during World War 11, adopting a baby
born with AIDS. In each of these cases, the costs (or potential costs) to the helper are signif-
icant, far outweighing possible rewards.

Some experts have criticized the notion of altruistic behavior. They argue that if we ana-
lyze various helping situations closely, we can often identify potential rewards even in behav-
ior that at first seems completely altruistic. For instance, a helper may gain greater
self-esteem, may receive praise from others, or may be the recipient of enormous gratitude
and a sense of obligation on the part of the victim. Hence, psychological rewards may lie
behind seemingly altruistic behavior (Batson, 1990a; Anderson, 1993; Serow, 1993; J.
Baron, 1997).

A number of social psychological studies have examined altruism and the question of
whether a behavior can be totally altruistic (Shapiro & Gabbard, 1994). For instance, some
investigators have focused on altruism, and helping in general, as a type of personality trait.
The concept of an altruistic personality suggests that certain individuals have enduring per-
sonality characteristics that consistently lead them to help (Bierhoff, Klein, & Kramp, 1991;
Ashton et al., 1998).

Despite the appeal of the notion that some people are consistently helpful, evidence for
the existence of a consistently altruistic personality type has not been found. Most research
suggests that people are not invariably helpful or, for that matter, unhelpful. Instead, whether
particular individuals act in a prosocial manner depends on their personality and the specifics
of the situation. Furthermore, no single pattern of specific, individual personality traits deter-
mines prosocial behavior. Rather, the way that specific personality factors fit together, as well
as the demands of the particular situation, determines whether a person will help (Carlo et
al., 1991; Knight et al., 1994).

Research has shown, however, that some groups of people are more helpful than others.
For instance, some studies have suggested that men exhibit slightly higher levels of helpful-
ness, in general, than women (Eagly, 1987). However, the greater helpfulness of men may
be more apparent than real and may depend largely on the type of situation in which it has
been studied. For instance, men show particularly high levels of helping when they are being

bserved by others and when the victim is a woman (Eagly & Crowley, 1986). Such results
suggest that men may be motivated as much by their desire to exhibit strength and mastery
as by altruistic intentions (Erdle et al., 1992).

In contrast, the type of help offered by women may be more nurturing than the help

offered by men (George et al., 1998). For instance, one study found that women were more

likely than men to say they would help a friend in need (Belansky & Boggiano, 1994).

EvoLuTionaRY EXPLANATIONS FOR HELPING:

IS HELPING IN OUR GENES?

When an elephant is injured and falls 1o the ground, other elephants will try to help it ger up
again. When a mother grouse’s chicks are threatened by a predator, she will pretend to have a
broken wing—calling attention to her presence—in order to divert the predator’ attention from
the chicks. When a bee hive is threatened, bees will seck to protect the hive by stinging the

Z’nl‘iullg;" The act of stinging, however, results in certain death to the bee. (Sikes, 1971; Trivers,
1971 Wilson, 1975)
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altruism: Helping behavior that is
beneficial to others but requires clear
self-sacrifice.

altruistic personality: A concept
suggesting that certain individuals
have enduring personality
characteristics that consistently

lead them to help.
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Tn an extraordinary case of primate help-giving,
this female gorilla (shown with her baby,‘namcd
Koola) went to the aid of a boy who fell into her
habitat at a zoo in Illinois.

r seems to fly in the face of Darwin’s notion of natural
> The theory of evolution stresses that organisms are
hat enable them to survive long enough to pass

Such seemingly altruistic behavio

;
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12 The answer is reciprocity, the notion that we help ;

The number of helpful acts that occur during children’s play varies according to culture. In a 1975
survey, children in the Philippines, Kenya, and Mexico showed higher levels of helpfulness than
children in Japan, the United States, and India.

COUNTRY

NUMBER OF HELPFUL ACTS
Philippines 280
Kenya 156
Mexico 148
Japan 97
United States 86
India 60

 Source: Whiting & Whiting, 1975

CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN HELPING

Does culture affect helping behavior? The clear answer is yes. For instance, people living on
Isracli kibbutzim, or collective farms, tend to show greater helpfulness and even different rea-
soning about morality than members of the dominant culture in the United States (Mann,
1980; Fuchs er al., 1986).

Differences in altruistic behavior are linked to the way in which a culture’s children are
raised. For instance, one cross-cultural study found that children’s helping behavior, as judged
from observations made while they were playing, varied substantially in different cultures (see
Table 8-1). Children in the Philippines, Kenya, and Mexico were most altruistic, whereas
children in the United States scored among the lowest. These differences appeared to be
related to the degree of children’s involvement with family obligations. In those cultures in
which children had to cooperate with other family members to do chores or to help in the
upbringing of younger children, altruism was greatest. In contrast, when a culture promoted
competition—such as in the United States—altruism was lowest (Whiting & Whiting, 1975;
Whiting & Edwards, 1988).

Similarly, different cultures vary in the ways they view reciprocity, the notion that we
help because we expect to receive help from others in the furure. Yet, significant differences
exist in views of reciprocity across various culturcs. For example, Hindu Indians see reci-
procity as a moral obligation, whereas college students in the United States consider reciprocity

s moreofa personal choice (Moghaddam, Taylor, & Wright, 1993; Miller & Bersoff, 1994

Miller, 1997).

EMPATHY: THE HEART OF ALTRUISM

Despite the evidence a
tors haye 5
atl

gainst the existence of consistent altruistic behavior, not all investiga-
bandoned the issue. For instance, according to C. Daniel Batson and colleagues,
€ast some helping behavior is motivated solely by the goal of benefiting someone else and
thus represents what could be described as altruistic behavior. But he argues that our altru-
s limited to certain cases: It occurs only when we experience empathy for the person in

eed (Batson, 1990a; Batson, 1998).

Mpathy is an emotional response corresponding to the feelings of another person. When
Ople see a person in distress, they feel that person’s suffering; when they encounter a person
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empathy: An emotional response
corresponding to the feelings of
another person.
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Low Empathy : Experience Helping motivated . ‘
(Weak emotional Personal by desire:to | ‘ (1990) study s’howed.that the
response corresponding Distress reduce stress i degree.ofhelpmg varied

to other’s feelings) . - according to whether

_Person
. Requiring
Help

High Empathy ‘ Experience Helping motivated
(Strong emotional 4 Other’s by desire to reduce
response corresponding Suffering other's stress

to other’s feelings)

empathy-altruism hypothesis: The
theory that empathy lies at the heart
of altruistic behavior.

egoism: Behavior motivated by

self-benefit.

FIGURE 8-3 Empathy

Leads to Helping Supporting
the empathy—altruism
hypothesis, the results of the

Dovidio, Allen, and Schroeder

participants could help solve a
current problem or a different
one. When helping was
possible on the current
problem, participants who
were asked to identify with the
woman’s feelings—the high-
empathy condition—were
more apt to help than those
who had been asked merely to
observe. Conversely, helping
did not differ significantly
between high- and low-empathy
conditions when a different
problem was involved. (Source:
Dovidio, Allen, & Schroeder, 1990.)

Percent that helped

FIGURE 8-2 The Empathy-Altruism Hypothesis According to Batson’s empathy—altruism
hypothesis, experiencing empathy motivates people to reduce others’ distress. [nl c;l(?nnast,

) . ) v
egoistic motivation leads to helping due to a desire to reduce one’s own personal distress.

(Source: Batson, 1991.)

who is sad, they experience the person’s sad,rlles.s. Accor.ding to Batson’s emp;thg—f;:g;}sm
hypothesis, empathy lies at the heart of altI'UISt‘IC behavior. As can be seeE in the 107 om hal
of Figure 8-2, experiencing true empathy motivates people to red}lcc other people dsistress 0;
In contrast, people may help onl)}f1 becausedheli)mgh Feduces(;ﬁixsrt;)Xéldpiifstohr;atop e ot
es : ing another’s needs. In this case

gf;j;‘;ﬁ_g)l’ei?e‘; ;Fergsgzig%vith egoism, behavior motivated by self-benefit (Batson &
; Batson, 1991). e
Oleﬁ&?ii;izzzfplsin for the eznpathy~altruism hypothesis 19 difﬁcu!t, be;ause to SISF‘I]E:?;ZE
altruistic from other motivations we must assess underlying motives t it can be me e
only indirectly from behavior. However, researchers have come ?p with SEmC ngKmu;
experimental solutions to this problem (B:lxtscigb})?%; Davis, 1994; Davis, Luce, ,
i ecks, 1996; Batson et al., 1999). n o
1991;:)}12?(?2;[1)1(2? prort for Batson's reasoning comes from.a study thath(:h;ectly COlvllllpjéfﬁ ;
the empathy—altruism hypothesis with the negative state relief model, w cllc ——13,3 V::1 -
sider later in the chapter—suggests that helping is based on an effort to end unp ez;s neens
tions that come from observing a victints plight. In t.he experiment, parItIC}pants is o
an account of a female college student who was having dlfﬁcult.y comp ;mn;ov) an (lirir(l)pAﬂen)
assignment because of illness and then were given the opportunity to help (Dovidio, Allet:.
r, 1990). . "
& STC}}:eH;i(:)eerimentirs manipulated the degree of empathy for the woman by }:ell}iln%n pa;ttlll;
ipants either that they should imagine how the woman fe.lt, thereb.y llldl‘lC(lil’lg. ig 1 cw ([jmpa;

or that they should simply observe the circumstances b.emg described, in uc:mgt }?er ot

thy. In addition, participants were given the op(};(;tumty toblll:rlr[; the woman ei
e Mnehirt s geTrd ?Eout Ziho n"jer; tiie?‘;ircoe of helping, participants wou . Furthermore, even if helping behavior is motivated by empathy-induced altruistic behav-
The.reseamhers eve the s ?t l ’efnpmegiate articular problem—not to solve her prot 95, such help is not without cost. For instance, although altruism may benefit a particular
be m9tlvated to relieve the Sfu -En}tls o ath —aslguism hypothesis were valid, participan®! dividual, it may come at the expense of the larger group. For example, a business execu-
lems 'm general. Co‘x:sequ.ent”y, 1 t; 'errrllpwozld show high levels of helping on the same pr ilVe may keep an ineffective employee employed out of concern for the employee’s welfare,
o e  belpi o ‘5‘_?{ rent problem. Conversely, if the negative state % out the company and customers may suffer. Similarly, sheepherders may overgraze their
o leYdS o h'elpnﬁg O{:ia o re ar%less of ;zvhether the problem were the same fields nor out of selfishness but to feed their families (an altruistic motive). The problem in
“}Ofd ‘ Welrje Vahsde, tkllleelplonagl Zf?ﬁe egcficsliirc rr;gotivation would be to reduce the helper’s negatt f:g;)l cases is that the altruism results in a cost to the grcater good. Bven sliruion shen, con
.t becau ’ .

jrllicfiicon;;, vf/;ich couli be accomplished by helping on any task. - ?e its downside (Batson et al., 1999)

As you can see from Figure 8-3, the experiment supported the empathy—altruism pre-
diction. Helping levels varied according to whether participants could help on the same or
adifferent problem. When helping was possible on the same problem, participants who were
asked to identify with the woman’s feelings were more likely to volunteer than were those who
had been asked merely to observe. Conversely, when helping was possible for a different
problem, the difference in helping between high- and low-empathy conditions was not
significant.

Findings from other research also support the empathy—altruism hypothesis (Shaw, Batson,
& Todd, 1994; Batson et al., 1995; Sibicky, Schroeder, & Dovidio, 1995). For instance, in
one recent study participants identified as high or low in empathy were led to be successful
on a task meant to help another person, but they failed to relieve the other person’s need
through no fault of their own. Although low-empathy participants showed little mood change
-as a result of their failure, the mood of high-empathy participants declined substantially
(Batson & Weeks, 1996).
Even though many studies support the empathy-altruism hypothesis, no final word can
said on the ultimate validity of the hypothesis. Plausible alternatives to the hypothesis
abound. For instance, one suggestion is that helping is motivated not by selfless altruism
but by the potential “empathic joy” an individual experiences when helping others (Smith,
Keating, & Stotland, 1989; Cialdini, 1991; Warren & Walker, 1991; Roberts & Strayer,
1996; Cialdini et al., 1997; Neuberg et al., 1997).

Although a plausible hypothesis, the empathic joy explanation remains only one of sev-

elfal reasonable hypotheses. To date, no experiment has unequivocally supported any of the
Alternatives,

be
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prosocial collectivism: Motivation
with the goal of increasing the welfare
of a group or collective.

prosocial principlism: Motivation
with the goal of upholding some
moral principle.

TABLE 8-2 - : .
PLE CHARACTERISTICS
CI
PRI‘N Behavior motivated by self-benefic
o Helping behavior that is beneficial to others but
Altruism

requires clear self-sacrifice

Helping behavior whose goal is to increase the
welfare of a group or collective

Helping behavior with the goal of upholding some
broad moral principle

Prosocial collectivism

Prosocial principhsm

PROSOCIAL COLLECTIVISM AND PRINCIPLISM: )
Is THERE MORE THAN EGOISM AND ALTRUISM?

According to Daniel Batson, the debate be'tween egoism and Edtrul'sm;?rsl Eﬁ:ttifal;tii ;(;2
lack of attention to two other, potentially important, forms o r;lz)tn;msoaal may uader
lie prosocial behavior: collectivism and principlism (Batson, 1994). cial collecsivian
: he goal of increasing the welfare of a group or collecuve,

i ivation with t - ve, wh
rovor is motivation with the goal of upholding some moral principle

prosocial principlism

Pl ()S()Clal COHCCtIVlSIn can be seen in effO[ ts to help IIIQIIIbCIS 0{ various gl ()11pS, eve. li ‘

i i mbers of vari-
ne does not belong to the group. For instance, we may wish to support me
0

. ] :
ous l‘aclal or ethnlc groups, the h()meless, or gays and lesblans, although we ourselves are 1« )
jit

i i imi altruism—
embers of such groups. Although collectivism sounds in some ways ﬁlmllzi; to oism—
m ’ . . . . O
ctine for the benefit for others—it is different: Altruism focuses OI*} ; ¢ welfare ofan Smali
¥ vi : up m
singleg individual, whereas collectivism targets members of a group. The group may
i le) ) |
arriage partners or a couple), ), but It
(m upgofpsome sort. In the words of Robyn Dawes and colleagues, the concern
a gro > SOLT.
org thee but we” (Dawes, van de Kragt, & Oxbell, 1 588). |
i inciplism has a more abstract goal:
-ontrast, prosocial principlism oal: th [ : <
e, ustice or equality. Supporters of principlism reject the exxstenclel:)
fren based on empathy. Similarly, they dl'savow collec
f individuals to the exclusion of others.
<«
ciples, such as loye

the support of some broad

moral principle such as j i
altruism, because aleruism is too 0
tivism, because it singles out particular groups o s o he
Instead, proponents of principlism suggest th'ai ?)dl}lerei'nrce o p
thy neighbor as thyself,” can prot:iuce prosocial behavior. R
More than likely, all four mal)or f(()rms of r‘rlozlnfatxfli:l;;cggoz) ,underlie ,helping ke
lectivism, and prosocial principlism (summarized 10 e 8 e P ey o
imes endine on the circumstances, who is doing the heip ng, TPES
ﬁtfpniezgzgi eOpne cha[glenge for social psychology is to sort out these different motivatio

1o learn the best ways of improving people’s helpfulness.

s s of
According to the phenomenon of diffusion of responsibility, the greater the nun"ﬁ);lr :))ngc
i the lower the likelihood thar any one person wi
people present in an emergency, |
help. o
According to one model of helping behavior, a person must pass through several decis!
points before determining to offer help.

isti 1 ists i i unded by
The question of whether truly altruistic behavior exists is a difficult one, confo

many possibly self-serving motivations.

i igion), butitis
or it may be large (members of a race or religion),

1980; Weiner, 1980, 1996; Menec & Perry, 1998; see Figure 8-4)

Positive, yo]f
Jou from providing aid.

'?OOd and hel

¢ Prosocial behavior varies across the genders and across culrures.

¢ According ro Batson, empathy, rather than egoism, lies at the heart of altruistic behavior,

Also important are prosocial collectivism and principlism,

What is the relationship between the number of bystanders present during an emergency
and (a) the odds that any single, particular bystander will provide aid, and (b) the odds that
someone will provide aid?

How does pluralistic ignorance affect the likelihood that a situation will be interpreted as an
emergency? What factors might motivate a person to misinterpret emergency situations?

Does the principle of reciprocity—that we help others in the hope of receiving help in the
future for ourselves or our kin—operate among strangers? If so, how?

* Why might U.S. children have scored low on a cross-cultural

be changed? Should ir?

measure of altruism? Can this

How might an evolutionary approach explain prosocial collectivism and principlism?

You're walking down a busy city street, and an unshaven, disheveled man, wearing dirty
clothes and carrying a sign that says, “I'm homeless,” comes up to you. In a loud voice, he
asks for some spare change to buy some food.

How do you respond? The way in which you interpret the man’s request, your mood,
and the standards for helping that you employ may well influence your response to the man’s

request. We turn now to the role played by attributions, emotions, and norms in determin-
ing helping behaviors.

EMOTIONS AND ATTRIBUTIONS: THE FEELINGS OF HELPING

According to the attributional model of helping and emotions, you may experience any

~one of a number of emotions at the moment you're approached by a man asking for help:

sadness over his plight, annoyance at being accosted on the streer, disgust that the govern-
ment has not been able to solve the problem of homelessness, happiness that you have a job
and do not have to beg for food, fear that the man may be deranged and is about to rob you.

-~ The specific emotion you experience may well determine whether you'll agree to his request
3 y y y £ q

or refuse if.

The attributional model suggests that when you initially are approached by the stranger,
your general physiological arousal increases due to the uncertainty of the situation. To under-
Stand and label the arousal, you initiate an attributional assessment process in which you ana-

lyze the cause underlying the person’s need for help. If you attribute his need to internal,
controllable causes—he’s lazy or he’s a drunk—rthe emotion will likely be a negative one.
Co

aversely, if you attribute his need to external causes that the victim is unable to control—
€5 been uying to find a job for months and hasn’t been able to find one because the econ-
omy is bad-—your emotions will be more sympathetic and positive (Meyer & Mulherin,
Ultimately, the emotions you experience help determine whether you will provide help
ooley, 1995), According to the attributional model, if the emotions the person evokes are
be more apt to help. A negative emotional response will probably discourage

' ping. The attributional model just examined assumes that we approach
Ping situations in an emotional state that is not already positive or negative. But suppose
*been g greqq day and you feel on top of the world. Are you more likely to help than you
2l be at the end of a long, upsetting day, when you are in an awful mood?
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attributional model of helping and
emotions: A model suggesting that
the nature of an attribution for a
request for help decermines a person’s
emotional response and the help

provided.

When confronted with a request
for help, we are likely to
experience a range of emotions.
Whether we help or not is

determined by the patticular

nature of the emotions aroused
by the request.
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- “External attribution:

“Bad'economy is'the

~ cause of the -
stranger’s plight

TR

Positive
‘emotional
response

Helping

 erangers request | Physiological lysis of situation
‘ ’ est Physiologica Ana
- ?(t):a:r?;rrescrl'?;r?ge arousal in order to label arousal

s = ot

Internal attribution:

lLaziness:is the
cause of the
stranger’'s plight

_ Negative
- emotional &
response §

FIGURE 8-4 An Attributional Analysis of Helping The artributional modcl. of helhpi?g
upwests that the way in which people attribute their physiological arousal determines whether
sugg :

th%’;} will provide hclp. (Source: Based on Weinet, 1980, and Meyer & Mulherin, 1980.)

The answer is a definite yes. People who are in a good mood are consigierabi}; 1911101'16{ ait
el tha " : ls llin, & Miller, 1988; Eisenberg, s RUVA

Ip than those who are not (Carlson, Chall , . oL R
E)qi)ehp 1 937). And it does not take much to bring on a goqd r.nood: So@ethmg as sxmpllz as
ﬁ;din’g a dime in a pay phone or smelling coffee and cookies in a mall is enough to make a

person more likely to help others in need (Isen & Levin, 1972; R. A. Baron, 1997).

i ) - mom ask you
Of course, if you plan to use these findings to choose a good-mood ? ent t(()i 1 1yf
N M ™ ~ e v ] le
boss for a raise, you'd better move quickly. Good moods do not last too long, ar p

ness drops off after only a few minutes (Isen, Clark, & Schwartz, 1976).

A person in a good mood is more likely to help for several possible rcz;sons\‘.ti;oeli'roiltc; ;Etl:;%
the circumstances that put people in a good m00fi may lead them' to ocusd o ? trentd
ves. Because of this, they may be reminded of the societal deAll iil lf “1; 2 y
jearned as children about the importance of helping, and.thcu thoflgf)t ploc;sds;i)?};éidv
to greater helpfulness. Similﬁu‘ly, the g(;od 1n90d r;la};laaclzll\;a;;e:/ielgcce??It]WWhiCh P
memories, leading to recollections o previous favor : ‘ . ol o
occurred. Finally, people may want to maintain their g.ood mood, an aCFln.g p85. o

o1 per ay help them sustain their good feelings (Salovey & Ro.dm, 19 %
?ﬁ:ﬁlil,pgsﬁifﬁi?wé%%; Salovey & Rosenhan, 1989; Carlson, Charlin, & Miller, 1994

on themsel

Wegener & Petty, 1994).

i ; ‘ne in a-bat

If eood moods lead people to behave more prosocially, does it follow .that lc)iemg 1(;183 ;

moofwil] lead to a lower likelihood of helping? In this case the answer is: It c?en}]c' -
Bad moods often foster lower levels of helping than neutral moods. However, they

i iffer jaldini
sometimes lead to more helping, and in other cases make no difference at all (Cialdinl,

: it thi
rick. & Baumann, 1982; Feldr, Jagodzinski, & McKinley, 1997). One explanation for t

i i ief mc - socia
confusing state of affairs is provided by the negarive state relief model proposed by

chologist Robert Cialdini (Cialdini et al., 1987; Cialdini & Fultz, 1990).

negative state relief (NSR) m.odel:
The model that seeks to explain the
relationship between bad mood

and helping behavior by focusing on
the consequences of prosocial behavior

for the help provider.

mood and helping behavior by focusing on the consequences of prosocial h

. Not helping

—on their bel

_and their relatives show that the
had ended (Oliner & Oliner, 1988).

Th
ing his or
hClp in

& prOCCSS €
l h AY i i i betweell
i i 1 KS 1O €X laln the felathnShlp .
< negatl ¢ state I'ellef (NSR) model Seel p laVi - ‘

& CCess 1\ v

i ill be i hinkt
help provider. The model suggests that people in a bad mood will be helpful if they th o,

n e For i c i elp a dent st
i i i HOT INSLE . we might help a fellow stu
own mood will b 1mprov€d by helping. For instance g P

for an exam if we think that our own bad mood might thereby be improved (Manucia, Bau-
mann, & Cialdini, 1984; Schaller & Cialdini, 1990).

On the other hand, if people perceive that helping will do nothing to benefit their mood—
or, even worse, if helping will make them feel bad—rthey will do nothing to provide aid. In
support of such reasoning, studies show that younger children, who have not yet learned
the rewards of helping, are less apt than adults to be helpful if they’re in a blue mood (Cial-
dini & Kenrick, 1976).

Others argue that the NSR model does not tell the full story regarding the relationship
between negative mood and helping. One alternative explanation suggests that negative
mood influences what people think about, which in turn influences the tendency to be
helpful. If their mood arouses inward-focused thoughts, such as despair, helplessness, and
thoughts of personal inadequacy, people are unlikely to help others. In contrast, if their
mood leads them to look outward, such as to the unfortunate plight of the person who
needs help, a negative mood can increase the incidence of helping (Rogers et al., 1982;
Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1987; Wood, Saltzberg, & Goldsamt, 1990; Salovey, Mayer, &
Rosenhan, 1991).

[tis also possible that a negative mood changes the feelings of responsibility that people
have for the welfare of others (Gibbons & Wicklund, 1982; Aderman & Berkowitz, 1983).
Ifa bad mood leads people to feel less responsibility for others, then helping will be inhib-
ited. Conversely, if an unpleasant mood increases people’s sense of responsibility—perhaps
because it raises their level of guilt—then the mood will be associated with more helpfulness.

Does helping improve one’s mood? The relationship between mood and helping is not a
one-way street. Although we've been considering how good and bad moods affect helping,
we can also examine how helping affects mood.

According to social psychologist Peter Salovey, people may provide help for others pre-
cisely in order to regulate their moods over the long term. Helping may do more than give
them a momentary emotional boost: It also may bolster their spirits over long periods
of time. People’s awareness that they have been helpful in the past may permit them to view
themselves more positively in the future. Ultimately, their self-concept may rise due to their
prior helpfulness (Salovey, Mayer, & Rosenhan, 1991).

Considering the long-term benefits that helping brings to mood provides a way of at least
partially understanding some of the more extraordinary instances of helping, in which the
immediate consequences are quite negative. For example, Christians who helped Jews escape
from Nazis during World War IT pur themselves ar substantial risk, while probably feeling
little immediate satisfaction from their actions. In the long run, however, they could look back
havior with pride, thereby uplifting their mood. In fact, interviews with rescuers
y-experienced pleasure from their actions long after the war

OVERHELPINGZ KiLLING wiTH KINDNESS

There are different ways of assassinating a man—>by pistol, sword, poison, or moral
assassination. They are the same in their results except that the last is more cruel.
Napoleon 1, Maxims (1804—1815)

According to social psychologists Daniel Gilbert and David Silvera, Napoleon had it right:

€ way o injure a fellow person most grievously is not through physical means, but by injur-

her character. And one of the best ways to accomplish such injury is by offering

away that makes the recipient seem incapable, inept, and generally incompetent—
hat Gilbert calls overhelping (Gilbert & Silvera, 1996).

Gilbert suggests that overhelping occurs when an individual tries to damage an observer’s

"Pression of a person by offering help in achieving a goal in such a way that the person’s

iewed as due to the help and not to the person’s efforts or characteristics. Conse-

racher than being viewed positively, as a sign of hard work or superior ability, the
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overhelping: The offering of help in
a way that makes the recipient seem
incapable, inept, and generally
incompetent.
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FIGURE 8-5

Amount fdfheﬂlp provided
-

Overhelping When a job
candidate supposedly had
only average ability,
participants in a study who
were asked to help the job
sceker provided a relatively
high amount of aid,
whereas participants
motivated to hinder the
average-ability job applicant
provided relatively little
help. However, when the
job candidate was
supposedly above average
in ability and participants’
goal was to help the job
seeker, participants actually
provided relatively litdle
help. In contrast,
participants who were
seeking to hinder a high-
ability job candidate
provided more help to the
candidate—a case of
overhelping. (Source: Adapted
from Gilbert & Silvera, 1996.)

Above~ av e rage
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'\abi‘l;ity

person’s success is attributed to the efforts Qf the help.er.or to Ehﬁer !1(11ck. é:ﬂaddxtlon, over:
helping can actually prevent success, mducmg the rCCfpmn; 0 t_'e ?il o o .is ke by

For instance, consider a manager at a cool.qe factory, whose Lwa at Vvot T
company president to complete a complex, dlfﬁcullt report on t fe inr}lloun r?a zr e
consumed in the production of peanut butter cookies. One way for the manag

i i i - provi helm-
che rival is to schedule a long meeting, during which the manager provides an overw

ing amount of data on peanuts—current peanut farm prodx}ction ﬁgubres m' Ge(;)l;%)l?;:t};f
atest weather in Georgia, the amount of peanuts that are used in peanut uttel.,fa.n lhmu :
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it. As a consequence, the report is delayec and the reputation o -d; Ao s

i ks eood, because he is viewed as having helpfully provided the ink ‘
Ell:l:i?;ntlhs;:;;atgs ;i‘?)?iuceg the report. Another scenario is possible, however. Supposl: thz Cré:i
pr‘oduces an excellent report. Here, the president of th§ company may attr}bu’fe t' cisd < by‘
of the report to the data supplied by the manager. In either case, the helplpg prov

the manager has made the recipient look bad—a clear-cut case of ov'erhf':lpmg. e of el

Gilbert and Silvera found support for the occurrence of ove.rhelpmg; ina sErxes i

iments. For instance, participants in one study were told thf:xr goal \lfvas elt.der lrt(())blems .
hinder (depending on condition) a job applicant who was trying to ?O ve \g(l).x p e
order to get the job. When the job candidatc. supposedly h'ad o.nly avmeﬁge al }l,ltyilgn d, partic
trying to help the job seeker provided relat}vel.}r substa'nmal aid. Qn dt elot' e{ mde’ o :
ipants motivated to hinder the average-ability job applicant provided relatively

’ C%Ii;: gtl;?;l :lese\lfgi;gciifferem when the job candidate supposedly had far—abo@—aV@mlget?fﬁ
ity. In this case, participants whose goal was to help .the job s.eeker actu}z:'ll);1 prl(zvllctied Ofg ian
licele help. In contrast, participants who were 'seellﬂng to hinder the 13 —iam 1Oyu)1d e
date provided more help to the candidate, making icappear t.hat the c;m idate c

only because of the help—a clear case of overhelping (see Figure 8- ).

i
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0 help other

Of course, overhelping works only under certain conditions. People are most likely to
overhelp when they think that they are actually providing insufficient help, but that the help
will be considered effective by observers. If they are wrong, overhelping may backfire. For
instance, sometimes help will be so effective that the person actually succeeds. If observers
attribute the person’s success to his or her own efforts or abilities, then overhelping will have
failed (from the overhelper’s point of view, ar least).

At the same time, overhelping can be an effective sabotage strategy, particularly in cases
in which the help actually worsens a person’s performance but is thought (mistakenly) by
observers to improve it. People can—and sometimes do—kill by kindness, providing useless
aid to those they wish to see fail. Not al} helping, then, is helpful.

NORMS AND HELPING:
STANDARDS OF AID

The United Way, the largest charity in the United States, frequently employs a formula
to suggest how much money people should contribute on a regular basis. Called the “Fair
Share,” it implies that people ought to donate a fixed percentage of their income in order to
shoulder their part of the burden of caring for the needy.

The ability of the Fair Share concept to produce large donations—which, it turns out, it
does quite impressively for the United Way—rests on societal norms about helping. Norms
are general standards or expectations regarding appropriate behavior. When people are taught,
“Do unto others as you would have them do unto you,” “Kindness is its own reward,” and
“He who helps others helps himself,” they are learning the norms that society holds dear.

Norms of social responsibility. One of the most fundamental societal norms that encour-
age helping behavior is the norm of social responsibility. The norm of social responsibility
suggests that people should respond to the reasonable needs of others, and that all people have
a societal obligation to aid those in need (Rutkowski, Gruder, & Romer, 1983; Bornstein,
1994; Unger & Thumuluri, 1997). The norm of social responsibility is particularly influential

~when those requiring help are seen to be dependent or lacking the capacity to help. Thus,
“obligations to children, who are clearly dependent, are felt especially keenly themselves

(Berkowitz, 1972; Harrell, 1994).
At the same time, the norm of social responsibility is so broad that it sometimes can be inter-

~ preted in ways that permit people to sidestep helping others. Thus, people might justify not

giving change to a panhandler by the rationalization that true social responsibility lies in

 discouraging begging. Furthermore, norms that encourage helping must be experienced inter-

nally;its not possible to-force people tohelp and expect them to becomie more helpful in the
future, as we discuss in the Applying Social Psychology box.

Norms of reciprocity.  If you agree with the sayings “What goes around, comes around,”
tit for tat,” or “an eye for an eye,” then you probably adhere to the norm of reciprocity. The
form of reciprocity asserts that we should help others because they have helped us in
the past or may help us in the fucure.
Norms of reciprocity are found in almost every culture. We see them manifested when a
udent lends his car to his roommate with the expectation that the roommate will let him
is compact disc player at some point in the future. Similarly, people may donate to
harity with the understanding that if they ever lose their jobs and need help, they will have
¢ right to ask for charity because of their prior contributions (Gouldner, 1960; Miller &
Be{s?ff; 1994; Uehara, 1995; Burger et al., 1997).
~ Thenorm of reciprocity is powerful. Indeed, people who have been helped not only recip-
cte help 1o the specific individuals who have helped in the past, but also are more likely
people. However, their help may not be as generous to others as it would

¢ to the specific person who initially provided them help (Lerner & Meindl, 1981)
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norms: General standards or
expectations regarding appropriate
behavior.

norm of social responsibility: The
norm suggesting that people should
respond to the reasonable needs of
others, and that all people have a
societal obligation to aid those in
need.

norm of reciprocity: The norm
asserting that we should help others
because they have helped us in the
past or may help us in the furure.




HELPING

282 CHAPTER 8

 APPLYING SOCIAL PSYCHOL

~ MANDATORY VOLUNTEERISM: A CONTRAD

By the end of their senior year, all students must have engaged
in some form of community service of at least 5 hours a week
over the course of a term. Examples of community service
include working at a shelter for the homeless or soup kitchen,
tutoring, holding an internship in a human service agency, ot
working with children in an after-school program.

Sound like a good idea for a school requirement? It does to
many high schools and colleges, which have instituted required
community service programs to encourage students to become
‘nvolved in their community. One reason for such requirements
is to increase the probability that people will volunteer in the
future, resulting in an increase in community volunteers.

There’s a hitch, though: According to a study by social psy-
chologists Arthur Stukas, Mark Snyder, and E. Gil Clary
(1999), such programs may have unintended consequences. In
fact, they found that those who felt forced into volunteering due
to a requirement ended up saying they were less likely to vol-
unteer in the future.

In the first of two studies, the researchers surveyed a group
of students required to enroll in a college service-learning
course. They found that students who had prior volunteer expe-
rience, but who saw themselves as required to participate in the
service-learning course, had lowered intentions to volunteer in
the future. Parcicipation in the course, then, had the ironic
effect of reducing their interest in future volunteer work.

In the subsequent study, the results of the survey were sup-
ported. In the experiment, a group of participants wec required
to carry out a “volunteer” activity—reading to the blind. For

participants who prior to the experiment said they were unlikely
o volunteer in the future, being forced to volunteer in thestudy
led to lower intentions to volunteer. On the other hand, for.
those who prior to the experiment felt that they would have
volunteered even if they were weren’t required to, being forced
to volunteer had little effect on their willingness to participate
in the future. -
Why would requiring volunteer work make participants less
likely to volunteer in the future? One explanation is that com-
munity service requirements may alter people’s perceptions of
why they help. Instead of seeing themselves as willing volun-
teers, their forced participation may lead to the view that the
sole reason they are helping is to fulfill a requirement. Conse-
quently, they are unable to view themselves as volunteers doing
good deeds, and they may be less eager to volunteer in the
future. Burthermore, as we first discussed in Chapter 5, forced
participation in any activity may lead to reactance, hostility ar
anger that results from the restriction of one’s freedom (Brehm
& Brehm, 1981). If people experience reactance as a result 0
being required to volunteer, they may seek to reestablish th
sense of freedom by downgrading volunteerism. ~
The results of the studies suggest that “mandatory volur
teerism” may have a downside. Rather than producing a corp:
of willing volunteers, community service requirements may
Jead to volunteers who are actually less likely to volunteer in the
future. To be successful, then, community service progranm
must make people volunteer in as uncoercive a manger a

possible.

Personal norms.

to us by society. Instead, they are our personal norms, our own personal sense of ob
to help a specific person in a specific situation.

Consider, for example, a girl whose parents die in an auto crash and who is subsequent
raised by an elderly uncle. When she is older, her sense of obligation to help her uncle ma
be profound—but it is not necessarily accompanicd by a sense of responsibility toward
elderly in general. Indeed, it may be that the woman expends most of her resources 0 he
uncle and has little sense of obligation to society as 2 whole.

Personal norms also help explain devotion to particular political causes. For instan
the 1960s, strongly committed civil rights workers often displayed an unusually strong $¢
of identification with their parents, whom they viewed as holding high moral standf“
hese parents taught a philosophy that included an emphasis ¢
e obligation to help others. Rather than adhering only to bro

personal norms: Our own personal
sense of obligation to help a specific
person in a speciﬁc situation.

Sometimes the most potent norms are not the general ones handed dow

In raising their children, t
the rights of others and th

ligatio

g

CEs !

general societal norims, then, the civil ri i
2 , , ghts workers viewed tl { i
more personal standards based on their parents’ standaxzivse (}{;gfi;esla;;g)ﬂowmg et
Norms deterring helpin; - ;
g. Perhaps you've seen photos of people idi
o ing . carefull :
;}exe :3& rl:fc]l face (;own on the sidewalk of a city. This lack ofpcarg for sonllleg’naevil)d(?tl)%iipelr i
need | pee:;ievtoaatvf‘;?csl IB;een ca}lled a n;)lrm of noninvolvement, a standard of behavi(L)lrs tyhz
: ecoming psychologically (and physi i
e ! . ‘ y physically) entangled with oth
Stimu; gs;n;h()f n}?nmvolvement is sometimes adopted by urban dwellerf, who }aceosto ilrlsl'lch
il Furthat they may attempt to distance themselves from nonacquaintances (Milgram
Viduals.very dief:;:rl;);f,fpeoplﬁ in c1ltxes may experience insecurity about contact withgindi)
uals rom themselves. Adopting a norm of noninvol i —
to 1Nemam det.ached from the needs of these others (Fischer 19;61?\11\3191::{26?;[5%[1”“ fhem
Ol‘m i A bl b 3 .
o o soe:lcrtlcgg toﬁ d;ter helping provide an understanding of one of the nagging problem
e étl;:s. t z reluct.ance of People to act prosocially. Consistent with tlrllje stereos
[Z'hel the « }; earted, un.fr.lenc-ﬂy city dweller, people living in urban areas are less pro .
ol th o sbt an people living in rural areas—whether the help required is direct orp' cIil )
Furéher ; ! er {lstzilr}ders are present or not, and regardless of the age or gender of the vié?’ N
furshern t;eé Ee i:e] tg?ﬁr ;he pobplflllatlon density and the greater the cost of living in a cll?y
. elping behavior. Table 8-3 shows the top 20 cities re i :
st‘udy in terms of overall helpfulness (Hedge & Yousif, 1992; Lex(/)ip y Ci“es Mnked’ s &
o 1996 , ; ne et al., 1994; Bridges &
Intrieu . .o
livmntrii;gzln‘gly, 112 is not true .that people raised in rural areas are inherently more helpful; wl
%r‘ cllry they too begin to act less helpfully. City life seems to bring out thp st in
people—at least when it comes to the likelihood of behaving prosocially. ; srenn

RECEIVING HELP: IS IT BETTER TO GIVE THAN TO RECEIVE?

A classmate, wh i : i

pela What, Ouoa};as (fuyshed her classroom project eatly, turns to you and offers to help you

— embaryras e doing. Instead of reacting with gratitude, you feel a combinatiori, of
g sment, and annoyance. You reject her help, with a cold “No thanks.”

“ € Nno. (6] <
no. )4 ALy
) l Illll\/()IVCIIlCIlt, ZhC slanda d lll at all()ws us to aVOld bCC()JIllI]é PS Cll()[()gl e l
p} ys1Ca “y enta lCd with ()lhe 3 € ]) € 1o 1e 1 C C Very rea
g 1 IS per 1S p (0] t main deta th om th ver Ql XICCC]S of ()thIb

CHAPTER 8

HEeLeing 283

norm of noninvolvement: A standard
of behe}vior thar causes people to avoid
becqmmg psychelogically (and
physically) entangled with others.
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threat to self-esteem model:

"T'he model that argues that the way
in which help is offered influences
whether the help is viewed as posiFive
or negative,

| TABLES-3

L six medsures.

CITY REGION

POPULATION® SCORE* RANK

]
Rochester, NY NE M 182732 !
Houston, TX S Il\d/[ 10:,69 .
Nashville, TN S " o ;
Memphis, TN S ; 0o ;
Knoxville, TN S . o ’
Louisville, KY S o ‘
St. Louis, MO NC L 10.55 !
Detroit, MI NC L 10.54 ;
E. Lansing, MI NC S 10.54 2
Chattanooga, TN S S 10.46 ’
Indianapolis, IN NC M 10.42 p
Columbus, OH NC M 10.35 o
Canton, OH NC S 10.33 y
Kansas City, MO NC M 10.24 .
Worcester, MA NE S 10. . o
Santa Barbara, CA 2(/ i 10: v .
Dallas, TX i v
San Jose, CA W IEI 1((;(1)5 .
San Diego, CA W . o v
Springﬁeld, MA NE 9.¢

= bs = small (350,000-650,000),
= " = north central, and W= west. °S = sma /(3 :
INE = n;f't})a?;gg 50300_” 725/\0[6000 )}:l(}z :[erge (>2,000,000). Based on estzmatf f;}raznetro]{;;/zmn
f)\j};z':nn;r;z::t‘iﬁim.’/ area for 1989. ‘Average of. standardized scores (M = 10, SD = 1.0) for

Source: Levine et al., 1994,

. - . F

amili i ] a reaction is common. Recipients 0!

Docs this sound familiar? Ir might, because such a reaction ;s . " rese:)mh S

help are not always so grateful for the help that they are offered. In fact, so ’
e

i i off ) ceive any.
ibients of aid may be psychologically worse off than before they rece Y
ests thar recipients of aid may be p g w o e e i
; i v cases, the self-esteem of recipients drops after g help fron
help. In fact, in many cases, :

’ . . . . ﬂu-
Oth;rcscording o the threat to self-esteem model, the way in which help is offered in

is vi iti : ive (Fisher, Nadler, &Whitcher—Alagnay;
hel iewed as positive or negative (Fisher, :
?;CSeZS'Vl\;}ilselzgfrl\t]};(eilei %isgepaulo, 1}983). Several factors produce negative consequences for

. . oy fa
ients’ self-esteem. For example, help that emphasizes the higher ability Erlsti}tlt;i ;ré‘
iiegrll};r is likely to produce threats to the recipient’s self—esteem..Fuithermore],c e\i) et

ipi iprocati d thereby fulfilling societal norms of rec R
vents a recipient from reciprocating (and there lingsoceral ot o0 e e
i threatening. Help that is given grudgingly : :
hkf}li‘ct;)tzfiize[;?;ally peoplegwith high self-esteem typically react more negatively to help
as thre : )

ith low self-esteem. .

thal[:1 tr}zzflzzg; he(:)lp can be provided in several ways that d9 not threaten self—ester:m(.SCA]g(ilsoe ng
the r(l)dost nontilreatening kinds of aid are the following (Fisher et al., 1982; Searcy
berg, 1992; Shell & Eisenberg, 1992, 1996):

Aid from donors with positive characteristics and motivation

% Aid from siblings and older relatives

% Aid that can be reciprocated by the recipient

Driving on a lonely

the

aside thoughts of your appointments as well as

% Aid that does not threaten the recipient’s autonomy and sense of conrrol
@ Aid that is offered, rather than asked for

% Aid that comes from donors with relatively low resources or expertise

The most effective aid, then, occurs when recipients feel that the donor likes and is inter-
ested in them and views them as independent and autonomous. Furthermore, a person most

readily accepts help when it is clear thar it will increase the recipient’s likelihood of future
success.

EVIEW AND RETHINK

Heview

According to the attributional model of helping and emotions,
situation attribute causes to a person’s need for help,
depending on their attributions.

people in a potential helping
and they either help or don't help

People’s moods affect their helping behavior, with good moods general

ly contributing to a
higher incidence of helping and bad moods having mixed effects.

The negative state relief model suggests that even bad moods can induce people to be helpful
if the people believe that helping will improve their moods.

Helping affects people’s moods positively, sometimes for a long time.

=

Individual helping behavior is influenced by both societal norms and personal norms.
think

Would the attributional model of helping predicr that a well-employed veteran would be

more or less likely than a nonveteran to help a man holding an “Unemployed Vietnam
Veteran” sign? Why or why not?

*  How does hel

ping affect a person’s mood? Can this phenomenon explain altruistic behavior?
What aspects of a helping situation affect whether a person in a bad mood will help?

Does a charity that offers benefits to poor children in another country depend on different

societal norms than a charity that focuses on curing a disease, such as cancer or heart disease,

that potential givers may one day contract? What norms do the two charities depend on?
Why?

]

How do personal norms and societal norms differ? How might they clash or complement
cach other?
Is the norm of noninvolvement related to the

principle of diffusion of responsibility? How do
they differ?

[¥2]

 INCREASING PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR

You realize you left your waller on the bus, and you give up hope of ever seeing it again. But
Someone calls that evening asking how to return the wallet to you.

KKk
Two toddlers are rou

ghhousing when one suddenly begins 1o cry. The other child rushes to Setch

his own security blanker and offers it 1o his playmate.

kkk

country road, you see a car stopped on the shoulder, smoke pouring from

and instinctively you pull over to belp, putting
your personal safety. (Kohn, 1988, p. 34)

hood. The driver waves 1o you frantically,
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HELPING

Although the acts of violence, terrorism, crime, and war that dominate the headlines may
lead us at times to think otherwise, helping is a central aspect of human behavior. Indeed,
instances of prosocial behavior are part of most people’s everyday lives—acts as simple as
holding the door for a stranger of picking up and replacing a package that has toppled from
a grocery store shelf. In the remainder of this chapter, we consider some social psychologi-
cal findings that suggest ways of increasing helping behavior.

REWARDING PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR

If you've ever ceceived a reward for good conduct, you know the potency of reinforcement.
We learn at an early age that acting prosocially brings rewards. At the most basic level, for |
example, parents reward children for sharing and behaving generously and punish them for
selfishness. But, as social learning theory suggests, we also learn to be helpful by observing
the behavior of others, vicariously experiencing the rewards and punishments that others
receive. Ultimately, we model the behavior of those who have been rewarded (Bandura,
1974, 1977, 1978).
At first, prosocial behavior is guided through direct reward and punishment. One early
experiment showed that when candy was provided to 4-year-old children who shared a.
marble, their sharing behavior increased (Fischer, 1963). Butas children become older, verbal
reinforcement becomes equally effective. In another study, 12-year-old children’s donations
to charity increased following verbal approval (Midlarsky, Bryan, & Brickman, 1973).
Just as positive reinforcement can promote increases in helping, negative reinforcement
and punishment diminish the likelihood of future helping behavior. For instance, in one
study, a confederate on a street corner in Obhio asked participants for directions (Moss & Page,
1972). To some participants, she offered thanks for the help she received, whereas to others
she said, “I cannot understand what you're saying. Never mind, I'll ask someone else.”
Further down the street, participants encountered a second confederate, who dropped 2
small bag but continued walking, pretending not to notice the dropped bag. Participants who
had received the verbal punishment from the ungrateful confederate were less likely to pro-
vide help to the second confederate than those who had received thanks earlier. The moral:
Vetbal gratitude for helpful deeds is apt to increase helping, whereas verbal punishment i
likely to discourage helping behavior. ‘

N . .

btit,:l)ijyt ;i:t fﬁoi‘lels'omclt.lmes {)eport that helping and volunteering provides a sort of physical “high,”
t the feelings linger eyond the actual act of helping. M i ence

positive feelings simply by recalling instances in which tlieyplllgﬁ;cd ey people sid they expeience

hstl;l;u( é;elfjjégh]cggglrrlr;s th.at the consequences of viewing a helpful model are powerful and
e © pros;dal b, ! ?1, Grusec & Kuczynski, 1997). But why do helpful models lead
S fi ‘al;u'or on the part of observers? There are several reasons. For one
~ processes of social leafnbinge ltllllitr;r;irodceijl 1:bc:hth'eir beipfglnfjss’ N i through the baie
 processes of social . avior is desirable. In additi
:]:t :; .zal‘jent reminders of socx.ety’s norms about the importance oafd}(ltlt;)(;zl’nt:;?%lﬁemof -
» In a concrete way, how socially desirable behavior may be enacted in a particulal}r] ssitlcx);v

tion, thereby paving the way fc
: ' y for our own prosocial i i
caster to do what we know we should do (I[ilen;)ecllal ;’9611’;“’101"' i oher words they make

Thus. . : N
ws, modeling goes beyond simply mimicking the behavior of others, and it plays a par

ticularly signi
o 311 (silegr’n‘lhf’iecliﬁglge\goprlnerital role as we move through childhood into adulthood. As
e shoras ot g(;) thzr;;’ rules ;ncli prmgples in a process called abstract modeling. Rather
e behavio%s thers x)ecg ic e(l;awors, we begin to draw generalized principles that
e 1o oehavioes we & - observed. .Hence, after observing several instances in which
racting in a prosocial manner, we initiate a process in which we infer

and learﬂ (1 1 3

. 1€ meanlng Of Such acts and w¢e build alld i[lteIIlahze our wn model o chav

. . . [ I [:I l
: g inan ;1]tl'ulstic fashion. ’

MODELING AND HELPING

Just as Columbia University was about to begin a major fund-raising drive, it announced 4
gift of $25 million by John W. Kluge, a 1937 graduate of Columbia and chairman of the
Metromedia Company.

The announcement was no coincidence. It reflected the belief—well supported by
wealth of social psychological research—that the example of a generous model} can nuit
the generosity of others. In both adults and children, the observation of someone behavif
prosocially leads to increased prosocial behavior on the part of the observer. The revess
holds true as well: If a model behaves selfishly, observers tend to act more selfishly themselve
(e.g., Spivey & Prentice-Dunn, 1990; Grusec, 1991; Janoski & Wilson, 1995).

Social psychologists James Bryan and Mary Ann Test demonstrated the importance 0
helpful model in a classic study (Bryan & Test, 1967). In the field experiment, people d Exp
ing along a busy Los Angeles highway passed a woman whose car seemed to have a flat - ERIENCING A HELPER’S HIGH: THE REWARDS OF HEL
but who was receiving help in changing it from an apparent passerby. Coincidentally, a gt | PING
cer mile down the road, another woman seemingly had a flac tire.

In actuality, the entire scene was an elaborate set-up, designed to determine
many people driving by would stop and help the (second) woman in distress. The
at which people stopped was compared with another condition in which passersby didl
first see a helpful model. The results were clear. In the no-model condition, just 35 o4
4,000 passersby stopped, whereas in the helpful-model condition, more than twice as ¥
people (98) stopped to offer aid. (We might note, of course, that in neither conditiof
the incidence of helping terribly impressive.)

f‘y()u i 1
are a IO i
g dlStanCﬁ runner, you m(ly CXperlenCC a physical “high” duriﬂg or aﬁer yOur

un. Sucha r ’s hi i
e 2 runner’s high typically consi 1 i
hort, gh typ sists of feelings of well-being, calmness, and sometimes

- Surprisi .
; afs()nfetl;llillllgly, SOI}I;IL research suggests that similar physical responses may occur as a result
e “i Vr:ucf less exhausting—helping other people. According to the results of a
e acm\ﬂ 1 y of women who had helped others in some way, the majority reporteci feel-
0 ﬁfngqg;d ;1)) Cf):f:t}slapt E}iyélcal se(rilsamon while they were helping (Luks, 1988). In fact, those
| hg in helpin 1 i ’ ‘ ,

ions e e Simila}; g and physical exercise frequently reported that the positive sen-
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6 How Does It Feel to Help? Most people report that helping provides a kin
FIGURE 8- ow Does
of physical “high.” (Source: Luks, 1988.)
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if they do behave in a prosocial manner. Specifically,
on the degree to which the preaching sugg,
ro someone’s moral character,

the effectiveness of preaching depends
ests that the enactment of moral behavior is related
instead of simply representing a reaction to external pressure.
For example, exhorting people to do good because of their underl
(“underneath we're all good”) is more effective than tel
an external reward (“other people will owe you a debt

Consequently, when people are led to believe th
have high personal moral standards,
future. Conversely,

ying positive qualities
ling people to help in order to receive
of thanks”).
at moral behavior demonstrates that they
they will be more likely to behave altruistically in the
to the extent that they are led to attribute their aleruistic actions to exter-
nal, situational pressures, they will be less apt to behave helpfully in the future (Lepper, 1983;
Grusec & Dix, 1986; Grusec, 1991; Grusec, Rudy, & Martini, 1997)
Attributional approaches suggest that steering peopl
attributions for their prosocial behavior is an effective

the future. It is quite consistent with techniques used by
times engineer future |

e toward the development of internal
means of promoting more helping in

charitable organizations, which some-
arge donations by attempting to obtain only tiny ones at first.

For instance, one successful slogan is “even a dollar will help.” The motto represents a
double-barreled strategy. First, once we have g

iven even a small amount, we are likely to

experience the positive reinforcements that a charity dispenses to any giver—a thank-you note,

a membership card, and an explanation of how useful the contribution will be to the cause.
Second, the donation of even a small amoun

t of money may be sufficient to allow us to
modify our attributions abour ourselves. Once we've given a donation in the past, we may
come to see ourselves as donors motivated by an internal trait of generosity, as opposed to

being motivated by external prompts. For both reasons, then, when asked for donations in
the future, we may increase the size of our gifts (Dillard, 1991; Gorassini & Olson, 1995).

y U, £s.
S u see in Flgule 8 6 the act udl ICSp() se to hdplng dlﬂeled among rCSpOIldell
A 5 YO an

VALUES CLARIFICATION AND MORAL REASONING:

O ealings that arose from helping also lingered beyond the actual period of help- INSTRUCTION IN MORALITY
The positive feelings

When the United States initiated formal schooling in the 19th century,
goals was to provide education in moral values. Slowly,

changed, and today the teaching of moral values occurs only rarely. In fact, the teaching of
values is a highly polirically charged notion, associated with particular political ideologies.
At the same time, cerain basic prosocial values are universal, regardless of people’s polit-
ical orientation. For example, few people would dispute the general importance of helping
others. "To instill the value of prosocial behavior, educators have developed several approaches

(Damon, 1989). Among the primary methods they have identified are values clarification
techniques and the teaching of moral reasoning.

Values clarification is a procedure in which students are encouraged to become aware of
their current values, to consider how their values were formed, and how their values may differ
from those of others. Although there are several values clarification techniques, one of the
most prevalent is “Either-Or Forced Choice” (Simon, Howe, & Kirschenbaum, 1972). In
this procedure, teachers ask questions chat raise two conflicting underlying values, such as
“Do you identify more with a Honda Civic or a Mercedes?”
one of the two alternatives, students find that their underlyi

In addition, by producing cognitive conflict between particular values, the technique ma
Idition, by g cog p jue may
Provide insight into the assumptions about prosocial behavior that students hold.
Of course, the values clarification method does have potential drawbacks. For one thing,
i alt U < . . N .
~wing in a fundamental form of mord hough it makes people aware of their values, it does not provide them a means to resolve
.. - =¥ M M N M 2 M
When such an admonition occurs, parents are €Ngaging It U}lduiymg conflicts. Furthermore, it really isn’t designed to teach new val
vides a framework for understanding existing ones.

l A more direct means for
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one of the primary
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promoting prosocial values in schools is an attempt to increase
of sophistication of people’s moral reasoning. The underlying assumption here is that

*Y Improving people’s reasoning powers, we can ultimately induce them to behave in more
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“In a disaster, the
first priority for
services goes to the
disaster relief
personnel. “

Gerard A. Jacobs

Red Cross Volunteer

Year of Birth: 1952

FEducation: B.A., Classical Languages, Xavier Unifzersi.ty;‘
M.A., Clinical Psychology, Xavier University;
Ph.D., Clinical/Community Psychology,
University of South Florida

Home: Vermillion, South Dakota
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“In a disaster, the first priority for services goes to the disaster relief personnel. It is essen-
tial to keep them healthy and functional so they can help others. Then we provide services
to the people affected by the disaster,” he says. ,

Although the Red Cross has always provided traditional disaster services, emergency serv-
ices to military personnel, and the most advanced blood program in the world, the organi-
zation has moved only recently into the area of
mental health services, assuming a formal role in
that area in 1991, according to Jacobs.

Relief efforts are shared between local emergency
workers and Red Cross people. The idea is for the
Red Cross to supplement and complement local
efforts, not to supplant them. For instance, Jacobs
notes, when Flight 427 crashed in Pennsylvania in
September 1994, a local mental health team had

“The reason I volunteered
is that I could see the
needs of people, and |
wanted to help.”

-~ already jumped into action while Red Cross mental health disaster volunteers were being
brought in.

“The local people were well trained and in place,” he says. “We provided some support

in areas that they were less strong in, and we did some outreach work, The job of the Red
Cross is to augment the local disaster plan and to try to respond to the specific needs of the
 local workers. Basically, we get there as quickly as we can and try to fill whatever gaPS exist.

“Our role differs in each community. What we do depends on the resources of

~ the community and the disaster plan that is in effect. In a disaster like a hurricane, services

are typically provided at a Red Cross facility to anyone who comes seeking the service,”
-~ Jacobs says.

What motivated Jacobs to become one of millions of people who contribute their time

and expertise to the Red Cross?

“The reason I volunteered is that I could see the needs of people, and I wanted to help,”

Jacobs said. “I noted that the need for disaster mental health helpers was going unmet, and
[volunteered to try and change that.

“For me it is a sense of knowing that I am one small piece of a puzzle that must be com-

pleted in order to meet people’s needs.”

INCREASING HELPFULNESS

Ihroughout this chapter we have considered a variety of techniques for increasing pro-

social behavior. Let’s summarize some of the main strategies that can be derived from our
discussion:

& If you need help, be explicit and personal. In an emergency sicuation, explicitly ask for the
kind of help that is required. Don’t just say, “Help!” Instead, say, “I've fallen and hurt my
leg—call an ambulance.” A victim should try to make eye contact with a passerby and direct
the call for help to him or her, thereby personalizing the situation and reducing the possibil-
ity of diffusion of responsibility. Do anything that can reduce the ambiguity of the situation.

# Activate norms appropriate for helping. If you are raising funds for a charity, make use of the
powerful norms of sociery that support helping behavior. Remind people that there is a duty
to help those less fortunate (norm of social responsibility), or that donarions of blood permit

them to be recipients of blood themselves later on (norm of reciprocity). Former students can

L

>¢ reminded that they received scholarships when they were in college and they now have a
chance to help others by contributing to their alma mater (personal norms)
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3. According to one model of helping, among the steps that a person takes in emergen-
cies are noticing a person, event, or situation that potentially may require help;
interpreting the event as one that requires help; assuming responsibility; deciding
how to provide assistance; and actually helping. (p. 267)

What is altruism, and does it have genetic roots?

5. The question of whether some

6. According to evolutionary approaches, there may be genetic roots to helping b

4. One source of debate among social psychologists is whether al
behavior that is beneficial to others but requires self-
Rewards—costs analyses of helping suggest that some
any act of helping. (p. 271)

truism—helping
sacrifice—actually exists.
reward is always inherent in

people have an altruistic personality—a set of dispo-
sistently lead them to act helpfully—is also open.

ts that people do not invariably behave altruistically,
-cultural differences in helping behavior. {p. 271)

sitional characreristics that con
However, most research sugges
and there are gender and cross

chav-
g together to preserve their genes and the genes of their
e of reciprocity—the notion that we help others because
we expect to receive from others future help for ourselves or our kin—is used to
support evolutionary explanations. (p-272)

ior, with individuals workin
close relatives. The principl

How do emotions and attributions affect helping?

7. Although some researchers suggest that people are largely egoistic,

8. Two other forms of motivation that ma

9. The attributional model of helpin

10,

11,

or motivated by
perience empathy
ng to the current

self-benefit, others suggest that altruism can occur when people ex
for needy persons. Empathy is an emotional response correspondi
emotions of another person. According to the empathy-altruism hypothesis, it is
empathy that motivates us to help, rather than the desire to reduce our own
unpleasant reactions to victims needs. (p. 273)

y underlie prosocial behavior are prosocial
collectivism-—the desire to increase the welfare of 2 group—and prosocial princi-

plism—the desire to uphold moral principles. (p. 276)

g and emotions suggests that uncertainty related
t6 a person in need leads to an increase in arousal. When people attribute the need
peop

for help to internal, controllable causes, they feel negative emotions; when they

attribute the need to external, uncontrollable causes, their emotions are positive.
Negative eniotioiis discourage helping, whereas positive ones increase the likelihood
of helping. (p. 277)
People in good moods are more likely to help than those in neutral moods. On the
other hand, being in a bad mood does not invariably produce a decrease in helping.
According to the negative state relief model, people in a bad mood may be helpful if
they think that their mood will be improved by helping. In contrast, if they perceive
that helping will not improve their mood, they will be unmortivated to help. (p. 278)

Whar societal norms, or standards, promote helping?

Unde

erlying helping behavior are several norms—societal standards or expectations
tegarding appropriate behavior. The norm of social responsibility suggests that
people should respond to the reasonable needs of others. The norm of reciprocity
States that we should help others because they have helped us in the past or may
help us in the furure. Finally, individuals have personal norms, their own sense of
obligation to help a specific person in a specific situation. On the other hand, some

norms deter helping, such as the norm of noninvolvement. (p. 281)




12.  The threat to self-esteem model suggests that the way in which help is offered influ-
ences whether the help is viewed as positive or negative. Help that emphasizes the
donor’s higher ability or status, prevents the recipient from reciprocating, and is
given grudgingly or out of guilt is likely to produce negative reactions from recipi-
ents. (p. 284)

How can we increase prosocial behavior?

13.  One means of increasing prosocial behavior is to provide direct positive reinforce-
ment, or reward, for instances of helping behavior. Another technique involves
observation of helpful models, because the observation of someone behaving proso-
cially leads to increased prosocial behavior on the part of the observer. The reverse|
also holds true: If a model behaves selfishly, observers tend to act more selfishly
themselves. (p. 286)

14. There is evidence that helping provides its own rewards, producing a sort of
“helper’s high” that can lead to a higher incidence of helping in the future. (p. 287)

15. Another technique to encourage helpful behavior is to use moral admonitions,
urging people to behave prosocially. However, in comparison with models who act
helpfully, 2 model who preaches helpfulness is considerably less effective. (p. 288)

16. Actributional approaches suggest that steering people toward the development of
internal attributions for their prosocial behavior is an effective means of promoting
more helping behavior in the future. (p. 289)

17.  Other techniques have been used to produce increased prosocial behavior. One is
values clarification, a procedure in which people are encouraged to examine their
values. The notion behind the technique is that students will become aware of their
current values and perhaps reexamine them. (p. 289)

18. In addition, attempts have been made to increase the sophistication of moral reason
ing through the discussion of moral dilemmas. However, it is not clear that changes
in reasoning capabilities about moral issues result in increased helping behavior.

(p. 290)
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As we've seen, the roots of helping are multifaceted. In considering the variety of comple
explanations for prosocial behavior, we come to the understanding that helping is brou
about not just by one simple cause but by a variety of factors operating jointly.

Before we proceed to our examination in Chapter 9 of aggression, the opposite sid
the coin from the helping behavior we discussed in this chapter, return to the prologu
of this chapter, about the help that Jack Buchholz provides to Jake Geller, who suffers frot
muscular dystrophy. Consider these questions:

1. What do you think is the primary motivation behind Jack Buchholz’s willingness t©
help Jake Geller? ;

2. Discuss Buchholzs helping in terms of at least three different explanations of help-
ing that were considered in this chapter (e.g., altruism, egoism, evolutionary exp
nations, the helper’s high, empathy, societal norms, etc.).

-ty

3. Discuss evidence that supports and refutes the idea that Buchholz’s helping is tru
aleruistic. What are possible benefits that Buchholz receives from acting as Geller
helper?

4. Based on the research on personality and helping, do you think that Buchholzis: !
general, a particularly helpful individual? Why?

5. HOV\.’ do you think Geller feels in terms
the light of the research on self-esteem?

altruism (p. 271)
altruistic personality (p. 271)

attributional model of helping and emotions

(p. 277)

confusion of responsibility (p. 269)
diffusion of responsibility (p. 267)
egoism (p. 274)

empathy (p. 273)

empathy-altruism hypothesis (p. 274)
negative state relief (NSR) model (p. 278)
norm of noninvolvement (p. 283)

Key TERMS AND CONCEPTS

of being the recipient of help, particularly in

norm of reciprocity (p. 281)

norm of social responsibility (p. 281)
norms (p. 281)

overhelping (p. 279)

personal norms (p. 282)

pluralistic ignorance (p. 268)
prosocial behavior (p. 265)

prosocial collectivism (p. 276)
prosocial principlism (p- 276)
threat to self-esceem model (p. 284)
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