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CHAPTER T
Introduction
During the past decade or =g, social psychalagists have

evidenced more and more interest in the dynamics and parameters
of what has come to be known as "altruistic behavior". This
label covers a nultitude of theories, approaches, and methads,
Terms such as prosocial behavior (Bandura & Walters, 1963),
helyping behavior (Berkowitz, 1967}, velunteering (Rosenbaunm,
195%6), gift-giving {'Blake & Rosenbaum, 1955), sharing (Staub &
Sherk, 1971), aiding (Midlarsky, 1968), and bystander inter-
vention (Tatane & Darley, 1966) can pe subsumed under this very
general heading.

The proliferation of studies in these various areas pre-
cludes any systematic presentation of the entire area of altru-
ism in this paper. The interested reader is referred to reviews
of the general literature on altruism %o Krebs (1970) and of the
literature on altruism in children to Bryan & London (1970).
Instead, the scope of this paper is limited to only a few areas
of the altruism literatures bystander intervention in emergency
sitautions, rejection and altruism, and responsibility and altru-
ism.

Before reviewing the relevant research for the study pre-
sented here, it would be best at the outset to outline what this
study is concerned with in a general way. The general question
that this study is asking is: What happens to a person who in
the past has been hostile and negative to certain people and is

now in need of their help in a very real way? What will be the



reaction of these supposed angered and annoyed people to this
person? Will they, in effect, "let bygzones be bygones" and
attempt to help this person in need of aid as they would attempt
to help another neutral person? Or will they react in the op-
posite manner, and operate under the law of talion and say "an
eye for an eye" &nd not help him? A discussion group led by
either an effective or an ineffective leader is continusally
blocked or partially blocked from attaining its goels by the
obstructions set up by one of its members. At a particular
point in time, this negative group memver undergoes a physiolog-
ical attack and needs help from the members of the group to
overcome it, Will the ather group members help or not? Before
coming to specific hypotheses concerning what may happen, it is
necessary to look at vearious studies which bear upon this ques-
tion., It should be pointed out at the beginning that there are
few studies which bear directly upon this problem and consequent-
ly many of the studies considered pelow are only generally rele-
vant or are relevant only by implication or interpolation.

Although we have no information concerning the effects
of hostility upon bystander intervention in a crisis, we do
have quite a bit of research dealing with the general question
of when a person will be helped by bystanders in an emergency
gituation. It is to this area that we turn first.

Bystander Intervention in ®mergencies
The study of this phenomenon was first pegun by Latane

and Darley who were puzzled by the shockingly irresponsible

behavior of the thirty-eight witnesses who remained pehind their



apartment doors while Kitty Genovese was being murdered (Rosen-
thal, 1964)}. These two investigators conducted a number of ex-
periments on bystander intervention whieh have stimulated fur-
ther research by others both in the laboratory and in the field
setting.

As both Allen (1972) end l,atane & Darley (1970) have
nated, there are numerous variables in the social situation
which mediate helping, PFor example, Allen lists the following:
the pofential helper's relationship ta the wvictim, the charac-
teristics of the victim, physical and psychological barriers
present, the anticipation of harm or violence, familiarity with
the environment, personality and individual differences of both
helper and victim, the mood of the situation, the presence of
communication opportunities, and the possinility of cohesive
action oy a group of help givers. The present study taps sev-
eral of the variables mediating helping as listed by Allen,
namely, the potential helper's relationship to the victim, the
characteristics of the victim, the mood of the situation, and
the possibility of cohesive action by a group of help givers,

Much of the research in bystander intervention has been
concerned with other variaples involved in the social situation
which facilitate or impede helping. 1In the main, they have been
concerned with the effects of such situational variaples as
group size and the characteristics of other bystanders on help-
ing. Darley & Latane (1968) found that the mere perception

that other people are also witnessing the event will markedly



decrease the likelihood that an individual will intervene in
an emergency. Subjects alone with a victim of a seizure were
much more likely to intervene on his behalf, and, on the aver-
age, reacted in lesa than one-third the time required by the
subjects wha thought others were present. This result vas
also confirmed by Latane & Rodin (1969) who found that two-
person groups were less likely to offer assistance than were
subjects who were alaone.

Tatane & Darley'(1968) found that subjects were less
likely to report an emergency (smoke filling a room) when in
the presence of passive others or in groups of three than when
alone.

Several invesatigators have further studied the findings
0of the Tatane & Darley studies, especiially the finding relating
ta diffusion of responsibility. Schwartz & Clausen (1970) rep-
licated and extended the Darley & Letane (1968) study to ex—
amine the effects of number and competence of bystanders, in-
formation given appropriate for action and ascription of re-
sponsibility (AR) upon males and females. They found that speed
of helping dropped significantly for females but not for males
when other bystanders were present and draopped significantly
further vhen anather bystand~r was medically competent. Among
females desposed to accept rationales for denying responsibil-
ity, both effects were particularly strong. Information—action

aﬁd AR to the self were associated with faster and more direct

help.



Bickman (1971) tested the hypothesis that it is not the
mere presenesce of others that reduces speed of helping, but
how the athers are perceived; specifically, if another bystan-
der is seen as not being able to help, then there should be no
effect on the speed with which the subject helps. The results
showed that there was no difference in helping behavior between
the condition in which thers2 were nc other bystanders present
and the candition in wvwhich tue other bystander could not help.
However, as predictea, subjects in both of these conditions
helped significantly faster than subjects in the condition
in which the other bpystander was perceived as being able to
help.

These investigations have used situations with contrived
and restricted communications. This approach is appropriate
for investigating certain classes of proolema but this very
methodalagical approach has prevented the investigation of the
manner by which an interacting group deals with a2 crisis, a sit-
uation which may better mirrar what is actually taking rlace.

SJeveral field studies, however, have attempted to over-
come this shortcoming of the laboratory technique amployed in
the above studies. F&r example, in a field study on the subway,
Piliavin et al. (1969) had teams of students ( made up of a vic-
tim, a madel, and two oberevers) stage standard collapses in
which type of victim (drunk or ill), race of victim (black or
white), and presence or apnsence of a model were variea. The

major findings of the study were that an apparently ill person



is more likely to be helped than is one who appears to be
drunk, that race of victim has little effect on race of helper
except vwhen the victim is drunk, that the longer the emergency
continues without help peing offered, the more likely it is
that someone will icaVe the area of the emergency and that

the expectsd decr=ase in speed of responsibility as group size
increases—-the diffusicon of responsibility effect af Darley &
L.atane (1968)--does not occur in this situation.

In another field study, again on the subway, Allen (in
Bickman & Henchy, 1972) studied the conditions under which &
bystander would correct the wrong directional information given
one confederate by another. Allen found that the less the oy-
stander ig directly inveolved in the action of the incident, the
less 1likely he is to correct the misinformation and the more
likely he is to diffuse the responsibility or blame, and the
greater the probability of threat to the bystander for his in-
tervention, the less likely he is to correct the misinformer.

In an attempt to look at an interacting, face to face
group in the confines and contrel of the laboratory, the pres-
ent writer, in a previous study (Calamosca, 1972), varied lea-
der type to find ocut its effects on helping behavior. Three
types of leaders were employed: the Emergent leader, the in-
dividual who, in an initially leaderless group discussion,
showed the most leadership qualities according to Bass (1949);
an Arbitrarily Appeinted leader, an individual who may or may

not by chance possess the above qualities; and a Pseudo-emergent



leader, an individual wha showed very little of the leadership
qualities and who would be chosen least often by the group mem-
bers ag their leader, The results showed that after a member
of these groups (a confederate) had suffered a diabetic seizure,
groups vith an Emergent leadrr were most likely to respond
quickly and successfully to the crisis while groups with a
Pse=udo~emergent leader were least likely to respond to the cri-
sis quickly. It was also found that Pseudo—-emergent leaders
were most frequently deposed by their groups before they took
action on the crisis, It wes inferred that such leaders failed
to give the group an anchor and foster cohesiveness so that
such groups were unable to respond in a quick manner to the
crisis situation.

The study which is proposed here is a partial replication
and an extension of Colamosca (1972). This study was focused
directly on two of the other mediating variables mentioned by
Allen, the relationship between the victim and his potential
halpers and one of the characteristics of that victim, his
hostile behavior.

Sevaral previous studies have locked at some of the
characteristics of the victim. Both Bryan & fTest (1967) and
Filiavin et al. (1969} studied the race of the victim; the for-
mer study found that the race of a Salvation Army solicitor did
affect the percentage of donors willing to contribute money,
while the latter found that the race of the victim had little

affect on the race of the helper except when the victim is



drunk. Allen (1972) hypothesized that the more deserving the
bystander perceived the direction-asker to be, the more correc-
tion of wrong information would be found. However, this effect
vas not confirmed.

For the study conducted here, perhaps the findings of
Piliavin et al. (1969) concerning the responsibility for the
crisig are most pertinent. In discussing the reactions of by-
standers to an ill ar a drunk victim, these authors state that -
it is more likely that an ill person will be helped more often
and quicker because of the role of responsibility for the cri-
sig: in the case of a drunk person, he igs at least partially
responsible for his trouble, a sick man is not seen as being
reasponsible for his difficulty.

Respongibility for trauble is seen as being a barrier to
helping, It is here hypothesized that hostility of the victim
acts as another such barrier to helping: A person who was pre-
viously hostile and who suddenly needs help will be helped but
not as quickly as a person who has not been previously hostile
to his potential helpers. If this general prediction is true,
then varying the leader type of graups with such a hostile mem-
bar will produce the sam=s general results found in Colamosca
(1972), i.e., the Tmergent leader groups will help in the fas-~
ter manner and more often and the Pseudo-emergent leader groups
in a slower manner and less often, but it is alsc predicted
that these groups will take longer to rsact and will react less

often than groups in which no hostility was present. In order



to check an this prediction, data from Coclamosca (1972) have
beaen include~d at the appropriate peoints for comparison.

The basic assumption underlying these hypotheses is that
in a crisis, other things peing equal, p~ople will help another
in distress. (Helping does not seem to be an "all or none"
phenomenon. NYone of the studies reported here found 100%
helping or 100% non-helping in any condition.) This assumption
is supyported by Schwartz & Clausen (1970) who point out that
during a crisis, general humanitarian norms demanding help are
activated for most adult bystanders, by Latane & Darley {(1970)
and Allen (1972) who make statements much like that of Schwartz
& Claugen. Thegse statements support the cantention that a pre-
viously hostile person in a crisis will pe helped but as Allen
(1972) pcints out, the way the situation evalvea will influence
the degre= to which an individual will fe=l responsible tc inter-
vene, In the preseant study, it was predicted that the expression
of hostility would influenc= this degres of responsibility the
individual feels to intarveane,

The hypothesis that when intervention does occur, it
will be Emergent leader groups which will intervene quicker
and more often is supported by the results of Colamosca (1372)
and by Allen (1972) who states that when there is little group
cohesion or satisfaction with the group (as in Pseudo-emergent
leader groups), mempers of the group will feel unwilling ar

unaple to act.

gaveral studies which do not fit into the category of
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bystander intervention studies also support by implication the
above general hypothesis. Isen & Levin (1972) found that sub-
jmcts who were made to "faeel gooa" are more likely tao offer aid
than ares control subjects. There was no condition included in
this study in which subjects were made to "fael bad", but it may
be assumed that subjects who are annoyed or antagonized by a
hostile person will be made to "feel bad" and will not be as
likely to give aid, The same may be assumed for the results

of Berkowitz & Macaulay and Isen, Bicker, & Fairchild (both re-
ported in Isen & Levin, 1972), both of which indicate that good
feeling aroused through positive verbal contact results in in-
creasad aid,

Responsibility and Altruism
Several gstudies in this area of helping bahavior lend

support to the general hypothesis listed above. These studies
have been concerned with the general realtionship between the
victim and the helper; specifically, these studies have focused
upon the azspect of responsibility for harm between bystander and
victim.

Rawlings (1968) found that exposure to the suffering or
discomfort of another, regardless of whether or not one is re-
sponsible for the other's misfortune, makes one more responsive
to the plight of othar victims, Subjects in both a responsible-
for-punishment and a not-responsible-for-punishment-of-other
conditions were significantly more altruistic toward a new

partner than subjects in two control groups(neither-respon-
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sible-for-punishment and neither-punished) as measured by the
administration of slectric shocks. While the rsasults of this
study do not apply directly to the present study, it can be in-
farread that being =xposed to the suffering of a victim, regard-
lass of responsibility for his misfortune, will make on= more
responsive to the plight of that same victim. Thus, we can ex-
pect that in this present study there will be a g=aneral rasponse
of helping. Again, though, the barrier of hostility should

make these rsasponsas slowar on the whole,

Tilker (1970) loocked at the relationship between respon-
sibility for the safety of another, the amount of feedback re-
ceived regarding the condition of the other, and socially re-
sponsible reactions. He studied three conditions of responsib-
ility (none, ambiguous, and total) and three conditions of
feadback (none, audio, and audiovisual). He found that indiv-
iduals with full responsibility for ths punishment of the
other and full faedback were most likely to react in a socially
reaspansible manner and attempt to altar the course of eventis
(as measured by verbal protssts to stop the punishment of the
other). Of more importance for the study presented hare is the
finding that the group with no responsibility faor the punishment
of the othar and full feedback (the same conditions as in the
study presented here) reacted significantly less often than
the group with full faedback and full responsibility and slight-
1y (n.s.) high=r than the group with full feedback and ambig-

uous responsibility. If the assumption can be made that a
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group with a hostile member feels no responsibility for that
member or his actions, then this finding can be used as evi-
dence that such a group will respond less often ta help that
member in a crisis,

In line with these results is the finding of Thalhofer
(1971) who found that help relevant to harm is greatsr with
gr=ater degree of the subject's involvement as the source af
harm.

Rejection and Altruism

In this section we are concerned with the personal re-
actions of the group members to the hostile member and to the
group lead~r. This part of the study involves a number of sep-
arate predictions which relate to the expression of aggression
and the catharsis hypothesis,

Catharsis ( the cancept that there will be a decrease in
aggression aft=r the expression of aggression) has lang peen
studied by social psychologists and there are several difficul-
ties with these studies which make it difficult %o derive can-
clusions and implications from them (Berkowitz, 1962, 1970;
Buss, 1961). As Doob (19703 Doob & Wood, 1972) has pointea out,
disconfirmations of the catharsis hypothesis under certain caon-
ditions have been taken as nonreplications of previous experi-
ments, rather than as sxperiments done with very differeni re-
gearch paradigms testing very different hypetheses. He has
pointed out the confusion resulting from three sources:; the

numarous meagures used to study the hypothesis (e.g., aggres-



sive behavior, feslings of arousal, physiological arousal);

the very great variety of things which happen ta the subjects
(e.g., watching a videotape of a person undergoing an unpleasant
drug expsrisnce, watching a movie of a fight, saying nasty
things about an aoonoxious perscon); and differences of opinion as
to whether the state of the subject (annoyed or not) make a
diff~rence aon the expression of a catharsis effect (Doab & Waod,
1972) .

A set of situations which produces descraased levels of
aggression ar=e those in which a person sees the person annoy-
ing him get hurt. Bramel =t al, (1968) found that annoyed suo-
jects wha watched a video-tape of their annoyer suffering (even
thaugh they knew that this tepe had been made somsa time in the
past) subsequently rated him as more competent and courteous
then did subjects who had watched aither of two other tapes,

The opposite effact was shown for subjects who haa not been an-
noyed. Doab (1970) showea that subjects who had a chance to
hurt the person who annoyed them subpsequently gave shorter
shocks to the annoying p=rson then did subjects who had not

had a chance to hurt the annoying person. Once again, there
was no effect for subjects who were not annoyed. Doob & Wood
(1972) compared the effects of having the anncying person get
hurt by thes subject or by another psrson, They faound that with
annoyed subjects, having the confederate get hurt decreas=d the
number of electric shocks that he was subsequently given.

These studies have impartance for those hypotheses of the
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present study which are concerned with the reactions of the sub-
jects to the hostile group member and the leadar after the ex-
pression of hostility and the occurrence of the seizure. It
was hypothesized for this study that groups in which a seizure
takes place after the hostility is expressed by one of its menm-
bers will rate that member more positively (due to catharsis)
than will groups in which there was no crisis intervening be-
tween the expression of hostility by the group member and the
rating of that mambar. This hypothasis is suprortea by the
findings of Bramel et al. (1968), Doob {1970) and Docd & YWood
(1972) -

In terms of the specific groups involved in the present
study, it was predicted that aftsr the seizure there would be
leass negative ratings of the confederate by the Tmergent leader
groups pecause these groups would be most successful during the
crigis and this would tend to further ameliorate the aggressive
femlings built up during the discussion sessions, The more
negative ratings of the contfeaderate were pradicted for the
Paeuda-emargent leader groups deczuse they were expected to be
less successful in the crigsis and there would ve "extra" ag-
gression huilt up due to the ineffeciiveness of the leader
during the discussionsa. fThus, it was expected that there would
be an additive effect of aggressive feelings during the discus-
sions ana feelings ageinst the leader for the groups led by the
Pgaudo-~emergent leaders., This is supparted by implication from

the results ot Cotamosca (1972) and by Pepitone & Reichling
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(1955) who found that uncohesive groups (such as those led by
Pseudo-emergent leaders) will be less apble to overcome internal
end external restraints on the expresgsion of hostility during
the life of the group than will cohesive groups {such as those
led by Fmergent leaders).

It was also predicted that in these groups, the leader
will be rated more positively by the other group members in
the Bmergent leadsr condition and less positively in the
Fssudo~emergant leader condition. Ratings of group atmosphers
were predicted ta parasllel the rating of the group leader,
These hypotheses ar= supported by implication by Pepitone &
Reichling (1955) and by th+ finding of Smith (1957) whao
found that there is less satisfaction and increzsed dafensive-
ness in groups in which a m=mber acts contrary ta the group's
expactations than groups in which all members behave as s=xpec-
ted during discussions.

Different predictions were made for groups which are not
involved in o crisis situation between the hostility expression
by the confederate and the final rating of him by the other
group members, It was predicted that Emergsnt leader groups
in this situation will rate the confederate more negatively
because these groups are the most orientea ftoward the goal,
most able to attain it, probably the most cohesive and will be
the most frustrated under these conditions. Pseudo-emergent
leader groups will rate the caonfederate less negatively.

These preaictions are supparted by several studies: Jones &
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de Charms (1957) found thet the perceptions of another's char-
acteristics will depend on whether the othar promotes or inter-
feres with goal attainment. when the failure of one group mem-
ber affects the reward attainment of all, more negative char-
gqteristics will be ascribed %o that person and when the locus
of phenonenal causality is perceived as internal to that person
(i.e., he himself is responsible for thwarting the goal), nega-
tive evaluations are more severe, Busg {1963) showed that
subjects prevented from attaining a goal tended to display

more aggression toward the person thwarting them than did =a
nonfrustrated control group. Sirickland et al. (1960) found
that subjects whose arguments were supported by a cohesive

group (as in Tmergent leader groups)'were nmore negative in their
evaluations of an antagonist than those whose arguments were not
supported by the group.

It was also predicted that under conditions of Ne Crisis,
Pseudo—emergent leader groups will rate their leader more nega-
tively because he is ineffective in both the discussion situ-
ation and in the handling of the hostile member of the group.
The Emergeant leader will be rated more poaitively because he .
is better able to deal with the discussions and the hostile
group member, Again, it was predicted that the ratings of
group atmosphere would parallel the ratings of the leaders by
the group members. Bath of these predictions are also supported
by the results of Pepitone & Reichling (1955) and Smith (1957).

Responsibility for Emergency and Liking
One of the situational variables (other than how the re-
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lationship and the situation have evolved) which may affect the
rating of the confederate by the other group members is the role
of responsibility for the crisis; specifically, whether or naot
the viictim has caused the crisis to himself in some way. The
question to be answered in connection with the present study

is: How will the otherms react to a crisis which the victim has
braught upon himself, for which he is to blame?

The studies preaented below bear upon this question,
These studies have focused upon the role aof respansipility for
suffering--whether it is the responsibility of an ocpserver or
a victim-—~and shed some light on the anoﬁe queation,

Lerner & Simmons (1966) found that if obgservers can at-
trivute the victim's suffering to something the victim did ar
failea to dc, they will have less neaed to devalue his personal
charactaristics. This result is seen as suppart for the conten-
tion that rejection of a victim is the result of an observer's
attenpt to maintain his pelief in "a just world". These authors
hypothesize that rejection will occur primarily when this need
ig not satisfied by the assignment of misdeeds to the victim.

In line with the abave result, Lerner & Matthews (1967)
found that subjects who perceived that a victim was responsibple
for her own suffering subseguently described her in a relative-
ly objective manner., Hawever, when the subject perceived her-
self as responsiple for the otherts fate, she tended to devalue
the other, Again, thelpropositian is offared that rejection of
another will not accur if the otserver can attribute the suffer-

ing to something the victim did.
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From these findings on responsibility for the crisis, it
can be predictea that contrederates who are perceived by tne
other group members as being responsiole for the crisis to them-
selves, will be rated in a more objective (i.e., more positive)
manner than will confederates who are not perceivea as being
responsible for the crisis.

The Use of Observational Technigues

As mentioned previously, one of the aims behind the
study presented here is to look at bystander intervention from
the viwvepoint of an interacting, face to face group, rather than
to employ tape-recordings, isolation of subjects, etc., as pre-
vious studies did. The hopeful benefit of the approach employed
here is to gain greater understanding of and insight into a2 sit-
uatian as close to the real world as possible and yet maintain
the benefits aof the controls of the laboratory.

The obvious limitation of this approach is that it is
difficult to impose strict controls upon the interactions,
Specifically, here there was no sensible way of controlling
the interzctions during the discussion periods and limiting the
amount of aggression displayed by the leader and the other
group members toward the hostile confederate ( indeed, it is
questionable that such controls would be beneficial or desir-
able). Consequently, it was deemed necessary to note, catalogue,
and analyze the behavior, verbal and nanverbal, during the dis-
cussion sessionsg through the use of observational techniques.

The resultis of piliavin et al. (1969), who utilized two obser-



19

vers to gain information about helpers and non-helpers on the
subway, point out the importance of using abservational tech-
niques in conjmnction with more conventional statistical meth-
ods for gaining more subtle information in helping studies than
gimple tallies of the number of peopie who help.

In recent years, thanks to people such as Bales (1950,
1970), Hell (1963, 1966), and Weick (1968), more attention is
being turned toward the use of observational techniques as an
adjunct to the "harder" measurement techniques., OQObservational
methods have been developed far the cataloguing of such be-
haviors as facial expressions, glances, body movements, spa-
$ial behavior, and communication patterns in interactions.

In the study presented here, obzervational interest
vas in the occurrence and frequency of aggressive or hostile
behaviﬁrs ag expressed in twao general modes--verbal and non-
verbal. There are several systems of categoriés which have
been develaped to‘encode social interaction ana which are not
confinea to specific problems and have generai relevance: the
Interaction Process Analysis (IPA) of Bales {1950, 1970), the
Interaction Process Scares (IPS) system (Borgatta, 1962), and
the Behavior Scares System {(Borgatta, 1963). Because of the
nature of interaction under study and the type of data of
interest, it was decidea to use the Bales IPA method to cate-
gorize the verbal interactions taking place.

Far the abservatian of nonverbal aggression, instead

of utilizing a particular sysyem af notation, it was decided
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to record those gestures, body movements, and spatial behaviors
which have been associatea by several investigators with the
expression of hostility eor aggression, e.g., physical with-
drawal, gestures of impatience, etc.

The data derived from these observational methods are
presented in Appendix ®.

Summary: QOverview and Hypotheses
Qverview: The experimental design is a 2 X 3 factorial. Groups

are led oy one of the two types of leaders (Emergenti ar Pseudo-
emergent)., In all of the groups, a confederate of the experi-
menter, by means of hostile remarks ito the leader, disagree-
ments and arguments ‘with the group, blocks the attainment of
their goal by the group. For ane-half of the groups, the same
confederzte of the experimenter undergoes a (simulated) diavetic
attack and requires the help of the group to end the crisis; in
the ather half of the groups, the confederate does not suffer
such an attack., In one-half of the crisis groups, the confed-
er.te is perceived as being responsible for his own attack,
vhile in the other half he is not perceived as being responsible.

Hypotheses: The hypotheses of the present study as previously

derived are as faollows:

1. A person who was previously hostile to a group and who
suddenly needas its help will be helped, put not as quick-
1y or as often as a person who has not been previously
hostile to his potential helpers.

2. Tmergent leader groups will helyp faster and more often
then will groups led by Pseudo—emergenti leadaers.

%. Groups in which a crisis occura after the expression of
hostility by the confederate will rate the confederate
more positively than will groups in which there was no
crisis intervening vetween the expression of hostility
by the confederate and the rating of that contederate.
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In the crisis groups, groups with Erergent leaders will
rate the confederate less negatively than groups with
Pseudo-emergent leaders.

In the crisis groups, groups in which the responsibility
for the occurrence of the crisis is perceived as being
the confederate's will rate him more positively than will
groups in which no such responsivility may be attributed
to the confederate,

In the crisis groups, the leader will be rated more pos-
itively by the other group members in the Emergent leader
condition than in the Psecudo-emergent leader conditian.
In the crisis groups, ratings of group atmosphere will

be more positive in the Emergent leader condition than in
the Pseudo-emergent leader condition,

In the no-crisis groups, Emergent leader groups will rate
the hostile confederate more negatively than will the
Pseudo-emergent leader groups.

In the no-crisis groups, groups with Pseudo-emergent
leaders will rate their leaders more negatively than
will groups with Fmergent leaders.

In the no-crisis groups, ratings of the group atmosphere
will be more positive in groups with Emergent leaders
than in groups with Pseudo-emergent leaders.



CHAPT®ER II
Method and Procedure
Subjects: One hundared and ninety-iwo male undergraduates
from introauctory psychology courses gerved as suvjects and
were randomly assigned to conditions. The only restriction
upan the random agssigment was that there be an eguszl number
of groups (8) in each condition.

Introductory Procedure: Subjects were scheduled five at a time.

0f these, four were actuzl subjects, the fifth was the confed-
erate of the experimenter and was present at all experimental
segsions,

The subjects were told that the purpose ¢f the study was
to look at group processes and see how people work together
(for the complete script employed in this study, see Appendix
A). They were told that they were going to pe given a series of
problem~-solving situations which they were to discuss among
themselves and then arrive at a solution to each problem. At
this time they were also given a series of personality question-
naires and z personal date fom to fill out (see Appendix B),
They were given these questionnaires, they were told, soc that
the experimenter could get some idea of the characteristics of
those peaple who were taking part in the study. The gquestion-
naires given were: Rotter's I-E Scale, Christie's Machiavellian-
ism Scale (Mach V), and the Crowne-Marlowe Need for Approval
Scale., |

After these were filled out and collected, the subjects

were then told: "Before you start on the problems themselves,

22
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I'd 1like you to get to know each other a little bit better,»
Subjects were then instructed to give their first names; and
sone of their academic and ocutside inetersts, such as sports
and hobbies,

During this periad of discussion in the Crisis groups,
with the experimenter present, the Responsible confederate
mentioned to the other group members that he did not "go in
much" for sports or any physicsl activity because he has dis-
betes and haa ta take insulin and that any physical excitement
or exertion was extremely hazardous for his condition and
would quite likely result in his having an attack. In the
No Respeonsibility groups, the confederate merely mentioned that
he did not "go in much" far sports because he had diabetes and
had to take insulin and physical activity was not good for his
condition. In the No Crisis groups, the confederate made the
same statement as in the No Responsibility-Crisis condition.

The experimenter then said: "I'a like tc give you one
of these problems that I've been talking avout tc see haw you
do on it and to make sure there are no problems with it. It's
alsa going to pe necessary for one of you to act as group
leader and we'll decide who that will be after you run through
this sample problem." Subjects were then given the sample
problem and told to come to a decision within five minutes
time, writing down their answer and the reasons why they had
com= to this conclusion.

Manipul ation of Leadership Style: After this had been accomp-
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lished and any problems that arose ware taken care of, each
member of the group was given rating forms for each ather sub-
jeact and teld to rate the other memvers of the group aon themn.
The forms were composed of 17 Tikert type scales (see Final
Questionnaire, Appendix D). This rating formed the basis for
the initial liking rating of both the leader and the confeder-
ate.

Next, the group leader was selected according to one of
the following methods (in neither of the conditions was the
confaderate selected as leader):

1. Emergent leader: ©E instructed each 5 to write down on a
slip of paper the numper (all Ss had peen assigned numpears
by B when they arrived at the experimental room) of the
person he thought wanuld be the best ane to lead the group.
These weare collacted by T and the group was told that the
most popular memper was appaeinted leader. (It had been de-
cided beforshand that B would "rig" the election, so that
the group member who showed the greatest amount of Emergent
leader behaviors, e.g., offering the maost suggestions, at-
tempts to bring the group to consensus, etc., would be re-
portea by B as the one the group had chosen. Ag it turned
out, in this condition, the group mempers actually voted
the individual who could pe termed the emergent leader as
their leader., Consequently, the individual selected as
1esader by the group and the inadividual who would have been
selected by ®, were one and the same and the "rigging" pro-
cess was not necessary.)

2. Pseudo-emergent lezader: T gave the same instructions as in
condition 1, but rather than tell the group whom they had
actuatly selected, he told tham that they had elected the
individual whom % observed to show the least emergent leader
behaviors. The members of these groups had aciually selectea
the membar who could best be termead the emergent leader alsa;
thus, the person vhom they selectea and the person whom &
said they had selected were different pecple. ( Throughout
the remainder of this paper, the two types of leaders will be
refferred to as the Emergent leader and the Pseudo-emergent
leader. These names are based on the amount of emergent
leader potential exhibited by the particular leader rather
than the process through which they were selected, i.e.,
election versus appointment.)
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After the leader had been selecied in one of the apove
manners, the experimenter told the group that he would be giv-
ing them five proplems of the type they had just discussed
and solved (for the actual practice and experimental problems,
see Appendix C,) He told the group the following: "What I
wvant you to do is this: 7The leader will read what the prablem
is and then you will all discuss it and come t¢c a solution as
to what should be done avout the problem. When you have done
so, the leader will bring the result to me in my office down
the hall where I will look at the way you sclved the problem.
I will then give him the next problem to be solved, Remember
that you will have five minutes to solve each problem, so be
sure to work within that framework of time. Are there any
questions before I give you the first prodlem?®

After any questions were answered by the experimenter,
he then gave the leader the first problem typed on 2 slip of
paper.

The experimenter then left the room, ostensibly to go
to his office to await the completion of the first problem.
Actually, he did go to his office which was two rooms dawn the
hall and then went from there into the rocm between the experi-
mental room and his office where he and another confederate
observed the group at work through a one-way mirror, where he
noted the various activities of the group members, paying espec-
ial attention to the expression of hostility and aggression by

all of the members of the group. The verbal exchanges of the
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subjects were categorized according to Bales' categories end
the nonverval behavior (gestures, movements, etc.) were alsa
observed and noted., As the group reached a solution to the
problem, the experimenter would go back into his office, re-
ceive the result from tha leader, and then give him the next
in the series of problems,

Goal Blocking Manipulation: During the discussion of the first

three provlems in the Crisis groups (and during all fiva problems
for the No Crisis groups) the confederate of the experimenter
acted in a hostile manner, Although for each group and each
problem the specific comments made would vary, the general trend
of the confecerate's comments were negative: he derogated the
leader and his abilities, said that the canclusions the group
came to and the reasons for these conclusions were wrong, stupid
and that he did not agr=e with them. 1is comments were such that
they caused the group tc go over the five minute time periocd for
the first proplem, After about gix minutes had elapsea fraom the
start of the first discussion, the experimenter enatersad the ax-
perimental room and said:; "What's happening here? Aren't you
done yet? Didn't you understand that you only have five min-
utes to do these proolems? You've had plenty of time and are
holding things up. We have a lot to accomplish, so please fin-
ish this proplem now and be sure you finish the rest of them in
the five minutes alloted.®

Responsibility Manipulations: There were twa parts to the man-

iputation of responsipility for the diabetic attack, The first
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of these has already been mentioned. It consisted of the dif-
ferent things said by the confcderaﬁe concerning his diabestes,
its relationship ta sports and exertion, and the pogsible con-
sequences to the confederate for engaging in such activities.
These things were said during the interchange among the sub-
jects an their backgrounds and interests,

The s=conc part of the manipulation tcgk place during
the discussion of the hrird problem. In the Responsible con-
dition, the confederate told the cther group members that he
wag beginning to feel dizzy., He said that it must be because
he had not eaten anything with sugar in it so far that day
and had forgotten to bring some caendy with him and that it
was beginning to affect him. He szid that he had not had
anough time and that he should have taken his orange juice
that morning. Shortly afterward, he bpegan to again complain
abaut the discussion and the problem under cansideration.

In the No Responsibility condition, the confederate
said that he was beginning to feel dizzy. He said that he
could nat understand it pecause he had a full meal including
something with sugar in it and that everything should be all
right but was not. As in the previous condition, shortly
afterward he began again to aci in a2 hostile manner.

Sejizure Manipulation: Por one-half oif the groups, during the

discussion of the fourth problem, the confederate af the ex-
perimentar began to complain that he was having a diabetic

reaction and that he needed some sugar; he said that he was
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too weak to get the sugar himself and that he needed help.
While saying these things, he lockes in the direction of the
group leader. The experimenter observed the various actians
tak~an to aid the confederate and noted what was done by the
lmader and by the other group members during the crisis situ-
ation.

FPor the other half of the groups (No Crisis), the
group completed all five problems in the prescribed manner.
AT ter these groups had completed all of the problems, the ex-
perimenter returned to the room and gabe them a final ques-
tionnaire (see Appendix D) ta f£ill cut. Included in this
questionnaire was a rating of the group atmosphere, several
questions relating ta the group's productivity, a question
concerning their interest in the experim=nt and one asking
whether or not they would be willing to tzke part in exper-
iments similar to the one just completed. They ware also
given a check-list of their reactions to the exXperimsnt and
four rating forms which were the same as the one used pre-
viously to rate the other group members, They were again
asked ta rate all of the other group members sa that an un-
derstanding could be gained of the interpersonal relations
existing within the group.

Measurement of Helping Behavior: 1In the Crisis groups, if

ona of the Ss left the experimental room to report the trouble
or to take some other action, he was stopred by the second

confederate of the experimenter, asked what was the matter,
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and told to return to the experimental room. The second con-
federate told the supject that the situation "would be taken
care of," The criteriaon of helping, then, was the departure
from the experimental room by a subject in search of help for
the victim. If the group had not done something to directly
get aid for the victim and attempt to alleviate the trouble
by the time three minutes had elapsed from the time the con-
fed=rate first asked for help, the expesriment was terminated
by the experimenter.

After either of these alternatives had occurred, the
experimenter entered the experimental room and asked what
waa taking place. When told asbout the confederate, as he in-
variably was, the experimenter called to the second confederate
and asked him to take the ailing subject to the infirmary.
The =xperimenter then asked the group for a detailed explan-—
ation of what had happened and asked each subject what he had
done. He then asked the rest of the subjects to wait while
he talked to the leader alone in his office, "tag talk about
the situation and the problems they had solved and what should
be done now," Here, the leader was asked for a detailed ac-
count of what had happened and what he had done and why. In
2ll of these interchanges with the experimenter, the subjccté
were asked why they felt the confeaerate had had his attack.
The experimenter asked: '"What do you think made him get sick;
wag it the experiment, I mean, was it too much for him, did I

do something wrong? Or was it oecause of som=thing else, was
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he sick pefore? If it's due to the experiment, I want to
knaw sa I can change the design so that the same type of thing
doesn' t nappen again,"

After he haa talked alone to the leader, the experimen-—
ter and the leader went back to the experimental room and all
subjects were told that due ta the other sunject's problem,
the experiment was over but that the experimenter wanted the
remaining subjects to fill out the final gquestionnaire of the
study, so that the experimenter would be able to get some data
on their experiences in the group. They were then given the
final guestionnaire outlined apvove. When this had been com-—
pleted in any group (Crisis or No Crisis), the experimenter
eXplained the true purpose of the study ta all subjects, al-
laying any fears they had and answered any questions. Sub-
jects vweare zssurred that their answers would be entirely anony-
mous and confidential, All subjects were asked to keep the
purpose and accurreances of the experiment in gtrict confi-
dence and were then dismissed.

Depandent Measures: The major dependent measures analyzed in

this study were: +the latency arnd rate of nelping in the crisis
groups, the differences in the first and second ratings of the
confedercte and the zgroup leader, the rating of the group at-
nosph=re, and the responses to the mood adjective check-list and
other questions in the final questionnaire. lMinor measures
analyzeq were the scores on the personality questionnaires

and the observational measures made by the experimenter during

the discussions.



CHAPTER IIIX
Resul ts
Success of Bxparimental Manipulations

Information on the success of experimental manipulations
was obtained from the subjects who left the room of the attack,
in the unstructured interview with the leader and other group
mempers bafore the administration of the final questionnaire,
and in the postexperimental interview itself, Interest was
focused on the perception of three manipulations: the insti-
gation of the subjects to hasitiltiy, the plausibility of the
crisis, and the differential perception of responsibility for
the crisis.

The confederate's comments, disparagsments znd general
hoatility to the other members of the group were designed in
grder ta bring about a negative response to the confederate by
the other group members. A check on this manipulation can be
found in the Change scores of the confederate's ratings by the
other group members, Without exception, subjects in all of
the groups did in fact change their ratings in a negative di-
rection. Pooling the Change scores of all subjects and com-
paring the mean against the null expactation of zero change
results in a t value of 41.43, p<0l, leaving little doubt
that the confederate's comments and actions had their intended
effact.

Judging by the subjects' nervousness when they reported
the attack to the experimenter, by the responses while the em-

ergency was taking place, by their responses to guestions of

31
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the experimenter, and by their surprise vhen they were told
during the postexperimental interview that the seizure was not
real, one can canclude that all of the subjects perceived the
emergancy as being real. None of the subjects reported tao the
experimenter that they perceived the situation as being a hoax
or involving deception. Therefore, there was no need to drop
the data of any of the subjects from the analysis,

The check on the perception of responsibility for the
crisis was dane by means of the subjects' responses during the
unstructured interview aftsr the crisis to the question "What
do you thnk made him get sick", etc. The question was posed
in such a way that the responsibility could be placed on the
confederate himself ar the conditions of the experiment, Sub-
jects in the Responsibility condition perceived the confed-
erate to be responsible for the crisis significantly more of-
ten than did subjects in the No Responsibility condition
(874 [14 of 167 ta 18% (3 of 16 graups] ; X%= 16,52, df=1,
p<¢.01). Subjects in the Responsible condition made statemsnts
such as, "He said he didn't feel well but he didn't do anything
about it", "It was his fault", and "He should have known better,
but he just stayed where he was.," Subjects in the No Responsib-
ility condition tended to say that the crisis "wasn't anybody's

fault", blaming neither the confederate nar the conditions of

the experiment.

Comparison with Previcus Study
The first hypothesis to be tested in this study was the
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proposition that a hostile group memoer would not be helped as
quickly as would a non-hostile group member. This hypothesis
relates to both fraquency and latency of helping. 1In corder to
test this hypothesis, the relevant data from Colamosca (1972)
vere comparea with the data from the crisis groups in the
present study. It should be kept in mind that these two stud-
ies weare conducted at different timesz, utilizing different
confederates, Consequently, they may not be tataily compar-
aple, However, it is felt that for the present purposes that
rough comparisons between the two studies may be made., Table 1
shows the relevant data from the previous study and fthe present
ane.

A Chi-square analysis of the frequency of groups (with-
out regard to type of leader) responding to the confederate's
need by the end of three minutes was done. The result was not
significant, nor was the result of a Chi-square analysis of the
two conditions for Fmergent leaders, However, a Chi-square
analysis of the two conditions for Pseudo-emergent lezders is
significan‘h.(x2 5.727, © .025). While the hypothesis as ad-
vanced is not supported, a revision of the hypothesis may be
made for the fraguency of helping. The resultis point to the
propapility that it is not the characteristic of the victim
(hostile or non-hostile) which is important in the present sit-
uation, rather it is the type of lead-r that affects the fre-
quency of helping the victim.

To discovar the effects of the hostility variaple upon
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TABLE l.-=-Comparison data for likelihood and speed of helping
responses in the present study and Colamosca, 1972

i A Nan-Hostile Hostile
Condition victim Victim
Lieader type Fmergant Pseudo—em. Tmergent Pceudo-em,
N Helping 11 3 15 6
N Naot
Helping 2 10 1 10
%4 Responding . .
by 3 minutes 84 23 24 31
T om0 46 103 5 145
L Spesd 21.7 9.7 13.2 6.1

Score
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the latency of helping, =2t anaslysis of variance was done on
the speed scores far the two conditions. The summary data are
presented in Takle 2. The resultis show that thare is a signif-
icent effect of tne characteristic of the victim on the spesd
of helping., There is also a significant main effect of leader
tyeps upon the speed of response. The significant interaction
effact is in accord with the results above on Pseudo-emargent
leadars., These results combined with the results of the Chi-
squars analyses do support the initizl hypothesis., It thus
can be advanced that speed of helping is affected by whether
or not the victim has previously been hostile to his potential
halpers but the frequency of helping is unaffected by the hos-
tility variable, Rather, in this situation, it would seem that
it is the leader type which affects the frequency of helping.
Figure 1 shows the cumuwlative proportion of subjects who
had intervensd by any point in time following the crisis in
both hostile and non-hostile conditions, The figure shows very
clearly the difference in speed of helping found above in the
different types of groups. For example, by the time the fastest
Tmargent leader group had intervened in the Hostile condition,
approximately 50% of the same leader typs groups had already
intervened in the Non-Hostile condition. The difference is
even mare glaring between the Fseudo-emergent leader groups in
the two conditions: when the first of these groups reported
the emergency in the Hostile condition, all of the same leader

type groups who were going to recat in the Won-Hostile condit-
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TABL® 2.-~Analysis of Variance of
Speed Scores for Hostile
and Nan-Hogtile Caonditions

Saurce af MS P
Condition (A) 1 43,94 43.51%»
Leader Type (B) 1 8.40 B.51xx
AXB 1 4.86 4,82%

Within cell 54 1.01
*p<.O5

*¥n¢.01
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and Pseudo-emergent Conditions in the Present Study and
Colamosca, 1972
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ion had already done so.

Overall Analysis of the Crisis Groups

In the crisis groups, 65% of the total number of groups
(21 of 32 groups) met the criterion for helping behavior in
the emergency, 75 (16 of 21 groups) had responded by the time
two minutes had elapsed; cnly 3 subjects came out of the room
after 2f minutes had elapsed (144 of the responding groups).
It thus seems unlikely that few additional groups would have re-
sponded had the experiment continued beyond the arbitrary three
minute limit. PFor those individual subjects who left the roon,
the most common response, as noted by the second cont'sderate,
was to ask the second conredarate where the saxperimenter was
and to say that one of the subjects was sick (17 out of 21 or
80%)., All other subjects who emerged from the room repartea
the emergancy to the second confederzte; none simply left the
field or did not know why they had lert the room. In their de-
scripticons of the event to the experimenter during the un-
structured interview, 7% (15 out of 21) of those wha had left
the room said thet their intention was to report the emergency
to the sxperim=nter, and 297 (6 of 21) claimed that they had
maant to help the vietim dirsctly (=.g8., get him a soda or some
candy) .

The zverage length of time pefore a group respoded to
the emergency was 95.1 seconds after the confederate had asked
for halp. Groups which did not emerge from their room by the

end of three minutes were assigned a time of 180 seconds. Av-
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age times can mislead, thersfore, becauss they are skewed by

the 180 seconds assigned to these groups. Tollowing TLatane

& Darley (1968), each group's time was transformed into a "op=ed
score" py multiplying the reciprocal of its time to respand from
the beginning of the emergency by 100. This normnalized the
distribution somewhat, deenphasizing the differences among
those who responded quickly. The highar the speed score, the
fastar was the response. The right half of Table 1 presents the
data relevant to likelihood and speed of response for all of the
Crisis groups. Results of the analysis of variance of the spead
scores for the leadership types are shown in Table 3,

The results in Table 3 show that there was a significant
main eaffect of lead~r type on helping (F=275.03, df=1/30,
p<.001l). The results of a Duncan multiple-range test petween
lezader types are shown in Table 4, Table 4 indicates that
whareas there was no overall differences in mean helping be-
twemsn the two Responsibility conditions and between the two Ko
Responsibility conditions, both Emargent group types were sig-
nificantly faster than both Pseudo-emergent leader groups (p<
.05). The results shown in Tables 3 and 4 suppert the second
hypothesis of this study, that, in a crisis, groups with Emer-
gent leaders will help in a faster time and more often than will
groups with Pseudo-emergent leaders,

Figure 1 also reflects these dirferences in speed of re-
sponse, For example, Figure 1 shows that by the end of 120

saconds, 9%% of the Emergent leader groups had intervened in
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TABLT 3.-—-Analysis of Variance of
Speed Scores by Lweader
Ty pe

Source daf MS F

Leader Type 1 407.55 275,03
nrrar 30 1.46

*p<.01

TABLT 4.--Means of Leadership Type
for Spe=ad of Response

Group X
Emergent—-Responsiblity 14.1a
Enmergent-No Responsipilty 12.2a
Pseudo—-ean.-Responsibility 6'2b

Pseudo-em.-}No Responsibility 5.9b

Note.--Means with common subscripts are
not gignificantly different (at
p<.05 level) by Duncan multiple-
range tests. Higher score indi-
cates faster time. N=8 per mean,
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the crisig (infact this was the total number of groups in this
condition that reacted) while at the same point in time, none
of the Pseudo-smargent leader groups had intervened, The shape
of the curve indicates that even had the emergency lasted long-
er than the arbitrary 180 second time limit, little further in-
tervention would have taken place.

iffects on Rating of Confederate

The next hypotheses to be considered concern the amount
of change in the liking of the conf'ederate due to the presence
or absence of a crisis, the type of leader of the group rating
him and the attribution of responsibility for the cricis to
the subject himself., The data for these hypotheses are pased
upon the 17 item scale sdministered after the practice problem
and in the final quastionnaire,

As mentioned previcusly (p.3l), without exception, sub-
jects in all groups did in fact change their ratings of the
confederate in a negative direction during the second rating
period.

Table 5 presents the summary data relevant to the rating
of the confederate. These data pertain to hypotheses 3. 4, 6
and 8. Initially, it should be pointed out that a comparison
of the mean Before scores for the confederate and the other
group memb=rs shows that they do not differ significantly.
This skatement holds for ths other group members other than

the leaders; these comparisons will be dealt with in a later

section.
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TABLY 5.--l'ean Before, After and Change Scores: Summary
Evaluations of Caonfederate
CRISIS
Grand
Group Type Total Total
F-R, ©I-R Pe-R P=-R E Pe R R
Porm
N 8 8 8 8 16 16 16 16 32

Bcforeb 4.92 5,11 5.31 4,83 5.01 5.Q7

AT ter

b 2.50 2.46 2.27 1.69 2.48 1.98

Changec 2.42 2,67 3.04 3.14 2.53 3.09

5.11 4.97 5.04
2.38 2,07 2.23
2.73 2.90 2.81

NO CRISIS
Group Type Total
Porm - =
hod 16 16 52
Beforcb 5.36 4.97 5.16
Afterb 1.29 1.47 1.38
Changec 4,07 3.50 3.718

g = Tmergent, Pe.= Pseudo-emergent, R= Respansibility, R=No Re-

sponsibility.

The highar the score, the more favorable the averall reaction.
The higher the score, the greater the change in the negative

direction.

Note.——Before scores de not diffar significantly from each other

in any conditian.
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Rffacts of Crisis vs No-Crisis: Hypothesis 3 predicts that the

canfederate would be rated more positively in the Crisis groups
then in the No-Crisis groups. Table 6 presents the analysis of
variance of the Crisis and No-Crisis groups. For this analysis,
the data for the Responsible-lio Responsible variable were com-
oined for the Crisis groups. The results claerly show a sig-
nificant effect on the rating of the contfederate for the con-
dition of Crisis-No Crisis. Resultis of a Duncen multiple-
range t2st for the meang of the Change scaores for the Crisis
and No-Crisis groups resulted in a significant difference

(3.78 for lo-Crisis groups versus 2,81 for Crisis groups, p<
.01}, These results show that a hostile individual will be
better liked if he subsequentily undergoes a crisis than if he
doas not. Thus the data support hypothesis 3.

ffects of Leader Type: Table 6 also shows that there was a

significant interzetion effect of leadership type of the group
and the situation on the rating of the confederate, Tais inter-
action was predicted in hypotheses 4 and 8.

Hypothesis 8 states that, in No-Crisis groups, the con-
fadercte will be rated more negatively (i.e., a higher Change
score) by groups with Emergent lead~rs than by groups with
Psendg-energent leaders. Table 7 presents the analysis of var-
jance for the two lead~r type groups in the No-Crisis condition.
The results show that there is a gignificant effect on confeder-
ate rating for leader type and a Duncan multiple-range test

shows that the means for the Change scores for the two groups
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TABLE 6.-—Anelysis of Variance of
Crisis and T,eadership

nffeacts
Socurca df MS b0
Crisis~No- «
Crisis (A) 1 12.12 26.93
T.eader Type (B) 1 .03 <1
AXB 1 5.91 13.1%
rrror 60 +45

*p«GOl
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TARLT T.-—Analysis of Variance of
T,ead~r Type in No-Crisis

5ituation
Source af S F
Lezder Type 1 3,38 4.31"
BITOoTr z0 .18

*p<.05

PTABLE B.--Analysis of Variance of
Responsibility and Leader
Type Manipulations in
Crisis Groups

Source df MS P

Responsibility

(A) 1 .33 3.00

T,eader Type (B) 1 2.77 25.18"

AXB 1 .05 <1
Brror 28 .11

*p<.01



46

diffar significantly (4.07 for Emergent leader groups versus
3.50 for Pseudo-emergent leadsr groups, p<.05). Thus the data
support hypothesis 8.

It was predicted in hypothesis 4 that the effect of
leader type on the rating of the confederate in Crisis groups
would be the opposite of the pradiction for the No-Crisis
groups, i.e., that Pseudo-emergent leader groups would rate the
confedearate more negatively than groups with Emergent leaders.
Analysis of data relevant 4o this hypothesis are shown in
Tuble 8, The results show that the type of leader of the
group does have a main effsct upon the rating of the confed-
erate., Again, a Duncan multiple-range test was done on the
means for these groups. The results show that the means for
the Tmergent leader groups do differ significantly from the
means Yor the Pseudo-emergent leader groups (2.53 far Emer-—
gent leader groups versus 3,09 for Pseudo-emergent leader
groups, p<.05). Hypothesis 4 is thus supported by the data.

Bffects of Respansipilty Manipulations: As mentioned previ-

ously (p.32), there was a significant difference in the per-
ception of responsipility for the crisis for the various con-
ditions. This difference was in the expected direction, with
874 of the Responsiole groups (14 of 16 groups) responding
that the crigis wag the "fault" of the confederate to 187 of
th= o Responsible groups (3 of 16 groups).

According to hypothesig 5, it was expacted that the
confederate viewed as being responsible for the crisis to

himself would be rated more favoraoly (i.e., a lower Change
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score) than would a canfederzte who was not perceived ag
being responsiple for the crisis, Table 8 zbove presents
the data relevant to this hypothesis., It can be se=n that
the predictea affect is not significant, nor is the inter-
action between thea responsibility variaple and leader type
significant. A Duncan multiple-range test reveals no sig-
nificant difference between the mean Change scores for these
groups.,

In order to ascertain if the variable of responsipility
had any effect on the likelihood and speed of the helping re-
sponse, a split was daone on the speed scores, dividing them
into Responsiple and No Responsible groups. The data are
rragented in Table 9., There are no significant ditferences
between these two groups in sithar frequency or speea of re-
sponsa.

Responsibility, therefore, seems to exeart a differen-
tial influence in the present study. Thus, although the
manipulation of resgponsibility was effactive in terms of the
perception of whether or not the confaderate was responsible
for the erisis, this variable was apparently not seen as being
an important or relsvant dimension in either the rating of
that confedarate after the crisis or in the speed of helping
him.

wffect on Rating of the Leader
1t was pointed out in the last section that the Before

ratings of the leaders differed significanily from those of
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TABLE 9.--Division of Intervening Groups intc Responsible
and No Responsible Groups

Condition N Help- N YNot % Respond- X Time X Speed
ing Helping ing by 3 min. in sec. Score

Responsible i2 4 75 69 13.8
o Responsible 9 T 56 81 12.8
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the other group members. The mean Before ratings for leader,
confederate and other group members are presented in Table 10,
An analysis of variance on the total mean Before scores

shows that there is no significant effect for type of subject
being rated. ‘owever, when the mean ratings for leads~rs are
divided into ratings of ¥mergent and ps=udo-emergent, there is
a main effect an Before rating of subject being rated. The
summary data for this analysis are shovn in Table 11 (for this
analysis, thq ratings of the confederzte and members other
than the lead=r were combined),

The results shown in 7Table 11 raveal that there is a
significant effect on the Before rating of the type of subject
being rated. Table 12 shows the means for the various groups
and the results of a Duncan multiple-range test on these means
which showed the mean Before rating of the Emergent leader dif-
fers significantly from the Before ratings of Pseudo-emergent
leaders, confederates and other group members., The Before
rating of Pseudo-emergent leaders does not differ significantly

from those of the confederate or the other group members,

Hypotheses 6 and 9 both refer to the effects of the
Crisis and No Crisis conditions upon the final rating of the
leaders in the groups. In both a Crisis and a No Crisis situ-
ation, it was predicted that Emergent leaders would be rated
more positively (i.e., a lower Change score) than would Pseudo-
emergent leaders. Table 13 presents the summary data pertain-

ing to both these hypotheses. These data are based upon the
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PTABL® 10,--Mean Before Ratings of Leaders, Confederates
and Other Group Members for All Groups

CRISIS
Leager Confedarate Qther Members
Tmergant Pseudo— Total
aemargeant
N 16 16 32 32 96
6 .89 4.96 5.92 5.04 5.26
NO CRISIS
T eadar Confederate Qther Members
Emergent Pseudo- Total
emergent
N 8 8 16 16 48
6.67 4.83 575 5.16 5.18
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TABL® 1l. --Analysis of Variance Summary
Table for Before Rating of
Leaadsr and Qther Group Mem-
bars Across Conditions

Saurce gt M3 F

Cricis-Na

Crisis (A) 1 04 <1

Subject Type .
(B) 1 110,88 502.10

AXDB 1 .68 <1

Trror 236 A2
*p<.05

TABL® 1l2.,—--Mean Before Ratings of
Leader Type and Qther

Subjects
Graup X
Fmergsent T eader 6.78a
Fseudo-emergent Loader 4.89b
Canf=derate 5.10b
Other MNembers 5.22b

Note.—-Mean 5 with different subscripts
are significantly different (p<
.0%) by Duncan muliiple-range
tegt
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After and Change Scares:

Rating ¥valuations for Group Leaders

summary

CRISIS
Emergent Pseudo—emergent Total
Form
A 16 16 32

Beforea 6.89 4.96 5.92
Aftera 6.56 2.08 4.32
Change,, 33 2.88 1.60

O CRISIS

Tmergent Pseudo~energent Total Grand Total
Form
N 16 16 32 64

Before 6.67 4.83 5.75 5.83
Aftera 6.42 2.10 4.26 4.29
Changeb .25 2.73 1.49 1.54

®7he higher the sgcore,

the more favarable the overall raection.

bThe higher the score, the greater the change in the negative

direction.
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same 17 Likert type item scale administered after the practice
problem and in the final questionnaire,

Table 14 presents the ccmbined summary data for the an-
alysis. of variance of the Before, After and Change scores of
the leader rating ty the various groups., The results show
across all three analyses a consistent mezin effect of leader
type. A predicted in hypotheses 6 and 9, there is a main
effect of leader type on Change scaores and this effect is
not significantly affected by the situation (Crisis versus
No Crisis). The results of a Duncan multiple-range test on
the mean Change scores for the two leader types shows that
the Fmergent leader is rated significantly higher than is the
Pseudo-emergent leader (.29 for the Tmergent leaders versus
2.80 for pseudo-emergent leaders, vn<¢.0l).

In order to find ocut if the success of the group in
intervening in the crisis had an effect or not, an analysis
of variance was done for each leader type group, dividing the
groups into those which intervened and those which did not.
The mean Change scores for this analysis are shown in Table
15. The analysis of variance for Intervening versus Hon-In-
tervening Emergent leader groups was not significant. The
same analysis for Pseudo-emergent leader groups showed that
the effect of the Intervention variable approaches significance
but did naot reach a significant level.

In terms of the specific scales., Emergent leaders

tended to be rated more "efficient" and "self-assured" by
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TABLY 14.--Analysis of Variance of Before, After and Change
Scaores af T.eader Rating by Group Members

Before Af ter ~ Change
Source af MS F MS F M8 B
Crisis-lic
Crisis (A) . 1 20 <1 .05 < 12 <1
Leader x 5 %
Type (B) 1 29,06 T74.18 184,04 164.32 103.72 152.67
AXB 1 1.74 3.20 3.83 3.42 2.07 3.04

Tnrror 60 .54 1.12 .68
*p(.Ol

TABL® 15.~-Mean Change Scores of Leader Types by Intervention

Intervening Non-Intervention
Tmergent Fseudo- Tatal Tmergent Pseudo~ Total
emergent emergent
N 15 6 21 1 10 11
- 50 2.59 1.44 .36 3L 2.76
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their group members while Pseudo-emergent leaders were seen as
more "frustrating", "distant" and "inefficient".

Bffects on Rating of Group Atmosphere

The last major dependent measure to be considered was
a 9 item scale on which the subject was asked to rate the at-
mcsphere of the group in which he had participated, It was in-
cluded as a part of the final questionnaire. Hypotheses 7 and
10 both predicted that, regardless of whether it was a Crisis
or No Crisis group, the rating of the group atmosphere would
be higher among members of Emergent leader graups than among
members of Pseudo-emergent leader groups. Table 16 presents
the summary data relevant to these two hypotheses.

The summary data of the analysis of variance for both
types of leader groups are shown in Table 17. AB can be
seen, the predicted main effect on the Group Atmosphere rating
is significant. The effects of the condition {Crisis vs. lo
Crisis) and the interaction effect are not significant. The
results of a Duncan multiple-range test shows that the mean
ratings for Tmergent leader groups in the two conditions do
not differ significantly from each other nar do those of the
Pseudo~emergent leader groups; however, the two Emergent leader
group means do differ significantly from the two Pseudo-emergent
group means {p<.0l). These reults support both hypotheses 7
and 10.

Table 18 shows the mean Group Atmosphere ratings dividea

according to the type of subject making the rating: leader or



other group member, An analysis of variance (Table 19) shows
that there is a significant main effect on the Group Atmosphere
rating by the type of subject evaluating the group. The differ-
ence between the total mean reating by leaders and that of the
ather group members is not significant by a Duncan multiple-
range test; however, if the total mean rating by leaders is
broken down into the ratings of leader types, then the mean
rating for Emergent leadrr is significantly different from tﬁe
mean rating by the other group members (p .05), the difference
between the mean ratings of the Pseudo-emergent leadcers and the
other group members is not significant,

An internal analysis of the variocus scele items shows that
the Tmergent leader groups tended to view the group as being
more "efficient" and "close", vhile the Pseudo-—-emergent leader
groups saw the groups. as being more "distant" and "quarrelsome™.

In sum, then, these results show that the members of
the Fmergent leader groups tended to view their experience maore
positively than did those who were led by Pseudo-emergent
leaders. The ratings of the leader types parallel this feel-
ing emong their group members, and among all subjects, the Emer-
gent leader tended to rate his group experience most positively.,

Other Wffects on Helping
The relationships of several individual difference var-

izbles with speed scores standardized by experimental group
were exemined. The correlations between speed score and the

various personality and background measures are shown in Tables
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TABLE 16,--liean Ratinga of Group Atmosphere for All Conditions

CRISIS 10 CRISIS
Emergent  Pseudo- Total Emergent Pseudo-~ Taotal
emergent emergent
N 16 16 32 8 8 16
5.85 4,42 5.13 5.60 3.97 4,78
GRAND TOTAL
Trergent Pseudo-emergent Total
N 24 24 48
5.72 4.19 4.95
4he higher the score, the greater the satisfaction with the
£roup.

TABLE 17.-=-Analysis of Yariance of

Group Atmosphere Rating by
Leader Type Graup in Crisis
and No Crisis Conditiaons

Source df M3 F

Crisis-No :

Ccrisis (A) 1 .93 2,02

T,eader Type (BY 1 3,04 6.60

AXB 1 2.70 1.24
Error 188 .46

*p<-05
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TABLE 18.--Mean Group Atmosphere Rating By Subject Type

Leader Qther
Emergent Pseudo—-emergent Total
N 24 24 48 144
5.72 4,19 4.95 4.56

TABLE 19.--Analysis of Variance
of Group Atmosphere
Rating by Subject

Source df MS F
Subject Type 1 5.02 6.97"
Rrror 190 .12

*p<.05
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20 and 21. Speed of response was positively correlated with
scores on the I-B Scale (r =.23, p<¢.05). There were no other
important or significant correlations of response speed with
these measures.,

Sreed of responge was positively related to the initial
rating of the group leader (r= .26, p«.05) and the rating of
Group Atmosphere (r=.21, p<.05). The correlation with the
initial rating of the confederate was not significant. The
initial rating of the lesder was also significantly related to
the rating of Group Atmosphere (r= .33, p<.0l1). |

Observational Data
The verbal and nonverbal behavior of the groups during

the discussions was also observed, & comparison can be made
between the Crisis and No Crisis groups only far the first
three discussion periods sinece it was during the fourth probe
lem that the crisis occurred while the Na Crisis groups went
on to finish all five problens.

During these three discussions, an average of 7.69 ver-
bal comments were made by group members other than the confed-
ercte which could be categorized as "Disagrees”, “Shows Tensian',
or "Shows Antagonism" in the Bales category system. There were
no significant differences between groups in the mean number of
such comments.,

However, there was a significant difference in terms of
which members made such comments, In Emergent leader groups,
64% of the comments were made by the leader, while in Pseudo-

emergent leader groups, only 23% were made by the leader (X%=
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TABL® 20.~-Personality Correlates of Stabdardized Speed of

Helping
Personzlity Test T
Rotiter's Internal-Externzl Scale .23
Christie's Machiavellianism Scale «11

Marlowe~Crowne Need for Approval
Scale .05

TABL® 21.—~Biographical Correlates of Standacdized Speed of

Helping
Ttem r
Year in Cellege - .06
'qge - 003
Birth Order .09
Kumber of Siblings .14

Father's ®ducational Level 07




16.38, df=1, p<.0l).

Several nonverbal gestures and movements were displayed
during the discussion periods. The frequency and distribution
of fthese behaviors did not differ from group to group. Appen-
dix % shows the types and frequencies of such behaviors,

Reactions to the Bxperiment: Responses ito the Final Question-
naire

Subjects in all groups were given the same final gques-
tionnaire concerning their mood and their reactions to the ex-
periment. On & check-1ligt of 13 adjectives designed to assess
any differences in mood between the Crisis and No Crisis groups,
87#% of the subjects said they were "interested®, 69% "friendly
to other subjects", 63 *"surprised", 5T7¢ "happy", 57% "concerned-
about the problem", 53%3% "pleased with the experience", 46% "re-—
lieved", 39% "annoyed with the other subjects", 12¢ nafraidn,

6% "angry at experimenter", 2% "ashamed", 2% "confused", znd

2% "angry at myself" (subjects checked an average of 5.8 ad-
jectives), There were several significant differences between
Crisis and No Crisis groups in checking certain of these adjec-~
tives: significantly more members of groups in the Crisis con-
dition checked "surprised" (78% to 48%; X2=:19.43, df =1, p«
.01), "happy" (86% to 28%; X°= 83.34; df=1, p<.0l), "pleased
with the experience" (66% ta 40%; X°= 66.21, af=1, p<.0l), and

°- 18.18, df=1, p<.0l). Significantly

"relieved" (654 to 27¢; X
more members of No Crisis groups checked "annoyed with other
subjects" (614 to 17%; X%: 41,63, df=1, p<.0l).

Pwo of the questions in the final questionnaire asked



the subject which member of the group they thought helped the
group the most and the least and they were then asked what per-
centage of the group's product was due to this member. These
questions were designed to see if there would be differences in
the perception of the leader and the confederate in the two
types of leader groups. TRighty-eight percent of the Emer-
gent leader group members said that'the leader contributed the
most while only 24% of the members of the Pseudo-emergent groups
saw their leaders as helping the most in their groups. This
difference is significant (X2=f86.52, df=1, p<.0l). Emergent
leaders were seen as being responsible for approximately 60%
of their group's product. There was no significant difference
between groups in whom they perceived as the least helpful member
of the group: 92% of the subjects said that it was the confeder-
ate and that he was responsible for only about %% of the group's
work.

In response to one of the other two gquestions on the
final questionnaire, 87% of all subjects said that they would
be willing to take part in similar experiments in the future
( there were noc group differences). On & 5-point scale, 874
found the experiment either "very irnteresting” or "interesting",
the two extreme points. The only sign of a difference here was
between Crisis and Na Crisis groups: 56% of the fromer zand 24%

of the latter checked the most extreme interest (x2: 16.27, df=

1, p<.0l).



CHAPTER 1V
Discussian
This study was desigend for two basic porposes: firstly,

it was meant as a replication and extension of a previous study
by the writer (Colamosca, 1972) to ascertain whether the differ-
ences between leader types in response to a group member in a
crisis would be found in a different group interaction situ-
ation., It had been found previously that those individuals

who directed their groups and generally tried to bring their
graups to consensus in discussion situations (Emergent leaders)
had significantly more success in dealing with a crisis which
threstened one of the group's members. These individuals re-
acted in a quicker manner and more often to help that member
than did those individuals who were least likely to be dominant
in group discussgions (Pseudo-emergent leaders). The interest
in the present study was to find out if a hostile group member
who later became the victim of an emergency would modify the
level of effectiveness of the varying group leader types.

The second basic purpose of this study was to investi-
gate some of the relevant dimensions related to the occurrence
of helping behavior. Previous studies have focuse upon the
effects of group size and several of the characteristics of
potential helpers (race, sex, competence) uypon helping. The
present study was designed to look at two specific character-
istics of the victim (hostility and responsibility for the
cerigsis) and at one of the dimensions involved in the develop-

ment of a situation which may lead to helping (the presence of
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hostility and aggressive feelings between victim and potential
helpers). It was a further attempt to get away from the ex-
perimental methods used in previous studies which involved
isolation and the use of deceptive tape-recordings and non-
intervening confederates and an attempt to better reporduce
what actually takes place in an interacting, real-1ife group.

The study investigated the helping response of inter-
acting groups under several conditions: it varied the type of
leader who was selected to lead the group during discussions,
it varied whether or not the vietim was perceived as being re-
spontsible for the crisis to himself, and it loocked at the re-
lationship between prior hostility on the part of the viectim
and the likelihood and speed of his being helped. It also
made several comparisons between groups in which a crisis
occurs and those in which it does not., In all, 10 hypotheses
vere advanced. 0Of these, eight were confirm=d by the results,
one must be revised in light of the findings and one was not
confirmed by the results of the study.

It was found that in groups in which a crisis occurs
after the expression of hostility by a group member, groups
led by Emergent leaders were more likely to intervene in the
erisis and do so in a shorter length of.time than were the
groups led by Pseudo-emergent leaders (hypothesis 2). It was
also found that members of such crisis groups rate the previ-
ously hostile member more positively than do groups in which

there was no crisis intervening befween the expression of hos-
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tility by the group member and the rating of that confederate
(hypothesis 3}; that in groups in which a crisis does occur,
those groups led by Tmergent leaders rate the hostile group
member less negatively than do groups led by Pseudo-emergent
leaders (hypothesis 4); and that in the groups undergoing a
crisis, there is a difference in liking of the group leader
by the other group members, with the Emergent leaders being
rated significantly more positively than Pseudo-emergent
leaders (hypothesis 6). Among those groups which do not un-
dergo & crisis, it was found that thase grdups led by Emer-
gent leaders rated the hostile group member more ﬁegatively
than did members of Pseudo-emergent groups ( hypothesis 8) and
that, in the rating of the group leaders, Fmergent leaders
were rated more positively by their group members than were
Pseudo-emergent leaders (hypothesis 9)., 1In both Crisis and
No Crisis groups, it was found that members of Emergent leader
groups rated the group atmosphere more positively than did
nembers of Pseudo-emergent groups {hypathegses 7 and 10).

The results of the findings of frequency and speed of
help of a comparison of the present study and Colamosca (1972}
require that the first hypothesis of this study be qualified.
These results show differential effects of the prior hostility
of the victim omn the speed and frequency of helping. A non-
hostile victim is likely to be helped more quickly by others
than is a hostile victim. The frequency of helping, however,

is not affected by this variaeble of hoswility. Rather, for
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frequency, the important variable in these studies seems to be
the type of leager in the grouvn. It was found, across situations,
that ®mergent leader groups help more frequently than do FPseudo-
emnergent leader groups. However, 1t was noived thzat these two
studies are not entirely comparable and vhe resulis for this hy-
pothesis should be considerea tentative until further information
is gathered.

Hypothesis 5, which related to the variable of the re-
sponsibility for the crisis, was neot confirmed by the results.
Although the manipulation of respansibility was effective in
terms of the perception by others of whether or not the con-
federate was responsible for thne crisis, it did not have a
significant effect on the rating of the confederate aftef the
crisis, as had been predicted.

The results pertaining tc hypothesis 2 may be explained..
in the following manner; Several studies (Bass, 1949, 1961;
Bass et al., 1953%; Heinecke & Bales, 1953) have showvn than em-
ergent leaders in originally leaderless graoups act in such a
wvey to maintain their position in later sessions of the group
meeting. They posses88 the qualifications for leadership and
assert these qualifications in the situation in order to gol—
1dify their position and prevent the next mast likely emergeny
leader from gaining control and taking over the position of
leader. In this present study, the subjects selected as Emer-
gent leaders were selected on the basis of these qualifications

(e.g., offering suggestions, qualifying, seeking consensus,
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etc.) which they showed in the original leaderless practice
discussion session. In the later discussion sessions, they
continued to exert their power in the same way and in this man-
ner solidified their position as leader. C(Consequently, in the
¢risis situation, when the confederate asked for aid, the Emer-
gent leader acted as leader again and directed what was to be
done to give aid. He sees himself and is seen by the other
group members as the leader, the one best qualified to direct
what should be done, and acts accordingly.

In the same way, the Pseudo-emergent leader was the mem-
ber of the group who showed the least amount of suggestions,
etc,, in the initial leaderless discussion. He was the one
who waould least likely be termed leader, During the subsequent
group discussion periods, this type of leader was observed to
act differently than the Emergent leader. He maintained much
more of a passive role in the discussions, usually remaining
fairly quiet waiting for the other members of the group to
come to 2 solution. Unlike the Emergent leader, he did not
dominate the discussions nor attempt to impose his own solu-
tion to the problem on the others. ¥Nor was he the one whao re-
sponded to the criticisms of the hostile confederate during
the discussion periods. In many of the Pseudo-emergent leader
groups, the other member who would have been termed the emer-
gent leader took aver to a large extent, directed the discus-
sion, and defended the group's ideas and solutions against the

criticisms of the confederate. However, it was still the Pseu-
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do-emergent leader who brought the soclution to the problem to
the experimenter.

In these groups, when the confedsrate asked for help,
the Pseudo-emergent leader did not possess the qualities nor
the group support to direct what shomld be done in the emer-
gency situation. The group structure was not the same in these
groups 28 in the Fmergent leader cones. Rather than there being
a quick response of helping ta the crisis, there was a response
of canfusion. Consequently, it took a longer time for these
groups ito react in a psoitive way to the emergency and fewer
groups were able to meet the criterion of helping before three
minutes had elapsed.

In relation to these findings, one of the major findings
of Colamosca (1972) was that the ineffectual Pseudo-emergent
leader tended to be overthrown during the crisis situation by
a stronger, mare effective group member who took over and di-
rected what was to be done to aid the victim. As mentioned
above, this phenomenon also occurred during the present study.
0f the 16 Pseudo-emergent leaders in the Crisis condition, 10
were overthrown. In the previgus study, the overthrow began
during the discussion periods but did not become completely
manifest until the crisis occurred. However, the overthrow
process seemed to occur earlier in the present study. In 8
of the 10 cases of overthrow, by the end of the third discus-
sion periocd, the other effective group member had taken over

leadership of the group. Although the Pseudo-emergent leader
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still read the problem to the others, it was the dominant
other who led the discussion of the problem, directed it and
tried to bring the group toc a consensus. This individual,
rather then the Pseudo-em~rgent leader, was the one who tended
to respond to the comments and criticisms made by the confed-
erate. It would thus seem that the added pressure of a has-
tile member of the group accelerated the averthrow process.
These results are consistent with Hamblints (1958) findings
in which an inefficient leader was overthrown in an "emergen-
cy" situation (a shuffleboard game in which the rules were
changed without the subjects' knowledge).

The findings related to the overthrow of the Pseudo-
emergent leaders also support Tarrance's theory of leadership
under stress (1961)., According to this theary, groups prefer
continuity of leadership from nan-stressful to stressful situ-
ations. Wwen established leaders, however, must continue to
validate their leadership roles by providing the structure
and cxpertise necessary for group survival. Thus, leaders of
long a2nd distinguished experience must go to great lengths to
demonstrate again and again their expertness. There will be
canflicts and even failure to survive as a group, when the
designated leader fails to provide this essential structure
and expertness (Torrance, 1954). The incompetent leader may
be abandoned or otherwise deposed and an able and popular in-
divisual spontaneously may assume command either by mutual con-

sent or at a somewhat unconscious level,
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Thus on the basis of this theory, the results may be
explained in the following way: the Emergent leader acts in
such a way in each discussion session to provide the structure
necessary for group gunctioning and shows his expertness in
order to re-validate his position. He acts the same way in the
em~rgency situation by maintaining control of the group and del-
agating what must be done. The Pseudo-emergent leader is seen
as incompetent and not validly possessing the position of lead-
er during the group discussion sessions, but his incompetence
is af no great import in these sessions because another member
fulfills his role, directing the group to a solution and hand-
ling the hostile group member. In the crisis situation, the
Peeuso-emergent leader's incompetence is of importance, and in
order to take care of the emergency efficiently, he must be
overthrown or deposed by the group, The factors of the Pseudo-
epmergent leador's inefficiency and the real emergent lead=r's
attempt in such groups ta take over the discussions combine
to bring about the overthraw of the Pseuda-emergent leader.

This line of reasoning can alsc explain the differences
found in the leazader and group atmosphere ratings between the
different leader type groups. Members of Emergent leader
graups perceive their leader toc be efficient, enthusiastic,
etc., and rate him accordingly. Their group experience, though
naot completely pleasant due to the hostile confederate, is
8till rated more pleasant and efficient than the experience

of members of Pseudo-emergent leader groups. In the same way,
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Pseudeo-emergent leaders are more tense, frustrating and ineffic-
ient than Emergent leaders, they are perceived as being such
by their group members and are rated accordingly.

The results of the differential rating of the confederate
by Pseudo-emergent and Fmergent leader groups from Crisis to No
Crisis situations may be explained in the following manneor:

The Fmergent leader is task oriented (Bass, 1949, 1961; Bass
et al., 1953). His leadership is defined in terms of getting
the group's job done, attaining the goal of the group. In the
discussion sessions, this goal is blocked, at least partially,
and the Emergent leader comes to view the confederate in a
negative manner. In the Crisis groups, two things happen
which help to alleviate the hostility built up against the
confederate. Firstly, the cause of the goal-blocking under-
goes a crigis, he seems to be in pain and at least is uncom-
fortable. This has a cathartic effect upon the Emergent
leaders and the other group members. Seeing the cause of the
hostile feelings undergoing pain helps to reduce the hostility
built up in the observers by this person (Dochb, 1970; Dood &
Wood, 1972; Bramel et al.,, 1968), This acts in such a way as
to lower future aggressive behavior against the annoting agent
(Doob, 1970). Thus, although the confederate is rated more neg-
atively than he was previously in the Crisis.condition, he is
not rated as negatively as he would be had no crisis occurred.

The second aspect of this situation is that the crisis
presents the group with a new goal, that of helping the canfeder-

ate. While it takes longer for a hostile viciim to be helped
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(hypothesis 2), the Emergent leader groups are significantly
better at attaining this goal than are pseudo-emergent leader
groups. Consequently, the goal is achieved by these leaders,
they have re-validated their effectiveness and this also helps
to reduce the hegative feelings toward the confederate that
has just been helped. Thus, what is being proposed here is
that there may be an additive effect of catharsis and goal-at-
tainment which significantly reduces the hostility felt toward
the canfederate and he is rated more positively than is a con-
fed~rate who neither undergoes a crisis (allowing for no cathar-
sigs effect) and who continually blocks the only goal of the
group (a8 in No Crisis groups).

Another possibility which may account for this differen-
tial rating of the confederate from Crisis to No Crisis condit-
ians is that of fthe cohesiveness or bonding which may be present
in the Crisis groups. The fact that a member of these groups——
even thaugh he is a hostile member--undergoes the attack may act
in such a way as to draw the members of the group into a more
tight-knit, cohesive group, resulting in less dercgation of the
confederate.

Both Crisis and Nao Crisis groups have been engaged in the
same task under the same conditions. 1In each, on of the members
of the group has reacted to the other group members in a negative,
hostile manner. The difference between the two graups is the
crisis., It may be that the crisis itself acts to facilitate

group cohesiveness and strengthen any bond which may exist among
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the members of the group.

In other words, when the erisis occurs, it may have the
effect of "raising the confederate's stock" in the eyes of the
group members, The crsis calls for some type of action on the
part of the group. In the crisis, the confederzte is an inte-
gral part of the situation. He is acting in a responsive, co-
hesive manner now, not in a disruptive manner, The bond of co-
hesiveness which may develop in this situation may result in the
less negative evaluation of the confederate, The confederate,
in effect, has now acted as cone of the graoup, he has not thwar-
ted the goal of the group (indeed, he has provided the goal) and
there will be less rejectian on this basis,

Thus the sequence may have been the following: the crisis
occurs and successful action in meeting the crisis results in en-
hanced cohesiveness or bonding, leading to less rejection of the
confederate as revealed in the ratings of the confederate.,

The higher negative evaluations of the confederate in
the No Crigsis condition are consistent with the findings of
several studies, Jones & de Charms (1957) found that when
the failure of one affects the goal attainment of all, more
negative characteristics are ascribed to that person when his
failure implies group failure than when it does not. Buss (1966)
and Fpstein & Taylor (1967) found less negative evaluations of
a peer whose apparenlty nonhostile hehavior thwarts the subject's
guccess an a task that when he is thwarted by a hostile peer.

A variable which is important in relation ta these find-
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ings is the arbitrariness of the frustration or hostility (Pas-
tore, 1952)., Deutsch & Solomon (1959) found that if the per-
ceiver believes he has done something to earn attack or insult,
he is less likely to derogate the attacker than if the attacker
was unreasonable or arbitrary. The same type of results were
found by Berkowitz (1960) and Aronson & Tinder (1965). The
hostility of the confederate in the present study is purely
arbitrary, he does not know any of the subjects, the task is
not necescarily a boring or distasteful one, and the confed-
erate had been friendly to the other subjects during the init-
ial interchange of background and interests and in the practice
problen,

The difference in speed of helping found between the Cri-
gis groups in the present study and the results of Colamosca
(1972} points to hostility acting as a barrier to helping.
Although there was no significant difference 1an tne frequency
of helping between the two studies, there was a difference in
the speed of response. Allen (1972) and Piliavin et al., (1969)
have pointed to other barriers to helping and the results re-
ported here helps to delineate further what such barriers may
be and what effecis they exert upon the frequency and speed of
helping. |

The anly hypothesis which was not at least partially
supported by the results related to the responsibility far the
crisis., Piliavin et al., {1969) had found that drunk people were

less frequently helped an a subway than were sick people. The ex~
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planation these authors give for this result was that the by-
standers attributed the responsibility for the erisis to the
drunk person and not to the sick one. Lerner {(1966) and Lerner
& Simmons (1967) had found that if a vietim was seen as respon-
sible for her own suffering, the positive evaluation of that
person was enhanced., In the study presented here, there were no
differences in either helping or Change scores between the Re-
sponsibility and No Responsibility conditions. That the respon-
sibility manipulation resulted in a difference in the perception
of responsibility for the crisis by the other group members is
attested to by the difference in response to a question posed
by the experimenter, as reported in the previous chapter.
Possible theoretical explanatiaons of why responsibility
had no effect on the rating include the following: in this sit-
uation, the confed rate told the other group members the reason
why he was feeling i1l (he had not eaten, had not had anything
sweet that day, etc.) and this may have given the others the
explanation necessary to maintain their belief in a “"just world"
(T.erner, 1966) and they did not have to further derogate the con-
federate in order to give themselves an explanation for the cri-
sis. They know the "misdeed"” of the subject which results in
hig attack and so do not need to invent one by derogating him,
Lerner (1966) found that rejection of a suffering person will
not occur if the observer can attribute the suffering to some-

thing the victim did or failed to do. This may have been what

happened in the present situation.
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Another possibility is that there is an interaction be-
tween the responsibility and hostility variables. By the time
the confederate told the group he was ill and needed their
help, he had already acted in a hostile manner during three
successive discussions. The negative feelings of the other
graup members toward the canfederate may already have reached
their highest point and the responsibility manipulation had no
significant effect.

One reason why there was ng effect on the rate of help-
ing may have been that the confederate in this case made a
direct appeal for help to the others {(unlike the situation in
Piliavin et al,) and there was already an existing relationship
( 22though negative) between the victim and his potential helpers.
Na such relationship existed in the Piliavin et al. study. These
two variables may have negated any inhibitory effects the respon-
3ibility variable may have had on helping.

A very practical explanation of the results relating to
responsibility for the crisis may simply be that the distinction
aimed at in varying what the confederate said about his respon-
sibility for the crisis simply was not strong encugh. The dis-
tinction envisioned by the author may not have been perceived as
a distinction by the subjects. Any future attempt to manipulate
this variable will have to further refine the distinction and
make it clearer to the subjects.

The results of the present study help tao particularize

some of the relevant parameters in helping behavior as proposed
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by Allen (1972) and athers. They point toc the fact that the re-
lationship between the victim and his potential helpers is im-
portant and show that the prior hostility of the viectim is of
importance in defining those characteristics of the victim which
affect helping.

The present study was conducted to investigate various
relevant dimensions of helping behavior. One main problem en-
countered in the planning of a study such as this was involved
in the conceptualization of helping behavior., How is helping
behavior defined? “hat various behaviors may be classified as
helping behavior? 1Is a kind word to the victim the same type
of behavior as attempting to intervene in the situation? There
are a variety of ways in which a person can respons to such an
emergency situation, First of all, he may act in some positive
manner ar he may ignore the situation completely. If he chooses
to act in a psoitive way, there are again several zlternative
ways of acting., The difficulty in this study was to decide upon
a particular type of helping behavior as a criterion, It was de-
cided to use the act of actively seeking help by leaving the ex-
perimental room as the critericon of helping behavior.

There are other conceivable behaviors which could have
been employed as the criterion. Some of the other reactions
which occurred during the crisis situation were verbal in nature
(e.g., asking the victim "What is the matter?", "Do you have
some gum?", saying tc him "Take it easy, relax."); others were

motor in nature (e.g., moving toward the victim). The criterion
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of actively seeking help was decided upon because it is an aovert
and active response to the situation which implies definate in-
tention to give aid to the victim. It was experimentally feas-
able to measure a response such as this, What is indictated,
though, is the necessity to study in a much more detailed manner
the variety of possible helping responses which may occur in an
emergency or crisis situation. This investiagtion ideally should
include a cataloguing of the possible internal and covert reactions
of the bystanders as well as their avert reactions,

Variations in the present study could alsoc be valuable in
delineating reactions to emergency situations. It would be in-
teresting to find out what would have happened if the experimeﬁ-
ter had not been physically present and the group consequently
had to seek aid in some other fashion. It would be informative
to see precisely what would have been done in this case and
whether or not the reactions of helping would have been the same
and how the leader would have handled the situation,

The results of the present experiment may have been very
different if, when the other members told the experimenter that

it wag the confederate who was causing the delays in problem-

solving and that he wag: acting in a negative and hostile manner,
the confederate denied this to the experimenter in front of the
others and said that he was doing nothing to block the group or
cause any sort of trouble. It would be expected that the groupt's
evaluation of the confederate would be guite different and there
might be interesting effects on the type and frequency of helping

during the crisis.
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Another extension of the present study would be toc make
the hostile confed~rate the leader of the group and have him con-
trol whether ar not the group received a reward (money or course
points). If they were continually deprived of such rewards,
the group members might display quite different behaviors than
those found in the present study in terms of helping and in
rating the leader,

An interesting variation would be to have the leader be
another confederate and have him verbalize the intent to not
intervene, This might either cause the others to have to "re-
group their forces" in order to intervene and it might result
in individuals acting (as individuals rather than as members of
the group's concerted action) or it might serve as a model for
nonintervention on the part of the other subjects.

I+t should be added at this point that, ideally, studies
such as the present one and its extensions should be conducted
in a field setting. Such studies as those of Bryan & Test (1967),
Piliavin et al. (1969), Allen (1972) and studies mentioned in
Latane & Darley (1970) have shown that it is feasable toc take
the study of helping behavior into its natural setting,., There
are of course numerous difficulties with a field setting, but
it should be constantly kept in mind by investigators in this
area that the phenomena they are dealing with are real-life
phenomena and should be studied whenever possible in the settings
of their natural occurrence.

I+ has been mentioned in the previous chapter in connec-
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tion with Figure 1 that the curves representing the cumulative
proportion of groups helping level off after particular points
in time. It has also been suggested that, from the appearance
of these curves, it would seem that this is not a function sim-
ply of the arbitrarily set three minute time period. These
findings and statements are in accord with those of Latane &
Darley (1968), Darley & T.atane (1968), Scwartz & Clausen (1970)
and Bickman (1971)., None of these previous studies used the de-
sign utilized in the present study. As has been mentioned, the
subjects in these studies were separated, non-interacting indiv-
iduals. They were isolated in separate rooms and thus could
very easily continue to ignore the occurrence of the crisis after
an arbitrarily set time limit due to lack of feedback, rationali-
zations, ete. This is not possible in the present study. Groups
vwhich did not intervene by the end of three minutes did not just
sit passively while the victim suffered. Rather, they were ac-
tive-~slow, perhaps, but nevertheless active-- in attempting to
do something zbout the crisis. Many of the groups were hampered
by a lack of group structure (especially in the Pseudo-emergent
leader groups) and were not successful in mmeting the criterion,
Subjects in the other previous studies could ignore the crisis

in various ways, this is simply not possible in a face to face
situation { they cannot just sit there; the crisis does not dis-
appear, the victim is still in front of them). Therefore, it is
felt that a revision of the above statements concerning the level-

ing off of helping responses: it is hypothesized that in inter-



81

acting face to face group, a bimodal distribution of helping will
occur, The first part of this distribution is represented by the
present study. These are the groups which encountered a minimum
of difficulty in reacting to the crisis situation. The second
part of the distribution (which it is supposed would be found

had the experiment gone on for a longer period of time} would
represent those groups which met difficulties in intervening in
the crisis quickly and efficiently. The intervention represented
by this second part of the distribution might be qualitatively
different. It could represent, for example, intervention of a
single individual rather than a concerted group action, This
whole area deserves further consideration and research.

This hypothesized bimodal distribution of helping serves
to point out the basic differences between the situation under
study here and thet studied by previous researchers. These dif-
ferences include: 1, Isolation vs. face to face. The present
study uses a design in which all of the people involved interact
in a face to face manner. In several studies (Darley & Latane,
1968; Schwartz & Clausen, 1970; Bickman, 1971), the authors use
a situation in which each person 1s isolated in a separate room.
2, Naivete of subjects. In another study, Latane & Darley (1968)
put a naive subject in with twe confederates who were instructed
not to act during the emergency situation (smoke filling a room)
and found less intervention than in a naive Subject alone condit-
ijon. The design of the present study was such that except for
the confederate wha appealed for help, all of the subjects were
naive. 3. Direct appeal for help. The canfederate in this study
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made a direct appeal for help ta the others in the group and to
the leader in particular, and alsc told them what could be done
to aid him. 1In T.atane & Darley's studies, no such direct appezal
is used; rather the situation is so constructed that it is ambig-
uocius and there is no direction as to what should be done. 4.
Ability to escape or ignore the crisis. The designs of the other

experiments in this area were such that they allow the naive
subject to escape ar ignare the emergency situation. No such
possibility to escape or ignore the emergency was present in this
study.

These differences help to underline the need to integrate

research on helping in emergency situations. T.atane & Darley
and the majority of the other laboratory researchers have been
looking at one particular situation: the responses of people
who are isolated, operating as individuals and who have had no
face to face interaction with the victim priocr to the crisis.
The field studies of Piliavin et al. and Allen represent another
situatiaon: +the responses of aggregate face ta face groups who
have had 1little interaction prior to the crisis. The present
study investigates still a third situation: +the regponses of
an interacting, face to face group with some limited interaction
with the victiim prior to the crisis. There are sother situations
along this continuum (e.g., long-standing interacting groups,
groups of freinds, ete.) which could be studied. Each of the
various situations presently studied had yielded differences in

proportion of people helping. Before any general conclusions
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can be drawn concerning intervention, non-intervention, diffusion
of responsibility, or whatever, all of these various situations
(and the relationships between victim and helpers involved in
them) must be investiagted and analyzed. At this point, it is
difficult to make any general statements concerning the phenon-
enon of bystander intervention (or nonintervention) because the
vhole area is just beginning to be explored. Numerous suggest-—
ions far further research on bystander intervention have been put
forward here and by several ather authors. It is hoped that
though these various research approaches it will be possible to
come to an understanding of this interesting and puzzling area

of behavior,



CHAPTER V
Summary and Conclusions
This study attempted to investigate several of the var-

iables involved in helping in emergency situations. Specific-
ally, it locked at the effect of various types of leaders on

the group's frequency and speed of response to a crisis affec-
ting one of its members, the effect of previous hostility by tﬁe
victim of the crisis to his potential helpers, and the role
rlayed by whether or not the victim was seen as reéponsible far
the crisis which befell him.

Ten hypotheses were advanced, 0f these, eight were con-
firmed by the results, one must be revised in light of the find-
ings and aone was nat confirmed by the results of the study.

It was found that in groups in which a e¢ribis occurs
after the expression of hostility by a group member, groups
led by Emergent leaders were more likely to intervene in the
crisis and to do so in a shorter length of time than were
groups led by Pseudo-~emergent leaders ( hypothesis 2). It was
also found that members of such crisis groups rate the prev-
iously hostile member more poesitively thun do groups in which
there was no crisis intervening between the expression of hos-
tility by the group m~mber and the rating of that confederate
(hypothesis 3); that in groups in which a crisis does occur,
those groups led by Emergent leaders rate the hostile group
member less negatively than do groups led by Pseudo-emergent
leaders (hypothesis 4); and that in the groups undergoing a

crisis, there is a difference in liking of the group leader

84
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by the ather group members, with the Emergent leaders being
rated significantly more postively than Pseudo-emergent
leaders (hypothesis 6). Among those groups which did not un-
dergo a crisis, it was found that those groups led by Emer-
gent leaders rated the hostile group member more negatively
than did members of Pseudo-emergent groups (hypothesis 8} and
that, in the rating of the graup leaders, Emergent leaders
were rated more positively by their group members than were
Pseudo~-emergent leaders (hypothesis 9). 1In both Crisis and
Na Crisis groups, it was found that members of Emergent leader
graoups rated the group atmosphere more positively than did
members of Pseudo-emergent groups (hypatheses 7 and 10}.

The results of the findings of freguency and speed of
help of a comparison of the present study and Colamsoca (1972)
require that the first hypothesis of this study be qualified.-
These results show differential effects of the prior hostility
of the victim on the speed and frequency of helping. A non-
hostile victim is 1likely to be helped more quickly by others
than is a hostile victim. The frequency of helping, haowever,
is not affected by this variable of hostility. R:.ther, for
frequency, the important variable in these studies was the type
of leader in the group. If was found across situations that
Tmergent leader groups help more frequently than do Pseudo-
emargent leader groups.

Hypothesis 5, which related to the variable of the re-

sponsibility for the crisis, was not confirmed by the results.
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Al though the manipulation of responsibility was effective in
terms of the perception by others of whether or not the con-
fed~rate was responsible for the crisis, it did not have a
significant effect on the rating of the confederate after the
crisis, as had been predicted.

Various thearetical explanations for the possible occur-
rence of these results were advanced. Alternative explanztions
for the non-confirmation of hypothesis % were also discussed.

A short discussion of varieties of helping behavior was
included and several variations and extensidons of the present
study were proposed.

A final stntement was made concerning the necessity to
realize that the various studies done in the area of bystander
intervention have largely dealt with situations which vary along
gseveral dimensions. It was pointed out that in order for there
to be a camplete understanding of the phenomena occurring in by-
stander intervention, these distinctions must be noted and the
information resulting from these various approaches must be

combined and integrated.
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APPENDIX A
Script Used In Experiment

Cn_arrival of each S: "Hell, are you scgehduled to take part in
the experiment going on here?" If yes: "Good, thank you for com-
ing. My name is Me. Colamosca and I° be directing what happens
today. If you'll tell me your name, I'11 vheck it off on the

list here to make sure you get the hourts credit." After check-

ing name: "Please take a seat at the table because we have to
vait for some others to: show up yet."

After all subjects had arrived: "Now let me tell ypu something
about what we're going to bpe doing here today. The aim of this
study is to look at how people work together im groups. Basic~
ally, we're interested in group processes and studying how groups
come to decisions. What I'm going to do is to give you a series
of problem situations which I want you to discuss among yourselves
and then come to a group decision to the problem., OQk?*

"Mlow before wo get to the problems themselves, I'd like you
to 111 out some forms which all of the subjects in this study
have to fill out." Hand out Booklet 1l: "Now as you can see,
there is a page for some biographical data on yourselves and there
are several questionnaires. All of these are being given to you
so that we can get some idea of the caharecteristics of the people
who are taking part in the study. There are instructions on each
of the questionnaires. I don't want you to get up-tignt and think
that these things are all that importent. PFirst of all, please
answer them honestly, don't answer them the way you think you
should or the way you think I want you to, just answer what you
really feel. OK? Allright, secondly, all'of these answers are
confidential, no body else will see them but me. You'll notice
on the first page of each of the booklets is a number, either 1,
2, 3, 4, or 5. 1In order to assure anonymity, from now on you'll
be known only by that number; don!'t write your name or student
numberon anyof’ the material I'll be giving you, 0K? Alsc, in re-
gard to these questionnaires, I want you to understand fully that
there are ng right answers, only answers according to the way you
yourself feel. Is all of that understood? 0K, then please fill
outout all of the things that I've just given you. Please work
guickly and don't stay too long over an answer hecause we have a
lot more to do. OK, please begin and give me your bagklet when
you're done,"

After all had been handed in: "Before you start on the problems
themselves, 1'd like you to get to know each other a little bit
better. So let's take a few minutes for you to introduce your-
selves to each other. Just state your first name and tell the
others something about your academic and extracurricular activ-
ities, OK? TLet's start with you, number 1."

After going through the initital interchange: "I'd like to give
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you one of these problems that I1've been talking about to see
haw you do on it and to make sure there are no problems with it.
I'ts also going te be necessary for one of you to act as group
leader and we'll decide who that will be after you run through
this sample prablem, Now, I'1ll read the problem to you, and
what I want you to do is to came to a decision within five min-
utes time, write down your answer con that pad and tell me the
reasons why you came to that conclusion."

After this was done: "Now you're going to select a group leader.
First I want you to take these forms and rate each of the other
members of the group on them. You knaw each other slightly now
and I'd like to know how you're reacting to each other. There
is a sheet for ech member of the group; there are noc names, only
the numbers printed at the top. Please be as hanegst as you can,
None of you will see these ratings either now or later. The in-
structions are printed an the first sheet. 0K, please begin."

After the subjects had handed in the rating forms: "Now you're
going to elect a leader for the discussion of the problems. Each
of you take one of these slips of paper and just write down on it
the number of the person you think would make the best leader for
the group's discussions. When ycu're done that, fold the paper
in half and give it to me." VWhen this was done: OK, now give me
a2 minute or two and I'11 check these slips and see who has been
elected leader. 0K, the person you have selected as leader is
person humber .

"Now I'm going to be giving you five problems like the one
you've already discussed. What I want you to do is this: The
leader will read aloud what the problem is and then you will all
discuss it and come to a solutien as {to what should be done about
the problem. When you have done so, the leader will bring the re-
sult to me in my office down the hall where I will look at the
problem. I will then give him the next problem to be solved. My
aoffice is two rooms down the hall on the same side of the hall as
this room. The door will be open, so just come in. Remember that
you will have five minutes to solve each problem, so be sure to
work within that frame work of time. Are there any questions be-
fore I give you the first prot om?" After any aquestions are ang-
wered: '"NK, here's the first problem. Regin on 1t%t." Experimenter
leaves the room.

After 5% minutes have elapsed during the discussion of the first
problem, Experimenter comes back into the room: "What's happen-
ing here? Aren't you done yet? Didn't you understand that you
only have five minutes to do these problems? You've had plenty
of time and are holding things up. We have a lot to accomplish
sa please finish this problem now and be sure you finish the
rest of them in the five minutes alloted."

When the leader brought each solution to the office: "Youtre
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done. Good, Yere's the next problem,"

When the Na Crisis groups had completed all five problems and
the leader brought the last solution: "0X, thalt takes care of
all of the problems. Go on back ta the room and have the group
wait for me. I'll be there in a couple of minutes," After Ex-
perimenter came into experimental room: "Now, you've completed
all £ of the praoblems and J]'ve been looking at your solutions.
They will be included in with thosc of all of the other groups
for one final thing and that's to £ill out these booklets. In
these, there are several questions about your experiences in
this group. Please fill these out, turn your booklet into me
and then wait until everyone is done. When you're all finished,
I'1l answer any questions you may have. Now pleagse fill out
these baoklets,.”

In Crigsis groups, if they had intervened in the crisis: "Whatts
going on? My assistant here said something was wrong, what is
ite"® After being told about the confederate: "Jack ( the assis-
tant), please take this man down to the infirmary and tell them
what's happened. 8Stay with him until everything's OK." After
the two confederates had left the room: "Naw tell me some more
about what happened. What did you guys do, I mean, how did you
handle it?" After each had gaid what the group and he individ-
ually had done; "Wwhat do you think made him get SICK; was 1§
the experiment, I mean, wasgs it too much for him, did I do some-
thing wraong? 0Or was it because of something else, was he sick
before? If it's due to the experiment, I want to know so I can
change the design so that the same type of thing doesn't happen
again." After the subjects answered: '"This really presents a
problem for the experiment. If the rest of you will wait here,
Ttd like to talk to your group leader in my office for a few
minutes."

In the Crisis groups, if they had not intervened: Vwhat's gaing om?
The time 15 up Ior the discussion. wnat's the matter now?" After
being told about the confedeorate: "Wait 2 minute, I'1ll get some-
one to take you down to the infirmary." Experimenter cames back
with second confederate and says the same as with intervening
Grisis groups from this point.

At the office; "Oan you tell me anything more about what happen-
ed? 1 just can't understand it completely.” After the leader
was done:; "Well, since one of the members of the group 1s kind
6T out of action, T guess we'll have to call a halt to the ex-
periment. BRut I think I'1l try to get some data from the group
so it won't be a complete waste. Let me get these booklets and
we'll do back there."

At the experimental room: "Since on of the members of your
group was Gaken sick, I dan't see how we can ge through with the




rest of the problems. Normally, what I do after the group has
sglved all five of the problems is to give these booklets to
them to fill out. They heave questions in them about your ex-
periences in the group., Now, even though you can't complete
all five problems, I'm going to give you these booklets anyway,
because you have been working together for some time, I think
I can probably use the data I get from them. So, please fill
these ocut an hand them in to me., And pleaseé wait around until
sveryone's done., VWhen you're all finished, I'1ll answer any
questions you may have. So, now please fill out these booklets®
(Hand out booklet 2).

After the group is finished: "Now, do you have any questions
about the experiment?™ All questians were angwered and the
group wag asked what the purpose of the experiment was. Gradu-
ally, the real situation was explained to them: 2and they were
agked for ways of improving the design and procedure to make it
mare poweriful and credible. They were then asked not to reveal
anything about the experiment to other pecple i1n their classes
or triends on campus until aliter the semester was over. They
were then thanked for their time and participation and dismigsed.
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APPENDIX B
Sample Personal Data Questionnaire
NAME
BIRTHPLACE
AGE

YEAR IN ESCHOOL

NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN YOUR FAMILY

YOUR ORDER OF BIRTH IN YOUR FAMILY (firstborn, secondbora, etc.)

HOW MANY YEARS DID YOUR FATHER ATTEND SCHOOL ?

YOUR MAJOR IN SCHOOL

EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES AND INTERESTS
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APPENDIX C
Discussion Problems
Practice Problem:

A low ranked participant in a national chess tournament,
rlaying an early match with the top-favored man, has the choice
of attempting ar not trying a deceptive but risky maneuver which
might lead to quick victory if successful or almsot certain de-
feat if it fails.

Trial Praoblems:

1. An American prisoner-of-war must choose between possible
escape with the rigsk of execution if caught, or remaining
in the camp where privations are severe.

2. A college senior planning graduate work in chemistry may
enter university X where, because of rigorous standards,
only a fraction of the graduate students manage to receive
the PhD, or he may enter university Y which has a poorer
reputation but where almost every graduate student receives

the PhD.

3. A man with a severe heart ailment must seriously curtail his
customary way of life if he does not undergec a delicate med-
ical operation which might cure him or might prove fatal.

4. A successful businessman with strong feelings of civic
responsibility must decide whether or not to run for Con-
gress on the ticket of a minority party whose campaign
funds are 1limi ted.

5. An electrical engineer may stick with his present job at
a modest but adequate salary, or may take a new job offer-
ing considerably more money but no long-term security,
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APPENDIX D
Final Questiannaire

Naw. that the experiment is concluded we would like you to
answer the following guestions about the experiment and your re-
actions to it. Please write your number (1. 2, 3, 4, ar 5) on
the line below,

SUBJECT NUMBER

1. You have just participated in a study concerning group problem
solving and group discussions. We would like to know about
some of your reactions to this study in general and to the
group in particular. Below are listed several adjectives
vhich can be used to describe the atmosphere of the group of
which you have just been a member. These adjectives are
geparated by a line divided intc 8 equal spaces, Please
check that point along the line where you feel your group
falls. PMor example, if you feel that the group was very
efficient you would probably check that line in the following
way:

EFFICIENT , v, . \ , ) ., INEFFICIENT

Check each line. Please begin,

PLEASANT . 4 4 4 4 4 4 UNPLRASANT
BAD b GOOD
WORTHLESS | L 444 4, 4 | VALUABLE
DISTANT L . 4 44, cCLOSE

COLD L l [ i | | ) {1 WARM
QUARRELSOME | . L 4 4. 4 | HARMONIOUS
SULP- ASSURENR ; L\ 4 4 | ) HESITANT
WFPICITNT . .+ 4y 4 4\ 4 &, INEFFICIFNT
GT.OOMY \ . . . 4 4 4 _4 __ CHEERFUL
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In the group, which member do you think helped the group the
most? Place his number here .

How much of the result of the group's product would you say
was due to this person?

{ 1 i § { t ! i 1 {

|
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 1004

In the group, which member do you think helped the group the
least? Place his number here .

i | 1

i b i K L I %
07 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Listed below are a number of adjectives which may characterize

how you feel right now in terms of your reactions to the ex-

periment that has just taken place. Please place a check-mark

next to those which you feel characterize your reactions at
this time. You may check more than one adjective.
INTERESTRED

SURPRISTD

HAPPY

ASHAMTD

ANGRY AT EXPERIMTWNTER

CONFUSED

CONCERNTED ABOUT THE PROBLEM

PLEASED WITH THE EXPERITENCE

ANGRY AT MYSTLF

AFRAID

FRIENDLY TO THE OTHER SUBJECTS

RELIWVED

——— e
i
e —————
————
——
e ———
—————
P T
——
———
———
——
e ——

ANNOYED WITH THE OTHER SUBJECTS
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Would you be willing in the future to take part in experiments
similar to the one in which you have just taken part?

Yes Na

————— B ————

Do you think that the study you have just taken part in was
interesting?

very interesting

interesting

neither interesting nor uninteresting
uninteresting

N ——————
et be—
————
————
A ————

very uninteresting
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Beside rating the group as a whole as you did on page 1. we
would also like you to rate the other members of the group to
find out about the interpersonal relations that have developed
during the experiment, You will rate the other four members of

the group.

Personal Rating Form for Number

Please check that point along the line which you feel
best applies to the person whose number is above. Please check
each line, ’

FPIL,BASANT { i { P i t i UNELEASANT
FRIENDLY \ | ; , i ! ! . | UNFRIENDLY
REJECTING [ i | 1 ! L ] l | ACCEPTING
HELPFUL . 1 | ! | | | _y FRUSTRATING
UNENTHUSIASTIC | : . , . | L , ENTHUSIASTIC
LOTS OF FUN t ; [ [ | | L | SERIOUS
TENS® ) [ | ] i ! L 1 RELAXED
SUPPORTIVE® , ! | ¢ ! i - } HOSTILE
DISTANT | ) { { I 1 L1 ; CLOSE

COLD i 1 | \ ] i b ; WARM
COOPERATIVE ] i | | { b , UNCOOPERATIVE
BORING L ) i | i I P , INTERESTING
NUARRRLSONE { ! ! | ] b | i HARMONIOUS
STLF-ASSURED ) { ! | | L j HESITANT
TFFICIENT I | | ] l 1 | ; INEFFICIENT
GLOOMY { ; ] i 1 } b , CHEERFUL

OPEN ! | 1 I | J L | { GUARDED




Types and Frequency of Aggressive Behaviors

Type af
Behavior

Verbal
l. Disagrees
2. Shows Tension

3. Shows Antagonism

4. Complaints/ Criticisms
by Teader to % in B's

office

Nonverhbal

1. Turning head away

from confederzte

2. Shaking head in
disgust or dis-
belief

3. Pushing chair away

from table

4. Pacial grimaces

5. Drumming table with

fingers

6. Changes in seating

arrangement awvay
from confederate

7. Other gestures

8. Other physical
movenments
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APPENDIX E

Frequencies Per Group Per Problem

Crisis (32)

(3 problems)

Tatal g

219
208
238

101

216

187

81
435

118

72
412

233

X

2.2
2.1
2.4

1.9

75
4.5

1.5

T4

4.2

2'04

No Crisis (16)

(% problems)

Total
191
197
191

65

202

148

88
305

g2

11

247

203

X

—

2.3
2.4
2.3

.81

2.7

1.1

3.8

-14
3.1

2.5
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