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Consistent with derivations from Pawling's concept of Articipatory
Guilt, the results indicated that anger facilitated helping only when
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model while the anger ins*tigating victim was in ne=d of emergency
assistarce. (Author)
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Introduction

Humerous experiments in Social Psycholony have examined altruietic
or aggressive behaviors. The focus of the present research deals with
the question: Uhat is the likelihood of an angered person offering
asgistance to his aager instigatnor? The unexpected results of a pre-
limingry study by the present authors indiczted that angered bystanders
witnessing an emergency nelped an anger instisating victim faster than
non-angered bystanders, This firnding suggested a mumber of factors to
be considered in the present study as wecll as the possible utility of
a particular theoretical concept, i.e., Rawlings' concept of anticipatory
guilt. TFawlings, briefly defines anticipatory guilt as ''a particular
type of disconfort aroused by the anticipation of violating an internal
standard of 'right or wrong' conduct" (1972). Applying this concept
to the present problem we might assume that when a bystander has a
nautral attitude toward the victim of an emergency he may fail to inter-
vene and yet escape self-devaluation or guilt for this inaction by
rationalizing that perhaps help isn't really needed, or other bystanders,
vho are perhaps even more capable than himself, will intervene. How=-
ever, when the bystander has moderate levels of malice toward the victim
his ability to remain inactive and to escape discomfort may be more
limited. Here, redefining the seriousness of the emergency or diffusing

responsibility might be perceived by the moderately angered bystander
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as a thinly dispuised, vindictive attempt to perpetuate the victim's
suffering bevond an anount that would be equitable,

Therefore, moderately angered bystanders to an energency would,
according to the anticipatory suilt model, be expected to help the anner
instigator faster than non-angered bystanders. Accordinz to this model
however, helping would not be facilitated if the bystan-ler was noderately
angry, but at someone other than the victin of the energency.

ilowever, if an anger instirating victim 1s in need merely of a favor,
such as change for a quarter, rather than in need of relief from a
serious physical injury, a moderately anrmered bystander's re'uctance to
help may not arouse such high levels of anticipated discomfort. llere,
the consequences to the anger instigating victim resulting from the by-
stander's failure to extend a favor may not be recognized as dispropor-
tionately severe ani perhaps woull be perceived as a just retaliatory
gesture. Therefore, when non-emergency caliber help 1s solicited a
noderately angered bystander would le expected to halp anger instigating
vlictius slover or less frequently than he would help non-anger instigat-
ing victins,

In addition, if a bystander with a moderate level of anger toward the
victin of an emergency witnesses a non-angered fe}llou bystander's refusal
to help, the anpered Lystander may find it easier to rationalize his own
failure to intervene. Since anger could not be considered the cause
of the other bystander's failure to intervene, the anrered bystander could
then attribute '!s own reluctance to help to some reason other than anger
or vindictiveness. Thus, in the presence of a negative model, anper

toward the victim of an emernency would be expected to inhibit helping.
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The present study was designed primarily to assess the interactive

effects of anper on helping behavior.
‘lethod

Subjects: Following review and approval by Department and Universirv
Committees on the use of human subjects, seventy males (10 per condition)
were selected randomly from Introductory Psychology classes at the
"University of Delaware.
Procedure: Iach 5, along with two male confederates (A & B) of the
Experimenter participated in wlat vas described as a sensory motur learn=-
ing skills experiment. Iz lieu oflg's physical presence instructions were
tape recorded, supposedly to prevent experimenter bias. Th2 tape pro-
vilded detailed instructions for conducting vhe session as well as for re-
ceiving subject participation credit. The tape instructed, "Given that
an experimenter is not physically present during this study, some subjects
may take this opportunity to be lackidaisical and not racally try their
begt during the experiment. Therefore, unlike other experiments you might
have participated in, we do not simply award subject participation credit
mercly for showing up at the laboratory. In this study participation
credit is piven only if the other 2 students participating with you, sign
your subject participation credit form attesting to the fact that during
the experiment you at least tried-—not that ‘ou did 2 great job, but that
at least you tried."”

During the next 30 mirutes subjects participated in a sensory motor
learning; task which required equal amounts of participation from the S,

Confederate A and Confederate B.



The Effects
A

Fuliowing the experimental task the tape instructed the partici-
pants to exchange subject participation credit forms 13 a tone which
sugnested that this was to be merely a perfunctory exercise. In the
Anpered condition, however, Confederate A having secured the si~natures
of the S and Confederate B, refuszd to sign the subject's participa=-
ticn credit form stating that he didn't think the S tried and that ne was
sick and tired of people trying to get somethins for nothing., Contederate
b never intervened in behalfof either party and rcmained neutral throuchout.
In the non-angered condition Confederate A signed the Ss form vithout
comment or hassel,

The tape then instructed all participants to complete a post-expeil-
mental questionnaire which among other items asked Ss' to rate on a
seven point scale hov much they enjoyed working with person A and also
person B (l=very much; 7=not at all) which served as a check on the anger
rmanipulation. Fcllowing the Ss completion of the questionnaire he was
free to leave the laboratory upon vhich he encountered one of the help
soliciting situations in the corridor of the building.

1. Emersency Alone Situations: liecre Confederates A and B alread:

departed the laboratory {the victim-to-be leaving second) leaving the
subject alone to finish his questionnaire, Upon entering the hall the

S encountered Confederate A (the anger instisator in Anrered conditions)
7 yards from the door slumping near a ladder, clutchinpg his head znd
moaning, "Oh, my head....my head.” Boxes and papers that had been on the
ladder when everyone first entered the laboratory were now scattered on
the floor. Angered and non-angered Ss were exposed to Confederate A's

emergency. In addition an Angered: Other injured condition permitted
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subjects anzered by Confederate A to enter the hall to find Confederate
3, in the standard emergency position.

2. ilon-Fnerpency Alone Situation: In this condition the taped ip-

structions mentioned that Ss would be paid a small token sum for their
participation in the study. A and B received quarters while the S re-
ceived payment in dimes and anickles. Upon enterfing the hall alone, angered
or non-angered subjects encountered Confederate A who approached the

S with a quarter in hand saying, '"You wouldn®: have chanpe for a quarter
would you? I have to make a phone call.”

3. C[mersency ilepative llodel Situation: llere, Confederate B re-

mained with angerc¢d or non-anfered subjects following Confederate A's
departure from the laboratory. Upon encountering the emergency together
Confederate B said to the S, "he's hurt....I'm cutting out," after winirt
B exited via a nearby stairwell.

Dependent 'feasure of llelping: In the emergency conditions the

latency of a helpful gesturc or verbalizition was recorded from the time
the S opened the door to the hall. In the non-emergency condition the
latency was recorded following the request for channe for a quarter
until thelg's hand emerped from his pocket with the change. Follnwing
the help solicitin; situations all Ss were completely debriefed.
Results and Discussion

On the questionnaire completed prior to encountering the helpinp
situation, angered 5's ratings of how much they enjoyed workirg with
Confederate A (l=very much; 7=not at all) were sfpnificantly (p<.0001)

more nesative (2-5.35) than non-angered Ss (2-3.37). However, the ratinfs
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of Confederate B for angered and non-angered Ss were 2.57 and 3.33,
respectively (p=n.s.).

Given the small number of Ss assigned to each condition 1c¢ seemed
reasonable that the latency measure proved to be a more sensitive indica-
tor than a strict frequency measure. However, to obtain a latency score
for those few Ss who did not intrrvene at all but instead proceeded to
leave the scene (beafore being intercepted), a score of one second longer
than the longest latency for Ss who intervened during the emergency
(or save change) was assigned. This procedure did not chanre the basic
pattern of findings obtained with only 53 who intervened., A log e trans-
formation then satisfied the homogeaity oi variance assumption.

A one~vay AlJOVA for all seven conditions revealed a sipnificant treat-
mert effect gipnificant at the .01 level.

In the three Emergency Alone Conditions only, ANOVA revealed a treat-
mert effect betwveen Anger, No Anger, and Anger: Other Injured Conditions
(f=7.75, p<.002), As depicted in Table 1, when emergency help 1s needed
and the bystander ig alone Ss angsered by the victim helped faster then
non-anzered S3 (p<.05), and also faster than Ss anfered by someone other
than the victim (p<.001). These findings are consistent with the antici-
patory guilt model.

Furthermore, as expected on the basis of the anticipatory puilt
model the difference between non-angered 5s and those angered by someone

other than the victim was not statistically significant.

Insert Table 1 about here
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In the llon-Imergency Yelp (i.e., change for a quarter) conditions
angered Ss helped the anger instigating victim somewhat slower than non-
angered Ss, but not by an amount that iras statistically significant.
owevar, a 2 x 2 AlIOVA cowparing the latencizs for Ss angered by the
victin and non-angered Ss across the Emersency Alone and llon-Emer jency
Conditions revealed a statistically sipnificant interar.ion effect
(f=4,36, p<,05). The interaction indicated that in an emergency, anfler
toward the victim facilitated helpinp rel:tive to the not quite -~ienificant
inhiditory effect of an"er in the non-emergency change for a quarter
conditions. Although the findings could have been stronger, the general
pattern 13 roughly consistent with derivations from the anticipatory ruilt
model presented earlier.

Sim.larly, in the presence of a negative model during an emergency,
awzered Ss helred anpger instigating victims somewhat slower than non-
anpecsed S8, but not by an amount that was statistically significant.
llowever, a 2 x 2 /JIOVA comparing the laten:ies for Ss angered at the vic-
tim and non-anprered 5s witnessing an emergency, either alone or in the
presence of a llecative Model also yielded a statistically sirnificant
interaction effect. Consistent, roughly, with the anticipatory guilt
model, this interaction indicated that anger directed toward the victinm
of an emergency facilitates helpins wien the bystander 1is alone, whereas
anfer toward the victim has a slizht, but not quite significant, inhibitory

effect on helping in the presence of a negative model.
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Talen together the overall findings of this study, with some degree
of equivocation, senerally support the tenability of the anticipatory
suilt model for dealing with the question of the effects of anger on
helping behavior.

lore recently we have attempted further tests of the Anticipatory
Gui® model vhich have b, ~2d larse failed to support predictions
derived from this model.

First: Ss high on hostility suilt fas measured by lMosher's Hostility
Guilt scale) did not respond faster to the needs of anger instigators
than S8 low on hostility ,uilt,

Second: In other experiments in which wve varied the ambisuity of
the cmersency and also the saliency or visability of the victim, we
observed that when anger Jid facilitate helping behavior, it did so without
renard for whether the victim was the anger instifator or some "innocent"
observer. This latter finding has pushed our thinking in the direction
of Zillman and lickanson. Currently, ve are attempting to distinpuish

the effects of anper and arcusal on helping lLehavior.
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