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PREDICTING PROSOCIAL COMMITMENT IN
DIFFERENT SOCIAL CONTEXTS

Leo Montada

Research on altruism is concerned with highly diff.e.rent predlga-
ments and, consequently, with very different activ1t1§s. Prosoc.1al
behavior may involve readiness to give away a small coin, donating
bone marrow, helping a car driver with a flat tire, consoling peoplg
in pain and sorrow, or rescuing the politically per§ecuted.. Schnel-
der (1988) lists forty-four different actions us?d in empirical re-
search on helping that are quite different with regard to costs
incurred as well as riskiness. |

It might be that all altruistic acts are based on a common facet
of motivation and a common basic attitude toward other.people
in need. Some definitions of altruism state that the helper intends
to benefit another; some add as constituents that the helper acts
voluntarily and that he or she is not motivated to gain ext‘e.rr‘lal
rewards. However, we cannot expect that all the capgblhtles
needed for effective helping, all motives, attitudes, and internal
and external barriers against granting help, and all personal gnd
social norms and responsibilities will be identical 'for all helping
behaviors. Moreover, granting help as well as asklng for and re-
fusing help take place in social interactions and. soagl contexts,
making it necessary to consider the kind of relatlonsblp betwe.en
the potential helper and the needy as vx{ell as the kind of soglal
system both belong to, and so forth. Social contexts are very im-
portant in facilitating or preventing help. Exper‘lmental researgh
on altruism in the laboratory rarely has taken the influence of social
systems into account. Aspects of social systems such as role ex-
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pectancies, status, norms, prejudices, solidarities, responsibilities,
and so forth make it difficult to design experiments that are eco-
logically valid.

The studies reported in this chapter were concerned with two
very different kinds of social relationships between potential help-
ers and the needy. In the first, the people needing help were not
personally known to the subject; in the second, benefactor and
recipient were involved in close relationships, namely that of adult
daughters toward their mothers. The kind of relationship made a
difference with respect to the motivation and structure of prosocial
activities.

STUDY I: MOTIVATION UNDERLYING PROSOCIAL
COMMITMENTS TO THE DISADVANTAGED

There is poverty in all societies; there is child abuse and maltreat-
ment of elderly people; there are seriously ill, bereaved, and hand-
icapped people, battered women and crime victims, and politically
persecuted refugees and emigrants seeking to escape economic pri-
vation. The reactions of people to the “fate” of those suffering such
hardships range from prosocial commitment to indifference, de-
rogation, and blame (Ryan 1971). Some individuals and groups
fight for the entitlement of the disadvantaged; others oppose such
prosocial overtures; and a rather passive majority assumedly be-
lieve it is a matter for the government, the churches, and so forth.
The following questions were posed in this series of studies: What
are the cognitive, emotional, and prosocial responses of relatively
privileged subjects to the problems and needs of less fortunate
people with whom the subjects are not personally acquainted?
What are the predictors of prosocial commitment to various groups
of disadvantaged people?

Data presented in this chapter were taken from a study con-
cerned with unemployed people, poor people in developing coun-
tries, and foreign (Turkish) workers in Germany. These groups are
only a small sample of people suffering hardships all over the
world. We expected that emotional responses to the less fortunate
would be a key to the analysis of motivations underlying prosocial
(and nonprosocial) behavior. Among the various emotions people
might experience when they confront individuals less fortunate
than themselves, we assessed sympathy for the needy, existential
guilt, moral outrage, anger, fear of losing one’s own advantages, con-
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tentment with one’s own better life, and hopelessness concerning the
fate of the needy. Three ‘“prosocial”” emotions expected to motivate
prosocial actions—sympathy, existential guilt, and mqral out-
rage—were contrasted with the four other emotions, which were
expected to interfere with prosocial commitments. - .

As potential antecedents, we assessed a variety of valjlables, in-
cluding social attitudes toward the less fortunate, appraisals of the
causation and responsibility for the existence of disadvantages,
appraisals of injustice, belief in a just world (Lerngr 1980), and two
principles of distributive justice—the equity principle and the need
principle. .

As potential consequences of the emotions, we assessed atfri-
butions of responsibility to support the needy to either oneself or to
powerful others, and readiness for prosocial commitment to thc? d}s—
advantaged. Several forms of prosocial commitment. were dlSt'ln-
guished: charitable ones, like spending money or joining a helpmg
group, and more political ones, such as signing a petition de-
manding that political leaders do something to improve the loF of
the disadvantaged, and participating in a demonstration for sim-
ilar aims. We will first outline conceptualizations of these emotions
on which we focused, and their expected differential impact on
prosocial actions.

Existential Guilt

Not everybody is able to feel happy about being the one who sur-
vived a disaster, was released from prison, was freed from repres-
sion, escaped persecutors, or lives on the sunny side of the world.
Some of these “lucky” people experience feelings of guilt, as was
observed, for example, in survivors from concentrations camps
(Von Baeyer, Haefner, and Kisker 1964) and Hiroshima, and in
those returning from Korean captivity (Lifton 1967). .
Feelings of guilt are easy to understand in close relationships in
which we consider the well-being of loved ones of equal or even
greater importance than our own. Relative privilege is neither
aimed at nor appreciated in these relationships. Sharing goods,. or
even giving more to loved ones is typical. To receive a relative
privilege may be experienced as infringing on solidarity, love, or
responsibility, and thus will not be enjoyed. We may wgll grant
priority to a loved one if he or she were persecuted, helping even
at the risk of our own life. But do we feel the same way toward
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people outside close relationships? What was assessed as existen-
tial guilt toward strangers in this study is merely a pale reflection
of the guilt feelings some people may experience when close rel-
atives or friends suffer. However, with reference to Hoffman (1976),
we expected people to experience existential guilt vis-a-vis socially
distant individuals and even strangers, when they did not feel that
their own advantages were not deserved compared to the disad-
vantages of others, provided the others were perceived as needy,
and they were not excluded subjectively from the potential helper’s
own community of responsibility (Deutsch 1985), in which mem-
bers’ entitlements are acknowledged not only on the basis of equity
but also on the basis of their needs. Finally, perceiving a causal
relationship between one’s own advantages and the disadvantages
of others, and, therefore, a kind of responsibility for the existence
of their needs, was expected to contribute to the arousal of guilt
feelings.

Those who perceive the differences between people as unjust
acknowledge that the needy are entitled to receive support, and,
consequently, are expected to favor reallocations of resources. But
who considers the disadvantages of others unjust? Probably those
who prefer the need principle. The nature of people’s relationship
to those who are needy partly determines which principle of dis-
tributive justice is perceived as adequate. As hypothesized by
Deutsch (1985) and empirically corroborated in several studies
(Schmitt and Montada 1982; for a review see Tornblom and Jons-
son 1985), preferences for principles of justice depend on the social
context: in a business context, competition is the dominant kind
of relationship, and, therefore, the equity principle tends to be
favored. In close relationships (friendship, family), the equality or
the need principle is often considered more adequate. This way of
thinking is not compatible with an illusionary belief in a just world
that is defended by derogating victims and by blaming the dis-
advantaged for having self-inflicted their needs (Lerner 1980). As
we know from several lines of research, responsibility for helping
victims is warded off if their hardship is perceived as self-inflicted
or deserved (Ryan 1971; Piliavin, Rodin, and Piliavin 1969; Ickes
and Kidd 1976). Schwartz (1977) assumed that a tendency to deny
responsibility arises when help is costly.

In a previous study (Montada, Schmitt, and Dalbert 1986), we
demonstrated that existential guilt toward needy people is most
prevalent in subjects who consider the need principle just, who
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consider the equity principle unjust, and who believe that they
have at least some potential to contribute to a redistribution. Belief
in a just world and denial of responsibility for the needy reduce
the probability of feeling guilty.

Moral Outrage Because of Unjust Disadvantages

Another emotion expected to motivate prosocial commitment is
moral indignation or outrage. While existential guilt implies self-
blame, moral outrage is directed toward someone else or to an
institution perceived as having violated moral norms, human
rights, or the entitlements of individuals. Many aggressive acts,
many political protest movements, and many revolts and revolu-
tions are motivated by moral outrage. Many of the riots by blacks
were precipitated by a crime committed against a black by white
people, a crime that was not prosecuted by the police and not
brought to trial in a legal court (Lieberson and Silverman 1965).
When open protest is dangerous because the adversary is powerful,
moral outrage is combined with fear, which may result in (silent)
hate (Montada and Boll 1988). When outrage overcomes fear, it
may motivate the taking of risks. In totalitarian systems, it may
motivate people to join resistance movements. Certainly, moral
outrage motivates retaliation. Does it also motivate help and sup-
port to people who are unjustly in need?

Interpreting the observations by Keniston (1968) and Haan
(1975) on the engagement of American youth in the civil rights
movement and the movement to end the war in Vietnam during
the 1960s, Hoffman (1976) suggested that many of the educated
white students from middle-class families living in wealth and
security were motivated by existential guilt feelings. If they were
convinced that the majority culture or the government was to
blame for the injustices toward the black population or the con-
tinuation of an unjust war in Vietnam, the motivation might also—
or even more so—have been moral outrage.

Conceptually, the motivational impact of moral outrage on cor-
rective helping is not unequivocal, because the focus of this emo-
tion is less on the victim than on the perpetrator. Different
categories of prosocial activity must be distinguished. Perhaps out-
rage primarily motivates retaliation, blame, or punishment toward
the harmdoer, rather than support or help for the victim.

Yet, help has many faces. There is “downstream” helping, such
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as charity or rescuing people; there is ‘“‘upstream’ helping, focusing
on prevention, and sometimes including efforts to change the social
system or, at least, established policies. The latter form may in-
volve opposing and blaming those who are perceived as being re-
sponsible for the existence of need and hardship, and this form, at
least, could be motivated by moral outrage.

Opposing a powerful adversary also may offer a motivational
basis for helping and rescuing victims, especially if there is no
actual behavioral choice between retaliation against the perpetra-
tor and support for the victims. In the case of socially disadvan-
taged people, one may ask what is preferred: directly supporting
the needy or blaming those who are responsible and demanding
that they support the needy. Both kinds of prosocial activity were
assessed in the present study.

The antecedents and correlates of moral outrage were expected
to be much the same as those for existential guilt, with one major
exception: whereas guilt implies the attribution of responsibility
to oneself for the existence of and for the remedy of others’ needs,
outrage implies the attribution of responsibility to others.

Sympathy for the Disadvantaged

Conceptually, sympathy implies a concern for another person in
which one shares his or her negative feelings. This concept and its
operationalization correspond to Hoffman’s concept of sympa-
thetic distress and Batson's concept of empathy. Hoffman (1976)
distinguished several levels in the development of empathy, rang-
ing from an egocentric affection to a mature sympathetic distress,
which is an other-centered concern based on a developed role-
taking capacity enabling individuals to consider the problems and
stressors of others within the framework of their life situation.
Analyzing reactions to people in distress, Batson (e.g., Batson,
Fultz, and Schoenrade 1987) distinguished between personal (un-
sympathetic) distress and empathy (distress resulting from a true
concern for others) as two qualitatively distinct emotions with
different motivational consequences.

Sympathy, as assessed in the present study, refers to compas-
sionate perception of the needs or misery of others. However, sym-
pathy does not seem to be “granted” to everybody in distress, and
it does not seem to be granted in every situation. Again, as antic-
ipated for existential guilt and moral outrage, social attitudes ex-
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pressing social distance or closeness should be predictive; for ex-
ample, it is not likely that we feel sympathy for adversaries or
enemies.

In contrast to guilt and outrage, sympathy does not imply per-
ceived injustice. However, if a bad fate were considered self-
inflicted or deserved, this would interfere with the arousal of sym-
pathy (see Piliavin, Rodin, and Piliavin 1969). Whether a character
in a movie who is going to be hanged deserves this fate or not is
crucial for our emotional response: we either react with sympathy
for the “victim” and outrage toward his “murderers” or with moral
satisfaction about the punishment of his crime. In the case of less
fortunate people such as the unemployed, the perception of self-
infliction may depend on beliefs and views of justice. The assump-
tion of self-infliction may help defend an illusionary belief in a just
world, and the equity principle may suggest that the misery is a
just consequence of poor achievements. Thus, it was expected that
sympathy would be less likely in subjects who score high on belief
in a just world, on acceptance of the equity principle, and on ap-
praisals of self-infliction, whereas perception of injustice and a
positive view of the need principle might also be a breeding ground
for sympathy just as for guilt and outrage.

What are the conceptual differences between sympathy and the
other two prosocial emotions, and what are the differences in terms
of their antecedents? Unlike existential guilt, sympathy neither
implies a sense of responsibility to support the needy, nor does it
presuppose the cognition of having violated a moral rule. Conse-
quently, it was not expected that sympathy would be predicted by
the variable perception of a (causal) relationship between one's
own advantages and the needs of others. Unlike moral outrage,
sympathy neither presupposes the acknowledgment that the needy
are entitled to get support, nor does it involve blaming an agent
or an agency for the existence and the remedy of needs. Unfortu-
nately, neither of these variables was directly represented in the
antecedents assessed in this study.

Emotions Expected to Interfere with Prosocial Commitment

The other four emotions assessed were not expected to motivate
prosocial or altruistic actions. Anger at the disadvantaged should
occur when they are blamed for either having self-inflicted their
fate or for not having tried hard enough to improve their situation.
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Angry blame interferes with readiness to support and help. Expres-
sions of contentment vis-a-vis people living in misery represent an
egocentric view of one’s own situation, made positive by downward
comparison, not a concern for the needy. Fear of losing one’s own
advantages as a consequence of the misery of others also represents
an egocentric concern. Although this kind of fear may motivate
prosocial activities, such activities cannot be considered altruis-
tically motivated. In the case of hopelessness concerning the future

§f the disadvantaged, any prosocial activity would be considered
utile.

Method

Methpdological aspects are described very briefly. More compre-
hensive descriptions can be found in Montada and Schneider (1988,
1989).

Subjects. Eight hundred and sixty-five subjects took part in this
study. The sample contained several subsamples who were privi-
leged by education (university students), by wealth (people from
wealthy neighborhoods and employers), or by social security (civil
servants in tenured positions). Ages of subjects ranged from eigh-
teen to eighty-six (M = 36). Fifty-nine percent of the sample was
male, 41 percent female. Subjects with higher education were

somewhat overrepresented (68 percent graduated from high
school).

Operationalization of Concepts. Many of the core variables were
assessed with the Existential Guilt Inventory (ESI) (Montada,
Schmitt, and Dalbert 1986). In this inventory, respondents are con-
fronted with written scenarios describing problems and needs of
disadvantaged people. There are three scenarios for each of three
groups of disadvantaged people (unemployed, foreign workers,
poor people in the developing countries). The constructs assessed
by the ESI include the following: (1) emotions: sympathy for the
disadvantaged, existential guilt, outrage because of unjust differ-
ences, anger about the disadvantaged, contentment with one’s own
advantages, and hopelessness regarding an improvement in the lot
of the needy; (2) cognitive appraisals of justice and responsibility:
perceived injustice of differences, perception of a causal interre-
latedness between one’s own advantages and the disadvantages of
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the needy, perception of disadvantages as self-inflicted, perception
of one’s own advantages as justified and deserved, feelings of re-
sponsibility to act prosocially, and attribution of responsibility to
act prosocially to powerful others or institutions.

Constructs were represented by statements that were rated on
six-point scales expressing the degree to which the statements cor-
responded to the respondents’ own feelings or cognitions. A nine-
item scale was formulated for each construct (one item for each of
the three scenarios for each of the three groups of disadvantaged
people). Subjects’ scores were their mean scores on these nine
items. Usual procedures for testing homogeneity and reliability
were applied to evaluate the quality of the scales. Further concepts
were assessed with several newly developed scales, including a
scale to measure Lerner’s belief in a just world (Dalbert, Montada,
and Schmitt 1987), scales to assess views on principles of distrib-
utive justice (especially the equity principle and the need princi-
ple), and two scales to measure attitudes toward the three groups
of disadvantaged people in terms of attributing positive or negative
traits to them. All scales had adequate homogeneity and consis-
tency according to usual psychometric criteria.

Readiness for prosocial commitment also was assessed by items
asking about willingness (1) to spend money, (2) to sign a petition
addressed to the government, (3) to participate in a demonstration,
and (4) to join an activity group. Each of these four types of pro-
social activities was represented by two items for each of the three
groups of disadvantaged people.

Validity of Self-Report Data. The validity of a subset of responses
given by the subjects was tested by sampling external ratings of
friends, acquaintances, or relatives. These external ratings corre-
lated fairly highly with the subjects’ answers (the self-reports) (e.g.,
correlations for six tested variables of the ESI varied between r =
39 and r = .52; M = 46.7), indicating that these answers indeed
reflected a core of truth (Schneider et al. 1987).

Longitudinal Replication. The study was replicated with about half
of the sample several months after the first wave of data collection.
The replication was performed to explore (a) the stability of in-
terindividual differences, (b) the stability of the relationships
among variables, and (c) systematic changes. Overall, the stability
of interindividual differences and relationships among variables
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Table 10.1

Multiple Regression from Readiness to Prosocial Activities on Emotions,
Existential Guilt, Moral Outrage, Sympathy, Anger, Fear, Contentment,
and Hopelessness, Aggregated Across All Nine Situations for All Three
Groups of Disadvantaged People (N = 807)

Predictors rerit beta b Fb
Moral outrage 53 41 .36 135.99
Existential guilt 44 24 .20 4797
Contentment -.06 -.10 -.10 10.60
Hopelessness -.01 ~.10 —.10 10.53
(intercept) 2.57

multiple R = .57; R* = .33; Ftotal = 98.71; pF = .001

Adapted from Table V in Montada and Schneider (1989).

was high. Most of the correlations (zero-order as well as multiple)
were higher in the replication study. Data reported here, however,
were taken from the first wave.

Results and Discussion: Motivation for Prosocial Commitment
to the Disadvantaged—Sympathy or Morality?

The results of the study are presented and discussed mainly with
respect to the motivation underlying prosocial commitment as it
is indicated by emotional responses. Further aspects, such as the
prediction of emotional responses and differences between groups
with different demographic characteristics or political orienta-
tions, are mentioned only for the purpose of clarifying the meaning
and the motivational impact of emotions.

Overall, 33 percent of the variance in prosocial commitment
was accounted for by the emotions assessed (in the replication
study, the quota was 40 percent). Table 10.1 shows the results for
subjects over all four forms of prosocial commitment. Table 10.2
shows the results for each of these four forms separately. A closer
look at the results reveals a somewhat surprising fact that may
offer some new perspectives on prosocial commitment. The best
predictor was not sympathy for the needy (only reaching signifi-
cance for “spending money”), but, rather, moral outrage about the
unjustness of differences between the privileged (the social stratum
the subjects themselves belonged to) and the disadvantaged, fol-
lowed by existential guilt because of one’s own relative advantages.
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Table 10.2

Multiple Regression from Different Forms of Prosocial Activities on the
Emotions Guilt, Moral Outrage, Sympathy, Anger, Fear, Contentment,
and Hopelessness Aggregated Across All Nine Items for All Three
Groups of Disadvantaged People (791 = N = 799, Accepted Models

prb = .05)

Criterion Predictors rerit beta b Fb
Spending Moral outrage 42 26 26 34.84
money Existential guilt 39 25 22 40.52

Hopelessness —.04 —.11 ~.13 10.71
Fear —.05 -.09 -.10 7.20
Sympathy .35 .09 A1 4.30
(intercept) 2.80

multiple R = .49; R> = .24; Frotal = 49.36; prtotal < .01

Signing a Moral outrage .50 39 44 114.79

petition Anger —-.28 -.14 -.15 18.67
Existential guilt .38 15 15 16.31
Contentment -.09 —-.08 ~.11 6.78
(intercept) 243

multiple R = .54; R* = .30; Frotal = 83.39; prtotal < .001

Participation in Moral outrage A4 .35 39 84.02

a demonstration Contentment —-.13 -.16 -.21 26.54
Existential guilt 33 14 15 13.18
Fear 20 07 .09 4.00
(intercept) 2.67

multiple R = .48; R* = .23; Frotal = 60.55; pFtotal < .001

Activity Moral outrage .38 26 28 45.24

within a Existential guilt .35 20 20 25.21

group Hopelessness 01 —.09 -.12 6.93
Fear 19 .08 .09 4.64
(intercept) 2.27

multiple R = 43; R? = .19; Frotal = 44.91; prtotal < .01
Adapted from Table VI in Montada and Schneider (1989).

Negative contributions to the variance in prosocial commitment
came from contentment with one’s own advantages and hopeless-
ness concerning the future fate of the needy (see table 10.1). When
specific forms were used as criteria (table 10.2), fear of losing one’s
own advantages and anger about the disadvantaged also were
among the significant predictors.
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The negative effects of these emotions are easy to understand.
Anger implies blaming the disadvantaged for having self-inflicted
their problems, or for failing to exert enough effort to reduce them.
Attributing responsibility to the disadvantaged for the existence
and remedy of their needs interferes with assuming responsibility.
Hopelessness concerning the future of the disadvantaged should
paralyze any activity aimed at improving their lot. Contentment
with one’s own situation and fear of losing one’s own advantages
frequently reflects an egocentric justification of one’s own advan-
tages that interferes with acknowledging the needy’s entitlement
to support.

Fear of losing one’s own advantages had a significant negative
effect on spending money, but was positively related to two other
forms of prosocial activity (table 10.2). This seemingly contradic-
tory result may mean—as argued above—that fear of losing one’s
own advantages is not unambiguous with respect to the motivation
underlying prosocial activities. While it basically represents an
egocentric concern and not a concern for needy others, it may
motivate activities in support of the needy with the ultimate goal
of reducing the danger that huge disadvantages of others may lead
to a destabilization of the social structure and thus jeopardize the
subject’s own situation.

Overall, the impact of the prosocial emotions was relatively
high. The theoretically and practically most interesting finding was
that moral outrage and guilt had much more impact than sym-
pathy. This was a stable result, replicated longitudinally, and bi-
variate correlations between sympathy and readiness to prosocial
commitment were strong, significant, and positive. This does not
contradict the results of the multivariate analyses in which sym-
pathy had low or insignificant effects (in the longitudinal repli-
cation, even negative effects) because both guilt (# = .45) and moral
outrage (v = .53) were correlated with sympathy. Conceptually, it
makes sense to assume that sympathy is a fertile soil, if not a
prerequisite, for both of these emotions: it is doubtful we may feel
existential guilt or outrage when we do not feel empathy for people
suffering hardships. For instance, if our enemies suffer, we neither
feel guilty nor outraged, but, rather, morally satisfied.

But guilt and outrage have other components. Conceptually,
both imply (1) the perception that disadvantages are unjust and
(2) attributions of responsibility for their existence and remedy. In
the case of guilt, attributions are made to the subjects themselves;
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in the case of outrage they are made to others who are held re-
sponsible. Conceptually, sympathy does not imply perceiving the
needy to be entitled to obtain support, which does not contradict
the assumption that perceiving injustice makes sympathy for the
needy more likely. If acknowledging these entitlements contributes
to the motivation underlying prosocial activities, this might ex-
plain why the predictive impact of guilt and outrage (1) included
that of sympathy and (2) exceeded it. This also might be why sym-
pathy did not contribute independently to the prediction of pro-
social activities.

These conceptual differentiations between sympathy, existential
guilt, and moral outrage could be tested only partially in this study.
The predictor variables assessed and the zero-order correlations
between the emotions were similar for all three prosocial emotions.
However, since the predictors were correlated, multivariate anal-
yses were more appropriate for identifying the differential asso-
ciations. A comprehensive presentation of the results of these
analyses would require considerable space. Only one table is pre-
sented showing the partial correlations of the three prosocial emo-
tions with three responsibility-related variables (table 10.4). The
interpretation, however, is based on an extended series of multi-
variate analyses (Montada and Schneider 1988, 1989).

In a path analysis with eleven predictors, controlling for social
desirability (table 10.3), existential guilt was consistently related
to (1) perceived injustice of the discrepancies between one’s own
advantages and the disadvantages of others, and (2) perception of
a (causal) relationship between one’s own advantages and the dis-
advantages of others (e.g., the poverty in the developing countries
is also caused by the imbalances in prices for raw products and
industrial products; or job sharing or giving up a second job would
provide employment opportunities for others). This second vari-
able represents the appraisal of one’s responsibility for the exis-
tence of the unjust disadvantages of others. There were indirect
effects mediated by these two predictors: endorsing the need prin-
ciple in allocations was positively related to attitudes toward the
disadvantaged, endorsing the equity principle and “belief in a just
world” was negatively related. Existential guilt was strongly re-
lated to a sense of responsibility to support the needy.

It is easy to grasp the psychological meaning of existential guilt
feelings suggested by this pattern of correlations: respondents re-
porting existential guilt perceive both the disadvantages of the

Table 10.3

, Social Desirabiity Partialed Out, between Emotional Responses and Several Categories

Partial Correlations (p < .01)
of Predictors' (N = 765)

Emotions

Fear

Moral

Existential

Hopelessness

Contentment

of loss

Outrage Sympathy  Awnger

Guilt

Predictors

Appraisals of justice and responsibility
Perceived injustice of differences

.06*
.09

12
.29
.38

13
08~

- .40

.57
—.27
-.22

.63
—.34
-.27

.50
-.26
~.23

79
a1

Perceived self-infliction of disadvantages

Justification of own advantages

12

07*

Perceived interrelatedness of own advantages and

disadvantages of others

14
— 03

—01%*

.56 43 ~-.36 31

35

.50
.61

13

A5

- 027

52

Perceived own responsibility for help

Attribution of responsibility for help to powerful

others

.19 21

26

43 .39 047

23

Background variables

-.15

18
16
.28

— 4%

34
67
.69
-.33
-.35

~.08*
-.35
—.23

—.15
- .40
-.36

- .07
-.30
—.25

Belief in a just world, general
Belief in a just world, specific
View of the equity principle
View of the need principle

02%*

—.04%*
— 01**

.10

09
- 02%*

00*
— 05%*

17

.55
.36

—.28

.58
41
- .28

44

05**

31
~.20

Positive attitudes toward the disadvantaged
Negative attitudes toward the disadvantaged

07%

15

08*

51

7'»‘7':p > 05
!Scale with items related to the three groups of disadvantaged addressed in this study.

01 < p = .05;
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Table 10.4

Partial Correlation Coefficients of the Three Prosocial Emotions
Existential Guilt, Sympathy, and Moral Outrage with Three
Responsibility Variables (N = 818)

Attribution of Responsibility

or Supporting the Needy:
Causal Interrelatedness f op £ Y

of Fates To oneself  To powerful others
Existential guilt*™ 26 A3 —.04%
Moral outrage™* 32 26 20
Sympathy** 02% .16 20
*p> .01

**The other two prosocial emotions are partialed out.
Adapted from Table VIII in Montada and Schneider (1989).

needy and their own relative advantages as being related and as
unjust. They tend to think that goods (wealth, security, jobs, and
so forth) should be distributed according to the needs of the recip-
ients, instead of merely following the equity principle, which
means proportional to achievements and merits.

Invoking the need principle when confronted with disadvan-
taged people or victims means that these people are included in
the community of those with whom the respondent is concerned
and for whom he or she feels responsible. Enjoying huge advan-
tages oneself is not without problems. The fact that positive atti-
tudes toward the disadvantaged were included in the pattern of
predictors of existential guilt supports this interpretation. Those
who experience existential guilt feel responsible for supporting the
needy.

The predictor pattern for moral outrage was very similar to that
of existential guilt. The differences between the two emotions be-
came obvious when the subjects were asked, “Who is responsible
for improving the fate of the disadvantaged: the respondents them-
selves or powerful others?” While existential guilt was related only
to the first alternative (subjects themselves felt responsible), moral
outrage was related to both alternatives (see table 10.4), but much
more weakly than guilt was to the first one. This corroborates the
abovementioned view that outrage implies blaming others.

There was also considerable overlap between sympathy and the
two other prosocial emotions in the pattern of predictors. In the
conceptual analysis, sympathy was not assumed to be based on
the acknowledgment of the entitlements of the needy, while both
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moral outrage and existential guilt were. Using the set of predictors
assessed in this study, acknowledgment of the entitlements of the
needy can be derived from (1) perceived injustice of disadvantages,
(2) the need principle of justice, and (3) the perception of a (causal)
relationship between one’s own advantages and the disadvantages
of others. While, empirically, sympathy was significantly related
to the first and the second of these cognitive appraisals, it was not
related to the third when partial correlations were considered (see
table 10.4). This pattern supports the conceptual analysis.

In contrast to guilt and outrage, multiple regression analyses
revealed that sympathy also was positively correlated with the
equity principle. That seems somewhat contradictory, because ar-
guments based on the equity principle may deny the entitlements
of the needy, and this may interfere with prosocial commitment.
With respect to responsibility for supporting the disadvantaged,
sympathy was similar to outrage: both differed from guilt insofar
as they were less strongly related to self-attributions of responsi-
bility, and more strongly related to perceived responsibility of pow-
erful others.

Moral outrage due to the unjust differences within and between

_societies was by far the best single predictor of prosocial commit-

ments. This was especially true for political activities such as par-
ticipation in a demonstration, signing a petition aimed at drawing
attention to the fate of the disadvantaged, and blaming government
and society for unjust policies. For the remaining two forms of
political activity, the predictor weights were lower (table 10.2). In
line with this evidence, members and supporters of the “Greens”
in Germany—a left-wing protest party with a rather radical pro-
gram of equality that supports needy and socially deprived peo-
ple—scored significantly higher on moral outrage and readiness
for political activities in favor of the disadvantaged than members
and supporters of conservative parties.

The patterns of correlation among the three prosocial emotions
within the network of variables included in this study do not offer
a completely convincing explanation of why sympathy was less
predictive of prosocial commitment than outrage. Yet, there are
hints that sympathy does not imply the acknowledgment of enti-
tlements of the needy.

On a conceptual level, it is easy to see how the three prosocial
emotions differ in their impact on prosocial commitment. While
guilt and outrage reflect the morality of a person, this is not nec-
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essarily the case for sympathy. Guilt and outrage are based on the
notion that individuals feel that moral norms, which they expe-
rience as mandatory oughts, are being violated. Guilt is experi-
enced when respondents themselves feel they have neglected their
moral norms (at least by doing nothing to reduce injustice); outrage
is experienced when another person or institution is blamed. Ne-
glect of a moral ought is not a prerequisite for sympathy, even if
blaming the needy and perceiving their hardship as deserved may
interfere with the arousal of sympathy (Piliavin, Rodin, and Pilia-
vin 1969).

The best interpretation of the findings in this study might be
that prosocial commitment toward the disadvantaged was moti-
vated primarily by the “moral” emotions outrage and guilt, which
were more compelling than sympathy in motivating readiness to
reduce injustice. Overall, justice-related variables (emotions, ap-
praisals, need and equity principles, and belief in a just world)
exert stronger effects on prosocial commitment than general pos-
itive and negative attitudes toward the needy.

These results will not necessarily generalize to other situations
and contexts, such as when people have personal contact or are
acquainted with the needy. One has to be especially cautious when
generalizing to prosocial behavior in close relationships. In rela-
tionships that Melvin Lerner calls “identity relationships” (Lerner
and Whitehead 1980), justice is not a salient issue. The well-being
of a loved one is aimed at or appreciated without considering
whether or not justice is maintained. Indeed, when justice becomes
an issue in close relationships, the relationship may no longer be
“very close.” We have data on prosocial behavior in families show-
ing that sympathy and love are significant motivators. We turn to
this study now.

STUDY li: PROSOCIAL COMMITMENTS IN
CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS

This study investigated prosocial activities of adult children to-
ward their parents (Cicirelli 1991; Schneewind forthcoming). To
assure homogeneity of the sample, only adult daughters were in-
cluded. We chose adult daughters because when a mother is living
alone and needs care, her daughter usually assumes responsibility.
This type of caretaking was one main interest in the study.
Although we were primarily interested in the analysis of care-
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taking for disabled mothers, we also included younger cohorts of
daughters in the study whose mothers were not disabled, and who
con§equently, were faced with quite different needs. Actually, e{
variety of prosocial activities in addition to caring and nursing a
disabled mother were observed and analyzed. This was done to
explore whether different needs and prosocial activities require
different patterns of predictors. We can state in advance that al-
though the dominant needs and desires of the old and young moth-
ers varied quite considerably, the pattern of predictors was
remarkably consistent across the age periods and across different
categories of need-related activities. This makes it possible to pres-
ent the results for the entire sample of respondents.

Predictor Variables of Prosocial Commitment

A wide range Qf variables was assessed as predictors, including
severa.l kno_wn in social psychology as “determinants” of prosocial
behavior, either in general (Bierhoff 1980) or within the context of

?:he family (Schmitt and Gehle 1983). They belonged to the follow-
ing categories:

1. traitlike variables: generalized empathy (Schmitt 1982), denial
of responsibility (Schwartz 1977) (two scales assessing the ten-
dency to refuse responsibility for elderly people in general):

2. social relations in the family: cohesion, control, and the quality
of the daughter-mother dyad in the sense of mutual love (Ci-
cirelli 1983);

3. past habitual prosocial activities toward the mother (Harris
1972; Bentler and Speckart 1979);

4. general attitudes toward prosocial behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein
1980; Benninghaus 1976);

5. normative beliefs, meaning personal norms, as understood by
Schwartz (1977), of complying with specific desires and needs
(Cicirelli 1983);

6. cognitive appraisals of the situation with respect to specific
desires and needs: costs of complying (e.g., Lang and Brody
1983), legitimacy of the wishes of the mother (Langer and Abel-
son 1972), the subjective strength of a desire or a need, mother’s
costs when a daughter does not help or comply with specific
desires (Piliavin, Piliavin, and Rodin 1975), the degree of per-
ceived self-infliction of current needs by the mother herself
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(Meyer and Mulherin 1980), and ability and opportunity to help
and comply with mother’s desires (Midlarsky 1971; Kuhl 1986);

7. anticipated costs, that is, costs the daughter expects in the case
of noncompliance: anticipated guilt feelings (Rawlings 1970),
anticipated blame or critique by significant others, and antic-
ipated blame and critique by the mother.

Method

Subjects. The sample consisted of 673 respondents taken from
three birth cohorts of adult daughters twenty to twenty-five years,
thirty to thirty-five years, forty-eight to fifty-three years) whose
mothers were an average of twenty-seven years older than the
daughters. The educational level of the sample was roughly rep-
resentative of the population, and this was true for many other
demographic attributes (e.g., married/not married, employed/not
employed, rural/urban).

Operationalization of Constructs. The predictor variables listed
above for Categories 1 and 2 were assessed by questionnaire scales
that were newly developed with the exception of familial cohesion
and familial control, which were measured with the German ad-
aptation of the Moos scales (Engfer, Schneewind, and Hinderer
1977). The usual procedures of testing the homogeneity and inter-
nal consistency of the scales were applied. All scales mentioned in
this chapter had adequate psychometric qualities. The predictor
variables in Categories 3 to 7 were constructed as follows: from a
list of thirty-four needs and desires a mother might have, subjects
were required to select those five that were currently dominant. If
an urgent desire or a strong need of her mother was not mentioned
in the list, a daughter could include this within the five she was
supposed to select as a replacement for one of the items on the list.

All scales in Categories 3 to 7 had five items, each of which was
formulated individually with respect to each one of the five needs
or desires of a mother selected by her daughter. These constructs
were represented by stems of statements that were completed in-
dividually with reference to the selected needs and desires. These
statements had to be rated on six-point scales. For instance, the
construct “habitual prosocial activities in the past” (Category 3)
was represented by five items, each one addressed to one of the
five needs or desires selected individually. All items started with
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the{ introductory phrase: “In the past—meaning up to today—1I . .. "
Th1§ phrase was completed with one of the five selected needs or
desires—for example, *“ ... have complied with my mother’s desire
that I care for her when she is sick”—and had to be rated on a
scale with the poles frequently (1) and never (6).

One item for the variable “legitimacy of a need or desire” (Cat-
egory 6) is given as a second example: ‘““My mother’s desire or need
for me to—e.g., take notice of her political views—is legitimate in
my eyes.” This item had to be rated on a scale with the poles
absolutely (1) and not at all (6).

.A last example represents anticipated guilt: “If I did not comply
w.1th my mother’s desire that I—e.g., help her with heavy chores
(like cleaning the house)—my conscience would bother me,” rated
from extremely (1) to not at all (6). )

Two measures of prosocial commitment were constructed in the
same way as the scales of Categories 3 to 7. First, respondents had
to rate their intention to act within the next few weeks with regard
to each of five needs and desires of the mothers that the daughters
had selected as the currently most urgent ones. Second, some weeks
later, the daughters had to rate the degree to which they actually
acted on each of the five needs or desires of the mother. Ratings
were made on six-point scales.

Validity of the Self-Report Data. The validity of the self-reports of
the respondents was tested via external ratings. Some of the moth-
ers were asked to rate some key variables, including the actual
prosocllaI commitment of the daughter during the same time period
in which the daughter reported her behavior. The correlation be-
tween the self-reports of the daughters and the mothers on each
of the need-related activities concerning the behavior of the daugh-

ter (r = .58) seemed to justify confidence in the validity of self-
report data.

Longitudinal Replication. The questionnaire was given three times
at one-year intervals. This longitudinal replication is not reported
here. We point out only that the two longitudinal replications of
the data collection resulted in the same pattern of relationships
between variables as in the first data collection. This confirms the
reliability of the procedure.
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Table 10.5

Regression from Prosocial Activities on Twenty-one Predictors
(Including Aspects of Relationship, Traits, Habitual Behavior, Norms,
Attitudes, Appraisals of the Predicament, Anticipated Guilt Feelings,
and Critique in Case of Noncompliance) (N = 496; pFb < .01)

Predictors r beta b Fb R?
Habitual pros. behavior 52 32 36 619
Abilities and opportunities 43 24 .33 42.1
Attitudes to pros. behavior 46 .18 20 19.9
Quality of relationship (love) .31 13 .14 127
Denial of responsibility A1 .10 A2 8.9 41
(intercept) — .14

Adapted from Table I in Montada, Dalbert, and Schmitt (1988).

Results and Discussion: Predicting Activities for the Benefit
of the Mother—Oughts, Love, or a Matter of Course?

The psychological predictors accounted for a significant portion of
the variance in prosocial commitment for the benefit of the mother
(tables 10.5 and 10.6). Since a large number of potential predictors
was assessed, multivariate analyses (multiple regression and path
analyses) were chosen. Some of the relevant results may be
summed up as follows.

For predicting prosocial behavior, anticipated costs (in terms of
time, money, interpersonal conflicts, postponing one’s own inter-
ests) turned out to be unimportant in this familial context. This is
in contrast to the results of experimental research on altruism
toward needy people with whom helpers are not personally ac-
quainted (Bierhoff 1980).

Normative orientations (subjects’ moral norms) did not play an
important, independent role: neither felt obligations (personal
norms) to support the mother (or to comply with her wishes) nor
anticipated guilt feelings for not acting prosocially contributed
significantly to the prediction of actual prosocial actions.

The same was true for justice-related appraisals: neither the
legitimacy of the mother’s needs entitling her or not entitling her
to receive the daughter’s support (or to have the daughter comply
with her desires), nor the mother’s responsibility for the existence
of her needs (their self-infliction) proved to be significant pre-
dictors.
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Table 10.6
Regression from Intention to Act Prosocially on Twenty-one Predictors
(see head of table 10.5) (N = 522; pFb < 01)

Predictors r beta b Fb R?
Desires are justified 67 28 28 56.2
Personal norms .59 16 A1 16.7
Abilities and opportunities 43 17 17 340
Anticipated guilt 57 20 16 38.2
Attitudes to pros. behavior .65 .20 17 23.1
Needs are self-inflicted - 43 -.11 .07 12.6 .64
(intercept) .39

Adapted from Table III in Montada, Dalbert, and Schmitt (1988).

The variance of prosocial behavior was due mainly to the fol-
lowing five predictors:

1. the habitual prosocial activity of a daughter in favor of her
mother in the past with respect to the five needs or desires
selected;

2. the ability or opportunity of a daughter to act prosocially, again
with respect to the five selected needs;

3. the general attitude of the daughter about whether or not it is
generally right for a daughter to support her mother or to com-
ply with her wishes (with respect to the five selected needs),
reflecting a more general social norm of adequacy rather than
a personally felt moral ought;

4. the quality of the relationship between mother and daughter,
;Ni‘[h the positive pole of the dimension simply meaning mutual
ove;

5. the absence of a general disposition to deny responsibility (for
the elderly in general).

What does this pattern of predictors mean? The first three pre-
dictors may be interpreted as typical aspects of the daughter’s
social role in the dyad with her mother. Role-bound behavior is
performed repeatedly over time (habitual prosocial behavior), the
role holder is able to perform it (perceived own abilities and op-
portunities), and he or she believes that it is right to perform it
(attitudes toward prosocial behavior). It is open to question
whether this social role is imposed by social norms or whether it
develops within the mother-daughter dyad. In the latter case, one
could call it a “personal role.”
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The further two predictors were more motivational: the quality
of the relationship (loving the mother) and the absence of a dis-
positional barrier in terms of a general traitlike tendency to deny
responsibility.

These predictors outweighed the consideration of costs, own
obligations, and just entitlements of the mother. The pattern-of
predictors does not seem to represent moral- or justice-related
decision making, but rather a spontaneous expression of love as a
matter of course resulting from the personal role of the daughters
in relationship with their mothers. The assumption that the pro-
social behavior of the daughters was not a matter of planful de-
cision making may be corroborated by looking at the formation of
“intentions” to act prosocially in the future. As mentioned above,
some weeks before the subjects were asked what they actually had
done for the benefit of their mothers, they were asked what they
intended to do. Though uttered intentions were rather good pre-
dictors of actual actions—when “intention to act prosocially” was
added to the predictor set it gained the highest weight of all pre-
dictors, increasing the explained variance from .41 to .47 (Montada,
Schneider, and Reichle 1988)—they were far from being perfect.
Thus, daughters did on occasion change their intentions.

Interestingly, intentions were predicted by a different set of vari-
ables than actual prosocial behavior, as can be seen by comparing
table 10.6 and table 10.7. Prediction of intentions was best based
on the following variables:

1. the rating of the legitimacy of the desires of the mother, implying
that the mothers are entitled to receive support or to have their
daughters comply;

2. (negatively) the perception that mothers’ needs are self-inflicted,
implying that the mothers are not entitled to support;

3. felt obligation (representing personal norms) and anticipated
guilt feelings in case of not acting prosocially.

These justice- and morality-related predictors were supplemented
by the following two predictors that also predicted actual prosocial
behavior: the appraisal of having abilities and opportunities to
support the mother and the attitude that, in general, it is all right
for a daughter to act that way.

In summary, compared to actual prosocial activities, intentions
to behave prosocially seem to be more a matter of reasoned de-
cision making in which personal norms and justice-related ap-
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praisals of the situation are considered. Actual behavior may follow
the intentions, but it does not necessarily have to. It is often a
“matter of course,” not a consequence of moral decision making,
when daughters—and we tend to generalize to all people—behave
prosocially in close relationships.

CONCLUSION

The thesis of this chapter—that the motivation underlying pro-
social activities varies with the social context and the relationships
between the potential helper and the needy—was empirically cor-
roborated by two studies, one of them on prosocial activities in
behalf of different groups of disadvantaged people who are not
personally known, and the other on prosocial commitments in the
family. In the first case, moral norms of justice played an important
role: perceived injustice and perceived responsibilities for injustice
led to feelings of either guilt or moral outrage. Both of these emo-
tions disposed individuals to prosocial action, whereas sympathy
for the needy did not contribute much to this disposition.

In the second case, considerations of justice and entitlements
and personally experienced moral oughts and responsibilities (per-
sonal norms in the sense of Schwartz 1977) were largely irrelevant
to the prediction of actual prosocial commitment. They were pre-
dictive only of the intention to act prosocially. Actual prosocial
behavior seemed to be motivated by love (sympathy) alone, and it
seems to be realized in terms of an individual’s role in the rela-
tionship to the needy person (the mother)—a role the helper (the
daughter) endorses.

The cases presented here indicate how cautious we must be with
generalizations from one situation to another, in which different
helpers act in different social systems, in which different excuses
and justifications for refusing help are offered, in which help re-
quires different abilities, and so forth.

In conclusion, I would like to note that these studies suggest
that focusing emotional responses on victims or on the needy may
be useful in understanding and predicting prosocial actions. From
a philosophical point of view, Blum (1980) makes this point very
convincingly. Many different emotions dispose individuals or in-
terfere with prosocial activities. This is well known, and there is
a lot of empirical support for it (Rosenhan et al. 1982). This study
features two relatively neglected emotions—existential guilt and
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moral outrage. Both are key concepts in ethics as well as in the
psychology of morality. These emotions seemed to be based au-
thentically on subjectively important oughts from which a subject
does not tolerate deviations. Turning to the second study, I would
like to note that prosocial activities not only require motives or
oughts but also abilities and opportunities. Perceived abilities and
habitual prosocial behavior turn out to be better predictors than
moral oughts or moral motives in some situations (e.g., Kuhl 1986).
Consequently, promoting prosocial activities requires not only the
development of altruistic attitudes and motives and norms, but
also the cultivation of ability to act correspondingly.

REFERENCES

Ajzen, I, and Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social be-
havior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Batson, C.D., Fultz, J., and Schoenrade, P.A. (1987). Distress and empathy: Two
qualitatively distinct vicarious emotions with different motivational conse-
quences. Journal of Personality, 55, 19-39.

Benninghaus, H. (1976). Ergebnisse und Perspekiiven der Einstellungs-Verhaltens-
Forschung. Meisenheim: Hain. ‘

Bentler, P.M., and Speckart, G. (1979). Models of attitude-behavior relations. Psy-
chological Review, 86, 452—64.

Bierhoff, H.W. (1980). Hilfreiches Verhalten: Soziale Einfliisse und pedagogische Im-
plikationen. Darmstadt: Steinkopff.

Blum, L.A.(1980). Friendship, altruism, and morality. London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul.

Cicirelli, V.G. (1983). Adult children’s attachment and helping behavior to elderly
parents: A path model. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 45, 815-25.

(1991). Adult children’s help to aging parents: Attachment and altruism. In
Montada, L., and Bierhoff, HW. (Eds.), Altruism in Social Systems. Toronto:
Hogrefe.

Dalbert, C., Montada, L., and Schmitt, M. (1987). Glaube an eine gerechte Welt als
Motiv: Validierungskorrelate zweier Skalen. Psychologische Beitrdge, 29, 596~
615.

Deutsch, M. (1985). Distributive justice: A social psychological perspective. New Ha-
ven: Yale University Press.

Engfer, A., Schneewind, K.A., and Hinderer, J. (1977). Die Familien-Klima-Skalen
(FKS). Ein Fragebogen zur Erhebung perzipierter Familienumwelten nach R.H.
Moos. Arbeitsbericht Nr. 16 aus dem EKB-Projekt. Munich: Universitat Munchen.

Haan, N. (1975). Hypothetical and actual moral reasoning in a situation of civil
disobedience. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 255-70.

Harris, B. (1972). The effects of performing one altruistic act on the likelihood of
performing another. Journal of Social Psychology, 88, 65-73.

Predicting Prosocial Commitment 251

Hoffman, M.L. (1976). Empathy, role-taking, guilt, and development of altruistic
motives. In Lickona, T. (Ed.), Moral development and behavior. New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston. Pp. 124-43.

Ickes, W.J., and Kidd, R.F. (1976). An attributional analysis of helping behavior.
In Harvey, D.I., Ickes, W.J., and Kidd, R.F. (Eds.), New directions in attributional
research. Vol. 1. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum. Pp. 311-34.

Keniston, K. (1968). Young radicals: Notes on commitied youth. New York: Harcourt,
Brace and World.

Kuhl, U. (1986). Selbstsicherheit und prosoziales Handeln. Munich: Profil Verlag.

Lang, AM., and Brody, E.M. (1983). Characteristics of middle-aged daughters
and help to their elderly mothers. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 45,
193--202.

Langer, EJ., and Abelson, R.P. (1972). The semantics of asking a favor: How to
succeed in getting help without really trying. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 24, 26-32.

Lerner, M.J. (1980). The belief in a just world: A fundamental delusion. New York:
Plenum.

Lerner, M.J., and Whitehead, L A, (1980). Verfahrensgerechtigkeit aus der Sicht der
Gerechtigkeitsmotiv-Theorie. In Mikula, G. (Ed.), Gerechtigkeit und soziale In-
teraktion. Bern: Huber. Pp. 251-300.

Lieberson, S., and Silverman, R.A. (1965). The precipitants and underlying con-
ditions of race riots. American Sociological Review, 30, 887—98.

Lifton, R.J. (1967). Death in life: Survivors of Hiroshima. New York: Random
House.

Meyer, M .P., and Mulherin, A. (1980). From attribution to helping. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 39, 201-10,

Midlarsky, E. (1971). Aiding under stress: The effects of competence, dependency,
visibility, and fatalism. Journal of Personality, 39, 132—49.

Montada, L., and Boll, T. (1988). Auslésung und Dampfung von Feindseligkeit.
Bundesministerium der Verteidigung P II 4 (Ed.), Untersuchungen des Psychol-
ogischen Dienstes der Bundeswehr, 23, 43—144,

Montada, L., Dalbert, C., and Schmitt, M. (1988). Ist prosoziales Handeln im Kontext
Familie abhangig von situationalen, personalen oder systemischen Faktoren? In
Bierhoff, HW., and Montada, L. (Eds.), Altruismus—Bedingungen der Hilfsher-
eitschaft. Gottingen: Hogrefe. Pp. 179-205.

Montada, L., Schmitt, M., and Dalbert, C.(1986). Thinking about justice and dealing
with one’s own privileges: A study of existential guilt. In Bierhoff, H.W., Cohen,
R., and Greenberg, J. (Eds.), Justice in social relations, New York: Plenum. Pp.
125-43.

Montada, L., and Schneider, A. (1988). Justice and emotional reactions to victims.
E.S—Bericht Nr. 7 (= Berichte aus der Arbeitsgruppe ‘‘Verantwortung, Gerechtig-
keit, Moral” Nr. 47). Trier: Universitat Trier.

——— (1989). Coping mit Problemen sozial Schwacher: Annotierte Ergebenista-
bellen. E.S.—Bericht Nv. 9 (= Berichte aus der Arbeitsgruppe ‘‘Verantwortung, Ger-
echtigkeit, Moral”’ Nv. 52). Trier: Universitat Trier.

Montada, L., Schneider, A., and Reichle, B. (1988). Emotionen und Hilfsbereit-
schaft. In Bierhoff, HW. and Montada, L. (Eds.), Altruismus—Bedingungen der

Hilfsbereitschaft. Gottingen: Hogrefe. Pp. 130-53.



252 Leo Montada

Piliavin, I.M., Piliavin, J.A., and Rodin, J. (1975). Costs, diffusion, and the stig-
matized victim. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 429-38.

Piliavin, J., Rodin, J., and Piliavin, 1. (1969). Good samaritanism: An underground
phenomenon? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 13, 289~99.

Rawlings, E.L. (1970). Reactive guilt and anticipatory guilt in altruistic behavior.
In Macaulay, J., and Berkowitz, L. (Eds.), Altruism and helping behavior. New
York: Academic Press. Pp. 163-77. .

Rosenhan, D.L., Salovey, P., Karylowski, J., and Hargis, K. (1982). Emotion and
altruism. In Rushton, J.P., and Sorrentino, R.M. (Eds.), Altruism and helping
behavior. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. Pp. 234--50.

Ryan, W. (1971). Blaming the victim. New York: Pantheon.

Schmitt, M. (1982). Empathie: Konzepte, Entwicklung, Quantifizierung. P.I.V.—
Bericht Nr. 5 (= Berichte aus der Arbeitsgruppe '‘Verantwortung, Gerechtigkeit,
Movral” Nr. 12). Trier: Universitat Trier.

Schmitt, M., and Gehle, H. (1983). Interpersonale Verantwortlichkeit erwachsener
Téchter ihren Miittern gegeniiber: Verantwortlichkeitsnormen, Hilfeleistungen,
und ihre Korrelate—ein Uberblick tiber die Literatur. P.I.V.—Bericht Nr. 10 (=
Berichte aus der Arbeitsgruppe ‘‘Verantwortung, Gerechtigkeit, Moral” Nv. 17).
Trier: Universitat Trier.

Schmitt, M., and Montada, L. (1982). Determinanten erlebter Gerechtigkeit. Zeit-
schrift fur Sozialpsycholgie, 13, 32-44.

Schneewind, K.A. (forthcoming). Familiennals intime Beziehungssysteme. In
Schmidt-Denter, U. and Manz, W. (Eds.), Entwicklung und Erzichung im oko-
psychologischen Kontext. Munich: Reinhardt.

Schneider, A., Meissner, A., Montada, L., and Reichle, B. (1987). Validierung von
Selbstberichten tiber Fremdratings. E.S.—Bericht Nr. 5 (= Berichte aus der Ar-
beitsgruppe '‘Verantwortung, Gerechtigkeit, Moval” Nr. 41). Trier: Universitat
Trier.

Schneider, H.D. (1988). Helfen als Problemloserprozess. In Bierhoff, HW., and Mon-
tada, L. (Bds.), Altruismus—Bedingungen der Hilfsbereitschaft. Gottingen: Ho-
grefe. Pp. 7-35.

Schwartz, S.H. (1977). Normative influences on altruism. In Berkowitz, L. (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology, Vol. 10. New York: Academic Press.
Pp. 221-79.

Tornblom, K.Y, and Jonsson, D.R. (1985). Subrules of the equality and contribution
principles: Their perceived fairness in distribution and retribution. Social Psy-
chology Quarterly, 48, 249-61.

Von Baeyer, W.R,, Haefner, H., and Kisker, K.P. (1964). Psychiatrie der Verfolgten.
Berlin: Springer.

11

HELPING IN LATE LIFE

Elizabeth Midlarsky

INTRODUCTION

This is a chapter about altruism and helping in late life. Helping
is used here as a general term referring to all instances in which
one individual comes to the aid of another. Altruism, on the other
hand, is viewed as a subcategory of helping, in which the behavior
is voluntary—and is motivated by concern for others rather than
by the anticipation of rewards.

What do we know about altruism and helping in older adults?
In the literature of gerontology, burgeoning in response to the re-
cent, dramatic increases in longevity, the importance of helping is
often cited. Pairing of the two terms “aging” and “helping”’ typi-
cally evokes the image of help giving that flows from the young to
the old. Indeed, the proportion of aged persons is often represented
by the dependency ratio, defined as the “ratio of the combination
of persons over 65 plus children under 15 to those in the working
age population” (Hendricks and Hendricks 1981, 61). This ratio
is generally interpreted as an objective means for expressing “‘nu-
merical relationships between the ‘productive’ and dependent
components of a population” (Adamchak and Friedmann 1983,
321).

It is therefore not surprising, perhaps, that the predominant
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