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AIjSTRACT

Ln an :rL1,ern¡;t Lo establ-j sh fact,ors v¡h j-ch cieLcrr¡tine ef'fecLr; of adrrl-l

hypocrisy upon chil-drerrs' atl,ii,udes anC behaviors, stn¿l'l Sroups of si-xt'h

grade boys lve':re exposed Lo a non-donating fema.le model vrho Lrtifizcd IIjgh,

Low, or llo -[nlensity Preaching durir€, a recorclecl interview pJayed clurinS;

a charity appeal in their schools. I-{er- behavior ccnveyed eilher lligh,

Iow, or No Responsibilty for her inaction. The possible elfecLs of both

variabl.es v.¡ere d.Íscussed. fro¡n the viewpoinls of alt'iLucie change thecry,

reactance lheory, altribulion Lheory and- liecent mocle]l-ing research by

Bryan et al. l,iore intellse preaching enhanced donaLions bul hai no effect

orr Lhe chi-lclrensr eva.luation of lhe ntodel,. The responsibilily hypot'hesis

that all ralings of the model- r.;oul-d be sigrrificanl,ly rnore harsh in lhe High

Responsibili¿y condi't,ion in r.¡hich sl're del-iberateiy chose to forego Conalion

f'or purely selfish reasons v;,:¡.s confirlnecl . Fr;'¿¡ts concl-usions concerning

preaching ancl hypocri-:;y rverr) reassessed and research impl-icauLions lJere

discussed.
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]N'I'RODUC'I'IOI.J

In receni, years researchers have atLempl,ed wiLh onìy part.i;rl stlccess

to link adull iitconsisl,cncy vdLI'r a. v¿rriety of chiJ-cl t,ch;.vicll':; suclr as
-l

al.truismt, delinquerìcy, aggressiorir:lltcJ v¿Lrj.ous emi-, l,iorla.l, intell-ccttlal ¿rncl

acarlemic cleficir¡ncies (SLouwie , I97I). The presenl Lhesis furt,irer investi¡;ates

the effecLs of incorrsisLency of varying L¡rpes upon l)rosociaf beh¿rvior. fn

parbicular, it exa.mines a charit;r ap¡ea1 situalion viltere an adufL Ïemale

¡noclel- (¡i) preachcs al-lruism (lire donalion of rnone¡'in l,he absence of apo;:renl

maLerial- j-nccntives) Uut fail.s Lo cionate herself . l'io¡'e specificall-¡', t,his

thesis explores how Lhe intensity of lhe rnodefts preaching and r-,he ntodelrs

respo;rsibitity for her behavior ¿rffecL bo1,h the childrenst Conalions and

t,heir evaluaLiorr of llre ;-'rodel.

Several. ear'Iier invesligalions irr thi-s areâ have focused- rtpon lhe

relative i-m¡:aci of v¡ords ¿Lnci cleeds. For i-nstance Lhe design developed by

Bryan and r¡ialbet< (t97Cla'b) anO rnosl frequently reported (Fry:rn, L()|O; Bryan,

Barnett, &.Garrlt, I97C; Rryan & Lonclon, Ig'lot lìryan, Redfield, Er l'ia'der, I97L;

Schwar.tz & Ilryan, Lg?O) involved t he facti¡ri-a.Ì cornbirraliort o1' l,irrce level.s

of preetching (gerrerous, ¡,r'eecly, neuLral) vrjLh twc¡ levels of pract,icing

lT'he u,u"ds rvj.thi,n t,he follovrin¡1 grou¡rings are usecì inlercLran¿¡cabì;¡ thror-rghc.ruL

tlre Lhesi-s as j-s lhe pracLi-ce j rr t,hr: ¿rlt;r'uisnr liter'¿lLtlre: ar) pre.rchirrg,
ex¡c¡rtaLioris, verba-[iza.Lions, ver"baì- br:havior, vuorcls b) pracLiciil¿l , overL
behavior, decds c) ¿.ienerous, a.tl,ruistic d) selfi:;h, greecly, stingy e) rnodt:l

c.:val,u¿ltio¡s, ¡rorJel- r.i-rl-ings, aLtractj.olt ratin¡;s'f) donal,iotrs, ¡.1ivin¡l , scll-
sacrj.fice, á.1i,¡risrn g) trypocrisy, irrconsisLency (sell'-ir¡du1.¡1enl,) h) basc-:linc
l-evel, baå;LI levcl. i)'frii;f'r inteitÁity, hiLrclselt, dynaLnic, fo¡'cel'ul-, st rott¡1 i).
l-ow intensit.y, sofi,sel]. k) innocr-Lou:i, llril-cl , rdeal( I) clt:liberai,eJ.y, illLent,iort:l-lly,
purposeJ.y.
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(genero'-rs 1rr.J grcccly). I'iosL of Lireir st,uclies v,¡el'e corrducLed irl ¿r rnobj-l'c;

la.brtraLor,),onsclrool¡rrc-rpert,y.Ij.l.ctnenlir.r.i'ageboTsarlr,lgirlsindivìrìua.i]y

neL an t:xperirnenr.er (li) who vr¿.,r.s ostensibly t,esting a ncw riti¡l i¿l,l,trre bovilirlg

Éla,me. I¡ explaining bhe garnr-: ancl the criLerion for r.iinnirrg 't hrer: re:rJccrnablc

gifl, ccrLificaL..:s, t,ire experi,nenter also explained Ìtow subjecls; (!") cottl-cl

d6n¿rte sorire to poor cirilcìren if they wisherj. /rfLer a l¡¿lscfine donal,ion -l r:vt:l-

v;as esLabl ishecÌ cluring Len lest tri¿rls on v¡hj-ch wì-tining:; 1^íore prc-cleterrnined

ab a fixecl level with Lhe aicl of a sliieldecl largel aree, Ss were exposed lo

live or video-Laped mocjels, ttGerreroustt ì{s donaled one cerLificale each Lirne

Lhcy won lhree; I'greedy't ùis kepl all of their viinnin¿çs. Depenclent rnea.sures

included a) rnean allractiori l,o,n:ard. i.'i on a four-point scale arrcì b) lhe number

of Ss pulting al leasl one of the lnrrty ceri,ificates',vhich Lhey I'r,'¡e¡'r j-nt-o

a ì,tarch 9f Dirnes cannisler du:'ing llte experimenlal trials.

The resulls have been reesonably cot'ts:-st,erll but lu'eak. T;'picall¡'

Bryan and his co-L'leagues found th:l ratings of Lire i'l v¡ere i-nflrtetrced b)'botlr

words and cìeeds. Specifica.ll¡r, ralings v,,ere louer r'rhen i"i eiLher praci'iced or'

preacÌied greed, wilh lite conversc applying v"hen Lire l:Í prea'clted or pr"acliced

generosiLy. Donalions, on Lhe otlrer hand, were exclusively affec'bed b¡'

behavioral- exa:lrple. The l-atter finclins, nttst l"e qualified, hoi'rever, si-nce lhe

irra.cLicing rnain effect tv¿ts restrjcted lo bo¡rs in lvro of the stuclies (Eryarr:rnd

Italbek, lgZOa). À very lorr, stalistic.al associali.on betr^reen prcachin¿¡ and

donatiolrs'Logellrer with Llie a.bove findings lead Bryarr a.ncL ll¿rlbek lo c'¡rtclude

thaL (verbalized) nco¡¡¡itions corìccrnin¡¡ charity ere not sulfj-cieltL lo af'l'ect

Lhe behavior of Lhe chilcl" (Fr.')t (t). Iìfselvhere, Bryan furt'her" clai-rned thab

uexliorlel.s, be tliey aclrrlt,s or pcers, canrtot bc por,'rerì-c':ss ¿lntl s1-ill ¿lfl'ecL
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responses" (j..e. donaLions, L97(), ¡;,69)'

TlrefirsLI.)urI)OSCoflhisthesj'sw¿lstore_exarnj'nel,ltceffr:ct,r¡f

prea,ciring on chiJ-clrcnrs afLruj-sm. for t,he foJ-lowing re:)sorìs, l-'he auLl¡or'

believecl j-t v;a.s prenurLurc Lo ::ccepL Bryants concl-ttsio¡ls' I"irsL, t'l'rr: irtnocr-lous

norrn-reminders (".g., rtTtrere are goocì reasons lr: gi-ve; No kicls like Lhatr') he :

used in preaching ritay Ìra.vc been too nrild i;c¡ ¡rroducc; an effect' Secorlrl , Lhe

lovr proportion of subjects cionaling arrylhi-trg at all jn the Bryarr :.;l'udies 
,:

suggesl lhaL Ìris depcndenL Ìrìeasure of'altruisrn rnay h¿rve been insensilive lo 
.

effects of pre:rching Lhart ì,,,er.: rrrealÌy'r ¡lreserrt. In one exlretne stucly (f9ZO") ,

ì
onLy3fuoflhechildrengaVeanyofLhe30cerlifj-caleslhe;'v;on

The final and nost i:nporlant reason for questioning Eryatrrs concfusions :

is that certain d.eparLures fronr his procecìure have procÌuceci resulls r'¡hi-ch c¿-l"n

be atl,ributed to the behaviora'l irnpacl <;f preaching' According to Eryan arrcl

Londonrs review (fçZO) an unpublishecl sludy by t,triie (1967 ) deinonsllaleC- lira.L

coercive inslrucliorrs froril a high-power ¡rodel could increase rttle aciherence

whicfr vras cÌefineC i1 ternis r-¡f'donations. Subser'¡uetrt stltdies aJso showed t'ì'ial

lÌre degree to r,vhich subjecLs aclhered Lo a slricL rule of self-r'ervard during

lhe bovrl-ing E¿rne described earl.ier coulcl be increased Lhrou¿.h coercive 
.

instrucLj.ons f'rom a hi¿h-pclv¡er ntoclel (Ro:renhan, ìì'rederick, & Eurrowes, f9ó8)

or evcn throu¿5h non-coercivc j.nsLructi-ons as usecl by a. rel-ltively powerl'ess ;

lnoclef i-n a clonalio¡ siLuaLi<¡n. It j.s <1uite ¡tr:ssible, i,hereforc, lltal cerlaj'n

urodificaLions ¡,voufd ¡-rrociuce resul-Ls quiLe cìiflcrenl, from those obl,ainecl by l-Ìre

Br.yarn group. l

The p¡.rscnt jnvesli¡;atiotr v¡j-11 delerln.ine r,vliet,ller nror¿rf cxhorL¿rt,iclns front

a ¡,oluàrl-e,ss rno,lef c¿rn ¿ll-s<¡ al'fercL cl.on¡ltions, cìesp-it,e SLe-in:rnd lìryernrs

coni,enLiorr th¡rt srrclr an ef'IecL di-.penrìs upon blte usc tLf inst,¡'uctions or coltL¡n¿-rtds

outlining ul¡e specilljc mcllor ¿rcl,s rlt:etnetl atppropriirLt-'rr (f-,.(r). '
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Ji.fi'ccLs of Prr:ar:hinfl Inl,r:nsitv

/ilttrou¿ih no prior cxperinrenl, l'ras ever invest.i¡;at,etl the r:lfecLs ol

preaclringirrLcrrsiL.yupOnclOnal,ic-rn,clroughr'e]-¿LLer]re:sc.,:archh¿rsbt.:ertconcìucLr:cl

to¿,,encraLeal.cwpredicLions.I'irs1,1y,onl.heb¿rsisof'thcl'i.ntlilr¡¡sof'

L,r.yan ancì his a.ssociaLes we nrJ.ghL r:xpect, a) tha.t nrodel evaluraLions will r.:

i.ncrease as a funcbion ofl preaching intensity because of Lhe berrefici¿r-ì-

effec1,ofj.ncreasesj.nlnodelespousaloflhenorm<lfsocj.alresponsibi1it;¡¡
..ì.

and U) tnat, more intcnÍje preaching uill not i¡rcrease clona.tions beyond the .:

control- level sj-nce Lhe facLor reported t;y Bryan Lo be the soie clelerrnina.nL 
''.

ol cìonations vras con+-rol-Iecl by having M f'ail Lo,lonate in al-l- conditions. "

Tnus al-l- groups b/ere equated aL zero on the allegedly all-important

praclicing variable. Bryanrs position rvould lhei'efore hypothesize no el'fect 
,,

on donations and. a main effect on evaluations. The l-aller prediction nus'¿

be considerecl lenlative sj-nce tìryan has never increased the level of preachÍng

generosity. For lhe purpcse ot discussion, Ìlowcver, vre shal,ì- refer to this

as the Bryan hypolhesi s.

On the basis of sLudies revierved ty l,lcGuire (1969) which pri-rnarily deal-l

with Lhe effccls of.' dynamic versus subdueci langua¡¡e slyle and delivery upon
:

speech effectiveness, one nighL posLulate lhat, both clc¡naLions ¿rnci evaluabions 
'.

would clecrease as a funcLion of ¡rreaching inlcnsity. Âlthough lhese sLucli,es ¡

proviCed onl;r we:rk ancl unsl,able sup,corL f'c¡r such a posii.iotr, l"lcGuire (1969)

repor|s t þal, it j.s conceivable thaL the more cìyrtainic i-nlerts;e cÌefi very rnigllt 
.::

be rtless r:l'feci,ive in that the rr:ceiver woul.d perceive il, ¿rs rnol'e [)ropàgzrrrsisli-c i

.rnci. inl6:nding to persu¿trle anrl hence dj.scount i1-s argutrienLs sotnet'llt¿lLr'(¡r.20/)

Such r.òasorri.ng also ir¡rpe¿rrs consi:;tr:nl wiLh !ìrr:lt¡trrs (f9óó) t,licorizirrg on 1,he

rr¡rtur,e of psyctroìogicirl r,e¿Lct ance. Jn :iurrrtn¿rry, lJrt:hnL cl;rilns bh¿tL ¿rrt j.ncr.¡ase

in|hepc.:rceiver1inLen1,Loptlrsuaclclvj}1r'esu.]'1,j.rl¿icorrcsponclilr¿1iltcrellstl

in i,he rnoi.i.v¿r1,jo1 to l-rr:þ¿rve i.n a m¿rnnc:r cont r'¿try 1,o t,Ìie advocirt,elcl pol;i-tion,
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provided bfr¿r,L cerbain criLeria ¿rrr: rneL ( 
"i; 

. t,h e act ua.ì- or polent,ial- elin¡inatiort

oÍ' a trighly vzrlued freedom) . Thj-s a¡r¡:rozLch wc¡ul.cì blte¡'e['or:<) suf)lort the

cxpeclai,ion of ¡nai¡ el'fecbs upon bot,h donaLions artcl e.¡alil¿,tions, reflcclirlg

an inverlìe rel-¿tl,ionship wilh inLensiL.y. This vrill- be c¿rllecl tÌre resisl,¿rncc:

tr¡rpoLhesis. The applicabiliby of reacLance LLreor)' in Lhls situaLion nray,

howevr:r, be clr.restj-onabfe. Eec¿ruse lirey ofLen Jlirld thcmselves in a subservj.tlnt

role, even veÌ.y inlense preaching nray noL arous(-j reacLance in youngsle¡'s"

According to l,icGuire, the resisLance hypothesis clescribr:d above originated

as an aLtempt Lo demonsbr"ale thal iowrrobjecLivity" on an issue vrould

undernrine credibil-ity and messege effeeLiveness. l{owever, afLer examinilì8 ten

separate types of research approach to this problem, he observes that Lhe

aLtemp*rs to substantiate lhis I'cortïnonsensert cfain have encoun+-ered I'ralher

indiff erent successrt. ì'lcGuirers personal conclusion is that :

ttalthough ther.e is r,ruch research relevanL io lhe cluesiion, tì're
evidence in su¡;;:orl for the tobvious' hypothesis (tnat sources
lose persuasive elfectiveness r^¡hen their bias ancl persuasive
intenL are perceived by the a.udiences) is s¡nall almost 1,o the
va;rishing point|' (p.185) .

The positicn uhich i4cGuire thc-:refore leans lov;ard is lhai r,¡e should:

Itexpecl Lhe l¡iore dynamì.c inLense presenLalion to be tnore ef'fective
in ifrat j-t wouL-cl beLler hold the receiverst allenLion, indicate
tnore c}ear,Iy what Lhe pr:int was, and cause great,cr yieldirrg because
of its more vivid presentaLionr' (p.20'l) .

l,lcGuire also suggesls Lhe possj-bility t,Ìrat, Lhe nore subtl.e rrsofl sell-rl

approach may in f¿lcb cr.cale tlre J-npre:;sion of greaLer trusLworlhi¡ress l;¿rsed

upon more honourabfe lnotives ancl inLeni,ions. Such an irnprcssion coul-cl

theorel,ical-Iy incr,ease contpliance ¿rs v,'e-ì.1.. llolvt:ver 1,he ncgat,iver eff ecL upon

cor¡pliance r.rhich rrrl¿1ht be createrì by lhe f'¿r-i.l.ure o-[ Lhc s;ofLsefl approach lo

clearly nralce its ltoinL wc¡ulcl proì::rb-ly be stron¡1er. If l¡icGrrjr* i" "or'"ecL 
in
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conchrcl,irì¡j Lhat ¿l.rìy trrcsisLanoe clcrives ntore f roÌrt t,itr: sutr.jcct,rs in¡.bilit y bcl

learn wh:rL Lhe sourccs wanl;s frfu¡ Lo br:lir:ve, t,han Irortr his unrril lì-n¿,ness t,O

yielcl 1,o t,he sortrces ¡rrcssurer'(¡r.186) vie should finrl t,l¡aL don¡rLjons incre:¡se

a.s a furìclion oll preaclring -inlensiLy.

!'uri,her suc¡rort f'or the hypobhesis Ll-r:.rt preaching ìnt,trrrr;iL;¡'woulri jncrcasr:

clonalions I'Jas provideci b.y i'lil-ls (t9(,6) who demonsLr¿rj'ed t'Ìrab t'he perr:civecl

intenlion Lo persua.de calt aclually incrcase a. corn¡nunicalol'' s socj-¿rl infl-trerlct:

over grorrps of colleg;e students, providecl LhaL he is lhouglr+. to like Lhen.

i,lcldv,,a.n a¡¿ Greenberg (f 9ó9 , L97O) alsc¡ obLained pertinenl dala su6;¿1est;itr¡',

Lhal intensity mighl i-m1,'rove aLtraction to lhe model as weil- as clonaLions.

Defining 1an6;uage intensity in terms of Lhe anount of deviaLion from evalue.Live

neutrality in a sourcets slaLemenl aboul a concept, Lhe aulhors ¡,'resenNed

college Ss witil one of Lwo 25O word messages ("editorialsrr): var;ri¡lg onl¡r in

lhe intensily of verbs ancl rnodifiers used. The high inlensit;' nessage dicl

produce a grealer (t,hor-rgh non-significant) anount of aLLilude charr¿;e on a

non-e€jo invclving issue. iiowever, the lnore inLeresling fincling lvas tha.t this

message vüas regarded as significantly clearer and 1ts source as sigltificantl;'-

more dynatni-c. l.,l-ren the ia.La were rc-analysed on Lhe basis of perceived intensiLy

(trigii, mediu-.n, irnd low) it also erLergecì. thal r¿Ltin¡';s of lless¿rge logicalily and

overal-1 quality as vreff as c.l.aritJ¡ increasecl as a funclion of ¡rerceived inlensiLy.

Si¡ril-arily, rrol onJ-y lhe dynarnism but al-so the qual.lficalions and LrusLworlhiness

of t,he conniunical,r:rr r¡ere rater high as a funclion of bhis variab-ì-e.

In conclusj-on, on tile basis of Llie avaifable crviclence, it was predici,ed

Lh¿rL Lhere woulcl be a p¿lill effect f'or preachi.ng inLens.i.ly rej.'l-cci,ì.rlg ti clirect

rt:Ialjtonship bei,vrcen i,his variable atrcl tìon¿rt ion. A main ef'f'ecb such thab ntotlc:I

ev¿rl.ual,io¡s wgulcl improve ¿rs a f'urtcLion oll intensity was al-sc¡ prcrdicled.



However l,..icilw¿ln and Gree¡bcrgrs daLa ttsi.ng va.riotls Íìollrce a'ncl Inossaf-,e

raLiry:s provides only indirecL fiuTrport for sllch a prcdiction.

Iìffects of' Responsibilily for Irailirìg Lo Dorì¿ìLe

The second pur'¡rose of lhis t,hesis wa.s l6 expl-ore ['Ìrr: e1'f'ecl o-f Lhe

nroclel-rs responsibility for failing t,o donale. This was clone in ordcr Lo

deLer¡nine conciilions uncler whi.ch chilclrerr rlighl, clevalue h¡¡¡:ocrilic¿rl acJul Ls '

Responsibility was increased' Ly making it obvious lo l'he l'isLeners lhal lvi

deliberalely chose noL to cì.c¡nate despiLe Lhe fact lhal she had arn¡-'fs resources

to do so. For our purpcses responsib:-lity should be re¡;arded as s)'rnon.irlnous

with accounùeLbility. It was assumecl that a nodel- v'ioulcl only be considr:red

accountable for his non-dona,tj-on if observers reóarded his behavior as

a|tributable lo lree choice ralher lhan an accidenl or other exlenuaiing

circu-lnstanc e s .

Rosenhan et al- (1968) contend that children learn t'o obey verbalizecì

instrucLions largely because the slrict imj-lation of adulL behavior is

frequently inconsislent with ap¡rropriale chil-d behavior. If young childrern

were responsive only Lo overt behavioral modelling cues tlte¡' would abandon

tìleir sl,udies ancl altempl t,o engage in many behavior:; mocìel-l-ed by adulls bul'

forbiclden Lo Ùhern. As a rule, chilcìren witJ-ingly ¡esporrd to ve¡l-'al cues

suggesLing thaf as long as they continue lr-¡ learn ancì pJ-iry t'hey are not

expecLecl Lo âLsstune some of the lnore cliffjcult' responsibililies associat'r:cì

v¡it,h adul.thood. such l,ofer.a¡ce notrvitirstanding, iL is Llreoret,icarlly posslbl-e:

L¡¿rt chilclr.en v¡ill t¿Ll<e offense, as Ìì.osenhan eb ¿rl h¿rve predicted, once t'he

d.escrepancy betweel imposed. st¡rnd¿rrds (preaciri.rrg) ir"ncl ol¡s¡-'rvecl sbandards

(practicing) ber:ornes s.fficie.Lly 1-arge. lto. ex,Ln¡rle, itr the ¡e'ln of'
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É;enerosil,y a clìi.lcl nì¿ìy gladly accepL parerìLal ¿rdvice Lo givr: money t,o a

door-to-dcor canvasser cles¡tjte lhe p:r.rent.'; non-don¡¿tjort a.s J-ong as hc t-rclievr:s

his f¿rbherrs excLrse thai he has r':rlrcircly given at worl<'t. llo"revr:r it is'

cÌoubbful that, lhe ctril<l would bc equall.y lrusLing arrd cornplianL if iris p;rrenl:;

follov¡ecì t,he-ir ¡noral exhorLaLions rr¡iLh inten't i-onälly seffi,:;h sLaLemcnLs lo

the ca¡vasser itn¡rl.yin¡, bhal they trarJ betler thin¿1s on which Lo r"r¿rsLe tLreir

money, elc.

The above specula't i-ons would lead us Lo ¡ostula't,e Lhat childrenst

evaluations of an adull who fails to clona.Le wil-I be nore negaljve r','hen lhe

adulL is responsible for his actioll ¡rs! attempts Lo convince theln Lhal Lhey

should be very generous.

Two fines of research support such a nolion. l'irslly, even social

learning lheorists such as Bandura (f969) have experimenlally confirned

piageirs (tg)Z) devel-opmental viev¡ lhat by the Lirne a child is 8-lO years o1d

he lends to assj-gn priorily lo 1,he intentions or notivaLion behind an acLj,on

rather than the ta¡gible effecLs of lhe action ilsetf in naking moraf judgmenLs.

Ofcler c¡il-cl¡.en altegedly nake allovlances jn lheir evaluations of a negalive

act if extenuaLing ci¡cumslances caused the aclion despit,e lhe acNorts desire

to behave in a sociall-y acceptable ìranner.

The iclea thal responsib|lit)' for inaction LhrorLgh deliberal-e inLen|ion

woufd be cletri-lnenLal to ai,lr¿rcLion ratings and poss;ibly donalions, also

receives supporL from the ]it,eraLur"e on the role of aLtribut ion proccsses in

person perception. Accorcling Lo alL¡'ibuliotr 1,heory, as revierved lly Jones

and Davis (f965), people arrive al, inter-¡rersonerl- evaltt¿Lticrl-ìs es a resul.b of

a cog¡ii,ive process consisting of sever¿rf sLeps. llasically, observers j.rrf'c.:r'
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dis¡rositions ¡rbout others Lo the exl-e¡tt Lha.t Lhey carì ¿tscribc c¡'rtlsa.1. rr:s¡ronsi-

bility (intentionality) to tfre other. Ini,ent,ions arc aLt¡'ibuLed i.f t,Lre obr.;e:r'vr:r

is convincecì Lt¡:¡b Lhe actor was boblr avrare ol Lltr: conseqììcncr-:s of lti.s a.cLions

and capab-l-e of achie;ving lhem. The end resufl, of lhe ¿rt,tribufi-on process is

basicalJy lir;,rt people wlro perforn good a.cts eLre ,jud6;ed Lo be goocl ¡reonl-e.

People rlho ¡rerf'orrn bad acts are judged t o be lrad peopì-e.

I'urLhennore, our eval.uaLi-on of' Lhe a.ctor is infl-uencetl k;y the

circumsLarìces surroundirrg hÍs decision lo act. Jones ;-rncl Davis (f 965) discussecl

a role-playing experiment by Sterner and l'ietd (f960) v¡hich ill-ustrales t,his

point. In the Steirrer and Fiel-d slucìy, a confederaLe of lhe experjmenlerrs

roulinely assumed a segregat,ionislrs sta.nce vrhile discussing this issue with

a pro-inLegrzrtionist. Half of Lhe subjects believed the confederaLe ',¡as

playing a role; the oLher hatf did not. The confederate v¡as evaluatecì rnore

harshly in the condiiion where he t'chosert his posilion liran in Lhe condition

v¡here his ¡rosi-tion vcas dicLated to him b;r exlernal factors.

ExLrapoJ-ating to the presenl i-nvesligalion, SLeiner and l-iel-drs claia

suggesl Lhal the rnore responsil,Ie t,Lre model- is for her negalive beltavior,

Lhe more negalively subji:cts wil] evaluate her.

Il might be arguecl on int.uilive grouncls lhai, if Ss ascribe negaLive

atl,ribuLes to nrodels and generaJ,ly deva-ì-ue lhent because of'Lheir responsibil-ity

f'o¡.behavilig unclesirably, tirey will refuse-: Lo be j.nfl-uencecl by Lheir

exhort,ati<.¡ns ancl corìrìequenLly give less. Ilowever, tÌre braclitional fack of

corresl)onclence beLrveen aLtiluclcs ¿rn,l behavior (Bryan & !'lalbek, I970e, Bryan

eL aJ-, 1970) mal(es such corresponclcnce bet,ween donalj.otrs ¿rnd evalualions

solnewhal, irnprobzLble. Ilence :r prccliclion regarcìin6 the el'fect, of lhe res¡lot]si-

l¡ilil,y f'acl,or upon dt:nat,iotrs w¿rs lloL llonnul¿rLed.
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SuiiLrn;rr.y of ll.ynot,hese s

In concl-usion, Llre J'ol,lovrirl¡1 lr,y¡loLtreses are prop(rs;ed :

l. ¡nain el'fecLs for preachi.n¡1 i-nt,cnsib,y sr'rch t,hat,:

a) donaLions wi-l-l lìe gree.i,est 1n the I{igtr InLcns;it,y corrdit,ion,

med.iun in the l,ow l¡rlensii,y conclition, rrnd lea.st in 1,Ìre l'lo

InLensii,y condition

b) eva-lu¿rlions of the noclel- on all scales (allruism, Lruslr'iorl;ttì-ness,

general- atlracLion arrd co;nbined attraclion) tnrill be most

favourable in the lti¿rh Intensity condi'l-ion, nteclium in the

Low IntensiL;i condition ancl least favourable in the I'io

fntensity condition.

2. a main effecl lor level- of responsibiliiy such Lhal:

eval_uaLions (on al-l scales) vrill be leasl favou'able in

lhe liiglr lli:sponsibility condition, mediu-n in llre Low

Responsibility condition, end rrrosL favourable in lhe

lJo Responsibil.ilY condition
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In .l,wo n<:i¿',hl,c,urirrg sehools in a. preclominat,eì1' midcl 1e cl¿¿ss suburba.n

districì:,t,hein|ensi1,yofmodefpreachi.n¿(rrlen,1ow,orno)anc1t,ht.:]-r:veI
.,

of respons:',bility for failure to rlona.Lc (frigtrr Ìou, or no) v¡ere varicd irr a

2x3x3 faclori.al- cles-i¿;n. Two schools v.'Élre required , bec¡illse ':¡f LLle

rel-a't.ively small mrmber of efjgible subjecLs per trealmeni. grotrp al any givcn 
:

schoo1.Priortotheexperimental.tìaya].t1,hegradesjxslud'enLsjirbr..,th

school-s vrere cxliosed to tv¡o events rvhich were ostensibly unrelaled lo each :

other or to t,he ex¡reriment it-seìf . Se'u'eral da.1's h 'fsre lhe final session

(aay one) the students r^¡ere promised 5A( as p3.J¡ilerrl for heJ-ping ¿;raduale

strrclents gather data. The follov;j-ng cla¡' (day lv;o) stuCenls pari.icipatecl in

a crude baseline assessmenl of jniLial. greediness. ê. fer.i cla.;'s 1t¡"r'(dey thz'ee)

chiidren received Lheir "pa.y", which v,,as intended t,o provide lhern v¡lt'h a

mini¡la.l- arnount of resorrrees about rvhich the;' çst1-cl feel t'i:e sense oí

ov;nership required in genurine altruisln rcseal'clr'(l',id]¿.rsh¡, 19ó8).

Shorl,ly aflLer being paid, the bo;.s n'ere leC Lo a speci¿r} classroorn','rhere

their donalions were soliciLecl afler being exposecl to a tape-recc'rded inlcrvi-eu

which corisLit,uted the experimental nTanipul-ation. F.inal-l)' Ss vrenL tt,' anolher

room vrhere they fil-l ecì oul, questionnajrcs a.bout their ree.al-.1 of lhe expei'-i-trrent,

ancl er¡al-tiations of U, before reltrrrri ng to lllei.r classes.

Srrb.lects, lufodels. end Expe¡jmetit.e¡'s

Data was obtainecl on the L-,o¡'s p.""enL on eecii day of t'he ex¡reriment'

However, onJy Lhe B{ boys presenL on aLl three cìays servccÌ as Ss. The M v¡hic}t

Ss heard rri¿r t,apecl int,erviews wa:l an acìulL feirnal-r,; becaitse a) tne resul.ts vlc,,re

intt:ncli;tl to be inLerpret ecl lrrrgel-y in tenns of el.em.':¡iLar¡' schno.l :;, i.n rvhich



male teachers are rare (Bond. & Phillips, ltfO) and b) the only other intensj-ve

sLudy of hypocrisy (Bryan et al, Ig?O) involved an adult femal-e II. In all

conditj-ons, the model- rvas interviev¡ed by another femal-e. The tape was introduced

by a male graduate studenl (the author). He attempted to play a neutral and

porverless rol-e. The use oi a rel-atively powerless nale E v¡ith male Ss

eliminated the possibility of effects v¡hich night oLherv¡ise be attributable to

Ssl efforts of please an opposite-sex experj-rnenter.

Pre-expe rirnental- Pro c edure

Resource equalization (day one). Each sixlh grade teacher read a brief

request (Appendix A) frorn graduate students at the university v/ho offered to

pay each chil-d to v¡rite lists of *o"¿". The letter claimed that the purpose

of the experimertt rnas to rrsee how many words Jrou can think of in a short ti-rnet¡.

Although girls l,rere not included in the experimental- d.esign, they rvere invofved.

in this session anci the baseline sessi-on for the sake of credibili-Ly and

fairness. Teachers call-ed trtirnerr after ten ninutes and announced that the

graduate students v¡ould be sending each chil-d Jþ for each minute (50ø in all)

within the next fevr days.

¡aqgli""__(da¿_!d.. The following clay teachers read. a leLter (Appendix B)

v¡hich was supposedly uncorurected v;ith the first in rrrhich the chil-drerr were asked

whether they thouglt school children volunteering to collect money for charity

from door to door shoul-d receive anybhing for their efforts. Those who answered

in the affirmaLive then ansr,.¡ered a more specific question: rtout of every 10@ that

people gave you, hov¡ much would you r.rant to keep for yourself if you could pay

yourself anybhing you uanLed?tr Basel-ine d.ata were utilizecl in assessing the

effecLiveness of rand.omization procedures and i-n the interpretabion of experimental

group diíferences (tfrougtr analysis of covariance)

Experimenlal Proc eduies

Fxperimental- session (day three). Three days later, the sixt.h 5;rade
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boys in boLh sclr<¡ols were as¡;cmbled in bheir own gymnas:irrn wit,h t,heir bool<s.

Th.:y wcre t,olcl L¡oy would be gì.ven the nexi fev,¡ hours t,o rlo ltonrlwork, strtcl.y,

etc. Ear1y in t,he periocl ¿r messenger ent,erecl wil,h a. l.ox cont,a.in,irrg t,he ba¿rs

of mone;r promised earfier (see Appencl ix C lor 1,e¿rcherts rernarks). Eighl

nickels ancl Len pennies were inclLidecl in each packa.ge (a piloL study revealecl

that most, ¡rjxth ¡lracìe chiÌdren in a. siu,ij-ar schocì plLrl.ed wiLh rrearl.y ail

of their nioney wl.ror. given onl;.r pennies). It woulcì have been desi rable to

dist¡j-but,e Lhe money earlier Lo avoirl a.i'ousing suspj.cion aboul, lhe connection

between the noney-for-worcis experirnenl ancl lhe morlelling experi¡nent iLself .

Ilor.:ever, iL worrJd have been virLually ìmpossible lo ¡uarantee 1,hal all Ss

would bring their rrroney lo lhe gymnasium without seriously undermining

credibility.

Shortly after the distribution, lhe schooJ- principal arrived and

explainedwitilLheaidofaprornplsheet(Apl'endixc)ttrat,dur'inSthefrec

period lhe boys v¡ould be calle.J out by E in snlall groups so bhat lhe¡' çe'11¿

finrì oul aL'out a project Lo raise money for poor children. In an attempt to

maximize atLen¿ion to lhe experi-rnental ma.nipul¿,.tions, acl,vance not,ice rvas given

at Lhis tirne tha.t before returning to their cl.asses, the bo;'5 *ortd be required

to answer,¡resf,ions about the pr.oject. Through the use of pre-arrangecì. sequence

(gyln 1;o experimental rocrn Lo posL-ex¡rerimeriLal room Lo classrooin) contanlinaLion

of the rrnl,esLect porLion of the subjecl, ¡,,oo1 rvas virLuall-y in¡rossi.l-rl-e. Such

cc¡ntaninat,jon coul.rì only be ¡revented for lhe'n¿rl-f-day clr:ring rvhich isol-at,ion

was feasi.ble. llrìtrce the necessity of exposing Ss to the nine lrealnent con-

ditions in groups (¿r-6). By rel¡ri¡g upon incìivj,cìua]- sessions, previous

rese¿rrchers h¿lve uniforrnì-y risked leakage of j.nfornration.

I¡lithjn eacl¡ school-, Ss were raniìomly:rssignec'l in advance t'o t'lie nine
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exJ)erimenLal. conrjiLjons. The rtumber of Ss in each breatmenL cel-l is

presenLe(l in'l'¿tbtc l. Upon a.rrj-va1 ai, lhe "xperimenLal roon, Ss hr'r¿l'r'cl !l

inLrocluce hi-rn¡c-lf va.gucly (Appr:rrclix D). tle l,hen cxpl-ained t,haL he had been

askecl Lo bring sorne tape-recorclings Lo Lhe schor.rl a's a favottr Lo a ¡1roup cif

citizens so LhaL Lhe chilc-l rrjn could }earn al¡out a project rtsolrìe peopJ-e from

downlown ¿rre working on No raise J.ot,s ol ilìolìey lo help buy to¡,rs anrì oLhr-'r

Chrislmas pr+::;ents for poor chilclren r'¡ho donr¿ þ¿rre nìothers and fathersr''

li explained furLher thaL one of Lhese peoFl-e had gone around to nany of Llie

sehools in Lhe area,xnd askeC for lea.chers to help with the projecb by sa¡¡in6;

v;hat lhey thought children shculd do t'o help and givin¡. '¡hal they could t'hem-

selves. Since the Ss were soon to be asked to d.onale, they v¡ere beinü gi'/en

an opportunity lo hear one of lhese conversalions in order lo hel p 1;hem ntake

up their ninds. Since it r.'as highly cloubtfuÌ t-hat Ss woLrld believe Ers

tcovert, (tnat he r.r¿ts cclLecling dona,lions on behaì f of a. volu-nlecr cit'izcns'

group) if he cìeliberalely chose Lo play a tape cn which the only adulL

inlerviewedactuall)'faileclLodonatertheyt'teregivenl-'hei'ntpressionlha'LE

had absol-uteì-y no choice j-n the sel-ectj-on of ihe inl,erview. Specifical-]y, Ss

were tolcì that tlre rtsamplet' case rvhich E clispJaye¿ì conNained an interview uil'h

one Leacher from each of ntany elemenlarv school-s jn lhe clistrict (jn actuality

it cc¡nLainecì the nine experinienLal tapes). AfLer er.ch ¿1r'oup had clr:mocraticzrlly

decicled upon a school, fi merely seì.ectecì the int'e:rview approJ;riat'e foLt'he

Lreatmenl, c<-inclilicln and intrr¡cìuced iL ¿rs the real t hing

Before playing t,Ìre ex¡rerimental Lape, IÌ informecì Ss tllattrthe peoplc

fron the projcct saicì l- shoul-cl rcminil yort Lo [ra] vely cl.o:;e ¿itterlLion to

everyLhi¡g you he¿lr on l,he 1-apertrcordirrg lrecause itrs very Import';rrrt' t'hrf' you

hear a.nd unrlc:rstaud j.t. I think you wil.l be asl<erì sortre qllest,ions ¿rlrout' it
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Ih-unber of SubjecLs Per Ce11
jn the lxperimenlal Design

Preach ing
Ir-rtensit y
Level

Fligh

l,ow

School

A

11

Sum

A

B

Sum

rI
D

Sum

Level

lii gh

6
¡:

l1

4
L+

¡1

I'lo

l+

5

l+

5

t+

6

ö

l¡
6

lo

4,7.Q

of Respons ì bil-i1;y

Low
ìI

l0

5^
,

10

l+

l+

Bl+

Jlor one subject,
Tab-Le 416, and
Lhus reducing the

Flovr

Total-s

14
I5

L2
14

¿o

r4
v

5

l+No

'Q

Colunrn Total-s

" Th""" is no cìata on the quesLionnaire j.t-ems

(n:4). Therefore jn several analyses (see
Appendix M) this subject was not included,
df by orte j-n each case.
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when youtre finished toott. Attention was intentionally focused away from the

delibera.tely non-committal E and onto Lhe ivi manj.pulations, to minimi-ze

possible effects attributable to Ets actions or reactions. Abso1uteJ-y no

conversation was permitted after the recorded interviews began in or'der to

reduce the effects of running Ss in groups:

General j-ntroduction by inte¡wiewer. In her remarks to fhe teacher

(Appendix g) the interviewer first arti-culated the purpose of the appeal

stressing the terrific neediness of poor chi-Idren in 'l{innipeg. She then

clearly defined the purpose of the intervj-ew in terms of the moral leadership

she could provicìe for the chil-dren who t¡ouId hear the Lape, in helping them

make up their minds ttsince they look up to yourr. The microphone then

changed hands in an intentionalì-y amateurish manner. It was hoped that this

-,messagq would. heighten the relevanceof the teacher as a pobential model-. The
I

inte¡wiew then conti-nued along the different paths rvhich constituted the

experimental treatments in this study'

Preaching lulanipul-at ions

High intensity rnanipulation (hardsell). Mociel. !'This project sounds so
:mportant t hardly know where to begin" But, I must say that Ïrn thankful that
yourve given me the chance to tal-k to the boys and gÍrls about my feelings
about giving. Irve alvrays believed vel¡,'strongly in giving til it hurts' As
they say, rif you dontt clo it, i-t r',ronft get donet. I think thal you would
have to be a very mean and cruel child to turn your back on these pcor children.
Some of them donrt even have anyone to call tmommyt or rdaddyt, In fact, they
are 1ucþ if lhey ever meet anyone nice enough to buy thern any extra food or
cand;', or even proper clothes to v¡ear through the col-d v;inter months.

ItYou knov¡, rr'hile you tucþ kids r.ribh nice big warm houses are opening
all your presents, and playing, and eating a big turkey di.nner, many children
wil-l be sa.d and lonely and hungry unless you help then ouL. Those of you rvho

are goocì. chil-dren must give up every penny you have i-n ;'our pockets today to
do your part. f'Lts your dul¡-.

rrAnother thing I just remembered is that therers a professor at the
University whots been giving avray JOf to a lot of cl-¿.sses in'bhis area for
just writing cJ.own a few words. Thatts not wcrlc! Itts mo::e like a gift. If'
any of you got j-n on that deal- you should give it all lo bhe project. How

could you live witþ yourself this Christnas if ¡¡'ou didnrt?tl
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f nLervj,1r¡rer. rrwculcl .you mirrcì bel I irrg l,he ch j ldren rvlty .yott f er:l Lhe
rrla.y you rìo?rl

irfo.je L. 'rO-f course no1;l Iror one th.in¡l you h¿rvt: a Gocl-¿i-i.vt,:n r,lulJ¡ t,o t,iÞ':
c¿r.re of thosr,: vrlto c¿utlro¡ t-.n.1<e carc of bhemscllves. Âs for m.yself , I hnvc
:rlwa.ys; tric<l t,o fo.l lotvlt,Lrc Go}le¡ llr-.¡ lr,:twhich s;¿,1-.'s tdt¡ ilnt..o oLirr:rs:ls yctl
l.rant ot,hers to clo for your. Ancl y¡h4.1, would you vranl, ot,Ìters t,o clo lor .y.rrt if
you werc really poor? l.lhy, yott vrculcl f'roÌ;abi.y crl/ yorlrsr:lf'to sleep:rt ni,gl;l,
ilrca:1ing of having sorne of llre 1,hin¿is t,hat. ot,he¡: kids h¡.ve' and hopirL¿3 t,haL

s;omehow bhe.y corrl-cl sh..l¡c sr.rrne of i.heir bJ-essirlg rril,h yc¡tr.11

InLerviewer. rrHow mr:ch rìo you expect the chi I drert who arr: 1 i st,"''i Ln[¡ t o
put in their en'¡<:l-oltcs as a. 5i1t?r'

lloclel. I'You shouldn I L even ha'¡e lc lhink ¿lL'ou1, il, . If ;rorr rve ¿ot- /,0',i ,
then put jt, all in. Even if .youtver onì;i ¿1ot, l0{ ¡;i,ri, Lhai, in. Thal,ts v¡hat

ftcl do if f u,ere ba.ek irr school ancl had a chance to dc-' somethin¡; so helpf'll
ancl kind for oLirers.

rI dontt know ',.¡l¡y lþis lady is even giving ]/ou a choice i-n such an

i:npo¡banb llrin6r as thi s, especially- if ;rou goi thrl eas;. !t){ froir. '"'riLing lhose
word.s. You should all har¡e bo give at least, 5of .

rrRemember chifdren, it's ali.Iays rbette¡" to give tira.n t,o receiver. ii ¡'ou
lisbened t,o r,¡h¿r- f saici and ci.o v,¡hat, I told;'ou., J'outll- be doing lhe righi t,irirg.
Yourll- see.'l

Low inlensit.'¡ nanipulation (soft,sel.l) . l'íodel. tt',lrel-1, i cantl thj-nk of
niucn@th'lIlhinkthisprojeclisa-¿reali.dea.}iirjs
shoulcÌnrt have to miss.or-r-l on ChrisLnras j¡sL b'ecause lheir pareni,s canlt a.fford
presen',s cr^ bec:use +-hey clontt even ha.ve a.n;r pa-renls. People should give rrp

a fe',; lhings io help i.hern have scme happiness Lco-rl
Inler.vi-ev¡er.. rrl'ler.ld you nrincl t,eìling ihe children why you leel ii.re \^¡aJ¡

¡rou tio? "
l"iodel. "-'rell- fcr one thing I think

canlt Lake care of l,hernselves. /ilso, it
a few presenls al, Ohrislmas.rl

Inlervier.,er. rrHow mricÌr do you expecl lhe chi] dren who arer lislening to
put in their envelo¡res as a gift?rl

lviodel. triìveryone inc.Luding chi-lclrerr shoulci girre whal Lhe;' can afford
even if itrs onì;' :r few pennies. Of course Lìlis is onJ-.y ry feelirlg. The kids
shoul_dnrL have to give if the¿v dontL think it's ri6hl, or iÎ the.1'cantt, afford it.

lAll I\"at, roy c¡ildren js LhaL it,ts your moue.)/ alrcl. your choice bo m¿i.ke.

fbrs up to you how mrich you cle,ci.rle lo ¿1ive. Btll as f'ttr me, J woul.d givt: everlr
ce¡rl I could spare if I'uere asked Lo gi.ve.rr (iast s;en'¿ence much sl-o'¡cr and

enrphalic. )

lrlo j.nbensitl¡ rnaniirulation (nc:ul;r-¿:I con1,l'oI). i4ock:I. "ì,lelI, aclual-ly I
c¿rntt-lllinÌ<.f ,.nyit, lqq tã say. I rea]-1¡r lrirve a harcì time ¿rround tit¡rr:rccorders,
you kn,:w. Coulcl you pì-ease gi.ve rne a l.iLt,l.e tinre t,o Lhink abouL v¡h¿rt t<.¡ sey?rl

Inl,erv-ìev,,er. 'rI clontt bhink bh¿il. wi-ll be necessary. I rvill l¡e.i nLcrview-
ing J-ots oll ot,htlr teacLrers allyw¿ìJ¡. rt lJ- ju:;b asl< scxnebody clsc ' rr

itts al-vra.),s good Lo help Lhose t'rho

v¡ill rnake tlren a 1ol, ha¡:pier i;o gel
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Responsibil.i Ly þ{an j nrr'ì:.¡.t, j ons

Int,t.r¡'vir,trver.. 'rl)o yo,r Lh inl"; I could ltave ,just, a f cv¡ rnot'c Inornrtrtl,{i of
your time rnata.tn?...Tira.nk .yott. -I lla.ve gi,ven J¡ou arl oppot't,unit'r¡ Lo s*:t an
ex:+rnpl-e for t,Ìrc r:iril-<i r,:n t,h¡'oir¿h ex¡lress j-ng your vic:ws ort ¡.:ivì.rr¡;. bLil, therr:
is anotlre.r. vlay t,o sci, an example - Lhrou¡llt .yotrr givirr¡.1 . Al.Lltor-¡gii our e:in¡rÌ¡a¡ri5

is realì.y upon rchi.l-clren helping childrenr, v/e ir.l'c not i¡';nori.n¡, ;¡or.r t,cachers.
l.le know tfiaL teachers aru:,,o6i"¡l,e(l i,o helpirrg cfriJ-d¡s¡;ìltC t,iriit, lhe;¡ v¡i.,1 I s.:L

a. fine exantple Lhriru¿;h 1"heir ¿;enerosit,,y.
ttYou krrov¡, itts; n¡b eve¡y da.y f.irat, .t gel ;r chrnt:c t,t-l acce¡rt, a cl orr¡Lt ion

from ¿l l,eacher rvho has jus;l l,eerr ¡rairl and ha.s no one ir¡ support,. Olìr jn csse
yourre vroncleri-ng wliaL Llre other teacirers have L¡een ¡ìvin¿r l.Ìt'r rriljn¡,'.t,y ha.ve

giu"n ÍìlO, vribh rn,¡sL of l.he resl ¡;iving $I5 or sir20. Sorne ltave ¿1ivt;rr $J;trrd
a few as low as $,l-. Plcrì¿1es arrd cÌìeques arÉi as goocì as cash. rr

i"lodel-. rr.IusL a srrc:llcJ, lel ¡re looli in m;,' purse. (sound of rununa.ging
ttrrough prrrse). Irn r.ea.ily sorry, l.rr1, al-l I coul,d afford ri6;ht rrov¡ rvou-ì,cl be:

small cha.nge and f cìonrt srlem to have any wilh me. f guess I wonr't, be ahle
to donate anyt,hinéj at al1 to your project.rr

Ini,erviewer'. rtAre you sa;rin¡¡ lhat you
to help these ki-ds?"

just car'tL a,f f'ord Lo gi.ve an¡rLhing

HiAir responsibil-itt' manj-pr-rl-aLion
ì"lodel. 'tf Lhink I mede myseif qrrile clear. i sa-id I diclnrt ha're an¡'

smal-l change r,¡ilh nie. And i,halts al-l I'd be preþart:ci lo give. So I canrL
afford iL. Do you unrlersLand?

rrAnd. besides itts really none oí your business ul'relher I can afford to
¿,,ive or noL. J have my own good reasons for noL giving. t'or ittstat,ce, f
d.onrt vrant my gooci rnoney to be v¡asted. Ilalf of it ¡rrobably r';or-tLci ¡,o Lo pa;'
the salar.ies of Lhe ¡-reople h:ho gi-ve oub':he moneJ¡. Ilrs alri¿hl for lhe kj-ds
to gj-ve ah'aJ¡ ¿ì few cenls to the projecl, because i-lrs dj-fferenL for thern.
i¡ihatts a few cenls - cspeciaì-]y if j-L 

',vas given to then? BuL I work harcl for
ì'ûy money and Irm not going to wasle S5 or $IO on a project I really donrL
know anyLhing about. fLrs true t,hai, Irm nol married and ltave no children buL

thaL c-loesnrL mean lhat CìlrisLmas isntt going to be expensive for me Lhis year.
There are all- kinds of prr:sents to buy. Anci tlren lhere are ¿rl1 Lirr: ChrisLmas
pa:rLies I gc-i Lo ever.y year. A few drinks here, a fe'"v drÍnks bhere, yort know

what I mean. It all acÌcls up. Then Lherers a.ll lhe new clothes Itn 5¡oing to
have lo buy if lrm going Lo l-ook my best at Lhe parlies. I'':ith all lhat, comi-rt¿Ì

up: Irve goL lo be very- carefu.l whal I do wit,Lr nty mcney.rr

L,or^¡ responsibi.li t,lr manipul-atrion
Mocjsl. 'ITftatts right. The onì-.1' rc'ason Lhab I hsve nothing t,o give is

that lrve bought a Lot of ner'r Lhings for myseìf laleìy wiricìr I h:¡ve t,o tnake

high nonthJ-y payrrents on. l-or insLance, I fitral 1¡r <lecidecl Lo buy a nevr Ìtc-¡use..

and you know how much j.t costs Lo furnish a house these days. Beì-jeve jt or
not, I þevr; o¡l-v a few cloll-ars lcJ't, over eacll niotith for spending nroney. fn
fact,, I wontt everr Ìr:rve enorrglr lo bu¡r ¡rescnLs for anyone except nty o.î,rcnls
this ycar. Irnr sorry lhat Itm broke riplht now lrut i.f .you colne arourr,.ì lr¡'ain
next ye;rr I protnl.se thin¿1s r'rjl-l be differerlL.rl



No responsibi-l-it]' rnanipulation
l,Iodel. rtlJe1l, I realJ-y dontt know. Ï donrt have any money v¡ith me.

But I raight have sone out in bhe car. i"'ou1d you rnincì c:omj-ng back to see
me later when llve had a chance to get it. l'hanks.rr

Conclusion: subject donation inslructj-ons.

lihen the intervi-ew l''as completed the intervier^'er explained in detail

(see Appendix F) hor,; Ss could nrake their clonations in secrecy on their ',ray

out of the room. Anon¡nnity vras emphasized in order to mÍnimize 1.lne effects

of approval-seeking behavior. Each child v¡as also entitl-ed to a rrfreett 5Q

chocol-ate bar (to be coflected after donating). It was expJ-ained thab every

penny donated beyond Llne 50 cost of Lhe bars would go directly to the needy

chi-l-dren. Ss were tol-d not to give more than 45É. For scoring purposest

'the cost of the bars u¡as ignored and gross donations v¡ere used as the

dependent variable (range=O- 50ç). JusL before Ss left the room E sumnarized.

these procedures.

Tabulation of the data was facil-iteci by giving out numbered envelopes

matchi-ng a class list. Consequently both thc clonation and baseline level- for

each S vias easily determined.

Post Experjmental l.feasures

Once magnitud.e of donations had been assessed a.nd Ss had left the

experimental room, thêy entered another room where they l,'ere met by a female

assistant r,uho explained. and aclministered tr,¡o questionnaires. The assistant

was totally unavrare of the experirnental hypotheses and the differential

experiences to rvhich Ss had been exposed and uras lheref<¡re not expected to

bias resu-fts in any Ïiay. The first questionnai-re was designecì to assess i4st

attractiveness 1,o Ss on a number of dimensions. Ss rated ì4 on a 5-point, adjective

check-U-st (Appenclix H) comprisecì. of ten items. The ltems were mostly the sarne as

those used by Bryan et aI, L97O. ftens i'rhich rvere thoughb to be correlated vrere

collapseci j-nto summary scales for , sboring purposes. T.'he ¡.;enerosil,J' scale



20

(f:JeasL gcncros;ity, 1O:gre¿i't,est gerrerosity) consj-sled of l,ltr: lol]oviin¿i iLems:

selfisil-unselfisþ arxì grecdy-Éjenerous. The trust,vrorLhinc.:ss sc¿r.l-e (rirr'¿ic l-IO)

wlricli v¡as inLentled to r'¡:Jll-ect perceived Ìr.ypocrisy irrclucl ecl 1,he foil-oviin¿; itens:

honcst-dishonesL ancl faj.r-unfair. The general r:valua.Lj.on sc¿rle (f-f5l

inclucled the follorving itenrs : kind-unkinci; rvise-foolistr; 1i keable-urrlil'rca.bl-e -

I'or Lhe purpose5 of a.nalysjs a cornbinecl raLing scale (l-fC;) cornprìs;cC ol Lhe

above: sc¿-Lles anci lhree aclcliLional j-terns (patient -1-rnpa.tienN; ttice-i,tea.n; ancl

¡rarrow-mincled vs open-rnincled) rrraus ulilizeC. Co;npulaLion of j(utl er - Ilichardson

(¡fpna) reliabil-ity coefficienl,s revealed lhat the l.L¡-iLei:r cotnposite scale vras

inlernalfy consislent for ¿"11- bul tr'lo trealment groups. The seleclic,i'r of the

above coinbin¿rtions of ilens was considered preferable to separale analyses for

each of the ten iLems because it constituled a Inore conservatii'e iesl cf 1,he

modelts inpact in lerms of allraclion.

l'or each of the scales, scolies uere compulecl such lhal Lhe lo-'vest exlrene

represented the most 1'avourable rating aircl the highr:sl extl'elne Lile Ieast

favourable ra1,ing.

A second queslionn¿.j-re vias Nlren acÌnt1nis1,ert:d (see Ap¡renclix tí) wÌlich r'¡as

int,encLed pri-maLrily lo assess accltrâcy of rec¿,1--1 . EasicalJ-y, Ss v¡ere ¿r.skcd Lo

iclentify tLre al-tcrll¿¿live vrhiclr best descrj.tred lhe I'leachertsil be:h¿vior.

Specifically, Ss raled .her l-) verbai-izal,ions: from t'sLrong1,¡' agaj.nstil to

"strongly in favour'r of ¿ivi-ng; 2) clonation beh¿Lvior: fromrrrtoLhingrrlorrmore

than $Jrr t 3) consisLency: slie practiced wh.at she preached front rtvery ¡,roorì-yil

t,o rrvery wef -Lrr t l+) excuses for not, donaLitt¿¡: f'ront "v'er¡' ¿',oodr' 1,o trvery ¡loorrl

and 5 ) pr.essure to clon.r1,e : l'rorn rtcìiclnrt t¿rl lc aboul ¿11.vingil to rtvery greet

pr.e$suretr. D¿rt¿r w¿rs al:;o col-fecLecì on ó) Ssr nt¿iiIì re¡r.solls fc¡l' clotral,irr¿ the

atrrounl, 1,ltr:y ciid, 7) tneir re¿rcLiolt t,o bhi: hypol,htr{,ical ¡rossibiliby of tlrt:
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ItLrl¿rche¡r''r l¡rrbsl;itrrt,i-n¿1 for l,heir ovrn l,eaclrer I'for ¡rwltilerrand [3) t,treir ¡.lr-i,or

krror'rJ-e¡;e c¡Jl 1-hr: expr:rirnenL.

Upon com¡rlt-.t,iolr of'bho c¡ue:;l,iorrn¡-¡i-rcs, Ss were ¡,;iverL a. cìe--lrr.i.ef'ì.ng

l.el,Ler (Ap¡rendi-x I) signr.:cl b.y thc clist,rj-ct. school. psychologist (¡;)

sunun¿rrj-zing l,hc; pro jecb lor the br:¡ref it of' parent s.
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CHAFTER TII

Results

Basel-i-ne Data

The basel-ine greediness scores were subjected Lo a 2x3xl factorial analysi-s 
i

of variance proceclure (using an unweighted rneans solution adjusbed for unequaÌ

ns) in vrhich all three factors were treated as fj:<ed effects. Tire initial

analysis for each subsequently considered variable involved tire sarne procedure.

No main effects or interactions even approached significance. l,,e ma¡' concfude as l:

anticipated that there Ì\rere no gross systernatic initial d.ifferences in pre- :

disposition to rnùich resufts rnight have been attributed. Furtlrermore, the

ba.sel-ine cel-l means (faUle 2) vtere not systernaticall¡. related to either donation

or eval-uation cel-l- means. Analyses oÍ covarj-ance Cemonstrated that the eff ects of tht

experimenLal- treatrnents remained the sa¡ne even afler these baseline differences

vrere parLial-led out (see Appendi-:t N)

Effectiveness c¡f ì,lanipulations

Post-experimental question:eaire j-tems reveal-ed that the preaching

manipulation partiaÌly clifferentiated the lor+ and high int,ensity l4rs. 0n a 
ì:

J-poj-nt scale ranging frorn one (strongly in favour of giving") to five 
:

("didnrt say anything about givingrt), verbalizations of the high interrsÍty lri 
,

vrere typically remembered as bej-ng more posilive (f,18) than those of the lor¡¡

intensity M (1.71), a highly significant differenca by t test (n (.OOf¡. Ss

not only perceived the high intensity Ìvl as t¿.king a stronger stand on the 
il

j-ssue of giving. The¡'also fel-t somewhaL mcre pressurecl. by a high intensiby

I. In fact, ratings of the amount of pressure feft by Ss ranging frorn one

("very great pressure") to four (rrcÌiclnrt Lal-k ab<¡ut gi-vingrr) j-ncreased as a

function of tlLe preaching inLensil,y level- (2.81r,2.32, 1.98 in Lhe l.ro, Lor+,
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ancl l-ti¿1tr groups). The sunun:r ry of i,hr: anl.l.ysis of t,tt.rse cla.ta. ¿lrc l)rorìrlrll,¿:ri j.n

T¿rb-ì-c À anrl Lþe lncarrs;).re recorrjr:d in Tiltrle !. Arr ex.amin¡.t,ion of Lhe:,;c t;ll¡ìtr s

rcveals 1,hat, a-l-thorrglt J.he.: e;<pecf.eci inLr:rtsi1;.y n;rin t:lfecì, vJ:r.s obl,¿Iin(j(l (F:tì.t'1,

<lf=2/65, -f(.005) tfris variab-]-e al-so inLe r'¡rct ecì wiLh rr¡slronsibi'lii.;' 1e vcl

(I:1,. T, n!:L/65, p(O6), thus qu:rlif;ri¡rg thc efiecl,. The cffecl musb be

furlher qria.l-i f ir:cl 'r¡r l|1s Jlact, tLraL ( cont r:r r;, to c>'¡rt:cl,;r+-ion ) only 3Oil of' t,he

tìigh Intettsi t..l., Ss actual-Ìy reporl,ecì leel-ing rrvery greaL prr:ssttt'':tr aì t,hou¡ih

60% dii feel'rso¡rie pressuret'. In a,cidit,ion, onl;r 60'Ã of i,he Low Int,crrsit,','Ss

appropriately feJ-t rrsotne pressure'r white 35ii repor.te:C nc-, iel-t pressure. It

is not surpt'ising therelore that when lhe da'¿a for the Lov¡ ancì iligh InLensily

g¡oups alone were re-anal.ysed b;r t test thai Lhe difference belween t.he High

(1.81) an¿ t,he lrtt (2.2'/) fnlensily Éjrorios failed Lo reach significance. The

t¡ree Ss r.¡ho r:epr.,r1.ed Lhat Lhe preaching i{rs !rsaid nothì-nglrtvere nol inc.}udeC

in tlr is anal-yses; s.Lnce such a bl-¿t,ant reca}l erlor casl doubt ori lhe val-iciit;"

of *,heir responses. Thei.r' inc-l usion vrould have reCrrced i.he significance

l-evel- even furlher.

The responsibili'by variable procìuced a 1r:ss equivocal e1'fect upon srrbjcct

perceplions. Al-though Ss ger,eral l;,r founcJ Mrs exctrses for notl-doliaLion ranging

frc.rn very poor (Ì) lo ver"r¡ ¿1c-iod (l) tu be ttnacceí-'t,abie (or I'O.K.r'at, be:;t,) ¿ìl

al-l +-Lrree fevels of'r'es¡lonsibìlit,;r, Tablr,'s 6 ¿rncl J sfrovr t.h¿lt, llrere l'Ias a m¿'tin

effecL (n:5.LJ, d,f=Zfólr,.p<.01) sucÌr that tli¡;h Rr:s¡,onsibilit)r eXCus(:-s b/€ì€

jucJgeci Lo be l-e¿rs;L tol<:r'.äbl-e. In ftc\,9?.9'i! of t,lle Ss raled Lhenrtvery ¡roor"

or' rrpoorrr, .inclic:rl,ing fhal su.b.ject;s in lhis contlit,ion prob:tbl¡' d'ì d nol,

att,ribute benevolenl ntot,j,vrrrì Li) thc rnodel on t.he basis of perccived ext,cntral"ing

circumst¿r¡ces. A m¿iin efl'ecl for scliools (I=ó. ti/, 9!"'f /6\, p(.O2J) reJllecled

Lire l,enclcncy of Ss in orre schooì- to jurlge excLtses more ltarsltJ-y. 'Ihis djllerence
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iiff ecbs of' Pre¿rcLrin¿; InLerrsily, Lr:vcl. t.'f iì.esr;<'nsibi1ì Ly , and Slchool-

on Bâsel-irìe GenerosiLy: Analysis of Vari¿l'rlce

tlneg;a
Source

Intensily (A)

llesponsitrifity (B)

School- (c)

AxB

AxC

BxC

ÄxBxC

r¡r:iLhirr Cells

2 1.41 0.17

2 L3.57 L.66

l_ .40 0.05

t+ 6.59 O .79

2 .5r 0.06

2 9.O2 1.08

h 3.t+2 0.41

66 8.36

dt' l'{s F Sclua.rcd

.00

.U¿

. (.xl

.0c

.0u

.0c)

.00
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TATJTI 3

Il-Í'fects of Prerrchi.ng Ini,ens-Lty, Level of Ìlesponsit;i1it,y,
and Sichool on Iiasef ine Ge nerosiLy: iultr¿rn Scores

I''reaching
Intens i ly
Level

High

Lor.,

Level of

High

'l -oo
5.1+O

6.zo

7.50
6.25

6. 88

6.2A
5.OO

). Ôu

llespon s ibiJ-ity

Ix¡lv
I

5.00
L.20

t+.60

Ë .'18
' )t | )

ó.or-i

5.88

5.1+o
ó. cc¡

Í -r\). Iv

Rov¡
Ilean

6.r7
6.zo

ó. IB

b.JJ
b, )J

6.33

6.tz
).o I

5.89

6.t h

lo Lhe

"r'anL 
1,o

Ieast

Ilo

Scliool-

A

B

Vtean

^
B

Itlean

A

B

ì4ean

I'Jo

6.50
9.00

7.75

5.75
a. ()

o. ¿)

o. 1)
6. t-ru

O. Jö

Column iiean

NoLe. - These ratj-ngs v¡e¡'e based on
ques't,ion ttHow ¡nuch out of every IOç
keeprt. Responses Ì/ere l"al'ul-aLed irr
generous and I0 = ¡nosl éjeIÌerous.

6.22 5.39 6.79

subjectsr responses
coll-ected would you
such a viay t,hat 0 :



EffecLs c¡[ I'rca.chirr¡;
School on l'erceived

,I'AIJI,[ 
4

fnLensit,y, Level of Iìcs¡.,onsi biliLy, ;rrt{l

Coercivcncss: Ana.-[.ysis of' V¿rrlance

Source

Intensit.y (A )

Responsib:lity (E)

Schoot (C)

AxB
J -. 

^e^u

BxC

AxExC

Viil,hin CeIl s

d1

-
2.

2

l

l+

2

a

l+

õ,

T¡,is

5.L9

o.95

o.gL,,

2.6L

1nQ

o.13

o.1+3

O. 58

t,.jj-:.',:

r.6t+

r.63

4.))""

? rìQ-)i

(\ )2

^ -r

Ornegir

Squared

. 1/+

.01

.01

.12

.04

.00

p i.oó
p q. OO5
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ilf f eci;s of Prcaclri n6.; Irrbensily, J,evel
on l'crcr:-Lvccl Coe rcivc-:lle;ss; :

of llr:s¡ronsil-'iì j ty, n.ntl School
i.lc¡r,n Scorcs

Pre;rclt ing
lnberrisily
l,erv el-

High

Lov¡

Level- of

Fligh

2.67
2.BO

¿. l)

2.50
2.75

¿.o)

2.BO
2.OO

2.l+c

lie sponsi.biÌ iLy

l¡¡w

L.75
1.60

L.67

.2.OO
2.r7

2.O8

3.1+o
3.0t)

3.20

fio

School

À

T_ìþ

iiean

¡T

B

l',Iean

A
DD

14ean

I'lo

1 ar.

1. BO

7-52

2.50
2.O()

¿. ¿)

I ú:/l

¿.. ))
)Q)

Rov¡
i.ie¿¡.n

1.89
2.O7

'l () (,\

a ')')

2.3r

)?)

2.1+l+

¿. ÖLL

Cofumn lÍean 2.59 a a^ a ¡-)') a')ç,

Itlote. - These ratings v¡cre basecì on suì-;jectsr responses to lhe
queslion trHor.r lnuch pressure clici you feel i,he Leacher vras putling
on you to cÌonatc during her rernarks orl givì-ng?rr Subjects responded
on a scal,e ran¿;ing froln I ("very greal, pressu.r'er') Lo /r ("didntt
1,al-k ¿rt¡out ¿;iving'r ) .
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Effecls of' Preaciring
o¡t I'ercc:iv<:cl

TABLIÌ 6

In.t,e nsiby, Lr:v el
iir:sponsil,;-Ll it y :

of' lics¡.,ons;ibi lity, ancl Schoo]-
Arral.y si s r¡Il V¡rri¿¡.nce

Source

Inlensity (A)

Responsibility (B)

School (C)

AxB

AxC

BxC

ÀxBxC

!,'itÌrin Cells

).i p.l.O25
-)i-)ï !(.Ol

df

)

2

I

l+

z

n-

l+

6l+

-t'1L)

O.3l+

6.3L

l.)¿

¿. ¿0

L.33

L.53

t 1t.

L.22

I

0.28

5.T5-::',:

6 -t7-"

r. 87

1.08

r.25

L.7l+

Ome¿;a

Squared

.00

.OB

.o5

"0lr

.01

.01

.u)
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I're:ich,ing Intensily, LeveÌ ol
o¡r Perceived ii,cs¡ronsibilil,y :

Il.es¡rons j.bi1 it,;¡, ¿rncl School
rica.n Scorcs;

Effects of

Preachirg
fnLensity
Level-

High

Low

Level c¡f

Iiigh

1.83
1.40

r.62

t. 50
1.00

1 1Ã

1.4C)
1. 50

.'l Ã
L.4.)

Rc sporisibi-1il,y

1,ow

3.Oa
1.40

2.20

3.50
) <.(\

3 .00

2.LO
1. 50

r.95

No

School-

^
B

i'4ean

A

B

I'iean

A
E

jrfean

No

2.OO
1.1r0

r.70

L.33
2.50

r.g2

3.50
1 A'7

¿. )c5

Row
Ì,.ean

.aÒ

1.40

-t cl,
-L . O¿+

2.rl
¿.UU

2.06

2.1+3
L.56

toc

Column itean r.44 1.)ô a^n L.96

Nole. - These ral,ings were b¿Ìsecl on stLbjccLsr responses Lo lhe
queslion rrllovr ¡.oocl were (lhe teacherrs) excus.:s for f'ailing to
donate?tt Subjects responded c¡n a scale ratrging fronr I ("very
poorrr) to 5 ("very good").
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might have been expected in vj-ev¡ of the repuLation tÌris 6roup had llor

questioning adults. Hovrever, oLher findings coul-d nol be atLributecl to

the minor school dilference on this variable.

In general-, preaching rvas recaÌl-ed fairl-y welf in the Low and lligh
:

Intensity conditions, with errors J-argely confined to lhe ambiguous Control

conditions. Practicj-ng was recalleci even better with less than 16¡4" of all-

Ss making errors, Since such errors vrere expected and also failed to 
..

systernatica}1.vaffectdonationsnoSsl¡Ie.reexc1udedont}risbasis(on1¡,6¡g

p was excluded, because of his prior relationship with E). ,,

In summary, both manipulations v¡ere fairly successful. Ss v¡ere noderately

accurate in perceiving the l-evel- of Yts verbal and behavioral generosity. Also,

a trend towards the perception of greater pressure and poorer excuses vras

observed in the Fligh fnt,ensity and Fligh Responsibility conclitions, respecLively.

Donation Fehavior 
in

The analysis of indivj-dual- donation lotafs summarized .Tables B and 9

yielded. one significanL main effect, that of preaching intensiLy (F:6.66,

df:Z/66t.p <.005). There r¡iere no main effects for responsibilit¡, or schools.

Tukeyrs HSD Lest (Kirk, 196S) revealed thal Ss exposed torthardselltrexhortati-ons ,

donated significantl-y more (32.tç¡ than Ss who heb.rd either 'rsoftsell" (23.80, p<.05..
.

or neutral (19.50, p<.01) verbalizations across all l-eveÌs of ::esponsibility for

both school-s.

AJ-thoughtherewerenosignificanltwo_v¡ayinteraction,thethree-way
..ì

interaction vras st,atistically significant at the .025 level (f:3.O7, ,If:4/66). l'

The resul-ts reveal a very complex relalionshlp betvreen the three varj-ables

(see Figure 1). On the basi-s of visual- inspecbion of both l'ig. I and llable 9
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TABLT! B

IìfJlects <¡f Pre¿rcliing Inbcnsil,y, Lev¡rl of IÙesponsitrili,t.y, arrcl

School. on DonaLj.o¡rs: Arralysis of Va¡'iancc

()rneg:-t.

Sourc e df t'is ir Sc¡ r-i:rrc;d

Inlensity (A ) 2 l24l:.5o 6.66'.¡>t .1I

Resp<rnsibilit.r ( ¡;) 2 l-33 .06 o .7L .00

school- (c) 1 2.57 0.01 .oo

AxB h 60.43 o.32 .oo

AxC 2 27.68 0.15 .00

BxO 2 269.77 1.1+l+ .01

AxExC l+ 572.61 3.a7r'. .08

li'iLhin Celts 66 L86.75

-)i p<.A25
.;:-;r ¡i.oo5
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ÎABLU 9

Ef f ecUs o-[' I're¿rt:}rirrg IrrLetrs j ty, Level r-rf Iì.cs¡,onsibj I it.yr ,,r.Ilcl

Scltc¡ol- on liona.Lions: Þíc¿trt Sicores

I'reaching
Inl ensity
Level

I{igh

Low

School

A

E

I'iean

A

B

liean

A

B

l.iean

Level oï
tligh

36.50
29.oO

)2.75

13.75

22.50

11.40
r8.25

Il+.83

I'io

3r.25
33.0o

32.r3

9.25

2r.50

2t+.50
L7.50

2l_.0(ì

[ìovr
I'iean

3T.50
)).o I

21 Ãó

23.54
2t+.r7

¿).ó)

rB.58

l-9.L+7

lJo

licsponsibill Ly

l,ow
I'' 26.75

39.oO

32.88

30.00
25.OA

27.50

25.2O
20.00

')1 Aa

Coh.¡.mn i\,lean 23.36 27 .66 21.88 25.30

fjote. - Donations ran¡;ecl fron zero Lo a rnaxj:nun of' 50 cerrts.
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thr: fc.¡l.lotvi.n[a ot)serv.:i.Lion:i .,Jero rnadc i a.') bhe dj J'f et'ertce br:Lvrcr:n lhc tv,'o

cel-l- mcans lor school-s A ¿rncl P-, v¡as re-1,;lL j vcly ¿;rea.l, in Llre l<¡w int ¡:rls j t,.y

preachin¿; cr-¡ncliLj.on fo¡'both t,he lJjgh:rrrci ilo l-evc;ls of rcsponsibiJ-ity

b) ciifferences bel,v/eÉln high, lovl, and no j-ni.ensil.y ntee.Ilsi i-rppeared sJ J¡;ht ly

grea.ter at ihe tli¡;h (versus bhe Lov¡ or lJo) level oJl resporisitril it.y. llo'u;t;v{;r,

clespiLe Lhe slight clualifyin¿1 infJ-r-ience of Lhe schoof anci responsibilil.ir f¿rclt-rrs

upon lhe inl,elrsiby effecL, iL vrals clea.r Lhal Ss exposcd Lo lhe lìigh.ln1,r:nsil,y

preacher gave l,he mosl and Lhe I'lo InlensiLy preacher feasL for boLh school,s

and afl Lhree levels of responsibilify.

Eval-uation Behavior

Srs ratings of JL on lhe ten 5-poinl bi-polar adjective pairs (Appenclix i'l)

were organized inlo lhree separale scal-es and one conposile scaie based on

responses 1,o all len adjective pairs. Specificall..v, lhe f'our de¡,endent rneasures

used to tes1, Lire hypoNlreses v,'ere ali.ruisrn (range I-10); lrusLvrorthiness (1-10);

gerre::a1 evaluatj-on (f-f5); and combinecì aLtraclion raiings (f-50). The ia1,a

ancl analysis for the l-after are sr-un'na.rized in lables l-0 and II. I)ata on Lhe

remaini.ng variables are srùrmarized in llre Appentìix (;rXrt).

Iiatin6s of i.l on al-l four cìepenclent neasures wcre alnost exclusively

afl'ected by Lhe main efÍ'ect of ùits levcl of responsi.bilit;'flor ilta.ction. Tire

s¡mnary (Tables J-0, 1l-) of'lhe ana-lysis 1'or the combilted aLlrar:Lj.on r';rLirrg scafe

(I=e¿*.L6, !!:2,f6ó, p(.00I) is an accur¿Ìte rcflectj.o¡i of' lhc subbesL rcsulLs.

It is base<] upon responsibjlit,y (nigli, 1ov,t, no) rneans of lp.O, 2'/.9, ¿tttd 27-4

and inLensiLy ncans of 3I.1, 31.0, and 32.I.

fn general, l'ls wlìo wcre porLrayed as br:ing higfrly responsible for fail-Ln¡¡

Lo cìon¿l,e were viev¡e;d as bein¿; Lhe rrrosL selfish anC ¡irecdY, âs llte¿isrtred lly t he

¿rl-t,rrri.srn sc¿r-le (]j=fy .56, ,lf.-2./66, !.<.001) , íìroÍ;t clishonest; atld unl'¿rir ¿-r,s
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lÌflccLs of Preachin¿1 Inl,ensit.y, Level of Iìesponsibiljby, ancJ

School c¡n Ct¡nLbi¡teci Abl,r'acliori lla.l,ings: AnaJ-ysis of V¿,rrj-a.rtce

') I
)L+

I

i

Source I

j

,

Intensiùy (A) 2 ro.2L

Responsibility (B) 2 lJ-g?.ao

df I,IS

r r0.?r

t+ 67.2L

2 118.92

2 63.1+r

t+ 33.55

66 )+8.73

Cmeí;a

I Squared

School- (C)

^ -. t)åÀD

AxC

BxC

AxExC

l'lithin cells

-;r p(.OOl

0.2.'1. : .oû

2L+.1r6',¡ .36
I

o.22 .00

1.38 .Ol-

2.4t, .o2

r.30 .0r

a.69 .00
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TABL]Î :I1

Ilf f ecLs of Pre¡rchin¡1 -[pt ensil,y, Lever]- of R.csporis i b j -l-lLy, artd
School on Cornlr-iner:l Al,bracbion liirb.i.ngs: IvÍt:a.n ijcores

Preaching
fnt en sily
l..evel

High

Low

School

À

B

Iíean

A
B

luiean

A
B

i'Íean

Level of'

Iligh

39.t3
39.t+O

39.62

37.2-5
t+').25

40.25

Jb. UU

38.00

37 .tlr¡

' Rou,
- l.lean

a^ ôó)¿. ¿ô
29.93

3r.11_

1Ct. ))

33.75

1ì /1,
)J-.\-14

32.58
3L.66

32.r2

Itio

iiespons ibiJ-ity

. Lovr , ltJo

23.75 33.25
26.1+0 2l+.oc)

25.o? 28.63

25.25 22.50
29.OO 29.A¿

27 .r3 25.75

3t. oo 30 .7 5
31.80 25 .!7

3r.t+o 27.96

Col-urnn iuiean

Note. - Scores coulcl
attraclion) .

38.96 27.87 27.1+L 3I.t+2

ran6e frc¡n 1 Lo a rn,'¿xintum of 50 (least



Hish Responsibility
Model

36

30

G
E
G}()

-:
o
lrJ

k
z.o
O
t-
z.
:)o

Ø
c
q)
()

.E

cl
lr I

F
zoo
F-z
:)o

50

40

20

@-,@ School A

H School B

hiqh low no

PREACHING TNTENSITY

Low ResponsibilitY
50 Mode I

20

high low no

PREACH¡NG INTENSITY

Model

40

to

o hiqh low no

PREACHING INTENSITY

30

I,C.
q)
()

.g

o
trJ

k
z.oo
t-z
:l
c)

ø+ School

No Responsibility

@--4 School AG< School B



)t

rneasurecl by tfre lrustworLhiness sca-le (çlt .1t3, !!:2/(>6, p(.OOl) ' 
.'rncì mor;t,

foo.j -Lsh, urrlrincl : ðìflrl trn.l ike;lblo ¿r.Íl me,:1.Íirtrttcl b¡I t,ltr: ¡.,e-¡¡e'¡'¡rl- ev.ilrra.t, j-on :;c¡-rl.c

(þ'--Z-';t,.')l, ,ll:Z/t'ró, ¡(.0{,,1). The Llrru:c rniscq:l.l¡¡rcouri it,cin:; .inc l,-rtl,:;cl on1;¡ on

lhc cornl.¡inecl aLLracLitlrt sca-lc r€iveaÌe(-l lhe srne': j-nc-ìivirlu¿Ll I'¡lLLern Jlor

¡la1,j-ence,tticertel;S¡ì.lìcìoF]en-Iiìindr:dness.I,irra.lJ.y,..rrtanaìysi'sclfres¡lc,ltts;,:l.r:

t¡e quesLions lterbaining l.¡ Lhre perceivecl cliscre¡rancy beLvreen pr,''rclì'c'ing a.ttcl

preac¡ring (kry¡,ocris.;') ¿ìs stùlmarizecl in /rp¡renciix l'i, lhor,r¡;h nob si¡iniJlic¿rnL, ills;o

supporLs llte a.b<>ve Paì,tern.

On all- four scafes the Lov¡ ancl lJo rcspr,nsibilily c¡ver"all rneans viere

al-rnc¡sl idenlical. Horr,ever', fligh Responsibilily scores e,nd ttlea.ns were lov¡er

and almost wilhout exceplion muluaì-Iy excfusive frorn lhe l,ow and ì'lo responsi-

bi¡-ity scores and means. The minor exceplions invol-ved three tttrustworlhinessil

means.v,¡hich i,/ere cornparabl-e to tire leasi negaiive Higir res¡¡onsibi-ltiy nean.

Basical-ly Ss felt neutral-ly ("nci sur"ert) about all ì{s, re.r3ardless of t,}reir

preaching inle¡sily or responsibilily- l-e'¡el-, unless ì'ís t¡ere h:-ghl¡r respotlsible

for lheir non-d.onation. The latter ì,is r.¡ere typically seen as rrluilerr selfish

an¿ greecì.y (no1-altruisl,ic); cìishonesl ancl unfai-r (untrtrslivort,h;z), unÌ<i-nd,

foolish, and un,Likeable (unaLLlactive), and im¡latienl , lllean, and narrov'i-irrincled.

These ivis vrere al-so seen as faili-ng to pract,icc r,rì-rat Lhe¡¡ prcached to a

(rnarginally) greaLer extent Lhan oLher I'is.

Surrut¿.ry of ltesult,s

The cì¿rla illclicaüe th¡rL Lhe rnanipr.iì.:Ltions were a.l, ltl¿rsL morier¿tle-ì y eff'eclive

in irrclucin¿1 L¡e requi.sit e perceptions amcln6l Ss. J.n ¿1enera1 , lhe.y reacLcrj t'o

i¡creast:s in p¡t--acirin¡; inlerrs.Lty vriLll (:orl'e:;pondi.n¡, incrcnses itt don¡-rt,ions

(w¡ich vJere rrot r.eflecl,ecl i-n cval-uaIions). I]t¡ltaLions lvcre; also sl'ighL]y
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t,o donaLe.

irrlr:r¿lct ive eJ'[ecl of inLettsiL;¡,
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I)iscus si.on

The general hy¡loLhesis th¿rt cLril-cì rerrs;r clon¿l1,ion a.ncl evaltra.lion rcsf)()rì3es

to a hypocrj-Lical femalc rnodeL. could be sysbemabical.l;' irì-t,err:d lhrou¡;h

maniltulabing lhe inLensity c¡f iier exhorla.l,i<,rns and Lhe:1r:ve.l. of rcsponsi-

bilil,y for irer -i-naclion vras cl-early supported.

Effect,s of i"iodelrs Pre;rching

Replacing bire rnilcl verbal-izaLions usecì b¡r prev-ious researclters i'ri.lh

rnore forceful , intense rrr€siìâg€s did produce larger donalions lhan lhe less

intense preachÍngs, as h¡-pothesized. SpecificalJ-y, these oala supporl LÌre

preciiclion which v¡as clerived in Chapter 1 from attil,ude change research. At

least in soine circumsLances, the effecliveness of social influence is a direcl

function c¡f iis inLensily. However, it cannol be assu"red lhal intensily as

rnani-pu-latecl j-n this research is a pure fac'[or. i'robably it is cornprised of

severa] faclors operaling jcintly. For inslance, boih persuasive intenl and

semantic inlensil,¡' vrere purposely confounded in the presenl s;tudy. .Â.lso,

intenlionall-¡' embedded lvith:Ln Lhe preaching rnanipulaLion t^rere tlte nrunber, Lype,

ancÌ quality of argurnenLs presenlecl as well- as Lhe lerrgth of'Lhc message (f50

versus /+50 worcls in lhe Low and lligh conclitions). Iriow t,hat it has been

de¡nonst,r¿rl,ed lhal a c<¡mbinalion of various intensìt¡r variabl-es can f¿rcil-il'ate

donation behavior it will be necess,'Ir)r for fuLure reseal'ch Lo isolabe rlrtd

conlrol- or u¿Lry eacll of t,herrr sysi,eln¿rtical-l-y iu order Lo clelermine t,hrej-r

rel-¿rLive conLribution to l,he j-rlLerlsity ef'fect .

1'he prcsent resulLs clj recbl¡r cont ratlicl Lwo oLlter ¡lreviousì-y di-sct-t:;s;ecl

preclic|ions concerning clonalj.on beh¡rvior.
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F irstly, tlte orcle¡'irr¡; ol ¡rrr:;r.clrirr¿1 rìrca.ns f'r'orn llo 1-o lli¡¡tr Irrt,r:ns;i-l,y

is prt--ciscly 1,he opt,osl1,e of' Lhc ordt:r'irr¿; ¡rrccì i.r:Lecl l;y Llre rex;isL¡.ncc

hy¡rot,ltr:sis o¡r t,lrr: tr¡.r.:;is of Ll'rr: a.nl,.lci¡r,:rlc.cl clet,rj-rncnt,¡r1 o ['J'cct;s ol' [,hr: ¡rr.:rcc.ivr.:cl

inlent l.o ¡rr:rsuade. Àccording t,<-r lnost ol'l.he st,url -ios slroiv,i.r-,¡; r'r:sis,:t,ir rrcc;

efl'ccLs rcvicwcd by l4cGr-rire, lhe perceplion of strc-,rr¿1 pr:rsuas;:i-r'c int,cnt,

sl'r<¡ul-cl aL ft:asl h:.rvc: ¡rrorluced a decrenrent, in lru,st,l.¡orihj-ness ral,iri¿is. 'i'he

d:rta providecl no sLlp;;orb f'<¡r l,his nol,icrn. .ln viev,r of t Lle clr:¿rr' í'ei-lrrre oî

Higlt InLensity pr:ea.ching 1,o ¡.'¡e6¡¡¿¿e even r:. sJ-i¡]hl incree.se in any i,¡,pe of

devalu¿LLion it wou-lcÌ seem J-ogical lilat donatio¡l behavior v,r<¡ulcì nol suf'1.'cr'.

Hovrever, accordj-ng tc¡ Brehrr il shoulcl Lheoreljcali.y be possible f'oi" a

conilnunication lo produce a rrboomera.ng" effect (or other L;'pes of resisl¡rnce

Lo nanipulation) even withoLrl lov¡ered trust,,,'orlhiness as a funcl,ion of a

number of olher cril,eria. l'lo special eiÍ'ort r/,'as rnade in lhc nresenl stuCy-

to incl-ude or even c<;nlrol for llrese ílaclors.

If BreLunrs specifications i,,rere ind.eerl relev¿¡.nt ìJe nigfrl exr-ìec'r, 1,Ìì¿it

the inLensiNy effecl would Le reversed (or al leasl elininal,ed) onty j.n Lhose

si;udies in v¡hich ps.¡chologic¿rl re¿rcL¿rnce l¡as actìvatecì by a m<¡iel vrho

threatenecì.-¡raclual1ydirìeXerciSe¡ìenuineI.)ovt'erovcrobserversb¡r
:l

elininatin¿; a irigh pro¡rorLion of i¡rslnuleni,ally iirporLant. percciveci o¡rlions f
:-

i.n a forceful man¡rer. 
:

L\en if lJrehln's crj-leria wcre s¿rLisficcl in the preserrl corríexL, Lhere

would not neces;s:,iriIy bc ¡¡.ll obvj.ous we"rkcni:ng ol'Ll'rc -i.nl,cnsi,Ly elll'ect- since 
i,

he aclçnowlecìg,cs Lhat .i f t,he a¡,¡rclrl coni,eined gor,d irr¿trurrents, 1,he prrrsuasiverìes:ì I

f'¿rctor cc¡uld casil-y be rnore inffr.rentj.al t lr¿r¡r Llre ri-'¿rcL¿rnce f¿rci;or'. Tlris

explarìation Íìcorns es¡iccl:'rJ,ìJ, ¿r.plrlica[r]e l,o i,lre ¡:r"r-.sent l'ilrd-ings i n v j erv ol'

a) t fro nrunt;er ancÌ t,ype of' nrgLmrent s uscrì ¿rnd ir) t ire ch¿rr'¿rcLeri.s;1, j cs of Lhe
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subject population. It is possible that the majorit¡r of grade si:< boys fully

expect to be influenced by the opinions of adults (especially teachers) and

are therefore very uncritical of and vul-nerable to intense appeals such as

the High Intensity model delivered'

unless future investigations exploring hypocrisy-relaled variables

are also abl-e to control and accurately report subject status on the crucial

reactance-related variables it will be extremely difficult to make meaningful

comparisons between studi-es.

secondly, the Bryan hypothesis inaccurately predicted no group

di-fferences on the donalion variable. It was reasoned' that equating all

mod.el donation behavior aL zeto would be suffici-ent to bring about a uniformly

low l-evef of giving if it v¡ere true as Bryan and his colJ-eagues maintain that

the model¡s behavioral generosity is the sole determinant of donations'

Charitable behavior did. in fact significantly increase in response to the

intensification of exhortations. contrary to the stein and Eryan (lglz)

conclusions, this was true even though the powerless modelts preaching

consistecl of mere moral exhortaLions about giving rather than game-specific

instructions about rules of self-revrard. Consequentl¡', the generality of Lhe

Bryan Ìrypothesis that neither exhorters nor cognitions can affect the behavior

of a child must be questioned, since it appears to apply only to relatively

mil-d exhorlations

Eval-uations rvere completely unaffected by the intensity of nodel

preaching. The fairure .r o"allfiryan an¿ the experjme'tal hypotheses to

anticipate this finding was soÌnerdliat surprising. Bolh lìryan et alrs

find|ng that generous exhortations enhance rnod'el rirtings and ì''lcliwan and

Greenbergrs (19?C) observaLions on the posiLive intpacL of langu18e inLensi-

i'i

\
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f'j.calic¡¡l upon í:ìorìr"ce ¿urì rnesrì¡-1.¿je v¿rri¡rbl osl vrere ciLerl 1.tt s;u¡r¡,r,rt, of

pt"crlictecl incrcta¡;es j.n a.tlra.c:t,j-on corr€)sl)ondin¡; t,o Lttor;e,i.n givirr¿1 . llovi,.-'vr-'rr

;-ì.s wí.-rs poinlecl oL¡1, i n (Jh;.r.¡rt,cr 1, Lltis ¡,r'ed j.cLion v,'as olr1y t crtLa t, j vc. I"t¡r

irrsLance, iL tvir-s rc.¡.s<-¡nr:rì th¿Ll, if' ev¿rluaLi-ons improved f roln ¿rete<l;r' lo rlcul,r¿r-1.

Lo ¿,,errerous J,r.cach1n¿; (trya.n f¡ !'albek , I97(ta ), lhat, l,trey rni,ght cont,i.nue lo

improve birrough incrr:a.sing levels of gcnerous preaching. The i"iciìr,'¡art ¡-Lttcl

Greenberg slucl-v sirrrj-laril;' ltrovicÌeci no grot¡nrì lrtr f'j-r';n precìicL j,ons.

Il, rnay be of sigrrif icance lh¿rL the dec,rease in ¿rlLracliorr pretli.ct ecì

by lhe resisl,ance position also fail-ed lo apÞear. Since the res;isla.nce

inducing properLies of' 1,he nessages cov¿rried wit,h Lhe leve1 of expressed.

generosiLy, il is lheoretically possibJ-e LhaL Lhe hypothesizecì intensity effect

r.ias canceiled out by an undeLectable resistance effect. 'Íov,'ever, if there

is any valiciity in lhe above specuÌätions about donaLj-on behavior vrhich

suggesLecÌ that, t,he chil-dren are nol nearÌ;r as resistanl to verbal social

influence a.s aclufts, l,he cancellation inter¡;relalicn v¡ould be untetlable.

In view of lhe inconclusiveness of' predictions ernd posL hoc specuf¿lLions

on lhe efl'ect of preaching u¡.ron evalualions, i.t r^,'oul.d appear t,hat. Liie only sound

basis fgr a, precli-cli-on would have been the previortsl.y observed tencÌcnc)r of

high J-evels of donatj.on to be associalecl lvjth rned irun or low levels of a.i,trac-

lion. U¡rtil- an a.deqrrate causal explanalion of biris re-la.1,ionshi,p is f'orrtu-

l-aLecì we can otrl¡, çe¡slucle th¿Ll ev¿rfu¿rLion,'; (aLLitucìes) ancì c-lc¡nati.o¡ts; (ovcrt,

beh¿rviors ) ¡rrobetbly h:Lve cluite d j-f f el'ent clelerrnína.nLs artcì thre:;holcl s. A

cruci¿rl- c¡uesl,ion yel to br: anslverccl by researclt on the ¡tt'cachj-ttg inl,eltsily

and other hy¡rocr"i-sy v¿,rj,ab-les is tvhetLrer iL -i¡i ¡tossi,blt; to exlrerjnrenbally

induce corï,esp()rìdence beLwt:en ev¿,Lf.uat. j.r.rns ¡ulrj. cionat,ions. Irl r¡tlter worcl::, ar'€)

there sorire l,ypes of prr:aclrirr¿i rvhir:Ìr c¿ìri sj.nul-liltrcorisly J)roduoc t:,LLlter i'¡',lvc¡ttl'-
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able or u¡r-l.'¿rv<.lurabl-c ou.Lr:t.rlrres c¡n both v¿Lria.Lrl_es?

11, i s rt<lw cl r:i,lr ortìy Lh¿rt t,hr: ¡rart,icul-a.r tncsri¿Lge wh icì'r wc hr v<,. .l¿rbel.-l r:cl

rrl{i¿ilr IntelrsiLy r' ¡rrocluccd signif ir:a.rrLl,y lnore cì<,.rn¿¡.t,ion heìrav j-r¡r t,h¿rrr ¿r.nr¡Lllr:r

nlessage enLit -lcd "l'Io fnt ensity'r. l',h¿Ll is l cs;s clc¿ì.r is lhc r.el¿,Ll ivc irn¡.,ort.a.rrcc

of sever¿rl specific v¿Lr-ia.Lrl.es which conslj-l,uLccl lhc intens;iL.'¡ nranipulaLir¡n.

Those lvhlclr ltave been sing-Ìecl c¡ut llor furt,her allenl.ion a.r'e: cìe¡1rc-e of

exllrclssed ¡tersr.tasive inl,etrt; degree o.[ seinan|ic j-nt,crrsiLy; rness;rge -l.en6ilh; a.ncl

the number, typc, and qualily of argui'nenLs. /rlthou¿;h Lhese vari¿rbles in

combilla't,io¡t ha.ve ci emonslra.led lhe behavic.rral jrn¡racl of exhortalions, iL

tnay well be th¿il wlien bolh High a.nd l¡w InLensiLy nessaÉìes are equalecì on

all variables exce¡rt lhe variable of inLerest, lhat lhe results v;il---1. nol

be at all- dramatic.

Another chalì-eng,ing task for any researcher expt or-Ln¿; lhe interrsily

varia.ble is to detennine al r,¡hal point (lf any) the manicrrl-ation of cacl-i

coniponenl of t,he intensity erfecL leacìs lo arrboorneraiigrreffect as explainecL

byIuic,Îvrananclcreerrber5(]97O)inreferencetot,he'|intensilyra.1.j.o|t(ri:.lioof

intense rnodifiers and verbs to lotaf worcl.s) ancl irnpJ-ied by Brehm (196ó) in

reference l,o persuasive intenl anrl serious threats lo f'reecÌonr. iror example, 
l

l'icEwan altci Greenbi:rg Ìtave spcculat ecl llra.ù potenlial inlensity effects may 
:.

act,ualÌy be c¿rncell-ed ou1, (bec:iuse <-lf a corii¡tet,ing 1'a1,i¡;trc or.sa.l,ialion effecL) ',

once mess¿tges rcach a cerLain length

In srmunar¡', the ¡rreachin¿1 inlensit,¡,hy¡roLlrcsis rvas supporled by Lhc

d¿rLa on dona.i,i-c-¡ns buL uncc¡¡lfirmed bJ, l,hc cl¿rLe on ev:rl-u¿Lt,i<>lrs. The finclì-ngs -
:

on lhe fat,ter vari ¿rb-le ì,vere bhcoreLica-l l¡, ssrÌ¡r¡rt ible rvj-Lh a-l I three pos:itic-rrrs

(tsryan', resist,arìcc, ancl intens,i.1,;,) aItLrou8h noL clirect,Ìv rìuppor,t,ive: of' a.ny.
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Effects of llodelts Responsibility for Pailing to Ðonate

The hypolhesized main effect for responsibility emerged very strongly on

all four evaluation neasures (combined ratings, altruism, truslworthj-ness and

general evaluation). In each case, the High Responsibitity model- elicited

significantly poorer ratings than the other tv¡o models v¡ho did not differ from

each other. Clear1y the verba.lization of statements conveying the deliberate

j-ntention to withold charity leads to a sharp increase in negalive judgments

about the speaker. This pattern applied. to a1l levels of intensity and for

both school-s on coml¡j-ned ratings, altruism rat,ings, and general evaluation'

rati-ngs. Iviean trustvrorthiness ratings deviated only slightly from this pattern.

The finding that ratings of the High Responsibility modeÌ and the

remaining tv¡o models ÏIere mutually excl-usi-ve demonstrates the stability of

the effect" Its strength is further substantiat,ed by the high proportion of

variance (36"i') accounted for by the relationship between responsibility l-eveI

and eval-uations, especially in the High and l,ov¡ Intensity conditions.

Donations t¡ere not significantl-y affected by the responsibility variabfe.

Ss exposed. Lo the High Responsibil-ity model donated no less to the chariLy

than other gs. This v¡as not surprising since there r¡ras no basis for a pre-

dicLi-on on thi-s variabl-e.

The responsibility dataare consistenl with the theoretical formul-ations

presented earl-ier v;hich stressed the inportance of I'subjective responsibilitytt

(tiaget,, L932) and atiributed intentions (Jones & Davis, Lg6Ð in the making

of moral- decj-sions. The model who demonstrated her selfish intentions by

rationalizing her non-donation Lhror.rgh questionable excuses was j-nvariably

viev¡ed more negaùively Lhan the models who gave plaus:Lble excuses or v¡ho

temporarily avoided the decision. Basicali-y, Ss attributed negative dispositions
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to l,is who denonstrat,ed their responsibility for inaction. As expected the

I'hypocriterr was not harshly judged to be a bad person unless her questionabl-e

behavior rvas clearly premeclùtated and avoidable.

Clearly the generality of another of bhe asserLions of the Bryan Sroup

must be qualified on the basi-s of the slrength of the present evidence, One

such conclusion has been made in studies in which r,vords hacl a much greater

impact upon raLings than deeds. Specifically, Bryan and trdal-bek contended

that 'tif one preaches good things, one is esteemed even if behavior reflecting

such verbalizations is not evidenttt (]]97Ou, p.3/+O). This observation d.icl

not apply to the l{igh Responsibility condition. A rider shoul-d therefore be

included. statingtras long as one does not make a defense of onets failure to

donate which relies primarily upon obviously self-indulgent excusesrl.

Triple Interaction Effect

The three-way interactiorl also suggests thaL there may have been

one or more powerful- extraneous vari-ables operating i-n a few of the groups

r¡hich could have helped to qualify the preaching effect. It appears that

subjectst initial l-evel of generosity had much less to do with the three-way

interaction than the extraneous variables. If future researchers are to reap

the advantages of running subjects in groups in experiments such as the present

one, they might consider thorough precautions in order to minimize the

possibility of obtaining subtl-e cues frorn one another. This fa.ctor may well

have been at least partly i-nvolved in the three-v.'ay interaction obtaíned in

the present study.

Sumrnary

In summary, dst feeÌings and perceptions of M v;ere deterrnined sole1y by

the level of responsibiJ-ity abLributecl to I,l, while dona.tion beh¿rvior v;as
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ciet enninr:rj r:xc l.Ll¡;ive1.y by Lhe inl.,r':nsì Ly or pressLr re ¡rl;rcc:cl u¡-rcrn S ' 'llhesc

fincl:ings wcre precìi-ct,t:cl and c:x¡r-lained frc''rtt t'lvc'r sel)¿ì''t'¿r't'o l'ht:orr:Lic;rl vilrrt'a¡ie

poini.s. 'i'he l.'orrner f,indirr¿1 js; cons,i.sle¡it v¡ibh a.LtriL,uLic-,¡r I,hc Qr",', wlrich vrr;ttlrl

precì icL er lre6a.t ive cveluaLiorr on bì're b¿Lsj s c,f' Ì"1 
rs qrresLiorl¿il,1e nìoL j vos j,rr l,l'ro

lli6h ltesironsj-biJ-iL,y cond ltion. Tire 1¿rl,1,er' (int,ensit;r) firrcLìn6, ¡rrr:vi-rìes

sup¡rort for l,he Ìrypothr:sis derivcd e¿irl.j.er lrom [,he coí;ïÌìunice.l,ion ¿r.ncl

¿rtLii,ucìe cha.nge l-i-ter¿¿lure, v,'hile <jisccnf irnlin¿:, al Le;rrraLe hy¡;ol,hr:scs clr:¡'i vr;d

fron the r¡<¡rìc of Bryan a¡lcl his associaLes and Drehr¡i (196ó).
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Conc-l.usi ons

A-ì1,hou¡_h l,ltis h¿Ls L)cerì LLìc J'i¡'sL sys-;i,r:rn;i l,i.c invr:st,i¿;;.rLic-,n ol'l,ht;

varj-¿lbk:s a.l'f ect,.ir41 hy¡.rc,cr-is.y, sornr,r LcnLal,.ivr: conclr ls.i.onÍi are j-n orclcr'.

I.'irsb1.ii, ¡lreadoJ-cscernL boys h;-r.ve dernonsLr'¿tt,r'rC t hlrl, bltr:.y .rrc ¿¡bl-t: t c¡

ovr:r'l-orrk cven t,he lnosL bl¿rlo.nt, inconsisLelrcy l,'et,r,;c:e¡r r,vords anct cl (rrìdsi, l)rc)-

vided Lh¿,.t Lhc: ¿lrìu l.l i:iocl c.l dr-¡es nol accoínJ)anJ¡ Ìrer reTusal. t,o cloll¡.r."t.r r.riLh

ratiortalizal j.ons wh j-ch cl-e:irì-y exposc a cìe¿,;r'ce of sc-l f isitness whiclr canrìol,

be recc¡nciled v¡ith her'lofty exhorl,a.l,ioris. ]j was nol clisliked;Lncl .juciged to

be gree<1y, unLruslworLhy, ancì hy¡rocril'ica.l- unless she increased perceived

responsiL'ility -for non-donation by attenrpl,ing Lo justif.i' her behavior. Th:-s

finding coul-cl accounL l'o¡'t,he failure of r:revious researci'reÌ's lo cìetecL

negalive reaclj-crrs to Lhe hypocrile. One inplication is thaL hypocrit,i-cal

adul-Ls nrâ/';ielj receive "Lhe benefit of thr: cloubl'r as J-ong as the¡,' a.voicj ì;he

misLake of atternpting to ralio¡ralize Lheir inccnsist,er.ìcy. I'uture research

on i.his variabl-e v;i.ll, be necessery j-rL order to delerliine Lhe r1e¿tree of

respons;ibilit,y requirecl t,o provoke clcvaluaticn. It rnary be possil-,le, for

exantple, Lo aclricve the sanie rcsulLs with vcr'.y briel' sLaL,cnlenls.

The ab<.¡ve <¡bservalions sug[J,esL t,hat j.l is not, cr:np1 eLely accur¿ìle lo

corrclude rn,iLfr ÌJrya.n ancl l,albel< lhat, "lfie chi-l d in midcll-e clri-Idl'roud )¡ears

has not .yet leartred lil¿Lb rnor'¿rl- exhc¡r't;alj-ons ¿¡iven by a pccr ol' adtrÌL orrglrt l,o

tre accolniran-i.t:cì ly a¡rprcr¡lri¡-rt t. ¿rclj.ons" (p.350) . llowevt;r, in fairness t,c,>

lìryan artcì Vli-rl.belr, iL a¡.r¡rears lhai, lhe lh¡'ersfro]i'l l'ol- nep.lLivt: r'e:act,ion (ir'ron¿;

l,he ¿1rade six bo.ys :i.1urrl)lecl ai, leasL) is clrLilc lr.lgh.

'liÌ,,rr",, is lio r:vi.cic:rrce Lh¿r L even lil¿il,¿rnt, self'- jusli.l.'icat j-on afl'r:cl-:: irn¡r-

thì.ng c¡Lller' [,lr¿rn Ss t ¡rerrcepi.iolrs of l"l. DonaL-ions wt:r'e inc re¡lst--d sbr'ì-ct, ly
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Lhropgft Lhc inl.cns i.Ly i,rnrJ [)er[ìrras j.vcrì()ss oJl tttt:l;l;rt¿1es -Lndr:¡rr-'rrrlctit,J.y Ol'

aLtract,i<.,n ra.l,in¡1sr ìrcrcejvcci lry¡rocris;.y, ¿it Lrj,l-'rr1;ed rt:s¡ronsiL,-i l-,i 1,,yr cLrj.

Il¡rsica.Ì ìy, Ss tlicl v;lla.L Lltcy vrcre t,oLd. 'f hey otrcd-i-e ril, 1-y 'list'clrcd t'o ¿r'n

lrnkrìown Lll¡rr;r'r:corclccl vo-Lcc ¿r.rrrl gavrì a.vi¿r..y up t,r-r li; .J0 Lo an r.rnput-l.Licizr:d,

f ict iLi ous c¿ÌtÌse evcl v¡irr;¡ LLrc;' c-lislikcd l,Ìre ;rLodel a.ncl foultd her ¡it'c:ed;r a,nd

unLrustr.jc;r,ch.y, ra.Ling hr:r ¡-roe¡ly on sever¿11 climenl;ions stl,lpr oscCly re;l.eva.rtL

to credibiìity. Fe¡ha¡-rs t,hcre is sorne val icìily .Ln t,hc prc-:viotts;J-.y rrnconfi'nnecl

asserLion by Rosenhan el al (19ó8) lhat,

rrAdull behavio¡'s ¿ìre so visil,J-¡r clif f erenl f rotrL chilcÌrensr in boLh

lenien¿ a¡d slricL directions...that reliartce upon verba.J- ins1,r'ucL-ion
is necessary irr or.der 1,o inakc alrpropria't e age- ancl sex-gradcd dis-
crininaLions for chi.Iclren...Hel¡ards a¡rd purtj-shrnenLs froln adu-rLs are
much tnore conLingenL on obecl.ience Lo verbalizeci Lhan observed sLal-Ldards.r'
(p.3oo).

Si¡ce the presenL sludy utilizecl exhortalions ralher than coercive

instruclions (as desribed by Rosenhan et al) perhetps tirese conclusions arc

ap¡;licable Lo a v¡icler range of silualions lhan Pr¡'¿¡ el af (".S. Stein 8"

Bryan) rvoul,cì have preCictecl, Ìi'urther slucJ.y shoul-cl be devot,ed to Celerminin.-9

to whal exl,errt chjlclren of late eÌernentary school ir.ge actually expecl i,o be

inf'luenced by acìuJ.t,s (especially teachers). líore iinporl,anL-Ly, lhe a¡;es anC

silua'bions itr v¡hi.ch react¿rnce vrill. str5,ercecle uncritj.cal cotrt¡,,1iarlce need t,o

be eslablisired. Unfil t,his is clorie r.¡e rray ortly r:nnclutle lhat, il is quit,c:

possib'¡: f'or very inLense, noralistic exhort,aLions (frour a.n adu-Lt vrho is

pogrly esLeemed bec¿ruse c¡I her cìe.l-il¡e¡'¿rle ref'usaI lo ¡rract,ì-ce wh¡-t, she prc:acht:d)

to faciliLaLe lier. ¡rosilive social. j.¡rfhrcnce u¡ron chiJ-cl rensr clta.ril,aL,l-e l-rehavior'.

fn f¿rcL, a l¿vclura}¡}e oul,corne is ¡rossibl-e: evetl rvllen Lltc chilclrelr ¡;c,'rce ì-ve a

Ìrigh ciegree of ¡rcrsuasì.ve inbe rrL. It .is errLi rely possitrl e, hcll^¡cver, Lhat' Lhc

ful J'il -ìtnelrl c-rl' llrcllmrli criteria fot' i nchrcirr¿.5 ¡ts.yclrol.o¿i.ì-c¿r'l rr.l:rcl,artce woul-ci

pr()cluctl ¿Ì very ttttll¿iv<lttl'¿LL,le ottLccrtne.
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This expcrinrenL ¿rcliicvecl iLs prì-nrary fìurlx)se of' <-lc.l.in,:a Linfl t,ltr: n¡r l,rrrc

¿r¡lcl acLion of'va.riab-l,es wfri-ctr j-nf'Ìur:lrcr¡ l,lte int¡.,;rcl, of't,ht: lty¡rocrit,e-:. l'lc> longr:r

{o rrt,he conrlj-li<¡ns undcr v;hich viev¡ers r.¡il--l ricv¡¡l.ur: Llte h.y¡tocriLt: rcllt¡r j rr

unknor.,,nrr. .tt now rcruains for f'u¡'t,her research 1,o rJr:rnon.''; Lr¡l Le ¡rt vitr¡rt, -l.evel ol'

i.nLensil.y ( if an,y) a h¡r¡.rocri tical rnodel- be¿1ins [,o I,ose r;oci¡r]- i¡tI'l-uence a s

cornlJar.,rd i.o a neutrally lrehavirr¿, i'i who uscs lhe s;¿ur.e exhcrt¿LL j r¡ns. Il, is cl.car

f'rom lhc presenl sl,ucly LhaL evc;¡. a clrarnatic -lncrease -Ln ¡rrcach.llt¡'.; irll,ensily

(and tlrer.efore Lhe cliscrepancy hetween r,';ords ancl deecìs) is not, one of Lltc

hypocrisy v¿rriables rvirich i-s likely Lo resulL in clevalua.Lir¡n.
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I,EÎ1ER FM}I GNADUATE S'TIJDENTS (DÂT ONE)

llnlverslty of Manltoba
Forb Garry Canpus
Mårrltobg

Dear Studonts,

At the llnlversity lte are dolng mêny thtnge to find, out bo¡r
chlldren Ieam.. ûne of tbe things tbat conts frron Learnlng Ls
the nrmbo¡r of r¡ords you læswo hsw harÌt tha wo¡ds areu whethen
¡/oo. oan spell themn or eryllaln what thoy rneanr and 9o otte

Ag part of our studyr we worrld lJ.ke to see borr students l¡l
¡roun olass eonpero pith studants ln other classes tn oniy oæ
tålngo Ttra onJ.y thång t¡e want you tô do lE to srÉ.t€ do"flt all
tåo ¡sordE you car¡ Ln L0 ninutes, even lf ¡rou donst lcnow the exsct
uoanlng or epl-ldng of the lro¡dg" In a way tt¡J.s 1s l1ks e raeo
bscause ¡rou on1y have l-0 mlnutos, Bltu ltss a.lso Llke ¡sork"
Sincs J¡Ðu are taldng Èl¡rs fr.on ¡roun studÍes fsr thlsu we u5.A[ pay
you eacb 5ë pæ nJ.nuto ot frê (tUfs Ls 2J$ ¡nore tbÂn !ûoet s€hooLs
ano gett!.ng slnee rsa stre glvlne ysü L0 salnr¡tee lnEtoad of èhe
usual 5 ¡nl¡utss)" The noney ¡¡¡lt b eEnt to your teaoher as soon
es ¡rour word Li.etg EFs r¡etul¡rod to us" Thenk ¡nru,

SLncenol"yo

Gradueto st¿dents
Ilnlverelty of MenitÆba
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BåSELINE MEÂSJFE (nÂT $,¡0)

Nane¡

Dear Chlldront

As a group of looa1 olttzensr a few of ue ane qr¡C.ous
about your thoughta about voh¡ntæer canvasstng fron door to door to
ralse monoy for speclal proJoets. lfe lmor* tbat na,ny eobooL ohlLdren
have bsen veqy holpfnl tn glvlng theír tdmE on cold nlghts to
coAlect noney. lole are wonderJ-ng whsther ahlldren sor¡-ld bo even mora
enthuslaetLa about tbe ldee if thoy got to keep for thenEeLves sone
part of the proceeds whfch tbey colleeted.

We only w-1eh to have a general ldee abfl¡t how ld.ds feeL about
tbis. Rsanonbero EIe are not eo¡rneoted lrlth the school- or any
organlzatlon that collects money. 1{o are Just a few eur{ous cltlu€ns.
If neny of yru thtnk you shorrJ.d get sometblng in ¡¡oturtr for door-to-
door csnvasslnge ¡re rrlll thon see Lf rre can flnd e group who nlgbt be
Lnte¡^eeted ln tallslng further about lt. Just donet æt your hopee üpo

Tlre quostion ie sl.aplyt

"b you think echooJ. ohlLdren who ero asked to eanvass
door-to-door to rafse money for epeclal projeets should
ggt peld anybhlng at all for wbat they do?H

ïesæ
If you ansh-ored e¡res' also enswer thls questlonr
nlIos¡ umrch ¡¡orld Jrou porsonally thfuùc to b@ a reaeonsb:Lo
ano¡urt to keep for ¡ruurself if you eould keep ae much
as you santod?¡l

(.Anæ'rers go fnom Êrnothingrt to l¡evet3thlngrr wblch le 1"0d

orrt of 6vt!y l0/ you oolleot) "

CT.ncle¡
EFffich out of 6vel1¡ J.0/ oollectsd +rou.ld ¡ou want
to koep?

No

oê Idt
nothfng

2ó 3û+
Llt+

Lþû 5ú 6ê
//þ.

tlz
7ê Bë

.f
3lt+

9Ë 10/
+

erreq¡thLng
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pnoMPT sHË81 FOR TEACHER A¡¡D PRINCTPAL (DÅT THIEE)

Aftør nocelvlng monoy f¡on noeeenge¡p at' begtnnlng of free

gymn frer{.od, tæaoher announcest

flThseo bags of money anø tho onoe whleh wero prornls€d
to you a few da¡rs ago. Tlrero fs 50ê Ln each one" l{e
¡rere toLd to pass on our tha¡rks frc'n the pøop.Le at the
Universlty who e¡re rsorklng on tbo wond L1st studynrf

Plånclpa3, asks grade slx t'eaehers if he nlght speak to thelr

cLasses for e fsw monents (Leter f¡ f¡.ae p6Éod)

nBoys we he\r€ a vlsltor ín the sebool t'bls moming. Els
namo Ls ìfr, Andersoa and ho wor¡-ld Låke to haw a fe¡"s
ninut¡s wtth eaeh of you tn ænall groups€ I hava decldsd
thet tle couild save aLL t'he troublo lt would take to havs
gxnoups of ¡rou golng ln and out lf e1I of you had a frae
p@rlod ln the gywr for a few hours" Drrnlng ¡rour aetiwlty
there you wLLL be ca,Lled out.

rrI do not larow exactLy what ¡rou are go1ng to hear brt' i.t
sounde tsorbh Ïlstænfurg to.

{[ wouLd Ïlke you to do your bost to remenbðr what goes
on thle nornlng so tÌ¡êt Jrou cen report baek to ue Lat€r"
Tl¡e ¡oason for thie 1s that wo w:iLL ba uslng your
lnpreoslone to decldo what lcind of poople to aÏLow to
oomo to spoak wlth you ln tlre futut:eorN
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E)CPERIT.ÍE].ITERI S INIRON'CTION FOR E}PEIUJ"IBNI'AL ffiSSION (DAT THREE)

ñIll there" I guoss yoll r¡ondor what ¡nou0z'e dolng hereo
HeLl¡ flrst of aLL I should teLL you uhat Irrn doing here"
Icm herE as a favour to some parants who noeded gomeone to
play thls taporocordor i¡ eome schooLs" The r"eason they
l¡a¡rted rne to do thie was 60 that, they oouLd pass on some

porsonal lnformatlon about s monoy ralsing proJect to as

nany ch{ldren as posslble.

rrÎhe poople behLnd tho project are hoplng to ralse Lots
of noney to nãfp bry toys and otl¡er G?rr{-strnag preænts for
poor chlldren. One of tåese people has apperently boen

ào1ng around to al.} the schoole 1n this area and tape-
reooxllng intønrisws with teecboPg. Drr{.ng these lntsnrleç¡s
the J.ady alwa¡rs asks tho teachers what they think chå}d¡:en
should d.o to he1p. Then sÌ¡a aeks tho¡u how rm¡eh they are
personalJ.y psÊpared to h'elP"

ftI have boen asked to pllay one of these lntervåe¡¡s for
you. 1n o¡dor to heLp ¡rou mako ì¡p Jrûur ntrrd slnce 3uu will be

asked to mako a eontr{"butlon in a few minutes.

{¡fhlch lntenrlet¡ I pLay |e complletely up to you. Teachere
heve been inte¡¡ries¡od f¡¡on most sohooLe i-n the dlstråct. Ï8L1
play the one whlch nost of ¡rou r"oquest"H (votlng ens'aes)

(3ust bsfons atarting tape) hThe people from the pmject
sald I sbould renind l¡ou to pay veqf cloeo sttentlon to evory-
thing ¡rou hoar on the tsporscortlng beeatl.so 1t ls ve4r l-unportånt'
that-yãu hear end ru¡dsrstand |t" Al-so, you trl1"l þ asked soms

quostlons about Lt when yolloro fånisbed.rl
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C'ENERAJ, INTrcüICTION gf INffiRIEET¡ER

HYou havo been a teaaber for sevora]. J¡ears nowe So I
lneglne that you muet have hea¡d ¡mreb ebout the bunger and
sufferlng of ch5.Id¡sn i.n other porbs of the r¿or1do In faot,
I lsrsw that the etrl.ld¡an frcrn your osn school l;ent out on
tallo*e?on nlgbt and colleotæd a ].ot of rroney to help out"
Brt nory thet Chrlstnee ls aprproacblnge nany of us who are
parents have deoided to get out and remfud. p€qp:Le about tbo
poor ch1ldren råght bere 3.n l+innipeg who donrt bave enough
food or elothes aLL ¡rear and who prrcbably r¡on9t gpt ar¡y
pnesonte at ell for Chr{.efuas. Margl of tbem don?t enren havê
enJ¡one tbey oan gall rsqtþort or lfathere.

Sile ers p.lsnn{ng to go to sehools to ask ohl].dran to
glve up es ratrch of t'helr pocket !ûonoy as tboy cen affordo
to help other H-ds bêve a heppy GhrlEtæas" B¡t befors lle
do thato se are vlsltlng t¡aebors ln nany echools arid
ftndlng out ho* theSr feel. l{e thir¡k that heaetng r*bÂt
toashers bave to say about ettrlne uÍll holp tbm make up
their nlnds elnos tboy Look up to ¡rou"

tNow lf you donst nir¡ùo Ïen golng to glve you the
ud.ornophone so thåt J¡oB eån l"eave €¡ nÊssag€ for tho chLldrsn
wo play thLs f,or. (pause) Co aheadu sey an¡rbhing you ¡reåt
e .oBJÌd romembsr to speak right lnto ttro laike.tl
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æNCtUSrcN¡ SIJ&IECT MNATION INSTRUCITONS BT INTERUIEWER

ño"Ko ohlldren, you?v6 bed a etrs$oe to meet orns of the
toe,shors thet Ifw spoken trlth about th.e project. I hope

¡ronrve hed a ehanoe to n¡ke up your n!¡ds about how rauch you

äre golng to glne. Nowo lgd llke yog to nake lrÐìü'donat"lorne
one ãt a tl¡ne on ¡¡por way out. I hew left e rnessage for
sompone 1n ¡rour scbool to gtv€ you an envel-ope. llake stro ¡rou
t¡av€ ono. i{stlee that tlaere ís no na$e on it and lt aau bo
seal,ed" the æason for thls lE so that no one silL seo hot¡

mrnoh ¡ou gtve.

rlThle ls ho¡r l¡e w111 do ft. 0n your way out you t'{.l]
ft¡rd a SCTøoIlo Behird the ee¡seen Ls a donatíon box fuLL of
5É trsats srreh ee choeoLato bars a¡rd peanuts" Each of you \
ÃäV pfof. one of t?¡ese up after ¡rou uake.Srour_dona.tion. (pause)

fg yôu put 5C ln flre ønvrrlopo you€rê not really glvLng _anyLblng
to i,Ue þo* ohtLd¡oa boeaueo t'hø goodåee eost us 51" Bgt every
p€rmy aörg t¡.an 5ë ¡+iLl æ dår-eet¡,y to tho poor l.1ds fon toys
ä"4 koffi"d chr{'stnae t}rångs' Just seaJ' yrorrr monêy i¡r tho
envelopeo ¡nrt, lt i.n tho donátion box, take one of the goodles
a¡rd go'tó i¡" desk outElde t}:o door çhe¡'e you rrllJ- be asked to
oosrnãr a lsw questlons. lJo ca¡¡not accopt more tban 4Jl fron
¡rou today. lhat ls ou.r lln1t for thls prnoJoct" Thsr¡k $6rtl.rl
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FTRSÎ POST-ETTERI}æ}¡TJ1I, SUESTTONNAIRE (DAT THREE)

F\rlL Na.ne

, 
blow aro 10 llnos of words. 0¡r eaah 1-Jne 5rcu ¡1111 olroLe the worrls shloh Srou thfnk 

,,

'rest dosoribo tÌ¡e tæacher who was lntsrlv.lørsed. Tou should bav'e 10 olrs]Lee altoget'Ïrer. i

, 'ou rnay c1¡:olo rrnot sureü lf ¡pu feel nono of the otl¡er rrods on tÀat Il¡¡e dseorùbs

;be teaahEr you heard, 
r'

.. voqf $rltÆ not su¡e quXts vêry
s€litsn seLflsir rrneeLfJ.sb r¡eseLflsh

l. vsrxr quft€ not sure qutte Yo¡T
groedy grÊdy generouÊ genosous

Ì. very qu-tte not sure $¡1tÞ vtsry
honóst honost dlshonest. disbonesè

Þo vÊry $út€ not sur¡Ð qtd.t€ vsry
klna klnd r¡nldnd unklnd

i. vet7 qulto not suro quitê YerY 
¡l

foolish foolLsh wlse slss
:*ío ver1r $rlto not flire qu5.ts vsry ìì

ll"kãaH,e llkeablle rrn]-lkeablle ur¡lLkeab.Le :

7" very $t1te not eu¡e qu!.te vsry
pstient patlent Lurpatlent J.npatleut

8. vorTr qrrfb not sure qult€ \tBrY ,i

' nlog nLce meer¡ Boan ,

9. vetxr $tltô not sust qulto vsrTr
falr faj.r unfalr unfair

0. v6ry qult6 not sure qulto verY
¡r¿rõc,w-ntn¿ea narr.o¡¡.ainded oporrnlnded opennlnded
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sæND POST-EXPERI]'ÍB{TAI, QUESÏIONNITIRE (D/rT THREE)

Ful]. Næao

ft6s¡11 Questions

For aL[ questlons sfutply ci¡q].e the letter opposlte the best a¡sÉrer.

Lo Ât tbe begfuming of the taperaoording wh6n the interrlovrer asked the
teacher t¿ use the mlc¡"opbone to eay sonethf-ng about glvlrrgr t'he
thlnge ehe said lrer.e !ro6t1y3

(a) stronely tn favou¡ of gtvlng
(u) fn favour of glvlng
(c) aæbst girri.ng
(d) strongly against girtng
(e) she dldnst sey anJrbhing about g.vi.ng

2. ttrhen asked to n¡ke a personal donatlon Lat¡r ln +,¡æ l¡tø¡¡¡Lewr tbe
teaeher gave the interr¡lewer

(a) nothlng
(u) tess than $1
(o) tetween $1 arrd $5
(d) nors thsn $5

3. Ëow r+eL} do ¡rou tbfrìl< the taacher praetåsed. what eho proached?
(a) very weLL
(b) wett
(c) o.k"
(d) poorly
(e) very poorl-y

l+. (.Answer this quostlon onl-y lf the tsacbor you hearri falJ'ed to donetø)
Eæ good we¡e her exsuses for falJ-lng to donate?

(a) very poo:r
(b) poor
(a) o.k,
(d) eood
(e) varXr good

5. How muoh pt€ssure d1d ¡rou feel the teacher wae prrtting on lrcir to donat'e
durÉ.ng hor rem¿rks on glvlng?

(*) wry great prossuïs
(b) eome pressuro
(a) no pr€ssur€
(a) ar¿nct, ts.lk about elulne
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6. Wba't wes Jrour maln reason for donatlng tt¡e aalour¡t you dJ.d?
(a) because of tJre ¡r:Lce roaaona tho teacher gevã for glvllg
(U) Usoauge of the e$ount she gave
(c) Uecause the teachor told us tÐ
(a) Ucause I flgured ever¡rone else r¡ould
(e) because I didnrt wa¡t süJÞne to think I was greedy
(f) other (speolfy)

Fl¡o¡r whet ¡rcu how about the tøaoher Jrou beazrl, hoLr ¡*ould you feel lf
you -heaxl tÌrat sbo was golng to substltute for ¡rour tøachor fo¡ awhilo?

(a) very bsppy
(b) nappy
(o) o.k.
(d) sad
(e) qui"e sad

Ead you heerd an¡rtbång about thÍs prroject l¡aforo toclay?

yss

If you ry¡sÈroned ltyrosr what had ¡rou hoa¡l?

(¡

8.
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IE-BRIE¡TNG LEïIER T0 pnrerrts (DAT rHRDE)

Deosmber Z0'. lyTl

Dear Parents,

Aa a parent Srou aro prrobably qulte lnterastod 1n how ch{Jd¡en
naaot to varj.ous apprþaches Hhieh adults use l¡ eoronrnicatlng irith
theno During tbe Last fou days a projeot has been conducted in
schooLs 1n your erea whlcb rrå11 hopefully ehsd so¡ro light upon thls
lsgtls. i.fith the ki¡d cootrmration of the super:lntendentu pri.aclpaLs,
e¡d teachers I bava eq:osed the qh{]fl¡s¡ to ons of ssvsral- t5rpes of
tape-recorded l¡tervleirs ln ¡¡htch an adult e4ressed hsr lrLerrs on
glving to poor ehl1drn at Cbr:lstnaso It was arranged. that the
ohlldren wouLd also bo glven 5CÉ just prior to bolng askod to donate.
In othor words ¡,re i-ntêntLonally avoid.ed elloirj¡rg then to gtve any of
tbslr own mon€yo

Rest assured that none of tho questLons llhfch ¡rour chlld r+as asked
¡re¡^e nelatÊ,i to porsonal or fsnlly raattæreo

For r¡ost children such eq>erlences ana both enJoyable a^nd
educatlonaL" In fact, the p:soJecb r.¿.iJL bo used as a bssis for a elass
disoussion rvhileh ehorr.ld be of eonslderab]-e value to the chlldron.

0f courseo 1f ¡qy obsorrations fron thls pmJect appoar to bave
uide appeal for parents, Tlrtlt not hosltete to sond ¡rou a süsnaryo

thank ¡ror: for your tntænost"

ïours slnceroly,

John ¡1, Anderson
School Psychologlst,
l{estx{ood Ar€a
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Iif f ccLs o f Prc¡.chin¡i InLens; j [y , Ì,cve-l of lie,:sponsilri-1-it,y, a.nd

School r¡n A.l-t,ruisln iì.abin¡ls: Analysis oll Va.r'j¿Lrtcc

7L

Source

Intensity (A)

Responsibilily

Schoc.Ì (C)

AxB

AxC

tsxC

Ë.xBxC

Ï,iithin Cells

xp 1.001

df

1c),

56.A9

.00

5.69

J.öt

200

't o,

1.ó I

U.() /

,9 .56,'

0.00

Ì. gB

r.33

I ?O

0 "67

Omega
Sclua.red

.oo

.00

n?

ot

.0c

I

(e)

¿

2

I

l+

2

a

l+

oo
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Ilf'Jlccl,s; of I'rc;.Lclri.n¡-i -'LtrLcns.i-Ly, i,r:vc.-1.

SclL<-¡o-l <¡rr /i.l-brr"¡ i-srrr lla.l,itr¡is :

of I?.csponsi bi l-i i;.1., .'r.ncl

l4c¿rrL Sc<¡res

I'rea.chin¡-;
Irit,cnsily
Lerre l

Iiigh

i-ovr

;tì c hoo l-
Level

Ili.gii

9.00
B.40

rJ.70

8.25
9. oo

8.63

7. B0
ô .,c.

.5.O¿

A

r'

ì'iean

A
't)
L)

itÍ ar n

A

I)

Ì,1earr

c.'f Res ¡.ronsibilì i,.y

Low

5 .00
5 .60

5.Lo

A' ')L
). a')
Â02)'a)

5 .5t+

7.00
7.60

.7 a.\(.)\)

lic¡

7 .50
5.20

5.00
ó.00

5.50

6.50
E A')).))

5.92

Rg¡'
i.ie¿t n

7.r7
6.h'/

6.82

6.r7
6.94

o. )ô

7. t0
7.a6

1) a\()

No

Oofrunn 'ie¿rn

lJote. - Scores
al-Lruistic ) .

ô,Âoc4) ó "oB

coul-cl ran¡.e frotir lloa

qQt

rna>li-tnr-rm of -lO (Iea:;l
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Iit'fccLs of Prc;¡.chin¿i In1,cnsi.by, LeveJ,
Schoo] ori I't'r-rsl,worLhino¡;s lùatin¿;s :

of Resp<-rns i bj .l iL.y, ;Lnd
An:rì..ys-is r-¡f Vari¡rnce

Sourcc

Intensit,y (A )

Responsibilit"y (B)

SchooÌ (C)

AxB

AxC

ExC

AxBxC

\irithin Cefls

;rp(.001

df'

/-

2

I

l+

z

2

l+

66

Ì'1S

,7Q

?o t 1

.ub

7.76

9.06

t+.6o

3.78

3.1+2

I

.23

)-I.t*3-;t

0.02

2.27

2.65

I.3l+

t. tl

One¿ia
Squarccì

.00

.19

.00

^c

.03

.01

i/lfì



:.::--::L:¡l:.::.;

?5

lil'fect s <-¡f Preach ing fnt,"nsii.y, Lr:veJ- of Ticspotrsibj 1i t.y, and
School un 'l'ru.st,wort,iline¡;:; lt;rl,i n¿s: J'ic¿ln Sr;orcs

Preachin¿;
InlensiL;y
Levef

tligh

lov,'

Scilool- Lcvel of
l{igh

- ()')

7.BO

l.ó1

7.00
8.7 5

/.ÕÕ

6.20
I rytQ. t )

0.4 (

NIo

A

lf

l4ean

¡r
7lD

ìlean

å
B

ir'rean

iùcs ¡.,oris ibilit¡'

. Low lio

t+.io '/.25
À.80 4.À0

4.65 5 .e2

t;.75 3.75
5.oi,ì 5.75

/f . 88 t+.7 5

6.20 6.50
6.110 l+.33

6.30 5.67

Rorr¡

I'ie;ln

6.53
5.67

6.10

5.r7
6.5c

5.83

6.30

6.v

Col-unn r'iean

l'JoLe. - Scores
trus;tvrorlhy).

could rarìte f'rorr l 'l,o a

5.27 5.t+I

maxlnum of l-O (Ieasl,

qaÕ(.)7 6.o3
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Ef f ect s r.¡f I'r'eaching InLcnsi.ti., l,r:vc1 ofì lìcs¡ronsi-biì-it y, a.nr:l

Schoof on General Iv¿r Lu¡Lion ]la.Ll-n¿¡s: Âna.lysi.s ofl l/¿rri.tnce

Source

I

df MS

Onre¿ia.

I Squa rr':d

Intensity (Â)

/-\
hesponsrb].-L]-t-v ( tj,

School (C)

AxB

AxC

BxC

AxtsxC

'yJilhin CelÌs

;rp(.oOl

2 L.62 0.2.6 .OO

2 L39.75 
".3rr, 

.31+

l_ , 7 .t+o ].18 .oQ

Ì+ 9 "7t+ L.56 .O2

2 11.41 r.82 . r,l

2 7.88 r.26 . oo

t+ 7 .rB l. 15 .oo

66 6.27
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lìl'fect,s ef l)¡'r:;r.chJ-ng Inl,ensiLy, Lcvc-1.
Íichoc¡l on (ienr:ral l'ìv¿r,hraLion:

of Iicl;¡ronsi h..r i-J-iLi', rt.ttcl

IÌr:an Scorr.:s

Preac hin¡i
fnte nsi-Ly
Levef

tligh

l,ow

Leve.ì. <-,f

High

L2.I7
TI. CO

rr.58

)_r.7 5

13.75

]-2.7 5

r0.80
11. 50

tI. 15

1?.e sponsibility

5.50
8.20

/ .\ro. ö)

7.50
9 -50

B. 50

8. bu
9. C0

8. B0

Iìotv
Ì"1t:a.n

lJo

1C.25 ,a.3I
6. B0 t\ .Ci

() Ã') c cc.)o.)) t).//

6.25 B.50
B. OL) IO . t+2

t7 12 o t L
l.L) /.Li'e

7.75 c).O5

8. 17 9 .56

7.96 9.30

School-

Ì'Jo

À

ts

Itiean

A

B

i'iean

A

E

i'lean

Cohirnn l,ieat-l

i'lote. - Scores
evaluati.on).

tl. s3 8.05

coul.d ran¡;c fron lloa

7 .',¿7 9.25

lnAXlJ'lllljll of l5 (Iorvesi;
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IÌl'f ects of' lreiiclti rr¿1 Irtt r:nsit,;¡', Lr:veì- ofl iì¿:s;pol'lsibil ity, and

School- on iþ¡rocr-Lsy li;r.1,-Ln¿1:;: Antllysis of Va'ri¡-rrtce

Source liJdf

Inl,ensily (À )

ResponsibiJ-ity

School (C)

Axts

AxC

ExC

Á.xtsxC

iiithin Cells

';'.N. S. .p(. r

(e)

2

a

I

l+

2

¿

LT

65

L.25

3. )3

3.92'

6.65

0.41

^ 
1ry

¿.L(

.33

I. ól

o.7B

¿.vl^

¿.44"

1.04

o.25

L.35

.20

Orne6;a

Squa.rccl

.00

.02

.OO

.00

. ut)



81

Iìffr:ct s o[' Pre;-rchì.n¿l Itrfcnsit,y, l,evr:l
SclrooL on I1y¡rocris;.'¡ F'-a.L it-t¡;s' :

of Iìr:s;potrsil¡j lily, ancl
l"ie¿lrr Sco rcs

Preaclring
InLensil;y School
Levef

tlesponsi.biJ-it y

Low

) 17\
*. t /

2.60

2.67

3. o0
3 "33

3.L7

3.1+o
') aÈ).4)

.ì a^).)1

High

Low

A

B

üea.n

A
,E

luiean

A
B

l.'i¡::ân

Level- ol
IIì glt

3.OO
2. .)(\

3. t0

l+.2-5
I aELl . -)

l+.25

4. ¿u

Ilo

4.0()r rtrì

') t(\
) . L+\)

3.50
) tr(\

3.00

2Ã^

2.50

3.00

ll,ow
iuiean

3.25
¿.ó |

3.06

3 .58
3.36

3.1+7

3.70
3 .00

') ')Ç

l{o

Column i'iean 3.69 3.06 3 "B 3.29

Ì'lote. - Tìrese rali,ngs are baserd
quesLion I'l'lot+ v¡ell do yoLr thinl<
preached?rt Subjec'l,s resporrded
welJ-tt) to 5 ("very poorlyr').

on subjectst rcsponses to 1,lte

Lhe t,e:acher priicticed v¡Ìtat she
on ¿r sc¿rle rtrn¡,,-i.ng fron l- ("very
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!ìI'f'ecbs cf l'reachitr¡; IrrLcrrsj-by, J.,cveI of
Schoo.L on l)cnat-ions: Lna.ìys j,s of

1359.t+6

226.25

.) ol
-. /L

75.9r

2A.96

L87.92

t ôó 1L¿tQO . !\J

L92.58

1t

/ . UOa. "r

1. 17

.02

2()

.U-

B)

Ontr:ga
,Squared

'l 2

.00

.0u

.00

.00

.00

.0ó

itesf,on¡;itriJ-i f .y, ;r.nrl

[]o,¡ari-¿rnc e

Source

Int,ensily (A )

/-.\Hesponsr-b]1]Ly (ij,

School (C)

AxB

.ÂxC

BxC

AxBxC

lrithin Cefl-s

ìiote. - Covariales

-\,-.^ / ^r"P,.v)
?\-i rp -i . uu )

Iisdf

¿

2

I

l+

2

2

l+

6l+

v.'ere basel-i ne ancì coinbinecl aL1,r'action scores.



B4

ll[fecl,s of PrclLchj-n¿. Irll.cnsil.l',
[iclroo]- olt l-rttrt¿ltitlns :

Leve-l- of Iì.r-.s;¡ronsibiJ i ty, ;rrìrl
Âci .1usl.ecì þleatt .(ico r.,,'s

Preachin¿;
lntens;i-t,y
i,evel

l{igh

Low

Lcvel

Iìi¡;h

Ad ju.sted 3Ì-.25

Unadjusted 32.75

ol llesponsibility

,*'ur

35.91+

^ ^. .t/\
)¿4.öö

Itow
I'ie¿rn

3L.75l- 32.85

32.13 32.58

|,io

iio

Adjusled 20.L3

Unadjusled 22.50

i Adjuslecl L3.60

lJnad jusled 14.83

Ad justed 23.1+7

Un:rcì justed 23.36

28.00

27.50

22.90

¿¿.ôu

28. }B

27.66

22.63

¿J_. )U

.)t 
^r4L.V )

2i.00

2l+.51+

2L.rlí3

?,3.92

23.83

19.39

I O 
'.?

25.1+l+

25.30
Colr¡nn
Iiean

Ilote. - Covari¿rtes uscd
covari¡rrrce lJere basc:l-irre

in the atljusLtrent Lhrou¿ilr ;'rualysis
and conbined altracbion scores.

OI


