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Abstract
This study examined how one's level of moral reasoning, the cost of helping, and human
relauionships influence one’s altruisuc orientation. Two hundred and fourteen subjects (123
males and 91 females) aged between 16 and 22 years with an average age of 18 years from
three mixed Sixth Form secondary schools in the Greater Accra region of Ghana parucipaicd
1n the study. Materials were the short form of Rest James (1979) Defining Issue Test (DIT)
and the Self Report Altruism Scale (SRAS). Results indicated significant main effects between
each of the three independent variables and altruistic oricntation. In addition, there were
significant differences in the amount of help offered at each level of moral reasoning, at each
level of cost, as well as the amount of help offered to the three different victims.
Furthermore, there were interaction effects of any two combinations of the three independent
variables on altruistic orientation. However, there was no interaction among all the three
independent variables combined. These findings suggest that all three variables influence
altruisuic orientation in one way or the other. It is therefore recommended that measures
should be taken to improve children’s level of moral reasoning: and that in situations where
cost of helping is high, request for assistance must be presented in piecemeal, where possible.
and that education should be mounted to impress upon individuals and groups to look beyond

helping only kin and/or friends so as ensure equitable treatment for all.



CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

The term Alruism is believed t0 have been coined by Auguste Comte (cited in Batson
1991) who defined it as "to live for others”. Before and afer him, Philosophers and Social
commentators such as Plaw, Aristote, Mandeville. Smith, Rousseau, J. . Mills, and
Nietzsche (all cited in Batson, 1991) have concerned themselves with the issue of why some
people help those in need why others do not. While some maintained that man is by nature
selfish, others argued that he is capable of atending to the needs of others in addition to his.
It must be emphasized however that these nitial attempts to undersiand altruistic behaviour
were mainly speculative and was discussed under topics such as benevolence, charity,
compassion, and friendship. In other words, there were no systematic atempis to study
altruism (helping behaviour) as it is being done in recent times.

Current interest in helping behaviour in general, and altruism in particular by
Psychologists and other Social Scientists was stimulated by the cold-blooded murder of Kitty
Genovese on March 13, 1964, in the neighbourhiood of Kew Gardens, New York. According
10 Rosenthal (1964), although the atiack lasted for almost forty-five (45) minutes and was
witnessed by as many as thirty-eight (38) people. none of them intervened directly or even
called the police. In a related incident, a women was forced onto a pool table in Big Dans
‘Taven (a drinking bar in New Bedford, Massachuseus, USA) by four men on Sunday, March
6. 1983, who repeatedly raped her but in spite of her cry for help, none of the other customers
nor even the bar tender went to her rescue or called the police (Baron & Byme, 1987).
Similar instances in other parts of the World where people’s plea for various kinds of help
have been ignored by individuals and/or groups who could have done something 1 help are

not uncommon in everyday life.
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On the other extreme, are nstances of people who have risked their lives, sacrificed
their ime, money, and\or energy o rescue or help others in need. Typical examples of such
people are Stcfania Burzminsii, Schindler, and many other individuals and groups who either
gave refuge 1o, or helped Jews to flee from Nazi persecution during the Second World War
(Brown, 1986). Stefania for instance sheltered thiricen Jews in an attic of her small apartment
and fed them for two and a half years. The most remarkable thing about these people’s
behaviour according to Heliman, (cited in Myers 1993), was the fact that they knew very well
that the cost (punishment) for giving refuge o, or helping any Jew 10 run away was death.

Another insiance of altruistic act was by some residents of Oakland (in the San
Francisco Bay, California, United States,) who dared afler-shocks and other risks following
the October 17, 1989 earthquake to search for, and rescued those who had been trapped by
rubble from collapsed structures (Sabina, 1992). Mention could also be made of individuals
like Madam Theresa and other voluntary organizations such as International Red Cross
Society, Rotary Club Intemational, Medicine Sans Frontiere (Doctors Wathout Borders), and
others who in diverse ways have done. and are still doing what is within their means 10 attend
0 the needs of others in different parts of the world.  Like insensitivity to the plight and plea
of others, acts of altnusm are also part of our everyday life. How do we reconcile acts of
altruism and public generosity with stories of public apathy to the plight and plea of others?

In other words, why do some people always help in times of need (even when
sinsauonal forces discourage helping)? while others do so occasionally, and yet, some do not
help at all (even under the most favourable conditions)?. Do some people lack the moral
obligation which spurs others on o help? Is the relationship between a potential helper and
a vicum an important factor in the decision 1o help? What about the potential cost involved
in helping? These are some of the questions this sudy intends to answer.

2



This study has become very relevant in Ghana not only because of the lack of research
o Inerature on this area in the country, but more s, the increase in both natural and human
activities which calls for public assistance of one form o another. For instance, on page threc
(3) of Samrday, March 2, 1996, issue of the Weekly Spectator, the parenis of an eight-month
baby girl, Regina Addison, made an appeal to the Ghanaian public for financial assistance ©
enable their baby undergo surgical operation at the Korle Bu Teaching Hospital to remove a
boil at her back estimated to cost about three and a half million cedis (¢3.5). Similar appeals
were carried on the front pages of Saturday, May 15, and June 12 issues of the same paper
(Spectator) in the same year (1996).

Again, on page 7 of June 21-28, 1995, edition of the Free Press; page 4 of the June
28-July 4, 1995, edition of The Independent, appeals were made by the Biochemistry Swdents
Association of Ghana to the public for financial assistance for Dr. R. A. Acquah of the
University of Ghana. to be flown to London to undergo surgery in bone Marrow Transplant
estimated (o cost eighty thousand pounds ($80.000.00.) Other appeals for various kinds of
help appeared in the Thursday, March 14, 1996, issue of the Daily Graphic; Tuesday, October
10, 1995, edition of the Ghanaian Times; Front Page of January 1: page 3 of March 19, June
11, and 18, 1994, editions of The Mirror, and also on page 3 of July 15, 1995, edition of the
same paper (The Mirror). The list of appeals are many and varied and they are made every
now and then.

In addition 1o the above, there have been persisient appeals by those in charge of the
Blood Bank Units of The Korle-Bu and Komfo-Anokye Teaching Hospitals (September 26,
1995, edition of the Daily Graphic: October 9-11. 1995, issue of The Ghanaian Chronicle)
and even the regional hospitals o the general public 1o volunteer 1o donate blood for
emergency use. Furthermore, the numerous calls and appeals by victims of disasters, District

- 3
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Assembl bers, Chiefs, and other officials for public (both

local & international) assistance in times of disaster as happened in the afiermath of the July
3& 4. 1995, rains and subsequent flood 1n Accra, have also brought o the fore the importance
of altruistic behaviour and the need to research into it

Besides, because of the present socio-economic problems such as unemployment,
gradual disintegrauon of our tradiuonal systems, as well as urbanization and its numerous
related problems (hustling and bustling of urban life, individualization, crime, mistrust, and
competing of vanous sumulr for artenuon), helping behaviour which had been to a great extent
part of our (Ghanaian) social way of lifc. 1s gradually being eroded.

The above indicates that by the activities of nature and/or of man, people will continue
10 depend on the aliruistic acts of others (o survive or come out of emergency situation(s).
‘That is, anybody could find himself or herself in an emergency situation in which one form
of assistance or another would be requested for or needed. There is therefore the need to
arouse and rekindle altruistic behaviour by researching into it o find out the factors which
inhibit or enhance it. The results of this sudy could therefore be useful 1o the Government
of Ghana in parucular, The Ministry of Social Welfare, The National Disaster Relief
Organtzation and all other agencies which have some role (o play in disaster management and
relicf assistance in coming out with measures which would encourage and susiain altruism in
particular, and helping behaviour in general among the people of Ghana. This will not only
help to sensitize and draw the attention of the public 1 the need to give relief 1o individuals
‘and groups when the need aniscs, but will also g0 a long way 10 supplement official assistance
to the needy especially during emergency and thus fill a social vacuum which would otherwise

have been created result of insufficient official assistance.
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It is believed that when some of the imporiant faciors which promote of inhibit
altruistic behaviour are unearthed, encouraging people to behave altruistically would not be
difficult. As Ethologists, Comparative Psychologists and Sociobiologists such as Shapiro &
Gaddard (1994), Ellen & Wrege (198%), Taborsky (1984), Reyer (1994), Hoffman (1978).
Dawkins (1976), Krebs (1975), Wilson (1975) and Armstrong (cited in Myers, 1993) have
poinied out, altruistic behaviour is an inherent part of human nawre. Some of these researchers
have even gone further 1o assert that even animals exhibit altruistic behaviour.

Being a virtue and a humanitarian deed, altruism plays an important role in every
society. It is therefore admired and encouraged in almost all societies. As a result.
Philanthropists and person(s) or group(s) who have risked their lives or sacrificed their time,
money and/or energy for others are held in higher esteem in their communities, countrics, and
even in other parts of the world. For example, on a illside in Jerusalem, 800 trees form a
simple line called The Avenue of Righteous. Beneath each tree is a plaque with the name of
a person who during the Nazi Holocaust was known to have given refuge to, or helped one or
more Jews 10 escape death from the hands of Adolf Hitler and his men (Hellman, cited in
Myers, 1993). Also near the Museum of The Holocaust in Jerusalem, there are Avenues of
Memonal Tablets 1o non-Jews who sacrificed their lives to help rescue Jews (Brown 1986)
Sl in Jerusale, is a Yad Vashem, a memorial authority esiablished not only 10 commemorate
Jews who died during Naz: persecution, but also those who risked their lives (o save Jews.

Bar-Tal, (cied in Myers, 1993) defined altruistic behaviour as a voluntary act which
must aim 10 benefit others and which must be carried out without expectation of a reward,
Altruism involves behaviour miended 1 help others; it is doing something for someone else
ke trying  rescuc carthquake vicums) with no benefit 10 oneself, often with the possibility

of risk w oneself (Sabina 1992). Grusec (cited 1n Sabina, 1992) defines altruism as an act of
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concem for others - such as sharing, helping, showing concern. consideration. reassuring, and
defending - that are performed independently of hope. of reward, or fear of punishment from
external source and that may even be of some cost (o the altruist.

Sear et al, (1991) also defined altruism as an act performed voluntarily to help someone
when there is no expectation of receiving reward in any form (except perhaps a fecling of
having done a good deed). According to Walster & Piliavin (cited in Myers. 1993), altruism
is a very special form of helping behaviour that is voluntary, costly 1 the altruist, and
motivated by something other than the expectation of matcrial or social reward. To Worchel
eral, (1991), altruism is an unselfish desire to help another person; its ultimate goal is to help.

benefit another's welfare.

Whereas Batson (1991) defines altruism as a mouvanonal state with the ultimate goal
of increasing another's welfare which does not mecessarily involve self sacrifice, other
Psychologisis such as Campbell, Hatfield et al. (both cited in Myers 1993), Krebs (cited in
Ma. 1992) and Wispe (1978) have argued that an altruistic act should by necessity nvolve
sacrifice. They argued further that the cost 10  helper must ourweigh the reward so that one's
goal cannot be self-benefit. From a similar perspective, Anderson (1993) defines altruism as
voluntarily helping another in need of help at the expense of personal safety, and with no
expectation of external rewards. Taking a somewhat different line, Power (cited in Weiner,
1992) defines altruism as helping others not immediately related 10 oneself and without
personal benefit. This was supported by Hoffman's (1978) asseruion that many altruistic acts
are directed o strangers and are made anonymously.

The above definitions scem 10 confirm Sharabany & Bar-Tal's (cited in Ma, 1992)
contention that there is no universally acceptable definition of altruism, and that definitions
vary from theonisis of different orientations. Whatever angle the term altruism is looked at,

3
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¥
the following points stand out cleasly. That.
a. action(s) performed should be done volunanily:
b, action(s) underiaken should be direcicd at someane other  than the actor;
& the recipient rather than the actor must benefit from whatever action is taken:
& thercis no immediaic or future material or social reward for the actors action:
a person who engages 1n an  altruistic act treais 1t s an end in itself and
therefore antcipates nio reward (except perhaps the pleasure of contributing
10 the welfare of others); and
e action(s) underiaken may involve cost or sacrifice (o the actor.
For the purpose of this study, altrism is defined as a voluntary commitment to perform an act
which may involve personal cost (risk) and which is aimed at benefiting another person with
0 immediate o future material or social benefit to the actor. It must be stressed that the
objectve of the researcher is not to prove whether altruism really exists as have been done by
Shapiro & Gabbard (1994), Batson (1991), Batson et al, (1989), Hoffman (1978), Krebs
(1975) or what the motives of altruists are (Batson 1991; Batson etal., 1986/89). The main
objective is o find out how one's level of moral reasoning, the cost of helping someonc., and
the relationship betwcen a potential helper and a victim enhance or inhibit helping behaviour.
Ina senes of sudies conducted by Rosenthal (1964). Darley & Latane (1968), Latane
& Darley (1970) afier the murder of Kitty Genovese (cited above), a number of variables were
wentified as some of the factors which determine whether one will intervene in an emergency
or not. Among these are situational factors such s the presence of other people, the nature
of the physical environment and the pressure of himited time.  Specific personality
charactenistics or dispositions (Romer et al.. 1986) like self esicem (Hessing et al.. in

Wrigtsman 1984), masculinity/femininity dimensions of the potential helper (Baumeister, cited
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in Myers. 1993; McGovem, cited in Baron & Byme, 1987), levels of individual's need for
social approval (Saiow, cited in Myers, 1993), mdividual's intrinsic/extrinsic religious values
(Yinon, etal, 1982; Bason & Gray. 1981), as well as moral and ethical principies have also
been found 10 influence certain types of altruistic behaviour.

Others are physical characteristics such as race (Sisson, cited in Myers, 1993: Gaertner
& Dovidio, cited in Sabina 1992; Pivialin et al, 1981), sex (Rushton et al, 1986; Eisenberg
& Lenon, 1983), and age (Rushion et al., 1986) of both the potential helper and the victim.
Mood of the potential helper (Pivialin et al. 1981: Cunningham et al.. 1980), auribution of
responsibility by the potential helper (Weiner, 1992; Kalliopuska 1982) and the relationship
between the helper and the victim (Ma, 1992) also play important roles in the decision to help
ot not.

The above points to the fact that altruistic behaviour is influenced and detcrmined by
2 multiple of factors among which are siational, personality and cognitive. This implies that
any single factor analysis cannot be considered sufficient (o explain a complex issue such as
altruism.  In spite of tus however, almost all sudies conducted so far have examined the effect
of only a single variable - bivariate relationship - on altruistic behaviour (Anderson, 1993;
Eisenberg, 1983; Batson, 1989, and Levin & Berkerman-Greenberg. 1980).

Besides, rescarchers have tended to ignore cognitive factors n cxplaining helping
behaviour. Focus has mainly been on situational variables (Darley & Latane, 1968: Gergen
etal., 1972; Latane & Darley, 1970). It must be pointed out however that it is not the
situation perse which directly affects behaviour, but one’s cognitive defimuon and
interpretauon [thoughts] of the situation which among others include the conflicts between
one’s welfare and that of others - the needy. In the words of Kalliopuska (1982), helping
behaviour couid largely be explained by cognitive factors. Furthermore. even when cogaitive

- *
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factors such as moral reasoning are considered, researchers have generally examined whether

such cognitive factor are directly relaied to behaviour. They tend to ignore potential mediators
such as cost and human relationship.

Additionally, with the exception of a stdy by Nabor (1992) entitled *Chivalry On The
Road: A Study of The Helping Behaviour Of Drivers” submitied to the Department of
Psychology. University of Ghana, Legon, no other study the researcher is aware of has been
conducted on this subject in the country. There is therefore the need not only to rescarch into
the area. but also o look at how different variables by themselves, and/or in combination with
others, promote or inhibit helping behaviour in this country.

This study is thus intended to examine the main and interacuon effects of three different
vanables - moral reasoning (cognitive aspects of decision-making), cost of helping, (situational
factor), and human relationship (the biological or social ip between a potential helper

and the one in need of help [victm]) on altruistic behaviour. This approach (looking at two
ot more differcnt independent variables at a time) is necessary because as has been pointed out
already. the single vanable approach is not sufficient to explain a complex issue like altruism.
This approach is also in line with Jahoda's (cited in Phillips. 1989) call on researchers to

consider the wider sysiem within which social behaviour takes place.
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CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review
This chapter will concentrate on theoretical perspectives of altruistic behaviour while
the next one will deal with empirical studies. Like other behavioural concepts in Psychology.
various theories and models have been propounded to explain altruism. Among these is
Darwinism (also known as Evolutionary Theory) and its recent version known as Sociobiology.
Others are Psychoanalytic, Decision-making (also referred to as cost-reward analysis). Social

Leamning and Social Exchange. For the purpose of this swudy only three

(Darwinism/Evolutionary/Sociobiology, Social learning, and Decision-making [Cost-
analysis)) will be discussed

Darwinism (Charles Darwin, cited in Dawkins, 1991), also known as evolutionary -
theory, with its modern version of Sociobiology is one of the main theories that cxplains
altruism. The main proponents and adherent of these theories are Darwin, Hall (cited in
Wrigtsman, 1984), Hamilton (1964), Trivers (1971), Wilson (1975), Dawkins (1976). Since
these three concepts (Darwinism/Evolutionary and Sociobiology) explain almos the same idea
as far as aliruism is concerned, they have been treated under one heading.

The theory of Sociobiology began to receive attention in the 1970s when Edward
Wilson. a leading proponent, published the first major text (Sociobiology) in the field.
According 1o Wilson (1975). Sociobiology is the study of biological basis of all social
behaviour. Sociobiologists thus explain altruism in terms of genetic make up of organisms
(animals and human beings) as influenced by evolution over the ages - biological altruism
They postulate that motivation is closely hnked to instincts in that behaviour such as altruism,

Wm_mmmmdmvmmmmcmmmmv-lm
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preprogrammed into an organisa.

According to Leak & Christopher (cited n Rathus, 1987), Sociobiologists view genes
as the "ultimate units of life” or the “heredity units ...... which either fails or prosper as a
result of natural selection”. Hoffman (1978) also asserted that to Sociobiologists, altruism is
part of the basic biological nature of human beings, just as self interest is. They suggested that
biological altruism has a survival value and as such it is usually directed towards those who
are biologically related to us (the individual). To Sociobiologists thercfore, altruism is any act
which contributes favourably to the survival prospect and reproductive potential of another
organism, usually at some cost o its own (the actor) prospects and potentials.

Put differently, it could be said that in the perspective of Sociobiologists, altruism is
an act which increases the prospect for survival, and ultimately, the reproductive success of
an organism (O] other than the one performung the act [P], at same cost (o the survival
prospect and productive success of P {the organism acting}. In other words, the underlying
purpose of animals and for that marier human behaviour is to contribute as many genes as
possible to the next generation

Natural and Kin Sefection. This is one of the main components of the theory. It
postulates that the essence of lifc s gene survival, It argues further that any genetically
determined trait that has survival value will tend to be passed on 1o the next generation and in
the case of altruism, the tendency to help others may have survival value.

It must be stated here that on this particular point (how altruistic behaviour has been
maintained over generations), Sociobiologists and Darwinism differ to some extent. For
instance, in Darwinism. natral and kin selection are seen as individual fitness; the capacity
of the individuals to survive and reproduce in a compettive environment. According to
Darwin. natural selection favours organisms that possess the inheritable variations that best
equip them to survive and reproduce. He indicated further that as surviving individuals

-
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'repmmm from generation to generation, their characteristics become more common in the
species. In effect, altruism for example has been maintained over the years because it has
survival value
On the other hand, Sociobiology do not view gene survival as necessarily the survival
of an individual with a specific gene (in this case altruistic gene). That is, the individual does
not necessarily perpetuate his/her genes by preserving himself or herself, but in most cases.
by helping those genes 10 survive in "others" (usually younger family members and relatives
with reproductive potential), According to the theory, one form of behaviour that would
increase gene survival is devotion o one's children, brothers/sisters and other relatives. For
instance, parents who put their children's welfare ahead of their own are more likely o pass
on their genes (o posterity than those who neglect them. From the point of view of this theory,
a parent who loses his/her life in preserving that of two or more offspring will maximize
his/her “inclusive fimess”. Similar maximization of inclusive fitess applies to brothers,
sisters, cousins and other relatives but the difference lies in the number of people one has to
help to survive tn order 1o ensure the survival of one's genes - the more the biological distance
(biological relatedness), between an actor and recipieat, the greater the number of people to
be helped in order to ensure the survival of one's genes. In the light of the above, individuals
are more prone to help family members and relatves than non-relatives. This idea might have
led to the popular phrase “blood is thicker than water*. Gene perpetuation in the context of
this theory can therefore be undersiood by the basic principles of evolutionary biology - gene
survival
In the perspective of Sociobiology, the “individual® is explained in terms of set of
genes rather than an autonomous organism as such the individual does not act to benefit
different genes as we may be tempted to think, but its own genes in a different individual, For
example, the individual detives half of ts chromosomes (and for that matter genes) from one
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parent and the other half from the other parent. There is therefore fifty-fifty (50/50) chance
that a given gene will be shared by parents and offspring or among brothers and/or sisters.
This gene sharing is referred to as “relatedness” [r]; a term is used by Sociobiologists to
connote the biological relation between two or more people.

The relatedness between a parent and an offspring or among brothers and/or sisters for
example is .5 (1/2]; that of an individual and a nephew, niece, or grandparents, is .25 (1/4).
while that of cousins is .12 [1/8] The theory thus predicts that the amount of altruism shown
should increase with the level of biological relatedness [r]; the closer the relation, the more
likely it is that an individual will be helped. Our genes thus dispose us to care for those in
whom they reside (family members and relatives).

As a result of this, there s the general tendency for an individual " A" to carry out an
altruistic act to another individual *B' if the latter ‘B is a son, daughter, parent, brother, sister
or a relative than if he/she is just an acquaintance or a stranger. Helping brothers o sisters
and even cousins to survive ensures the survival of one’s gene even if one has to give up
his/her life in the process. In most cases, a non related individual would be the recipient of
aid when the cost is low, and when the non related individual is not in competition with a
relative’s need for aid (Bourne Jr. & Eskirand, cited in Anderson, 1993).

To Sociobiologists therefore, the basic motivation of all organisms (humans inclusive)
i the perpetuation of their own genetic pool which is accomplished by surviving offspring and
others related to oneself. In the words of Barash (1977), genes help themselves by being nice
10 themselves even if they arc “enclosed in different bodies®. On the basis of the above, Form
& Nosow (cited in Myers, 1993) also remarked that an evolutionary Psychologist will not be
surprised if after a disaster people help the victims in the following order: nucleus family
members, relauves, friends, neighbours, and then strangers. The point is not that the

individual calculates genetic relatedness before helping, but that nature has programmed us to
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'mre more about close kin.

The theory is even stretched further to include the fact that people whom we share
‘genes with, and for that matter are more prone to help, arc not only our famuly members and
other relatives, but also others whose physical appearance are like us. For instance. blue-eyed
people as well as people of the same tribe and race are believed to have some genes in
common

Thus theory does not only apply to humans, but to animals as well, For instance, Reyer
(1984). Wilson (1975), Hall (cited in Wrightsman, 1984), Darwin (cited in Dawkins, 1991)
have long observed similar altruistic behaviour (and for that mater, gene perpetuation acts)
among animal species. Darwin for instance noted that rabbits will make noise with their hind
feet to wam off predators. Wilson (1975) also observed that in termites’ hive, the soldier
termute will defend the nest against any intruder(s] by lying in front of others thereby exposing
themselves to danger  Simular altruistic behaviours have been found in white-fronted bee-
caters (Emlen & Wrege. 1988), child fish (Taborsky, 1984), baboon, and dolphins (Hall. cited
in Wrightsman, 1984)

The above theory has come under intense criticism from different quarters. Rushton
(1986) has said that the idea that altruism is a genetically determined part of "human nature™
is quite controversial notwithstanding the fact that how well the theory applies to human beings
is still an open question. He has maintained that whatever be the case [whether applicable to
humans or not]. the 1dea is considered destructive because it leads 1o all kinds of favouritism
(racism, nepotism, tribalism ). This has probably necessitated the passing of laws (c.g.
Equal Employment Opportunity Act) in countries such as the United States of America to
prevent all kinds of favouritism based on human relationships rather than on ment According
© Brown (1986), this may probably be the reason why the Medal for Heroism is not awarded

for saving relatives.
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-

cement of stable societies they scem to defy a Darwinian explanation”. This is s0 because

Commenting on the theory. Gould (1970) said that although "altruistic acts are the

natural selection as explained by Darwin operates single-mindedly and relentlessly in favour
of traits which improve the chances of survival of others, therefore, it will be impossible for
any animal species o have evolved so as to have the genetic potential for consistent biological
altruism. In other words. it is hard for Sociobiologists to account for the continuous existence
of a behaviour which reduces the fitness of the altruist but increases the average fitness of the
soctety: individuals constitute society therefore if the individual's fitness is affected that of the
society is also affected.

A similar criticism has also been made by Wilson (1975) who is a Sociobiologist
himself  According to him, altruism in terms of ki selection poses a problem for natural
selection since altruistic behaviour does not only benefit the survival of others, but in most
cases enils cost such as time (0 be expended, embarrassment, injury, sharing scarce
resources, and even risking one’s life. In other words, how do genes which predispose an
individual to act in a way that may endanger his/her very survival pass on (o others with any
frequency in order to perpetuate wself?. those with altruistic genes would have died out in the
course of evolution because of the possible danger of harm and death they exposed themselves
10 in an attempt to help others

To Rathus (1987) it is absurd to suggest that genes can harbour anything akin to an
“intent”, let alone 1o be transmitied from one person to another. He argued that human are
more complex and therefore our behaviours are less controlled by built-in response tendencies,
if any. He reasoned further that as humans, learning and cultural factors cnable us 1 resist
the self-preservation of the genes

Greeablact (1985) has argued that in human society, social behaviour presents problems
in that the enormous diversity of cultural forms, languages, and the vast technological

S 14
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developments, including the ability to modify genes, becomes hard o explain by inclusive
fitness. In addition, critics have argued that explaining human behaviour in terms of genes

‘may lead some people to assume wrongly that certain human behaviours are “natural” and so

This may lead to i acts.

In response to some of these criticisms, Hamilton (1964) explained that what is
impornt in evolution is kin selection - the survival of genes which are shared by relatives
(kin) rather than the survival of individuals. Thus the theory is riot about the maximization of

an individual fitness per se. but “inclusive fimess” - gene preservation. The individuals as a

s theoretically and

set of genes is properly thought of s distributed across kin therefore i
even practically possible for an individual 10 preserve his/her genes by behaving altruistically
with respect to kin even if that leads to death. It shows that as long as a gene leads one to bear
cost in proportion to genetic relatedness, such a gene can dominate species; a gene will
survive 10 50 far as it leads organisms that have it to act in a way that maximizes the number
of bearers of that particular gene in the long run.

To the question as (0 how one gets 10 know that he/she shares gencs in common with
*A’, "B’ or "C", especially when they are not brothers/sisters or are relauves who have never
met, Rushton, et al, (1980) suggest that physical similarities is one clue we use to detect people
in whom copies of our genes are located

‘The theory has further been attacked as being discriminatory and selfish hecause 1
seems (o favour only those who share our genes.In addition. Rushton (1986) argues that the
theory has the tendency of encouraging ethnic and racial favouritism - the root of countless
historical and contemporary conflicts.  He stated further that Hamilton's explanation (above)
is not able 10 account for altruism among non-kin especially that berween or among strangers
For instance, how docs the theory account for kidney and blood donations and other altruistic

mwmlmdswumwhcdonmhmwuhabmdmzyn:vummImnwuue
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Campbell (1975) suggests that genetic evolution may help explain a few basic prosocial
behaviour such as parents caring for their young, but does not apply to more extreme instances
of helping a stranger in distress; such cases are better explained by what be calls “Social
Evolution” - the historical development of human culture o civilization. In his view, human
societies have gradually and selectively evolved skills, beliefs, and technologies that promote
the welfare of the group. Such altruistic behaviour generally benefits society and have
therefore become part of the social rules and norms.

He states further that our ability to outwit other species (intelligence) may be a more

central factor in our survival. He argues that the Sociobiological approach is faulted with

abstract theorizing, nai ion, and unjustified from animal studies rather

than on solid human evidence. Greenblalt (1985) also argued that the position of
Sociobiologists is mainly based on animal studies. To him. Sociobiologists appear to
underestimate the contribution of culture, or nurture to human social behaviour. He stated
further that the variability in human behaviour cannot be fully accounted for by any genetic
theory.

Trivers (1971) in response to the issue raised by Campbell explains that help to non-kin
is accounted for by another aspect of the theory called “Reciprocal Altruism”, also known as
“Delayed Reciprocity* or *Contingent Reciprocity. ™

Reciprocal Altruism (Group Selection). According to this aspect of the theory, one
may risk his or her life or safety to help someone if he can expect help in return; help that will
pay back the individual's original sacrifice and thus make both gain in the long run (Trivers,
1971). An issue which arses from this i that n the absence of any law or rule compelling
people 1o help others who have helped them, what is the guaraniee that someone who has been
helped will reciprocate?

- 16



University of Ghana http://ugspace.ug.edu.gh
' Trivers conceded in response that such a system of mutual help 1s threatened by
potential “cheaters” who will accept help but will offer none in return.  He argued however that
such potential cost of alruistic acts to udividuals are offset by the passibility of recciving help
from others when in need hence in his view, only mutual reciprocity altruism is biologically
based In other words, it is not a matter of *A" helping ‘B’ because the former was helped by
the latter, but anyone being ready o help whenever the need arises. To maximize this, he
speculated that natural selection has favoured a disposition to feel guilty when one refuses (o
help. therefore there is the general tendency for an individual to help if he can. In other
words, individuals help others not only because they expect help in retwrn, but the fact that
failure 1o help is punishing and thus not favoured by natural selection. Thus selection over the
course of evolution favours those with genes predisposing them to altruism because in the long
run altruism is reciprocated to benefit the individual. There is thus a natural and social
mechanism (0 enforce mutual helping. According to Barash (1977), reciprocity works well
in villages, small communities, and towns and that is probably why rural dwellers have been
found to be more helpful than those in big towns and cities (Amato, 1980, de Guzman, 1979;
House & Wolf, cited in Sear, et al, 1991: Korte et al., cited in Darley & Lataney, 1970;
Milgram, 1970). The main criticism of this aspect of the theory is that it portrays altruism as
genetic self-interest act or at best a form of exchange; we will for example donate blood with
the expectation of getting blood back when we need it. According to Brown (1986), this view
like its counterpart - kin selection - portrays humans as “survival mechanisms” - robot vehicles
blindly programmed (o preserve the selfish molecules known as genes. He asserted that this
s not considered altruism because it is performed with the hope of receiving help in the near
future; it qualifies more for an economic exchange theory rather than that of an altruism
In addition. Brown poinied out tha biological altruism in a strict sense does not exist
because evolution is ot oaly biological, but cultural as well, He argues further that aliruistic
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acts it learning concepts of kinship much more closely than it fits biological relatedness and
that social factors are much more important than biological ones in determining altruistic
behaviour among humans. He said for example that adopted children who have no biological
relatedness at all with their adopting parents are possibly cared for at least as well as biological
ones

Wilson (1975) contended that in spite of some technical problems associated with this
theory. it offers a reasonable explanation for the existence of altruism among individuals who
are oot biologically related. In his opinion, bumans are generally less selfish but more
altruistic towards kin than non-kin  Like Brown and Campbell, Wilson also believes that
cultural influences and leaming could account for the evolution of helping behaviour. To

Hoffman (1978) the main contributing factor is empathy.

In conchusion, it could be said that the above theory raises the intriguing possibility that
self preservation is not always the overwhelming motive of humans as we sometimes think;
biological disposition to aggression may co-exist with biological disposition to altruism. The
theory is thus useful for understanding why individuals (especially relatives) cooperate with,
and help one another: It is also useful in explaining why parents become attached to their
infants and invest so much time and energy caring for them; and also why grandparents help
with child care. It also gives us an idea s to why non-relatives are helped. The theory
(Sociobiology) leads o the following testable predictions
fa)  People would be most altruistic to those who are genetically most closely
related to them; individuals would be more helpful o immediate family
member than o distant relatives, acquaintance, of strangers.
(o] The theory also predicis that parents will behave more altruistcally to healthy
offspring than to unhealthy ones because the former have better chance of

surviving thereby perpetuating the genes of the parents.
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() A further prediction is that mothers will usually be more caring to their
offspring than will fathers. This is so because males have the biological
potential to sire a great many offspring and so can perpetuate their genes
without 1nvesting much in any one infant. Females on the other hand, can
produce only a relatively small number of offspring. and so must help each of
these young 1o thrive to ensure the survival of the mothers genes (Hinde, cited
in Myers 1993).

The second theory which accounts for altruistic behaviour s a combination of different
but similar models. Unlike Sociobiology which accounts for altruism in terms of genc
survival, this model sees altruistic behaviour as a form of moral obligation resulting from
reinforcement, learning, and internalization of societal norms.  The first component of this
model is social norms. This aspect of the model deals with the appropriate, expected, and
‘accepted behaviour in every society. the “oughts (dos]" and "oughts nots [don'ts]" of everyday
life.. It suggests that we help others because we have leaned and internalized societal standards
of helping behaviour and are motivated 10 act in accordance with them.

In other words, we help others not because we have consciously calculated that such
behaviour is in our interest, but simply because something within us tells us we ought to
Thus. these societal standards have become something like moral valucs to us and we are
‘mouvated to act in accordance with them. According to Zahn-Warler & Radke-Yarrow, (cited
n Hornstein et al, 1988), as children grow older, their helping behaviours ofien follow the
‘examples set by thosc around them and are usually supported and encouraged by the norms
communicated through the child's reference groups, especially the family. In most cultures,
they continued. these norms fesult in praise and other rewards for helping and scolding for
sclfishness. Evennually, just as they internalize ot adopt other social norms, most children
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come to believe that it is good to be helpful. If these norms are intcrnalized, people learn to
reward themselves through self-congratulation aficr an act of good will (Bryan & Walbet, cited
in Hornstein et al., 1988) Social norms have been divided into two - social responsibility and
reciprocity.

Social responsibility. This entreats us not only to help those who depend on us (¢.g

par dren, teacher-student, I-client, exc.) but also to help and take care of those
in need, particularly, those in distress or deprived situations without regard to furure exchange
or reward (Schwartz, cited in Batson et al... 1986; Berkowitz, 1972; Berkowitz & Daniels, and
Berkowitz et al., both cited 1n Berkowitz 1972). From the point of view of this model, we
help others because they are our dependents and therefore obligated 0.

Ia addition to those who depend on us, the model adds that society has made it a
responsibility for us 10 belp those in need irrespective of whether they depend on us or not.
In some socicties, continue the model, the obligation to offer help which 1s within the means
or ability of the individual has been put into law. The state of Minnesota (USA) for instance
has enacted a staute requiring that “any person ar a scene of an emergency who knows that
another person is exposed 10 or suffered grave physical harm, shall (o the extent that he can
do so without danger or peril to himself or others, give reasonable assistance to the exposed
person” (Brown, 1986). The norm thus provides legal, cultural, as well as social basis for
altruistic behaviour.

Norm of reciprocity. This is the second part of the theory. It enjoins us to help and
not to harm those who have helped or expected to help us (Gergen et al., 1975; Greenberg &
Frisch, and Regan, both in Sear et al., 1991). Gould (1970) contended that a universal
component of moral code is the norm of reciprocity. He also believes that the norm is as.
Wummmmmmmkmmnmhmm. the aged.
and the sick. In support of Gould's assertion, Gergen ct al, (1975) also said that the norm
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operates in almost all cultures. Further support for the universality of this norm have been
given by Sear et al, (1991). They revealed that apart from being a generally universal norm.
most religious and moral codes of many societies emphasize the duty to help others
(Christianity: Luke, 10:30ff; Islam: Quoran. 2: 215; 2: 271).

Notwithstanding this universal support for the model, it has also been criticized.
Piliavin et al, (1981), Latane & Darley (1970), Schwartz, cited in Batson et al, (1986) have
wondered how this model reconciles its acclaim of universality with the fact that some people
refuse to help even if they had previously been helped. They argued that if the norm is
universal, then everyone should adhere to it by helping when the need arises. In other words,
the norm does not make provision for individual differences and situational factors in
behaviour. Other criticisms are that norms are very general and so may not tell us specifically
what to do in a parucular sinuation. Further. two conflicting norms may seem equally
applicable in a situation. For instance, the norm of social responsibility is contradicted by the
norm that says "do not meddle in other people's affairs®. The question then is, in such a case
what do we do? The proponents have also been accused of presenting altruistic acts as a form
of exchange although altruism in the right sense of the word is never a form of exchange. It
has been argued by Blum (1980) and Homans (cited in Sabina, 1992) that in the context of this
model, altruism is a means for furure reward as well as a type of social investment.

It has been said in response o some of the criticisms that although the model is
universally recognized and endorsed, the extent of one's obligation to reciprocate varies
‘according to circumstance(s) and that in practice individuals usually apply the norm sclectively.

Tesser et al, (cited in Myers 1993) for instance. revealed that individuals feel deeply indebted

10 help when someone freely and unexpectedly makes a big sacrifice. Returning a favour is

also more likely when the original help is perceived (o have been given voluntarily. Further,

when an individual’s needs are perceived 10 have resulted from no fault of theirs, then people
- ”n
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will be more willing to help Myers & Muherim (cited in Sear 1991, Gruder. 1974)

Schwartz (cited in Batson et al. 1986) in response to some of these criticisms. came
out with what they call Personal Norms - the individual's feeling of moral obligation to act in
a given way in a given siuauon. To them, it is this feeling of moral obligation which
‘motivates us to help, and we are rewarded by the recognition that we have acted according to
our moral standard. Schwartz's model specifies how a motivation to help in the form of a
personal norm is activated in a siuation and how other factors come 1nto play to determine
whether a personal norm and/or moral code is acted on or not. It recognizes that people differ
not only in their normative beliefs, but also in their tendency to act consistently with their
beliefs.

‘The third and final aspect of this model deals with Social learning. This perspective
‘emphasizes the importance of learmung in altruistic behaviour. It proposes that people learn
10 be helpful following the basic rules of reinforcement and modelling. In growing up children
are taught to share and 1o be helpful. In every day life, parents, teachers, and the society as
a whole are more likely to reward prosocial behaviour  Children are also encouraged to
emulate people who behave prosocially. According  Rushton (1980), Midlarsky et al, (cited
in Sear et al 1991), with time the combination of reinforcement and modelling develop into
moral codes, habits, and learned rules about when, how, and who we should help.

The main criticism of this theory is that it seems (0 suggest that we engage in altruistic
behaviour in anticipation of reward or 10 avoid punishment. Baumann et al, (cited in
Anderson, 1993) argued in response that although in childhood rewards may be used to
encourage prosocial behaviour, but at adolescence and/or thereabous, the individual no longer
needs any external rewards to underiake or make such behaviour worthwhile. That i, as we
grow up. we internalize these norms as some form of prnciples or moral codes which we
‘endeavour o adhere to.
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In the words of Roschan (1970) people engage in altruistic acts because the acts are,

and of themselves rewarding (o the actor; people engage in altruistic acts in order t0 feel good

about themselves. Aronfreed & Paskal (cited in Batson et al, 1986), also in response 10 the

above criticism have said that such speculation about helping behaviour sound somewhat

circular; the critics have assumed that because helping behaviour occurred. its consequet
must have been rewarding/reinforcing.

The third approach (Decis i rd analysis) to ing altruisi

focuses on the cognitive aspect of behaviour: cogitive processes which influence judgement
about when and what type of help is nceded. It is a form of mental processes which deals with
how we perceive, mentally represent, and interpret the outside world, as well as how we go
about solving problems. According to this approach, the decision to help involves complex
processes of social cognition and rational decision making (Schwartz, cited in Batson et al,
1986; Latane & Darley, 1970). The model thus sees human beings as information processors -
taking information, interpreting, and acting on it.

More importantly, the model focuses on the important role of cost and rewards in
deciding to help. The model assumes that people are generally motivated to increase the
rewards of their actions and to minimize the costs. Thus a person will act prosocially if he
perceived that the profi for helping outweighs that of not helping or the cost of helping is very
negligible. Someumes it is easy o help, at other times, it involves considerable cost in time,
encrgy and complications (Sear et al., 1991). In the case of emergency. and sometimes in
non-emergency situations, the focus is on only cost as fewards arc usually very minimal or
non-exisung

Itwmmmmmmmwmwwm““
result from a particular acton, but also the consequences of filing to help (Pivialin et al.,
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1981 Lynch & Cohen 1978). Potential helpers also consider the cost not only to themselves
but also 1o the victim. The greater the perceived cost, the less likely that one will help.
Among the cost for not helping are feeling of guilt about oneself, loss of self esicem, social
disapproval - others may see you as having not been helping and you may feel badly because
they may have poor opinions about you. Individuals may even have moral values that enjoin
them 10 help when they can, and not helping may make them fecl that they have not behaved
well. In other words, cost is not only measured in monetary, or physical terms but also in
psychological terms.

According to Latane & Darley (1970), there are five steps which individuals may to
g0 through before help may be given. These steps have been termed. "Decision Tree". The
first step in this process 15 for the potential helper to notice that something is happening. This
must be followed by interpretation of the situation as an emergency in which action is needed
If this is done, then the next siep is assuming personal responsibility which is in tr must be
followed by the individual accepting the responsibility to help. Another step is for the
individual to decide on what type of assistance is needed. The final decision in this process
is embarking on an action o assist a victim, Action may be direct or indirect such as calling
the police or others in a better position to help. According to Sear et al, (1991), whether a
person takes direct action or sceks further assistance from someone else depends on many
factors among which are the type of aid needed and the individual's ability to carry out the
needed assistance.

In other words, failure to go through these steps in the decision to help may be some
of the reasons why people fail 1o give the needed assistance: that is, they may not motice that
2 victim is in distress, needs help, or that a problem exists. The suuation may be perceived
as a trivial one which does not need any intervention. On the other hand, they may recognize
2 need, but will no fecl personally responsible to belp. or may perceive that the cost of
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helping is too high. They may want to heip, but they may not be able to do so because of
cerain constraints, or they may hesitate and be caught in a stte of indecision.

Latane & Darley (1970) emphasized however that these sicps may not occur one by one
in a logical way. They maintain that by their nature emergencies are dangerous, unusual,
unique, unforeseen, and pressing. As a result W may produce arousal which may not be present
in non-emergencies. These, they said, could interfere with rational decision-making and
action.  Piliavin et al, (1981) asserted that as a result of the nature of emergencies, people
sometimes act impulsively thereby ignoring many cues (¢.g. need of a victim. cost and/or
reward (o the potential helper) in the situation. Such impulsive reaction to emergency
situations has led some people to suggest an innate tendency to act altruistically, a position
endorsed by Sociobiologists. The foregoing theories point to the fact that by its nature
altruism is a very complex issue. Whereas Sociobiologists atribute it to genetic make up of
human beings, Social learning cxplains it in terms of moral codes, modelling. and
internalization of social norms. On the other hand, the Decision-making analysis postulates
that the main predictor of altruistic behaviour is the cost of helping or not helping to the
potential helper and sometimes to the victim

Although these theorics look at the issuc from different perspectives, they are not
necessarily murally exclusive. They rather complement each other and thus fill gaps left by

the other. Each explains certain aspects of the concept better than the other, and together, they

presenta lanation leading to the ing of the concept. They further
confirm Sear ct al, (1991) assertion that helping acts are performed on the basis of various
motives among which are hedonistic, compliance. cmpathy. norm internalization, moral

obligation and presumed cost of helping.



sity of Ghana http://ugspace.ug.edu.gh

CHAPTER THREE
Moral Reasoning (Cogniive Aspect of Altruistic Behaviour)

Altruisuc conduct by definition involves non-egoistic motives, judgements, of reasoning.
therefore cognition conceming inientions, motives, principles and values are fundamental to an
undersianding of altruistic behaviour. For this variable (moral reasoning) emphasis will be placed
on Lawrence Kohlberg's (1968, 1969, 1981, & 1984) theory and siages of moral reasoning
Judgement. The objective is 1o find out whether there are any differences in altruistic behaviour
among people with different levels of moral reasoning.

Kohlberg's theory is an extension and modification of Piaget's (1965) theory of
moralicognitive development. For instance, Kohiberg expanded the number of stages from three
10 six, each charactenzed by quantitative distinctive modes of thinking. In addition, the time
period over which moral development takes place was extended into adolescence and beyond.

Kohlberg, like Piaget. however. believes that moral development progresses through stages in

much the same way as cogn occurs. This model rest primarily
‘on a complex scheme of universal sequential, and invariant structural stages that was arrived at
over a period of two decades of research in which individuals of different ages and cultures were
asked to make moral decision judgement based on the content of stories (Kohlberg, 1984). The
stages were thus derived from analysis of responses 1o these stories.

The six stages (sub-grouped into three levels of moral reasoming known as pre-

and post: stages), represent processes whereby an
individual defines the rights and duties operating in a sitiatton of conflicting claims and determine
general parametres of moral action. According to the model, these stages of moral Jjudgement
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form an invariant sequence of thought organization. Thus an individual progresscs through lower
stages (o more advances ones; no jumps, 00 regression.

Kohiberg has argued that the higher stages of development provide betler conceptual tools
for decision making than the lower ones hence the higher ones are philosophically more
defensible. He maintained that although some people attain the highest level of moral
development during adolescence, others keep on developing their moral reasoning into their
twenties and perhaps even later. Some people however never reach the highest level (Kohlberg
& Kramer, 1969, Kohlberg, 1981) He also hinted that in all, only about 20% of the adult
population reach stage five and six. Support for the universality of Kohlberg's stages has been
provided by Snarey (1987).

In an evaluation of data obtained from 45 studies conducted in 27 dwverse World
cultures, Kohiberg's first four stages were confirmed. There were however no cultural
diversity in the expression of moral principles beyond stage four. Thus, there was no
differentiation between stages five and six. This is however not strange since those two stages
are usually classified as one.

‘Stages of Moral Reasoning. Preconventional Level: This is the first stage of Kohlberg's
stages of moral reasoning/development. It is referred to as “punishment obedience and
instrumental orientation stage”. At this stage individuals have no internalized personal code of
morality. Rules and standards arc external to the individuals; they are seen as emanating from
adult care-givers. As a result the individual acts to avoid punishment o to gain reward from these
adult care-givers. Later in the second phase of this stage. known as instrumental oriemation stage,

there is an element of fairness and reciprocity hence occasionally, they are able 10 attend to the
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necds of others. On the whole however, they act to satisfy themselves. They are both egocentric
and hedonistic and are usually referred to as “you scratch my back, Ill scraich yours”.

Conventional Level: This stage is known as “Good Boy - Good Girl” and "Law and
Order” Orientation siage. At this stage, good behaviour is what pleases or helps others and is
approved by them. Individuals at this stage therefore try to maintain a mutual refationship with
others by trying to be nicc Wha is right is doing one’s duty, showing respect for authority and
maintaining the given social order for its own sake. During the later part of this stage, there is
the development of true morality and individuals are able to acknowledge the possibility of conflict
between two socially acceptable standards and tries to decide between them. To a greater extent,
control of conduct, standards, right, and wrong have been infernalized at this stage

Post Conventional Level Referred to as “social contract and individual rights universal
ethical principles stages”, this is the last of Kohiberg's levels of moral reasoning/development.
An individual at the onset of this stage is a fully fledged moral person who carefully weighs the
rights of the individual against that of society's need for consensus rules. What is right s defined
in terms of standards that bave been agreed upon by the whole society. In the course of this stage
however, an individual comes t0 the realization that society’s rules are arbitrary and they may be
broken when they conflict with universal moral principles  Thus the ultimate judgement of what
is moral s a person’s own conscience (even f they conflict with societal values) operating in
accordance with certain universal principles. In effect, individuals do what they think is right
regardiess of legal restriction or the opinion of others. Standards have been internalized and
refusal 0 act in accordance with them leads 10 self condemnation. Individuals become more

concerned with the general welfare of others and perceive the world from an egaltarian point of view,
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Empirical Studies:

Morrison et al, (cied in Baron & Bryne, 1987) have pointed out that one's level of moral
easoning s a significant factor in influencing ones propensity to behave altruistically: higher level
»f moral reasoning result in greater amount of prosocial behaviour. They stated further that
Jepending on the specific behaviour, there s generally at least a modest relationship berween level
>f moral reasoning and action.

Erkut et al, (1981) in a study eatitled "Moral Judgement: Situation Interaction as a Basis
Tor Predicting Behaviour" concluded that the amount of help offered to the needy decreased from
aigher stages of moral reasoning to the lower stages. This study thus gives support to the claim
hat the higher one's level of moral reasoning. the more likely that one will engage in helping
oehaviour.

In studies by Blasi (1980), Underwood & Moore (1982), people with relatively mature
moral reasoning manifested more helping and generosity than those at lower levels. In related
studies by Blasi (1980), Underwood & Moore (1982) they concluded that prosocial behaviour such
as helping and sharing are positively associated with levels of moral reasoning.

‘The above findings have been supported by studies conducted by Eisenberg & Mussen
(1986) who also revealed that one’s level of moral reasoning significantly influence one's
propensity to behave altruistically - the higher one's level of moral reasoning the more help one
offers. Malinowski (cited in Feshback & Weiner (1986) have even claimed that not oaly does low
level of moral reasoning lead to less amount of helping, but in some cases. it leads to social vices
such as delinquency and dishonesty

The above claim by Malinowski and Smith's was earlier found by Kohlberg (1969) in a

study on levels of moral reasoning and cheating in a temptation test. Kohlberg found that while
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42% (almost half) of the subjects who reasoned at lower level cheated in the test, only 11% at the
higher level cheated. In a similar study by Krebs & Kohlberg (cited in Kohlberg, 1981) involving
120 jumor high school stadeats who were given the opportunity to cheat on 4 test and games. 75%
of those who reasoned at the pre-conventional level cheated at least once. Of those who reasoned
at the conventional level 65% cheated, while only 20% of those who reasoned at the post-
conventional level cheated. Thus goes further to suggest that indeed there is a relationship between
moral reasoning and morat behaviour.

In another study however, higher scores on moral reasoning were related to less cheating
only if the subjects responded to the moral dilemma before the temptation test. If the moral
dilemmas were responded 1o after the test, high moral reasoning seemed to be associated less with
resistance to temptation (Krebs, 1975). Hornstein et al, (1988) have suggested that this is so
probably because interviewing people about their moral reasoning before a temptation test

timulates their moral reasoning and thus make them behave morally.

Rubin & Schaeider (1973) the Peabody Picture and ly Test (PPVT)
and Lee's (cited in Khanna et al, 1992) version of moral judgement stories to subjects and were
provided with two measures of altruism to display altruistic behaviour. The two measures of
altruism were generosity - candy domation, and helping - assisting others to complete a task
Analysis of the data showed a positive relationship between levels of moral reasoning and
neidence of altruistic behaviour - helping and generosity. When age of the subjects were
sartialled out, higher scores on the moral reasoning was still found to correlate positively with
>oth types of altruistic behaviour.

‘The positive relationship between level of moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour has also

seen supported in a naturahstc study by Eisenberg-Berg & Haan (1979). In the said study
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involving thirty-five subjects (32 Caucasians, | American Indian, and 2 Chicanos) from middle
and upper middle class family, subjects were observed by seven research assistants over a period
of six to eleven weeks in both indoor and in the fields for a specific number of minutes. The
altruistic behaviour observed were sharing, comforting and helping. Results show that in all the
three types of altruistic behaviour. those who reasoned at the higher level helped significantly
more than those at the lower levels.

In a review of nineteen studies on the relation between moral reasoning and alruistic
behaviour, Blasi (1980 found that eleven of them supported a positive relation; four gave negative
result, and the remaining four were mixed or ambiguous findings. The outcome of a meta-
analysis done by Underwood and Moore (1982) also indicated that although some of the
relationship between moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour are weak, on the whole, there is a
positive relationship between level of moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour Other studies
which have related high level of moral reasoning to altruistic behaviour include those by
Eisenberg-Berg (1979), Lazarowitz t al, (1976), Bloter & Bearison (1984), Rapport & Kren
(1993).

Why are people whose moral reasoning is at the higher level more altruistic than those at
the lower levels? According to Eisenberg (1983), people with more advanced reasoning adhere
:0 moral criteria which focuses on the value of a moral action in itself and/or on the consequence
5f an act for others rather than on criteria related to personal gain. Those who reason at the lower

evels on the other hand tend to think more of the consequences (such as cost to them) of their
wction,

‘The above view is also shared by Kohlberg (1969), and Eisenberg-Berg (1979). They have
>ointed out that people whose moral reasoning is at the higher level are more altruistic than those




at the lower levels because the former incorporate broader intemalized principles into their
reasoning. These internalized principles prescribe moral action for reason that have little ot
nothing t0 o with a recipient’s identify.

In contrast, moral reasoning at the lower levels frequently involves considerations such as
the recipient’s relationship to the helper and the cost or benefit of the specific helping act. Such
reasoning is usually associated with the tendency 10 make decisions to help based on who the
‘potential recipient is and his/her relationship and/or past interaction with the potential benefactor.
Thatis, high level of moral reasoning individuals make differentiation based on the characteristics
of the potential recipient and cost of helping less important than do those who exhibit less mature
level of moral reasoning.

Another but similar explanation has also been put forward by Joy (1983). Kohlberg (1969).

According 1o them, the higher stage of moral reasoning offer increased understanding of the
complexity of society and the validity of others point of view upon a shared social world. As a
person becomes more mature in his/her moral reasoning, his/her thoughts and action correspond
increasingly to egalitarianism and universality. This enables actions that take into consideration
the welfare of others and encourage just interaction with his/her community and the world at
large. Thus, at the higher level of moral reasoning emphasis is on fairness, fustice, and equal
opportunity for all.

Although the literamure reviewed 50 far scems to conclude that altruistic behaviour
decreases from higher (0 lower levels of moral reasoning, there have been some studies to the
contrary. For example. in nineteen studies relanng to moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour
revicwed by Blasi (1980: [cited earlier]). four of the saudies showed negative relationship between

agher level of moral reasoning and alruistic behaviour.  Other four studies did not show any
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relationship at all.

Another study conducted by Blasi (1980), Kurtines & Gewitz (1984) has also revealed that
high level of moral reasoning does not necessarily go hand in hand with altruistic behaviour or
‘moral action in general especially if a person is under strong social pressure. Rosenhan (1970)
for wsstance has stated that in Milgram's (1970) study, even those who scored highest on the moral
reasoning scale delivered the 450 volts to leamers who gave incorrect response. [t has further
been established by Eisenberg et al, (1984), Eisenberg-Berg & Haan (1979), Levin Berkerman -
Greenberg (1980) that highest level of moral reasoning does not always lead to more altruistic
behaviour or moral actions.

The above findings have been given vanous wnterpretations. Schwartz & Haward, in
Bierhoff (1987) for instance have said that adherence to moral standards depend on individual
difference in receptivity (0 situational need cues and the general feeling of obligation. They
sxplaincd further that although values are relatively enduring, personal norms are situation
specific, reflecting on the cognitive and affective implications of a person's values for specific
actions hence a person whose moral reasoning 1s at higher level may not always engage 1n moral acts

In support of Schwartz & Howard's assertion, Haan et al, (in Baron & Bryne, 1987) have
also explained that whether or not a person will behave morally or not in a particular situation
depends on how stressful the situation is, how much the person has 1o give up in order to act; and
whether the person has effective coping strategies as well as the ability to assess the situation
1ccurately o be able 1o provide the required help.

In addition, Piliavin et al.(1981), Langer et a, (cited in Wrightsman. 1984) have suggested
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dluruistic behaviour or moral act in general is that some altruistic behaviours are automatically
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performed with litie or no prior conscious cognitive process.  Furthermore, in criss situations,
help is almost reflexive hence such hilping behaviour may not nvoke moral conflict: they may
be due to impulsive rather than cognitive considerations.

On the basis of the above, Blasi (1980), Lerner & Simmons (1966) have concluded that
the ability to engage in higher level of moral reasoning does not necessarily lead to altruistic or
moral behaviour. In support of this, Erkut et al (1981) have also argued that neither the
knowledge of a person’s level of moral reasoning nor the situation is sufficient to predict his/her
behaviour; the two must be taken into consideration. It is on the basis of these contradictory
findings that the role of moral reasoning in helping behaviour needs to be investigated further
Cost of helping has also been included in this study to ascertain how it mediates between moral
reasoning and altruism

Cost of Helping

According to Bierhoff, Eisenberg & Shelly, Lynch & Cohen, Schwartz & Howard,
Sobesky, and Staub, (all cited in Ma, 1992). the cost of helping to a potential helper is one of the
important variables which determines whether an individual will help or not. Various studies have
shown that high cost of helping in particular elicits a strong conflict between bystanders’
inclination to intervene in an emergency and their desire not to cause any embarrassment or harm
10 themselves or the victim; approach-avoidance conflict. Sometimes it is very easy to help; at
ather times it involves considerable cost in time, cncrgy, and other complications. For instance,
 someone asks for directions it is easy to spend a few moments and help if one knows the
directions.  On the other hand bowever, it may be much more time consuming 1 stop and help
someone fix his'her flat type. Gruder (1974) has indicated that two things which are of primary

mportance (0 a bystander deciding whether to help or not are the need of the victim and the cost
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10 the bystander himself/herself

Piliavin et al, (1981). Kerber (1984), Hallpike (1984) have also suggested that when by-
standers encounter an emergency, they quickly weigh the positive and negative aspects of
responding by using a kind of by-stander calculus and if the cost is greater than the benefit, then
the bystander is likely to do one of the following: pass on the responsibility to others, escape
from the unpleasans situation, or mis-represent/perceive what is going on. The above affirms
Milgram & Hollander's (cited in Myers, 193) assertion that not withstanding the need of a victim
and norms about helping a person in need. there are also rational and sometimes irrational fears
about what might happen 10 a person who intervenes in an emergency: potential helpers are
therefore cautious of what to do in such a situation

In other words, in an emergency situation, there is conflict berween the responsibility of
a potential helper to assist and the influence of inhibition (cost). Among the inhibitions (cost)

associated with helping are the effort to be made in order to assist someone, distasteful experience,

physical harm, possible norms that make socially i time
10 be spent, and the possibility of missing an appointment. These probable inhibition costs lead
1o conflict between potential actor’s welfare and the need 10 assist someone. The nature of the
zonflict and how it will be resolved will depend largely on the magnitude of the perceived cost
1nd the possible threat 1o the individual's safety. According to Bierhoff (1987), it is the
svaluation of thus conflict (cost and benefit) which determines whether assistance will be offered
or defense mechanisms will be employed in order to avoid helping. High cost intervention in
sarticular induces more conflict because it involves more pain (physical, emotional, material,

2¢.,) which hedonistic individuals would seek 10 minimize.



AS the cost of heiping goes up, intervention (especially direct ones) becomes less likely
Drrect intervention is expected 1o ocour when the bystander 1s not expected to incur high cost in
trying 10 help or when the victim will suffer great harm if the by-stander fails to act (Piliavin et
al, 1981). Cost involved in helping are of two types. One, the cost of iniervention 10 the
potential helper; two, cost to the vicum if the by-stander fails 0 help or make a mess in an anempt
10 help. Worchel et al, (1991) have revealed that cost of intervention to a by-stander can come
from a variety of sources: first, cost as a result of an effort an individual may expend to help
Secondly, the risk one runs by helping, and finally, the lack of internal reward from helping
‘There are also costs of not helping which include self blame and perceived censure from others.

In the light of the inhibitory nature of cost associated with helping and the gencral tendency
for people to avoid such cost, the uestion which arises is how much cost (physical, emotional,
‘material, social and/or mental) is a poiential helper prepared to bear in order to assist someone
1n need of belp
[n a study by Batson (1989) aimed at finding out how individuals will help others in need, subjects
reported that they would be more willing to give help to persons in need if the cost of doing so
was low. Staub (1971) also found that many people assisted o said they would when the cost of
Joing so was low (Lynch & Cohen, 1978; Sobesky. 1983).

A similar finding was arrived at by Latane & Darley. (cited in Brown, 1986). In a study
=ntitled "Routine Courtesies ", introductory Psychology students at the University of Columbia
were instructed by the researchers (0 g0 into the city of Columbia and asked from passers-by small
“outine courtsics such s time of the day, directions etc.Of the more than 1500 people who were

spproached. a substantial percentage (from 34 - 85% depending on the nature of the request)
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assisted.

The higher percentage of help offered was attributed to the fact that all the requests made
(time of the day and directions) involved little o no cost. For instance. neither the ume spent
(cost) in looking and telling the time nor to give the directions asked for involved substantial cost
in terms of time or anything of the sort. In other words, the tendency for most people fo help
when there s little or no cost may be due to the fact that in such situations the threat to the
individual's welfare is very litle or non-existing hence no anxiety is aroused within the individual;
there is less conflict between approach and avoidance.

Results from studies involving two or more different levels of cost have also shown a trend
sumilar o the ones reviewed above. In one of such study, Tipton & Jenkins (1974) investigated
the effect of response cost on the acquisition of instrumentally conditioned helping behaviour
Subjects consisted of sixty (60) students randomly sclected and assigned (o one of three groups.

Group one subjects were placed in a position in which they could help a confederate by
delivering him from electric-shock and at the same time the individual risked the possibility of
receiving electric shock (in an atiempt to help/deliver the confederate).

Group two subjects, like those in group one, were also placed in a position in which they
could help a confederate by delivering him from electric-shock. Unlike group one however, this
group did oot ran any risk of being shocked (cost) in an attempt o deliver the confederate.
Subjects in group three scrved as a control group, they were neither given the opportunity o help
nor received any electric shock. Results showed significant difference in the amount of help
offered between groups one and two; group two (ao shock [cost]) helped more than group one.
This finding is in line with Magoo & Khana's (1991) assertion that when cost -:n‘mmduccd into

a situation altruistic behaviour tend t0 be suppressed.
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Shorthand & Stebbing (1983) also conducted two field experiments o test the effect of cost
on two different requests for help. In the first study, 320 subjects with an average age of 38.5
years varied their request for a ride from one location to another. The variation in request differed
from little or no cost to high cost in term of where the driver is heading towards vis-a-vis what
the lift-seeker wanted to be lifted to.

In the second study confederate subjects were asked to dial certain phone numbers which
were randomly selected from a phone book. As soon as the number dialled was picked, the
confederate apologized and said the had dialled the "wrong” number but his/her car had developed
a fault on a Highway and had no money left on him o he wants the person answering the phone
1o call someone to come and help him (the stranded) 10 service his car or pick him home. In half
of the cases, the number dialled was within the area code of the person answering the confederates
call - low cost in terms of money to be paid for the call (phone bill). In the other half, the mumber
10 be called was outside the area code of the person answering the call - high cost in terms of
money to be paid for the call (phone bill).

On the whole, most people who answered the confederates” calls helped by calling the
‘number given (o them when it was within their area code - low cost. On the other hand, very few
people called the numbers outside their area codes. For those who requested for lift, assistance
was a function of the cost to the driver - more help when cost was non-existing or low. This
result goes further to indicate that high cost (monetary or otherwise) is one of the factors which
inhibit altruistic behaviour.

Another study similar 10 the second field experiment by Shortland & Stebbing (cited above)
was conducted by Colaizzi et al, (1984). Sixty-four phone calls were made by confederates who

told those who answered thear calls that their cars had broken down so they wanted the person
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eached 10 call  rumber within (low cost) or outside (high cos) hat disric for assistance. Those
who asked for calls within the same district had significant number of their numbers dialled for
hem than those whose numbers were outside the district.

The effect of cost on altuistic behaviour has further been sudied by Peterson et al, (1984).
n one of two experiment. the researchers examined among others the effect of situauonal factor
cost) on ten helping and sharing condions, ordered from low to high costs. The results showed
hat more helping and sharing were offered when cost was low than when it was high. The above
iterature shows clearly that cost of helping of any kind (particularly high cost) tends to inhibit
welping behaviour. It has however been demonstrated by Eisenberg & Shell (1987). Kohlberg
 Candee (cited in Eisenberg & Shell (1984) that when moral reasoning is introduced and cost
s made the mediating variable, the trend changes - high cost does not always lead 1o less help.

Human Relationships

According 1o Hamilton (1964), the tendency to help another person is selected against
Xcept when the actor and recipient are relaied or share genes in common. He mainiained further
2at 1n a group living together, natural selection favours those who are prone o help others as a
unction of the recipient's relatedness to the actor, potential fecundity, or other features indicating
ccipient inclusive fitness, and this effect is especially strong when help is biologically significant.

e above implies that the tendeacy for an actor 'A’ to perform an altrui

i act 10 a person 'B'
«epends on the relationship between ‘A’ and ‘B’ and that the probability decreases consistently
rom close relatives, best friends, strangers, to enemies.

In spite of the unportant role actor-ecipient relavonships plays in atruistic behaviour. litle
tention has been given to it since altruism became a major rescarch topic in the mid 1960s,

iven the few investigauons conducted into it has yielded inconclusive results; while some
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-escarchers such as Ma (1985/92), Eisenberg (1983), Essock - Vitale McCuire (1985) have found
hat the relaionship between a potential helper and a victim influences altruistic behaviour, others
ach as Gaemer & Frey (cited in Aronson (1992) found no such influence. The inclusion of this
Jariable (human relationships) in this study is thus the result of the inconclusive nawre of the
wvailable data, its important role in altruistic behaviour, as well as lack of literature on the variable
n Ghana

Based on the researchers by Ma (1982, 1985 & 1992), Carer (cited in Ma, 1992),
‘reedman (1979), Barash (1977), Hardin (1977), Sawyer (1966) the hierarchy of human
elatonships has been constructed in the following order:

RI: First Kin (close relations such as brothers and sisters).

R2: Best friends or inumates

R3: Strangers who are very weak - children, the sick, the aged etc.

Rd: Common Strangers.

RS5: Someone we dislike or an enemy.
\ccording (o these researchers, members in the R1 group are usually genetically related. A term
sferred to as co-efficient of relationship (1) or genetic kinship by sociobiologists (Hardin, in Ma
992; Wilson, 1975). To Sociobiologists the r between two persons (a & b refers o the
roportion of genes in them (a and b) that are identical because of common descent,

For instance, the r between 2 person and one of his/her parents, son or daughter, or brother
© sister is 1/2; that of an individual and nephew or niece, grandparents, aunts, uncles is 1/4;
“hile that between an individual and one of hisher cousins is 1/8. In general, the larger the r
alue berween an actor (q) and another person (victim [p)). the greater the probability that q would
ATy out an aliruistic act towards p.
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friends and non friends - friends were helped more than non friends.

1o one of four naturalistic suudies in helping behaviour, Bryan & Test (1967) examined
he effect of race on helping. In the study, two Salvation Army Kettles were placed approximately
75 yards from two store exists. One of the Ketties was manned by a black and the other by a
Caucasian (White) both of whom were females in their early twenties. Both wore Salvation
Army uniforms and were instructed not to make any verbal appeals for donations and also to avoid
‘ye contact, The study was conducted between 10.00 a.m. and 6.00 p.m. for the period it lasted.
n all 2154 females and 1549 males took part in the study. The result indicated a significant
Uifference in donation received by the Caucasian as compared o the black; the former received
1ore donation than the black.

Although the result of this swdy follows the general trend and thus confirms a similar one
y Feldman it cannot be said to be conclusive. This is because no indication is given as to who
1 donors were, Were they all whites or blacks? If therc were some black donors, then we need
» know what percentage donated to cach pan-handler. Thus if more blacks donated to the
aucasian than their fellow blacks, then this conclusion is questionable.

In a related study enutled A Laboratory On Wheel”, Pilavin & Rodin (1969) also
vesugated among other things the effect of race of victim vis-a-vis that of potential helper on
truistic behaviour in an Express Train in New York, - 8th Avenue Independent Subway. The
1dy which was conducted between April 15 and June 26, 1968, between the hours of 11.00 a.m,
1d 3.00 p.m. had four confederates comprising 2 males and 2 females (3 whites and a black).
mong the data they collected on the 103 trials were the race of an observer, race of victim,
ency of helping response, number of helpers and spontaneous comments.  Findings revealed a

rdency for same-race help and decrease in speed of responding as group size increases -
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diffusion of responsibility effect.

Gactner & Frey (cited in Aronson, 1992) found that when a caller reached a "wrong”
phone number and requested for assistance from the person who answered the call, whites helped
their fellow whites more than blacks, whereas blacks subjects gave about the same amount of help
10 both blacks and whites. Although it is not very clear why blacks gave almost the same amount
of help to both blacks and whites, it could be argued that having gone through discrimination
themselves, they (blacks) had seen its adverse effect and therefore did not want others to suffer
v similar fate. Another probable explanation is that because blacks were made w work for whites
1nd thus depended on them for almost everything, they might have felt obliged to do what the
white callers asked for.

A study by Ma (1992) involving Chinese and English subjects also showed that people
vere more altruistic towards those who were more closely related to them. In that study subjects
vere asked to read Kohlberg's story of “Heinz and the Drug” and 1o indicate to what extent they
vould sizal the drug if the victim was a husband or wife, father or mother son or daughter. best
riend and stranger. Both samples indicated more help for close relatives followed by best friends

nd then stranger.

In a related study, Freedman (cited in Ma, 1985) also used the same Kohlberg story
“Heinz and the Drug ") with an alternation of the relanonship between Heinz and the woman from
usband - wife to father/mother best friend and stranger. Subject were asked 1o answer on a 7-
oint scale ranging from definitely yes. o definitely no, whether they would do everything
ossible 10 obtain the drug.  For both samples, subjects were more prepared 1o get the drug 1o help

te victim in the following order; father/mother, best friend and stranger.
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The tendency to help close relations have further been confirmed by Essock-Vitale &
McGuire (1985). In a stdy to determine the pattern of helping among kin and nonkin, whiie
‘middle class women with an average age of 39.6 were interviewed. Resuits showed more help

among kin than non kin. Even among kin, helping was a function of the recipients' expecied

reproductive potenuial which goes to confirm assertion that the rep

potential of a recipient of help is one of the important factor in the decision to help.  This is so
decause the essence of the theory is gene propagation hence only those who have the potential 1o
“eproduce matter most.

In yet another sudy by Ma (1985) aimed at testing the validity of the proposed hierarchy
>f human relationships, a cross- cultural study involving 519 Chinese and 398 English was
sonducted. Subjects were presenied with two hypothetical dilemmas and asked to what degree they
vould be willing to sacrifice themselves for another individual's survival. The result of the study
lso confirmed previous studies; close relatives received more help followed by best friends,
trangers, and than enemies.

Ma (1992) in a similar study involving a total sample of 832 subjects again found among
thers that people were willing t sacrifice their lives for others in the following order: close
elatives, best friends, strangers and enemies. The above review points to the fact that human
elationships plays an important rol in altuistic behaviour and thus confirm Emlens & Wrege'ss
1988) findings that the relauons between a potential helper and a victim is a significant predictor
 helping behaviour.

Notwithstanding the abov. here are few sudies whose findings have been 10 the contrary.
o instance, Piliavin & Rodin (1969) found that the race of a potcnial helper and that of a victim

© not affect helping behaviour: In the s sudy both blacks and whites gave almost the same
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mount of help irrespective of the race of the recipient

Duton (cited by Nabor, 1992), also found that blacks and American Indians solicitors for
harity received significantly higher donations from whites than did white solicitors. How do we
ccount for the differences in the above review?

According to Emlen & Wrege (1988), some of the inconsistencies in the research may be
ue 10 the fact that the importance of a helping act for benefactor-recipient relationship as well as
1€ helping behaviour involved vary across studies. Sometimes the type of help to be rendered
te of relative minor importance and could have only a small impact on the recipient.
onsequently, individual may not find it difficult to help even an enemy. However. when failure
> assist may senously affect the recipient-benefactor relationship, then the existence of a rela-
onship or lnk between the self and the vicum should enhance the likelihood that individuals will
sscriminate by choosing to help close relauves than distant ones or non relatives. There is also
me amount of discrimination when a non relauve is in competition with a relative.

Emlen & Wrege have argued further that in life-or-death situations, people choose o aid
lose kin over distance ones, the younger over the aged, the healthy over the sick, and the wealthy
ver the poor. However. in everyday life sitauons, less weight s given to kinship and people
elp the very poor over the heathy and the very young and old over the intermediatc age. In
ther words the scemingly inconsistencies in benefactor - recipient relationship are duc (o the

ature of the help to be offered as well as the impact that help will have on the recipient.



University of Ghana http://ugspace.ug.edu.gh

.ims of the Study:

‘e aims of the study are 10 ascertain:

)

the moral reasoning stages of a sample of Sixth Form students in the Greater Accra region
of Ghana.

the level of aliruism among Sixth Formers in the Greater Accra region of Ghana.

how one’s level of moral reasoning affects his/her alruistic orientation

how the cost involved in helping affects one's willingness 10 assist others.

how human relasionships (kin, acquaintance and strangers) affect helping behaviour.

which of the three variables has the most influence in faciliating or militating against

helping.
) how these three vaniables interact w influence altruistic behaviour.
) fill part of the vacuum created by lack of research in this area n the country.
lypotheses:

Jn the basis of the available Interature, the following hypotheses have been proposed:

)

there will be positive relationship between level of moral - reasoning and amount of help.

That is,

) those who reason at high level will help significantly more than those who reason
at the middie and low levels.

b)  those who reason at middie level will help significantly more than those who
reason at low level.

There will be an inverse relationship berween cost and help. Specifically; as the cost of
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Iping increases, the amount of help will decrease.

‘There will be posiuve relationship between altruistic onentation and human relationship.
Thus,

2 kin will be helped significantly more than acquaintance and stranger.

b)  acquainance will be helped significantly more than siranger.

There will be two-way interaction effects between level of moral reasoning, cost of
helping, human relationships, and altruistic behaviour.

There will be three-way inieracton effect among level of moral ~reasoning, cost of

helping, human relationships and aliruistic orientation.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Methodology
Study Design:

Population: The target population was Sixth Form Students in the Greater Accra
region of Ghana. This region was selected for the study not only because it was closer o the
researcher and therefore was easily accessible. but also being the capital city of Ghana, as well
as the admimstrative, and more importantly, the economic nerve centre of the country, it
consists of students from all the ten regions of the country, and for thal matier, people from
the various ethnic groups. This made the participation of students from this region more
representative of the Sixth Form population in the country and would thus go a long way to
enhance generalization of the results to the rest of the targer population.

The reason for selecting students for the study was o ensure higher reum of
questionnaires through group and on the spot administration. Sixth Formers in particular were
chosen for the study becausc they were one of the well organized as well as easily accessible
groups who satisfied the main prerequisite for the admimstration of the Defining Issue Test
(DIT) 10 non native speakers of the English Language - non native speakers who have had at
least twelve years of reading and spoken ability in the English Language.

Sample-size: Initial sample of two-hundred and sixty students comprising one-hundred
and fifty [150] males and one-hundred and ten [110) females were selected from three mixed
Sixth Form schools (Achimota, Labone and Tema) in the Greater Accra region.

Selection: Both the three schools and the two-hundred and sixty subjects were selected

by means of simple random sampling method. This method was employed 10 give cqual

chance to the individual schools and students who ell within the trget student and school
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population 10 be inchuded in the sample.

For the selection of the schools, the researcher obiained the list of all government
approved and assisted Sixth Form schools in the region from both the Greater Accra regional
office of the Ghana Fducation Service and the West Afnica Examination Council office in
Accra. Single-sex schools were taken out of the list 1 ensure that relatively equal number of
both sexes were included in the siudy. Thus aldiough sex was not one of the variables under
investigation, it was 10 avoid a situation where the selection of either an all-male or all-female
schoul could have biased the gender composition of the sample. The remaining ones (mixed
schools, eight in all) were arranged in alphabetical order and numbers (1 - 8) assigned to them
(Refer 10 appendix A for the list of Schools). These numbers were written on pieces of
papers, folded, put into a hat, shaken, and three selected from them one afier the other. The
schools whose corresponding numbers were selected (Achimota, Labone, and Tema) were
those whose students were used for the study.

For the subjects, selection was also done on the basis of simple random sampling
method. [n each school, random numbers were assigred to all the Sixth Formers whose names
appeared on the school register made available to the researcher. On the basis of the total
number of Sixth Form students in each school, ninety subjects were selected from both
Achimota and Tema secondary schools and eighty from Labone school.

In order to select the required number of subjects from each school, the total number
of Sixth Form swdents in the respecuve schools were divided by the number o be sclected
from each school. For wstance., i Tema Secondary school the total number of Sixth Formers
were two-hundred and eight and since that number divided by ninety 1 2.3, sudents whose
assigned random numbers fell on the second. forth, sixth, eic.. o the hundred and eightieth
person, were selected for the sudy. I each school, additional eight subjects (twenty-four in
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all) were selectod as stand-by 1 replace any of the main subjects who for any reason might not
be able to turn up for the study.

ic O igics: The age range of the samples was between sixieen [16]
and twenty-two [22] with an average age of nineteen (19] and a standard deviation of 1.3
years. The population was made up of Ghanaian students in the Greater Accra region of
Ghana with different ethnic and varied socio-economic backgrounds. With these different
socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds, the subjects could be described as heterogeneous.
Materials.
Iwo difterent types of questionnaires - Defining Issue Test (DIT) and Seif Report Altruistic
Scale (SRAS)- were used for the study.

Defining lssue Test (DIT) The DIT (Rest James, 1979) 1s a siandardized form of
Kohlberg's Moral Reasoning Scale referred to as Moral Judgement Inventory (MJ). The DIT
is one of the widely used tests for assessing levels of moral reasoning (Rest et al.. 1974). This
test (DIT), instead of Kohiberg's original scale (Moral Judgement Interview - MJi) was used
because it has been standardized with closed ended responses which reduce administration
ume, scoring ambiguity, complexity, and difficulty associated with the MJI. The DIT is a
pencil and paper questionnaire designed 1o measure individuals level of moral reasoning,
behavioural intentions, and the reasoning(s] behind actions. 1t consists of six moral dilemmas
(the most popular beng that of “Heinz and the Drug”) and a sample question.

Like other moral reasoning scales such as the MJ1 (Kohiberg, 1969). Moral marurity
scalc (Kotskova & Vajda and Karylowski. in Kataskova, 1992), the DIT consists of moral
dilemmas designed to tap people’s reasoning about certin sitwations and/or actions in which
obedience 1o laws and authority sometimes conflict with the welfare of the actor or other
person(s).  Each dilemma contains a conflct between the protagonist’s own needs, wans,
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of moral udgement (global score). Subjects responses thus provide indices of their levels of

moral reasoning. There are scparate response sheets for each DIT quesuonnaire so in each
case responses are shaded by the subjects on the part of the answer sheet which corresponds.
10 a particular dilemma, question, or statement.

One of the most important indices of a subject’s level of moral reasoning on the DIT
15 the P-score which ranges from zero (0) 1o ninety-five (95). This (P score) is taken to be the
relative importance a subject gives 1 the items indicative of being at stage S (five) or 6 (six) -
the "principled" stages of Kohlberg's theory of moral reasoning (Schlacfli et al., 1985). Rest
etal, (1974) noted that the items in the DIT are based on prior research for a period of over
ten years of subject’s verbalization made in response W hypothetical but real life moral
dilemmas.

The DIT has been validated in various swdies. For example, Rest et al, (1974), found
that the P-score and the DIT stonies correlate in the .60s and .68 respectively with the scores
obtained on Kohlberg's scale. According to Davison & Robbin (1978), the DIT has a test-
retest correlation in the .90s, while Schaefli et al, (1985) have found it to have a Cronbach
alpha in the .70 o .80 range. A number of studies have also linked the DIT scores (o a broad
fange of social, educational, political, and religious viewpoints (Schlaefli et al., 1985). The
validity of the DIT has further been substantiated by longitudinal studies (Rest & Thomas,
1985). A major advaniage of the DIT is the ability of the optical scanner (the machine used
10 score the questionnaires) to detect and eliminate the scores of subject who fake or just
answer randomly.

For instance. some of the twelve-items in part two of the questionnaires are distractors
popularty called M ("meaningless”) items. These nems are preientious and lofty sounding, but
are really meaningless. They are there (o serve as intemnal reliability check as 1o whether
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subjects followed the stories and/or understood the nstructions of not. On three (3) stories

(i.¢. the shor form of the DIT), if subject’s M score is above four (4), it is recommended that
the subject’s scores must be discarded. This is because a high M score (above four in three
stories, and above eight in all the six swries) implies that subjects paid more atiention (©
perceived complexity and loftiness of the ilems than to their meaning. This consistency check
enables rescarchers 10 exclude from their analysis the scores of subjects who did not
understand the instructions and/or the stories, and for that matter answered the questions
randomly. Apart from Rest, Hamilton & Mary (1994), Kotaskova (1992), Ma (1992), Curtis
etal, (1988), Sobesky (1983). Prant, et al, (1984), Leaheyn & Eiter (in Rest, 1993), Haan &
Black. (1968) have also used the DIT in various sudies.

Self Report Altruism Scale (SRAS), According to Sawyer (1966). an altruism scale
assesses the value one places upon the welfare of another in relation 1o his own. He maintains
that although a direct and theoreuically desirable way to assess people’s altruistic behaviour
would be to observe people in a specific nawral situation where they make choice that affect
their own and another's welfare, pracucal difficulties of observation and methodological
problems of uncontrollable and unknown biases detract from this approach. As a result, he
suggested that on issues concerning altrvism researchers should ask people to report what they
think their behaviour would be in a given situation. In the case of this particular study, it
would have been very difficult if not impossible, and even unethical to design and carry out
a swudy of this naure in the form of field expeniment hence the use of altruistic questionnaires.

Sawyer's call for self-reportin altnistic sudies has been supported by Rushton (1980).
and Rushion s al, (1986).  Following the development and administration of a Self-Report
Altruistic Scale by Rushton (1980) on the basis of Sawyer's suggestion. they have also
concluded that individual's ltruistic behaviour could be measured through Self Report Scale,
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They proposed further that it might be more useful 1 employ a more general and global
response format by asking respondents (o “imagine” that they were in a siation where they
could engage in helping behaviour and then estimate the amount of help they would offer.
Others who have used this method are Burnstein et al, (1994), Hershey et al, (1994), Khanna
etal, (1992). Magoo & Khanna, (1991).

Among the advantages 10 be derived from the use of this method (questionnaires/scale)
are that issues are made clear. For example, the type of assistance needed is made explicit,
50 is the person who needs assistance, the cost involved if any, as well as other issues inherent
0 the situation. The Altruism Orientation Scale used in this study consists of three
hypothetical but everyday life occurrences (rescue of fire victims, blood donation and
intervening to rescue someone who is being bullied). The scale was adapted by the rescarcher
from existing ones by Ma (1992, 1985, & 1982). Huston etal, (cited in Wrightsman, 1984),
and Eisenberg & Shell (1987) with few changes w suit the research objectives and the
Ghanaian setting.

For example, in the bus accident of the original Ma (1992) scale, respondents are asked
‘whether they will abandon an acquaintance, a stranger. or an enemy whom they are about to
rescuc from flames of fire and rather rescue a brother or sister who is also in danger of being

bunt by the same fire. This was changed into a situation in which potential helpers had the

‘opporunity to rescue three different of victims an . and
a stranger) with or without sustaining any amount of injury 1o themselves.

Similarly, the original scales of blood donation and the fescue situation were changed
1nio donating blood and rescuing the same three categories of people at no or some cost. Each
situation consists of three parts: In part one, respondents are asked 1o indicate on a scale of
15 bow they would help these three people of the same age (19 years) at 10 cost. The age
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of the victim were pegged a1 nineteen (o reflect the average age of the respondents.

In part two, respondents are asked to indicatc on a similar five point-scale how they
will assist the same three people (as in part one above) at some amount of cost (medium) to
themselves. Part three is similar w part one and two with the only exception being the amount
of cost (high) to be incurred by the respondents. For instance in the Bus accident. high cost
mean 5% first degree body burns. Thus in each stuation respondents are asked 1o indicate on
a scale of 1 - § how they will assist each of these three caiegories of people at the various
levels of cost (little or no cost, medium and high).

In all, the scale consists of twenty-seven instances in which respondents are to indicate
the amount of help they will offer. On the scale, 1 (one), means *I will leave the scene or will
not intervene/help”, while 5 (five), means *1 will definitely help”. The over-all scores range
from a minimum of 27 to a maximum of 135. In other words, the higher a subject’s (group's)
scores. the more altruistic the person (group) is. However, because the rescarcher was
wnterested in the amount of help offered at each level of moral reasoning in terms of cost and
victim, the total number of scores in each cell (cost x vicum) for each level of moral reasoning
were added separately, bringing the minimum score for each subject in each cell (o three (3)
and 2 maximum of fifieen (15). Since there were nine cells in all, the over-all total added up

to the

mum of 27 and the maximum of 135 (3 x 9 = 27; 1S x 9 = 135. Refer to
appendix C for a copy of the SRAS scale.
Procedure

Pilot Study; e Self Report Altruism Scale (SRAS) was pre-tested in both Los
Angeles, Caliiomia, USA, and in Ghana. In Los Angeles, the subjects were from a
community high school (equivalnt of Sxth Form) and undergraduate students from University
of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). whercas 1n Ghana allthe subjocts who participated in the
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Lirs
pilot study were Sixth Form students from Accra Academy Secondary School. In each case
owenty subjects participated in the pilot study. The break down were: cleven (1) males and
nine (9) females high school sudents, twelve (12) males and eight (8) females students from
both UCLA and Accra Academy Secondary school. Both the United States high school
subjects and particularly, those from Accra Academy secondary school, Ghana, who took part
in the pilot study were equivalent in many respects 1 those who participated in the actual study.

The third situation (directly intervening to rescue someone being bullied) was found
10 be irrelevant 1o the two groups of subjects in Los Angles, as most of the respondents
indicated (as foot-notes on the questionnaires and also during interview after the administration
of the questionnaires) that they would rather use the phone (o call the polic insiead of them
intervening directly. Calling the police 1n such situation was easy to do because phone booths
are casily accessible - located within a disiance of about every two-hundred (200) metres in
residental areas. The reason they gave for non direct intervention was the rampant use of
gquns i their country and the possibility of endangering their lives and that of the victim,

In Ghana however, none of the pilot study subjects raised any such 1ssue probably
because most of us (Ghanaians) are used to such direct ntervention and also the fact that
telephones are not readily accessible as in the case of the United States. Since the Ghanaian
subjects who took part in the pilot sudy did not raise any issue (on the scale), no changes
were made. One interesung issue however came up when the Ghanaian respondents were
interviewed. Two subjects who wese members of the Jehovah Witness religious group did not
tespond to situation (w0 (blood donation) on the scale. Their reason was that their religious
doctnine forbids blood transfusion of any kind; no matier who needed it. Another issue the
espondents raised had o do with the injury a potential helper will sustain in the fire rescue
(Bus Accident). Most of the respondents mainiained that they did not understand what 1s
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meant by 5% first degree body bums. To overcome this during the actual study. that aspect
of the questionnaire was explained o each subgroup before they were asked to begin. The
explanation given was that they should assume that their whole body is 100% and out of this.
5% of the epedemis (outer skin) is burnt (first degree burnt). The average time used for the
completion of the questionnaire was thifty-five (35) minutes.

The pilot study for the DIT was done in only Ghana. Those two groups of American
subjects were not included because the DIT has already been tested and validated with some
American subjects by Kohlberg (1969), Rest (1979) and many other researchers. Three (Heinz
and the Drug, Escape Prisoner, and The Doctor's Dilemma) out of the six stories were used.
The respondents were the same twenty subjects from Accra Academy who responded to the
Altruism Scale. Two issues came up after the administration of the DIT and subsequent
interview by the researcher.

The first was that the instructions on the DIT as a whole, and particularly the
explanations on the sample question was very long and confusing. The second issue was on
the two-hundred dollars ($200.00) being the cost of the drug in the “Heinz and the Drug”
dilemma. While some subjects said they tried to convert it (the $200.00) into its cedi
equivalent based on existing cedi-dollar exchange Fate 50 s (0 be able 1o relate it better to our
setting, others said they made 10 such attempt because they did not know the then cedi-dollar
exchange rate. There were other subjects who were completely at sea as far as the dollar issue
was concerned.

As a solution to the first issue, the researcher summarized the instructions by
maintaining most of the terms, phrases and even seniences in the original insiructions and
recorded them for play during the actual study: those relating 1o the sample story which were
not acwally relevant 10 the stories used in the main stdy were eliminated. For that of the
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dollar, s codi cquivalent of two-hundred and twenty thousand cedis (€220.000.00) based on

the prevailing (mid March 1995) exchange raie was quoied in place of the two-hundred dollars
(5200.00). On the average 40 minutes was spent to compiete the questionnaire.

Main study: The Headmasters/Headmistresses of the three schools selecied for the
study were contacted by the researcher who made known to them his intention (0 engage some
of their Sixth Form swdents in a proposed study whose aims and objectives were explamned to
them. When permission to engage the sudents was granted, the researcher requested for the
list (register) of sixth form swdents in the respective schools, Random numbers from
Appendix A of Keppel & Saufley (1980) were assigned 10 the names of the students in each
school. The required number of subjects from each school was selected as described in the
selection section.

Those selected for the study were informed that with the consent of their heads of
Institution, they have been selected for a two-phase study which was aimed at finding out how

people at their age and educational level think of certain social issues. They were told furher

that although their i have agreed to their ion in the study, the
final decision as (o whether to take part or not rested with them - informed consent. Those
who agreed to participate were randomly divided into smaller sub-groups. For example.
subjects from Labone school were randomly divided into four (4) sub-groups of twenty each
whereas those from Achimota and Tema were grouped into five (5) sub-groups of eighteen
(18) subjects each.

These sub-groups with their small numbers (between eighteen and twenty (18 & 20)
was t0 enable the researcher and his Assistant (a course-mate) t have maximum control over
the subjects in order to focus their atiention on the study 50 as to achieve what Aronson and
Carlsmith (in Crano & Brewer 1986) called experimental realism. All members in each sub.
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group were given a five-digit idenuficanion (ID) numbers. For cxample, 20100, 20200, -

22000; 22100, 22300 - 24000; 24100, 24200 - 2600, 26100.26200 28000 were respectively
assigned 1o sub-groups one, two, three and four from Labone school. Similar identification
numbers were also assigned to the subjects from Achimou (0100 - 19000) and Tema (30100 -
39000)

A week before the study, subjects were contacted by means of reminder notes and
announcements at their respective dining halls 10 inform them of the date, ume, and location
of the sudy. Their ID numbers were also made available (0 them through the reminder notes.
Further, announcements were made a day before and in the moming of the stdy in the
respective dining halls to remind them once again of when and where (o report for the study.

Administration of the DIT: This was conducted in three consecutive days (a day in
each school) in mid March, 1995, in the respective schools at relatively the same time
(between 9:00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.). In Labone as in Tema secondary school. the sudy was
conducted in classrooms made available 1o the researcher in the respective schools. In
Achimota school, it was conducted in the Aggrey Chapel. Subjects from Achimota school
were the furst 1o take the study, it was followed by those from Tema and then Labone
secondary. The order 1n which the subjects from the three schools went through the study was.
mainly based on the days the respective Heads of schools agreed upon with the researcher.

In cach case, the study was commenced by sub-group one, followed by two, three, and
in that order. Subjects in each subgroup were asked 10 report for the study ten minutes earlier.
In other words, although the study in each school commenced at 9:00 a.m., subjects were
asked 1 report a1 8.50 a.m. The purpose of this was 10 ensure that even those subjects who
might be late would report by the ume the sudy was t© commence. The strategy worked very
well for on the whole the number of subjects who reported laie was very small.
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In cach session, subjects were welcomed on arival by the rescarcher and his assistant
and were asked to take their seats behind the wbles which bore their 1D numbers.  Thus, prior
(0 the arrival of each sub-group. their ID numbers were writien on the tables in the
classroom/chapel. The [D numbers apart from ensuring the anonymity of subjects, was also
10 cnable the researcher to match each subject’s DIT scores with that of his/her Altruistic
Onentauion scores for analysis.

The DIT. questionnaire, answer sheets, 2B pencils and erasers were distribued to
them. They were asked to write their ID numbers on the space provided for that purpose on
the top right comer on the answer sheets. Afier that they were asked to pay atention o the
instruction which was played twice on tape recorder 0 their hearing. The researcher then went
through the sample question with them and encouraged them 10 ask any questions they had on
the instructions or the sample question. They were told (o read and respond 1o only dilemmas
one, two and four (Heinz and the Drug, Escape Prisoner, and The Doctor's Dilemma) within
forty (30) minutes.

The other three storics; The Newspaper, Webester and Students Take Over were not
used because they are not very relevant to the Ghanaian sening. Besides, responding to all the
six stories would have been time consuming (about an hour) and even boring, in which case
there was the likelthood that subjects might be compelled to respond anyhow. The minimum
number of stones that can be used for a smdy is three so neither the validity nor the reliabihty
of the scale was compromised by the use of only three out of the six dilemmas. At the end of
the forty minutes. those who did not complete their questionnaires were given exira five
munutes afier which the questionnaires were collected. The subjects were informed that they
would be called upon again to answer a similar questionnaire (The Self Report Altruism Scale)
later, The rescarcher then expressed his gratiuide w them for their time and paticnce and were
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dismissed thereafier. Al the subjects in the various groups went through the same procedurc.
when it came to their .

A toul of six subjects did not tum up for the study. There were other three who opted
‘out because they were members of the Jehovah Wimess religious denomination which does not
allow blood ransfusion of any kind. Thus as a result of what came up through the pilot swdy
concerming people who belong to the Jehovah Witness religious denomination, the researcher
made 1t known to subjects at the beginning of each session that one of the stories they were
‘about (o respond to had 10 do with blood donation 50 those who for any reason object to blood
donation may opt out of the study. In all cases, some of the stand-by subjects were brought
in to replace those who did not tun up or opted out. At the end of the study fourteen out of
the two-hundred and sixty questionnaires were lost cither through spoilage or non retrieval.

Scoring of the DIT: After the administration of the questionnaires, the two-hundred
and forty-six response sheets collected/retrieved were sent to the University of Minnesota,
USA. for optical scanning. sconing and classification of the subjects to the vanious levels (low,
middle and high) of moral reasoning. The results on the DIT questionnaires were received by
the researcher from the University of Minnesota. USA. ten weeks later (afier they have been
sent). Al the two-hundred and forty questionnaires sent were scored. Thirty-two out of the
lot were however invalid. These were subjects who either had an M score of more than four
(4), did not pass the consistency test, or both. The scores of these thiy-two subjects were
therefore excluded from the final analysis.

Categorizations of Subjects: Subjects’ P scores were used 10 categorize them into
Low, Middle. and High levels of moral reasoning for the main analysis. The P scores were
used because according W Rest (1985/87/93) it is the most important score on which all
analyses on DIT swudies are based. In addition, whether the long (six stories) or short (three
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stories) form is used, the reliability of the P scores are not affected. Rest (1979, 1986, 1987,

& 1993) has manained further that the P scores are more reliable than the siage (12, 3/4. &
5/6) scores and other indices of the DIT. Davison & Robbins (1978) for example, found the
test re-test reliability of the P scores in the 70s & 80s, while that of the Gronbach Alpha index
of intemal consistency is generally in the 70s (Schacfli et al., 1985). The P score also tells
more about the importance each subject attaches to the principled moral consideration (the
ultimate siage in Kohiberg's theory of moral reasoning). Although most subjects could have
been assigned to a specific stage of moral reasoning (e.g., stage 1/2, 3/4, & 5/6) on the basis
of the most domnant stage the individual uses in responding (o the dilemmas, that method has
not been found 1o be very reliable since every subject gives at least a little atiention to almost
all the suges.

Furthermore, Rest (1979) has strongly recommended against using DIT data to “stage
type” subjects. He stressed that in DIT research it has not been found useful to ask "what
stage (172, 3/4, 5/6) is a subject in?" This is because subjects are attracted to a greater or
lesser degree 1o a variety of type of moral reasoning hence subjects’ scores are not represented
in terms of a single stage: almost all subjects make usc of each stage and that no stage is
independent of each other.

As a result of the above, what is usually done is 1 group subjects into Low, Middle,
and High levels of moral reasoning on the basis of their P scores. Thus, for the main analysis
on the basis of Low, Medium, and High, the P scores are the most appropriate. The use of
P scores also avoid the complications associated with subjects in transition. That is, it is
usually difficult when the "stage types” are used 10 assign a specific stage to those subjects in
transition let alone o include them in the analysis. The break down of the P scores for the

two-hundred and fouricen subjects were:
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0-9=27
10-19 = 62
20-29 = 68
30-39 =34
40-49 =17
50+ =06
Total =214
Cut-off Point: Below are the recommended cut off point by Rest (1979, 1987, &
1993).
Low 0-27
Medium  28-41
High 42 & above
These cut off points by Rest was based on subjects who were a combination of high school
(equivalent of Sixth Formers), undergraduate and some post-graduate students whose mean P
score was thirty-one (31) with some of the individual scores falling into the 70s. On the other
hand, the subjects who participated in this study were all Sixth Form (equivalent of high
school) smdents whose mean P score was nineteen (19) with the highest score falling into the
50s.
Because of the differences between the samples used to establish the cut of pornts by
Rest and those who participated in this study, a new cut off points was necessary. New ones
were therefore established of the basis on the nature of the present data. This is in line with
Rest (1993) suggestion that depending of the nature of the subjects used in a study. as well as
the nature of the data arrived at, Dew cut off points could be used. He recommended however
that w0 such a case the new cut off points should be used alongside with the recommended ones
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1 determine if the two would yield similar or different results.

The new cut off points employed by this researcher based on the present data are:
Low 0-16
Medium  16-27
High 27 & above

These were based on the mean ( ) and standard deviation (SD) of the P scores. The
mean was nineteen (19) while the SD was 13.4. The low group were those who scored %
standard deviation (SD) below the mean, while the high group were those who scored %
standard deviation (SD) above the mean. Those in-between the two groups were those
classified into the middle categories. This cut off points apart from reflecting the nature of
these data would also serve as the norm for other researchers who will in future administer the
DIT 10 similar samples in the country.

‘The standard deviation was used to classify the subjects because it is an index of the
spread of scores about the mean and therefore the most commonly used for describing the
variability of scores in a distribution. The standard deviation also has some advantages over
other measures of variability such as the percentiles. For example, whereas the range for
instance focuses on only two scores, the standard deviation uses each scorc in the distribution
in providing a measure of variation among the them.  Furthermore. the standard deviation
1s more suable than say the percentiles. In addition, in a normal distribution, the standard
deviation permits a precise interpretation of scores in the distribution and as a result most
statistical tests rely on it 10 represent the vanability of data.

Administration of the SRAS; 'sually, researchers who use the DIT wait for the
results from the opucal scanning done by the University of Minnesota, USA, before going on
with the second measure 1f any. - In such cases follow up studies are conducted for only those
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who “passed” the DIT scanning and the consistency test. This avoids spending time, efforigg
and money on subjects whose data have been rejecied by the scanner and therefore cannot be
used for analysis by the researcher. In this smudy however, the follow up study was conducted
before the DIT results were received.

This was 5o because the report on the DIT was going 1o take between eight (0 ten
weeks 10 be rerumed (o the researcher. This could have led to the possibility of *growth’
(movement by subjects from one stage of moral reasoning (o another) among the subjects.
Such a situation could have adversely affected the result of the study because some subjects
might have responded o the Altruism Scale at a moral reasoning stage different from where
they were placed on the basis of their scores on the DIT some few weeks earlier. Another
factor was that the upper Six formers among the subjects were about to sit for their General
Cenificate of Education, Advanced Level Examination in May/June so any delay in
administering the Altruism Scale could have led to the loss of many subjects. Thus most of
them would have completed their examination and lef their respective schools for their homes.

The Altruism Scale was therefore administered six weeks afier that of the DIT 10 the
same group of subjects who participated in the DIT. The only exception were the fourteen
subject whose DIT questionnaires were either spoilt or not retrieved, Like the DIT, the
subjects were informed of the date, place, and time for the admunssiration of the scale, The
previous ID number of each subject s well as the sub-group membership were maintined.

The procedure for the administration of Altruism Scale was the same as that of the
DIT.  Unlike the DIT however, subjects were asked to mark their responses on the
Questionnaire since 1o scparale response sheets were provided as in the case of the DIT. The
instructions were also not recorded. After subjects had taken their seats they were asked 1o
write their 1D numbers on their questionnaire. The researcher went through the instructions
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with them, The part of the questionnaire that deals with the 5% body burnt was also explained.
Thirty-five minutes was initially allowed for the completion of the questionnaire. Extra five
‘minutes was given t thase who did not finish at the end of the stpulated time. Five subjects
did o show up for the sudy. Incidentally, when the report on the DIT was later received the
five were among the thirty-two subjects whose data were to be excluded from the final analysis
for cither having an M value of more than four (4) or did not pass the consistency test. At the
end of study, the researcher expressed his gratitude (o the subjects.

‘Within two weeks afier the saudy had been completed, the rescarcher arranged to meet
the subjects (those who were sall 1n school) in their respective schools o debrief them on the
aims and objectives of the study as well as what each questionnaire was meant 0 tap. They
were also asked of what they believed the saudy was about, what they thought about it (was
it interesting, exciting, boring, very tasking etc..) and were encouraged o ask questions they
had about the sdy. Among the questions they asked were whether their scores would be
made available to them and whether low scores on the moral reasoning questionnaires means
one has wezk morals.

Scoring of the SRAS: An individual's scores for all the three siations at different
level of cost and victim were added separately and analyzed on the basis of the individuals
levels of moral reasoning. One (1) sands for no help at all, while five (5) stands for more

help. In other words, the higher a subject’s overall score, the more altruistic he/she is.
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with them, The part of the questionnaire that deals with the 5% body burnt was also explained.

Thirty-five minutes was initially allowed for the completion of the questionnaire. Extra five
minutes was given to those who did not finish at the end of the stipulated time. Five subjects
did 0 show up for the sady. Incidentally, when the report on the DIT was later received the
five were among the thirty-two subjects whose data were 10 be excluded from the final analysis
for either having an M value of more than four (4) or did not pass the consisiency test. At the
end of swdy, the researcher expressed his gratitude to the subjects.

Within two weeks after the study had been completed, the researcher arranged to meet
the subjects (those who were still in school) 1n their  respective schools to debrief them on the
aims and objecuves of the study as well as what each questionnaire was meant to tap. They
were also asked of what they believed the study was about, what they thought about it (was
1 interesting, exciting, boring, very tasking eic.,) and were encouraged 0 ask questions they
had about the sudy. Among the questions they asked were whether their scores would be
made available 1o them and whether low scores on the moral reasoning questionnaires means
one has weak morals.

Scoring of the SRAS: An individual’s scores for all the three suuations at different
level of cost and victim were added separately and analyzed on the basis of the individuals
levels of moral reasoning. One (1) stands for no help at all, while five (5) stands for more

help. In other words, the higher a subject’s overall score, the more altruistic he/she is.



University of Ghana http://ugspace.ug.edu.gh

with them. The part of the questionnaire that dcals with the 5% body burnt was also explained.
Thinty-five minutes was initially allowed for the completion of the questionnaire, Extra five
minutes was given to those who did not finish at the end of the stipulated time. Five subjects
did 10 show up for the sudy. Incidentally, when the report on the DIT was later received the
five were among the thirty-two subjects whose data were (o be excluded from the final analysis
for either having an M value of morc than four (4) or did not pass the consistency test. Al the
end of study, the rescarcher expressed his gratitude (o the subjects.

‘Within two weeks after the study had been completed. the researcher arranged to meet
the subjects (those who were stil in school) in theie respecuve schools (o debrief them on the
aims and objectives of the siudy as well as what each questionnaire was meant to tap. They
were also asked of what they believed the study was about, what they thought about it (was
it interesting, exciting, boring, very tasking etc.,) and were encouraged to ask questions they
had about the sudy. Among the questions they asked were whether their scores would be
made available 0 them and whether low scores on the moral reasoning questionnaires means
one has weak morals

Scoring of the SRAS: An individual's scores for all the three situations at different
level of cost and victim were added separately and analyzed on the basis of the individuals
levels of moral reasoning. Onc (1) sands for no help at all, while five (5) stands for more

help. In other words, the higher a subject’s overall score, the more altruistic he/she is.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Results

Table | shows the means and standard deviations for subjects at low level of moral reasoning

at three levels of cost, involving three different vicums.
TABLE |

Means & Standard Deviations for Low Level ot Moral
Reasoning, Involving Three Victims at Three Levels of Cost

Cost of Helping

Type of Low Mediuvm High Total
Victim * SD x SD ¥* SD x SD
Kin 13.66 1.47 12.31 | 2.10 10.83 2.81 1227 | 2.47
12.13 1.93 8.77 | 2.24 6.77 2.38 9.22 | 3.11
| Stranger 10.39 2.63 6.23 | 175 4.55 1.63 | 7.06 3.20
Total 12.06 2.45 9.10 | 3.22 7.38 3.49 | 9.51 3.64

‘The minimum score for each cell is three (3), while the maximum is fifteen (15). In general,
the means decrease as the cost of helping increases. Further, the means decrease from heiping
kin (K) to helping a stranger (S). This trend suggests that the amount of help decreases from
helping kin 1o stranger, and from low to high cost. For kin (K) and acquaintance (A), the
standard deviations increase from low to high cost of helping, whercas for that of a stranger
1t decreases from low o high cost of helping. This implies that subjects tend to differ in their
responses o kin and acquainiance as the cost of helping goes up. For that of a stranger,
subjects’ responses rather differ when the cost is low and cluster around the mean as the cost
increases. In other words, when the cost is low. subjects tend  respond differently 10
strangers. However, when it is high, there is lctle difference in their responses.
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Shown below (Table 2) are the means and siandard deviations for subjects at middle level of
moral reasoning at three levels of cost, involving three differeat vicums.
TABLE 2

Means & Standard Deviations for Middle Level of Moral

Reasoning, lnvolving Three Victims at Three Levels of Cost

Cost of Helping

Type of Low Medium High Total
Victim x sp x D |« SD. % sD
Kin 1447 [1.20 [ 13.47 | 1.85 |12.48 | 2.50 | 13.48 | 2.08
Acquainance | 1330 | 1.56 | 11.00 | 172 | 955 [205 | 11.28 | 276
|Swanger | 1178 | 203 | 912 [196 | 721 | 210 | 9.37 | 276
Total 1318 | 196 | 120 |256 | 975 [3.10 |11.38 | 29

Like Table 1, there 15 an inverse relation between the amount of cost and help; the means
(amount of help) decrease as the cost of helping increases. Furthermore, the means decrease
from helping a kin (K) to helping a stranger. Compared to table | however, the differences
among the means from low to high cost of helping and also from helping kin (o a stranger are
smaller. For instance, the differences between low and medium cost, and medium and high
cost for Table | when the victim is an acquaintance are 3.36 and 2.0 respectively. On the
other hand, that for this very table for the same victim is 2.3 and 1.45; an average difference
of 127, This suggests that irrespective of the victim and the amount of cost nvolved in
helping, those at the middle level of moral reasoning help more that those at the low level.
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Depicted below (Table 3) are the means and standard deviations for subjects at high level of

moral reasoning at three levels of cost, involving three different victims.
TABLE 3

Means & Standard Deviations for High Level of Moral Reasoning
Involving Three Victims at Three Levels of Cost

Cost of Helping
Low Medium High Total

Type of
Victim [ SD x SD % SD x SD
Kin 1485 | 0.48 | 1446 | 1.02 | 1419 | 1.62 | 1450 | 117

1408 | 126 | 1315 | 161 | 1253 [ 179 | 13.25 | 169
Stranger 1305 | 147 | n.42)223 | 1042 | 254 | 11.63 | 2.41
Total 1399 136 | 13.01 |2.13 | 1238 |2.58 [ 1313 | 217

Like that of low (Table 1) and middle (table 2) levels of moral reasoning, the means decrease
a8 the cost of helping goes up. The differences between the means of this sub-group and that
of Tables 1 and 2 is that irrespective of cost and victim, this group offered more help than the
previous two. In addition, the standard deviations of this group at all levels of cost and victim
are more clustered around the mean than that of the low and middle levels of moral reasoning,
Thus, the variability in response of this Table (subjects at the high level of moral reasoning)
18 smaller than those at low and middle. [n other words, this group did not differ so much in
the amount of help offered irespective of the cost and victim.
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Table 4 shows the means and standard deviauons for all the three levels of moral reasoning

at three levels of cost when the vicum 15 kin.

TABLE 4

Cost of Helping
Low Medium High Total

Level of

Moral % sb x s - SD » SD
Reasoning

Low 13.66 1.47 12.31 | 2.10 10.83 2.81 12.27 | 2.47
Middle 14.47 1.20 13.47 | 1.85 12.48 2.50 3.48 | 2.08
High 14.85 0.48 14.46 | 102 14.19 1.62 14.50 | 117
Total 1433 103 | 1341|166 [125 |23 [1341] 191

For each level of moral reasoning, more help was given when cost of helping was low,
followed by medium and then high. O the whole however, the amount of help given at each
level of cost was in descending order from high 1 low level of moral reasoning. The standard
deviations for each level of moral reasoning also increased from low cost to high cost of
helping with that of high level of moral reasoning being more clustered than those at middle
and low levels. This means that although at each level of moral reasoning the amount of help
offered reduces as the cost of helping goes up. the variability in subjects’ responses widens

from high to low level of moral reasoning

n
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Shown below (Table 5 ) are the means and siandard deviations for all the three levels of moral

reasoning at three levels of cost when the vicum is an acquaintance.

TABLE §
Three Levels of Cost When the
Acquamance
Cost of Helping
Level of Low medium High Total
Moral
Reasoning % sb 2 SD % SD x_SD
Low 1243 193 | 877 |224 | 677 [238 | 922 | 311
Middle 13.30 1.56 11.00 | 1L.72 9.55 2.05 | 11.28 [ 2.36
High 1408 [ 126 |13.15 | 1.61 | 1253 | 179 | 1325 | 1.69
Total 13.17 1.58 11.06 | 1.86 9.62 207 [11.25 | 2.39

Like Table 4. at each levels of moral reasoning, more fielp was given when cost of helping was
low. followed by medium and then high. Another feature of this Table which is similat to
Table 4 s the trend of the amount of help; there was an inverse relation between the amount
of belp offered and cost of helping. The differcnce however is that at each level of cost and
moral reasoning, the amount of help offered was higher in Table 4 than that of 5. The
standard deviauons for cach level of moral reasoning also increase from low to high cost of
helping with that of this table being higher than that of Table 4. In other words, the standard
deviations of this table are more scattered.
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Shown below (Table $ ) are the means and sndard deviations for all the three levels of moral

reasoning a three levels of cost when the VicUm 1S an ACqUAINAACE.

TABLE S

Victim is an Acquas
Cost of Helpiny
Level of Low medium High Total
Moral
Reasoning ) 2 sD %S % SD
Low 1203 | 193 | 877 |2.24 | 677 [238 | 922 | 3.1
Middle 1330 | 1.56 | 11.00 | 1.72 | 9.55 [2.05 | 11.28 [ 236
| High 1408 | 126 | 1305 | 161 [1253 [ 179 [13.25 | 1.69
Total 1307 ] 158 | 1106 | 1.86 | 9.62 [2.07 [11.25[2.39

Like Table 4, at each levels of moral reasoning, more help was given when cost of helping was
low, followed by medium and then high. Another feature of this Table which is similar 1o
Table 4 is the trend of the amount of help; there was an inverse relation between the amount
of help offered and cost of helping. The difference however is that at each level of cost and
moral reasoning, the amount of help offered was higher 1n Table 4 than that of 5. The
siandard deviations for each level of moral reasoning also increase from low to high cost of
helping with that of this table being higher than that of Table 4. In other words, the standard
deviations of this table are more scartered.
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The Table below (Table 6) shows the means and sundard deviations for all the three levels
of Cost when the victim is a siranger.

TABLE 6
Means & Standard Deviation at Three Levels of Cost When the
- a Stranger
of Helping

Low Medium High Total
Level of
Moral x SD x SD % SD x SD
Reasoning _
Low 10.39 2.63 6.23 | 1.75 4.55 1.63 7.06 | 3.20
Middle 11.78 2.03 9.12 [ 1.96 7.21 2.10 9.37 | 2.76
High 1305 (147 [ 1142|232 1042 |2.54 | 11.63 | 2.41
Total 174|204 | 892 [2.01 | 7.39 [2.09 [ 935 [2.79

Like table 4 and 5, at each levels of moral reasoning, more help was given when cost of
helping was low. followed by medium and then high. The amount of help offered also
increased from low level of moral reasoning to that of high level. Compared to Table 4 and
§ bowever, these means (amount of help) are low. The standard deviations also follow a
diferent pattem. For instance, whereas for the two preceding tables. the siandard deviations
for all levels of moral reasoning increase from low to high cost of helping, here it is o for
only those who reason at the high level. For those at the low level, they rather decrease from
low 10 hugh cost of helping. At the middie level of moral reasoning, it fluctuates; 2.03 at low
©ost, 1.96 at medium cost. and 2.10 at high cost. These trends suggest that whereas there is
a posiive relation between cost of helping and the variability in responses for those who reason
at the high level. there is rather a negative relation between the cost of helping and the
variability in responses for those at the low level. At the middle level however, there is no
elation at all.
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“This study tested for the effects of three main independent variables; level of moral reasoning,
08t of helping and buman relationships on altruistic behaviour. It also tested for the effects
of three two-way and one three-way interactions effects between and among these variables.
Analysis of the data showed significant main effects for all the three independent variables.
The three two-way interactions were also significant. Ironically however. no significant effect
was observed for the three-way interaction. Presenied below (Table 7) is the summary of the
statistical analysis.

TABLE 7

Cost of Helping and Type of Vicum

Source SS DF MS F_ P
Level 3616.78 2 1808.39 486.31%
Cost 3558.10 2 1779.05 478.42"
Victim 5387.21 2 2693.61 724.37%
Level-Cost 449.39 4 112.35 30.21
Level-Victim 277.55 4 69.39 18.66"
Cost-Vietim 390.74 4 97.68 26.27°
Level-Cost- Victim 36.81 8 4.60 124

| Error 7061.55 1899 R

Total 20778.13 1925 s

*P<.005.

As shown in Table 7, significant main effects were obtained for each of the three independent
vanables and altruisuic behaviour; levels of moral reasoning F(2, 1899) = 486.31, P<0.05;
cost of helping F(2, 1899) = 478.42, P<0.05; and type of victim F(2, 1899) - 724,37,
P<0.05. Additionally, the Table indicates significant inicracion effects between levels of
‘moral reasoning and cost of helping F(4, 1899) = 30.21, P<0.05; levels of moral reasoning
and type of vicum F(4. 1899) = 18.66, P<0.05; and cost of helping and victim F(4.1899)
= 26.07. P<0.05. No significant inieraction was however found among levels of moral
reasoning, cost of belping. buman relatonship and altruistic behaviour (8, 1899) = 1.24,

7
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P>0.05.

These results give support 1o the predicted relavonship between each of
independent vanables and aliruistic behaviour. It also gives support 10 the predicied
interaction between any two of these variables and altruistic behaviour. Ironically however,
there was no inieraction effect among the three vanable put together. In other words,
hypothesis five was rejected. The results suggest that altuistic behaviour is separately and ©
2 greater extent jointly, influenced by one’s level of moral reasoning, cost of heiping, and the
type of victim 10 be helped.

the three

Table 7A shows the cut-off point established and used by the researcher in addition o that of

Rest James. &
TABLE 7A S (
z,

3 X 3 X 3 Anova for Levels of Moral Reasoning. Cost of Helping. and Type of Vietim _ \&
Source ss DF ms F_P
Level 2668.72 2 133436 | 312.58*
Cost 3558.10 3 1779.05 416,75
Victim 5387.21 2 2693.61 631.00
Level-Cost 381.82 4 9.46 22.36*
Level-Vi 258.86 4 64.72 15.16%
Cost-Victim 390.74 4 97.68 22.88*
Level-Cost-Victim 26.19 8 3.27 0.77
Error 8106.49 1899 4.29 .
Total 20778.13_| 1925 - .

L Total__
P<.005.

Both the cut off poinis by Rest and the one esiablished by this rescarcher yielded similar
resuls. For insiance significant effects were obiained for hypotheses one 1o four by both cut
Off points. The last hypothesis was also rejected by both cut off pomts. It could be concluded
from the above that the new cut off points could be relied upon.
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On the basis of the significant main effects indicated by the 3 X 3 X 3 ANOVA for the three
independent variables, further analyses were conducted by means of Newman Keuls (Post-hoc
analysis) for unequal samples to determine whether there were any significant differences in
the amount of help offered at the various levels of moral reasoning, cost of helping, and the
type of victim.

The Table below (Table 8) shows Newman-Keuls post-hoc analysis for three levels of moral
reasoning and how they are rclatcd to altruistic behaviour.
TABLE 8
Post Hoe Comparison (Newman-keuls for Unequal Samples

Low Middle High
Low - 13.13% 11.38%
Middie - - L) g

*p<0.01

‘The analysis shows significant differences among the amount of help given at each level of
moral reasoning; those at the high level of moral reasoning helped significantly more than
those at the middie and low levels, while those at the middle level also helped significantly
more than those at the low level. This goes further to confirm hypothesis one (1) which
predicted that there will be significant differences among the amount of help given at each
level of moral reasoning. This suggests that altruistic behaviour is a function of one's level
of moral reasoning.
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On the basis of the significant main cffects indicated by the 3 X 3 X 3 ANOVA for the three
\ndependent variables, further analyses were conducted by means of Newman Keuls (Post-hoc
analysis) for unequal samples to determine whether there were any significant differences in
the amount of help offered at the various levels of moral reasoning, cost of helping, and the
type of victim.

The Table below (Table 8) shows Newman Keuls post-hoc analysts for three levels of moral
reasoning and how they are related to altruistic behaviour
TABLE 8
Post Hoe Comparison (Newman-keuls for Unequal Samples)
for Levels of Moral Reasoning

Low Middle High
Low 13,13 11.38*
Middle : 9.51%
High . =
p<0.01

‘The analysis shows significant differences among the amount of help given at each level of
moral reasoning: those at the high level of moral reasoning helped significantly more than
those at the muddle and low levels, while those at the middle level also helped significantly
more than those at the low level. This goes further to confirm hypothesis one (1) which
predicted that there will be significant differences among the amount of help given at each
level of moral reasoning. This suggests that altruistic behaviour is a function of one's level

of moral reasoning
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Table 9 shows Neuman Keuls post-hoc analysis for cost of helping.
TABLE 9
Post Hoc Companison (Newman-keuls) for Cost of Helping
Lo Medium igh |
Low - 13.07¢ 11.07*
Medium - = | 14

High

*p<0.01
There was an inverse relationship between cost of help and the amount of help offered; as the
cost of helping increased. the amount of help offered decreased. In other words, significant
differences were found among the amount of help given at the vanious levels of cosi: more
help was offered when the cost was low than when it was medium or high, and also when cost
was medium than high. This gives additional support to hypothesis two (2) which predicted
an inverse relauonship between cost and help.

‘Shown below (Table) is the Newman-Keuls post-hoc analysis for type of victim in relaton t©
the amount of help offered.
TABLE 10

Post Hoc Comparison (Newman-keuls) Type of Victim

Kin Acquaintance Stranger
Kin - 13.40° .21+
9.30%
Stranger - - -
“P<0.01

There were significant differences among the amount of help given 1o kin, acquaintance and
siranger: kin was help significantly more than acquaintance and siranger, and acquaintance
more than stranger. This goes further to confirm hypothesis three (3) which stated that the
alsuistic orientauon of an individual wil decrease from kin 10 stranger: kin will be helped
more than and stranger and more than stranger.

n
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Table 9 shows Neuman Keuls post-hoc analysis for cost of helping.
TABLE9

Post Hoc Companison (Newman-keuls) for Cost of Helping

Low Medium High
Low 13.07* 11.07*
Medium - 9.7

$<0.01

There was an inverse relationship between cost of help and the amount of help offered: as the
cost of helping increased. the amount of help offered decreased. In other words, significant
differences were found among the amount of help given at the various levels of cost; more
help was offered when the cost was low than when it was medium or high, and also when cost
was medium than high. This gives additional support to hypothesis two (2) which predicted
an inverse relationship between cost and help.

Shown below (Table) is the Newman-Keuls post-hoc analysis for type of victim in relauon to
the amount of help offered.

TABLE 10
Post Hoc Companson (Newman-keuls) Type of Victim
Kin Acquaintance Stranger
Kin - 13.400 1.2
9.30°
L Stranger =
*P<0.01

There were significant differences among the amount of help given t kin, acquaintance and
stranger: kin was help more than

and siranger, and

more than stranger. This goes further (© confirm hypothesis three (3) which suated that the
altuisic orentation of an individual wil decrease from kin 1o stranger: kin wil be helped
sgnficantly more than acquaimuance and sranger and acquaintance more than sranger.

n
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CHAPTER SIX
Discusslan

This study first examined the independent effects of levels of moral reasoning, cost of
helping, and human relationships on altruistic orientation, and second, how the three variables
interact to influence altruistic orientation. It was hypothesized that there would be significant
relationships between each of the three variables and altruistic orientation. It was also
predicted that there would be two as well as three interaction effects between and among the
independent variables and altruistic orientation.

‘Three-way analysis of variance (3 X 3 X 3 ANOVA) confirmed the first four of the
five proposed hypotheses while the fifth one was rejected. That is, there were significant main
effect between each of the independent variables [moral reasoning: F(2,1899) = 486.31, P<
0.05; cost of helping: F(2,1899) = 478.42, P<0.05; and human relationships {victim};
F(2,1899) = 724.37, P<0.05] and altruistic orientation.

There were also significant interaction effects between any two combinations, [moral
reasoning by cost: F(4,1899) = 30.21, P<0.01; moral reasoning by victim: F(4,1899) =
1866, P<0.01: and cost by victim: F(4,1899) = 26.07, P<0.01] of the three independent
vaniables and altruistic orientation. The fifth hypothesis which predicted a three way
interaction among the three independent variables and altruistic onentation was however
rejected {F(8,1899) = 1.24,P>0.05.

A posi-hoc analysis revealed further that there were sigificant differences among the
threelevels of each of the independent variables. In other words, the amount of help offered
at each level of moral reasoning differ significantly from each other. Likewise, the amount
of help offered at the various levels of cost and those offered t the three different types of
victims.

™



CHAPTER SIX
Discussion

This study first examined the independent effects of levels of moral reasoning, cost of
helping, and human relationships on alruistic orientation, and second, how the three variables
interact to influence altristic orientation. It was hypothesized that there would be significant
relationships between each of the three variables and altistic orientation. [t was also
predicied that there would be two as well as three interaction effects between and among the
independent variables and altruistic orientation.

‘Three-way analysis of variance (3 X 3 X 3 ANOVA) confirmed the first four of the
five proposed hypotheses while the fifih one was rejecied. That is, there were significant main
effect between each of the independent variables [moral reasoning: F(2.1899) = 486.31, P<
0.05; cost of helping: F(2.1899) = 478.42, P<0.05: and human relationships {victim};
F(2.1899) = 724.37, P<0.05] and altruistic orientation.

There were also significant interaction effects between any two combinations, [moral
reasoning by cost: F(4,1899) = 30.21, P<0.01; moral reasoning by victim: F(4,1899) =
18.66, P<0.01; and cost by victim: F(4.1899) = 26.07, P<0.01] of the threc independent
variables and altruistic orientation. The fifth hypothesis which predicted a three way
interaction among the three independent variables and altruistic onentation was however
rejected (F(8.1899) = 1.24,P>0.05.

A post-hoc analysis revealed further that there were significant differences among the
three levels of each of the independent variables. In other words, the amount of help offered
at each level of moral reasoning differ sigmificantly from each other. Likewise, the amount
of help offered at the various levels of cost and those offered (0 the three differen types of

victims.
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CHAPTER SIX
Discussion

Thus swudy frst examined the independent effects of levels of moral reasoning, cost of
helping, and human relaionships on altristic orientation, and second, how the three variables
imeract 1 influence altruistc orientation. 1t was hypothesized that there would be significant
relationships between each of the three variables and altruistic orientation. It was also
predicted that there would be two as well as three tnteraction effects between and among the
undependent variables and altruistic orientation.

‘Three-way analysis of variance (3 X 3 X 3 ANOVA) confirmed the first four of the
five proposed hypotheses while the fifth one was rejected. That is. there were significant main
efflect between each of the independent variables [moral reasomng: F(2,1899) - 486.31, P<
0.05; cost of helping: F(2,1899) = 478.42, P<0.05; and human relationships {victim}:
F(2,1899) = 724,37, P<0.05) and altruistic oricntation.

‘There were also significant ineraction effects between any two combinations, {moral
reasoning by cost: F(4,1899) = 30.21, P<0.01; moral reasoning by victim: F(4,1899) =
18.66, P<0.01; and cost by victim: F(4,1899) = 26,07, P<0.01] of the three independent
variables and altruistic onentation. The fifth hypothesis which predicied a three way
interaction among the three ndependent variables and altruistic orientation was however
rejected [F(8,1899) = 1.24,P>0.05.

A post-hoc analysis revealed further that there were significant differences among the
three levels of each of the independent variables. In other words, the amount of help offered
at each level of moral reasoning differ significantly from each other. Likewise, the amount
of help offered at the various levels of cost and those offered to the three different types of

victims.



Hypothesis 1:

Moral Reasoning and Altruistic Orientation. A significant main effect between
moral reasoning and altrusstic orientation was predicted. It was further hypothesized that:

@) those who reason at the high level will help more than those at the middie and

low levels, and that

b)  those who reason at the middie level will help more than those at the low level.
Analysis of the data yielded a significant main effect between moral reasoning and altruistic
onentation confirming the expected relationship between the two variables. Post-hoc
comparison conducted by means of Newman-Keuls for unequal samples also indicated
significant differences in the amount of help offered at each level (High, Middie and Low) of
moral reasoning; more help was offered by those who reason at the high level, followed by
those at the middle, and then low level.

This result implies that moral reasoning is one of the factors which influence altruistic
orientation and that altruistic orientation is among others a function of one's level of moral
reasoning; the higher the level, the more likely that one will assist others in need. This
confirms Mornison et al, (cited in Baron & Byme, 1987) assertion that one's level of moral
reasoning is a significant factor in influencing one’s propensity 1o behave altruistically. The
above result is also 1n hine with some previous suudies by Rapport & Kren (1993), Eisenberg
& Musscn (1988), Bloter & Bearson (1984), Erkut et al, (1981) Lazarowitz et al, (1976),
Rubin & Schneider (1973), Underwood & Moore, and Eisenberg-Berg & Haan, (both cited
in Ma, 1992) which also yielded positve relationships berween levels of moral reasoning and

various forms of altruistic behaviour.



Hypothesis I:

Moral Reasoning and Altruistic Orientation. A significant main effect between
moral reasoning and altruistic orientation was predicted. It was further hypothesized that:

8)  those who reason at the high level will help more than those at the middie and

fow levels, and that

b)  those who reason at the middle level will help more than those at the low level.
Analysis of the data yielded a significant main effect between moral reasoning and altruistic
orientation confirming the expected relationship between the two variables. Post-hoc
comparison conducted by means of Newman-Keuls for unequal samples also indicated
significant differences in the amount of help offered at each levei (High, Middle and Low) of
moral reasoning; more help was offered by those who reason at the high level, followed by
those at the middle, and then low level.

This result implies that moral reasoning is one of the factors which influence aliruistic
orientation and that altruistic orientation is among others a function of one's level of moral
reasoning: the higher the level, the more likely that one will assist others in need. This
confirms Morrison et al, (cited in Baron & Byme. 1987) assertion that one's level of moral
reasoning is a significant factor in influencing one’s propensity to behave altruistically. The
above result is also in line with some previous smdies by Rapport & Kren (1993), Eisenberg
& Mussen (1988). Blomer & Bearson (1984), Erkut et al, (1981) Lazarowitz et al, (1976),
Rubin & Schneider (1973), Underwood & Moore, and Eisenberg-Berg & Haan, (both cited
in Ma, 1992) which also yielded positive relationships between levels of moral reasoning and

various forms of altruistic behaviour.



Hypothesis 1:

Moral Reasoning and Altruistic Orientation. A significant main effect between
moral reasoning and altruistic orientation was predicted. It was further hypothesized that:

a)  those who reason at the high level will help more than those at the middle and

low levels, and that

b)  those who reason at the middie level will help more than those at the low level.
Analysis of the data yielded a significant main effect between moral reasoning and altruisuc
orientation confirming the expected relationship between the two variables. Post-hoc
comparison conducted by means of Newman-Keuls for unequal samples also indicated
significant differences i the amount of help offered at each level (High, Middle and Low) of
moral reasoning: more help was offered by those who reason at the high level, followed by
those at the middle, and then low level.

“Thus result implies that moral reasoning is one of the factors which influence alruistic
orientation and that altruistic orientation is among others a function of one's level of moral
reasoning: the higher the level, the more likely that one will assist others in need, This
confirms Morrison et al, (cited in Baron & Byme, 1987) assertion that one’s level of moral
reasoning is a significant factor in influencing one’s propensity to behave altruistically. The
sbove result is also in line with some previous sudies by Rapport & Kren (1993), Eisenberg
& Mussen (1988), Blotner & Bearson (1984), Erkut et a, (1981) Lazarowitz et al, (1976),
Rubin & Schneider (1973), Underwood & Moore, and Eisenberg-Berg & Haan, (both cited
in Ma, 1992) which also yielded positive relationships between levels of moral reasoning and

various forms of altruisic behaviour.
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This finding however contradict other studies by Eisenberg ct al, (1984). Blasi (1980),
Eisenberg & Haan (1979). Kurtines & Gewirtz (1984) who found either negative or ambiguous
relationships between levels of moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour. Similar ambiguous
and/or negative relauonship have also been found by Rosenhan (1970) who concluded that ugh
level of moral reasoning does not always lead to more altruistic behaviour. Several reasons
could be adduced to account for these contradictory findings.

The first of these is probably the fact that the nature or type of assistance needed or
requested for varies from one study to another. With reference to Sobesky (1983), Bryan for
instance has stated that there are broad categories of altruistic behaviour. And according 10
Khanna et al, (1992), there are four global (caring. considerate, helpfulness and sacrificial)
ratings of altruism each of which calls for among others different action(s) involving different
cost (risk), effort, time and energy 0 be spent or used. In other words, we should not expect
these different types of altruistic behaviours to have the same relationship with levels of moral
reasoning.

For instance, it has been argued that being caring or considerate may not involve the
same thing (e.g. cosi) as being helpful or to engage in more sacrificial act which in most cases
wnvolves personal risk in the form of physical harm, emotional or psychological disturbances
or even death. According to Eisenberg et al, (1984), only altruistic acts which involve conflict
between the potential helper's welfare and that of another (the victim) invoke moral dilemma
hence the seemingly contradiciory results between levels of moral reasoning and altruistic
behaviour may be due to the differences in the namure of the altruistic act and not the level of
moral reason per se.

The above reasoning has also been supporied by Eisenberg-Berg’s (1979) conclusions
that moral reasoning 1$ hughly related to those altruistic behaviours which involve cost. Thus,
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moral reasoning does not relate positively 10 any kind of altruistic behaviour; specific
parameters are necessary and must therefore be present in any given altruistic siniation(s) if
positive relauonship is to be achieved. This suggests that one should expect a positive
relationship between levels of moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour oaly in situation(s) in
which at least some of these parameters arc present. The parameters include anything that has
the potential 10 evoke moral reasoning and for that matter conflict, which in turn leads to
approach-avoidance conflict in the potential helper.

Another probable reason for these contradictions may be due 1o the type of moral
reasoning or judgement measure or scale used.  For instance, whereas some researchers such
as Ma (1992), Curtis et al, (1988), Sobesky (1983) used the Defining Issue Test (DIT) by Rest
(1979), others like Underwood and Moore (1982), Blasi (1980), used Kohlberg's Moral
Judgement Scale (MJS). Other moral reasoming scales which have also been used in other
studies include that of Lee (cited 1n Rubin & Schneider, 1977) and the Moral Development
Test (Ma, 1992). Each of these moral reasoming/judgement scales may tap different aspects
of morality and should therefore not be expected to yield the same or similar results when
related to altruistic behaviour. This is in line with Levin & Berkerman-Greenberg's (1980)
and Yarrow & Waxler (cited in Levin & Berkerman-Greenberg's, 1980) conclusion that levels
of moral reasoning assessed by different dilemmas [even with the same theoreucal framework
such as that of Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1979)] do not develop in “strictly stage-wise,
syochronical way” hence they may lead o different outcomes. Thus, the variations in findings
may be due 1o the variety of moral reasoning measures/scale adapted or used by each
researcher.

Sobesky (1983) has posuilated that these conuradictory findings may be the resulf of the
hypothetical nature of either the moral reasoning stories and/or sometimes the altruistic
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behaviour to be measured particularly when scales are used. He argued that in studies in
which cither the moral reasoning and/or the altruistic behaviour have very litte or nothing at
all 10 do with real life sinzation. it should ot be SUTPrISINg (© arrive at negative or ambiguous
relauonships. This is so because when subjects perceive that the issues being dealt with are
far removed from reality. they tend not to attach any importance to them and may thus respond
1o them anyhow. On the other hand, subjects se issues which deal with everyday life as
something which can affect them or others hence the Iikelihood of attaching importance t©
them are very high. Thus whether the issues being dealt with are real o not have significant
influence on the outcome - the two approaches will logically lead to different results.

Closely related 1 the above is the link between moral reasoning and the altruistic
behaviour to be measured. Rushion (cited in Levin & Berkerman-Greenberg, 1980) for
instance found that the relationship between moral reasoning and altruism is mostly positive
if the type of moral reasoning assessed is related 10 the type of altruistic behaviour measured.
They argue for instance that if the moral reasoning deals with sacrifice or helpfulness or
sharing, then the altruistic act(s) should also have something (o do with sacrifice, helpfulness
and sharing. n such a case, the chances of levels of moral reasoning positively relaung to
altruistic behaviour is high. Put differendy, it could be stated that moral reasoning is not @
unitary dimension but rather dilemma specific, therefore the degree of relationship between
moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour depends upon the level of correspondence between
the judgement and the behavioural dilemma. The implication here is that the contextual
relatedness or variability in the judgement-action relationship 1s very crucial.

In addition 1 the above, Langer e al; Piliavin et al (cied n Eisenberg & Shell, 1987)
have postulated that some altruistic acts are performed rather automatically with litte of no
Peior conscious cogaive processcs bence 00 moral conflictis aroused. I such a case, they
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argued, we should not expect any posiuve relation between one’s level of moral reasoning and
altruistic behaviour since moral reasoning may not be evoked. This is to say that in crisis
siniations such as emergencies. individuals behaviour may be influenced to a large extent by
affective raher than cognive considerations. Furthermore. in situations where expectations
(social or otherwise, real or imagined), norms, or obligauons for intervention are highly
salient, individuals usually bow (o pressure and therefore do act without recourse to moral
cognition. In cases like this moral reasoning may be an irrelevant factor in influencing one’s
action.

‘The use of social scripts is another reason which could be put forward to explain the
contradictory findings between moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour. According to Schank
& Abelson (cited in Sabina, 1992). individuals have cognitive structures of knowledge
consisung of a coherent sequence of action(s) and eveni(s) expected in a given situation (social
scpts). These scripts which are stored in individual’s memory are frequently used to guide
their behaviour. In sitsations such as emergencies, individuals may be more likely o employ
their social scripts which like reflex actions, involve little or no cognitive thoughts, anxiety
or conflict hence moral thought does not come to play.

The differences in the amount of help offered at the various levels of moral reasoning
could also be explained from different perspectives. It has been suggesied that those who

reason at the post (high) level differ in their moral from

those at the middle and low levels; those at the high level consider multiplicities of options in
their decisions. This is tn sharp contrast with those at the middle and especially low levels
who are mainly egocentric and therefore narrow in their perception and decisions, As a
corollary (o the above, it is argued further that because those at the high level are able 1o
consider various aspects of an issuc. evenis, and\or situation. they are able o take inio
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consideration the welfare of others in almost the same way as they consider that of their own
hence they are in a betier position 10 offer more assistance to those who need it. On the other
hand, because those at the lower stages are not able to place the welfare of others in almost
the same position as theirs, they are more concerned with their own welfare hence they find
it difficult to assist others.

The above is consistent with Kohlberg's theory and stages of moral
development/reasoning which state among others that the high stage of moral reasoning
provide "a berier concepual ool for decision making” and that those at the high level perceive
and inerpret the world differently from those at the lower level. It also gives credence to Joy
(1983), Eisenberg-Berg's (1979), Kohlberg’s (1969) position that as people become more
mature in their moral reasoning they incorporate broader internalization principles into their
reasoning hence they are betier able to understand the complexities of the world which in tumn
enable them 10 act in a way which takes into account the welfare of others.

In addition o the above, it could be argued that those at the higher level offered more
assistance not only because of their ability to consider others welfare m almost the same way.
asthat of their own, but more importantly, the extent to which they have internalized societal
‘sandards concerning nght and wrong, “dos * and “don Is”, rights and obligations, norms and
values. Thus, if siages of moral reasoning are in a form of hierarchy as have been proposed
by Kohiberg, then it 15 logical to assume that those at the high level have imbibed, and have
also better entrenched these standards more than those below, therefore, they should adhere
more to these societal standards which among others call on individuals and groups to assist
the needy. The foregoing implies that stages of moral reasoning reflect not only a modal
manner of solving various problems but they also suggest something about an individual’s
range of potential kind of reasoning as well. I the words of Kohlberg (1981), the higher
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stage depicts an increasing ability o balance the needs of others with one’s own necds in an
equitable manner.

Besides, at the higher level most individuals have carved a philosophy of life which
among others aims at ensuring a community or World which offers equal opportunity for all.
As a result of the above, refusal or even failure to assist others the individual could have
helped, leads to seif condemnation and feelings of guilt. In other words, at this stage. the
norms and moral values which prescribed helping behaviour have become so internalized that
they are more resistant o other inhibitory factors in the helping environment - there is a strong
wnner urge for those at the high level to assist others in need.

On the contrary, these moral norms and standards which urge those at the higher level
w assist others in need (most of the time), have either not been fully internalized or not at all
internalized at the lower levels therefore there is very little or no internal drive to assist others
in need - they are easily influenced by inhibitory factors prevailing in the helping condition:
help is offered only when it is convenient.  This is so because those who reason at these
levels are usually hedonisuc and therefore act to please themselves. Even the lttle they do to
benefit others is usually instrumental.

Erkut et al, (1987) have also argued that one of the reasons why those at the high level
help more than those at the low level is the former’s commitment to humanitanian values and
ethical principles such as cgalitananism, equity. faimess, and justice. They reasoned that
matured moral reasoning leads 1 growing imporiance of cerwain values one of which is
preservation of human lie. A2 result those who reason at th high level are more likely than
hose at the lowes levels 1 help others. The above lends support to Penroid (cited in Curts,
1988) argument that those at the high level of moral reasoning define behaviour as one which

satisfies their own needs and that of others.
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This does not however mean that those at the high level of moral reasoning will always
offer assistance to those who need or requested for it. There may be instances where they may
be unwilling or incapable of helping. What the data indicate is that on the average those who
reason a the high level help more than those at the low levels, hence the chances of the former
assisting others at any point in time is high.

Hypothesis Il:

Cost of Helping and Altruistic Orientation. A significant main effect between cost
and altruistic orientation was predicted. An inverse relationship between the amount of cost
and altruistic onientation was also proposed.  Specifically, it was hypothesized that as the cost
of helping increases the amount of help will decrease (more help would be offered when cost
was low, followed by when it was medium, and then high). Analysis of the data confirmed
the proposed hypotheses:

2). significant main effect between cost and altruistic orientation, and

b).  an inverse relationship between cost and the amount of help; more help was

offered in the following descending order - low, medium and high cost.
‘These indicate that individuals are more prepared 1o assist when cost is non existing or very
minimal. This is in line with findings by Magoo & Khanna (1991)), Sobesky (1983), Staub,
(cited in Eisenberg & Shell, 1987), Lynch & Cohen (1978) that as the cost of helping goes up,
itervention decreases. This in effect means that people are largely guided by considerations
of cost-effect in the decision to help or not (Latane & Darley, cited in Brown 1986; Peterson
etal., 1984; Colaizzi et al., 1984; Shorthand & Siebbing 1983) and thus provides support for
Sobesky's (1983), Thibaut & Kelly. in Berkowitz. (1967) claim that situational factors such
as severe consequence (cost) adversely affect altruistic behaviour. It also give additional
support to Piliavin et al, (1981), Lynch & Cohen (1978). Schwartz (cited in Batson et al,
8
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Tuis does ot however mean that those at the high level of moral reasoning will always
offer assistance to those who need or requested for it. There may be insances where they may
be unwilling or incapable of helping. What the data indicate is that on the average those who
reason at the high level help more than those at the low levels, hence the chances of the former

assisting others at any point in time is high.

Hypothesis

Cost of Helping and Altruistic Orientation. A significant main effect between cost
and altruistic onentanion was predicted. An inverse relationship between the amount of cost
and altruistic onentation was also proposed. Specifically. it was hypothesized that as the cost
of helping increases the amount of help will decrease (more help would be offered when cost
was low, followed by when it was medium, and then high). Analysis of the data confirmed
the proposed hypotheses:

a). significant main effect between cost and altcuistic orientation, and

b an inverse relationship between cost and the amount of help; more help was

offered in the following descending order - low, medium and high cost.
These indicate that individuals are more prepared (o assist when cost is non existing or very
minimal. This is in line with findings by Magoo & Khanna (1991)). Sobesky (1983), Staub,
(cited in Eisenberg & Shell, 1987), Lynch & Cohen (1978) that as the cost of helping goes up.,
imervenuon decreases, This in effect means that people are largely guided by considerations
of costcffect in the decision to help or not (Latane & Darley, cited in Brown 1986; Peterson
etal.. 1984; Colaizzi etal., 1984; Shorthand & Stebbing 1983) and thus provides support for
Sobesky's (1983), Thibaut & Kelly, in Berkowitz, (1967) claim that sitsational factors such
a5 severe consequence (cost) adversely affect altruistc behaviour. It aiso give addional
support 1o Pilavin et al, (1981), Lynch & Cohen (1978). Schwartz (cted in Batson et al,
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1986) Latane & Darley (1970y, decision-making theory of cost-effect analysis.

I other words, when individuals encounter cmergencies, they weigh the positive and
negative aspects of the situation and if the cost (negative aspect) 15 100 much for them, they
may employ defence mechanisms (¢.8. denial and ratonalization) which cnable them 1 look
on unconcemed or leave the scene 50 4 1 avoid guiki and the actual or perceived cost.
According 10 Gerson, Damon and Learning (both cited in Sobesky, 1983). cost leads t0 less
belp because it has an inibitory (down-ward) effect on alruistic behaviour. They suggesied
bt this is probably so because high cost of helping induces and heightens conflict between a
bystander's inclination to niervene and their desire not 10 get hurt or put themselves in any
embarrassing sioation - approach-avodance. In osher words, cost produces differen problems
which call for different ways of thinking and alternative action choices.

Another reason why high cost leads 1o low help is auributed 1o Bentham’s (cited in
Aronson 1992) proposition that man is by nature. hedonsic - pleasure and happiness are his
prncipal goals in life - 50 as much as possibl he avoids situations and events which may bring
pain. And since high cost may lead to pain which man by nature seeks to avoid, it is not
surprising that the amount of help decreases as cost increascs. [n other words since humans are
considered rational and as such wanis to minimize cost of any kind, they will be dissuaded
from helping when cost increases.

Low cost on the other hand, as the name implis involves lile or low cost hence it
nduces fne of no conflct between the individuals willingness to help and the genuine fear
of getting hurt or something of the sort (Kohiberg & Candee (cted in Eisenberg & Shell,
1987). The above could be summed up in the words of Baumrind (cited in Anderson, 1993),
Krebs & Kohlberg (cied in Kohlberg, 1984) who stated that individuals are dissuaded from
actng aliuistcally when the “sacrifice” involved is great
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Hypothesis Il:
Hurman relati (victim) and altruistic orientation. Like hypotheses one and

wo, & significant main effect between human relationship (victim) and al
was proposed. Significant differences in the amount of help to be offered to each of the three
Victims was also predicted: tha

a] kin would be helped more than acquaintance and stranger, and

b) that acquaintance would be helped more than strangers.
The proposed hypotheses were confirmed: a significant main effect between victim (human
relavionship) and altruistic orientation was arrived at, and the amount of help offered decreased
from kin to acquaintance and then stranger.

This result suggest that type of victim is one of the important factors that influences an
individual's decision to help. In other words, the probability that a person will act altruistically
towards another appears (o depend on their relationship (biological or social). This is
consistent with Eisenberg's (1983) conclusion that individuals make a number of distinctions
among potential recipieats of help and that the tendency to help another is selected against
except when the actor and recipient are related (Hamilion 1964).

The above goes to support the hierarchy of human relationships proposed by Ma
(1982/1985/1992), Carter (cited in Ma, 1992), Freedman (1979); Barash (1977), Hardin
(1970), Staub and Sherk (1970) and discussed under human relationships in chapter two.
Furthermore, this study gives additional support (o previous studies by Ma (1985/1992),
Essock Vitale and McGuire (1985), Sawyer (1966), Ma (1985), Freedman (1979) Duton (cied
in Nabor, 1992). who also found differences in the amount of help offered to various victims.

including kin, close relatives, friends, spouses, acquaintances, strangers and enemies,



Hypothesis 1

Human relationships (victim) and altruistic orientation. Like hypotheses one and
1w, a significant main effect between human relationship (victim) and altruistic orientation
was proposed. Significant differences in the amount of help to be offered to each of the three
“ictims was also predicted: that

2] kin would be helped more than acquaintance and stranger, and

b] that acquaintance would be helped more than strangers.
The proposed hypotheses were confirmed; a significant main effect between victim (human
relationship) and aliruistic orientation was amved at, and the amount of help offered decreased
from kin to acquaintance and then stranger.

‘This result suggest that type of victim is one of the important factors that influences an
individual's decision to help. In other words, the probability that a person will act altruistically
towards another appears (o depend on their relatonship (biological or social). This is
consisient with Eisenberg's (1983) conclusion that individuals make a number of distinctions,
among potential recipients of help and that the tendency to help another is selected against
except when the actor and recipient are related (Hamilton 1964),

The above goes to support the hierarchy of human relationships proposed by Ma
(1982/1985/1992), Caner (cited in Ma, 1992), Freedman (1979); Barash (1977), Hardin
(1970), Staub and Sherk (1970) and discussed under human relationships in chapter two.
Furthermore, this stdy gives additional support (o previous studics by Ma (1985/1992),
Essock Viwle and McGuire (1985), Sawyer (1966), Ma (1985), Freedman (1979) Duton (cited
in Nabor. 1992). who also found differences in the amount of help offered to various victims

including kin, close relatives, friends, spouses, acquaintances, strangers and enemics.
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Again, the daa lend support (o the Sociobiological theory of altruism which postulates
that altruistic behaviour (which w them 1s biologically based) is directed towards those who
are biologically related 1o the helper. According to the theory individuals help kin and close
felatives more than others because they share genes in common hence their (victims') survival
means the survival of the helper's genes. Apart from the gene sharing, kin are helped more
than others because 1n most cases, kin live together or see and interact with each other
frequently. As a result, a form of attachment or bond develops between or among them which
in 2 subtle way places same amount of responsibility on the individual kin o help the other.
Besides, in the case of parent children relauonship, it is not only an atachment that is
developed but actual responsibility (sometimes with social and legal consequences) to care for
their wards especially when they are considered as minors. A similar responsibility is also?
placed on children 10 care for their parents particularly when the latter are old and weak.

Furthermore, because the chances of most kin inieracting frequently is very high, there |
is the probability of one's assistance being reciprocated. This view is consistent with Gouldner
(1960) theory of social exchange and reciprocity which state among others that individuals are
aware of the social debt and credit established between them (in this case helper and recipient)
hence the more closer the indavidual are, the more the chances that they will help each other
and that their assistance will be recumed. In other words, 1f an individual refuses or fails to
assist a relative, he might also be denied help in future. There is also the possibility of the
individual feeling guilty as a result of rebuke he will receive from other relatives for not
helping a blood relaon.

On the other hand, acquaintance do not share any genes in common therefore potenual
helpers may not feel obliged o assist panicularly when doing o (helping) may bring
mconvenicoce 0 the belper. Furthermore, he interaction berween those: two people 1 usually
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Again, the data lend support 10 the Sociobiological theory of altruism which postulates
that altruistic behaviour (which to them is biologically based) is directed towards those. who
are biologically relased to the helper. According to the theory individuals help kin and close
relatives more than others because they share genes in common hence their (victims') survival
means the survival of the helper's genes. Apart from the gene sharing, kin are helped more
than others because in most cases, kin live together or see and interact with each other
frequently. Asa result, a form of anachment or bond develops between or among them which
in a subtle way places same amount of responsibility on the individual kin to help the other.
Besides, in the case of parent children relauonship, it is not only an auachment that is
developed but actual responsibilty (sometimes with soctal and legal consequences) to care for
their wards especiaily when they are considered as minors. A similar responsibility is also !
placed on children to care for their parents particularly when the latter are old and weak.

Furthermore, because the chances of most kin interacting frequently is very high, there
15 the probability of one's assistance being reciprocated. This view is consistent with Gouldner
1960) theory of social exchange and reciprocity which staie among others that individuals are
aware of the social debt and credit established between them (in this case helper and recipient)
hence the more closer the individual are, the more the chances that they will help each other
and that their assistance will be rewmed. In other words, if an individual refuses or fails 1o
assist a relative, he might also be denied help in futre. There is also the possibility of the
indsvidual feeling guilty as a result of rebuke he will receive from other relanves for not
helping a blood relation.

On the other hand, acquaintance do not share any genes in common therefore potential
helpers may not feel obliged to assist particularly when doing so (helping) may bring
ioconvenience 10 the belper. Furthermore, the interaction between those two peaple s usually
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seldom hence there is litke or no auachment developed between them as in the case of kin.
Because the imeraction is less frequent the probability of reciprocity is also slim. [n the case
of strangers, none of the above exist: 1o gene sharing, first time of meeting, hence no
attachment, and responsibility is less or non existing.  Tn a nutshell, the real and imagined
pressures at play when a victim is a kin is different from what pertains in the case of an
acquainiance or a stranger.

t must be stated here however that it is not always that individuals assist kin more than
oon kin or help kin 10 the neglect of non kin. In some cases, potential helpers assist non kin
and leave kin particularly i failure 10 assist a kin will not seriously affect benefactor-recipient
relationship. In such a case the existence of prior relationship between helper and victim is
oot imporiant. According to Staub & Sherk (1981) individuals helped non kin more than kin
if the consequencesl(s) of refusing or failing to help a kin is insignificant or the individual
believes that therr relatives vll understand their faifure o assist. Emlen & Wrege (1988) have
also found that in ife-or-death situations people choose 10 aid close kin over distant ones or
non kin, the young over the aged, the healthy over the sick, the wealthy over the poor, but in
maters of everyday favour, less weight is put on kinship. Altruism is therefore not only a
function of victim but also the sifuation and type of help involved (Sawyer 1966).

Interactions

Three two-way and one three-way interactions were predicted. Al the three two-way
interactions were confirmed. The one three-way interaction was however not confirmed, This
in effect implies that moral reasoning and cost of helping combine to inflvence aliruistic
orientaion. Similarly. the combined effect of moral reasoning and type of victim also affect
altnuistic orientation. And finally, the cost of helping and type of victim also influence a

potenuial helpers's decision (0 assist or not o, However, when these three variable are put
%
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together they do not show any influence on helping behaviour.
Hypothesis 1V (a):
Moral reasoning and cost of helping. On the whole the amount of help offered

decreased from low to high cost. However, at each level of cost, those at the high level
offered more help than those at the middie and low levels, while those at the middle level in
wm offered more help than those at the low level. In other words, although there is a positive
relationship between level of moral reasoning and altruistic orientation (as moral reasoning
goes up, altruistic orientation also gocs up), at each level of moral reasoning, altruistic
onientation decreases as cost increases (an inverse relationship).

The results suggest that individuals at each level of moral reasoning react differently
10 cost of helping others and that irrespective of cost there is ascendancy in the amount of help
offered from low to high levels of moral reasoning. Although the data is consistent with
studies by Eisenberg (1983), one would have expected that when cost was low, there would
not be any differences in the amount of help offered, regardless of the level of moral
reasoning. The fact that differences exist even in the absence of cost means that level of mora!
reasoning plays asignificant role in helping behaviour. As has been discussed elsewhere in
thus presentation, those at the higher level are more altruistic because they are able to consider
the welfare of others in almost the same way as that of their own,

According (© Kohlberg (1964) those who reason a the lower levels live by the pleasure
principles and are guided by the consequence of their action. If an action will bring them
Pleasure or at least no pain, then the likelihood that they would undertake it is high. On the
other hand, actions which involve cost are as much as possible avoided, hence the low amount
of help as cost increases. From the above, it not surpnising that those at the lower level

offered less heip as cost went up.



Unlike the low level. those at the high level adhere 1o moral principies which focus on
the value of an act in itself and the consequences of their refusal to help on the victim than the
cost involved. According to Sobersky (1983), individuals advanced in moral reasoning would

act 10 help others even when the consequences for that persons is severe. He postulated that

d

&

high cost sometimes challenge those at the high level to do something to save lives. od

o

Hypothesis [V(b). &
Moral reasoning and human relationships: The data on moral reasoning and human

relationships interaction indicated that the amount of help offered at each level of moral
reasoning decreased from helping a kin (o helping a stranger. On the average, the amount of
help offered 1o each victim increased from low to high level of moral reasoning. In other
words, although the amount of help offered to each victim increased as one moved from low
o high level of moral reasoning, there was also a decrease in the amount of help at each level
of moral reasoning as the relationship between a helper and victim widens from kin to
swanger. The implication here is that at each level of moral reasorting victims are not treated
equally. The differentiation between victims however decreases (refer 1o Tables 1,2 & 3) from
low 10 high level of moral reasoning suggesting that discnmination among recipients of help
are more pronounced at the lower than at the high level.

The abore 15 1 line with the Kohlberg’s theory of moral reasoning and Sociobiological
theory which respectively explain that as the level of moral reasoning increases, the chances
that an individual will help increases, and that individuals are more altruistic toward their
closer relations than non relations. The patter of this data is also in line with studies by
Eisenberg (193). She argued that for those at the lower stages, the identity of a recipien of
assistance is very important while those at the high level are rather interested in the benefit
the recipient will recerve from the act than the recipients identity.
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the recipient will receive from the act than the recipients identity.

2



Thus, those at the high level are more consistent 1n their decision fegarding vanous

recipients because of internalization of principles which prescribe moral act for reasons that
have little or nothing to do with a recipiens identity. Those at the lower level on the other
hand, are more interested in the immediate or future benefis of their action hence they tend
10 assist those who are closer to them because there is a better chance of reciprocity.
Hypothesis IV(c):

Cost of helping and human relationships. As was revealed under hypothesis I the
cost of an act is one of the inhibitory factors of helping behaviour. As a result, when the cost
of helping goes up the amount of help also decreases. In general, and irrespective of cost,
more help was offered in descending order from kin to stranger.

The above indicates that regardiess of cost. individuals are more prepared (o assist their
kin than acquaintance and stranger. However, as the cost of helping goes up, and the gap
between helper and victim widens, less help is offered confirming Sociobiologists and cost-
effect analysis theories of altruism - altruism is directed towards kin and relatives and that cost
of helping affects the amount of help.

As has been discussed earlir, cost of helping leads to conflict between the individual’s
willingness to assist because it sometimes poses a threat 10 his/her life. Besides, human
beings, according 1o Bentham (cited in Aronson, 1992) are hedonistic hence they tend to avoid
cost
Hypothesis V:

Moral reasoning. cost of helping, human relationship and altruistic orientation.
No patiern of interaction among the combined effect of the three variables was observed
although any two combination gives either positive and/or negative patterns of interaction.
This seems 10 defy logic and common sense at a glance because one would have expected that
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if any two combination of the three variables result in one form of interaction or another, then
all the three should also lead to some form of interaction.

What then accounts for this seemingly illogical outcome among these three variables?
One probable reason is the pattem of mtcractions between any two of the three variables. For
insiance, the interactions between moral reasoning and cost were both negative and positive.
That is, whereas on one hand when cost goes up, help decreases (inverse relation), on the
other hand as one moves up the ladder of moral reasoning the amount of help also increase
(positive relation).

In the case of moral reasoning and human relationships (victim) similar nverse and
positve interactions were found; amount of help goes up as one moves from low (o high level
of moral reasoning. For that of victim, help decreases as one moves away from kin 1o
stranger. Lastly, for cost and victim the patiern is not different; increase in cost leads to less
help, and help is decreased as one moves away from Kin to stranger. The combination of
these different patterns could be one of the reasons why the three variables did not yield any
inieraction.

In addition, the patter of standard deviations (SD) for the various levels of moral
reasoning by cost were also not regular. For example the standard deviations for those who
reason at the low level decrease from low to high cost of helping. At the middle level, it
flucates - 2.03 at low cost, 1.96 at medium, and 2.10 at high cost (refer o Table 6). These
trends suggest tha whereas there is a positive relation between the variability in responses and
cost of help for those at the high level there is rather a negative relation between the variability
n responses and cost of helping for those at the low level. At the middle level however, there
1s 1o relation.  From the above it is not strange that although any two out of these three
variables produced a certain form of interaction the three together do not.
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Summary and Conclusion

The study investigated the main and interaction effects of moral reasoning. cost of helping. and

human relauonships on altruistic orientation. It was also aimed at finding out whether:

0

ii)

iii)

there would be differences in the amount of help that would be offered at each
of the three levels of moral reasoning,

subjects would react differently to the three levels of cost, and

subjects would discriminate against or treat all other three victims equally in

terms of the amount of help that would be offered to them.

Analysis of the data yielded the following results:

a)

b)

d

significant main effects was found between each of the three independent
variables and altruistic orientation,
significant differences were found in the amount of help offered

i) ateach level of moral reasoning

i) ateach level of cost

i) to each of the three victims.
1wo-way interactions were produced by any two combinations of the
independent variables.

no interaction was produced by all the three variables put together.

Although these findings confirm swidies reported by Rapport & Kren (1993), Eisenberg.

& Mussen (1986), Eisenberg & Shell (1987), Sobesky (1983). Ma (19821985/1992), Carter

(1980) they also contradict others conducted by Eisenberg at al. (1984) and Eisenberg &

Haran (1979).

These findings imply that levels of moral reasoning, cost of helping, and human relationship

(type of victim) individually, and in combination with each other, enhance or inhibit altruistic

behaviour. For instance, as an individual moves up the ladder (low to high) of moral
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reasoning. he/she becomes more altruisiic. On the other hand as the cost of helping increases.
individuals tend 10 avoid helping- the amount of help decreases. And individuals to some
extent do discnminate against or in favour of certain recipients of help.

‘The above has a number of implicauons for both potenual helpers, (formal or informal)
vicams and policy formulation as far as social welfare is concerned. For example, how best
can individuals be encouraged i assist others particularly when such assistance could pose a
danger 1 the helper? How do we get people o treat every individual equally in the face of
the tendency o discriminate in favour of kin and close relatives? How do we improve upon

individuals level of moral reasoning.
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Recommendations and Suggestions for Future Research:

Recommendations. In the light of the positive relauonship between level of moral
reasoning and altruism, and also the important role altruistic behaviour plays in every society,
it is recommended that measures should be taken to improve upon the level of individuals
moral reasoning. This could be done through informal and formal education. According ©
Kohlberg (1968 1984), Durkheim (cited in Sabina, 1992), the moral atmosphere in which
individuals operate 1s very crucial in enhancing their moral development. They have therefore
suggested that moral education should not be restricted to only academic setting (only formal
educauon) but must also involve real life situations where children especially are made to
discuss, act, and settle moral problems. Kohlberg argued that this could be done without
necessanly indoctrinating children with moral values of any specific religion/group.

It is the wish of this rescarcher that moral education will be re-introduced into our
educational curriculum at least from primary to Junior Secondary School (1.S.S.) level. This
i because the results of this study have shown that there is a relationship between level of
moral reasoning and altruistic behaviour, and that those who reason at the higher levels are less
discnminatory in their dealings with kin, acquaintances and strangers. It is therefore gratifying
that 1n June 199, the Munisiry of educauon accepied the Educational Reform Review
Committee’s recommendation for the re-introduction of moral education at the basic level
(Pmary 10.5.5.).

In the light of the inhibitory nature of cost associated with helping behaviour, it i
suggested that where possible, the costs assocrated with helping must be presented in picce-
meal as was done in 2 sudy entitled “Foot-in-the Door® (Freedman & Fraser, cited in Myers

1993). In such a case individuals will be more willing to assist than when the whole cost is

97



presented at a go.

One finding (ihe tendency of individuals particularly those who reason at the low level
10 assisc only their kin) which when carricd over to other spheres of life will pose danger 1
our society is the tendency for individuals to assist kin. other relatives and friends t the
detriment of others. That is, if individuals are employed, appointed or given any public
position because they have some form of relationships with the appointing body or employer,
then we may be calling for disaster.

This is so because apart from the high possibility of individuals being appointed to
positions which they may not be capable of managing thereby leading to social and economic
losses, it could also lead to disenchantment by other sections of society who perceive that they
are being treated unfairly. A case in point is the civil wars in Liberia, Rwanda, Burundi and
‘many other parts of the world where one ethnic group have had reason to believe that the other
is using its power and influence o the disadvantage of the others.

Among. the things that could be done w overcome this canker is educational campaign
10 instil into individuals and groups the sense of nationalism. In addition, Laws could also be
passed 1o give equal opportunity 1o all as in the Equal Reemployment Opportnity Act in the
United States of America. Not only should laws be passed but they must also be enforced
and those who violaze them must be punished.

Funthermore, there is the need 0 have a well funded and equipped organization o
committee (0 deal with individuals and groups who have genuine needs especially during
emergencies. Juvenile institution and groups such as Boy scouts, Girls Guilds and other
organizauons w hich have voluntarism and benevolence as their major aims must be encouraged
10 Whip up a sense of “we feeling” in Ghanaians. Movies depicting the importance of assisting
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those in need must be shown 1o the general public to create the awarencss on the need (o help

others.

Suggestion for Future Research. The types of victims involved in this stdy were
limited in number - kin, acquaintance. and sranger. It is thercfore suggesied that future
research should use different or include additional victims and also change victim-helper
relationships.

2. There is the need to conduct field experiments to determine if subjects’ behaviour will
be the same or similar to what was arrived at with the Self Report Altruism Scale. This
is based on the assumption that sometimes what people say they will do is different
from what they actually do.

3. Fumre researchers should also consider samples which are different from the one used
in this study. Among the samples that can be used are university graduates, Senior
Secondary stdents, and individuals with different professions.

4. Itwould also be interesting to conduct a comparative studies between Ghanaian sample
and that of another country or between Ghanaians with different socio-cconomic

backgrounds.
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Opinions about Soctal Problems

The purpose of this he how people
think about social problems. Differeat p-ople have dl(l-rcnl opinions about]
questions of right asd wrong. There are mo "right” snswer such probless
in the way that math probleas have right snavers. Ve would Tika youto
us what you thiok about several probles stori
sked to read & story from this booklet. Then you will
YOUr answers oo & separate answer she More details abowt
bow to do this uill follow. But Lt is taportant that you FLIL la your
answers on the answer sheet with a #2 pencil. Please make sure that your
sark completely fills the little circle, t.h.t the mark is datk, and that aoy

uar shaet aay alzesdy
1f mot, you will re:
t oumber.

n this questionnaire you will be asked to read a story and then to
phu -uhl ou sheet. In order to illustrate how we would like
o this, comsider the following story:

FRANK AND TME CAR

Frank Joues bas been thinking about buyisg & car. He Ls
sarzied, bas two small children asd earns an average

The car be buys will be his family's coly car.
sostly to get to work and drive around but
vacatios trips alse. In trylsg to decide what car to buy, Frank
Jones realized that there were a lot of questious to comsider.
For lustance, should be buy a larger wsed car or a smaller oe
car for about the same smount of souey? Other questicas occur
to bim.

We note that this s oot really s social problem, but it will
iilustrate our imstructions. After you read a story you will then tura to
the ansver sheet to find the section that corresponds to the story. But im
this sample acerys Mepresms the questions below (along with some sample
assvers). Note all your answers will be marked oo the separate snsver

€.




N-n s the first story for your comsiderstion. Read the nury and
to the separate answer shest to merk your respoases. Afta
um-g in the four wost important items for the story, retur '-‘"
let to read the next story, Please remember to fill i the e
completely, make dark warks, and completsly erase sll correctio

banc
In Burope a voman v, special kind of cal

wvas ove drug that doctors thought might save ber. Lt vas 8 (o n.uu-

that @ druggist in the same town had n:ntly discoverad. The d

expensive t make, but the druggist was charging ten timas gy

Cobt to meke. e PaLd 5200 for the Tadium aad ch-rl-d $2,000 for & s .1

dose of the drug. The sick woa: t to everyone

to borrou the momay, but he could saly gt together about $1,000, “hieh s

balf of what it cost. He told the druggiet that his =108 uex dying, snd

asked him to sell it chesper or let him pay later. the druggist said,
1e" So Heloz

steal the drug for his wife. Should Helnz steal the drug?

ESCAPED PRISONER
A had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. Aftar ome year,

hoverer, he escaped from priscs, moved to  naw ares of the country, and
took on the name of Thompson. Por eight years he worked hard, and
gradually he saved emough momay to buy his own bue: He vas fair to his
customers, 1 a0d gave most of his own profits
to charity. Jove. seighbor, recogaized him as
1he aan umo had eacapad from priscn €ight years belors, and shon tha police
hd daea looking for. Should Mrs. Joues report Mr. Thompson to tha police
and have him sent back to prisont

WEUSPAPER
Pred, a senior in high school, wanted to nbu-n a mimeographed
seutpaper for amdeats wo that be could expre Bis oplaions. He
ated to speak ou the use of the ey 1n tussenstional
disputas and to speak out .usuu some of the school's rules, like the tule
forbldding boys to wesr long hair.
¥nen Fred statted his newspaper, he asked his principal for permission.
The priscipal satd 1t would be all right if before every publication n«
would tarn {o all his articles for the primcipal's approval.
04 tarned o several articles for epproval. The priacipal -p,u«« i
tes 40d Feed published bio Lesues of the paper in Ois next
t the principal had not expected that Pre aper veuld racaive
Ly ot el e et by the paper that began
t organize protests agaiust the hair regulation snd other school rule
y phoned the principal
wopatriotic and should ot be published.
A8 Tesult of the rising excitement, the principal ordered Fred to stop
Poblishing. He gave as a reason that Pred's activities were distuptive to
e operation of the school.  Should the priacipsl step the savepaper?

H




University of Ghana http://ugspace.ug.edu.gh






APPENDIX C

EX FAMILYSIZE
AGE REL DENOMINATION:
INSTRUCTIONS
~ Carepty inchcase your responses

Brery now and then, we make Gecisions sbowt lecucs, skuations, sic., which comfroat us in our daily iife.
Imaghue thia you have beea foced with the (oliowing skuations and (adicate how you wil respoad to each of
Som. Lo each a-9 resposse you will make.

1 fowe] wi

2 (two) 1 may not isterveme (belp),

3 (hreesl raay imterveme (belp),

4 (four) T will imtervene (belp),

S Gives T will defialtely ntervene (belp).

SITUATION ONE (&)
AL A pussenger Bus by which you were travellmng has .lided wid # Pecrol Tanker. As & resu, bosh vehicles have

[AL1]. Your brother/suster of amesen years okd?

| il teave the scene 1 wil Gefneely rescoe
(WAl o belp/intrrvene) the person.

(AL2) tnead) of "
il leave the sosme 1 will definmly rescuc
Will not ep/tervens) the person

[AL3). A stranger (30mecte you bave aever known nor met before) of nineteen years old?
I 2 Y
[wll Joave dhe scene | will definitely rescoe
W ot helpViemervent) the peron

AM). What sbowt if you 204 the person/victsm wal be covered by smote from the fire, will fecd some amount of heat
rom the fire, amd 29 & resukt of these you will be feeling a lutie but durzy. imtation of the cyes, and gemeral body pans.
¢ the ncwt cweany four hours? How will peu react if the person/victim were

(AMI). Your brocher/sister of ninsteen years okd?

will eave the scene 1 wall ety remcus
Will acx belp/macrvene) the perion



APPENDIX C
FAMILYSIZE:

REL. DENOMINATION. ___

INSTRUCTIONS

in the blank spaces above Carefully read the insiructions and the events below and indicaie your responses.

now and thes, we make decisions abowt lwess, sitwations, etc., which coafroat us ia our daily life.
that you will respond to each of

1 (o) standa for | will leave the scene (will mat belp/lateryene),

2 (wo) Tmay vot nterveme (aalp),

3 (hree)l may intervene (uelp),

4 o) 1 will intervens (eip),

5 (ive) 1 will definitely lutervene (help),

SITUATION ONE (A)
y which you Petrol Tanker. As a result,
sig you can
urt) How wil
react { the victim were:
[ALA). Your brosherisister of minsteen yoars old?
i leave the scene 1wl defanitely rescue.
2ot help/mservene) the person,
IAL2). An acquaiatance (a fnend) of auneteen years old?
will keave the soese 1 will definkely roscue
1t not help/intervene) the person

[AL3], A susanger (soacone you have never koown nor met before) of cineteen years old?

will loave the scome 1 will definieely rescue
90 belp/iaervene) toe perscn

iy 20 a8 2 el of these you wil be feeling a liale b dizzy, nu-.t-q- 204 geaeral body peine
e ext twenry four howrs? How will yow react f the|

[AMI]. Your broter/sister of unetecn years old?

il oave e sccne 1 will definitely rasces
80t belp/imervene) the person
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| IAMZL. As acquaistance (a friead) of ameteen years od? B
will leave the woene 1 will defimmely rescuc.
ot belp/miervene) e persca

[AM3). A stranger (1omeons yean 3

wll leave the wene I wall defimuiely rescue.
Al pot belp interveae) @ person

. How will
(AHI). Your brosher/siseer of aaacteen years obd? Y
1 will defimitely rescue:
ill ot belpymervene) e persoa
TAB2). An scquaitance ( riend) of ninctee yeurs old? &
will leave the scene 1 il defiaxely reacue
il ot el ineevene) e person
1ABD). A .
1 will cemutely rescue
All oot belp/imtervene) e perion
SITUATION TWO (B)
Hessbe bas
How
[BLI]. Your brother/sster of nmeween years old?
il lnave the seene: 1 wib defannely rescue
20x halp ) the perion
(BL2]. As scquuntance (a friend) of nineteen years old?
will leave the soene 1 will deficiely romcae:
il not belprimervene) the penion
[BL3L. A Kmown nor years old?
1wl defiautely rescue
) e helpyimsarvene) e persca
‘What boost  your normal/opnal blood level wal drop/fall by ave-fourds (1/4) of a pint mad e « reeult you
wld . wesses, pan houns, Bow will you resct
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[BMI). Your brother/sister of nncteen years old?

R, 5

1 will leave the scene 1 will definitely rescue
(Will not help/unterveae) the person
[BM2). An acquamtance (a friend) of ninetcen years old? B
4
[l leave the sceoe 1 wll definsely rescue
(Will pot belpintervene) the person

1 will leave the scene: 1 will dofinitely rescue
(Wil ot belpuntervene) the person

[BM3). A stranger (someone you have never met nor known before) of nineteen years old?

mmmuywmummmmx..nw&nwmh-uumoup.mmammmumn
et oot s, e, mmmmu.hh.mnmlmym hours? Thus you will he
yw-vnmnvhpmnd How

-Ilﬂlmvlhvnm-m
[BHI] Your brother/sister of neteen years old?
SR—
1 will leave the sceae 1 ll definely rewue
(WAl not help/intervene) the person

[BH2). An acquainiance (a friend) of nineteen years old?

1 will leave the scene 1 will definuely rescue
(Will not belpratervene) the persan

{BH3]. A stranger (someone you have never known nor met before) of mineteen years old?

1 will leave the scene 1wl definutely rescue
(Wall ot helpfintervene) the person

SITUATION THREE (C)
[€). Someone who is being beatng/bullied (for o appareat reason) in place is screaming for help. You

secluded
know for sure that you are physically stronger than the bully and can therefore intervene t rescus the victim at no
contat ll 10 you. How will you react if the vietim were;

ICL1} Your brother/sister of nmeteen years old?

1 will leave the scene. 1 will definitely rescue
(Will oot belpyinservene) the person

[CL2]. As acquintance (s fricad) of mineteen years old?
1wl leave the scene 1 will ety rescue
(Wl not helpioervene) the persan
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(CL3). A stranger (someone you have never known nor met before) of nmeteen years old? :

1wl leave the scene 1 will definuly rescuc
(Will 8ot help/miervenc) the person

M wwammmexﬂy-mamm-—i-ym 50 you are more likely 0 recerve at least two
owher vicum. How will you react

Yok i were:
(CMI). Your brother/sister of nineieen years old? s

I willleave the scene. 1 will defimitely rescue
(Will not help/intervene) the person

(CM2] An acquainiance (s friend) of nineteen years old? &
A will leave the scene 1 will definvely rescue
(Will not help/intervene) the person

[CM3). A stranger (someone you have never known sor met before) of nineteen years old”

1 willleave the scene 1 vall defintely rescue
(Willnot belpyintervene) the person

[H) What abou if the buly s acuually stronger than you are. That s, you wil recetve srong blows which will
necessitae. your visi (0 see a/your Doctor. You will also be coafine 10 bed for forty-cight (48) hours. You wall
Rowever be abe 10 rescue the victim, How will you react f the victim were:

[CHIL Your broter/ssterof aeteen years old?
1 wallleave the scene T will definitely rescue
(Wl sot help/interveae) the person

[CH2]. An acquamtance (a friend) of nineteen years old?

2 4
1 will leave the scene 1 wll definutely rescue
(Will not help/intervene) the person

[CH3] A stranger (someone you have never known o met before) of nineteen years old?

L will leave the scene 1 will definitely rescue
(Wil not help/imtrvene) penon

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PATIENCE AND TIME



Appendix D
Age Distributions Among the Subjects
Age Freq %
16 1 5
17 28 13.1
18 63 29.6
19 69 324
20 0 188
2 9 42
2 3 1.4

The above t@ble (D) shows age distribution and the percentage of the samples at the various ages
The ages range from sixteen 10 twenty-two with sixteen being the age with the lowest frequency
(1) and a percentage of .5. The age with the highest frequency (69) is nineicen with a percentage

of 32.4. Itis also the average age
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Appendix E

Age and Gender Distribution Among the Subjects

Gender
Age Male % Female % Total %
16 ! 0.47 0 0.00 1 0.47
17 16 751 12 5.63 28 13.15
18 31 455 32 15.02 63 29.58
19 36 16.90 3 15.49 69 32.39
2 26 12.21 14 6.57 40 18.78
2 6 2.8 3 1.41 9 423
2 0 0.00 3 141 3 41
Toual 116 54.46 97 45.54 213* 100

“Missing darum
One male subject did ot indicate his age. The above table shows gender distribution in ages and
percentages within the sample. The age range 15 between sixteen and twenty-two years. The
youngest subject (male) was sixtecn years old whereas the oldest (female) was twenty-two of age.
‘The average age for both sexes was nineteen years. In all, there were one-hundred and sixteen
males and ninety-seven females.
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Appendix

Age Disuibution and Level of Moral Reasoning

Level of Moral Reasoning
Age Low Middle Hij | Tow |
16 1 [ 0 1
17 6 n 1 P
18 2 2 17 63
19 2 34 15 69
20 9 19 12 40
21 3 4 2 9
» ! 1 1 3
Total 64 91 58 213
*Missing danim.

One male subject did not indicate his age. Above is the age distribution among the three levels of
moral reasoning. Wath the exception of sixieen years, each level of moral reasoning consists of
subjects in all the age range.
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The over-all average age for both sexes was nineteen years, The standard deviation of males
was 1.13, while that of the females was 1.14. With the exception of females who reason at
the high level, the average age distribution in the three levels of moral reasoning for both
males and females was also nineteen.

Appendix G
Gender and Age in Means and Standard Seviations among Levels
of Moral Reasoning
Levels of Moral Reasoning
] Sex Low Middie High Al
x so| x so | x _so | x O
Male 18.56_| 1.01 18.78 | 1.16 18.94 1.16 18.76 113
\Eﬂk 18.80 1.22 18.92 | 0.99 18.33 1.16 18.72 1.14
Lan 1867 | 112 | 188 | 100 | 1866 | 120 [ 1874 | 113
|
|
\
|

‘ Appendix H

Gender Distribution and Levels of Moral Reasoning
Levels of Moral Reasoning

Gender Low % Middle % High % Total %
Male 34 158 51 238 R 14.9 u7 54.6
Female 30 14 40 18.6 2 12.6 97 45.2
Total 64 29.8 9 42.4 59 215 214 100

Table H shows gender distribution among the three levels of moral reasoning. For both sexes,
| e grmar propomon of thesubgcs fell within the middie level of moral reasoning.
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