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This study investigated the effect of cost-of-escape

on helping among children. Forty-four children between the

approximate ages of six and twelve served as subjects. The

experiment was performed in a natural setting using an ice

cream truck. The driver (experimenter) manipulated the

cost-of-escape and then had an "accident." The easy-to-

escape group received their ice cream before the driver

spilled 300 spoons on the ground. The difficult-to-escape

group had paid for their ice cream but had not received it

before the "accident" occurred. The number of spoons picked

up by each condition and the lapse time before a member of

each group began to help was recorded. No differences were

found between the groups (all ps > .05). Implications for

cost-of-escape were discussed.
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HELPING AMONG CHILDREN

Prosocial or helping behavior has been investigated by

social psychologists for the last two decades (Sherrod,

1982). These researchers have focused, primarily, on

predicting when and under what conditions helping will

occur. Few attempts have been made to develop a theory

addressing why people do or do not help others. Instead,

we find a number of models depicting individual and situa-

tional characteristics that increase or decrease the

likelihood of prosocial behavior.

Prosocial behavior has been studied by staging

"emergency" situations such as a person receiving electrical

shocks (Batson, Duncan, Ackerman, :Buckley, & Birch, 1981),

a person collapsing on the subway (Piliavin, Piliavin, &

Rodin, 1975), a thief stealing a radio from a crowded beach

(Moriarty, 1975), a fight in which a woman is attacked by a

man (Shotland & Strau, 1976) and a stranger sitting between

two buildings coughing and in need of help (Darley & Batson,

1973). Other less critical situations have also been

staged. For example, confederates often drop things such as

pencils, groceries, computer cards, books (Piliavin,

Dovidio, Gaertner, & Clark, 1981) et cetera. Bryan and

Test (1967) planted a woman with a flat tire to study
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characteristics of helping, and Paulhus, Shaffer, and

Downing (1977) provided the opportunity for people to donate

blood.

Independent variables in helping experiments have-

included the number of bystanders witnessing the emergency,

the ambiguity or clarity of the type of help needed, the

cost of the helping to the helper and the cost to the

victim if she or he is not helped, an individual's compe-

tence to help and the degree of empathy the helper has for

the victim. The effects of the environment such as rural

verses urban settings and heat and noise have also been

manipulated. Characteristics of the individuals involved,

such as sex, race, ethnicity, mood states and personality

traits have served as independent variables in prosocial

experiments. The methods just reported often use the terms

prosocial behavior, altruism and helping behavior inter-

changeably causing some confusion in the literature.

The research literature on helping behavior is briefly

reviewed below. Models of prosocial behavior are described.

The literature on individual and situational factors as

well as motivational influences affecting helping in adults

and children are reviewed. Finally, an experiment is

described which examined prosocial behavior among children.

Individual and Situational Influences

Attempts have been made to link personal characteristics

to helping behavior, but results have been inconclusive.
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The effects of personality characteristics, of positive and

negative mood, age, recognition of the situation as one in

which help is needed, the number of persons present and the

identity and characteristics of the individual in need of

help have all been examined in the research literature.

Satow (1975) found that persons scoring high on a need-

for-approval scale donated more money to a fund than those

who scored low, but only when they thought they were being

observed. Gergen, Gergen, and Meter (1972) studied the

relationship between persons and helping across different

situations. By giving college students several personality

tests and then giving them the opportunity to volunteer for

five different types of tasks, they found that individuals

with certain personality characteristics are more likely to

help in certain types of situations than in others. For

instance, students who scored high on nurturance were

likely to volunteer to counsel troubled high school students

of the same sex, but no more likely to volunteer to assist

professors in conducting research or helping to collate and

assemble the class's test data. Staub (1979) and Endler

and Magnusson (1978) stressed the interaction of character-

istics of the person with characteristics of the situation.

Another way of thinking about individual determinants

of prosocial action is in terms of transitory affective

states rather than stable personality characteristics.

Experimentally-induced failure, sadness or happiness can
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affect a person's responsiveness to others. By giving a

battery of perceptual and motor tests to individuals and

then randomly reporting to them that they had done quite

well or very poorly, Isen (1970; Isen & Levin, 1972) found

that a positive mood increases altruistic behavior. The

effects of negative mood are unsettled. The findings of

Cialdini, et al., (Cialdini, Darby, & Vincent, 1973) sug-

gested that in order to relieve their mood by doing something

socially acceptable, persons in a negative mood would be more

likely to assist an individual struggling with an armful of

books. However, Kidd and Marshall (1982) did not find this

to be consistently the case. After reading a long series

of mood statements, subjects whose negative moods were not

associated with the self exhibited more helping behavior

than those whose negative moods were associated with the

self. The effects of negative moods may also vary with age.

Negative mood in young children appears to decrease helping

(Cialdini & Kenrick, 1976; Moore, Underwood, & Rosenhan,

1973) until the time children are in the 10th or 12th grades

when negative mood effects lead to increased rates of help-

ing behavior (Cialdini & Kenrick, 1976). Cialdini and

Kenrick suggested that children may not have internalized

norms regarding prosocial behavior and thus acting helpfully

would not serve to decrease the negative affect. This

issue is in need of further clarification.

.
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Experimentally-induced transitory guilt also has been

investigated and as with negative moods, the results are

complex. It appears that harm-doing, whether committed or

simply witnessed by the actor, can increase prosocial action.

Rawlings (1970) established that the desire to be helpful

to others, in general, increases after observing or com-

mitting an injustice. Konecni (1972) added the information

that helpfulness increases still further if the potential

benefactor did not himself or herself injure the victim but

merely observed another's harm-doing. Both the guilty

parties and the observers were more helpful than the control

group, confirming Rawlings' (1970) findings. Later research

showed that other events, such as confessing their harm-

doing or receiving an unexpected reward may reduce the

extent of prosocial behavior (Sherrod, 1982).

Other individual factors include age and ethnic differ-

ences. Staub (1970) found that children's helpfulness

increases with age until they begin to reach adolescence.

At this age, the child is less likely to intervene in an

ambiguous situation. One study (Knight, Kagan, & Buriel,

1982) assessed Mexican-American children and Anglo-American

children and found that Mexican-American children are more

helpful as well as less competitive and less individualistic.

As mentioned earlier, psychologists assume that

situational characteristics as well as individual differences

may influence prosocial behavior. Darley and Latan6 (1968)
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proposed one of the first psychological models predicting

the occurrence of prosocial behavior. Their model is based

on situational variables surrounding emergency situations.

Emergencies such as an individual slumped between two build-

ings (Darley & Batson, 1973) and the sound of someone

falling and possibly being injured in an adjoining room

(Latane & Rodin, 1969) have been created. Darley and Latan

suggested that first the individual must recognize the

situation as an emergency, then he or she must consider the

consequences. Only after this process will the individual

engage in prosocial behavior. Peterson (1983) suggested

that the ability to recognize an opportunity to help may be

an especially critical factor in young children's helpful-

ness.

The Darley and Latand model stimulated a large body of

research. For example, the bystander effect has been well

documented. Often emergencies are ambiguous and the

presence of other people who do not appear alarmed will tend

to define the situation as one not requiring any action

(Clark, 1974; Clark & Word, 1972). Even if the observer

defines the situation as an emergency, he or she must then

decide the appropriate action. The presence of more than

one bystander apparently causes the perceived responsibility

to be diffused among the observers. Asa result, each observer

feels less personally responsible for the situation than if

he or she were alone. Korte (1971) and Bickman (1971) have
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found some limitations on the diffusion of responsibility.

For instance, no difference in perceived responsibility

occurs when bystanders are unable to aid the victim for

whatever reason. The consequences of prosocial behavior for

the observer must also be considered. Harvey Allen (1972)

found that when the threat of personal risk (embarrassment

or physical harm) was high, there was less helping than when

the probability of risk was lower.

Environmental influences on helping have also been

examined. Rural residents appear more responsive to the

needs of others than urban dwellers as measured by respon-

siveness to "wrong numbers" (Korte & Kerr, 1973; McKenna,

1976). Heat and noise do not appear to affect helping

behavior. Bell and Doyle (1983) found that individuals

subjected to loud noises and temperatures of 95 degrees

responded to situations calling for their help as often as

did subjects in the control group.

The identity and characteristics of the person who

needs help is another situational influence. According to

Sawyer (1966), close friends feel more prosocial concern for

each other than they do for strangers or friends who are

less close. Unexpectedly, children show no preference for

friends over strangers (Floyd, 1964). When asked, children

said that their generosity toward strangers was intended to

win them new friends and their relative lack of generosity

-*
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to their friends was often a retribution for past selfish-

ness from these friends.

Similarity may be important in friendship and also

important in prosocial behavior. Ethnic similarity with the

target and racial similarity have been found to play

important roles in determining when and to whom prosocial

behavior will be exhibited (Benson, Karabenick, & Lerner,

1976; Berkowitz & Connor, 1966; Berkowitz & Daniels, 1963;

Gaertner, 1975). Dependence on the recipient may elicit

helpful behavior (Berkowitz & Connor, 1966; Berkowitz &

Daniels, 1963), but if dependency is too strong and the

donor fears loss of his or her freedom of action, a decrease

in helpfulness may result (Brehm, 1966). For example, blood

donors were more responsive to appeals emphasizing equity,

such as their ability to withdraw blood from the blood bank

at a later time if they needed it, rather than the depend-

ency of people in need of blood (Fink, Rey, Johnson, Spenner,

Morton, & Flores, 1975). Also, if the individual appears

to have caused the problem her or himself, helpfulness

decreases (Schopler & Mathews, 1965). Subjects were more

likely to help a peer at cost to themselves when they

perceived that the person was made financially dependent by

the experimenter. Finally, it has been found that increased

numbers of victims leads to increased helping (Wegner &

Schaefer, 1978).
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The situational approach has facilitated the prediction

but not the explanation of prosocial behavior. In contrast,

a number of models have been proposed which address motiva-

tional influences on helping.

Motivational Influences

One motivational model of helping has been postulated

by Lerner (1970) and is based upon the just world hypothesis.

Lerner has found that many persons believe that the world

is just a place in which people get what they deserve and

deserve what they get. If individuals believe that someone's

suffering is deserved, they may be less likely to be upset

by it and more insulated from the fear that the same thing

may happen to them. Lerner and his associates found that

rather than being distressed, people tend to derogate an

innocent victim of misfortune concluding their pain is

deserved (Lerner, 1970; Lerner & Simmons, 1966).

The just world model is based on principles of cost-

accounting. When individuals become aware of an injustice,

they determine the cost of each available alternative. The

general rule appears to be that they select the course of

action which is least costly to themselves (Schwartz, 1975;

Walster & Piliavin, 1972). If acting to correct the

injustice is too costly to the observer, he or she may

derogate the victim. If that is too costly, the observer

may invent a fantasy solution, possibly with the belief that
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injustice will be corrected in the 'here-after' (Lerner &

Miller, 1978)

The theme of justice also has been demonstrated in the

way people handle their own fate. Rather than admit that

the world is unfair or unjust, innocent victims have been

found to blame themselves for their misfortune (Bulman &

Wortman, 1977; Chodoff, Friedman, & Hamburg, 1964; Comer &

Laird, 1975; Rubin & Replau, 1975). Religious individuals

(those who placed much importance on salvation) who were

assumed to believe in a just world, were more likely to

derogate an innocently suffering victim than nonreligious

people (Rubin & Replau, 1975; Sorrentino & Hardy, 1974).

One problem with the just world hypothesis is that it

does not explain why people interrupt their personal lives

to go to war or for any "greater" cause in which they give

up their personal needs and goals. This perspective with

its associated cost-accounting assumption does not explain

why people voluntarily give away most of their resources.

Justice may be viewed as one of many social norms which

invokes compliant helping. A normative decision-making

model has been set forth by Schwartz (1977) to explain

prosocial behavior. He argued that it is personal norms

(internalized social norms) which best explain helpful

actions and serve as the link between general internalized

values and specific self-expectations in concrete situa-

tions. He further asserted that acts done out of a desire
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to conform with social norms are not altruistic since the

actor is seeking personal benefits obtained from social

sanctions. To Schwartz, the altruist is motivated by

anticipated self-reinforcement which is tied to his or her

own internalized values. This perspective is in contrast

to one definition of altruism which holds that, by its

nature, altruism is intended to benefit others regardless

of material or social rewards (Deaux & Wrightsman, 1984).

The Schwartz (1977) model attempted to predict when a

person will act on his or her personal norms. According to

the model, a moral obligation must be activated for altru-

istic behavior to occur. The first step corresponds with

the Darley and Latan6 model. In the activation step a

person becomes aware of another's need and perceives that

there are actions he or she can take to relieve the need.

In the obligation step, a previously held personal obliga-

tion to help is evoked or a new obligation is constructed.

In the third step, the person considering helping assesses

the cost and may attempt to deny responsibility. This is

the defense step. Finally, there is the response step in

which the person either acts or does not act to help. These

steps may be cognitively processed so quickly as to seem

nonconscious. Based upon research, Schwartz (1982) added

a new dimension, negative personal norms. Sometimes indi-

viduals may feel a moral obligation not to help certain

individuals (e.g. criminals) or causes (e.g. communism).



12

His findings (1982) confirmed the hypothesis that sometimes

people refuse to help, not merely to escape costs of helping

behavior, but because they are obligated not to act.

Evidence that behavior is dependent on personal norms

constructed from internalized values has been provided by

significant correlations between personal norms and a

variety of subsequent behaviors (Rothstein, 1974; Schwartz,

1973; Schwartz, 1977; Schwartz & Fleishman, 1979; Zuckerman

& Reis, 1978). One criticism of normative models in general

is the fact that social situations rarely present obvious

choices (e.g. whether to help a criminal or not). The

situation is equally ambiguous for the social psychologist

trying to explain why the individual behaved in this way.

The person who failed to act may have done so because, for

example, he or she held a norm of minding one's own business.

This ambiguity leaves much unexplained and little hope for

unraveling the puzzle.

Other investigators believe that empathy is important

to the understanding of altruism. The existence of empathy

has been well documented in other research (Bandura &

Rosenthat, 1966; Berger, 1962; Craig & Lowrey, 1969; Craig

& Wood, 1969; Hygge, 1976; Krebbs, 1975; Lazarus, Opton,

Nomikos, & Rankin, 1965; Stotland, 1969). Krebbs (1975)

asserted that when individuals witness the suffering of

another, physiological arousal results from the ability to

sense another's experience (empathy). Evidence has shown
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that people are more likely to feel empathy for persons

similar to themselves (Krebbs, 1975; Staub, 1979). Krebbs

argued that the motivation for the altruistic action stems

from a self-centered motive to receive vicarious pleasure

in return for helping someone similar to themselves. Krebbs

has found that people respond physiologically when someone

like themselves is shocked; the greater the similarity, the

greater the arousal and also the greater the subsequent

helpful behavior directed toward the victim.

Piliavin (Piliavin, Piliavin, & Rodin, 1975), like

Krebbs, believed that observing the suffering of another is

physiologically arousing in an unpleasant way, and that the

individual will seek to reduce this aroused state for self-

centered reasons. Therefore, altruism is the individual's

attempt to lessen the unpleasant arousal that motivates

helping. Their theory is based upon the motivational

function of physiological arousal in conjunction with the

balance of costs. The action chosen will be the behavior

which will most rapidly and most completely reduce the

arousal and at the same time, maximize the rewards and

minimize the costs. The costs for acting might be danger,

loss of time, involvement with an unpleasant situation,

expending effort or acting inappropriately. The rewards

might be social approval, increased self-esteem or relieving

a negative mood. In addition, there may be certain costs

of not helping, such as self-blame or criticism by others.
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Piliavin and her colleagues (1975) asserted that we weigh

all of these factors carefully before deciding to help

someone.

Piliavin (Piliavin, Piliavin, & Rodin, 1975) proposed

a model based on the cost of helping in an emergency. She

asserted that when the costs of helping are low and the

costs of escaping are high, people are most likely to help,

but when the costs of helping are high and the costs of

escaping are low, people will be more likely not to help.

A number of studies have found that more people help when

the cost of doing so is low than when it is high (Midlarsky

& Midlarsky, 1972; Piliavin, Piliavin, & Rodin, 1975; Wagner

& Wheeler, 1969).. Wagner and Wheeler (1969) found that Navy

enlisted men were more likely to donate to a worthy cause

when the donations were to be deducted from their paychecks

at a low rate per month than when the donations were to be

deducted all at once. Midlarsky and Midlarsky (1972) found

that male undergraduates who received painful electric

shocks when they helped another student with a manual

dexterity task helped less than students who received less

intense shocks. Piliavin et al. (Piliavin & Piliavin, 1973;

Piliavin, Piliavin, & Rodin, 1975), found that people were

less likely to help a person who collapsed on a subway if

that person bled or had a port-wine birthmark on his face.

Other studies have addressed the relationship between

the cost of escaping and empathy (Batson, Duncan, Ackerman,
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Buckley, & Birch, 1981). Empathy has been shown to have a

significant effect on helping (Batson, et all., 1981).

Female undergraduates were given the opportunity to trade

places with a confederate whom they believed to be receiving

painful shocks. More subjects who were made to think that

the confederate had similar attitudes as themselves volun-

teered to trade places than did those who thought the

confederate held quite different attitudes. In this same

experiment, the cost of escape was also manipulated. Fewer

subjects volunteered to change places with the confederate

when they were made to think their attitudes were dissimilar

and when an escape from the situation was easy (e.g.

subjects did not have to watch the confederate receive

shocks). Batson et al., were more concerned with demon-

strating empathy motivates helping than they were in

demonstrating the importance of considering the cost of

escape in predicting when and under what circumstances

people will help. His results do suggest that feelings of

empathic concern motivate a type of helping that is directed

toward reducing the distress of the person in need rather

than directed toward the goal of reducing the helper's own

distress (Perlman & Cozby, 1983).

Batson, Coke, Jasnoski, & Hanson (1978), like Krebbs

(1975) and Piliavin (Piliavin, Piliavin, & Rodin, 1975),

assumed that empathy is one motivation for helping. However,

they went further and asserted that empathic emotion may
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produce an altruistic desire to have the distress of others

reduced, rather than just to reduce one's own distress. Coke

et al. (1978) later used empathy as a basis to address the

question of whether helping is egoistic or altruistic. They

defined egotistically-motivated helping as directed toward

the end state of increasing the helper's own welfare. A

person's helping is egoistic to the degree that he or she

helps from a desire for personal gain (e.g. material rewards,

praise or enhanced self-esteem) or a desire to avoid

personal pain (e.g. punishment or enhanced self-esteem) or

a desire to avoid personal pain (e.g. punishment, social

castigation, private guilt or shame). In contrast, altru-

istically-motivated helping is directed toward the end-state

goal of increasing the other's welfare. A person's helping

is altruistic in the degree to which he or she helps from

a desire to reduce the distress or increase the benefit of

the person in need.

Batson and Coke (1981) devised a conceptual model to

determine whether helping is motivated by altruistic or

egoistic concerns based on Piliavin's concept of costs

(Piliavin & Piliavin, 1973). If the bystander's motivation

is egoistic, either escaping or helping can lead to the

reduction of the bystander's own distress. As the cost of

escape increases, the bystander will be more likely to help.

Thus, if the bystander were egoistically-motivated and all

other variables were held constant, increasing the costs of
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escaping should increase the rate of helping. If, on the

other hand, the bystander's motivation is altruistic, his

or her goal is to reduce the other's distress which can be

reached only by helping. The likelihood that the altru-

istically-motivated bystander will help is high and is

independent of the cost of escaping. Increasing the cost

of helping decreases the likelihood that either egoists or

altruists will help. Unfortunately, a test of the Batson

and Coke model would entail an experiment in which the null

hypothesis was supported. According to this model, a high

rate of helping regardless of the ease or difficulty of

escape would be indicative of altruistically-motivated

individuals. Batson and Coke conceded this problem. They

further asserted that, in general, prosocial behavior will

have both altruistically-motivated components and egoistic

concerns. Due to these complex problems and the imprecision

of present instruments for the measurement of altruism and

egoism, their model is premature. However, they and

Piliavin may have a concept worth addressing in the cost of

escape. This has not been examined on its own merit but

rather was combined with empathy in the research described

earlier (Batson et al., 1981).

The proposed experiment was designed to test Piliavin's

model of costs of helping (Piliavin & Piliavin, 1973) as

revised by Batson and Coke (1981) by focusing on costs of

escaping. The model proposed that if the cost of escape is
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high, people will be more likely to help than if the cost

of escape is low. The conceptual hypothesis is that when

children can easily escape a situation requiring help, they

will help less and less eagerly than those for whom it is

difficult to leave the situation. If persons in the easy-

escape condition help more than those in the difficult-escape

condition, helping may be attributed, in part, to altruistic

motivation according to Batson and Coke (1981).

Methodology

Site

Twenty locations along a previously established ice

cream route were the site of the experiment. Target loca-

tions were selected for their similarity to each other. All

were predominantly Mexican-American neighborhoods of the

lower socioeconomic class; urban and residential, located

in south Oak Cliff in Dallas, Texas.

Subjects

Subjects were primarily Hispanic children between the

approximate ages of six and twelve. Six subjects from three

experimental runs were dropped prior to analysis. (In one

run, a subject disrupted the experimental manipulation and

the recording of data by asking the observer for his ice

cream. The other two runs were dropped because latecomers

picked up more than 125 of the spoons.) These deletions

brought the total number of subjects to 44, 22 of whom were

in the easy-to-escape condition and 22 of whom were in the
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difficult-to-escape condition. Twenty-six of the subjects

were female and 18 were male. Thirty-two fell in the age

range 6-9, while 12 were in the10-12 age range. Nineteen

subjects were familiar with the experimenter and 25 were

not.

Independent Variable

The independent variable in the experiment was cost of

escaping. In the high-cost, difficult-to-escape condition,

the experimenter collected money from subjects and had an

"accident" prior to distributing ice cream. The assumption

was that subjects who left the scene would lose their money.

In the low cost, easy-to-escape condition, the subjects'

ice cream was distributed before the "accident."

Dependent Variable

Prosocial behavior was measured in two ways, both of

which were continuous variables. The first measure of

helping was the number of spoons picked up by subjects in

the high-cost difficult-to-escape group and the number of

spoons picked up by the low-cost easy-to-escape group at

each site. The lapse time before the first person in each

condition picked up their first spoon was also recorded to

obtain a measure of eagerness to help.

Procedure

Upon arriving at each site, certain conditions were

met before the experiment was begun. First, at least two

and no more than six children between the approximate ages
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of six and twelve had to be present. If adults or more

children gathered before the manipulation was begun, the

experimental run was discontinued. If other children or

adults did not appear until after subjects began to pick up

the spoons, the data was collected and the number of spoons

picked up by the latecomers was recorded.

The experimenter drove an ice cream truck to each site

in the usual sequence and at the usual time. When customers

hailed the truck to a stop at one of the twenty locations,

the independent variable was manipulated if the apriori

conditions were met. The money was collected from each

child. The product was given out to half of those present

who then constituted the low-cost easy-to-escape condition.

Those children who had paid their money but had not received

their product were in the high-cost difficult-to-escape

condition. The experimenter then fell out of the truck

spilling 300 flat wooden spoons onto the ground, exclaiming

"Oh, dear!" which signaled the observer to begin timing.

The experimenter began picking up spoons at the rate of one

every three seconds. As a child started helping, the experi-

menter supplied each with a plastic sack and instructed

them to put the spoons in it. Sacks labeled with "E" were

given to subjects in the low-cost easy-to-escape condition.

Subjects in the other condition were given sacks labeled

"H." This procedure was followed in order to determine the

number of spoons picked up by participants in each condition.
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A sack was also given to late-arriving helpers in order to

keep their total separate from the two experimental condi-

tions. On the observation sheet, the observer recorded the

time that elapsed before one individual in each condition

began picking up spoons. Also, the observer recorded the

number of persons in each condition, their approximate age,

their sex, whether or not they helped and if they were

familiar with the experimenter before the day of the

"accident." After the experiment was over, all individuals

who had helped were given a piece of bubble gum and thanked.

Results

Neither hypothesis was supported. Whether a subject

was in the easy (X = 100.14) or difficult-to-escape condi-

tion (X = 92.59) had no significant effect on the number of

spoons picked up or on how quickly help was offered (latency

time ranged from 1 to 9 seconds). However, oneway analyses

of variance revealed other findings.

A oneway analysis of variance made evident an effect

[F(1,42) = 3.32, p < .076] for familiarity of the subject

with the experimenter on latency time. Subjects familiar

with the experimenter were slower to begin helping (X = 5.47

seconds) than were those who were not familiar with the

experimenter (X = 3.88 seconds).

A oneway analysis of variance indicated a significant

effect for sex on the number of spoons picked up [F(1,42) =

12.43, p < .01]. Female subjects tended to pick up more
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spoons (X = 118.96) than did male subjects (X = 63.70). A

non-significant chi-square indicated that subjects were

evenly balanced in the two conditions by sex.

Another significant effect was found via a oneway

analysis of variance for age on the number of spoons picked

up [F(1,42) = 7.84, p < .01]. The older subjects (10-12)

tended to pick up more spoons (X = 133.17) than did the six

to nine-year-old subjects (X = 82.56). As with sex, age

was evenly balanced by condition, according to a non-

significant chi-square.

Discussion

The borderline effect that children help strangers more

eagerly than persons with whom they were familiar is in

conflict with Sawyer's (1966) findings for adults. Adults

will help a friend more readily than a stranger. However,

the present results taken together with Floyd's (1964)

findings that children show no preference in their readiness

to help friends over strangers may show that something

different is happening among children as compared to adults.

As reported by Floyd's subjects, children unacquainted with

the experimenter may have helped more than "friends" in

order to make a new friend. This would be an interesting

influence in the study of childhood helping and worthy of

further investigation. It would be interesting to discover

not only whether a difference between children and adult
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helping exists, but if it does, when does the change occur

and why.

The finding that older children (10-12) helped more

than younger children (6-9) is consistent with the litera-

ture. It must be noted that in the present study age was

merely estimated by the observer and errors of judgment may

have occurred. Although exact ages of subjects were not

available, patterns may be addressed regarding "older"

verses "younger" children. There is some evidence that

helping behavior increases with age (e.g. 10-12 year-old

children are more helpful than 6, 7, 8 or 9 year olds

(Handlon & Gross, 1959; Ugurel-Semin, 1952). Staub (1970)

also found that helping increases with age until adolescence

when children are less likely to help in ambiguous situa-

tions in order to avoid embarrassment. Another factor might

also be considered. The task, picking up flat wooden

spoons, requires eye-hand coordination which might be better

developed in the older age group. Although this did not

typically appear to affect the number of spoons picked up,

during one experimental run speed became a factor when an

older child exclaimed, "Whoever gets more, he wins!" In

this incident, the younger children "lost." Physical matura-

tion and coordination appeared to favor the older children

in this case. In two other situations, the older children

gave their ice cream to younger children who held it

obediently while the older child picked up spoons. It
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appears that several factors may be complicating this seem-

ingly clear pattern of results.

That girls helped more than boys is somewhat surprising

because most studies have not shown consistent patterns of

sex differences in children's prosocial behavior (Maccoby &

Jacklin, 1974; Zeldin, Small, & Savin-Williams, 1982). When

sex differences do appear, however, girls are more generous,

helpful and comforting than boys (Underwood & Moore, 1982).

In bystander intervention, which is characterized by the

necessity for a decisive action in a crisis and the possi-

bility of danger to the helper, no sex differences have been

reported among children, but the nonsignificant differences

that exist have generally favored boys. Among adults, males

have occasionally scored significantly higher than adult

females on measures of bystander intervention revealing a

pattern of sex differences in bystander intervention (Darley

& Latan6, 1968; West, Whitney, & Schnedler, 1975).

Underwood and Moore (1982) suggest that these sex differ-

ences in helping are in accord with society's assigned sex

roles with girls encouraged to be nurturing and boys to risk

danger. The task of picking up spoons may be more suited

to the traditional feminine role and thus, provoked more

girls to help. A comment by one little girl may add support

to this contention. Some spoons had fallen underneath the

truck when she pronounced, "Let the boys get the one's under

the truck, because we have dresses on." Another possibility
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might have been that the presence of a female model (driver

and experimenter) caused more girls to help than boys.

However, the sex of the model has not been found to con-

tribute significantly to children's prosocial behavior

(Staub, 1970).

There are a number of explanations for the finding that

children do not help more or less or more quickly or less

quickly when the cost of escape is manipulated. According

to Batson and Coke's model (1981) which was described

earlier in this paper, from this non-significant finding

could be inferred the existence of altruism. However,

support of the null hypothesis can have several meanings.

Perhaps the variable cost-of-escape is not relevant to the

helping formula. Before altruism may be inferred from these

results, the importance of the cost-of-escape must be

verified. As mentioned earlier, it has not been tested on

its own merit before the present study. Therefore, it is

unwise to conclude the presence of altruism based on an

assumption which has little if any evidence. The present

study did manipulate cost-of-escape, but perhaps ineffec-

tively. The subject pool was made up of high helpers, as

indicated by the mean number of spoons picked up in each

condition. Both the age group and the cultural group's

high rate of helping (Knight et al., 1982; Staub, 1970) may

have masked any differences which the cost of escape may

have had. Perhaps receiving their ice cream induced a
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positive mood in the easy-to-escape condition which, in

turn, increased their helpfulness (Isen, 1970; Isen & Levin,

1972). For future research, it is suggested that a sample

be chosen that is usually less helpful or a task in which

there is less likelihood of help being offered. It is also

recommended that the range of difficulty and ease of escape

be widened in order to discern the effects of each.

Perhaps what may be concluded from this study is that

when the difficulty of helping is relatively low and the

type of helping needed is relatively clear, s sample of high

helpers will help despite the ease or difficulty of escape.

However, this also must be replicated before such a conclu-

sion may be drawn.

Batson et al., (1981) demonstrated that the cost-of-

escape interacts with empathy. Perhaps the cost-of-escape

is an important variable in helping because of the effect

it has on other variables. The cost-of-escape may interact

with the cost-of-helping, for instance. Studying the inter-

action between the cost-of-escape and other variables may

reveal subtle distinctions that could begin to address the

complex concept of altruism. Therefore, including the cost-

of-escape in models of helping may be of great importance

for the task of constructing a general theory of helping.

Constructing such theories may be premature today due to

the imprecision of our instruments, but as our facts

collect, the construction of theories will be inevitable.

.
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The importance of such concepts as the ease or difficulty

of escape must not be dismissed lightly.
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Appendix A

Table 1

Mean Number of Spoons Picked Up by Condition

n Mean Standard Deviation

Easy Group 22 100.14 68.54

Difficult Group 22 92.59 45.18

Analysis of Variance of Spoons by Condition

df Mean Squares F Ratio Probability

Between Group 1 626.27 .19 .67

Within Group 42 3368.99
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Appendix B

Table 2

Mean Latency Time by Condition

n Mean Standard Deviation

Easy Group 22 4.36 2.89

Difficult Group 22 4.77 3.07

Analysis of Variance of Latency Time by Condition

df Mean Squares F Ratio Probability

Between Group 1 1.84 .21 .65

Within Group 42 8.88

3 _ - _ +
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