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ABSTRACT 

The Worker Motivation Scale (WMS) was developed to assess the 

interactional styles of individuals in groups (Johnson, McDonald, & 

George, 1984). Three styles were identified. These were Team Moti

vation (TM) , Prominence Motivation (PM), and Affiliation Motivation 

(AM) . TM scores have been used successfully to predict helping 

behavior among group members. Members high in TM were more helpful 

than members low in TM. Group cohesion level and group norms have 

also been proposed as important helping behavior predictors. The 

present experiment was designed to examine the relationship among TM, 

cohesion, and norms for predicting helping behavior in small, task-

oriented groups. Two students and one confederate participated in an 

interdependent task. The confederate, working slowly, created the 

situation in which help was needed. Students could increase group 

productivity by choosing to help the confederate, or choose not to 

help and continue to work on their own portion of the task. Results 

indicate, that regardless of TM or normatively prescribed behavior, 

students in highly cohesive groups were more helpful than students in 

groups low in cohesion [F(l, 76) = 3.74, p < .05, one tail]. These 

unexpected results were due to several factors. The designed task was 

too difficult. Only students extremely skilled at operating a 

calculator had the ability to improve the group's productivity. The 

selection procedure used created an artifactual negative correlation 



between TM and PM in the students chosen. Research has shown these 

scales to be independent. Choosing students in such a way as to 

produce the negative relationship between TM and PM negated the effect 

of TM. Finally, students assigned to the high TM, low cohesion 

condition were higher in AM than students in the other conditions. 

Theoretically, students high in AM are more affected by cohesiveness 

than are students moderate or low in AM. The effects of varying 

levels of TM, PM, and AM on group members' behavior is not fully 

understood. Future researchers will need to beware of possible 

differential effects. It is clear, however, that group cohesion is an 

important predictor of group effectiveness. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Helping Behavior 

Research on altruistic, prosocial, and helping behavior has seen 

an unprecedented accumulation of empirical evidence beginning in the 

1960's and continuing into the present. Despite this monumental 

amount of research activity, there is still debate and no consensual 

definition of these terms. Characteristically, researchers have 

studied helping behavior by arbitrarily creating a situation in which 

help is needed. Situations as diverse as picking up coins and pencils 

in an elevator (Latane & Dabbs, 1975), helping with a flat tire 

(Hurley & Allen, 1974), donating blood (Piliavin, Callero, & Evans, 

1982), coming to the aid of an accident victim (Latane & Rodin, 1969), 

answering an intercom or the door (Levy et al., 1972), and reporting a 

broken tape recording (Misavage & Richardson, 1974) have been used in 

this research. The result has been a proliferation of inconsistent 

findings. Recently, researchers have emphasized the differences 

between these forms of helping and based their models of intervention 

on these differences. 

Distinctions Among Altruism, 
Prosocial Behavior, and 
Helping Behavior 

Dovido (1984) identified four critical dimensions that have been 

used to define altruistic behavior in an attempt to categorize forms 



of helping. These dimensions were the consequences, the intent, the 

motivation of the act, and the locus of reinforcement underlying the 

behavior. These dimensions were represented in Bar Tal and Raviv's 

(1982) definition of altruism. They define altruism as "one type of 

helping act that is at the highest level of quality, is defined as 

voluntary and intentional behavior carried out for its own end to 

benefit a person, as a result of moral conviction in justice and 

without expectations for external rewards" (Bar Tal & Raviv, 1982, 

p. 199). In contrast, Piliavin, Dovido, Gaertner, and Clark (1981) 

defined prosocial behavior simply as behavior valued by society, and 

Dovido (1984) defined helping behavior as a subcategory of prosocial 

behavior performed voluntarily with the intent to benefit another 

person. Thus, prosocial behavior can be thought of as a general 

category encompassing both altruism and helping behavior. The dis

tinction between altruism and helping behavior is in the number of 

critical dimensions satisfied by the act. Altruism is reserved for 

behaviors that satisfy all four critical dimensions proposed by Dovido 

(1984), and the term "helping behavior" is reserved for acts performed 

with the intent to benefit others, but with no locus of reinforcement 

specified. The remainder of this paper is structured around these 

definitions of altruistic, prosocial, and helping behaviors, and is 

specifically concerned with reviewing literature pertaining to the 

domain defined as helping behavior. 



Situational Variables Versus 
Personality Factors as Pre
dictors of Helping Behavior 

Research has generally shown situational factors to be more 

predictive of helping behavior than personality factors. Situational 

variables receiving the most investigation have been the ambiguous 

nature of the situation (Clark & Word, 1974), the perceived severity 

of the victim's distress (Piliavin, Rodin, & Piliavin, 1969), the 

victim's dependency on the helper (Harris & Robinson, 1973), the race 

and attractiveness of the victim (Gaertner & Bickman, 1971; Mims, 

Hartnett & Nay, 1975), and the number of other bystanders present 

(Latane & Darley, 1976). Based upon the results of these studies, 

researchers have concluded that situational factors provide more 

predictive power than personality characteristics. This conclusion, 

however, has not been universally accepted. Recently, researchers 

have begun to view this conclusion as largely a function of the way 

helping behavior has been operationally defined and the personality 

characteristics measured. 

Benson et al. (1980) have argued that helping behavior should be 

taxonomized into categories of spontaneous and nonspontaneous acts. 

Spontaneous helping is defined as occurring in situations where the 

helper and recipient were generally strangers thrown together by 

coincidence, with no further interaction expected. Nonspontaneous 

helping, in contrast, is defined as help that occurs between indi

viduals who were not necessarily strangers in situations that may 

require more initial time involvement and additional interaction. 

After a review of the helping behavior literature, Benson et al. 



(1980) concluded that the majority of studies had used spontaneous 

helping situations. They suggested that concentrating on spontaneous 

helping situations had been instrumental in advancing the conclusion 

that situational factors were more predictive of helping than were 

personal characteristics of the potential helper. 

In order to test this idea, Benson et al. (1980) operationally 

defined nonspontaneous helping behavior as the total number of hours 

an individual spent engaging in 14 behavioral categories. The cate

gories of helping behavior ranged from tutoring to doing errands for 

needy people and were in general labeled as things which have posi

tive, helpful consequences. They found social responsibility norms 

(Berkowitz, 1972), Rotter's internal-external locus of control (cited 

in Benson et al., 1980), and Hoge's measure of intrinsic religion 

(cited in Benson et al., 1980) to successfully predict the amount of 

total time involved in helping activities. 

At first, these results seem to support the notion that there are 

intrapersonal correlates of nonspontaneous helping behavior. However, 

further examination indicates that Benson et al. (1980) were probably 

measuring altruism, rather than helping behavior. In their design, 

each of the four dimensions proposed by Dovido (1984) were specified. 

Participants were told to list only helping activities that had 

positive, helpful consequences for others and for which they received 

no renumeration. Thus, the notion that personal characteristics of 

the individual will predict helping behavior, as distinct from 

altruism, was not tested in this study. Additional research, measur

ing helping behavior as defined by Dovido (1984) and nonspontaneous 



situations as defined by Benson et al. (1980), will be necessary 

before the predictability of behavior from personality characteristics 

in nonspontaneous situations can be assessed. 

In a related line of research, Smithson and Amato (1982) have 

suggested that there is a virtually unstudied area of helping behav

ior. This area is characterized by helping behaviors initiated 

between friends, at a personal level, internally motivated, but in 

cognitively unfamiliar situations. From this definition, it seems 

probable that this unstudied form of helping behavior will be best 

examined in nonspontaneous helping situations. 

In the model proposed by Smithson and Amato (1982), it was 

hypothesized that personal characteristics of the potential helper may 

add to the predictability of behavior. This prediction was based on 

the assumption that the potential helper has a greater opportunity to 

rely on such things as personal norms, prosocial values, and per

sonality traits when deciding whether or not to help in nonspontaneous 

situations. They proposed that differential "helping personalities" 

may become apparent, making helping more or less likely, depending on 

the environmental cues. For example, some people may readily help 

family and friends, but be much more reluctant to come to the aid of a 

stranger or to provide relatively anonymous help, such as donating to 

charity. A helping taxonomy, such as the one proposed, should be 

useful in specifying the range of situations in which certain personal 

characteristics will predict helping. 

Identifying personal characteristics that mediate the relation

ship between situational factors and behavior has been an area of 



continued interest in research on helping behavior. Carter (1954) 

conducted a factor analysis on the classes of behaviors exhibited by 

individuals in small groups and identified three major factors: (a) 

individual prominence and achievement, (b) aiding attainment by the 

group, and (c) sociability. The first factor describes a member who 

acts to increase personal power. The second factor describes members 

who put the group's interests/goals before their own. The final 

factor characterizes a member who shows little concern for individual 

or group performance, but is concerned with the affillative aspects of 

the group situation. Carter's initial work was advanced by Bass 

(1962) with the development of The Orientation Inventory. 

The Orientation Inventory (Bass, 1962) is an ipsative self-report 

instrument designed to classify individuals on three dimensions. 

These dimensions are Self, Interaction, and Task. Bass (1967) pro

posed that how an individual responds to a group task and to coworkers 

depends on satisfactions sought. Three types of satisfactions are 

described which are thought to motivate an individual's behavior in 

interactional settings: (a) attaining personal goals, even at others' 

expense (Self); (b) fostering strong interpersonal goals (Inter

action); and (c) facilitating attainment of the group's goal (Task). 

An analogous inventory measure, specific to military personnel, 

was reported by George (1967, 1977). He concluded that individuals in 

groups seek to maximize: (a) personal achievement, (b) socializing, 

or (c) coordination. Key group members' scores on coordination, later 

defined as team-task motivation (TTM), were found to predict group 

performance. As compared to individuals low in TTM, individuals high 



in TTM were found to be better able to recognize and act on their 

group's need without specific direction to do so. 

Johnson, McDonald, and George (1984), expanding on the work of 

Carter (1954), Bass (1962, 1967), and George (1967, 1977), designed a 

measure to predict helping behavior in small, task-oriented groups. 

In their study, two subjects and one confederate were asked to price, 

extend, and sum 10 invoices in each of three lO-minute trials. 

Subjects were assigned the roles of pricing and summing the invoices. 

The confederate was assigned the role of extending the invoices, which 

involved multiplying quantity by price for each of the invoice items. 

Prior to the experimental session, the confederate was instructed to 

extend only two invoices per trial. Johnson et al. (1984) found that 

groups composed of individuals who provided aid to the ineffective 

group member (confederate) performed significantly better than groups 

whose members did not volunteer to provide the helping responses. In 

addition, Johnson et al. (1984) were able to predict which individuals 

would be helpful based upon their team motivation scores on the Worker 

Motivation Scale (WMS). In a similar study, Kesterson (1986), using 

independent observers, empirically demonstrated a positive relation

ship between team motivation and effective helping among group 

members. Specifically, groups composed of team motivated members, as 

measured by the WMS, provided significantly more aid to an ineffective 

group member than did teams composed of members who were found to have 

attained lower scores in team motivation. In addition, Kesterson 

(1986) found effective helping to result in increased group productiv

ity in highly team-motivated groups. 
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Latane and Darley (1970) have proposed a model of the inter

vention process that delineates the behavioral and cognitive processes 

which occur before an individual decides to help. Their model assumes 

that before intervention will occur, the situation must be noticed and 

interpreted as one in which a response is required. Noticing and 

interpreting the situation correctly is a function of several factors. 

Primary among these is the degree to which the help necessitating 

event can be unambiguously defined. Behavior of others will be 

critical in providing cues leading to the preception of the event as 

one in which helping is necessary. Assuming responsibility for 

helping is the next step in the model. Variables affecting the 

probability an individual is likely to feel personally responsible for 

acting are: (a) the degree to which help is deserved, (b) the likeli

hood that the individual is capable of providing the desired helping 

response, (c) the interpersonal relationships among group members, and 

(d) the number of people available to help. Johnson et al. (1984) 

suggested that an important characteristic of the highly team-moti

vated group member is a greater tendency to assume responsibility in 

situations requiring helping behavior. Concluding the model, the 

individual must be able to decide on a method of intervention and to 

actually perform the act. The skill level of the potential helper, as 

well as the amount of stress and urgency present in the situation, 

will influence whether the correct response is actually emitted. 

The Bystander Effect 

Delineating the effect multiple potential helpers have on 

the probability that any one person will help is critical for 



understanding the emergence of helping behavior in group settings. 

Latane and Darley (1970) have consistently shown an inverse relation

ship between number of bystanders and helping in emergency situations. 

They termed this the bystander effect. The bystander effect influ

ences an individual's response to a help-necessitating event in the 

following ways: (a) it allows the individual to deny or diffuse 

responsibility for acting and guilt for not acting; (b) it provides 

information about the seriousness of the situation by the action or 

inaction of others; and (c) it indicates normatively accepted 

behavior. 

Characteristically, research on the bystander effect has been 

conducted using situations requiring spontaneous action by the 

participants. Bystanders were generally strangers at the time of the 

help-necessitating event and did not expect future interaction with 

the other bystanders or with the person needing aid. Across a wide 

variety of laboratory and field settings, support has been generated 

for the notion that the individual probability of helping is lower 

when groups witness a help-necessitating event than when an individual 

witnesses the event alone (Latane & Nida, 1981; Latane, Nida, & 

Wilson, 1981; Latane, Williams, & Harkins, 1979; Piliavin, Rodin, & 

Piliavin, 1969). Recently, this conclusion has been questioned by 

researchers using highly cohesive groups. 

Differential Effects of 
Group Cohesion 

Rutkowski, Cruder, and Romer (1983) manipulated group cohesive

ness in order to determine if this manipulation would alter the 



10 

traditional bystander effect. In their first study, they demonstrated 

that cohesive four-member groups were more likely to provide aid than 

cohesive two-member groups in an emergency situation. This finding 

seems to be in direct opposition to the bystander effect, or diffusion 

of responsibility hypothesis, proposed by Latane and Darley (1970). 

Rutkowski et al. (1983) interpreted these inconsistent results as 

indicating that highly cohesive group members are more motivated to 

conform to group norms than are those in noncohesive groups. 

In a second experiment, Rutkowski et al. (1983) examined the 

effect of making the social responsibility norm highly salient. The 

social responsibility norm was manipulated by increasing the perceived 

need of the victim from slight to extremely severe. It was hypoth

esized that increased victim need would make the social responsibility 

norm salient and increase the probability that group members would 

provide the necessary helping behavior. This prediction was confirmed 

for highly cohesive groups, but not for groups low in cohesion. High 

need of the victim and minimally cohesive groups characterized the 

research that initially gave rise to the diffusion of responsibility 

hypothesis. Thus, Rutkowski et al. (1983) were able to replicate 

traditional research findings in the area of helping behavior and to 

go beyond the bystander effect to demonstrate that in some situations 

other factors can change the probability of helping behavior in an 

emergency. 

Dovido (1984) suggested that highly cohesive group members tend 

to respond as a unit, which is more like a single bystander than a 

group. Reinterpreting the results reported by Rutkowski et al. (1983) 
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in this manner would make them consistent with the usual finding that 

the probability of helping in emergency situations is lower for 

persons in a group than for lone bystanders. The acceptance of 

Dovido's (1984) reinterpretation further supports the bystander effect 

in high and low cohesive groups when these groups are exposed to an 

emergency event. 

However, research presented by Gottlieb and Carver (1980) 

questions this reinterpretation and provides evidence suggesting that 

perhaps cohesion mediates the emergence of helping behavior differen

tially along a continuum. Gottlieb and Carver (1980) examined the 

hypothesis that anonymous individuals expecting future interaction 

would intervene more in an emergency situation than would individuals 

not expecting future contact. The traditional bystander effect was 

not reversed as a result of this manipulation, but the effect was 

eliminated. Rutkowski et al. (1983) suggested that a situation in 

which future interaction was expected created moderately cohesive 

groups of individuals. They proposed that the bystander effect would 

occur in minimally cohesive groups, be eliminated in moderately 

cohesive groups, and be reversed in groups high in cohesion. In 

addition, they suggested that the phenomenon of social loafing in work 

groups, as has been demonstrated in several investigations (Latane, 

Williams, & Harkins, 1979; Petty, Harkins, & Williams, 1980; Petty, 

Harkins, Williams, & Latane, 1977), could be eliminated by intensify

ing group cohesion. The validity of this suggestion, however, will 

probably depend upon what norms are salient in the groups being 

investigated (George, 1962). Future research using highly cohesive. 
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task-motivated groups will be necessary before any definitive 

statements can be made. However, it is clear that group cohesiveness 

is a situational factor which differentially affects helping behavior. 

Normatively Prescribed Behavior 

As previously noted, another issue that will have to be addressed 

when using highly cohesive, task-oriented groups to study the emer

gence of effective helping behavior will be the specific group norms 

operating within the group. The notion that norms influence helping 

behavior has a long and continued history in the helping behavior 

literature (Berkowitz, 1972; Berkowitz & Daniels, 1963, 1964; Daniels 

& Berkowitz, 1963; Goranson & Berkowitz, 1966). Much of the research 

has been predicated on the idea that there is a general social respon

sibility norm prescribing that people should help others. 

Two difficulties with this approach have been identified. First, 

in any given situation, a variety of norms may be operating. For 

example, a witnessed emergency situation involving a family argument 

may elicit both the social responsibility norm and a strong proscrip

tion against interfering (Latane & Darley, 1970). The problem is to 

predict which norm will influence the specific behavior. Secondly, 

personal characteristics sometimes differentially interact with the 

situation and make prediction of behavior based upon normative expla

nations impossible. For example, Tice and Baumeister (1985) found 

that helping behavior was less frequent for people measured as high in 

masculinity interests than for more androgenous people in an identical 

situation. Despite the problems encountered with the general norma

tive explanation for helping behavior, research in the area has 
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continued. Most notable in this area is the work of Schwartz (1977), 

and Schwartz and Howard (1981, 1984). 

Schwartz (1977) contended that while general social norms may not 

be predictive of behavior in specific situations, the identification 

and use of personal norms may. According to Schwartz, personal norms 

are feelings of obligation to behave in a particular manner in a 

specific situation. Schwartz proposed that personal norms serve as a 

link between internalized values and behavioral self-expectations in 

specific situations. 

Schwartz and Howard (1981) have advanced a normative model of 

helping in which both personal and social norms are hypothesized to be 

predictors of altruism and helping behavior. Their model is a sequen

tial process requiring that the potential helper attend to the person 

in a state of need, generate feelings of obligation, and evaluate the 

anticipated costs and benefits. If potential helpers become cogni

tively aware of the person in need and recognize their own ability to 

provide the necessary helping response, then feelings of obligation 

may be generated by both personal and social norms. Personal norms 

are made salient by scanning one's internalized values and determining 

the implications of responding or not responding. Social norms are 

made salient by the potential helper reviewing relevant social expec

tations operating in the situation and are attended to in order to 

maximize socially mediated external reinforcements. Thus, situational 

behavior may be influenced by both personal and social norms. The 

degree to which personal or social norms will influence subsequent 

behavior is seen as a function of a cost-benefit analysis. Both 
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situational and personal factors can influence this analysis. The 

centrality of the implicated personal norm to one's system of 

internalized values will influence the degree to which personal norms 

influence the subsequent behavior. The presence or absence of other 

referent group members will influence the degree to which social norms 

influence the subsequent behavior. If the analysis of personal and 

social norms favors the same helping action, then a behavioral deci

sion is reached. If, however, the analysis of the costs and benefits 

of providing help are fairly balanced, and the consequences of the 

behavior are important, then conflict is experienced. 

Schwartz and Howard (1981) suggested that decisional conflict is 

resolved by weakening one's feelings of moral obligation by redefining 

the situation. Reinterpreting one's own personal view of the situa

tion is seen as easier and more likely than reinterpreting social 

outcomes. This is accomplished by four types of denial that serve to 

reduce feelings of obligation: (a) denial of need, (b) denial of 

effective action, (c) denial of personal ability, and (d) denial of 

responsibility. If these defenses are successful, the person may then 

leave the situation or act according to newly constructed personal 

norms. 

To test Schwartz and Howard's (1981) model, Zuckerman and Reis 

(1978) attempted to predict blood-donating behavior by measuring 

Ascription of Responsibility (AR) and Moral Norms (MN). From the 

model, they hypothesized that the prediction of blood-donation behav

ior from MN would be increased for individuals high in AR. The 

correlation between MN and donation did increase as AR increased; 
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however, this trend was not significant. Zuckerman and Reis concluded 

that, although Schwartz's (1977) model was not supported by their 

study, it was not disconfirmed either, due to differences in method

ology and statistical analyses. 

Summarizing the literature reviewed to this point, it is suggest

ed that altruism and helping behavior be conceptualized as distinct 

subcategories of prosocial behavior. The primary distinction between 

the two subcategories is proposed to be in the type of reinforcement 

expected by the individual for performing the response. The term 

altruism is reserved for the class of behaviors performed without 

expectation of external reward. Conversely, the locus of reinforce

ment for performing helping behaviors is not made explicit. Addition

ally, it is suggested that helping behaviors should be further 

categorized into spontaneous and nonspontaneous acts. It is antici

pated that personal characteristics of a potential helper will predict 

behavior in nonspontaneous situations. 

Summarizing further, it is concluded that the empirically demon

strated negative effect of multiple bystanders will be reversed in 

highly cohesive groups composed of members intending to or motivated 

to aid the group in attaining goals. However, this reversal is not 

predicted in noncohesive groups. Level of group cohesion will be 

expected to moderate the effectiveness of highly team-motivated 

groups. Allowing for the differential effects of cohesion, the 

problem then becomes one of determining what set of internal variables 

influence an individual's probability of aiding ineffective group 

members in order to increase the group's effectiveness. 
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Theory of Reasoned Action 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) have presented a general model for 

predicting behavior which may be applicable to this problem. Accord

ing to their theory of reasoned action, the best predictor of behavior 

is an individual's intention to perform a particular behavior. 

Intentions are said to be a function of two factors: (a) one's 

attitude towards performing the behavior, and (b) one's subjective 

norm regarding the behavior. An attitude is defined as a "learned 

predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable 

manner with respect to a given object" (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975, p. 6). 

An attitude may be measured by summing beliefs about the consequences 

of performing a behavior multiplied by the perceived value of those 

consequences. The second component, subjective norms, refers to the 

perceptions the individual holds regarding whether important others 

feel the behavior should or should not be performed. Subjective norms 

are measured by summing the products of these perceptions multiplied 

by the individual's motivation to comply with important others. Any 

other variables suspected of influencing behavior are said to do so by 

their effect on attitudes or subjective norms. 

Recently, Fishbein (1980) has added a new dimension to this model 

by suggesting that, in some instances, behavioral prediction may be 

improved by assessing each of the alternative actions a person may 

perform in any given situation. This idea may prove crucial for 

predicting nonspontaneous helping behavior. As previously concep

tualized, individuals in task-oriented groups may have attitudes about 

performing behaviors that are primarily motivated by the individual's 
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desire to facilitate group effectiveness (Team Motivation, TM), 

promote individual achievement (Prominence Motivation, PM) , or enhance 

group interactional quality (Affiliation Motivation, AM) as measured 

by the Worker Motivation Scale (Johnson et al., 1984). Prediction of 

a group-facilitating helping response based on any one of these 

alternative motivations may be insufficient. For example, if a person 

is measured as moderately high on TM, it may be predicted that the 

individual would help an ineffective group member in order to aid the 

group in attaining the goal of high productivity. If, however, the 

same individual is measured on PM and found to be extremely high, then 

it would be predicted that the person would be more motivated to 

enhance personal achievement and would not help an ineffective group 

member. Thus, different behavioral predictions may result from 

assessing the relative strength of the attitudes underlying each of 

the alternatives. 

Considerable research evidence has been accumulated in support of 

Fishbein and Ajzen's (1975) theory of reasoned action. Especially 

informative, for the purpose of predicting helping behavior, is a 

study conducted by Zuckerman and Reis (1978) in which the efficacy of 

the theoretical approaches of Fishbein (1967), Schwartz (1973), and 

Snyder (1974) were compared. The behavior focused on was blood 

donation. This behavior does not belong to the subcategory of helping 

behavior, as previously defined, but is an example of altruistic 

behavior. However, because altruism and helping behavior are sub

categories of prosocial behavior and only differ in the locus of 
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reinforcement dimension, it is anticipated that the conclusions drawn 

by Zuckerman and Reis may generalize to the area of helping behavior. 

Zuckerman and Reis (1978) found Fishbein's (1967) model to be 

better at predicting blood donating behavior than the models presented 

by either Schwartz (1977) or Snyder (1974). Ascription of respon

sibility did not add significantly to moral norms, and self-monitoring 

orientation did not add significantly to attitudes, for predicting 

blood donating behavior as would be predicted by Schwartz and Snyder, 

respectively. However, as predicted by Fishbein's model, intentions 

were found to be the best predictor of behavior and to be a function 

of attitudes, social norms, and moral norms. 

Moral norms, referred to by Fishbein (1967) as personal normative 

beliefs, are defined as the person's own beliefs about what behaviors 

should or ought to be performed. After repeated empirical evidence 

indicating that personal normative beliefs are merely alternative 

indicators of intentions, Fishbein dropped this component from his 

model. Zuckerman and Reis (1978) provided further support for this 

decision by showing that when moral norms are added to the regression 

equation predicting blood donating behavior, they added a nonsignif

icant increment. However, moral norms did add significantly to the 

predictability of intentions. This led Zuckerman and Reis to conclude 

that Fishbein's original statement regarding the redundancy of assess

ing personal normative beliefs was supported. Interestingly, when 

social norms were added to the regression equation predicting blood 

donating behavior, they added a nonsignificant increment as well. 

However, social norms did add significantly to predicting intentions. 
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This is the same pattern observed for moral norms. Thus, if the 

results presented by Zuckerman and Reis support Fishbein's decision to 

exclude moral norms as a component of the model, they may also indi

cate that social norms are unnecessary. An alternative explanation 

for these results is that, as predicted by Fishbein's 1967 model, 

intentions are the best predictor of behavior, and intentions, in 

turn, are a function of attitudes, social norms, and moral norms. 

Gorsuch and Ortberg (1983) suggested that a distinction between 

moral and nonmoral situations would be useful for determining when a 

measure of moral norms would add to the predictability of a behavior. 

They classified moral situations according to three criteria advanced 

by Hart (cited in Gorsuch & Ortberg, 1983, p. 1026). The first 

criterion is that consequences for an act in a moral situation are 

seen as nontrivial. The second relevant feature is that moral norms 

are not subject to deliberate change. Finally, in moral situations, 

moral norms are viewed as important behavioral guidelines or rules; 

they do not exist solely for pragmatic reasons. 

These criteria were used by Gorsuch and Ortberg (1983) to classi

fy four situations as either moral or nonmoral. There were two 

morally relevant and two nonmorally relevant hypothetical situations 

developed for their study: 

Tax Refund: After receiving your income tax payment 
for 1980, the government erroneously sends you a refund 
check for $500.00. 

Sunday: You are offered a desired promotion at work. 
However, taking the new job would entail working on Sundays, 
so that you could not attend church. 

Party: Some friends have invited you to a party at 
their house for next Friday night. 
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Second Service: Although you had planned on going to 
the early worship service, you were out late Saturday night 
and did not get much sleep, so considered going to the 
second service instead. (p. 1026) 

They found that a measure of personal moral norms significantly 

improved behavioral prediction in the first two situations which were 

classified as morally relevant. Interestingly, in the first situa

tion, social norms and moral norms added significantly to behavioral 

prediction, while attitudes added a nonsignificant increment. This 

occurred even when moral obligation was entered last by hierarchial 

regression analysis. In the remaining two situations, classified as 

not morally relevant, the results were inconsistent. In the Party 

situation, moral obligation did not add significantly to the predic

tion of behavior. However, in the Second Service situation, moral 

obligation did add significantly to the prediction of behavior. The 

"religious" component in this situation was proposed as an explanation 

for misclassification. Gorsuch and Ortberg (1983) concluded that more 

research is necessary to delineate the differences between moral and 

nonmoral situations, but that the distinction seems to be a useful one 

for clarifying some past inconsistent results. Moral norms may have 

added to the predictability of blood donating behavior in the study 

conducted by Zuckerman and Reis (1978) because the situation was 

viewed as moral. The utility for assessing moral norms in small, 

task-oriented groups in order to predict nonspontaneous helping 

behavior will probably depend upon the extent to which the situation 

is perceived as being moral or nonmoral. 

Another issue addressed by Zuckerman and Reis (1978) was the 

direct and significant link found between attitude about donating 
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blood and actual performance of the behavior. They suggested that 

this finding may be due to the relatively long interval of two weeks 

that elapsed between measurement of attitudes and intentions and 

measurement of the target behavior. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) noted 

that intentions measured in close temporal proximity to the target 

behavior are the best predictor of that behavior and that as the 

interval increases, the relationship between intentions and behavior 

can be expected to decrease, Zuckerman and Reis suggested that 

attitudes are relatively more stable predictors of behavior than 

intentions. As more time passes between assessing attitudes and 

intentions and measuring the target behavior, attitudes will account 

for more of the observed variance in the predicted behavior than will 

intentions. Thus, they concluded that if the target behavior is 

measured in close temporal proximity to the measurement of intentions, 

attitudes will not add significantly to intentions in predicting the 

behavior. However, as the time span increases, attitudes will add 

significantly more in predicting the behavior. 

This notion was extended in a study conducted by Katz (1985). 

Katz (1985) found a direct effect upon behavior for attitudes and 

social normative beliefs. In this study, measurement of the target 

behavior and all the variables included in Fishbein's (1967) model 

were made at the same time. However, performance of the behavior was 

actually over a six-month interval. These results extend the con

tentions of Zuckerman and Reis (1978) in two ways. First, the 

indication is that not only do intentions and behavior need to be 

measured at approximately the same time for a strong correlation to 
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exist between the two, but the actual performance of the target 

behavior must occur in close proximity to measurement of intentions. 

Secondly, in some instances, social norms may also predict behavior 

better than intentions. Zuckerman and Reis (1978) stated that the 

greater consistency expected of attitudes may also be expected of 

social and moral norms, because they are all generally anchored 

outside of the particular situation under investigation. 

Pomazal and Jaccard (1976), using a delay of only five days 

between measurement of intentions and the target behavior of blood 

donation, provided support for Fishbein's (1967) model and the con

tentions of Zuckerman and Reis (1978). Intentions were shown to be 

the best predictor of behavior and there was no direct link found 

between attitudes or social norms and behavior. However, even though 

the measurement delay was only five days, the correspondence between 

behavioral intentions and the target behavior was by no means one to 

one. Further investigation led Pomazal and Jaccard to conclude that a 

stronger intention-to-behavior relationship will be observed if the 

target behavior is not habitual or mindless, the potential helper has 

the necessary ability to provide the helping response, and performance 

of the behavior is not dependent on other persons or events. 

Researchers have shown that blood donation, an altruistic behav

ior, can be successfully predicted using Fishbein's (1967) model. 

Based upon this finding, it is proposed that the prediction of helping 

behavior may also be improved using this model. As previously noted, 

Johnson et al. (1984) were able to predict group productivity by 

assessing the degree to which group members were motivated to aid in 



the attainment of group goals. In their task, increased group produc

tivity was contingent upon help being provided to an ineffective group 

member. The probability that help would be provided was predicted 

from the Team Motivation subscale of the Worker Motivation Scale. 

Hypotheses 

Based on this review of the literature, the following hypotheses 

are proposed: 

1. Individuals measured as high in Team Motivation will help 

their teammates more than will individuals measured as low in Team 

Motivation. 

2. Optimal group productivity will be contingent upon effective 

helping between teammates. 

3. Highly Team-Motivated groups will be more productive than 

groups low in Team Motivation. 

4. Highly cohesive Team-Motivated groups will be more productive 

than Team-Motivated groups low in cohesion and groups low in Team 

Motivation, but highly cohesive will be more productive than groups 

low in both Team Motivation and cohesion. 

5. Productivity of groups composed of individuals measured as 

low in Team Motivation will improve significantly following verbal 

encouragement to behave in a more Team-Motivated manner. 

6. Moral norms will not add significantly (£ = .25) to the 

prediction of behavior in this situation. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Design 

A 2 X 2 X 3 design with repeated measures on the last factor was 

employed. Independent variables were high or low score on the Team 

Motivation subscale of the WMS and high or low group cohesion. The 

dependent measures were number of summed invoices on each trial and 

number of helping behaviors engaged in by the students. 

Subjects 

Two hundred undergraduate students enrolled in the introductory 

psychology or political science courses at Texas Tech University 

served as subjects. Voluntary participation was one means of ful

filling course requirements for the students enrolled in introductory 

psychology. Students enrolled in introductory political science 

received bonus points for volunteering to participate. After initial 

testing, students were divided into 40 dyads. 

Materials 

Students rated their subjective and personal norms regarding 

helping their teammates when working in a group on two, single item 

7-point disagree-agree scales (see Appendices A and B). As a measure 

of attitudes, students completed the Team Motivation and Prominence 

Motivation subscales of the Worker Motivation Scale (WMS; see Appendix 

24 
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C) . The WMS is a 19-item scale designed to measure the extent to 

which an individual is motivated to aid the group in goal attainment 

(Team Motivation), to enhance personal prominence (Prominence Motiva

tion) , or to improve group interactional quality (Affiliation Moti

vation; see Appendix D). A 7-point disagree-agree scaling format was 

used to indicate relative strength endorsement of each item. 

A factor analysis, using responses from 452 subjects on the WMS, 

was conducted by McDonald and George (1986). Based upon this analy

sis, 4 items were dropped from an original pool of 23 items. Subscale 

assignment was determined by highest factor loading for each item (see 

Appendix E) . In addition, the same data were used to develop norma

tive scores for the WMS (see Appendix F). 

The reliability and validity of the WMS were assessed by 

McDonald, George, Hoyer, and Roark (1986). In this study, 91 subjects 

completed the V?MS and the Wonderlic Personnel Test (Wonderlic, 1978). 

Three weeks later, the WMS was readministered. Test-retest reliabili

ties for the subscales were: (a) .57 for Team Motivation, (b) .66 for 

Affiliation Motivation, and (c) .58 for Prominence Motivation. 

Correlations between the Wonderlic Personnel Test and the WMS were not 

significant. 

Materials necessary for the task include invoices developed by 

Johnson et al. (1984; see Appendix G). Prices and quantity amounts 

were randomly selected for 10 items on each of 30 invoices. Hand

held calculators were used by the students to complete mathematical 

computations. Calculator skill was determined by having students 
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complete a timed calculator skill test. Students were given seven 

minutes to complete as many multiplication problems as possible. 

Procedure 

The experiment was conducted in two, 30-minute sessions. All 

students participated in the first session. Scales to assess atti

tudes, subjective norms, and personal norms were administered during 

the first session. Due to the nature of this task, intentions were 

not directly assessed. Measuring intentions, with the appropriate 

degree of specificity, would have placed the students in a high demand 

situation which might have biased the results. Students were asked to 

write their names on the questionnaires but were assured that their 

responses were confidential. The calculator skill test was 

administered. Students scoring extremely high or low in calculator 

ability were not used in the second half of this experiment. After 

completing the calculator skill test, students were told that a 

portion of the group would be requested to participate in an addi

tional 30-minute session and would be contacted by telephone by an 

assistant of the experimenters. The importance of attendance in the 

subsequent session was stressed. 

Students were divided into groups based upon their scores on the 

Team Motivation subscale of the WMS. Twenty groups were comprised of 

students scoring above the mean in Team Motivation, and 20 groups were 

comprised of students scoring below the mean in Team Motivation. The 

experimenter did not know the time assignments for high and low team-

motivated groups. The third individual in all groups was a confeder

ate. 
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Upon arrival at the second session, the confederate and students 

were randomly assigned to either the high or low cohesion condition. 

The students were asked to complete the Affiliation Motivation sub-

scale of the WMS (see Appendix D). The Affiliation Motivation 

subscale was used in the cohesion manipulation. Students' true scores 

on this scale were not actually used. After the experimenter had col

lected the scale from each of the students, group cohesion was manip

ulated. 

High Cohesion Condition 

Students were told: 

You are in an experiment designed to test how well three 
people working on a task can get along. The questionnaire 
you just completed indicates that the three of you can be 
expected to get along very well together. Research has 
shown that one of the most important factors in getting 
along together is that you have similar attitudes. Your 
individual scores on this questionnaire were nearly identi
cal. The experiment always goes much more smoothly when I 
get a group like yours. 

Low Cohesion Condition 

Students were told: 

You are in an experiment designed to test how well three 
people working on a task can get along. The questionnaire 
you just completed indicates that the three of you cannot be 
expected to get along very well together. Research has 
shown that one of the most important factors in getting 
along together is that you have similar attitudes. Your 
individual scores on this questionnaire were quite differ
ent. The experiment does not always go smoothly when I get 
a group like yours. 

Other investigators have successfully used this method for manipu

lating group cohesiveness (Harvey & Kelly, 1973; Megas, 1977). 

Megas (1977) found that subjects in the low cohesion condition were 
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significantly less attracted to other group members than were subjects 

in the high cohesion condition groups. 

Check on the Cohesiveness 
Manipulation 

After finishing the three trials, students completed a modified 

cohesiveness manipulation effectiveness check questionnaire taken from 

Schachter, Ellerston, McBride, and Gregory (1951; see Appendix H). 

The questions on this manipulation check were designed to measure the 

strength and feeling each individual group member has for the other 

group members. Using this questionnaire, Schachter et al. (1951) 

found that individuals in highly cohesive groups were more attracted 

to one another than individuals in groups low in cohesion. 

Experimental Task 

The groups participated in three 7-minute trials. Each trial was 

comprised of extending and summing 30 invoices. Each invoice con

tained prices and quantities for 10 items. Extending an invoice 

involved multiplying the price times the quantity for each item. The 

two students were seated together on one side of a table and were 

assigned the task of extending the invoices. Each student was given 

15 invoices to extend. The confederate, seated opposite the students, 

was assigned the task of summing the extended prices to arrive at a 

total sum for each invoice. 

Two baskets were placed in the center of the table within easy 

reach of the students and conferderate. One was clearly labeled 

"Invoices to be Summed" and the other was labeled "Completed 

Invoices." The confederate was instructed to sum only two invoices 
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per trial. This created a situation in which the students were able 

to extend more invoices than the confederate summed in each of three 

7-minute trials. Each invoice summed for the confederate, by the 

students, was recorded as a helping behavior. 

Just prior to the third trial, the experimenter gave the follow

ing instructions to all groups: "Remember, this experiment is 

designed to see how well three people working together can get along. 

Feel free to change the task design or to help one another if you 

believe this will make your group do a better job." The confederate 

was instructed not to give any suggestions on ways to improve group 

productivity, but to comply with any suggestions given to him by the 

students. To determine how many invoices were extended or summed by 

the students, group members completed the task using pens with 

different colored ink. Good performance, as measured by number of 

invoices summed, was contingent upon the students helping the 

confederate sum invoices. 

Students were then asked to complete a critical incident question 

(see Appendix I). This question was designed to determine if the 

students knew ways in which group productivity could be improved and 

their reasons for attempting or not attempting to improve group 

productivity. Students were briefed concerning the hypotheses under 

study and the manipulations of the experiment. The students were told 

that a final report of the study would be made available to them upon 

request. After the session, the confederate recorded behaviors by the 

students which promoted or failed to promote optimal group produc

tivity (see Appendix J). 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Cohesion Manipulation Check Results 

The coefficients of correlation among the three cohesion manipu

lation check questions are shown in Table 1. These correlations were 

sufficiently high to justify combining the questions to form a total 

cohesion score. As shown in Table 2, the analysis of variance with 

these scores demonstrated that the cohesiveness manipulation was 

successful (Low Cohesion M = 14.13, SD = 2.95; High Cohesion M = 

16.33, SD = 2.87). None of the other main effects or interactions 

were significant. 

Fate of the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that individuals measured as high in Team 

Motivation would help their teammates more than individuals measured 

as low in Team Motivation. A composite helping behavior score was 

computed by totaling the number of invoices summed by each student for 

the confederate across the three trials. The mean helping behavior 

score for individuals low in Team Motivation was not significantly 

different from the mean helping behavior score for individuals high in 

Team Motivation (Low Team Motivation M = .88, SD = 1.20; High Team 

Motivation M = .93, SD = 1.79). In the low Team Motivation groups, 

47% of the individuals engaged in helping behavior on one of the three 

trials. In the high Team Motivation groups, 42% of the individuals 
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TABLE 1 

Coefficients of Correlation Among the Three 
Cohesion Manipulation Check Questions 

(n = 80) 
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1 

3 

.80589* 

.624249* 

.60962* 

* p < .0001 

TABLE 2 

Analysis of Variance Check on Cohesiveness 
Manipulation (n = 80) 

Source 

Team (A) 
Cohesion (B) 
Psy or Pol Sci(C) 
Gender (D) 
A*B 
A*C 
A*D 
B*C 
B*D 
C*D 
A*B*C 
A*B*D 
B*C*D 
A*B*C*D 
Error 

S^ 

6.05 
96.80 
7.20 
.96 
1.80 
21.29 
7.10 
8.81 
2.40 
8.77 
.00 
.19 
.00 
.00 

611.11 

DF 

2 
64 

MS 

6.05 
96.80 
7.20 
.96 
1.80 
21.29 
7.10 
8.81 
2.40 
8.77 
.00 
.19 
.00 
.00 

F 

.63 
10.14 
.75 
.10 
.19 

2.23 
.74 
.92 
.25 
.92 

< 1 
2.07 
< 1 
< 1 

£ 

.4290 

.0022* 

.3884 

.7518 

.6656 

.1403 

.3917 

.3404 

.6175 

.3416 

.1553 

005 
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helped. The difference between the proportion of individuals engaging 

in helping behavior in the low Team Motivation groups was not signifi

cant from that of high Team Motivation groups [Chi Square (1,N=80) = 

.50, p = .45]. Hypothesis 1 was not supported. Table 3 presents the 

split plot ANOVA for helping behavior. The main effect for Team 

Motivation was not significant. The significant effects were for 

trials and for cohesion. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that optimal group productivity would be 

contingent upon effective helping behavior between teammates. The 

means and standard deviations for productivity and helping behavior 

are presented in Table 4. This hypothesis was supported. The corre

lation between group productivity and group helping behavior approach

ed unity and was significant [_r (38) = .98, p = .0001]. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that groups comprised of individuals high 

in Team Motivation would be more productive than groups comprised of 

individuals low in Team Motivation. Similarly, Hypothesis 4 predicted 

that highly cohesive Team-Motivated groups would be more productive 

than highly Team-Motivated groups who were low in cohesion, while 

groups low in Team Motivation, but highly cohesive, would be more 

productive than groups low in both Team Motivation and cohesion. The 

means and standard deviations for productivity are presented in Table 

5 by Team Motivation and cohesion and in Table 6 by condition. A 

two-by-two-by-three split plot ANOVA with repeated measures on the 

last factor was used to test the predictions of Hypotheses 3 and 4. 

As shown in Table 7, Hypothesis 3 was not supported and Hypothesis 4 

was only partially supported. Regardless of Team Motivation, highly 



TABLE 3 

Split Plot ANOVA for Helping Behavior 
Over Trials (n=80) 
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Source SS DF MS 

Between Subjects 

Team 
Cohesion 
Team*Cohesion 
Error 

.02 
2.82 
.27 

57.30 

1 
1 
1 
76 

.02 
2.82 
.27 
.75 

.02 
3.74 
.35 

.8822 

.0570* 

.5538 

Within Subjects 

Trials 
Trials*Team 
Trials*Cohesion 
Trials*Team*Cohesion 
Error (Trials*Ss) 

21.90 
.13 
.43 
.63 

56.90 

2 
2 
2 
2 

152 

10 .95 
.07 
.22 
.32 
.37 

29 .25 
.18 
.58 
.85 

.0001* 

.8370 

.5618 

.4312 

* p < .05 (one tail) 

TABLE 4 

Means and Standard Deviations for Productivity and 
Helping Behavior on Trial 1, Trial 2, and 

Trial 3 (n = 40 groups) 

Productivity Helping Behavior 

M SD M SD 

Trial 1 

Trial 2 

Trial 3 

Total Problem 

2.05 

2.25 

3.28 

7.60 

.35 

.93 

1.20 

2.18 

.10 

.25 

1.45 

1.80 

.50 

.93 

1.47 

2.44 
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TABLE 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for Productivity by 
Team Motivation and Cohesion (n = 20 groups) 

Trial 
Trial 
Trial 
Total 

Trial 
Trial 
Trial 
Total 

1 
2 
3 
Pr 

1 
2 
3 

oblem 

Problem 

Low Team 
Motivation 

M 

2.05 
2.30 
3.30 
7.65 

Low 
Cohesion 

M 

2.00 
2.00 
2.95 
6.95 

SD 

.22 

.98 
1.08 
1.95 

SD 

.00 

.00 
1.10 
1.10 

High Team 
Motivation 

M 

2.10 
2.20 
3.25 
7.55 

High 
Cohesion 

M 

2.15 
2.50 
3.60 
8.25 

SD 

.45 

.89 
1.33 
2.44 

SD 

.49 
1.28 
1.23 
2.77 

TABLE 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for Productivity 
by Condition (n = 10 groups) 

Trial 
Trial 
Trial 
Total 

1 
2 
3 
Problem 

Low Team 
Motivation 
Low 

M 

2.00 
2.00 
2.90 
6.90 

Cohesion 
SD 

.00 

.00 
1.10 
1.10 

High Team 
Motivation 
Low Cohesion 
M 

2.00 
2.00 
3.00 
7.00 

SD 

.00 

.00 
1.15 
1.15 

Trial 1 
Trial 2 
Trial 3 
Total Problem 

Low Team 
Motivation 
High Cohesion 

M SD 

2.10 
2.60 
3.70 
8.40 

.32 
1.35 
.95 

2.37 

High Team 
Motivation 
High Cohesion 

M SD 

2.20 
2.40 
3.50 
8.10 

.63 
1.26 
1.51 
3.25 
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Split Plot ANOVA for Productivity 
Over Trials (n=40 groups) 

Source SS DF MS 

Between Subjects 

Team 
Cohesion 
Team*Cohesion 
Error 

.03 
5.63 
.13 

56.07 

1 
1 
1 
36 

.03 
5.63 
.13 
1.56 

.02 
3.62 
.09 

.8845 

.0652* 

.7715 

Within Subjects 

Trials 
Trials*Team 
Trials*Cohesion 
Trials*Team*Cohesion 
Error (Trials*Groups) 

33.62 
.12 
1.32 
.22 

30.73 

2 
2 
2 
2 
72 

16 .81 
.06 
.66 
.11 
.43 

39.38 
.14 

1.54 
.25 

.0001 

.8725 

.2209 

.7765 

* p < .05 (one tail) 
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cohesive groups were more productive than groups low in cohesion (See 

Table 8). 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that productivity would increase following 

verbal encouragement to behave in a more Team Motivated manner. The 

means and standard deviations for productivity across trials are 

presented in Table 4 and the means and standard deviations for produc

tivity by Team Motivation and by cohesion across trials are presented 

in Table 5. A two-by-two-by-three ANOVA with repeated measures on the 

last factor was used to test this prediction. As previously shown in 

Table 7, this hypothesis was supported. The only substantial varia

bility in productivity, from the expected score of 2, was on Trial 3, 

following the verbal encouragement to behave in a more Team Motivated 

manner (see Table 4). In addition, a post hoc, two-by-two-by-three 

ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was used to test the 

prediction that helping behavior would increase following verbal 

encouragement to behave in a more Team Motivated manner. The results 

were similar to those obtained using productivity as the dependent 

variable (see Table 3 and Figure 1). 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that moral norms would not add signifi

cantly to the prediction of helping behavior in the present situation. 

The means and standard deviations for Team Motivation (TM), Prominence 

Motivation (PM), Affiliation Motivation (AM), Calculator Ability (CA) , 

Social Norms (SN), and Moral Norms (MN) are presented for the entire 

sample, by Team Motivation, and by cohesion in Tables 9 and 10. The 

results of the correlational analyses are presented in Tables 11 and 

12. As shown by the correlational matrix for the entire sample, the 
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TABLE 8 

Helping Behavior and Productivity Predicted 
and Observed Rank Orders by Condition 

HB & PROD HB & PROD 
Predicted Observed HELPING BEHAVIOR PRODUCTIVITY 

Condition Rank Order Rank Order M SD M SD 

Low TM, 
High COH 3 1 1.30 1.38 8.40 2.24 

High TM, 
High COH 1 2 1.15 2.03 8.10 3.08 

High TM, 
Low COH 2 3 .70 1.52 7.00 1.10 

Low TM, 
Low COH 4 4 .45 .83 6.90 1.04 
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Figure 1: Productivity and Helping Behavior Means on Each Trial. 
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Means and Standard Deviations for 
the Independent Variables and 
Helping Behavior (n = 80) 

M SD 

TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 
SN 
MN 
HBT 

49.19 
49.65 
47.21 
35.05 
4.26 
5.06 
.90 

10.77 
10.53 
11.12 
6.25 
1.32 
1.39 
1.51 

TABLE 10 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Independent Variables 
and Helping Behavior by Team Motivation and by 

Cohesion Level (n = 40) 

TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 
SN 
MN 
HBT 

TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 
SN 
MN 
HBT 

Low Team 
Motivation 

M 

39-85 
56.68 
43.90 
35.55 
4.28 
4.70 
.80 

Low 1 
M 

49.15 
49.78 
48.25 
36.13 
4.30 
5.08 
.58 

SD 

4.81 
9.22 
11.37 
5.65 
1.36 
1.54 
1.20 

Cohesion 
SD 

10.20 
10.41 
12.10 
5.49 
1.38 
1.38 
1.22 

High Team 
Motivation 

M 

58.53 
42.63 
50.53 
34.55 
4.25 
5.43 
.93 

High 
M 

49-23 
49.53 
46.18 
33.98 
4.23 
5.05 
1.23 

SD 

5.73 
6.19 
9.94 
6.84 
1.30 
1.13 
1.79 

Cohesion 
SD 

11.43 
10.78 
10.09 
6.83 
1.27 
1.41 
1.72 
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TABLE 11 

Coefficients of Correlation Among the 
Independent Variables (n = 80) 

PM AM CA SN MN 

TM -.62* 
PM 
AM 
CA 
SN .18 

20 
15 

-.02 
-.01 
.07 

-.01 
-.07 
.08 

-.08 

.28* 
-.12 
.25 
.05 

p < .05 

TABLE 12 

Coefficients of Correlation Among the Independent 
Variables by Team Motivation and by 

Cohesion Level (n = 40) 

TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 
SN 

TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 
SN 

PM 

-.11 

-.57* 

AM 

Low Team 

-.21 
.03 

Low 

.33 
-.19 

CA SN 

I Motivation 

-.01 
-.23 
-.11 

Cohesi 

.13 
-.02 
.05 

-.15 
-.23 
-.07 
-.21 

on 

.10 
-.11 
.12 

-.08 

MN 

-.02 
.01 
.35 
.02 
.05 

.38* 
-.17 
.50* 
.00 
.23 

PM 

-.04 

-.65* 

AM CA SN MN 

High Team Motivation 

-.05 .19 .14 
.16 .07 -09 

.31 .27 
.02 

High Cohesion 

.07 -.12 -.11 
-.11 -.01 -.04 

.07 .02 
-.10 

.26 

.21 
-.07 
.13 
.40* 

.19 
-.07 
-.04 
.08 
.14 

.01 
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anticipated positive relationship between TM, SN, and MN was only 

partially obtained. The correlation between TM and MN was positive 

and significant [r (78) = .28, p < .01]. However, the correlation 

between TM and SN was not significant [r (78) = -.01]. The relation

ship between SN and MN, although positive, was not significant [r (78) 

= .18]. The correlations between the predictor variables and total 

helping behavior (HBT) score for the entire sample, by Team Motiva

tion, and by cohesion are presented in Table 13. Considering the 

entire sample, the relationship between CA and HBT was positive and 

significant [r (78) = .35, p < .05]. Analyzing this result further, 

the relationship between CA and HBT for groups low in Team Motivation 

and groups high in cohesion was positive and significant [Low Team 

Motivation r (38) = .50, £ < .05; High Cohesion r (38) = .57, £ < 

.05]. However, the relationship between CA and HBT for groups high in 

Team Motivation and groups low in cohesion, although positive, was not 

significant [High Team Motivation r (38) = .27; Low Cohesion r (38) = 

.12]. The only other significant relationship was a negative rela

tionship between MN and HBT for groups low in cohesion [£ (38) = -.36, 

£ < .05]. To further illustrate these results, analyses were con

ducted using each cell of the two-by-two design (High TM, High 

Cohesion; High TM, Low Cohesion; Low TM, High Cohesion; Low TM, Low 

Cohesion). Table 14 presents the means and standard deviations for 

each cell. Table 15 presents the correlations between the independent 

variables and HBT score for each cell. As can be seen in Table 15, 

the relationship between CA and HBT was positive and significant for 

groups in the high TM and high cohesion condition and for groups in 
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Coefficients of Correlation Between the Independent 
Variables and Total Helping Behavior Score 

TM 
PM 
AM 
SN 
MN 
CA 

Entire 

n 

80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 

Sample 

r 

-.06 
-.04 
.02 

-.09 
-.20 
.35* 

Team 

n 

40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

Motivation 
Low High 

L ^ 

-.22 -.11 
-.07 -.01 
-.21 .19 
-.17 -.04 
-.26 -.20 
.50* .27 

n 

40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

Cohesion 
Low 
r 

.03 

.03 
-.02 
-.29 
-.36* 
.12 

High 
r 

-.12 
-.09 
.10 
.07 

-.10 
.57* 

.05 

TABLE 14 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Independent 
Variables and Helping Behavior by Condition 

(n = 20) 

TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 
SN 
MN 
HBT 

High 
High Coll 
M 

59.15 
42.15 
47.95 
33.00 
4.15 
5.35 
1.15 

TM 
lesion 
SD 

6.25 
6.88 
9.64 
6.74 
1.23 
1.23 
2.03 

High TM 
Low Cohesion 
M 

57.90 
43.10 
53.10 
36.10 
4.35 
5.50 
.70 

SD 

5.24 
5.55 
9.79 
6.75 
1.39 
1.05 
1.52 

Low 
High Cot 
M 

39.30 
56.90 
44.40 
34.95 
4.30 
4.75 
1.30 

TM 
lesion 

SD 

4.67 
8.76 
10.46 
6.95 
1.34 
1.55 
1.38 

Low TM 
Low Cohesion 
M 

40.40 
56.45 
43.40 
36.15 
4.25 
4.65 
.45 

SD 

5.00 
9.89 
12.46 
4.04 
1.41 
1.57 
-83 
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TABLE 15 

Coefficients of Correlation Between the Independent 
Variables and Helping Behavior by Team 
Motivation and by Cohesion (n = 20) 

TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 
SN 
MN 

High TM 
High Cohesion 

-.12 
-.13 
.34 
.54* 
.31 

-.04 

Helping 

High TM 
Low Cohesion 

-.15 
.21 
.10 
.02 

-.42 
-.43 

Behavior 

Low TM 
High Cohesion 

-.28 
-.22 
-.19 
.64* 

-.25 
-.16 

Low T>I 
Low Cohesion 

-.06 
.10 

-.34 
.42 

-.10 
-.52* 

p < .05 
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the low TM and high cohesion condition [High TM, High Cohesion r_ (18) 

= .54, £ < .05; Low TM, High Cohesion r (18) = .64, £ < .005]. The 

relationship between CA and HBT, although positive, was not signifi

cant for groups in the high TM and low cohesion condition and groups 

in the low TM and low cohesion condition [High TM, Low Cohesion r_ (18) 

= .02; Low TM, Low Cohesion r (18) = .42]. The only other significant 

relationship was a negative relationship between MN and HBT for groups 

in the low TM and low cohesion condition [£ (18) = -.52, £ < .05]. 

Reviewing these results in conjunction with those presented in Table 

13 indicates that the groups contributing the most to the strong 

positive correlation between CA and HBT are the groups in the condi

tion of low TM and high cohesion; further, the groups contributing the 

most to the strong positive correlation between high cohesion and HBT 

are the groups in the high TM and high cohesion condition. It is also 

evident that the strong negative correlation between MiN and HBT is a 

function of groups in the low TM and low cohesion condition. 

Hypothesis 6 was assessed by the forward selection technique in 

the stepwise regression procedure. As shown in Table 16, CA and MN 

were the best predictors of HBT. Therefore, null hypothesis 6 is 

rejected. The maximum R^ improvement technique was also used to 

assess Hypothesis 6. This method finds the best one-variable predic

tion model, the best two-variable prediction model, and so forth for 

all the predictors in the model. This analysis is presented in 

Appendix K. The results were similar to those obtained using the 

stepwise procedure. CA was the best one-variable predictor model and 
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TABLE 16 

Forward Selection Stepwise Analysis (n = 80) 

Step Predictor Partial R̂  Model R̂  C(P) F £ 

1 CA .12 .12 1.92 10.94 .001 

2 MN .05 .17 -.29 4.40 .039 

Note: No other variables met the .15 significance level for entry 
into the model. 
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CA and MN was the best two-variable predictor model. The other pre

dictors added nonsignificant increments to R^. 

Analyzing the results presented in Table 16 and Appendix K in 

conjunction with the correlations presented among CA, MN, and HBT in 

Table 13 shows that even though both CA and MN were significant pre

dictors of HBT, the relationships were very different. The corre

lation between CA and HBT was positive, while the correlation between 

MN and HBT was negative. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The present experiment tested the relative utility of TM, norms, 

and cohesion for predicting helping behavior. The data support the 

view that the cohesiveness of the groups (as manipulated) determines 

the helpfulness of group members better than group members' TM level 

or the norms operating within the groups. The Omega squared estimate 

of variance accounted for in the amount of group member initiated 

helping behavior by the two levels of cohesion was .03, with an effect 

size in standard deviation units of .44. It was further noted that 

group member ability to perform their subtasks was the best predictor 

of behavior. As previously reported, group member calculator ability 

accounted for 12% of the variance in helping behavior. 

The task used was a variation of one employed by Johnson et al. 

(1984). In their design, a confederate extended invoices priced by 

one subject, while the other subject totaled the extended prices. The 

confederate was instructed to extend two invoices on each trial, 

finishing the first invoice after approximately 5 minutes of the 

10-minute trial had elapsed. This created a situation in which the 

subject pricing the invoices completed the task about five minutes 

after the start of each trial and the subject totaling the invoices 

had nothing to do for the first five minutes. Improving group pro

ductivity was contingent on the subjects' helping the slow confederate 

47 
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TM was found to successfully predict group productivity. This finding 

was replicated by Kesterson (1986). 

Important differences between the task design used in the present 

experiment and the one used by Johnson et al. (1984) were: (a) the 

number of trials, (b) the length of each trial, and (c) the amount of 

idle time each subject was allowed. In the present experiment, the 

confederate totaled the extended invoices instead of extending in

voices. In the Johnson et al. (1984) experiment, there were two 

10-minute trials and if no helping behavior was initiated, both 

subjects were idle for approximately 5 minutes on each trial because 

they had either completed pricing the invoices (Subject 1) or they had 

not been given an invoice to total (Subject 3). In the present 

experiment, there were three 7-minute trials and the subjects could 

continue to work on their subtasks, without completing their group's 

assigned task for the entire trial period. 

Decreasing the trial length increased the importance of ability. 

As described in the procedures section, calculator ability was 

assessed prior to the experimental sessions. One subject scoring more 

than three standard deviations below the mean in calculator ability 

was excluded from further participation. However, a wide range of 

ability levels remained (Range = 22 to 51). The correlation between 

calculator ability and helping behavior was positive and significant 

[r (78) = .35, £ < .005]. Increasing the importance of calculator 

ability by decreasing the trial length and using subjects with a wide 

range of ability levels affected the importance of other variables for 

prediction in this situation. For example, subjects may have noticed 
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and interpreted the situation as one in which they needed to help the 

slow group member (confederate) in order to improve the productivity 

of the group. In many instances, however, they did not have the skill 

necessary to assume responsibility for providing the help. This was 

the case even when the subjects were high in TM or held norms pro

scribing helping behavior in small, task-oriented groups. Without the 

calculator skill necessary to help, subjects may not have been able to 

behave consistently with their own personal predispositional charac

teristics. 

Additionally, subjects in the present experiment, as compared to 

those in the Johnson et al. (1984) experiment, had relatively little 

time to process the situation cognitively and to consider alternative 

productivity enhancing strategies. This factor, in conjunction with 

decreased trial length, directly influenced the failure of the present 

experiment to replicate earlier findings. Subjects participating in a 

situation in which there is little time allowed to think about the 

task and ways to improve the group's productivity cannot be expected 

to rely on personal characteristics, such as TM level or helping 

behavior norms, to guide their behavior. However, the results of the 

present experiment did demonstrate that even manipulated cohesion can 

affect group performance under some conditions. 

Rutkowski, Cruder, and Romer (1983) have shown that altering the 

cohesiveness of a four-member group will affect the amount of helping 

behavior initiated in emergency situations. In their experiment, 

individuals in highly cohesive groups were more helpful than individu

als in groups low in cohesion. This effect was replicated in the 
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present experiment using three-member groups. Rutkowski et al. (1983) 

interpreted their results as indicating that highly cohesive group 

members were more motivated to conform to group norms than were those 

in groups low in cohesion. In the present experiment, the norms of 

individuals in groups, whether low or high in cohesion, did not 

correlate in a positive and significant manner with helping behavior 

(see Table 13). The only significant relationship was a strong 

negative correlation between moral norms and helping behavior for 

groups in the low cohesion condition. It is proposed that, in this 

instance, highly cohesive group members responded as a unit, eliminat

ing the inhibitory influence of the bystander effect proposed by 

Latane and Darley (1970). This interpretation was suggested by Dovido 

(1984) as an alternative explanation for the results of Rutkowski et 

al. (1983). The present experiment provides further support for 

Dovido's (1984) reinterpretation by demonstrating that the cohesive

ness of the group, regardless of salient norms, affected the degree of 

helping behavior initiated. In addition, the present experiment 

advances knowledge in the area of helping behavior by demonstrating 

this effect in nonemergency situations. 

The effect group cohesion had on the emergence of helping behav

ior, in the present experiment, is clear. The effect the artifactual 

negative correlation between TM and PM had on behavior, however, is 

not so evident. TM and PM were conceptualized by Johnson et al. 

(1984) as independent interactional styles. TM was defined as the 

extent to which individuals were motivated to aid the group in goal 

attainment and PM was defined as the extent to which individuals were 
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motivated to achieve personal prominence. A factor analysis, using 

responses from 452 subjects, provided support for the independence of 

these constructs. Kesterson (1986) also reported a nonsignificant 

correlation between TM and PM in an independent sample from the same 

population [r (196) = .13]. 

In the present experiment, students were chosen based on their TM 

score. Subjects scoring above the mean in TM were assigned to the 

high TM condition, while those scoring below the mean in TM were 

assigned to the low TM condition. However, an additional restriction 

was used for selection. Students above the mean in TM were required 

to have had a higher TM than PM score to be selected. Similarly, 

students below the mean in TM had to have had a lower TM than PM score 

to be selected. These decision rules created an artifactually high 

negative correlation between TM and PM [r (78) = -.62, £ < .0002]. 

The above selection procedure was used to assess each of the 

alternative actions a person might perform in any situation (Fishbein, 

1980). It was an attempt to maximize the probability that students 

chosen for either high or low TM groups were properly categorized. It 

was anticipated that assigning students to groups based solely on 

their TM score might lead to misclassification in some instances. 

However, this strategy ignored the relative independence of TM and PM 

and led to choosing students in which TM and PM were significantly 

negatively correlated. This circumstance may have contributed to the 

failure of the present experiment to provide support for TM as a 

predictor of helping behavior. It can be concluded, from the results 

of the present experiment, that individuals scoring high in TM and low 
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in PM, participating in groups low in cohesion are not motivated to 

aid the group in goal attainment. Research determining the differ

ential effects of varying levels of TM, PM, and AM, however, has been 

minimal. Future researchers should beware of this constraint and use 

only the subscale related to the behavior in question for purposes of 

selection. In addition, it is hoped that research will be conducted 

to determine the effect different levels of TM, PM, and AM have on 

behavior in various group, task, and behavior settings. 

Evidence for the effect that high levels of AM has on the behav

ior of individuals working in low cohesion groups was generated in the 

present experiment. As previously shown in Table 13, the relationship 

between calculator ability and helping behavior was positive and 

significant [_r (78) = .35, £ < 05]. This means that students with 

more ability to help were more helpful than students with lower 

ability levels. However, as shown in Table 15, the significant 

positive relationship was only evident in two of the four conditions. 

For groups in the low TM, low cohesion condition, the relationship 

between calculator ability and helping behavior, although positive, 

did not quite reach significance. In contrast, there was practically 

no relationship between calculator ability and helping behavior for 

groups in the high TM, low cohesion condition. Further investigation 

found that the mean AM score for students in the high TM, low cohesion 

condition was almost one standard deviation higher than for students 

in the other three conditions (see Table 14). 

Individuals scoring high in AM have been conceptualized as more 

concerned with the interpersonal quality of the group than with the 
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attainment of group goals (TM) or with the advancement of personal 

prominence (PM). It is suggested that the cohesion manipulation 

affected the students in the high TM, low cohesion condition more than 

students in the other conditions, in part because of their relatively 

high scores in AM. The unexpected prevalence of the students high in 

AM, in a high TM group, may have added to the failure of the present 

experiment to support the notion that individuals high in TM would be 

more helpful than would individuals low in TM. However, it is diffi

cult to determine, from the results of the present experiment, if the 

failure to provide support for TM as a predictor of helping behavior 

in the present task situation was primarily due to individuals in the 

high Team Motivation, low cohesion condition having low PM scores or 

high AM scores. Further research is necessary before the differential 

affects of TM, PM, and AM can be determined. 

In review, the failure of the present experiment to replicate the 

findings of prior researchers, using the TM subscale of the WMS to 

predict helping behavior was due to alterations in the task design, 

the subject selection procedure used, and the concentration of sub

jects high in AM in one-half of the groups in a high TM condition. 

Further, it is proposed that the failure to provide support for 

Fishbein and Ajzen's (1970) model may have been primarily due to 

alterations in the task design. As a consequence of problems associ

ated with altering the task design, no definitive statements regarding 

the utility of their model for predicting helping behavior can be made 

from the results of the present experiment. Indeed, it may prove to 

be impossible to test the Fishbein-Ajzen (1970) and George (1962) 
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models in a single experiment, since the former assumes that types are 

causes while the latter assumes that short-lived traits facilitate 

helping behavior. However, it is suggested, due to the negative and 

significant correlation between moral norms and helping behavior in 

the present situation, that the distinction between moral and nonmoral 

situations might still prove useful for determining the relative 

utility of moral norms for predicting behavior (Gorsuch & Ortberg, 

1983). 

The importance of situational factors for predicting behavior was 

reemphasized in the present experiment. George (1977) noted that the 

task situation can be viewed in terms of the degree of structure 

(degree of role differentiation), and the degree of flexibility 

(probability of a role interchange requirement). A team is an example 

of a group both highly structured and highly flexible; although 

members have assigned roles, there is a high probability that members 

will be called upon to aid each other in the completion of the task. 

A crew is an example of a group which, while highly structured, has a 

low degree of flexibility; members do not expect role interchange to 

be necessary in the completion of the task. Because role interchange 

is not expected in a crew situation, when an event occurs in which 

help is needed, it becomes critical for the group members to notice, 

interpret, assume responsibility, decide on a course of action, and 

perform the needed response. 

The task designed for the present experiment was intended to 

model the crew task situation. The task roles were well defined, and 

appeared simple so that one would expect each member to possess the 
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ability to complete their own task. The confederate created the 

situation in which help was needed by demonstrating an extreme slow

ness in performance. It was assumed that this manipulation would 

provide the students with an opportunity to improve group productivity 

by coming to the aid of the slow group member. Neither TM level of 

group members, or the norms operating within the group, predicted who 

would help in the present experiment. However, two manipulated 

situational variables did determine helping behavior. These were the 

cohesion level of the group and verbal encouragement to behave in a 

more helpful manner. 

As previously defined, the present experiment employed a nonemer

gency crew task. The probability of role interchange was not antici

pated and time to process the help necessitating event cognitively and 

to decide on a course of action was minimal. However, the initiation 

of helping behavior was critical for optimizing group productivity. 

In the present experiment, the link between helping behavior and group 

productivity was strongly established. 

George's (1977) model of small unit functioning is presented in 

Figure 2. In the present experiment, the importance of ability was 

reemphasized as a determinant of small unit performance. A group can 

not perform well if its members are not competent. In the small group 

literature, there are many contradictory findings on the importance of 

personal and situational characteristics for predicting group 

productivity. In George's (1977) model, these characteristics are 

referred to as symptomatic variables. Support for the determinant 

effect these variables have on helping behavior was provided in the 
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present experiment. Specifically, manipulated group cohesion level 

predicted which groups would be the most productive by determining 

which group members would help their teammates. Individuals partici

pating in highly cohesive groups, who had the ability to help, did 

help their teammates more than individuals in groups low in cohesion. 

However, individuals in groups low in cohesion, even if they had the 

ability, were not helping their teammates (see Table 15). Thus, if 

individuals have the ability to help their teammates, symptomatic 

variables will determine who will help. 

Task situations, such as the one used in the present experiment, 

occur frequently in organizational settings. In this type of setting, 

workers can be conditioned to mindlessly perform their own task 

without regard for group productivity or they can be encouraged to 

operate as a cohesive whole concerned with the optimization of group 

efficiency. Helping behavior and, thus, productivity were substan

tially increased, in the present experiment, by simply informing 

subjects that they had similar attitudes and could be expected to get 

along well together, and by encouraging them to help each other if 

they felt group productivity would be improved. These relatively 

simple manipulations were successful and indicated that helping 

behavior can be shaped in groups of individuals working as a crew in 

nonemergency situations, especially if the group is highly cohesive. 

The findings of the present experiment can be applied in several 

ways by people concerned with the optimization of a group's produc

tivity. Increased work group cohesion has been a major by-product 

of many recently developed organizational effectiveness enhancing 
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strategies. For example, the present data suggest that the success of 

Quality Circles (QC), a strategy adopted from Japan for enhancing the 

potential of an organization's human resources, may have been largely 

due to the increased cohesiveness of the work group. 

In an experiment conducted by Marks, Mirvis, Hackett, and Grady 

(1986), QC participants were more productive and absent less than 

workers not involved in the QC process. It was suggested by Marks et 

al. (1986) that QC participation was effective by providing the 

workers with both information about organizational changes and by 

providing social, emotional support during these changes. It is 

further suggested, based on the results of the present experiment, 

that QC participation increased the cohesiveness of the work group 

and, thereby, increased both helping behavior and productivity. 

Also indicated by the results of the present experiment was the 

importance of verbal encouragement to behave in a helpful manner. 

George (1962) has shown that it is possible to train individuals in 

helping behavior. Future researchers might concentrate on devising 

and validating effective methods for training individuals to be more 

helpful in small, task-oriented groups. The effect size, in standard 

deviation units, of verbal encouragement to behave in a more team-

motivated manner between trials 2 and 3 for helping behavior was 1.00 

and for productivity was .97. Encouraging helping behavior in 

training environments and consistently reinforcing the emergence of 

that type of response should increase the probability that helping 

among teammates will occur. Though verbal encouragement by the 

experimenter (authority figure) just prior to the event requiring 
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helping behavior was sufficient, in the present situation, to increase 

helping, there are many instances in which verbally reinforcing 

helping behavior directly is not practical or even possible. 

One such instance involves the aviation community. Increasing 

awareness of the failure of many aircrew members to provide helping 

behaviors necessary for the completion of a safe flight have made this 

an important arena for research on helping behavior. Foushee (1984) 

suggested that human errors, which are prevalent in many airline 

disasters, tend to be associated with two types of nonproductive 

behaviors. In the first instance, members of the crew fail to provide 

the pilot with vital information at a critical moment. In the second 

instance, the pilot fails to act upon the information when it is 

provided. The obviously undesired outcome resulting from both of 

these types of behaviors is that the plane crashes. Less dramatic and 

less well publicized are the numerous instances in which the initia

tion of nonemergency helping behavior would have added to the effi

ciency of the aircrew, increased the safety of the flight, and 

decreased the probability that the aircrew would have to respond to a 

true emergency. 

Employees of commercial airlines, especially the cockpit crews, 

were most often trained in military programs. These individuals were 

trained to be highly disciplined, suggesting a decreased ability for 

the acceptance of role interchange. The cockpit situation is a crew 

setting, where members have been carefully trained in their partic

ular roles and are considered to be experts on their tasks. Role 

interchange is not expected and does not occur under normal flying 
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conditions. When a situation arises in which helping behavior is 

needed, it is contrary to the group's normal functioning mode to aid 

the other group members. However, retraining these group members to 

be more helpful and to be more receptive of help offered would 

probably increase the effectiveness of this small, task-oriented 

group, if helping behavior is consistently reinforced. Obviously, 

this would require more than just verbal encouragement to behave in a 

more helpful manner. However, it is clear that researchers should 

concentrate on increasing the cohesiveness of the group and setting up 

reinforcement contingencies that truly facilitate effective helping 

among crew members. 

The present experiment provides support for the contention that 

if group members have the ability to help and time to decide on a 

course of action they will help more if they are encouraged to help 

and if they are participating in a highly cohesive group. The 

applicability for these findings, outside the laboratory, may be in 

the importance of designing training situations in which helping 

behavior among teammates is encouraged and consistently reinforced in 

order to improve the real world functioning of the small task-oriented 

group. While the variables to be considered in this type of applied 

research are numerous, the focus of the present study has been on only 

a few. Future researchers will need to beware of situational factors 

which might affect the interrelationships among individual and group 

variables across operational environments. 
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Name 

Rate the degree to which you agree with the statement by marking on 

the scale below from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). 

VJhen I am working in a group, most people who are important to me feel 

I should help my teammates if that will increase group productivity, 

even if it means I will not be able to complete my assigned task. 

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 

Disagree Agree 



APPENDIX B 

PERSONAL NORMS OF INDIVIDUALS IN 

TASK-ORIENTED GROUPS 
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Name 
Rate the degree to which you agree with the statement by marking on 
the scale below from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). 

When I am working in a group, I personally feel I have a moral obliga
tion to help my teammates, regardless of the consequences. 

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
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Name 
Rate the degree to which you agree with each statement by marking on 
the attached answer sheet from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly 
Agree). 

1. I would prefer to be known as a good team player than as a 
successful person. 

2. The most important quality of a leader is an ability to get 
things done. 

3. Generally, I prefer that my group's effort be praised than my 
individual effort. 

4. In order to be successful, often you must ignore the needs of 
others. 

5. I would prefer to be admired by others than to be accepted by 
them. 

6. I would prefer to work productively alone than in a productive 
group. 

7. I would be highly aggressive in order to obtain personal success. 
8. Generally, cooperation is better than competition. 
9. The most important quality of a leader is to be easy-to-talk-to. 
10. Failure of my group on an important project is worse than if my 

self-respect is damaged. 
11. As a leader, I rarely need help making decisions. 
12. Helping to complete a group task is more important than being 

recognized and accepted by the group. 
13. Having good friends is more important than being successful. 
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AFFILIATION MOTIVATION SUBSCALE OF 
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Name 
Rate the degree to which you agree with each statement by marking on 
the attached answer sheet from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly 
Agree). 

1. I would prefer to work on a committee of friendly people than a 
committee of hard workers. 

2. Praise for my efforts is more important to me than a feeling of 
personal satisfaction with my performance. 

3. I find I only feel happy when I am with other people. 
4. Generally, I tend to follow the crowd. 
5. Working with friendly people is more important than the type of 

work I do. 
6. I would rather be known as the friendliest member of a group than 

the most productive. 
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TABLE 17 

Factor Loadings 

Item TM PM AM 

1 .42 

2 .35 

3 .32 

4 .40 

5 .48 

6 .44 

7 .33 

8 .42 

9 .36 

10 .37 

11 .47 

12 .36 

13 --33 

14 .50 

15 .43 

16 -41 

17 .38 

18 .45 

19 -.42 
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NORMATIVE SCORES FOR ITEMS ON THE 

WORKER MOTIVATION SCALE 
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TABLE 18 

Normative Scores 

T 
Score 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 

TM 
Score 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

PM 
Score 

7 
8 

9 

10 

11 
12 

13 
14 

15 
16 

17 

18 
19 

20 

21 
22 

23 

24 
25 

AM 
Score 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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TABLE 18 - Continued 

T 
Score 

52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 

TM 
Score 

28 

29 

30 
31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 
40 

41 

42 

PM 
Score 

26 
27 

28 

29 
30 

31 

32 
33 

34 
35 

36 

37 
38 

39 

40 
41 

42 

43 
44 

45 
46 

47 

48 
49 

AM 
Score 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

Mean = 50, SD = 10 
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Quantity 

126 

380 

158 

239 

201 

154 

146 

78 

169 

399 

Invoice 

Price 

109.36 

271.23 

160.48 

166.46 

212.25 

168.79 

164.26 

133.29 

156.42 

127.52 

T o t a l 

T o t a l Sum 
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Name 
Rate your opinion about your team and teammates by marking on the 
scales below each question from 1 (Very Little) to 7 (Very Much). 

1. How did you like your team? 

Very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very 
Little Much 

2. If you were working in another experiment, how much would you 
like to work with these same people? 

Very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very 
Little Much 

3. How much do you think you would like to see your teammates again? 

Very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very 
Little Much 
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Name 

Write a short paragraph outlining what you did or could have done to 
help this group complete more invoices and state your reasons for 
doing or not doing these things. 
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GROUP PROCESS OBSERVATIONS MADE 

BY THE CONFEDERATE 
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Group 

Briefly summarize the amount and type of help provided by the subjects 
in this group. 



APPENDIX K 

MAXIMUM R2 IMPROVEMENT TECHNIQUE 
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TABLE 19 

Maximum R^ Improvement Technique 

Step 1 Variable Entered = CA R^ = .1230 C(P) = 1.9249 

SS DF MS 

Regression 
Error 
Total 

Intercept 

22.28 
158.92 
181.20 

B Value 

-2.08 

1 
78 
79 

SE 

22.28 
2.04 

Type II SS 

10.94 .0014 

CA .08 03 22.28 10.94 .0014 

Step 2 Variable Entered-MN R2 = .1704 C(P) = -.2917 

Regression 
Error 
Total 

Intercept 

MN 
CA 

SS 

30.88 
150.32 
181.20 

B Value 

-.96 

-.24 
.09 

DF 

2 
77 
79 

SE 

.11 

.03 

MS 

15.44 
1.95 

Type II £S 

8.60 
23.53 

F 

7.91 

F 

4.40 
12.06 

E 

.0008 

E 

.0391 

.0009 



TABLE 19 - Continued 

89 

Step 3 Variable Entered = PM R2 = .1743 C(P) = 1.3630 

Regression 
Error 
Total 

Intercept 

MN 
PM 
CA 

Step 4 

Regression 
Error 
Total 

Intercept 

MN 
PM 
AM 
CA 

S^ 

31.59 
149.61 
181.20 

B Value 

-.96 

-.25 
-.009 
.09 

Variable Entered-

SS 

31.89 
149.31 
181.20 

B Value 

-.70 

-.26 
-.008 
.006 
.09 

DF 

3 
76 
79 

SE 

.11 

.02 

.03 

-AM 

DF 

4 
75 
79 

SE 

.12 

.02 

.01 

.03 

MS 

10.53 
1.97 

Type II S^ 

R2 

9.07 
.70 

23.47 

= .1760 

MS 

7.97 
1.99 

Type II S^ 

9.34 
.59 
.30 

23.03 

F 

5.35 

F 

4.61 
.36 

11.92 

C(P) ' 

F 

4.00 

F 

4.69 
.29 
.15 

11.57 

E 

.0023 

E 

.0350 

.5516 

.0009 

= 3.2156 

E 

.0054 

£ 

.0334 

.5891 

.6987 

.0011 
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Step 5 Variable Entered = TM R2 = .1776 C(P) = 5.0687 

SS DF MS 

Regression 
Error 
Total 

Intercept 

MN 
TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 

32.19 
149.01 
181.20 

B Value 

-.17 

-.25 
-.007 
-.01 
.006 
.09 

5 
74 
79 

SE 

.12 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.03 

6.44 
2.01 

Type II SS 

8.06 
.30 
.88 
.35 

22.70 

3.20 

F 

4.00 
, .15 

.44 

.18 
11.27 

.0115 

£ 

.0491 

.7008 

.5095 

.6758 

.0012 

Step 6 Variable Entered-SN R2 = .1784 C(P) = 7.0000 

SS DF MS 

Regression 
Error 
Total 

Intercept 

SN 
MN 
TM 
PM 
AM 
CA 

32.33 
148.87 
181.20 

B Value 

.02 

-.03 
-.24 
-.008 
-.01 
.006 
.09 

6 
73 
79 

SE -

.13 

.13 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.03 

5.39 
2.04 

Type II S^ 

.14 
7.35 
.35 
.95 
.38 

22.08 

2.64 

F 

.07 
3.61 
.17 
.47 
.18 

10.83 

.0225 

E 

.7940 

.0615 

.6807 

.4960 

.6693 

.0015 




