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Abstract / Ozet



The present research examines the motives thatliendarious types of helping, across
different cultures. It comprises one review chaptad five empirical studies that address the
question of whether different types of helping,ingkplace in different cultures are only
driven by conscious (i.e., explicit) motives thabple ascribe to themselves, or also by
unconscious (i.e., implicit) motivational forcesoh specifically, this research comprises
data on the link between implicit and explicit nvation to different types of helping (i.e.,
spontaneous helping, volunteering, helping clokerst and helping strangers) across
Germany, Hong Kong, the Netherlands, Turkey, aediB. Findings portray that —in
addition to self-reported (explicit) motives- helgican also be driven by implicit
(unconscious) motives, depending on type of helpimgjon the (cultural) context in which
helping occurs. By that, findings obtained subs&digtextend our understanding for
motivational antecedents of helping and demonsthatiethe story of helping includes “more
than you can tell”.

Keywords:culture,helping, implicit motivation, prosocial behavioglunteering

Mevcut aratirma, ¢gitli yardimlasma turlerininin olgmasinin altinda yatan nedenleri farkl
kulttrler arasinda incelelgerigi, var olan arstirmalari inceleyip 6zetleyen bir bélimden ve
bes ampirik calsmadan olgmaktadir. Bu bélimler farkl kiltirlerde yer alaargimlgma
eylemlerinin ne derece bilingsiz (yani 6rtik) migiftarafindan ve ne derece insanlarin
kendilerine atfettikleri (yani acik) motifler taratlan harekete gecirilglisorusunu ele alirlar.
Arastirmalar ortik ve acik motifler ve farkli yardingtaa eylemleri arasindaki (yani spontane
yardimlgma veya gonulliluk, yakin insanlara yardim veyaayadlara yardim) gantiyi
Almanya, Hong Kong, Hollanda, Turkiye ve ABD dedeledilms veriler dgrultusunda
incelemekteler. Bulgularin tumu yardirghaa eylemlerinin acik (yani bilin¢li) motifler
disinda — yardimlgmanin tirtine ve kultlrel ortamagbieolarak - ortuk (bilingsiz) motifler
tarafindan da harekete gecirilebfohe isaret ediyor. Boylelikle elde edilen bulgular
yardimlgma eylemlerinin motivasyonel temelleri konusundailgilerimizi buyuk ol¢tide
ilerletip, yardimlama hikayesinin "anlatabildinin 6tesine” gecgini géstermektedir.
Anahtar kelimelerKiltar, yardimlama, ortik motivasyon, olumlu sosyal

davranglar, gonullaluk
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Introduction

Helping happens every day and everywhere. Newspagrer full of stories about “helping
hands”, about heroic acts of individuals, and @iNe helping movements. For instance,
Turkey in 1999: hundreds of people rushed intoetithquake area to save lives; the USA in
2005: donations and volunteers were able to helpstéinds of individuals who suffered from
Hurricane Katrina; or China in 2008: hundreds olumteers cooked for earthquake victims.
These reports describe events in different plaatedifferent times, and with different people,
but they are all about the same act: Helping. \Buy do people help? And are the reasons or
motives to help always the same, regardless ofyipe of helpingand regardless afho is
helping? One way to find out would be to simply ask that® actually help; ask them to tell
us their story ofwhy they help. But would they really know and be aldetdll the whole
story? To provide an answer, | started to reviesvlitierature on helping, on different types of
helping, and on helping in different (cultural) ¢exts. | conducted research, collected data,
analyzed it and tried to make sense. What | fogrtat the story about helping is “more than

you can tell”, and | want to share this story wjthu.

Helping as the Broadest Category of Prosocial Behar

Prosocial behavior is a collective term that cegdgum variety of activities that are all
characterized through being beneficial to othesqeas or the society in general (Pilliavin,
Dovidio, Gaertner, & Clark, 1981). Prosocial belwadan be divided in three types, being (a)
altruism, (b) cooperation, and (c) helping. To gyads altruism, the prosocial act has to be
entirely selfless, meaning that no positive outcefioe the helper are allowed. Conversely, to
gualify as cooperation a prosocial act has to bbegeficial outcomes for both the actor and
the recipient. Finally, helping occurs when a poisloact brings positive outcomes to a
recipient. It is thereby irrelevant whether the het additional positive outcomes for the
helper and whether it is motivated through selfasgy goals (Dovidio, Pilliavin, Schroeder,
& Penner, 2006). Hence, we focus on helping adtbadest and least restricted category of

prosocial acting.

Why Do People Help?
Psychological research on helping predominantlestigates personological characteristics

that underlie helping, and asks the question “Wéhmore likely to help” (see Penner et al.,
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2005). Mainly dispositional and motivational valied were proposed as characteristics that
discriminate between helpers and non-helpers. Rstamce, empathic concern, or other
empathy related constructs, were often found tadseciated with helping (for a review see
Batson, Ahmad, Lishner, & Tsung, 2002; Finkelstddenner, & Brannick, 2005; Penner,
2002). Other antecedents revolve around moral anthlsresponsibility (Cemalcilar, 2009;
Miller, Bersoff, & Harwood, 1990), prosocial valuientation (Carlo, Okun, Knight, & de
Guzman, 2005; McClintock & Allison, 2006), and agmbleness (Carlo et al.,, 2005;
Graziano, Habashi, Sheese, & Tobin., 2007; SmitiN&son, 1975). However, a major
limitation of such research is that it mainly rdlien self-reported dispositions or motivations
to explore the characteristics that differentiagéénzen those who help and those who do not.
While it seems evident that human behavior is lyadiiven only through conscious (i.e.,
explicit, self-attributed) forces (Baumeister, Masnpo, & Vohs, 2011), helping has rarely
been examined in light of both implicit and expgliprocesses anteceding helping. Research
conducted as part of the present dissertation agésethis shortcoming, and examines the
effects of implicit and explicit helping motivatian helping (both intentions to help and real

helping behaviors).

Moving beyond Self-Reports: Including Implicit Motivation
Two different motivational systems exist that cahbinfluence behavior: implicit motives
and explicit motives (McClelland, Koestner, & Weanger, 1989). Results of numerous
studies confirm that implicit and explicit motivase independent from each other. Findings
generally reveal no or only a weak statistical treftabetween the two concepts (Baumann,
Kaschel, & Kuhl, 2005; Hofer, Busch, Bond, Li, & Wwa2010; Spangler, 1992). Implicit and
explicit motives do not refer to assessing the saoreept via different types of measures,
but in fact refer to two different motivational niemisms: Implicit and explicit motives
function differently, develop differently, and redao different types of behavioral outcomes.
Development.Implicit motives represent the unconscious compoieé individuals’
motives and goals (Schultheiss, 2008). Theory amgirgcal findings show that implicit
motives develop in pre-linguistic stages of childdand unconsciously establish behavior-
affect contingencies, In other words, a connectetween particular behaviors and their
affective consequences is built on a level thaxglicitly inaccessible. Behaviors or goals
that are experienced as affectively rewarding ies¢h early stages are likely to define
individuals’ implicit motives, orinner needs throughout their life (McClelland & Pilon,

1983). Explicit motives, on the other hand, deserihdividuals’ consciously ascribed and
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consciously acquired goals. They are based on itepcdnd socialization, and therefore
strongly correspond withorms and societal expectatiorscquisition of such goals requires
that language structures and cognitive representatof different concepts are already
established, and therefore takes place in moremmgdastages of development (Hofer &
Chasiotis, 2011).

Behavioral outcomes. Implicit and explicit motives relate to differertypes of
behavioral outcomes. Implicit motives drive behasitowards affectively rewarding end-
states, and are therefore generally found to prédicaviors that are performed without much
deliberation. Both theory and research indicatéithalicit motives relate tepontaneouand
more enduring olong-termbehaviors (Brunstein & Maier, 2005; McClelland &dp, 1983).
Explicit motives, in contrast, orient individualsghaviors towards consciously selected goals,
and therefore relate to normative behaviors. Thayehbeen found to predict planned and
respondent behaviors, such as non recurring onéelffaviors performed in response to
particular expectations in a specific situatiorcontext (McClelland et al., 1989; Schultheiss,

2008). Table 1.1 provides an overview over theufiesst of implicit and explicit motives.

Table 1.1Differentiating implicit and explicit motives

Implicit motives Explicit motives

Development preverbal, affect-based after language is developed

socialization, cognition - based

Representation Unconscious conscious
Behavioral Outcomes spontaneoubehaviorsjong-term plannedbehaviors, respondent and
behavioral trends expectancy-conform behaviors

Does the Motivation to Help Differ for Different Types of Helping?
Helping activities differ on more than one dimemsisuch as the duration of the helping act,
the amount of effort, the number of benefiting gdepthe perceived closeness to the recipient,
or the severity of the situation, to name a fewlphhg begins in everyday situations such as
holding the door open for someone else and extemasore severe situations that require
emergency intervention. Activities can range fromoren informal and personal
implementations as for instance comforting a frieted rather formal and long-term

applications of helping such as volunteering inoaganization. In 1980, Pearce and Amato

12



proposed a classification of helping on the badis2d students rating the similarity of
different pairs of helping behaviors (in total 62hlaviors). Their results suggest that helping
activities can be arranged along three dimensions:

(1) planned / formal help versus spontaneous / infoimakd

(2) emergency helping versus non-emergency (unserilging

(3) direct helping / doing versus indirect helpingVigg.
| focus on the first dimension of spontaneous \&danned helping to answer the question
of whether motivations to help differ as a functioh helping type. This is done for two
reasons: First, this is the most salient dimensionvhich helping activities can be classified
(Pearce & Amato, 1980). Second, it is arguablydhe that lends itself the best to test the
differential predictive effects of implicit and diqt motives (see Table 1.1) such that;
implicit motives relate to spontaneous behaviorsleviexplicit motives predict planned
behaviors (McClelland et al., 1989; Schultheiss &ristein, 2010). | set out to examine the
effects of implicit and explicit helping motivationon planned/formal versus

spontaneous/informal helping.

Helping in Cross-Cultural Context: It Is a Matter of Target

Cross-cultural comparisons often utilized the cphaalization of culture as Individualism vs.
Collectivism (Hofstede, 1980; Kaecibai, 1997, 2007; Triandis, 1991). Generally,
individualists are characterized as being orietb@dards themselves and their nuclear family,
while collectivists give more priority to the weléaof one or more groups (i.e., their in-
groups) (Triandis, 1995). Building on this, it mighe expected that collectivists endorse a
stronger sense of concern for others, and therediogemore helpful. However, empirical
evidence regarding this question is rather mixed & overview, see Aydinli et al., 2013):
While some findings suggest that collectivists, pamed to individualists, perceive
themselves as more morally responsible to helprotfgeg., Miller et al., 1990), other studies
portray a different picture. For instance, the naatalysis by Allik and Realo (2004) linked
country-level individualism—collectivism scores smcial capital indicators. Their results
provide evidence that a country’s social capit@r@éases with individualism scores of the
country. Such conflicting findings challenge simpdententions that claim sociocultural
orientation per se to result in more or less camé@r other peoples’ welfare. What apparently
matters is the emotional closeness to the targeelpt More specifically, it made a difference

whether help was directed at close targets ormiséagets.
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Helping Close Targets: A Story of Cross-Cultural Smilarities

For helping very close targets (e.g., kin) findirngsdly portray differences between cultural
groups or individuals, neither for spontaneousfoomplanned helping. For instance, findings
by Miller et al. (1990) show that American and budindividuals do not differ in how much
moral obligation to help they feel towards closgess. Similarly, research by Graziano at al.
(2007) indicates that there is little interindivadwariation when spontaneous help directed at
close targets (i.e., siblings and friends) is exaui Results look similar for planned helping.
Research conducted by Fijneman, Willemsen, andtidgar (1996) suggests that helping
across different cultural groups is a function lafseness. In other words, the closer a target
is, the more likely it will be that help is given this target. Emotional closeness towards
close others has been found to be highly similaosaccultural groups (Georgas, Berry, van
de Vijver, Katcibai, & Poortinga, 2006), which corroborates the notibat helping close
others should rarely differ across cultures andigsan general. Supportive evidence for such
a view comes also from data that examined helps;@ &uinction of intra-national cultural
variation: The study by Amato (1993) examined haiigcted atclose otherqi.e., family,
relatives, and close friends) across urban and ragions within USA, and confirmed that
frequencies of help didot differ. An explanation for this pattern of findimgan be found in
the evolutionary mechanism of kin selection, whiglscribes that helping close or genetically
related targets represents an adaptive stratefyster own and relatives’ procreation, and
thereby one’s own genetic information (Barrett, ban & Lycett, 2002; Chasiotis, 2011a;
Hamilton, 1964).

Helping Strangers: A Story of Cross-Cultural Differences

Helping strangers, unlike kin, has been found tslgect to both high individual and high
cultural variation. Overall, findings suggest tHalping strangers is strongly related to
cultural norms and values. Being prosocial is galhervalued across most cultures or
societies (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). However, to tveetent this is the case when the help
target is a stranger, seems to be a question tfretdpecific norms, or the inclusiveness of
one’s moral in-group (Schwartz, 2007). For instaribe study by Levine, Norenzayan, and
Philbrick (2001) examined real-life spontaneougimgl across big cities from 23 countries,
and showed that helping a stranger was most liketpuntries that endorse the cultural norm
of simpatia.Simpatia describes the normative expectation timiéedly, polite, and helpful to
strangers, and is typically found in Spanish antinLAmerican contexts (Diaz-Loving &

Draguns, 1999; Triandis, Marin, Lisansky, & Betamtp 1984). Similarly, an early field
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experiment conducted by Feldman (1968) showed fii@tigners were treated better in
Athens than in Paris and Boston; seemingly as aemprence of hospitality which constitutes
a substantial aspect of Greek culture (Triandi§,7).9

Planned forms of helping that are directed at geesmmostly take place in the form of
volunteering. Volunteer work consists of “freelyoslen and deliberate helping activities that
extend over time, are engaged in without expectatibreward or other compensation and
often through formal organizations” (Omoto & Snyd2008, p. 3). Findings from numerous
national surveys examining volunteering reveal traes of voluntary memberships and
activities are typically high in individualistic ftural contexts; namely in countries with high
levels of economic development, that are predontipa@hristian (particularly protestant),
that hold a prolonged democratic history, and th@sent a social democratic or liberal
democratic political system (e.g., Allik & Realdd@®; Curtis, Grabb, & Baer, 1992; Curtis,
Baer, & Grabb, 2001; Kemmelmeier, Jambor, & Leitn2006). Possibly, norms and
expectations to provide planned helping to unknotiners, also play a role in whether people
engage in volunteering or not. Notably, these nocars strongly differ from cultural norms

and conventions that concern spontaneous assigjaraeto strangers.

Who Is Helping? Does Motivation to Help Differ Acrass Culture?

Current evidence suggests that cultural differemcesunlikely to emerge when help directed
at close others is examined. Instead, differeneésden individuals and differences between
cultures are more visible when the target of help istranger which seems to be related to
specific norms. Such norms, however, can diffes &sction of cultural context and the type
of helping (spontaneous vs. planned) (Feldman, 19&dne et al., 2001).

Notably, the above presented research on crossrauimilarities and differences
mainly investigated helping alongside mean-levelilsirities and differences. Put differently,
what has been done so far was largely limited taparing frequencies of helping or rates of
volunteering across various cultural groups. Toessér degree, the question of whether
mechanisms anteceding different forms of helping similar or different across cultural
groups has been examined. Mechanisms such asatwalues, norms, societal expectations,
closeness, or in-group vs. out-group distinctioeldman, 1968; Schwartz, 2007, Triandis,
1995) have been proposed as explanatory mecharysiematical empirical investigations,
however, have been rare (for an exception, seerRgm et al., 1996). Certainly, knowledge
gained from mean-level comparisons of helping acrosltures is valuable. However,

investigating whether antecedents that drive dffietypes of helping are similar or different
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for different (cultural) groups is needed to anster question of whether motives to help are
the same for different people in different cultwahtexts.

Aim of the Current Research
The aim of the present dissertation was to exarthnee overarching Research Questions
(hereafter abbreviated as RQ):

(1) Whydo people help others? Is implicit motivation ateaedent of helping?

(2) Are motivations for helping different for differetytpes of helping More specifically,
how do implicit and explicit motives relate to spameous versus planned helping,
and to helping close targets versus strangers?

(3) Are relationships between implicit and explicit wation and different types of
helping the same for individuals frodifferent (cultural) context®

To answer these questions, effects of implicit aaglicit motivation are examined
systematically in relation to different types ofgieg. Figure 1.1 provides an overview over
the empirical chapters of this dissertation andtyfpes of helping that are dealt with in each

chapter.

Figure 1.1 Overview of the empirical studies

Close target |
Chapter 7:
Helping Close
_________________________ Targets versus | LT TTTTTTTITTTTmImTmmmmmmmmmmmmmmI
Helping !
Strangers Chapter 6: Examining Antecedents of Volunteering
Across Cultural and the Volunteer Process in Hong Kong
Groups
Chapter 4: Sustained Chapter 5: Volunteering
Volunteering Across of Parents vs. Non-
4 Cultures Parents
Stranger '
General target Chapter 3: Spontaneous vs. Planned Helping ‘
Spontaneous Help Planned Help

Overview of the Dissertation
This dissertation consists of one review chaptat sammarizes previous findings on helping

and volunteering across cultures, five empiricadpthrs that investigate different types of
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helping, and one final chapter that integratesdiadusses findings obtained from the present
research. The particular RQ’s addressed in eaclirieaihapter are presented below.

Chapter threeexamines how implicit and explicit motivation rea to spontaneous
versus planned helping by using self-reported agfthbioral measures of both spontaneous
and planned help. It therefore focuses on thedinst the second RQ.

Chapter fourexamines and compares the relations of impliait @xplicit motivation
with sustained volunteering across four diversducal contexts: China, Germany, Turkey,
and the US. Sustained volunteering is conceptudlézea planned, enduring, frequent, and
intensive helping activity directed at strangers.therefore represents a multifaceted
behavioral outcome that can neither purely be ecedtby behavioral outcomes of implicit
motives, nor purely by behavioral outcomes of eplmotives: Sustained volunteering is
mainly planned,but it also containspontaneou&lements, and is ng-termactivity (see
Table 1.1). Hence, it seems interesting to exarnove more complex forms of helping relate
to implicit and explicit motivation, and how thessations are affected by cultural context.
Chapter four addresses RQ1 and RQ3.

In chapter five motivations to engage in volunteering are exandhine light of
contextual demands that go beyond cultural contdrte specifically, this chapter examines
whether the same type of planned helping directestrangers can be driven by different
motivational mechanisms, depending on cultural exnand parenthood as a life stage. It
seems relevant to examine motivations in relatiorparticular norms, expectations, and
demands (that might change across cultures orsti#fges), as explicit motives relate to
respondent and norm-consistent behaviors moreithplicit motives (Table 1.1). By doing
that, the fifth chapter particularly addresses RQd RQ3.

In the sixth chapter motivational antecedents and psychological ouenof
(sustained) volunteering are explored within ondtucal setting, namely Hong Kong.
Prominent Western models of volunteering are agpsied tested for their applicability in
Hong Kong: The Prosocial Personality Model by Per(@002) and the Volunteer Process
Model by Omoto and Snyder (1995). Results provdgght into whether and to what extent
models are applicable to volunteering in non-Westelltures and therefore answer RQ3.

In thelast empirical chapterspontaneous helping that is directed at bothedlasgets
and strangers is examined across different culgn@lps. Cultural groups are compared in
terms of their frequencies of providing help andithmotivations to help close targets and
strangers. The last empirical chapter thereforersfin integrated approach and addresses
RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3.

17
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Chapter 2

Helping and Volunteering across Cultures: Determinats

of Prosocial Behavior
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Introduction

On a daily basis, varieties of helping acts caoliserved in all cultures and societies. But we
know little about the extent to which mechanismd aranners related to helping are similar
or different across cultures. Several fundamentsstjons emerge: Are such anteceding
mechanisms similar or rather different across ceftd And what about helping frequencies:
do they differ depending on cultural context? Hwstance, are people living in traditional
cultural environments more or less helpful thanpbediving in modern western societies?
And if there are differences, how can they be arpld? This paper will provide answers to
these questions. To do so, we first introduce pnemi theoretical approaches to prosocial
behavior, define our target area, subsequentlyrteplevant empirical findings, and conclude

with an outlook on where future research could stmmlild be going.

Theoretical Approaches
Approaches to explain prosocial behavior in genaral helping in particular are humerous
and span different disciplines (Eisenberg, FabesSpsnrad, 2006). In this paper we limit
ourselves to two approaches: first we introduce @helutionary perspective that explains
ultimate reasons ofvhy helping occurs (i.e., functions of helping), arftert highlight
psychological approaches that focus on more praeinmaechanisms ohow prosocial

behavior emerges.

Evolutionary Approaches to Helping

The evolutionary perspective on helping proposeat thelping depends on genetic
relatedness, age, and the reproductive value akttipient (Burnstein, Crandall & Kitayama,
1994). Known in the literature & selectionthis form of helping contributes to the helpers’
inclusive fitness, i.e., the sum of the individu#thess outcomes resulting from own
procreation (Darwinian fithess) and the procreatidrrelatives with whom the individual

shares genes (Hamilton, 1964). Another principleat ths based on evolutionary
considerations, but goes beyond helping within bloeindaries of kinship, is known as
reciprocal altruism.Here, helping is an evolutionary adaptive stratedmen people share a
social context that entails a high likelihood otulte interactions, in which some kind of
reciprocity therefore can be anticipated (Trivel871; for more evolutionary considerations

on prosocial behavior see also Barrett et al., 2Qb&siotis, 2011a).
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Psychological Approaches to Helping

The functionality of the evolutionary concepts aglping is based on mostly non-conscious
and ultimate cost-benefit calculations (degree ladred genetic information, likelihood of
future interactions). Such a self-serving perspeatif prosocial acts can be also recognized in
the more proximate, psychological concepts thatlagxphelping behavior. A prominent
psychological approach identifies two broad categonfegoistic motivess the driving force
for the initiation of helping: First, based on thé&arning experiences, people may expect
positive outcomes such as financial benefits, $aeieognition, or positive feelings about
themselves from helping (e.g., Schaller & Cialdit®88; Smith, Keating & Stotland, 1989;
Dunn, Aknin & Norton, 2008). Second, knowing anatlperson is in need can create a
negative emotional state of personal distress -€hwban possibly be relieved by the act of
helping (or avoiding people in distress; Fultz, 8tdr, & Cialdini, 1988, Eisenberg & Fabes,
1991; Lindsay, Yun & Hill, 2007)Furthermore, psychological approaches considerigenu
empathic concern as an antecedent for helpingetmgathy-altruism hypothes{8atson &
Shaw, 1991; Batson et al., 2002) posits that thregry reason for helping is the identification
with the person in need, which evokes empathicirfge] and eventually elicits altruistic
motivation — which goes beyond the mere reductibroree’s own personal distress. The
maximization of rewards and minimization of cost the key principle of another
psychological explanation put forth by teecial exchange theorfFoa & Foa, 1975). Here
people consciously weigh whether the gains of hegl@nd the costs associated with not
helping outweigh the costs associated with hel@ngd the benefits of not helping. Social
exchange theory posits that the behavioral altemgiromising the best outcome will be
chosen. In summary, it seems that psychologicalcaghes to helping focus on two distinct
mechanisms: one that is based on conscious andtigegconsiderations; and another one
that is rooted in more implicit and affective expaces. Notably, both mechanisms are in line

with the assumption that helping is a mean torapasitive end-states.

Classification of Helping

One of the few psychological classifications of piredy with an empirical basis is the
taxonomy by Pearce & Amato (1980; see also McGuikt894). They proposed a
categorization of helping activities after studenated the similarity of two helping behaviors
that were presented together. Their results sughesthelping activities can be arranged
along three dimensions, wigilanned / formal helwpersusspontaneous / informal hehs the

first dimension,emergency helpingersusnon-emergency (unserious) helpiag the second
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dimension, andlirect helping / doingrersusindirect helping / givingas the third dimension.
For the purpose of this review, we focus on thémton betweermplanned / formal heland

spontaneous / informal helfirst, we review studies focusing on informal apdbntaneous
helping, and then look at volunteering as the asbuanost planned and formal form of

helping.

Spontaneous Helping across Cultures

So far, most of psychological research on spontaméelping investigated how self-reported
attitudes, values, traits, and skillgse related to helping (Eisenberg et al., 2006;afoecent
example see Caprara, Alessandri, & Eisenberg, 2@i2yies highlighted for instance the
importance of empathy (e.g., Penner, Fritzsche,ig€ra& Freifeld, 1995; Twenge,
Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco & Bartels, 2007), gregeableness (e.g., Graziano et al., 2007,
Caprara, Allesandri, Di Giunta, Panerai & Eisenb&@l0) for helping. At the same time,
however, results demonstrated that personal dispasimay become more or less important
for predicting helping depending osituational determinantsFor instance findings of
Graziano et al. (2007) show that agreeablenessomgspredictive when the target of help
was a stranger (but not when it was a friend olirglly or when the seriousness of the
situation was low (but not when it was an emergesitiyation). Apparently, when help is
directed at close others, or when the situatioruireg an emergency intervention, inter-
individual differences in agreeableness become poitant - possibly because they are
overruled by a strong habit or norm to help in ssithations. Hence, the prevailing situation
substantially co-determines to what extent spegifiedictors are effective in predicting
helping.This is in line with the general reasonihgt integrates dispositional and situational
factors in personological research in a persontxagon framework and seeks to explain
behavior as a result of an interaction betweentwe (Mendoza-Denton, Ayduk, Mischel,
Shoda, & Testa, 2001; Mischel & Shoda, 1995). Adcaly, mechanisms underlying
helping could differ across cultures since cultwan be considered a placeholder for
contextual differences. It may thus be the casehblping is more or less likely to occur in

one cultural context (or situation) than in others.

National Comparisons
Helping was assumed to occur more frequently anootigctivists than individualists, due to
the belief that they would be generally more sdgiatiented. However, empirical studies on

actual distributions are rare sightings; one of¢éhfew, and one of the more recent, by Levine
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and colleagues (2001) concludes that “the virtuaseace of systematic cross-cultural
investigations of helping is a serious impedimenmtat richer understanding of how the
personality of a place relates to helping behav{ptb44). Acknowledging this deficit, the
present review sheds light on how diverse cultugavironments and their specific
characteristics relate to spontaneous helping.

Levine et al. (2001, Levine, 2003) observed helpmegvities in a field experiment
across big cities in 23 different countries (eRjio de Janeiro, Amsterdam, Shanghai, Tel
Aviv, New York, and 18 others) and assessed hoguiatly strangers were being helped in
three different non-emergency spontaneous helpitugit®ns requiring little effort (e. g.
alerting a stranger who dropped a pen). Helpingsrahowed large variations between the 23
cities, being highest in Rio de Janeiro (Brazil¥®3and lowest in Kuala Lumpur (Malaysia,
40%). The overall helping score emerged to be pedjt correlated with the cultural value
orientation ofsimpatia,a proactive concern for others, including beingrfdly, polite, and
helpful to strangers. These cultural norms are ipdound in Spanish and Latin American
contexts (Diaz-Loving & Draguns, 1999; Triandisakt 1984). Furthermore, it is striking that
variables such as population size or pace of lifeasured as average walking speed in these
cities- remained unrelated to helping. Instead, @benomic productivity of a country was
significantly negatively related to the overall pialy rate. In other words, helping occurred
less often in wealthier contexts. Concordant witis tfinding are results by Miller and
colleagues (1990). They confronted participantshvinypothetical helping scenarios, and
additionally varied theseriousnessf the helping situation (i.e., minor vs. modehaterious
vs. life-threatening) and thelationship between the persomsolved (i.e., parent-child vs.
best friend vs. stranger). Descriptions were priegseto Indian and US American adults and
children who were asked to indicate how responsihtt morally obligated they would feel to
help in each scenario. As expected, Miller andeagues found that feelings of responsibility
and obligation to help increase when helping séesaare more seriousand when the
relationship to the targeof help is closer. However, this dependency omogsness and
relationship closeness was much more pronouncedJ®rAmericans than for Indians —
meaning that Indiangenerallyfelt more responsible and obligated to help thaneAcans
who reacted more situation- and target-dependdmns. finding demonstrates two things: first
the importance of both the situation and the taajehelping for experiencing feelings of
responsibility; and second that there are pronadirdiferences in levels of responsibility

between the two cultural groups.
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Taking the study by Miller and colleagues (1990wassl as Levine and colleagues
(2001) into consideration, would we then expectpbedrom more traditional, collectivistic,
and economically poorer environments - such asBtiaeilians or Indians — to be generally
more inclined to help than people from more westatffluent, individualistic contexts?
Based on the currently available research, it semsarly to give a clear answer to this
guestion. However, we can get another step aheaddarstanding how characteristics of the
environment relate to an individual’s inclination help by looking at studies comparing

helping in urban vs. rural environments.

Urban vs. Rural Environments
The importance of urbanization — accompanied byioggonomic, socio-demographic,
familial, and sociocultural differences — for helgiis a relatively well studied line of
research. In 1975, Korte & Kerr observed that gjeas were being helped more often in rural
(small towns around Massachusetts) than urban @mwents (Boston). This finding was
extended by House and Wolf (1978) who analyzeddhesal rates of survey participation in
representative samples of the United States. Agafnsal rates were higher in large cities
than in small towns. However, it is not clear hoangralizable these findings are, since the
reported urban-rural differences were found withie USA, a context referred to as
prototypically western and individualistic. To exae whether similar urban-rural
differences also occur in more traditional, andemivistic contexts, Korte and Ayvaftu
(1981) examined helping within Turkey. They complanelpfulness towards a stranger in big
cities, small towns, and squatter settlements. Sdueatter settlements of the big cities are
particularly interesting to better understand th&ure of the observed differences, as families
with low socio-economic status that migrated froumal areas were living there. Again,
strangers were less often helped in the big citiaa in the small towns and in the squatter
settlements. Interestinglyno differences in helping between small towns and tqua
settlements of the big cities emerged. Moreovdpihg rates in the suburbs were found to be
lowest. In accordance with Levine et al. (2001¢stnfindings also point to the importance of
economic factors. Moreover, finding no differentetween the squatter settlements and the
small towns indicates that it is not the situatiogecifics of the current urban environment
alone.

After showing that differences in spontaneous Imgipbetween urban vs. rural
environments basically correspond with what wasiébby Levine et al. (2001) on the level

of cross-national comparisons, can we now concthdespontaneous helping is more likely
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to occur in less developed, poorer contexts? Caassame that people living in traditional
collectivistic societies are more concerned witheotpeoples’ welfare and thus will be more
likely to help than those in modern western soegti A study by Fijneman et al. (1996)
conducted in Hong Kong, Greece, Turkey, the Netimgld, and the United States challenges
this reasoning. Other than just focusing on whetiedp is given or not, this study takes
another aspect into consideratidhe expectation to receive helResults portray that the
pattern of readiness to provide help and expectsitio receive help from ten different target
persons and their ratios were found to tighly similar across all cultural contexts
Moreover, in all cultural contexts, differences vibeén social categories were largely
explained by ratings oémotional closenesg-rom emotionally closer targets, individuals
reported both to expect more support, and to beemting to provide support. In line with
evolutionary principles of reciprocity in stableveonments, emotionally close others (as
opposed to strangers) warrant investment asiitetylthat the relationship will remain stable
over time for them to reciprocate. Fijneman andeagues (1996) further find clear support
for kinship altruism, with helping more likely teelperformed when it benefits kin or close
others. Overall, findings indicate that the ultimditinctionality of acting prosocial, namely
the reciprocity and kinship effect, is invariant@ss cultures Other studies (Georgas et al.,
2006) corroborate this notion by finding that eranél closeness towards relatives is highly
similar across cultures indicating that differengekelping should remain small when help is
directed at close others, that is, at in-group mesibHowever, when target persons are less
close, i.e., out-group members, we expect moreanee in the form of inter-individual and
inter-cultural differences in helping. We will pesg further evidence for this presumption in

the next section.

Helping Out-Group Members vs. Helping In-Group Members

Indiscriminate helping is rare. We already mentttigat the target of helping substantially
influences helping (e.g., Miller et al, 1990; Gem et al., 2007). How perspectives on
helping can change when accounting for the tarféelp is nicely demonstrated by Amato
(1993). Similar to Korte and colleagues, Amato viterested in examining urban-rural
differences on helping. However, he did not inggge the help directed at strangers, but help
directed at close others. In total, 13,017 Americaividuals were asked to indicate whether
they have given various types of help to family rbens, relatives, and friends over the past
month. Unlike previous findings (e.g., Korte & Kef975, House & Wolf, 1978), this time
results didnot display urban-rural differences in helping. Appdly when help is directed at
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family members, relatives and friends (as opposedtiangers) effects of urbanization on
helping remain relatively small. Again, this indiea that evolutionary considerations of
helping apply. When helping is directed at clogdeetd, it may be based on kinship altruism
that represents an internalized mechanism of salnénd reproduction and might then
explain why differences in helping between socgetieand also between individuals (see
Graziano et al., 2007) - are relatively smallgeeen not existing. Instead, differences seem to
be particularly visible when help is directed at-group members (i.e., strangers). While this
provides us with an avenue to understand differerinelow-effort spontaneous helping
behavior, we next turn to high-effort, long-terndgsianned helping. Notably, the main focus
of the present review will lie on volunteering, 8@t informal forms of planned and high-

effort helping that are mostly directed at knowhews will only be considered marginally.

Planned Formal Helping: Volunteering across Cultures
Volunteering is defined as a long-term, plannedi aon-obligatory form of helping. Unlike
supporting family members, friends, neighbors, lose others, volunteering takes place in a
formal, organizational context (Penner, 2002). GarPe & Amato’s (1980) dimension of
spontaneous vs. planned / formal helping, volumgerepresents one endpoint as the most
planned and formal form of helping.

Even though benefits of volunteering for both tledumteer and the society are widely
acknowledged (e.g., Atkins, Hart & Donnelly, 200Ggmalcilar, 2009), interest among
psychologists in studying volunteering emergedtingddy late — only within the past 20 years.
Psychological research on antecedents of volumigeniainly concentrates on two theoretical
approaches: the dispositional and the motivati@pmdroach to volunteering. Focusing on
dispositions, therosocial personality modddy Penner (2002) should be mentioned. This
model proposes thather-oriented empathy and helpfuln@ss the most important predictors
for volunteerism. The second approach, tbkinteer process modéy Omoto and Snyder
(1995) assumes that self-attributedtivational underpinningpredict volunteering. Studies
found support for both approaches. For instancen&eand Finkelstein (1998) and later
Penner (2002) showed that higher levels of a s@brted prosocial disposition (i.e., other-
oriented empathy and helpfulness) were positivelgted to the amount of time spent on
volunteering and the duration of the voluntary ggrvOn the other hand, Omoto & Snyder
(1995) showed that a prosocial disposition predsagisfaction with the volunteering
experience, but fails to predict duration of vokaering. For the duration of volunteering, they

identified a set of different motivations to be gictive. In their view, no uniform personality
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trait (such as a prosocial personality) or motmatexists that leads to volunteering. Instead,
they noted that different volunteers perform thestuntary service for different reasons.
Accordingly, Omoto and Snyder defined five differemotivations that lead to volunteering.
Later, in 1998, Clary and colleagues extendedtthisix motivations: values, understanding,
protection, enhancement, career and social mativsti Taken together, both approaches
clarify that individual dispositions and motivat®substantially contribute to the explanation
of volunteering and its sustainability.

However, the question we are particularly inter@steis whether these characteristics
function equally across cultural contexts. Simitaresearch on spontaneous helping, studies
on the role of cultural context for volunteeringe dew in number. Comparisons between
countries typically attempt to explain differingtea of volunteering by investigating the
societal role of demographic or socioeconomic iattics (for a review see Wilson, 2000).
Examining whether pathways leading to volunteerarg affected by culture is still a
relatively unexplored research area. Hence, weagpiiroach this question indirectly by first
reviewing cross-country comparisons of volunteenatgs, and then highlight the role of

group membership for volunteering.

National Comparisons

One of the first studies investigating differertesaof volunteering in different countries is the
study by Curtis in 1971. Based on datasets fronomalt surveys, he compared membership
rates in voluntary associations in the United Staté America, Canada, Great Britain,
Western Germany, ltaly, and Mexico. Membership sateere higher for Americans and
Canadians than for citizens of the other four metidRoughly 20 years later, Curtis et al.,
(1992) investigated World Value Survey data (1981983) and compared the membership
rates of 15 countries after controlling for sexge,agducational level, employment status,
marital status, and community size. Again, US-Awceams turned out to be leading by
showing significantly higher membership rates thaelve out of fourteen countries. Similar
results were also found after analyzing World Valbervey data sets of 33 democratic
countries from 1991 to 1993 (Curtis et al., 200Rndings suggest that cross national
variance in association involvement is a functioih esonomic development, religious
composition, democracy history, and type of prengipolicy in the different nations. Rates
of voluntary memberships and activities were tylychigh in countries with high levels of
economic development, that are predominantly Ghrigtparticularly protestant), that hold a

prolonged democratic history, and that present @abalemocratic or liberal democratic
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political system. Consistent interpretations candedved from the meta-analysis done by
Allik & Realo (2004). Here, associations betweerciseultural value orientation (i.e.,
country-level individualism—collectivism scores)dasocial capital - defined as the aggregate
of social connectedness, civic engagement and gierest trust (Putnam, 1995; 2000) -
within the United States and across 42 nations vesiamined. Results show that social
capital increased with higher levels of individsali. Similarly, also Kemmelmeier et al.
(2006) found charitable giving and volunteering ie higher in individualist than in
collectivist states. High scores on individualigmturn are typically found in countries with
higher economic productivity that have a long lagtibackground of Christianity and
democracy. What does this tell us? Overall, thessmational comparisons of volunteering
demonstrate that the economic condition of a cquidra key variable. Different from
spontaneous helping, which was found to be moguést in poorer countries (Levine et al.,
2001), formal, long-term prosocial activities seenbe more prevalent in wealthier contexts
(Allik & Realo, 2004, Kemmelmaier et al., 2006).

In-Group vs. Out-Group Volunteering

We know from research on spontaneous helping tioatpgmembership of the target person is
of substantial relevance (for a review see Stur&eiSnyder, 2010). Several studies
investigated in-group vs. out-group volunteeringnir a psychological perspective. One
aspect that benefits in-group vs. out-group memisetbe helpers’ form ofdentification
Simon, Sturmer, & Steffens (2000) investigated thigerential effects of individual vs.
collective identification on participants’ self @ped willingness to volunteer for in-group vs.
out-group members. Here, individual identificatiomeant that individuals defined and
understood their self as unique and individual gginvhereas collective identification meant
that individuals defined and understood their sslfpart of a bigger group. The findings of
Simon and colleagues portray that in-group volumge was facilitated by collective
identification, whereas out-group volunteering wdacilitated through individual
identification, but inhibited by collective identition. However, it has to be noted that, their
results are based on self reported scores of giless to volunteer. In a more recent study,
Sturmer & Simon (2004) applied a longitudinal desigith real life volunteeringas
dependent variable and tested the effect of colleatientification on volunteering. Results of
this panel study confirmed the hypothesis that drglevels of collective identification

facilitate participation in social movements thanbfit in-group members.
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These results are particularly interesting sinae fibrm of identification probably
represents a variable that shows large cross-alitariation. We can presume that persons
considering themselves as unique and socially nmaiependent beings are more likely to be
found in prototypically western, and affluent saitiural contexts. In turn, in more
traditional, economically less developed interdejee sociocultural contexts persons should
more strongly perceive themselves as elements gdebi communities. Based on this
assumption, we can expect in-group volunteeringp{anned/formal helping given to close
targets) to be more frequent in interdependentestsit whereas out-group volunteering (or
planned/formal helping given to distant targetspudti be more common in independent
contexts. Since volunteering is a service largedndiiting unknown others (out-group
members), our assumption receives some supporttfierabservation that volunteering rates
were typically higher in affluent and western conmities. A possible explanation for this can
be derived from Triandis’ (1995) argument that thstinction between in-group vs. out-
group members is more strongly pronounced in ciMistic contexts, which might represent
a consequence of a strong collective identificatiormore individualistic contexts however,
an individual — or universal - identification miglgad to less or even no consideration of
group status, which in turn facilitates an appreanaof group independent, thus universal,
helping (McFarland, Webb & Brown, 2012).

In another set of studies, Stirmer and colleaguest beyond solely comparing
differences of volunteering frequencies, and ad@r@éshe question whether in-group vs. out-
group volunteering is initiated by the same mec$rasiby examining motivational processes
of in-group and out-group helping and volunteerjagy., Stirmer, Snyder & Omoto, 2005;
Sturmer, Snyder, Kropp, & Siem, 2006). Results lbfstudies show a pattern of in-group
volunteering being initiated through empathic fegs, and out-group volunteering being
initiated through more rational concerns such assicierations of interpersonal attraction. It
seems that particularly out-group helping and aotig volunteering are based on rational
anticipations of future interactions with the hegxipient. The authors assume that high
interpersonal attraction makes future interactimase likely. A high possibility of interaction
also increases the probability of reciprocity ine tfuture, and thus leads to higher
volunteering. This means that long-term helpingpahcluding repeated informal assistance,
which requires much effort and commitment seemietanotivated though more cognition-
based processed that serve the ultimate mecharfiseciprocal altruism. Whether or not
reciprocity might be at the horizon should evenéhawstronger influence when the service is

directed at out-group members. In turn, when Il@rgit commitments of helping
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characterized by high effort benefitose others or in-group memberkinship altruism,
which may be initiated by empathic reactions, copftdvide an explanation for helping.
Notably both mechanisms of helping have in commuat they direct individuals towards
behaviors that are adaptive in their specific cimstances, although they are initiated by
distinct psychological processes. Against this gemknd, it is also not surprising that inter-
individual and inter-cultural variations in helpiage generally small when help is directed at
close others (e.g., Amato, 1993; Miller et al., @98ijneman et al., 1996; Graziano et al.,
2007). Helping close others might represent an tadagtrategy for most individuals and
across cultural contexts. In contrast, the adaptatae of helping out-group members might
strongly depend on societal and cultural structuses eventually lead to high cross cultural

variation.

The Way Forward

The studies we summarized so far underline thdereifices in helping across regions,
communities, or nations are not uniform. But we éhdgased out systematic variations:
Whether helping is more or less likely to occuriparticular context strongly depends on the
type of helping and the target of helping. The ifngd suggest that providing spontaneous and
low-effort aid to a stranger is more frequent exditional, less affluent and rural areas than in
modern, affluent and urban environments, whereasofiposite is the case for planned and
long-term helping directed at out-group membersnelg volunteering. Yet, there is the
guestion of where differences in spontaneous hglpimd volunteering across regions come
from. Drawing on evolutionary considerations, ityweell be the case that such differences in
helping and volunteering may be the result of peladical adaptations to different socio-
economical conditions, particularly as a resulexperiences during ontogeny as a formative
period for adult differences (Chasiotis, 2011a,22)kee also Bender & Chasiotis, 2011).

Understanding Cultural Differences

In past research, regional or national differenitedielping and volunteering are mostly
attributed to variations in community-level variag) such as sociocultural value orientation
(e.g., individualism vs. collectivism), socio-demaghic and socio-economic features, or
political characteristics. Although these variabd&®ongly relate to helping tendencies, they
hardly provide answers tghythese differences occur. We suggest that impoltgsbns can
be learned if variations in the proximal environme individuals that arise from such

community-level determinants are considered. lmportant to conceptually differentiate a
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person’s ontogenetic context from the socio-ecogoroontext (which includes the
community-level determinants). The model by Brobfemner (1979) clarifies that the higher
order context may filtrate through to the specditogenetic circumstances in which a child
grows up. More proximal variables that are influsthdy country level features include the
familial structure (e.g., number of siblings), dretphysical distance to family members,
available social networks, or socialization praggi¢dransmitting patterns of social behavior.
In line with this view is Kgitcibal’'s research (1997) that focuses on an individudilect
environment in an attempt to explain cultural défeces. Based on her argumentation, the
socio-economic, socio-demographic and sociocultaaaditions of a community promote
different strategies and forms of living. Hencejiuduals adapt to different conditions of a
community. For instance, in more traditional andipgocieties with little or no social
security, maintaining close relationships to rekedi is more adaptive and desirable than in
western and affluent societies, because kin, pdatily offspring, provides a security net for
old age or during emergencies @figibai, 1997, 2007). In such conditions, intergeneration
interdependence, as well as values of obedienceespéct are fostered, which can be related
to the high proximity of family members. The emegginotion is that the interplay between
ontogenetic conditions and resulting psychologactdptations offers an avenue to understand
cultural differences between contexts that differhigher order socio-economic conditions
(Chasiotis, 2011b). In more industrialized contertsurn, societal institutions may provide
the needed structures that substitute personalrtedgenerational contract through more

abstract and depersonalized bonds with the society.

The Two Processes Model of Helping: The Effect of @ture
The findings for spontaneous helping and voluntegindicate that different processes are
involved in these two forms of prosocial behavie presume that low-effort spontaneous
helping is an implicit and unconscious act thanisated by affective components, whereas
high-effort and long-term prosocial commitments eather cognition based and driven by
conscious values, religious beliefs, and normslaivaate and foresighted considerations of
future reciprocity. Particularly when this costansive form of helping is directed at those
who are perceived as out-group members, cost-lbenafculations on whether future
reciprocity is likely to be experienced or not shibloe more salient.

Low-effort spontaneous help.Differences between cultural groups or individuals
low-effort spontaneous helping (e.g., picking uppred magazines, holding the door for

someone, etc.) are generally more pronounced whinié directed at out-group members
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(strangers). When this form of help is given tognoup members, in the reviewed studies
(e.g., Amato, 1993; Fijneman et al., 1996; Graziahal., 2007) no significant cross-cultural
or inter-individual differences could be shown. Tprecess of giving spontaneous aid to a
known other should therefore be an easy and alaugsimatic response, particularly when
kin is involved. Helping in the form of “being ptéi' or “doing a small favor” is likely to
constitute an essential element of social intepastin most communities. Thus, we expect
that norms and patterns of how to interact withseloothers in situations requiring
spontaneous intervention are largely similar acmatures. This also matches to predictions
derived from kin selection: helping kin, or morengeally close others is an adaptive strategy
to survive across different cultural communitiekisIsimilarity is likely to come in the form
of a ceiling effect that overrules the effect di@tvariables. The “habit” to provide assistance
to close others might be so strongly anchored thHerences become very unlikely.
Particularly since the amount of effort required flois form of helping is often very small,
the threshold for engaging in this form of helpsiguld be very low. As a consequence of
the low costs for spontaneous helping, consciotisipations of future reciprocity should be
less relevant than for more cost-intensive formbalping. Instead, spontaneous help should
proceed in a more automatic and unconscious marinshould more strongly relate to
affective experiences such as the feeling of enypaih internalized and societal norms of
helping. This also explains why strangers were maften helped in more traditional
communities than in western environments. In a ntaaditional and rural area, being a
stranger possibly has different implications thamng a stranger in a modern, and mostly
multicultural society. In small and more traditibcammunities were people typically know
each other, strangers are rare and thus more likedyand out from the crowd. Accordingly,
their distinctiveness is much higher in a ruralistycthan in a modern society that is entirely
composed of people that do not know each othey stangers. Hence, also social norms that
determine how to treat a stranger —e.g. hospitalitysimpatia (see Levine et al., 2001) -
should come more to the foreground in communitidere strangers are more distinct.
Moreover, building on Katcibal's (1997, 2007) perspective, different sociocwtur
environments are likely to result in different plsgsocial adaptations. For instance, being
agreeable is more emphasized in child rearing aditional and interdependent contexts -
because it is more adaptive. Agreeableness in tasshown to be positively related to
intentions of helping strangers (Graziano et 80Q7) and could thus provide one possible
explanation for cross-national differences. Furtegamples of affective components that

might be influenced by the sociocultural contextildobe feelings of empathic concern (e.g.
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Twenge et al. 2007) or moral responsibility (eMiller et al., 1990). An overview of th
processes imMved in spontaneous helping is given in Figure

Figure 2.1 Findings on the likelihood to help spontaneously asresult of targe

characteristics (in-group/oggroup)— implications for individual and cultural differere

SPONTANEOUS HELPING:
UNCONSCIOUS AFFECT-BASED PATHWAYS
Low amount of effort/costs
Low relevance of reciprocity/trust
Low threshold to provide help

IN-GROUP OUT-GROUP
Low inter-individual variation High inter-individual variation
- Level of required prosocial disposition or - Required level of prosocial disposition or
affect (e.g., agreeableness, empathy) is affectis moderately high.

easily reached

- Prosocial dispositions are overruled by this - Prosocial disposition facilitates helping out-

“autmatism” (Graziano et al., 2007: agreeableness group members (e.g., Graziano etal ., 2007:

does not predictintentionsto help close others) agreeableness predictsintention to help strangers)
Low inter-cultural variation High inter-cultural variation

- Norms to provide low-effort aid to close -The concept of a stranger and norms how to

others are similar across cultures (Amato, treat a stranger (e.g., hospitality) differ

1993; Miller at al., 1990: moral obligation to help close across cultures (Levine et al., 2001; Korte &

others) Ayvalioglu, 1983; Miller at al., 1990: moral obligation

to help strangers)

Volunteering: High-effort, formal and planned help.Volunteering is more commc
in affluent and western societies than in traddlcend poor societies. In line with this, Sir
et al. (2000) and Stirmer & Simon (2004) obsenat thdividuals holding arindividual
identification are more likely to engage in -group volunteering than those holdi
collective identification.

However, going beyond solely reporting differenaesates of volunteering, we al:
aim to explainwhy these differences betweelifferent cultural groups occur. We alreg
pointed out that contrary to low effort spontanebakp, we assume volunteering to be a fi
of helping that is cognitiogkiven and based on future considerations of recipr. We
claim that particularly whelhelping goes beyond supporting kin or close othiérshould
comprise elaborations on whether being helped bytdéinget of help in future situations

likely or not, and this should be even more thesosken the costs or efforts of helping
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high. Notably, considerations of reciprocity do nwot¢cessarily need to be consciously
accessible to the individual. As shown for instamcétiurmer et al. (2005), the proximate
psychological process of interpersonal attracti@m cerve as a proxy to estimate the
probability for future interactions, and thus faciprocity. We apply this reasoning to
country-level differences in volunteering. Volunieg is predominantly a form of out-group
helping that involves high amounts of effort. Lilspontaneous helping, volunteering is
affected by socialization goals. However, whileuaitons of spontaneous helping (e.g.,
holding the door open to someone) mostly requirmeéaiate action and do not require and
allow for long and extensive considerations, vadening is a cost-intensive and far-reaching
activity that is unlikely to be performed withoutigr deliberation. Due to the high costs
involved in volunteering, anticipations of futureciprocity gain more influence, even when
they are not consciously considered and realizedo/lingly, an important aspect that might
be needed to perform helping that is high in casd airected at strangers could be
interpersonaltrust, since it increases the belief in the probabilify future reciprocity.
Empirical support for the assumption that trust igrerequisite to perform high effort formal
helping comes from Allik and Realo (2004). They whd a positive relationship between
generalized trust and civic engagement across ditges. The higher the scores on trust, the
higher were also the rates for civic engagementthEtmore, and in line with previous
findings, Allik and Realo also showed that scores mth variables —trust and civic
engagement- were typically higher in countries abtmrized as individualistic. This can be
explained by applying Triandis’ (1991) argumentttiadividualists are more likely than
collectivists to trust people they do not knowasgiers, and outsiders” (p.81) and hence also
more likely to provide cost-intensive help to sgars. To interpret their findings, Allik &
Realo (2004) further apply the perspective of Deikh (1984) and draw attention to the
argument that “when individuals become more autanmsnand seemingly liberated from
social bonds, they actually become even more degpermh society” (Allik & Realo, 2004,
p.29). Again, this highlights the reciprocal natofénelping and underlines the importance of
considering ontogenetic differences in explainimg psychological adaptiveness of prosocial
activities (see also Kartner, Keller & Chaudhar@1@). Our interpretation is compatible with
the argument that the presence of voluntary orgdioizs, and hence opportunity to volunteer,
differs across societies, and may ultimately leadthte observed differences in rates of
volunteering. Certainly, individuals in not induatized and poor contexts might be less
likely to engage in volunteering as the neededctiras are missing, or as they are less

confronted with opportunities to volunteer. Yet, slould ask why in some contexts it is
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apparently more likely to meet established striasuwhereas in other contexts it is not.
suggest that in modern, western societies thesanmations somehow substitute

intergenerational contracts of traditional and psacietie as they largely equal with respe
to their adaptive function (Putnam, 2000). An ittative summary of the processes invol

in longterm or repeated planned helping, including volantey is given in Figure 2.

Figure 2.2 Findings on the likelihoc to provide planned helping as a result of ta

characteristics (in-group/ogt-oup)— implications for individual and cultural differers

PLANNED HELPING:
CONSCIOUS CONSIDERATE PATHWAYS

High amount of effort/costs
High relevance of reciprocity/trust
High threshold to provide help

IN-GROUP (mostly informal) OUT-GROUP (formal) - Volunteering

Low to moderate inter-individual variation High inter-individual variation

(Penner, 2002)

1997

2007

Future directions

This review demonstrates that investigating culteféects on helping is a progressingt
incomplete area of research. We reported findingsmontaneous help and volunteering
studies that mainly compared these two forof prosocial actingat the country-level.
However, investigations on data obtained and inéegl at the individual level are still re

sightings in this research area. Based on the rsoefeorted results, we can hardly der
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conclusions with respect to an individuals’ tendetw help. While we can summarize that
spontaneous help directed at strangers is indeed hkely to occur in less affluent contexts
(e.g., Levine et al., 2001), although this doesalatify the relationship between helping and
an individuals” own socio-economic status. In otlwerds, research on helping is needed that
simultaneously considers characteristics of theirenmnent and the individual, and that
applies an interactional approach to investigatpihg.

It is equally necessary to move beyond using @elf-reportsin the assessment of
prosocial behavior. In some research on helpinigrepbrted intentions to help were used as
dependent variable. However, we need to be awatestith self-reports and actual real life
behavioral tendencies are often not related. Awstithtion for this danger comes from
Schwartz (1973). His results showed that individuaélf-reported readiness to donate bone
marrow was not predictive for how these individugdacted to a realistic appeal to join a
potential pool of donors three months later. Hermesyplts obtained from studies that are
based on self-reported helping or volunteeringntidas as a final outcome variable should
not unconditionally be used to draw conclusionsreal life helping behaviors. Instead, to
gain valid conclusions, we need to include real ieélping measures more frequently.

Self-reports, not only as a proxy for real lifeiat, but also as predictors for helping
(e.g., self-reported personality traits, motivasipare affected by response tendencies, such as
social desirability. None of the studies invesiiggipersonal variables related to spontaneous
helping or volunteering has usedplicit or projectivemeasures as predictors, which are not
affected by such response distortions. Insteadfalem solely relied on information that the
participant consciously weighed and finally decidedreport. Instead, using for instance
measures of implicit motivation might allow for neoinsight. The implicit motivation to act
prosocially is significantly related to various phglogical outcomes, such as parenthood
(Chasiotis et al., 2006) or generativity (Hofer,sBh, Chasiotis, Kartner & Campos, 2008).
Similarly, it could also be related to helping ®nonplicit motives -that represent the
unconscious part of one’s motivational system- ge@erally predictive for spontaneous
behaviors (McClelland et al., 1989), and moreovetednine the kind of activities from
which a person derives positive affect (Schulthe2€98). Explicit (or self-reported) motives
on the other hand operate on a conscious cogniéivel, and are rather predictive for
behaviors that are consciously planned (McClellahdl., 1989). We therefore propose that
implicit (unconscious) prosocial motivation mayroere related to spontaneous and informal
forms of helping, whereas explicit (conscious) pal motivation may be more related to

more planned and formal forms of helping. This amgat is also in line with the reported
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findings for spontaneous help vs. volunteering &ne proposed two-process model of
helping. First empirical support for the validity these relationships comes from a study
conducted by Aydinli, Bender, Chasiotis, Cemalcalad van de Vijver (2014) which showed
that explicit prosocial motivation was a sufficigmtedictor of planned helping, while the
relationship between explicit prosocial motivatemmd spontaneous helping was moderated by
implicit prosocial motivation. In other words, spaneous helping was only related to explicit
prosocial motivation, if also implicit prosocial mnaation was high. Hence, and as proposed
in our model, more implicit and unconscious mechiasi seem to be involved in initiating
low-effort and spontaneous forms of helping. Mopedfically, this means that implicit
motives explain variance in spontaneous helpingdbabeyond the predictive effect of self-
reports only.

A next step in research for gaining further insigitb the processes involved into
helping, Aydinli and colleagues (Aydinli et al., 20 2015; Aydinli, Bender, Chasiotis, van
de Vijver, Cemalcilar, Chong, & Yue, in press; Aydi Bender, Chong, & Yue, 2015;
Aydinli, Bender, Chasiotis, & van de Vijver, 201&lje testing whether similar relationships
can be found in different cultural settings in artefind out whether the processes initiating

different forms of helping are similar across difiet cultural groups.

Conclusion

We set out to investigate what the reasons areptfoabpt people to engage in spontaneous
helping and volunteering and whether these reasmnsimilar across cultural groups. Based
on the reviewed literature we conclude that spadas helping is initiated via unconscious
and affect-based pathways, whereas volunteeringsée be initiated by more rational and
conscious cost-benefit evaluations involving tarst reciprocity. We further propose that the
two pathwaysleading to different forms of helping are likely be similar across different
cultural groups. However, the reviewed studies dlsstrated that differences in helping
frequenciesexist, particularly when the beneficent is an gutup member: Spontaneous
helping towards a stranger is more likely to befgrered in traditional and poorer contexts
(e.g., Korte & Kerr, 1975; Miller et al., 1990; Liee et al., 2001), whereas the opposite is the
case for volunteering (e.g., Allik & Realo, 2004ur@s et al., 2001; Kemmelmaier et al.,
2006). We assume that this difference can largedy elxplained by considering the
psychological adaptiveness of antecedents of hglpihich originate in early ontogeny
(Chasiotis, 2011b). The formation of those antentdm turn is shaped by contextual factors

that largely differ across cultures (#&ibai, 1997, 2007). An inclusion of such factors,

37



including childhood contextual variables like numbé siblings (Bender & Chasiotis, 2011;
Chasiotis et al., 2006) and parental SES (ChasB#isder, & Hofer, 2014), will help provide
a better understanding of the psychological medsamf helping across cultures. We
furthermore believe that moving beyond self-repavit open new avenues to research on
helping. The consideration of implicit prosocial tmation will enable us to gain a deeper
insight to the research field, and might even helpxplain some of the cultural variance in
helping. Previous research has shown that we carbioe motivation and development:
Differences in family and childhood context betwemritural groups may lead to different
compositions of implicit motivations (e.g., Chasogt al., 2006; for a recent overview see
Hofer & Chasiotis, 2011) and ultimately to diffeoes in helping tendencies between

different societies.
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Chapter 3

When Does Self-Reported Prosocial Motivation Predic
Helping? - The Moderating Role of Implicit Prosocia
Motivation
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Introduction

Helping behavior has been investigated across rdiftedisciplines, such as philosophy
(Hobbes, 2010/1651), sociology (Durkheim, 1984)d apsychology (Batson, 1991).
Theoretical approaches explaining helping are naooserMost psychological research on
helping emerged within the past half century, andestigated circumstances (e.g., the
number of bystanders, the emergency level), dispasi (e.g., empathic concern,
agreeableness), or motivations as antecedentdmh@ePrevious research has demonstrated
that different types of helping are driven by diffiet psychological mechanisms (e.g.,
Burnstein et al., 1994; Graziano et al., 2007). [VItiis widely accepted that almost every
type of behavior is driven by a mixture of expliaimd implicit factors (Baumeister et al.,
2011), different types of helping have rarely bes@amined in light ofboth implicit and
explicit processes. Exceptions are priming studieshelping (e.g., Isen & Levin, 1972,
Lillenquist, Zhong, & Galinsky, 2010; Pichon, Botwa& Saroglou, 2007) or studies that
employed implicit attitudes and explicit disposit#oto predict different types of helping
(Perugini, Conner, & O’Gorman, 2011). However, tor oknowledge, no study has
investigated the effect of explicit and implicitlpi@g motivationon various types of helping,
let alone their interactive effects.

The present study addresses this deficit and examihe effects of implicit and
explicit prosocial power motivatioon different types of helping. Prosocial power ivetion
is conceptualized as a subtype of the power maotikieeh reflects one’s need to exert an
impact on other people’s emotions and behaviors\(®Vj 1991). Notably, this need of having
impact can be realized both in an antisocial (personalized power) and in a prosocial way
(i.e., socialized power, see McClelland, 1970, 19®&anter, 1973). We focus on the latter
type of realization and examine the function of lexip and implicit prosocial power
motivation for predicting planned helping (PH) asmbntaneous helping (SH), as these are
the two end points on the most salient dimensiowlich helping is classified (Amato, 1985;
Pearce & Amato, 1980).

In the following, we describe relevant findingstire field of helping, and define the
motivational variables of our model. We then spedifir predictions and test them in three
studies, first with a self-report measure of wiliess to engage in SH and PH (Study 1), and

subsequently with behavior-based, real-life measaféH (Study 2), and SH (Study 3).
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Antecedents of Helping: Who Is More Likely to Help,and When?

Much of the research on helping and its antecedamestigates personal characteristics or
circumstances that encourage or inhibit helpingl, @xaminedvho is more likely to help, or
whenpeople are more inclined to help (see Penner, DmvRiliavin, & Schroeder, 2005).
These questions have been addressed in psychdlogsmarch mainly by investigating
dispositional and motivational variables that dismnate between helpers and non-helpers,
and by identifying different situations in whichlpieg is more or less likely. In a number of
studies, empathic feelings, or similar empathyteglaconstructs, have been shown to be
associated with helping, both with PH and SH (foremiew, see Batson et al., 2002;
Finkelstein et al., 2005; Penner, 2002). Other eptelinked to helping include moral and
social responsibility (Cemalcilar, 2009; Milleradt, 1990), prosocial value orientation (Carlo
et al., 2005; McClintock & Allison, 2006), and agableness (Carlo et al., 2005; Graziano et
al., 2007; Smith & Nelson, 1975). However, evidenoepredictive effects of these variables
on helping is not consistent: sometimes effects raegliated by other variables like self-
efficacy beliefs (e.g., Caprara et al.,, 2010), delpen the type or the target of helping
(Graziano et al., 2007), or are moderated by canéxactors such as being primed with
prosocial concepts (Perugini et al., 2011).

With respect to the question whenprosocial behavior is more likely to occur, affirs
impetus was given by research on bystander intéorer{e.g., Darley & Latané, 1968).
Subsequent investigations of other situationaloi@cteceived substantial consideration in
psychological research, such as time pressure, (Payley & Batson, 1973), or social
pressure (e.g., Nadler, Romek, & Shapira-Friedmi&79). Moreover, a number of studies
have shown that characteristics of the target dp heemendously matter for helping:
Findings by Levine, Prosser, Evans, and Reicheédgp6how that group belongingness of the
target person (in-group vs. out-group) is an imguairfactor for the decision whether to help
or not. Similar findings by Burnstein et al. (199@&yaziano et al. (2007), Miller et al. (1990)
and Fijneman et al. (1996) support the notion thgh psychological closeness to the target
person (i.e., being kin as opposed to being agerrsubstantially enhances helping (see also
Aydinli et al., 2013, for an overview). Finally,sal the type of helping, such as high versus
low levels of emergency, has been utilized asuasdnal factor that influences helping (e.g.,
Graziano et al., 2007; Miller et al., 1990).

In conclusion, research on helping so far examefégtts of personological variables
on helping (for a review, see Batson et al., 2068} situational variables on helping (e.g.,

Levine et al., 2005). As it is widely accepted thabavior is a function of both the person and
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the situation, a considerable number of studieseshgating helping employed an
interactionist P x S perspective (e.g., Grazianal.e2007; Perugini et al., 2011). Notably, the
majority of this research explored the interplaywsen person and situation by utilizing
explicit traits and situational factors, and hence appiid@,pici X S framework. However,
dual process models of cognitive functioning arthat cognitive processes, such as memory
(e.g., LeDoux, 2002; Schacter 1992; Tulving, 1988jtention and perception (e.g.,
Greenwald, Klinger, & Schuh, 1995; Schneider & 8mmf 1997), social cognition (Bargh,
1989; Tversky & Kahneman, 1983) and motivation (M&ti@dnd et al., 1989) are not only
operating on a conscious (explicit) level, but adsoan unconscious (implicit) level. In line
with this reasoning, recent helping research mdeyend considering only explicit cognitive
variables, and examined the effect iofplicit variables as antecedents of helping (e.g.,
Lillenquist et al., 2010; Pichon et al., 2007). Y&t the best of our knowledge, hardly any
study on helping integrated and examined the iotema of implicit and explicit
personological factors in light of different siticats or types of helping (for an exception in
the domain of attitudes, see Gabriel, Banse, & FA0§7). The present study aims at filling
this gap by offering a more integrative concepfuainework to examine helping, namely by
applying a Bxpiicit X Pmpiicit X Shelping @pproach. By doing so, our study contributes tocae
comprehensive understanding of prosocial behavemirt unpacks how implicit and explicit

motivational systems work together in activatintpivey, depending on the helping situation.

Implicit and Explicit Motivation: A Dual Process Mo del

In line with dual process models referring to otlaeeas of cognitive functioning (e.g.,
Greenwald et al., 1995; LeDoux, 2002; Schacter 192®ing, 1985), motivation has also
been conceptualized as a cognitive operation tnattions based on two processes (Kuhl,
2000; McClelland et al., 1989; Schultheiss & Breist 2010; Woike, 2008): an explicit
(conscious) and an implicit (unconscious) procdss.Tmeans that individuals’ motivations
are determined by two independent motivational ob&n that can operate in parallel.
Findings from numerous studies corroborate thisonptas they denote that the explicit and
implicit system of the same motive are modtgtistically unrelated (e.g., Baumann et al.,
2005; Hofer et al., 2010; Spangler, 1992), evemghahey are conceptually related (as they
refer to the same superordinate motivational canstrlt is important to note that when we
talk about implicit versus explicit motives, we dot refer to a difference of measurement
methods (i.e., implicit vs. explicit ways to meastine same construct), but rather refer to two

distinct motivational channels that both influethedavior; at times more, at times less.
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What do explicit and implicit motives predict? Explicit motives operate on a
conscious cognitive level and direct individualghlaviors towards goals and end-states that
an individual evaluates as desirable and hencelégtd pursue. Implicit motives, in contrast,
operate outside an individual’'s awareness and e®ergelect, and guide behaviors towards
affectively rewarding end states (McClelland et &B89, Schultheiss, 2008). Building on
this, it can be derived that different behavioratommes can be more or less determined by
explicit and implicit antecedents, and their intayp(Woike, 2008).

Individuals generally pursue behaviors that comespwith their conscious views
about themselves (Swann & Read, 1981). Howeverséone types of behaviors just the
conscious force to engage in a particular behawight not be sufficient to elicit behavior,
and additionally an unconscious, implicit energizeght be needed (Baumeister et al., 2011;
Woike 2008). Translated into motivational termssthieans that goal-directed behaviors can
be determined by both the explicit and implicit mational channel, and their interplay. How
and to what extent explicit and implicit motives anvolved in guiding behavior, though,
seems most likely to be determined by the particiylpe of behavior. Theory and evidence
on the dual process model of motivation show tle#treported (explicit) motivation, goals,
or values, particularly determine consciouplanned choice behaviors that take place in
well-structured situations (Brunstein & Maier, 2Q08cClelland, 1980; Schultheiss, 2008),
whereas long-term behavioral trends asmbntaneousbehaviors are determined through
unconscious affect-based motivators, i.e., implindtivation (see also Brunstein & Maier,
2005; McClelland & Pilon, 1983). Related to that, oe (1995) documented
differential effects of implicit and explicit mottion on the type of information that is
recalled from autobiographical memory. Her findisg®w that implicit motives were related
to motive-respective affective memories, while @iplmotives were related to motive-
respective routine memories and self-descriptiditss supports the notion that these two
motivational channels are linked to distinct typdsinformation, and hence differentially
drive behavior.

Theory and evidence on predictive effects of matiftether indicate thanotives on
different levels of consciousness are differentialicited by the social context (Woike,
2008). Evidence shows thparticularly implicit motives are more likely togatict behavior
when they are aroused by corresponding environrhenés, such as primes or goal-imagery
tasks (Schultheiss & Brunstein, 1999; Slabbinck, Hmiwer, & van Kenhove, 2011). The
present research aims at examining the predicfifezte of implicit and explicit prosocial

power motivation on PH and SH in natural helpingyiemments. We therefore do not
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introduce an additional, and mostly artificial, pocial cue to activate the respective
motivations. Instead, we conceptualize and undedstiae behavioral “task” per se, i.e., being
faced with the possibility to perform helping, assafficient contextual cue to activate

individuals’ prosocial motivational system.

Prosocial Power Motivation

Prosocial power motivatidris conceptualized as a subtype of the power matihckdefined
as one’s need to exert an impact on other peoptaions and behaviors in a prosocial way
(Kuhl & Scheffer, 2001; McClelland, 1975; Winter973). Studies have documented that
implicit prosocial motivation is related to a rangevariables. Findings indicate that across
cultural groups, growing up witfounger siblings promotes the development of inmplut
not explicit prosocial motivation, and that impligrosocial motivation in turn is related to
generativity (Hofer et al., 2008) and parenthoodhg€iotis et al., 2006). These findings
support the notion that implicit prosocial motiwvatiis conceptually distinct from explicit
prosocial motivation, both developmentally and tiowally. Yet, as both processes operate
in parallel (McClelland et al., 1989), they shobloth be understood as processes that guide
behavior. Accordingly, the present research testsotivational model that examines both
explicit and implicit prosocial motivations’ effecon helping.

The Present Research

Based on McClelland et al.’s (1989) conceptualaratbf motivational functioning, and the
predictive effects of the explicit and implicit mational channels, we argue that activation
of goal directed behavior takes place via two datpaths: first, an explicit path that is based
on cognition driven processes, and second, an ¢rmpkthway that isdditionally channeled
through unconscious affect based processes. We déingti depending on where a particular
behavior is situated on the continuum ranging frounely planned to purely spontaneous
applications of helping, the effect of explicit pozial motivation will be more or less
moderated by implicit prosocial motivation. Trariethinto specific hypotheses, we propose
to find the following relationships: Individualendency to engage in PH should be related to
their explicit prosocial motivation (H1a). This et of explicit prosocial motivation on PH
should not be moderated by implicit prosocial motivation (Bllbs this type of behavior

'For practical reasons and to facilitate readabilie will refer to prosocial power motivation asopocial
motivation.
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represents an operation the purely driven by conscious cognitioBH, on the other han
mostly requires immediate responses that do nowvaibr much consideration. Hence, Sk
less likely to be driven by cogniti-based processes only, and more likely to be alserd
by automated affedtased process. Thus, SH should be determined byntegplay of
explicit and implicit motivation. In other wordde effect of explicit prosocial motivation «
SH should be moderated by implicit prosocial mdtoa and only lead to SH wher is
accompanied by high implicit prosocial motivatidd2@), but not when implicit prosoci
motivation is low (H2b). A graphical representatiohour predictions is depicted in Figt
3.1.

To test our propositions, we conducted three studie Study 1 we assessed
individuals’ implicit and explicit prosocial motitian and asked them to sreport their
willingness to engage in SH and PH. In Study 2 8nhdve moved beyond streported
intentions and tested the relationship betweeni@kgind implict prosocial motivation o
PH (Study 2) and on SH (Study 3) by employing -life helping measures as depenc
variables.

Figure 3.1 Motivational Pathways Leading to Planned Helpind &pontaneous Helpi
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STUDY 1
In the first study, we employed a self-report measaf helping that asked participants to
indicate their willingness to perform SH and PH. awid confounding effects that might
emerge by using a particularly emergent type gbihglor by using helping that is directed at
a particular target (Graziano et al.,, 2007), wetkilyg@se variables constant and utilized
examples of helping that are low in emergency leasld impersonal, detached from a
particular target. Moreover, we conducted the stalyne where identifiability (and ensuing

social pressure) is arguably low.

Method
Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited by means of a largeinenl panel (LISSpanel;

http://www.lissdata.nl/lissdatp/of the MESS (Measurement and Experimentation he t

Social Sciences) project which is funded by thehleands Organization for Scientific
Research. Data collection for this online panelaisanged by CentERdata (Tilburg
University, The Netherlands). Every month, meminértfhie panel are electronically invited to
answer a set of questions that takes at maximueefifminutes to be completed. The panel is
based on a true probability sample of householdsvirfrom the population register.
Households that could not otherwise participate prorided with a computer and internet
connection. An individual administrative code, desid to protect the participants’ identity,
makes it possible to connect data from differemuasition waves. For the purpose of this
study, data were obtained from five assessmentgelet September 2009 and January 2013
to include all study variables. The sample compriséotal of 207 Dutch individuals Mage =

51.4 years; 51.7% female) who completed all measoifréhe present study.

Measures
Explicit prosocial motivation. For the purpose of this study we developed a doale

assess explicit prosocial motivation. This instraimeomprises six items and is designed to

“Before the analyses, 170 participants were exclutledito more than two missing values in the meastire
implicit motivation (out of twelve). Compared tohet studies using the same measure (e.g., Hofehasiotis,
2003; Hofer, Chasiotis, Friedlmeier, Busch & Camp305), the number of missing values here is ixelt
high. The main reason for this is that the complatmsure for implicit motivation was administeredtivo
separate data collection waves. Hence, not alviddals that completed one part had also dataaailfor the
other part, and were therefore excluded from thal fsample.
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assess individuals’ conscious and self-ascribedsgtwa act prosocially. It represents an
adaptation of the Motive Enhancement Test (Kuhlda&fer, 2001; Kuhl & Henseler, 2003)
for the content domain of prosocial motivation.tRRgrants were asked to rate all six items of
explicit prosocial motivation on a 5-point Likertade ranging froml = not applicable at all

to 5 = very applicable An example item i§ Taking care of other people gives me a good
feeling insidé. A total score of explicit prosocial motivation waalculated by using the
mean score of these items. An Exploratory Factoalysis (EFA) revealed a unifactorial
structure of the scale indicating that 53.4% oftthtal variance is explained through a single
factor. The internal consistency of this scale was.82.

Implicit prosocial motivation: The Operant Multi-Mo tive Test Implicit prosocial
motivation of the participants was assessed wighQperant Multi-Motive Test (OMT; Kuhl
& Scheffer, 2001), which represents a Picture Skxgrcise (PSE) that is adapted from the
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT; Murray, 1943). &ithe TAT, the OMT is a Picture Story
Exercise (Schultheiss, 2008), a fantasy-based giroge measure that asks individuals to
respond to open ended questions related to amlsguioture stimuli. The version used in the
present research utilized twelve ambiguous picstireuli. For each picture participants were
asked to answer three questions: (1) “What is itambrfor the person in this situation and
what is the person doing?”, (2) “How does the perfezl?”, and (3) “Why does the person
feel this way?”. Answers were coded for the presesicmotive content as described in the
OMT Manual (Kuhl & Scheffer, 2001). Unlike the TAih the OMT no correction for word
numbers is required, as only one motivational catgegan be coded per picture (including a
zero category if answers contain text without mational content). When no answer was
given to a picture, the code for the correspongicture was counted as a missing value.

In addition to identifying the presence of each in®ti.e., power, affiliation, and
achievement), the OMT also allows for the differatdn of four approach components and
one avoidance component. Implicit prosocial motoratis one possible motivational
category, and represents an approach componehe gfawer motive. As stated above, it is
defined as one’s need to have impact on other papopmotions and behaviors for other-
serving goals (Winter, 1973). In the OMT, impligtosocial motivation is coded when
answers contain prosocial themes (e.g., helpingp@ting, protecting, or giving advice) that
are described as being realized intuitively, wilses and are accompanied by experiencing
positive affect. Coding was carried out by four esdthat were trained by an experienced
person. After an interrater agreement of 80% amyelwas established on practice materials,

each coder individually coded a subset of the arsgi@en by the participants. Unclear cases
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in which the coders could not decide on a finalecbg themselves were discussed with the
other coders (for applications, see also Chaseitigl., 2006; 2014). For each participant, a
score of implicit prosocial motivation was calceldtas the number of answers that were
coded as prosocial motivation. For the analysedichotomous score of implicit prosocial
motivation was applied. The code of 1 was givenmwatkleast one out of the twelve pictures
presented was coded for prosocial motivation, teecof 0 was given when none of the
twelve pictures was coded for prosocial motivation.

Over the last decade, research has revealed thergemt validity of the OMT and
the traditional TAT. In a number of studies, the DM predictive validity was established
with regard to behavioral correlates (Baumann et 2005; Baumann & Scheffer, 2011,
Heckhausen & Tomasik, 2002), and across culturésigiotis, Bender, Kiessling, & Hofer,
2010; for overviews, see Baumann, Kazen, & Kuhl,®@nd Hofer & Chasiotis, 2011). For
the motive domain of implicit prosocial motivatioralidity has been established by showing
its relationship to concepts related to guidanckabi®rs and involving a strong caring
component like generativity (Hofer et al., 2008y grarenthood (Chasiotis et al., 2006).

Dependent variables.Participants were asked to indicate how willingyttege to
perform prototypical examples of SH and PH. Alimte were presented on a 5-point Likert
scale, ranging from= not willing at allto 5= very willing

Planned helping (PH). Willingness to provide PH was measured with fivems
asking for the participant’s willingness to engageexamples of impersonal PH. Item
examples aré Distribute leaflets for a cloth donation campaignpeoples’ mailboxes” or
“Clean a playground for frée Results of an EFA suggested a single factor isoluith
40.0% of explained variance. The internal consistefor this scale was moderate with
a =.60. Mean scores of all five items were used as asore of willingness to engage in PH.

Spontaneous helping (SH). Willingness to provide Shvas assessed with five items
developed for the present study. These items caegbrdifferent behavioral examples of
impersonal forms of SH. Item examples are “Putti@dehat has just fallen out of a mailbox
back into the mailbox” and “Remove a sharp piecglass from the entrance to a car park
after having seen it in passing”. The internal estesicy for this scale was=.74. Moreover,
results of an EFA supported a single factor sotutigth 49.4% of explained variance. The
mean score across those five items was interprasedn indicator for the self-reported

readiness to provide SH.
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Results
We tested our hypotheses that motivationally distiprocesses are involved in PH as
opposed to SH by employing two hierarchical linesgression analyses with standardized
scores of our two predictors entered in the fitepsand their interaction entered in the
second step. Descriptive statistics for implicitogwcial motivation, explicit prosocial
motivation, SH, and PH are displayed in Table 3.1.

Planned Helping (PH)

Regression analysis supported the proposed hymsthts PH. As expected, PH was
significantly related to explicit prosocial motii@t (H1a) @ = .21,p < .01,R* = .033), but
not to implicit prosocial motivation. Also no sidicant interaction, hence no moderation
effect emerged (H1b). Correlations between impaaidl explicit prosocial motivation and PH

can be derived from Table 3.1.

Spontaneous Helping (SH)

Descriptive statistics for SH revealed that therifiation is highly skewed (skewness = 6.25),
indicating a ceiling effect. Hence, we used a lmng$formation to correct for skewness
(skewness = 1.53) in our distribution (Shapiro &IkVi1965). Correlations between the
transformed SH variable and implicit and expligibgocial motivation are presented in Table
3.1. Results of the regression analyses with tiesformed SH variable were in line with the
hypothesized relationships. As proposed, a sigmifiinteraction effect emergefd € .14,p <
.05, R = .021), while both implicit and explicit prosociaiotivation had no significant main
effect on SH. We further examined whether, as pgegp implicit prosocial motivation
moderates the effect of explicit prosocial motigaton SH and examined the relationships
between explicit prosocial motivation and SH sefayaor individuals with low versus high
implicit prosocial motivation. As hypothesized, i@rsficant relationship between explicit
prosocial motivation and SH emerged when implicitsocial motivation was highr € .26,p

< .05) (H2a), but no relationship was found whenliaipprosocial motivation was low (=
.05,p = .555) (H2b).
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Table 3.1Correlations between implicit prosocial motivatiexplicit prosocial motivation, and willingnessdngage in SH and PH

Study 1 Study 2 Stidy
Implicit prosocial Explicit prosocial Willingness to Willingness to Planned helping:  Spontaneous helping:
motivation - dichotomous motivation (EPM) (Study engage in engage in planned Volunteering - Amount of donated
(IPM) (Study 1 / Study 1/ Study 2 /Study 3) spontaneous helping (PH-W) dichotomous (PH-V) money (SH-D)
2/Study 3) helping (SH-W)

IPM 1 .059/.012/.024 21 .018 .079 .223
EPM 1 .061 .206** .198** .069
SH-W 1 344
PH-W 1
PH-V 1
PH-FV
SH-D 1
Mean 0.34/0.30/0.41 3.60/3.74/3.63 6.02 04.0 0.60 76.91(cent)
SD 0.48/0.46/0.50 0.57/0.61/0.47 0.91 1.13 0.49 105.91(cent)

**p< 01 **p < .001



Discussion

Results confirm our proposed model and suggestdijaénding on the type of helping, the
effect of explicit prosocial motivation on helpiran be moderated by implicit prosocial
motivation. As expected, explicit prosocial motieatpredicted PH regardless of individuals’
implicit prosocial motivation, while its effect 08H was strongly moderated by implicit
prosocial motivation, and only significant whenaalmplicit prooscial motivation was high.

Hence, findings support our view that PH is driveg the explicit cognition-based

motivational channel, while engaging in SH addiélby requires activation through implicit

affect-based motivational channels.

In sum, it can be concluded that our proposed rattmal model of prosocial acting
has been confirmed on the basis of self-reportdlingmess to engage in PH and SH as
dependent variables. However, as “self-reports wsapposed to shed light on the behavior,
not replace it” (Baumeister, Vohs, & Funder, 200.7401), the question still remains whether
our model holds true beyond hypothetical helpirigadions. To answer this question and to
replicate and validate our results obtained in firet study, further studies using real-life
applications of both PH and SH were needed. Thexgeio the following two studies, we test

the same relationships with real-life measurestb{$tudy 2) and SH (Study 3).

STUDY 2

Using a real-life measure of PH, we expect to oapéi our finding that PH is related to
explicit prosocial motivation (H1a), regardlessinflividuals’ implicit prosocial motivation
(H1b). We chose volunteering as an example of PHth& is, according to Pearce and
Amato’s (1980) classification, the most planned ligggion of helping. Moreover, and in
concordance with the PH measure applied in thée sitedy, the activity of volunteering is a
formal type of helping mostly directed at unknovangets, which meets the demands of the
present study. Finally, and unlike the sample m finst study, the second study examines

volunteering among US patrticipants which increasasrnal validity of our findings.



Method
Participants
The sample of the present study consisted of’ 8By = 35.2 years; 64.2% female)
individuals from the United States recruited onlitteough Amazon Mechanical Turk

(https://www.mturk.coin exchange for a 5US$ monetary compensation.

Measures and Procedure

Participants completed the same measures of implnd explicit prosocial motivation as in
Study 1 and 2. An EFA for explicit prosocial motiem confirmed the previously found
unifactorial structure with 40.7% of the total \arce explained. The internal consistency was
a=.70.

After participants completed the motivational measuthey were presented with a
list of 14 different types of voluntary organizat® (including one open “other type of
organization” category) and asked to indicate wrethey had performed voluntary work for
any of those organizations in the past twelve m@nithe list of the organizations was
adapted from the World Values Survewww.worldvaluessurvey.ojg and included

organization types such as “church or religious aargation” or “environmental
organization”. If participants indicated to haveyaged in at least one type of volunteer work,
they were identified as volunteers (i.e., high Pifipot, as non-volunteers (i.e., low PH).
Descriptive statistics and correlations between raotivational predictors and volunteering
are presented in Table 3.1.

Results
We carried out a binary logistic regression analysith the standardized scores of implicit
and explicit prosocial motivation entered in thatfblock, and their interaction entered in the
second block. As expected, results of the regresmialysis revealed a significant main effect
of explicit prosocial motivationf(= .41,p < .01, ¥ = .060) (H1a), while implicit prosocial
motivation had no effect on volunteering, neitherectly nor in interplay with explicit
prosocial motivation (H1b). Hence, we supported baypothesis that explicit prosocial
motivation is a sufficient motivational predictoorf PH, regardless of implicit prosocial

motivation.

®n total 12 participants had more than two missialyies (out of twelve) on the measure of implicittivation
and were therefore excluded from the analyses éeéford.
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Discussion
The significant main effect of explicit prosocialotivation for volunteering found in the
present study indicates that applications of PH gemerally driven by the explicit
motivational channel, which provides strong supgortour model that proposes different
types of helping to be driven by distinct motivati processes and their interplay. To further
corroborate this model, we carried out a third gttiat tested the propositions of our model

with a real-life application of SH.

STUDY 3
In Study 3, we set out to test the effects of ltplicit and implicit prosocial motivation on
SH with a real-life SH measure. In line with thepdedent variable in Study 1, we chose a
real-life, non-emergency, spontaneous helping behatat is rather impersonal, i.e., not
directed at a particular other, and can be realé@tout social pressure. We therefore
examined participants’ donation behavior, more gigadly the amount of money that they
donated (including not donating at all) in an expental setting. Donating money to charity
can be realized in many different ways, and thpsesents a heterogeneous helping activity
that can involve both SH and PH. For instanceatit lse performed as a spontaneous act (e.g.,
when being asked by a passersby on the streeplasslified as SH, or it can be performed in
a more deliberate manner (e.g., recurring donatioresnberships) and represent an example
of PH. Such a heterogeneity is reflected in findingy Pearce and Amato’s (1980)
multidimensional scaling analyses: donating monegdd out to have a rather intermediate
position along the dimension of SH versus PH. far purpose of the present study, we
created an experimental setting that requires atapeous donating reaction as a measure for
SH. Based on our model, and building on findinggwied in Study 1, we expect to find an
interaction effect. More specifically, we propobkattimplicit prosocial motivation serves as a
moderator for the effect of explicit prosocial nwatiion on SH in such a way that explicit
prosocial motivation will not relate to SH when ileg prosocial motivation is low (H1a),

but relate to SH when implicit prosocial motivatigrhigh (H1b).

Method
Participants
In total, 110 psychology undergraduate studeMgd= 21.0 years; 67.3% female) from
Tilburg University, the Netherlands, participatedthis study in exchange for course credit

and 3.50€ (~4.50 US$) cash compensation that wesyalhanded out as two 1€ coins and
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three 50 cent coins. After having finished theisssen, participants were asked by the
experimenter about their ideas of the purpose efsthdy and whether they noticed anything
unusual. In total 37 of those participants indidateat they thought that the appeal to donate
money is part of the study and were therefore eledufrom our sampfereducing the final

sample to 73 individual$V(zge = 20.8 years; 68.5% female).

Measures

Participants completed the same measures of implnd explicit prosocial motivation as in
Study 1. An EFA for explicit prosocial motivatiorordfirmed a unifactorial structure with
38.6% of the total variance explained, and rendarednternal consistency of = .67. As
dependent variable the amount of donated money usad. Descriptive statistics for all

variables involved are depicted in Table 3.1.

Procedure

The study consisted of two parts. Upon registratpmarticipants were asked to complete the
first part of the study online by answering a gigestaire on explicit prosocial motivation.
This split was applied to keep participants unavadrthe fact that our study is investigating
helping behavior, as the measure of explicit pradanotivation could have served as a cue
for that. Later, during the session in a room wathilburg University, participants were asked
to fill in the remaining measures. The two partstloé study were then matched by an
individual, but anonymous, participation code. Aftparticipants had filled in the
questionnaires, the experimenter (a student agi@fended that he/she had forgotten the
participation list that is needed to assign cowrgglit to the students. Using this excuse, the
experimenter paid the participant for the partitgpaand asked him/her to wait for a couple
of minutes in the experimental room until he/shé e back with the list. Right when the
experimenter was about to leave the room, he/shmetgabto a nontransparent UNICEF
donation box that was unobtrusively placed in aneorof the room, close to the exit. The
experimenter told the participant that UNICEF heakea Tilburg University to place a
donation box where money is handed out, and mesditinat people can donate if they want,
but that it is equally fine if they decide not to slo. Then, the experimenter left the room for

three minutes, to ensure that participants do eet $ocially pressured to donate. After the

“The relative high rate of students indicating scispi (33.6%) is likely to be a consequence of hgvitruited
also psychology students that were at more advasteg@s of their study. A comparison of age sujpattis
view by showing that naive students were geneyallynger (Mge = 20.8 years) —probably still in the beginning
of their studies- than their suspicious counteg@vige = 21.6 years).
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experimenter returned, participants were thankedtteir participation, asked about their
ideas concerning the nature of the study, and wene fully debriefed. After the session, we

assessed how much money participants donated lyngpéne donation box.

Results

Before we tested our hypotheses, we transformediependent variable (amount of money
donated) into a dichotomous variable by using aiamesplit (O = individuals who donated 50
cents or less; 1 = individuals who donated at IBastent). We applied this transformation, as
the initial distribution was highly skewed (skewse$.87). Correlations with explicit and
implicit prosocial motivation and the dichotomousndtion variable are presented in Table
3.1.Using the dichotomous donation variable, we legyga a binary logistic regression
analysis as described in Study 2. Results reveakadnificant interaction effecf(= 1.64,p

< .01;R? = .31), while neither explicit nor implicit prosatimotivation had a main effect on
donation behavior. Further investigation of theeiattion effect indicated that the
relationship between explicit prosocial motivatiamd SH was not significant when implicit
prosocial motivation was lowr (= -.21, p = .192) (H1a), but significant when implicit
prosocial motivation was high € .59,p < .01) (H1b). This finding is first consistent wiblur
model and the proposed moderation hypothesis, mudim line with findings for SH that

were obtained in Study 1.

Discussion

Findings of Study 3 using a real-life helping measas dependent variable are concordant
with findings obtained with the self-report measafé&H in Study 1. Results provided strong
support for the proposed moderation effect, andicoad that an effect of explicit prosocial
motivation on SH is only present, when also implmiosocial motivation is high, but not
when implicit prosocial motivation is low This untiees the need of considering implicit
prosocial motivation as a dispositional anteceaértelping, particularly in the case of more
spontaneous applications of helping.

General Discussion
We tested our model that proposed different mabwal antecedents to be involved in PH as
opposed to SH in three studies. In Study 1 we detite effect of implicit and explicit
prosocial motivation and their interaction on b&H and SH by utilizing participants’ self-

reported willingness as a measure of helping. Wiadahat, as expected, PH was determined
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by explicit prosocial motivation only, while SH waketermined by the interplay between
explicit and implicit prosocial motivation. To exare whether the findings of the first study
can be considered as valid and robust, we conduatedstudies and tested our proposed
model with real-life measures of PH (Study 2), &ttirespectively (Study 3).

In Study 2, we examined effects of implicit and leipprosocial motivation on PH
by usingvolunteeringa measure of PH. In line with findings from Stuldyexplicit prosocial
motivation emerged to be strongly relatedvtunteering.This corroborates our argument
that PH is based on conscious and cognition-drimetivations, goals, or dispositions that
individuals ascribe to themselves (see also Aydenlal., 2013). In Study 3, we tested the
effects of implicit and explicit prosocial motivati on SH by utilizing a real-life measure of
SH, namelyamount of money donateéd charity in an experimental setting. As proposedl
as shown in Study 1, we again demonstrated a mingraffect on SH: There was only a
significant effect of explicit prosocial motivatioon SH, when also implicit prosocial
motivation was high. Results from both studies ¢$tli and Study 3) show that SH cannot be
predicted by considering only explicit prosocial timation. In sum, findings of all three
studies support our model that PH is determinedutin the explicit motivational channel,
whereas SH is determined through the interplay xjli@t and implicit motivational
channels, and hence most likely to occur when bafticit and implicit prosocial motivation
are high. Our findings are therefore in line withr groposed model (see Figure 3.1), and
corroborate previous findings on predictive effeatamplicit versus explicit motives (e.g.,
Brunstein & Maier, 2005; McClelland & Pilon, 1983eyond the area of motivational
research, our research also replicates findings fodther areas of cognitive functioning
showing that automatic or implicit processes relkamespontaneous behavioral outcomes,
whereas controlled or explicit processes relatglémned behavioral outcomes (Dovidio,
Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Peregial., 2011).

Moreover, the moderation effect we found can bkelhto research on motivational
congruence effects, and opens new research dimedio this area. Motivational congruence
means that both the implicit and the explicit mativnal systems of an individual are
aligned, which means that both systems are dirdotedrds the same goals. Notably, as both
motivational systems are independent from eachr odiignment or congruence is not always
the case (e.g., Spangler, 1992). This means thatvesoor goals that people ascribe to
themselves (their explicit motivation) are not aj@an line with their unconscious needs
(their implicit motivation). Mismatch /incongrueneeould be present, when for instance a

person who has a pronounced implicit need to be@cted and related to others (i.e., high
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implicit affiliation motive) describes himself/hel§ as a person who does not enjoy social
occasions much (i.e., low explicit affiliation mad). Evidence suggests that incongruence
between implicit and explicit motives often leadsegative psychological outcomes such as
low levels of well-being (see Baumann et al., 20Q6hl & Kazén, 1994; Thrash, Cassidy,
Maruskin, & Elliot, 2010). In contrast, for motiv@ngruence (i.e., when both explicit and
implicit motives are aligned) findings repeatedffiraned the positive effects on individuals’
well-being across divergent cultures (e.g., HoferC&asiotis, 2003; Hofer, Chasiotis, &
Campos, 2006; for an overview, see Hofer & Chasic2011). The moderation effects
documented in our studies represent examples affenobngruence effects in the domain of
prosocial behavior. Our findings show that SH isstriikely to occur when both individuals’
explicit and implicit prosocial motivation are highhis implies that both the implicit and the
explicit motivational system are directed towargs same goal, or in other words, when they
are congruent(as shown in Figure 3.1). By documenting a moteagruence effect on
actual behavior, our study opens a new avenue in the research draaotvational
congruence that was so far restricted to explofecesf of motive congruence on affective
states, but did not investigate congruence effectactual behavioral outcomes. By showing
that motive congruence can enhance SH, our stuilheifirst that documents these effects on

real behavioral outcomes.

Implicit Prosocial Motivation’s Contribution to the Study of Helping

By utilizing explicit or self-ascribed motivatiorsan antecedent of both SH and PH, our
research connects to the existing body of helpasgarch (e.g., Carlo et al., 2005; Graziano et
al., 2007; Smith & Nelson, 1975). However, our egsh also substantially extends this line
of research by considering implicit motivation akitherto neglected antecedent of helping.
Results point towards the necessity to go beyotfereggorted information when studying
dispositional or motivational antecedents of heaipiNotably, for SH, using only the self-
report measure of prosocial motivation had no ptedt value at all; only when it was
applied in combination with its implicit counterpathe measure of explicit prosocial
motivation gained relevance. Hence, integrativeingl research should answer the question
of whois more likely to help by considering implicit m@cial motivation as an antecedent of
helping.
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Limitations and Future Research

This research is, to our knowledge, the first fude implicit motivation as an antecedent of
real-life helping behavior. Across three studiesiustrated the predictive power of implicit
prosocial motivation on different types of helpingevertheless, some limitations, mainly
with regard to the utilized dependent variablesusth be mentioned.

A first limitation refers to the dependent variablePH used in Study 2, namely self-
reported retrospective volunteering. Using a rgiective measure to assess PH might go
along with two main methodological limitations: $tirdue to social desirability and memory
bias, there is reason to doubt whether the retobisgee reports truly represent realistic
circumstances. Second, due to this assessment beiragpective and correlational, an
interpretation towards causal effects is problemati might well be that motivations of
volunteers are changed towards becoming more peisticrough the experience of
volunteering rather than predicting volunteering. this regard, it should be noted that
“(p)lanned helping, by its nature, is difficult study experimentally, since the time and place
of its occurrence are determined by the helper” #1985, p. 235). As PH is often a time-
intensive enterprise that is performed after astlesmme consideration, it cannot be easily
translated into an experimental setting (Amato,5)9®ne possible solution to overcome
those limitations would be to employ a longitudinstudy design (see, for instance,
Cemalcilar, 2009). Future research examining thévatonal effects on volunteering should
therefore assess individuals’ motivations priotheir decision to volunteer (e.g., as part of
bigger screenings in universities), and at differeme points during their experience of
volunteering.

A second limitation of the present research revomund the use of donating money
as an example of SH in Study 3. One may arguedibraating money to charity is a form of
prosocial behavior that rather resembles more Rift BH. However, as indicated earlier,
donating behavior is heterogeneous and can bezeealn different ways. The way that
donation behavior was conceptualized in Study 2essmts one specific form. Arguably, in
typical donation scenarios (unlike in our studygople have more time to ponder their
behavior. In the present experimental setting hameparticipants were unexpectedly given
the possibility to donate money to UNICEF, and witierefore asked to spontaneously help.
Yet, we cannot exclude the possibility that botlpetedent variables that were used to
operationalize SH —the self-report measure initisé $tudy and donation behavior in the third
study— also involved aspects of planned behawonther words, one may argue that our

variables used to measure SH rather capture bekawiat are best described as a mixture
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between SH and PH, which is the case of the mgjofithelping behaviors. It might for
instance be the case that our model needs modicahd that more extreme applications of
SH are only determined by the implicit motivatiordannel, similar to PH being only
determined by the explicit motivational channelnkke, in order to gain more certainty about
our proposed model, future research should exarthireeffects of implicit and explicit
prosocial motivation on SH by applying a behaviosatcome measure that is even more
spontaneous than donating money, such as for resta@lping someone to pick up dropped
items.

A third limitation of the present research is tise of prosocial behavior examples that
are rather impersonal. We deliberately chose tsaas we aimed at avoiding confounding
effects by introducing a particular help targetweéwer, this limits our conclusions to SH and
PH to scenarios where no particular recipient esent. As argued in Aydinli et al. (2013), it
is likely that effects of implicit and explicit psocial motivation on SH and PH will differ as
a function of the target person. Research on hglpas repeatedly underlined the effect that
target characteristics have on individuals’ helpimigntions or behaviors (e.g., Burnstein et
al., 1994; Graziano et al., 2007; Levine et alQ2MMiller et al., 1990; Stirmer et al., 2005).
Accordingly, further research on effects of imglieind explicit prosocial motivation by
systematically varying the target of help is needed instance through varying the help
targets’ status as an in-group versus out-group lmeem

Another limitation concerns the fact that we did nse any situational cue other than
the behavioral task itself to elicit prosocial nvation, and that motivational effects might
have been different when a prosocial cue had bsed. A\s stated above, it is not the effect of
the explicit, but particularly the effect of the pfitit motivational system that is affected by
contextual stimuli such as prosocial primes (Wol@08). Hence, it is very unlikely that the
effect of explicit prosocial motivation would beedted by a helping prime. For the effect of
implicit prosocial motivation, however, recent fings from the related area of implicit
prosocialattitudesindeed support the notion that implicit attitugesdict helping only, when
they are preceded by a prosocial prime (Perugial.e011). However, findings of the same
research also document that scoring high on thieegbrt (explicit) measure for dispositional
empathy is functionally equivalent to a helpingpei as high dispositional empathy also led
to a predictive effect of implicit prosocial attites (while no predictive effect was
documented for individuals scoring low on empathygnce, we can conclude that elicitation
of implicit cognitive systems cannot be realizedyony situational cues such as by using

primes, but also takes place inherently througlpatigional characteristics. Applied to the
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present study this means that individuals’ impligiosocial motives were activated both
through the helping task itself, and additionallyough their inherent level of explicit
prosocial motivation. Nevertheless, conducting reitstudies that additionally employ a
prosocial cue to activate the implicit motivatiosgistem would be needed to further examine
the effects of the two motivational systems onettght types of helping.

A last limitation of our research concerns the dasighat we used. In all three
studies, we employed typically Western samples, ehardutch and US-American, which
restricts our conclusions to those populationsorbter to examine the generalizability of the
obtained results, research should also investigatdat extent implicit and explicit pathways
leading to SH and PH are culturally invariant, aest the proposed relationships with non-

Western samples.

Conclusion

The present study highlights that implicit motiwatiis an important but until now neglected
source of information to predict helping behaviour results indicate that the extent to which
implicit and explicit motivational processes argdlved in helping depends on the nature of
the helping task, with planned helping being deteeth by explicit motivation and
spontaneous helping being determined by the irdggrpétween explicit and implicit prosocial
motivation. Our findings show that the effect opégit prosocial motivation on spontaneous
help is moderated by implicit prosocial motivati@and that a predictive effect can only be
found when also implicit prosocial motivation isghi Hence, spontaneous helping is most
likely to occur when both high implicit and highpgdicit motivation come together, i.e., when
motive congruence is present. Our research isitiettiat introduces implicit motivation as
an antecedent of real-life helping behavior, anovigles a conceptually unique variable to
broaden our understanding of helping behavior. Bguthenting moderation effects, or more
specifically motive congruence effects on actudping behavior, the present research opens
an innovative avenue for future research, boththenarea of motivation and in the area of

helping.
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Chapter 4

A Cross-Cultural Study of Explicit and Implicit

Motivation for Long-Term Volunteering



Introduction

"If our hopes of building a better and safer woalaé to become more than wishful thinking,
we will need the engagement of volunteers more ¢lvan"
Kofi Annan - Secretary-General of the United Nasidh997 to 2006)

Volunteering is an essential part of a society'siaocapital (Putnam, 2000), and is of great
economic value. Yet, recent findings suggest thaltinteering is in a state of decline
(Salamon, Sokolowski, & Geller, 2012, for the USnvingen & Dekker, 2011, for the
Netherlands). Voluntary organizations have diffimd in recruiting and keeping long-term
volunteers. Despite societal benefits and evidéoiceolunteering’s effect on various positive
outcomes, the question of “who is likely to becoamel stay dong-termvolunteer?” is not
sufficiently answered. Past research on voluntgeisncharacterized by several limitations.
For instance, studies on volunteering have largetyised on self-reported motivations or
dispositions as determinants of volunteering (e@moto & Snyder, 1995; Penner &
Finkelstein, 1998), and neglected the investigatibmplicit or unconscious aspects that can
be a driving force of sustained volunteerism. Megrpa large number of studies examined
volunteering only within a single, mostly Westecunjtural setting (Clary et al., 1998). The
few studies that did examine volunteering acrosfums mainly compared rates of
volunteering across different nations (e.g., Cu71; Ruiter & De Graaf, 2006). None of
the cross-cultures studies on volunteering so f&amgned whether pathways leading to
volunteering are the same across cultures. Theprasudy addresses these deficits. First, it
introducesamplicit motivation and thus goes beyond considering only self-regofexplicit)
motivation as an antecedent of volunteering. Secinests the applicability of the proposed
motivational modehcross four diverse cultural samplése., China, Germany, Turkey, and
the US).

Volunteering

Volunteering is defined as a planned, long-ternd aan-obligatory prosocial commitment,

typically within an organizational setting and dired at unknown others (Penner, 2002). It is
accompanied by a range of positive outcomes for gbeiety (Putham, 2000) and the

individual (Primavera, 1999). Therefore, it is nsuirprising that volunteering gained

increasing relevance in research fields such ashpdygy and sociology. We first describe
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sociological research that focused on cultural canspns of rates of volunteering, and
subsequently present findings from psychologicaleaech that focus on antecedents of
volunteering.

Volunteering across cultures: Different rates, butsame antecedentsTulture has
scarcely been considered in research on voluntednrone of the few cross-cultural studies,
Curtis (1971) compared membership rates in volyné@ssociations across the US, Canada,
Great Britain, Western Germany, Italy, and Mexiaod found that Americans and Canadians
held more memberships than citizens of the remgimations. Concordant findings were
derived from a comparison of 33 democratic natibased on datasets of the World Values
Survey (Curtis et al., 2001). Curtis and colleagwsesnmarized that memberships in
volunteering organizations are more frequent inntoes that have a high level of economic
development, are predominantly protestant, and bhaweeg democratic history and a liberal,
democratic political system. Similar findings weretained in a meta-analysis by Allik and
Realo (2004). They revealed that a country’s samgital — with civic engagement being an
important aspect of it (Putnam, 2000) — was podl§ivelated to scores on individualism (see
also Kemmelmeier et al., 2006). Taken togetheseéms that volunteering is typically higher
in urban, individualist, and affluent cultural certs (for a recent review, see Aydinli et al.,
2013).

However, as stated earlier, cross-cultural studies not go beyond the mere
comparison of rates of volunteering, thereby mggsirhether the structure of volunteering
and itsantecedentare invariant across cultureSuch an invariance would imply moderate
universalism, according to which basic processaditg to a particular behavioral outcome
(e.g., motivational antecedents leading to voluimeg are identical across cultures, while the
way in which and how much such behavioral outcoaresexpressed (e.g., culture-specific
manifestations and rates of volunteering) may diféeross cultures (Berry, Poortinga,
Breugelmans, Chasiotis, & Sam, 2011). It is theefoeeded to move beyond solely
comparing rates of volunteering across cultured, tanexamine whether or to what extent
sustained volunteering is driven by the same adteus across different cultural
environments.

Antecedents of volunteering Psychological research on volunteering focusaslgna
on dispositional antecedents (i.e., the charatiesisof the individual that promote
volunteering). Two prominent examples are the pr@sopersonality modeby Penner
(2002), and the functional approach to volunteefygOmoto and Snyder (1995). Both
approaches focus on a voluntees&f-reportedprosocial dispositions as critical ingredients
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volunteering. While the prosocial personality mobgl Penner highlights the relevance of
other-oriented empathy and helpfulness @sezursor of volunteeringOmoto and Synder’'s
(1995) model focuses on motivational variatiansong volunteerand proposes that different
individuals engage in volunteering for differenasens or motives (e.g., values, career, or
social) (see also Clary et al., 1998).

Findings from both the dispositional and the mdtaal perspective on volunteering
add to our understanding of the phenomenon (eot® & Snyder, 1995; Penner, 2002;
Penner & Finkelstein, 1998). However, research ispasitional antecedents of volunteering
iIs so far purely based on self-reported traits amatives, and neglects the influence of
unconscious, implicit variables (for exceptions gge€inli et al., 2014; 2015; Perugini et al.,
2011). Hence, research on antecedents of volunteean expand towards the examination of
implicit antecedents, as the use of only self-reffioe., explicit) variables in volunteering
studies comes along with two major disadvantagiest, kising only self-reports constitutes a
methodological constraint, as self-reports arenofienfounded with response tendencies such
as socially desirable responding (Paulhus, 199&cofd, using only self-reports also
constitutes a conceptual constraint, because eglfrts restrict our source of information to
only those variables that an individual can conssliyp access and is willing to report; as a
consequence, implicit motivations that have prédecimpact on a wide range of behaviors
(Baumeister et al., 2011), are excluded. This igiqdarly an issue for understanding
behaviors that are likely to be affected by uncamsc (implicit) variables; volunteering
might be one of those behaviors. Dual process rsodél cognitive functioning (e.g.,
Greenwald et al.,, 1995; Tulving, 1985) disentantfle predictive effects of these two
processes, and provide insight into the types blabers that are likely to be elicited by

explicit and / or implicit processes.

Dual Process Model of Motivation
The dual process model of motivation proposes gloat-directed behaviors are determined
by two qualitatively distinct motivational systemmplicit motivation and explicit (or self-
reported) motivation (McClelland et al., 1989). Tdiistinction between implicit and explicit
motives isnot a distinction in terms of measurement methods, (iraplicit vs. explicit
assessment of the same construct), but referscameeptual distinction of two independent
motivational systems, as outlined below.

Predictive effects of implicit and explicit motivaion. These two motivational

processes differ with respect to a number of aspestich as stage of development,
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representation, and behaviors they relate to. bitpinotives develop in very early pre-
linguistic stages of ontogeny (McClelland & Pilat983), are not consciously represented,
and operate outside individuals’ control. They ursmously guide individuals’ behaviors
towards affectively rewarding end-states (Schuithe?008). Explicit motives, in contrast, are
acquired through socialization after language aoghitive representations of concepts or
behavior have been developed. They are represeotediously, and hence operate alongside
individuals’ awareness and control. As a conseqgeieexplicit motives are directed towards
behavioral outcomes that individuals evaluate gsomant or desirable, and therefore decide
to pursue (McClelland et al., 1989).

There is empirical evidence that these two typesofivations are associated with
different types of behaviors: implicit motives habeen found to predicspontaneous
behaviorsandlong-term behavioral trends which individuals engage intuitivelyvhereas
explicit (or self-reported) motives have been fouadletermingplanned behaviorshat are
performed afterconscious consideratioand that take place in well-structured situations
(Aydinli et al., 2014; 2015; McClelland et al., 8A review by Woike (2008) supports the
idea that behaviors can differ in the extent toolhithey are affected by implicit and explicit
motives. For the area of autobiographical memorgiké&/ (2008) showed that implicit and
explicit memories differ in terms of both how anthat type of content is recalled; implicit
motives have been found to affect the encoding fidctive experiences, while explicit
motives are involved in encoding and recall of meiexperiences.

For the area of helping and volunteering, a restady by Perugini et al. (2011)
examined the effects of self-reported prosociadityl implicit altruismattitudeson various
types of helping. They found that implicit attitsde@ere related to spontaneous helping, while
self-ascribed prosocial dispositions were relatedrigagement in volunteering (i.e., planned
helping). More importantly, Perugini et al. foundat a more complex and long-term
behavioral outcome of planned helping, namely tewnt of time that is monthly spent on
volunteering, was related to both self-reportedpliex) prosociality and implicit attitudes.
Similar findings were obtained in the field of ingil and explicitmotives and their effects
on prosocial behavior. Results of a recent studyApginli et al. (2014) show that planned
types of helping were related to explicit proso@alver motivation, whereas spontaneous
types of helping were related to the interactioneaplicit and implicit prosocial power
motivation. More specifically, the authors founatiplanned helping was highest when self-
reported (i.e., explicit) prosocial power motivatiwas high (regardless of implicit prosocial

power motivation), whereas the effect of expligibgocial power motivation on spontaneous
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helping was moderated by implicit prosocial powextination: There was only a relationship
between explicit prosocial power motivation and rgpaeous helping, if also implicit
prosocial power motivation was high. Accordinglpoataneous helping was highest when
both explicit and implicit prosocial power motivati were high; or in other words when they
were congruent.

Based on findings by Perugini et al. (2011) andiAlctt al. (2014), and in line with
the dual process model of motivational functionifigcClelland et al., 1989) helping
behaviors seem to differ in the extent to whichytlaee driven by implicit vs. explicit
processes. Implicit processes seem to constitatdstantial activator of spontaneous helping
activities, while purely planned behaviors, such vatunteering, seem to be driven by
conscious (i.e., explicit) processes. Howevergaility, only few behaviors may exist that can
be classified as purely spontaneous or purely gdnnnstead, behaviors are often
multifaceted and complex, meaning that they corepti®th spontaneous and planned
features, and are thus likely to be influenced bshkimplicit and explicit processes (e.qg.,
monthly time spent on volunteering; Perugini et2011).

Prosocial power motivation.The need for power, that is, the desire to havengact
on other peoples’ emotions and behaviors, cantia&@aifferent forms. These forms are also
known as thedual nature of power Power motivation can be both destructive and
constructive (McClelland, 1970; Winter, 1991). lanc be destructive when used in an
antisocial manner (i.e., personalized power), harstructive when used by a responsible
leader, or in a prosocial manner to exert a bemficfluence on other people’s lives (i.e.,
socialized power) (McClelland, 1970; Winter, 1973)his reasoning is in line with Kuhl’s
(2000) Personality Systems Interaction Theory (P&ery) and his conceptualization of the
power motive. According to Kuhl, power motivatioantains different subtypes, one of them
being theneed to helpThis need is labeledrosocial motivation(Kuhl & Scheffer, 2001;
Winter, 1973; see also Chasiotis & Hofer, in preasd will be utilized ashe motivational
antecedent of volunteering in the present research.

Building on McClelland et al.’s (1989) earlier disition, motivation to act
prosocially is realized in two ways: the explicitdathe implicit one. Studies across cultural
groups suggest that the development of implicit, tot explicit, prosocial motivation is
enhanced by growing up witounger siblings (Aydinli et al., 2015; Chasio#s,al., 2014).
Moreover implicit prosocial motivation enhances iwduals’ love for children, and was
related to being a parent (Chasiotis et al., 20@6having an interest and concern for guiding

the next generation (i.e., generativity) (Hoferakt 2008), and finally to helping (Aydinli et
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al., 2014; 2015; for a recent overview, see Chesi@tHofer, in press). Accordingly, we
utilize both explicit (i.e., self-reportednd implicit prosocial motivation as antecedents of

sustained volunteering.

The Present Study

Effects of explicit and implicit prosocial motivation on sustained volunteering.
We described that behaviors are activated thrawghdistinct paths and their interplay: an
explicit path based on cognition driven processbihvis predictive for planned behaviors,
and an implicit path based on affect driven proegdbat is predictive for planned behaviors
and long-term behavioral trends.

Certainly, sustained volunteering is mainly a pkohractivity. However, it is also a
recurring and long-term behavioral engagement. Néesfore argue that volunteering is best
described as a multifaceted prosocial activity t@nprises both elements of planned and
spontaneous helping. Hence, we propose that intiaddio explicit motivation, implicit
prosocial motivation will be involved in sustainedlunteering (as implicit motives relate to
spontaneous behaviors and long-term behaviors).

Volunteering across cultures: Universal pathways?The present study examines
how sustained volunteering is motivationally foundextoas different cultural groups, and
whether and to what extent these motivational autests function in a culturally invariant
manner. In this respect, it should be noted thatipusly documented differences in rates of
volunteering across cultures (e.g., Allik & Realf)04; Kemmelmeier et al., 2006) do not
necessarily mean that motivational mechanisms igati volunteering also differ. There is
no empirical research suggesting that antecedéntslunteering differ across cultures (e.qg.,
Clary et al., 1998; Omoto & Snyder, 1995; Penndrigkelstein, 1998). Neither do findings
from motivational research indicate that implicitdaexplicit motives function differently
across different cultures (for an overview, seedd&f Chasiotis, 2011).

Hypotheses.First, sustained volunteering will relate to exjpligrosocial motivation
(H1). Second, this relationship between explicitbgmcial motivation and sustained
volunteering will be strongest when also implicibgocial motivation is high (compared to
low and moderate levels of implicit prosocial matien) (H2). Finally, the structure of
motivational antecedents of volunteering will be&anant across different cultural groups.
More specifically, the main effect of explicit prxsal motivation on sustained volunteering
(see H1) and the interaction effect of explicit amgblicit prosocial motivation on sustained

volunteering (see H2) will be invariant across diiféerent cultural groups (H3).
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Sample selectionTo test our motivational model of sustained volentey (H1 and
H2) and our hypothesis of identical relationshipsoas cultures (H3), we selected cultural
samples that do not only differ in socioculturalrkes, but also in rates of volunteering (to
explore universality of motivational processes despof mean-level differences in
volunteering). First, we selected samples from W& and China as representing the most
frequently applied comparison between a prototylyiagadividualistic / independent versus
collectivistic / interdependent culture (e.g., Bpidan, Leung, & Gialocone, 1985). Building
on self-report data obtained from the World ValGesvey, both the US and China are among
nations with very high rates of volunteering (> 00Rochester, Ellis Paine, Howlett, &
Zimmeck, 2010). We know from cross-cultural psyciyyl that more than two cultures are
needed to arrive at conclusions that are easiartéopret in terms of sociocultural markers
(van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). To ensure some \alitg with respect to rates of
volunteering, we selected Germany and Turkey, lsrahe rates of volunteering are
comparatively low in these two countries (21-30% @ermany, and < 10% for Turkey)
(Rochester et al., 2010). At the same time, thesedountries differ with respect to their
sociocultural value orientation. While Germany es@nts a more individualistic /
independent context, Turkey represents a more atigtic / interdependent context
(Hofstede, 1980).

Method

Participants
Participants were 1082 adult individual@0.7% volunteers) recruited from four different
countries: 252 individuals from German{;e = 33.2 years; 57.1% female), 272 individuals
from Turkey Mage = 33.0 years; 55.1% female), 300 individuals fritea US Mage = 33.8
years; 61.7% female), and 258 individuals from @h{ilong Kong) iz = 35.5 years;
54.7% female) (see also Table 4.1).

1112 participants were excluded from the samplaliraace due to more than two missing values in teasure
of implicit motivation (out of twelve). For similapplications see Aydinli et al. (2013). Moreowdsita of seven
participants were excluded from further analyseshay had indicated having volunteered for moas thOO
hours per month (a highly improbable value).
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Table 4.1Descriptive statistics of socio-demographical alales and variables used in the
motivational model of sustained volunteering

Germany Turkey USA Hong Kong
n=252 n=272 n =300 n =258
Age / M(SD) 33.23(12.13), 32.99(11.94), 33.75(13.08), 35.46(13.80),
Sex (% female) 57% 55%, 62%, 55%,
Education in Years / MiSD) 15.81(3.28), 14.71(3.31), 15.99(9.79), 15.23(4.46),
Marital Status / % married 27% 35%, 29%, 35%,
Implicit prosocial motivation / 0.38(0.65), 0.32(0.60), 0.39(0.65), 0.10(0.33),
M (SD)
Explicit prosocial motivation / 3.90(0.52), 4.00(0.60), 3.78(0.63) 3.53(0.53)
M (SD)
Volunteering / % volunteers 75% 67% 74% 67%
Frequency of volunteeringv 2.53(1.88), 1.69(1.59), 1.94(1.46), 1.72(1.46),
(SD)
Length of volunteering/ MSD) 3.28(2.17), 2.26(2.08), 2.87(2.07), 2.75(2.23),
Monthly volunteering hoursl 16.94(24.58), 14.35(30.44), 9.00(13.86), 9.51(22.25),

(SD)

Notes Each subscript letter represents a subset oftdesnvhose values on a particular variable do not
significantly differ from each other gn= .05 level.

Procedure

Recruitment took place in two different ways. Inr@any and Hong Kong the samples were
recruited through personal and professional netgyonkile in Turkey and USA sampling
was only realized through professional networksrédeer, two different types of samples
were assessed: the convenience sample vs. volsaege.

Firstly, in all four countries individuals were raded regardless of whether they
volunteered or not (i.e., as a convenience sampfe)Germany and Hong Kong the
convenience samples were recruited through persandl professional networks of the
authors, in Turkey and the US only through profasai networks. In Turkey, a research

agency providing data collection servicesvv.optimistresearch.conwas employed, and in

the US the online labor market Amazon Mechanicatk Tigwww.mturk.con) that allows

online data collection from US residents was iz
In order to attain a sufficient number of voluntear our dataset (which is particularly

relevant for countries in which rates of voluntagrare typically low), additional individuals
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were recruited through approaching voluntary orgamns (i.e., the volunteer samples). As
our convenience sample in USA already containeculazstantial number of volunteers;
approaching additional voluntary organizations wast necessary here. Voluntary
organizations that agreed to participate were agketbrward our questionnaire to their
volunteers. The measures could be completed inpargsencil format or in online form.

Completing the questionnaire took between 45-6Qutes and all participants (regardless of
recruitment procedure) were rewarded with a mogetampensation worth ~US$10 (the

exact amount slightly differed across countries ueonversion rates)

Measures

Sociodemographics.Participants were asked to indicate their age, gentheir
marital status (i.e., whether they are married aj,rand the number of years that they have
spent in formal education (starting from primarical).

Explicit prosocial motivation. To assess individuals’ self-attributed, explicit
motivations to act prosocially, an adaptation @& Motive Enactment Test (Kuhl & Scheffer,
2001) was used (see also Aydinli et al., 2014; 20T6e Motive Enactment Test assesses
motivation in accordance with PSI-Theory (Kuhl, 2D0Here, motivation is understood as a
process that can be realized in different waysait be driven through approaching, avoiding,
or balancing positive and negative affective stafd®e six items constituting the measure
describe prosocial motivation as driven by vari@ifective states. Exemplary items are
“Taking care of other people gives me a good feelmside” (e.qg., for realizing prosocial
motivation in the mode of approaching positive etifeor “Even in difficult situations, | find
effective ways of supporting others” (e.g., fomimg a negative affective state into a positive
affective state). All items were rated on a 5-paicelle ranging from = not applicable at all
to 5 = very applicable Validity was supported by relating explicit progd motivation to
both self-reported willingness to help and read-likelping (i.e., donating money to a donation
box) (Aydinli et al., 2014). For the purpose ofststudy, the instrument (which was originally

developed in German) was translated and back-&tmuslinto English, Turkish, and

In Germany, the convenience sample consisted a8f125 (49.6%) individuals, while the volunteer gden
consisted of = 127 (50.4%) individualg) = 126 (50%) German individuals completed the qaestire online.
In Turkey, the convenience sample consistechof 144 (52.9%) individuals, while the volunteer fden
consisted of = 128 (47.1%) individuals) = 106 (39%) Turkish individuals completed the diggmaire online.
In Hong Kong, the convenience sample comprised 148 (57.4%) individuals, while the volunteer gden
consisted oh = 110 (42.6%) individuals) = 5 (2%) Chinese individuals completed the questire online. In
the USA, the convenience sample compriged 300 (100%) individuals and all participants cdetgd the
questionnaire online.
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(traditional) Chinese. Internal consistencies wegesonably high in all four countries, with

= .70 for Germany, .69 for Turkey, .72 for the WHd .64 for Hong Kong. A multigroup
confirmatory factor analysis to test for metric aswhlar invariance supported partial metric
invariance:x?(38,N = 1089)= 58.17,p = .091, RMSEA = .022, CFI = .97&CFI = .010).
Invariance constraints on the loading of the fitestn “Taking care of other people gives me a
good feeling inside” had to be released for thekiBlr group, as its loading on the factor of
explicit prosocial motivation was weaker than ie tbther three groups, yet still significant.
The mean score of all six items was taken as awdtat of individuals’ explicit prosocial
motivation.

Implicit prosocial motivation. Participants’ implicit prosocial motivation was
assessed by using the Operant Multi-Motive Test TOMuhl & Scheffer, 2001) which
represents an adaption of the Thematic Apperceftest (TAT; Murray, 1943). The OMT
has been proven to be a valid measure of implicitivation: It showed convergent validity
with the TAT, and revealed relationships to behaliocorrelates such as hormonal
fluctuations and psychosomatic symptoms (Ball gt26114; Baumann et al., 2005; Baumann
& Scheffer, 2011). Moreover, the OMT's applicalyilin cross-cultural research has been
repeatedly demonstrated (for an overview, see H&f€hasiotis, 2011). Most relevant for
the present study, there are previous studies stipgpahe OMT’s validity in the domain of
implicit prosocial motivation across different autl groups. Implicit prosocial motivation as
measured by the OMT is positively associated witt humber of (younger) siblings in
Cameroon, Costa Rica, Germany, and China (Chasbias., 2014), as well as Turkey and
the USA (Aydinli et al., 2015). Furthermore, stuigl@document its relationship to behaviors
that involve a strong guiding or caring componeftross Latin-America, Africa, and
Europe, implicit prosocial motivation measured witle OMT was related to being a parent
(i.e., having children or not; Chasiotis et al.08Pand the concern for providing guidance to
the next generation (i.e., generativity; Hoferlet2008).

In the OMT twelve ambiguous picture stimuli aregeneted. Each picture contains at
least one protagonist, and respondents are askasteer the following three questions: (1)
“What is important for the person in this situatiand what is the person doing?”, (2) “How
does the person feel?”, and (3) “Why does the pefsel this way?”. The answers are then
coded for motivational categories according to Kahtl Scheffer's (2001) OMT Manual,
whereby one code is assigned to each picture. \Woeamswer or a non-content answer (e.g.,
“l don’'t know” or “I cannot see anything”) is giveto a picture, it is counted as a missing
value. For each motivational category (i.e., povedfiliation, and achievement), the OMT
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differentiates between five different motive reatinns, four approach components and one
avoidance component. Hence, for each answer/picineeout of 16 possible codes can be
given (five components for each of the three basatives and one zero code when no
motivational content is present). Implicit prosdcmotivation is conceptualized as an
approach component of the power motive. It is coden individuals describe prosocial
activities such as helping, comforting, supportiog,protecting others in combination with
positive affect (Kuhl & Scheffer, 2001). The fird0% of answers in the German sample (i.e.,
answers of 50 participants) were coded indepengentthe first, second, and third author in
sequences of ten answers per session. In eacloge flve sequences, a pairwise interrater
reliability > 80% was established between the fsstond, and third author, respectively. The
remaining answers were coded individually by thestfiauthor (Chinese answers were
translated into English by a bilingual student).cléar cases, in which the first author could
not decide on a definite code, were discussed esalved with the second and third author
(see also Chasiotis et al., 2006; 2014). To testhdr the twelve pictures functioned equally
to assess implicit prosocial motivation across fber cultural samples an analysis of
differential item functioning (van de Vijver & Legn 1997) using logistic regression was
employed. Results indicate a uniform bias for tist fpicture (i.e., in some cultures this
pictures contribution to the total score of imgligrosocial motivation is higher than in other
cultures), and non-uniform bias for the third pretuAll other pictures function equally across
cultures in terms of implicit prosocial motivatiods we do not examine mean-level
differences across different cultural groups, darm bias does not constitute a problem for
the present study. Therefore, only answers givetha@ahird picture were excluded from our
measure of implicit prosocial motivation. The suhth® remaining eleven answers that were
coded for prosocial power motivation was used asage for participants’ implicit prosocial
motivatior?.

Assessment of sustained volunteeringdccording to Marta and Pozzi (2008) and
Omoto and Snyder (1995), the length of servicekeyaelement in the definition of sustained
volunteerism. Moreover, Finkelstein et al. (2008ygested time invested into volunteering as
an important variable to evaluate commitment to umtdering. Accordingly, we
conceptualized sustained volunteering as a latectiof composed by the following four
indicators: Presence of volunteering, length otimtdry service, service frequency, and hours

spent on volunteering.

3Detailed results of the Differential ltem Functingianalysis are available from the authors uponesi
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Presence of Volunteering. The assessment of this variable was realized o tw
different ways: Participants that were recruitedeipendently of voluntary organizations (i.e.,
the convenience samples) were presented with aofist4 different types of voluntary
organizations (including one open “other type ojaization” category) that was adapted
from the World Values Survey (www.worldvaluessunaey/). They were asked to indicate
whether they performed voluntary work for any obsh organizations in the past twelve
months. Exemplary organization types were “church religious organization” or
“environmental organization”. If participants indied that they were engaged in at least one
type of volunteer work, they were coded as voluistg§e 1), and if not, they were coded as
non-volunteers (= 0). Participants that were reeclthrough approaching the volunteering
organizations were not presented with that list @mkd as volunteers (= 1).

Length of voluntary service. Participants engaged in volunteering (i.e., thos#ed as
volunteers) were asked to indicate when they hgatesl to volunteer on a five-point scale,
with 1 = one to three months agd = three to six months ag8 = six to twelve months ago
4 = one to two years ag@nd5 = more than two years agdhe code of zero was given for
individuals who were not engaged in volunteeringrahe past twelve months.

Service frequency. To measure differences in frequency of engagenaembng
individuals who were engaged in volunteering oher past twelve months, we employed a 5-
point measure and asked individuals to indicate lofien they performed voluntary work
during the past year. Answer categories wWere once 2 = a few times3 = almost every
month 4 = almost every weelnd5 = almost every dayVe chose this answer format, as the
answer options are reasonably independent fromntaxiy service duration (i.e., both long-
term volunteers and volunteers who just starteit #egvice can attain all scores between one
and five). Again, participants who did not engage&olunteering over the past twelve months
were coded with zero.

Time spent on volunteering. To assess hours spent on volunteering, we asked
volunteers to estimate thaverage amoundf hoursper monththat they have spent on
volunteering during the past year. We asked indiaigl to indicate their average hours of
volunteering per month (not their total hours) ti@ia a score that is largely independent from
length of voluntary service. For individuals, whal chot volunteer over the past twelve
months the amount of hours was set at zero.

Based on these four indicators of sustained voérintg, a multigroup confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was performed to test fornmetnd scalar invariance across the four

cultures. Results supported metric invariance fastaned volunteering across the four
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cultural groupsy?(13, N = 1082)= 63.64,p < .001, RMSEA = .060, CFl = .98ACFI =
.010). The factor score composed of the four indrsawas utilized as a measure of sustained

volunteering.

Results

Notably, our four samples differed with respectstmres of implicit and explicit prosocial
motivation and indicators of sustained volunteerisge Table 4.1). However, as the aim of
the present study doest lie in examining mean level differences in thesegaldes between
the cultural groups, this does not constitute alera. For all following analyses, we used
scores of implicit prosocial motivation, explicitrgsocial motivation, and sustained
volunteering that were-standardized within each country. Moreover, to tegnfor the
differential effects of socio-demographical backgrd variables on sustained volunteering in
the four cultural groups (see Table 4.2), we ubedré¢sidual factor score of volunteering that

was obtained after regressing volunteering on s&e, marital status, and educational level.

Table 4.2 Pearson correlations between socio-demographieaiables and sustained

volunteering

Sustained Volunteerifig

Germany Turkey USA Hong Kong
n= 252 n=272 n =300 n= 258
Age .09 - 23+ .06 -.06
(lower scores = younger age)
Sex -.09 -.02 -.14* .06
(0 = male; 1 = female)
Educational Level -.08 .23rrx .07 -.01
(lower scores = less education)
Marital Status -.16* -.10 .01 .06

(0 = unmarried; 1 = married)

Notes ? higher scores indicate longer, more frequent andenaverage hours of voluntary servicp. < .05.
*** n<.001.

Motivational Effects on Sustained Volunteering

We tested our motivational model of sustained videnng (see Figure 4.1) by using
multigroup regression analysis. This analysis fiests the applicability of the proposed
model separately for each group (i.e., configuradariance model), and secondly tests to
what extent the direction and strength of the pseplarelationships are invariant across these
groups (i.e., structural weights model). We enteegglicit prosocial motivation, implicit

prosocial motivation, and their interaction as jeas of sustained volunteering to our
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regression model. As we utilized within-country retardized scores to test our proposed
model, means and intercepts were set to be equadsacountries. Therefore, testing more
restrictive models than the structural weights nhoddnich also constrain the means and
intercepts to be equal across cultural, was notogp@ate. Results of the multigroup analysis
revealed a good fit for the structural weights mogk9, N = 1082)= 4.36,p = .886, RMSEA

= .000, CFI = 1.000ACFI = .00,R? = .06. This indicates that the relationships betwe
explicit and implicit prosocial motivation and thaiteraction with sustained volunteering are
invariant across the four cultural groups, whiclygasts that the patterning of volunteering

and its antecedents shows the expected invaridredationships across cultures (H3).

Figure 4.1 Effects of implicit and explicit prosocial motivah and their interaction on

sustained volunteering across four cultures.

Explicit Prosocial
/:::

Power Motivation

Implicit Prosocial

S Power Motivation Sustained

Volunteering

- Interaction
e (Explicit x Implicit)

Notes Path coefficients represent standardized regnesspefficients for the structural weights solutian
standardized scores of implicit and explicit praabmotivation were applied; sustained volunteeniegresents
the residual score obtained after regression onsege educational level, and marital statug £.01. ***p <
.001.

An inspection of the standardized regression wsighft the structural weights solution
confirmed the hypothesized main effect of expligelf-reported) prosocial motivation on
sustained volunteering3(= .21, p < .001, Cohen's? = .04) (H1), while there was no
significant effect of implicit prosocial motivatiofs = .03,p = .329). Moreover, our model
revealed a significant interactio € .10,p < .01, Cohen’$®* = .05). To further examine the
source of the significant interaction and to tast lsypothesis (H2), we employed a slope test

across all groups (O’Connor, 1998). The slopedratnines whether and which combinations
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of different values of explicit and implicit prosat motivation (i.e., low, mean, and high)
predict a particular outcome (Cohen, Cohen, Weshilen, 2003), in this case sustained
volunteering. Results of the slope test confirmbd expected interaction effect (for a

graphical representation, see Figure 4.2).

Figure 4.2 Interaction of explicit and implicit prosocial nindition on sustained volunteering

across four cultures.
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Notes *slope differs significantly from zero with < .05; ***slope differs significantly from zero #ip < .001;

all three slopes significantly differ from each ethwithp < .05.

The relationship between explicit prosocial motimat and sustained volunteering was
strongest when implicit prosocial motivation waghi3 = .31,p < .001), somewhat weaker
when implicit prosocial motivation was moderafe £ .22,p < .001), and weakest when
implicit prosocial motivation was lowp(= .12,p < .05) (H2). Examination of the 95%
confidence intervals revealed that all three slopgsificantly differed from each other,
which supports our hypothesis that the effect giliek prosocial motivation on sustained

volunteering is amplified by implicit prosocial nndtion (Figure 4.2). Hence, as expected,
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sustained voluntary engagement is a function ofli@kgprosocial motivation and isnost

likely when both explicit and implicit prosocial motivati arehigh®.

Discussion

Culturally Invariant Pathways

Results of the multigroup regression analysis rededhat our motivational model of
sustained volunteering is applicable across fodferdint cultural groups, and therefore
provide first evidence that the relationships bemvenotivational antecedents and sustained
volunteering are invariant across these four gro(gee Figure 4.1). Finding invariant
relationships in such diverse cultural environmemasgld mean that our model might also be
applicable to describe sustained volunteering heotultural contexts. Results indicate that
in the four investigated cultural environmeniadividuals who report a high explicit need for
prosociality and who are at the same time implicdtiven to act prosocially, are those
individuals that are most likely to perform sustrnvolunteering. In other words, individuals
who self-ascribe prosocial motives and show a pwoned implicit need for prosocial acting
(i.e., individuals with congruent motives) seenbthose who are most likely to engage in

sustained volunteering.

Implications

Understanding and predicting sustained volunteeisngot only of scientific relevance, but
also has essential societal implications: Sustavuddnteering is a crucial element of social
capital (Putnam, 2000), and is of great economiievgCorporation for National and
Community Service, 2012). With rates of voluntegroteclining (Salamon et al., 2012), it
becomes more important for organizations to re@nd identify suitable volunteers that are
likely to stay committed over a long period of tin@@onsidering both explicit and implicit
motivation, and their interaction, represents armowative approach to address this need. Our

“We repeated the same multigroup regression modetsath indicator of volunteering separately. Resiitl
not differ from the findings with a combined facswore: Across the four cultural groups, analysesaled a
significant main effect of explicit prosocial madition and a significant interaction on presenceotfinteering,
service length, service frequency, and hours sperblunteering. Strongest relationships for alirfmdicators
were consistently achieved when implicit prosoniativation was also high. Detailed results are laiée from
the authors upon request.

*Recruited samples differed with respect to confoyraind tradition values, measured by the Portraitu¥'s
Questionnaire (PVQ, Schwartz et al., 2001). Bothf@anity and tradition were most endorsed by Horané
Chinese participants, moderately endorsed by Thirkasl American participants, and least endorse@dyynan
participants, which indicates that variation regagdsociocultural value orientation was presenthia recruited
samples.
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findings corroborate the contention that individualho have a high explicit goal and high
implicit need (or motive) to act prosocially ar@sle that are most committed to volunteering,
as they provide voluntary service more frequendlgyote more time to volunteering, and
provide voluntary service over a longer periodiofet Hence, our study opens an innovative
avenue for organizations across various cultutings to more efficiently recruit sustainable
volunteers. Voluntary organizations of any type eamploy or consult trained psychologists
and may apply measures to assess volunteers’ imp&tping motivation. Based on their
scores, volunteers might be placed at positiotiaditheir profile. Positions that require more
responsibility and hence would be more affectedusgover, for instance, deserve a more
careful placement, and could be reserved for iddiais that score high on both explicit and
implicit prosocial motivation. Certainly, assessimgplicit and explicit motives requires
resources at the side of the voluntary organizatm alternative to examining implicit
motives might lie in assessing proxies that havenb&hown to relate to implicit prosocial
motivation in previous research: For instance,rthber of younger siblings (Aydinli et al.,
2015; Chasiotis et al., 2014), self-reported lowe c¢hildren (Chasiotis et al., 2006), and
concern for guiding and caring for the next generatHofer et al., 2008). Moreover,
previous research has shown that congruence imttize domains of power, achievement,
and affiliation (i.e., scoring high on both impticand explicit power, achievement or
affiliation motivation) seem to relate to enhanddé-satisfaction across different cultural
groups (e.g., Hofer et al., 2006). Adapted to tleaaf volunteering, a perspective would be
that congruence in the motive domain of prosociativation (i.e., scoring high on implicit
and explicit prosoical motivation) might also lead higher satisfaction with life or
satisfaction with volunteering. As those individugkeem also to be those that are most likely
to serve as long-term volunteers, assessing vatsiteatisfaction might serve as an indicator

for how likely they are to provide sustained sesvic

Limitations and Future Research

A first limitation concerns the diversity in sammdi procedures that were employed in the
present study. While the inclusion of different égpof voluntary organizations represents a
strength of this study, potential issues due tddhge variation in the sampling procedure for
the convenience sample cannot be excluded. In Ggrraad Hong Kong, sampling was
conducted by using also personal networks, in tBeadd in Turkey however, only through
professional channels, such as Amazon Mechaniail dnd a research agency, respectively.

A consequence of this variation might be that dqmessure or socially desirable responding
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could be enhanced for the samples that were redrailso by means of personal networks.
However, as we were not interested in mean levehpesisonsbetween but in the
motivational structurevithin the four cultural groups - the variation in samgliprocedures
therefore appears less problematic, particulargesthe heterogeneity of the sampling makes
our test more conservatfe

A second limitation refers to the measurement dfinvieering by utilizing subjective
retrospective information. The use of such selbregppcan be problematic in several ways:
First they might be affected by methodological ¢wmets such as socially desirable
responding, memory bias, or shared method variaBeeond, they do not allow for any
causal conclusions: Since the design of our stadyirrelational, it could also well be that a
more pronounced implicit and explicit prosocial mation among sustained volunteers rather
represents a result of voluntary service thannte@dent. To overcome the methodological
constraints and to clarify the causal directiontlod motivational effects, an experimental
study design is required. However, the study ohipéal helping in general, and volunteering
in particular, in an experimental setting is a Wraing enterprise (Amato, 1985), as
volunteering by its nature is a long-term behaviocammitment that is difficult to
incorporate in an experiment with limited time frasn A quasi-experimental longitudinal
design (see for instance, Cemalcilar, 2009) seent tthe best solution to overcome these
limitations. Such a design would also allow for arenobjective anadhot self-report based
assessment of commitment to volunteering, sucheastdd time, frequency, or longevity of
service. Moreover, it would help to clarify wheth@osocial motivation (both implicit and
explicit) is an antecedent or outcome of sustaimetlinteering. Hence, future research
investigating motivational effects on volunteerigigould measure individuals’ motivations
before engaging into volunteering (e.g., as parstaflent based volunteering programs in
universities), and also at different time pointsinlg their volunteering experience.

A last limitation concerns the examination of inali and explicit prosocial
motivation and their interplay as antecedents dmeering. As outlined in the functional
approach to volunteering by Omoto and Synder (199&lividuals may engage in

volunteering for different reasons: While some wibéers may provide service due to

®*We tested whether the model proposed in Figur@d applies for different types of recruitmeng (.
personal/professional vs. professional; onlingpeger-pencil), and for males and females. In adidlcases, we
obtained a good fit for the structural weights $oly indicating that structure and relationshipera to be
invariant across samples collected through onlygssional or professional and personal network®ssc
responses collected online or through paper-pesi,across responses collected from males andesnha all
three tests, the hypothesized main effect of eixgdiosocial motivation and interaction of implieind explicit
prosocial motivation on sustained volunteering ddag confirmed.

79



prosocial motives, other might engage in voluntegrior social reasons (i.e., affiliation
motive) or for career reasons (i.e., achievemertiv@. The examination of such interaction
effects for other motive domains, however, hasbesn realized in the present research, as
prosocial motivation was assumed to constitutentiost relevant motivation. Therefore, we
believe that future research on sustained volumgeavould gain substantial insight through
addressing the interplay between these self-rephortetives proposed by Omoto & Snyder
and their implicit correspondent with respect &qftency, service length, and hours spent on

voluntary service.

Conclusion
We found support for a new motivational model ostained volunteering in samples from
four diverse cultural groups. We both replicatedl aaxtended previous approaches to
volunteering. In replication of previous researale confirmed that self-reported prosocial
motivation is strongly related to volunteering.dxtension of previous research, we included
implicit prosocial motivation as an interacting iedale, and confirmed its relevance for a
more comprehensive view on sustained volunteedtgoss cultures, individuals with high
explicit and high implicit prosocial motivation weemost likely to be sustained volunteers, in
other words, long-term volunteers that volunteereste frequently and spent more time on
volunteering. The present study points out thatsiering solely self-reported motivational
information as antecedents of volunteering (as daneesearch so far) lacks the implicit
component, and hence only delivers a limited urideding. Following the example of the
present study, future studies examining voluntgeand other types of prosocial behaviors

should include implicit prosocial motivation asamtecedent and test motivational effects.

"An investigation of zero-order correlations in thetive domains of affiliation and achievement rdedahat
volunteering was negatively related to the intimdoynain of the affiliation motiver(1082) = -.07p < .05),
and positively related to the flow domain of théi@aeement motiver(1082) = .06p =.0 59).
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Chapter 5

Implicit and Explicit Prosocial Motivation as Antecedent

of Volunteering: The Moderating Role of Parenthood



Introduction

Volunteering is a non-obligatory, planned, and lbegn prosocial activity occurring within
an organizational setting (Penner, 2002). Receaiissts suggest that volunteering is in a
state of decline (see Salamon et al., 2012), itidigdhat it becomes increasingly difficult for
organizations to attract and keep long-term volemsteOur insight in motives to volunteer is
lacking in three important aspects: First, motiwas to volunteer were scarcely examined in
light of a lifespan perspective. Second, researcimotivational antecedents of volunteering
is so far mostly based on self-reported motiveg.,(€lary et al., 1998; Omoto & Snyder,
1995), thereby neglecting effects of implicit mation (Aydinli et al., 2014). Third, few
cross-culturalstudies have addressed volunteering, despiteatige Icountry differences in
volunteering. The present study addresses thesgcshongs and examines motivational
antecedents as a function mdrenthood utilizes implicit prosocial power motivatiomas an

antecedent, and comprises samples ffamkey and the US

Volunteering across the Lifespan

Building on Omoto and Snyder’s (1995) motivatioagbroach to volunteering, Clary et al.
(1998) identified a set of different motivationg feolunteering. Even though this approach
gained huge popularity in research on antecedehtgolunteering, the examination of

motives to volunteer across the lifespan remaiaéuer scarce.

Socio-emotional selectivity theory and moving beya@hage-based goal€One of the
few studies examining life span effects on motit@svolunteer is by Okun and Schultz
(2003) who find age-graded changes in motives:d&gaals gain importance with increasing
age, but the importance of career-related motigeseasons for volunteering decreases (see
also Okun, Pugliese, & Rook, 2007). Okun and Sehulkerpreted their findings in light of
the Socio-emotional Selectivity Theory (SST; Carsen et al., 1999), which posits that
individuals’ primary purposes for engaging in sbdigeractions are determined by their
perception of time. When time is perceived to Ipaitless (typically in younger age), social
interactions are sought fémowledge-related goaldHowever, when time is perceived as a
limited resource (typically in older agegmotional goalsgain priority (see also Fung,
Carstensen, & Lang, 2001).

So far,life spanresearch conceptualized and measured life spaciethy using age.
However, life span models of motivation posit thattivational changes across the lifespan
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do not necessarily relate to age-based developmeatsather emerge through age-graded
transitionsthat are accompanied by specific developmentalstasid demands (Baltes &
Baltes, 1990). This approach to life span effect&l an examination of associated

motivational changes has been absent in volunigeesearch so far.

A Dual Process Approach to Motivation

In line with the reasoning that behavior is driv®nconscious and unconscious forces (Petty
& Cacioppo, 1981; Woike, 2008), motivational litenee distinguishes twondependent
motivational systems: implicit motivation and extli (or self-reported) motivation
(McClelland et al., 1989; Schultheiss, 2008). Whsranplicit motives develop during the
pre-linguistic stage, the development of explicibtives is a cognition-driven process that
takes place after language, self, and conceptpaésentations have been formed (Hofer &
Chasiotis, 2011). Furthermore, the systems diffehow they develop and the type of
behaviors they relate to. Implicit motives are aecgpl unconsciously through affective
experiences in early childhood, operate outsideviddals’ control, and guide behaviors
towardsaffectively rewarding end-stateBxplicit motives, on the other hand, are prodwdts
conscious socialization, operate alongside indaisiuawareness and control, and guide
behavior towardsonsciously chosen goalSchultheiss & Brunstein, 2010; Woike, 2008).

Motives to Volunteer across Cultures

Recent findings on motivational antecedents of ntaaring indicate that both structure and
strength of motivational effects do not differ aasacultures (Aydinli et al., in press). This
provides evidence for the notionmbderate universalisigBerry et al., 2011) in which “basic
psychological processes are likely to be commotufea of human life everywhere” (p. 290),
while their manifestations or the extent to whibleyt are expressed might vary. This means
that the basic motivational mechanisms of volumbeeror other types of long-term ad
planned helping) are likely to be invariant, eveough the form and the extent to which

volunteering is expressed can differ across cudture

The Present Study
We set out to examine implicit and explicit prosdg@ower motivation and their relation to
volunteering among parents and non-parents from deumntries to address the limitations

presented above.
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Parenthood was selected the critical life course factor as it is accompanieg b
substantial biological, social, and psychologidarmges including motivation (Salmela-Aro,
Aunola, & Nurmi, 2007). Moreover, volunteering aparenthood are conceptually linked, as
both relate to the concept of generativity, a “@ncin establishing and guiding the next
generation” (Erikson, 1963, p. 276). It has beguad that both parenthood and volunteering
can be considered as realizations of generativijhh the former representingarental
generativity(i.e., through having children), and the lattgpresentingsocietal generativity
(i.e., by being engaged in volunteering; Shin Alc&oney, 2006).

Prosocial motivation is defined as one’s concermxert a positive impact on other
people’s lives, and represents one specific modesalizing the need for power (Kuhl &
Scheffer, 2001). Growing up witllounger siblinggpromotes the development of implicit
prosocial motivation across different cultural geeyChasiotis et al., 2006, 2014). Moreover,
implicit prosocial motivation is related to generay (Hofer et al., 2008), parenthood
(Chasiotis et al., 2006) and prosocial behaviordjAly et al., 2014). We therefore propose it

as an antecedent of volunteering.

Developmental Pathways of Implicit and Explicit Presocial Motivation

In line with previous research, we expect implpibsocial motivation to be positively related
to the number of younger siblings (see Chasiotisalet 2006; 2014) (H1). We further
hypothesize a relationship between explicit pragatiotivation and prosocial norms of close
others (H2). Norms of close others represent saatédn goals and normative teaching, and
thus refer to mechanisms on which the developmeexglicit motives is based (McClelland
et al., 1989). Extending this line of thought, Wwsoaexpect social desirability, the need to ‘fit

in” a society (Paulhus, 1991), to be related tdiexprosocial motivation (H3).

Motivational Antecedents of Volunteering: The Roleof Parenthood

Previous research on motives to volunteer proppseceptions of time, and hence selectivity
in goals, to change with individuals’ age. We go/dred this research by proposing that
changes in perception of time emerge through agdegr transitions (in our case becoming a
parent) that are accompanied by changes in sooiat,rresponsibilities, and motivation

(Salmela-Aro et al., 2007). Due to their parentaloivement, parents likely perceive their

time to be more limited than non-parents. Conseiiyyen accordance with SST (Carstensen
et al., 1999), parents should be more selectivehgir social interactions, and these

interactions should predominantly sera#fective goals. Hence, parents seekfectively
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rewarding experienceshen volunteering, which, in motivational termsfers to themplicit
system (Schultheiss, 2008). Combining these propositiahsgcan be hypothesized that
(beyond an effect of age) parents’ engagement ianteering should be mainly driven by
implicit prosocial motivation (H4).

On the other hand, non-parents should be lesslitmied, therefore less selective, and
their social interactions should serve knowleddateel goals (Fung et al.,, 2001). The
purpose of non-parents’ volunteering should ratkerve the goal of makingew and
valuable experiencesvhich, in motivational terms, refers to theplicit systemWe therefore

expect that non-parents’ volunteering should beedriby explicit prosocial motivation (H5).

Culturally Invariant Pathways of Motivation and Vol unteering

Since there is no indication that developmentahyways of implicit and explicit motives
would differ across lifespan or culture, we expina proposed relationships to be invariant
across cultures and parents and non-parents. Marebuilding on previous findings in the
field (Aydinli et al., in press) that indicate madt universalism (Berry et al., 2011) for
motivational antecedents of volunteering acrosdewdiht cultural groups, we expect a
culturally invariant impact of parenthood on motigaal trajectories of volunteering (see
Figure 5.1).

Figure 5.1 Proposed Path Model for Engaging in VolunteeringParents (left) and Non-
Parents (right).

"~ |_Siblings H1 |_ Siblings H1
* Implicit _."f N Implicit
PSM H4 PSM RN

+ ~
Prosocial | H2 Explicit | iy o s
----- Volunteerin H2 xplici HS i
1  Norms i PSM g . 1 “Norms . B . Volunteering

H3 H3
+ A ¢

k \I\ | et
o Desirabilit | Desirabilit

Notes Dashed lines represent possible effects thattested although they are not hypothesized; PSM =
Prosocial Motivation
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Method

Participants

A test of moderate universalism requires the useashples that are not only culturally
diverse, but also different in terms of how drv muchvolunteering is typically expressed.
Hence, we collected data from 570 adult individ’u&h%lage = 33.7 years; 58.2% female;
70.4% volunteers) from Turkey and the US (see Tdble for descriptives and sample
differences). While the US represents a prototyyidadividualistic sociocultural context
with very high rates of volunteering (> 60%), Twkeepresents a collectivistic cultural
context in which formal volunteering is uncommonl@%o; Hofstede, 1980; Rochester et al.,
2010). Recruitment in Turkey was realized by diseapproaching voluntary organizations to
ensure a sufficient number of volunteers, and bgruigng participants regardless of

voluntary activity (via a research ageneyww.optimistresearch.comin the US, data was

collected using Amazon Mechanical Tunkww.mturk.con). Completing the survey took

around 45-60 minutes. Participants received 5 W8&K equivalent in Turkey).

Measures

Measurement invariance To ensure linguistic equivalence, all measuresewe
translated and back-translated from English intakibh by the first and fifth author,
following the guidelines by van de Vijver and Leu(iP97). The equivalence of factor
structures was checked by using Tucker’s phi, alexnthat describes the congruence of
different sets of factor solutions (van de Vijverl&ung, 1997). We compared the factor
structure obtained by separate EFAs of prosociaimep social desirability, and explicit
prosocial motivation between the Turkish and theddBiples. In all three cases, an invariant
factor structure was confirmed with Tucked'values >97.

Sociodemographics.Participants indicated their gender, age, the nunabeyears
spent in formal education, and the number of tbkildren.

Younger siblings. Participants reported the number, gender, andageeir siblings
with whom they shared the same household durin§jrigtden years of their childhood.

Prosocial norms.As a proxyfor how a participant’s environment viewed prosbtjia
a 15-item measure adapted from the benevolencei@mdrsalism dimensions of the Portrait
Values Questionnaire (PVQ; Schwartz, Melech, Lehnm&urgess, Harris, & Owens, 2001)

'From the sample, 55 participants were excludedusecthey had more than two missing values in thasore
of implicit motivation (out of twelve).
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was developed. Items were worded positively, anddran a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 = not applicableat all to 5 = very much applicablde.g., “People in my direct
environment find it important to do something father peoples’ well-being”). Internal
consistencies were high in all four groups vatk .91 for the US non-parents and .93 for the
other three groups.

Social desirability. A 17-item scale of social desirability by He ananvde Vijver
(2013) was used. Items were presented on a 7-pdiatt scale ranging fromd = | do not
agree at allto 7 = | fully agree (e.g., “I help others in trouble”). Internal c@stencies were
a =.86 for Turkish and US parents, .72 for Turkish4paments, and .85 for US non-parents.

Explicit prosocial motivation. An 18-item instrument adapted from the Motive
Enactment Test (Kuhl & Henseler, 2003) was usetndtwere rated on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from1l = not applicable at allto 5 = very applicable(e.qg., “Taking care of other
people gives me a good feeling inside”). Internahgistencies for the Turkish parents,
American parents, Turkish non-parents, and Amencanparents were = .90, .88, .87, and
.91, respectively.

Implicit prosocial motivation. Implicit prosocial motivation was assessed with a
Picture Story Exercise, the Operant Motive Test [®MKuhl & Scheffer, 2001), an
adaptation of the Thematic Apperception Test (TMurray, 1943). The OMT contains
twelve ambiguous picture stimuli. For each pictyasticipants answered three questions: (1)
“What is important for the person in this situatiamd what is the person doing?”, (2) “How
does the person feel?”, and (3) “Why does the pefsel this way?”. If an answer was given,
a motivational code was assigned per picture (atiserit was a missing value). Implicit
prosocial motivation was coded when answers coathiactivities such as helping,
comforting, or protecting others in combinationiwgositive affect (Kuhl & Scheffer, 2001).
Coding was realized by the first author after aterimater reliability of at least 80% was
established between the first, second, and thitdoawn training material. Unclear answers
were resolved through discussion. The prosociaivatbdon measure within the OMT shows
convergent validity with the TAT, with behaviorabrecelates and has been proven to be
applicable for cross-cultural research (Chasiotisié&fer, in press). The number of answers
(out of twelve) that were coded for prosocial matien was accumulated. Due to a highly
skewed distribution, a dichotomized score was applParticipants who described at least
one OMT picture with a prosocial theme were givea tode “1”, other individuals were

given the code “0".
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Volunteering. Participants were given a list of 14 different égpof voluntary

organizations adapted from the World Values Sufweyw.worldvaluessurvey.ojgFor each

organization, respondents indicated whether thel geaformed voluntary work in the past
twelve months. Organization types were for instarfteligious organization”, or

“environmental organization”. If participants hadrformed voluntary work for at least one
type of volunteer organization, they were codedvalsinteers (= 1), and if not as non-

volunteers (= 0). Participants recruited via orgations were coded as volunteers (= 1).

Table 5.1Descriptive statistics of path model variables sachple differences

TR parents US parents TR non- US non- Sample differences
parents parents

(n=79) (n=101) (n=192) (n=198)
Age in Year$
Mean (SD) 43.9 (10.5) 42.4(13.8) 29.2(9.2) 29.4 (10.2) F3, s66= 69.09***
Sex
% Females 46.8 69.3 58.1 57.3 X2, s570= 9.38*
Educational Yeafs _ x
Mean (SD) 13.6 (4.0) 15.6(3.1) 15.2 (2.9) 15.6 (2.9) Fs s62= 8.41
Number of Younger
Siblings 1.1 (1.3) 1.2 (1.4) 0.8 (0.9) 0.9 (1.2)  Fs 555= 3.46*
Mean (SD)
Prosocial Nornfs e
Mean (SD) 3.9 (0.7) 3.5(0.8) 3.9 (0.7) 3.4 (0.8) F, s47= 16.87
Social Desirabilit§f _ .
Mean (SD) 5.6 (0.9) 5.1 (0.8) 5.5 (0.9) 4.9(0.9) F s4m=22.72
Explicit PSM' _ o
Mean (SD) 3.9 (0.7) 3.8 (0.5) 4.1(0.5) 3.7(0.6) Fs s64= 14.31
Implicit PSM
% Individuals with ~ 34.2 36.6 345 35.5 X3, s70= 0.14 (ns)
implicit PSM
Volunteering 55.7 68.3 70.8 76.8 X2, 570= 12.26%

% Volunteers

Notes:PSM = Prosocial Power Motivation; TR = Turkishp ¥ .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
4The two parent groups significantly differ from tiveo non-parent groups

®Turkish parents significantly differ from the otheree groups

°Turkish non-parents and US parents significantfedfrom each other

4 The two Turkish groups significantly differ frome two US groups

Results
We tested whether age, gender, and educational vesx associated with volunteering.
Correlational analyses revealed that both aff€/Q) = -.102,p < .05) and educational level
(r(566) = .246,p < .001) were significantly related to volunteerinigp control for these
effects, in all following analyses the standardizedidual scores of volunteering (after

regressing on age and education) were employedrd@liorg age effects is also of conceptual
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relevance, as we propose that parenthood will emite motivational pathways of
volunteeringoeyondthe effect of biological age (see Chasiotis et24l06).

A Test of Culturally Invariant Pathways

To test whether the proposed relationships (Figute differed as a function of culture (as a
test of moderate universalism), we carried out bemparisons. First we compared Turkish
and American parents, and then Turkish and Amemcanparents. Results of the multigroup
path analysis supported the structural weightstieslun both cases, with?(17,N = 180)=
20.56,p = .246, RMSEA = .034, CFl = .9BCFI = .01 for the parents, ag®(17,N = 390)=
24.73,p = .101, RMSEA = .034, CFI = .9A8CFI = .01 for the non-parents. Hence, structure,
direction, and strength of relationships did ndtedibetween the two cultural groups, neither
for parents nor for non-parents. Thus, for alldaling analyses, we combined the Turkish
and the US parents into one parent sample, an@utiesh and US non-parents into one non-

parent sample.

Motivational Pathway of Volunteering

To test whether motivational pathways leading tdumteering differ as a function of
parenthood (see Figure 5.1), we used multigroup pailyses (Arbuckle, 2009). Results
revealed a good fit for the unconstraing{12, N = 570)= 14.93,p = .245, RMSEA = .021,
CFI = .99, but not for the structural weights smnt(ACFI = .05). This means that our model
describes the structure of motivational antecedenftsolunteering for parents and non-
parents separately, but that the strength or direcif relationships varied among these two
groups. We then tested a partial invariance madevhich the effects of implicit and explicit
prosocial motivation could vary for parents versus-parents (as hypothesized in H4 and
H5). We obtained a good fit for the modified sturel intercepts solution?(18,N = 570)=
23.03,p =.190, RMSEA = .022, CFIl = .98CFI = .00 (see Table 5.2).

Development of implicit and explicit prosocial motvation. Examination of the
regression weights confirmed our hypotheses; bahergs’ and non-parents’ implicit
prosocial motivation was positively associated with number of younger siblingB € .07,

p = .057) (H1), and explicit prosocial motivation wpssitively related to both prosocial
norms B = .36,p <.001) (H2) and social desirabilit§ € .29,p < .001) (H3).

Motivational antecedents of volunteering As hypothesized, volunteering among

parents was influenced by implicit prosocial matioa (3 = .22,p < .01) (H4), but not by
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explicit prosocial motivation[{ = .04, p = .599), whereas the opposite was true for non-

parents. For non-parents, volunteering was reladeekplicit 3 = .23,p < .001) (H5), but

unrelated to implicit prosocial motivatiof € .00,p = .958) (see Figure 5.2).

Table 5.2Comparative Fit Indices for the Volunteering ModéParents vs. Non-Parents

Model ¥2 (df) Ay2 (Adf) AIC RMSEA CFI ACFI
Configural invariance  14.93(12) - 98.93 .02 .99 -
Structural weights 20.65 (15) 5.72 (3) 98.65 .03 .98 .01
Structural intercepts 23.03 (18) 2.38 (3) 95.03 .02 .98 .00
Structural means 32.61 (21)* 9.58 (3)* 98.61 .03 .96 .02
Structural covariances 58.40 (27)*** 25.79 (6)*** 112.40 .05 .88 .08
Structural residuals 61.65 (31)** 3.25 (4) 107,65 .04 .89 .01

Note: Selected model with a good fit is printed in itali* p < .05. ***p < .001.

Figure 5.2 Standardized coefficients of the structural wesghbdel for engaging in

volunteering for parents (left) and non-parentgh().
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Discussion

Culturally Invariant Pathways

Our results confirmed the proposed motivational eha@d volunteering (H1 — H5) across two

diverse settings that differ both regarding sodineal value orientation and regarding the
salience of volunteering. By that, our findings \pde support for moderate universalism

(Berry et al., 2011): Even though manifestationscbiildhood context, prosocial norms,

prosocial motivation, and volunteering might valrass cultural environments (as can be
seen in Table 5.1), the underlying relationships mechanisms leading to volunteering seem

to be invariant across two different cultural greup

The Developmental Antecedents of Prosocial Motivain: Universal Pathways

Our findings extend support for universality of thevelopmental trajectories of both implicit
and explicit prosocial motivation. In line with &ar findings (see Chasiotis et al., 2006;
2014), we found that the number of younger siblirggissociated with implicit prosocial
motivation, while prosocial norms and social ddsity relate to explicit prosocial

motivation, both for parents and non-parents adtoss$wo cultures.

Motivational Pathways of Engagement in VolunteeringA Matter of Parenthood

Based on SST (Carstensen et al., 1999) and thepduzdss model of motivation (McClelland
et al., 1989), we proposed that motivational ardenés of volunteering would differ as a
function of parenthood. Our results indeed confinat motives for volunteering are different
for parents and non-parents. Notably, this modemagiffect was present above and beyond
age effects. Across two different cultural settingsn-parents’ engagement in volunteering
was related to explicit, and parents’ volunteenivag related to implicit prosocial motivation.
Our findings highlight that focusing on age onlyyntee insufficient for studying motivational
change across the life span. Instead, focusinggengeaded transitions (e.g., parenthood)
should be taken into account. Our research alsersoffractical implications: It may help
voluntary organizations to recruit their voluntedrg evaluating individuals’ motivations

against the background of whether they are pacenist.

Limitations and Future Research
A first limitation of our study involves the smalumber of cultures examined. Data from

more cultural groups are needed before concludiagdur model is universally valid across
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parents and non-parents. Second, our argumenpananthood is the moderating variable is
open to alternative interpretations, as parenthsamnfounded with other variables such as
being married or having a partner. Third, even giowe built our hypotheses on the SST,
our study does not provide a sound test of the &R&Ilits predictions, as we did not directly
assess participants’ perception of time as moréess limited. Finally, as our research is
correlational, no causal inference regarding tHatimmship between implicit and explicit
prosocial motivation and volunteering can be drawiture research on motives for
volunteering across the life span should take thiestations into account, aim at including
more cultural groups, disentangle confounding éffeassess mediating variables such as
perception of time, and apply longitudinal studeslarify causal directions (see for instance,
Cemalcilar, 2009).

Conclusion
Our research offers a novel approach to study rmbdms of volunteering by (a) examining
implicit prosocial motivation, often neglected; (lBxamining volunteering in light of
parenthood; (c) testing motivational pathways i wfferent cultures. Our findings clarify

the importance of these novel perspectives.
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Chapter 6

Applying Western Models of Volunteering in Hong Korg:
The Role of Empathy, Prosocial Motivation, and Motve-

Experience Fit for Volunteering



Introduction

Volunteering is a planned, long-term, and non-aibgy prosocial activity that typically
takes place in an organizational setting (Penn@d2R For 2009 alone, the total monetary
value of voluntary services in Hong Kong reachedimount of HK$ 5.5 billion, with almost
20% of the adult population being volunteers (Gerior Civil Society and Governance,
2010). Beyond economic benefits for a society, ntdaring has substantial benefits for the
volunteering individual. Through engaging in prasbc activities, building social
relationships, and acquiring new knowledge andsskiolunteers across various age groups
experience psychological and social gains (e.gBidie, Greenfield, Morrow-Howell, Lee,
& McCrary, 2012; Parkinson, Warburton, Sibbritt, Byles, 2010; Tang, 2009; Wilson,
2000).

Despite its positive effects, voluntary engagemesetsm to decline (Salamon et al.,
2012; van Ingen & Dekker, 2010) which constituteseaious problem for organizations that
rely on voluntary engagement (e.g., the Red Crdss}Hong Kong, volunteering mainly
comprises service in schools, social service omgdioins, and religious organizations (Hong
Kong Federation of Youth Groups, 2001). The Honghékgovernment has recognized the
importance of volunteering and highly supports @ctg promoting it (Law & Shek, 2009).
However, research on volunteering in Hong Kongilkis a premature stage. Little is known
about whether “Western” models that describe tHanteering process are applicable outside
of Northern America and Europe. Few studies hav&ete whether antecedents of
volunteering and factors promoting its sustaingpthat are derived from Western studies are
applicable in Hong Kong (for an exception see, @hd&tochelle, & Liu, 2013).

We raise three questions that are critical to edpaur understanding of volunteering
and how to promote it in Hong Kong: First, who egesr as a volunteer (i.e., antecedents)?
Second, what leads to sustained (i.e., long-terch feequent) voluntary engagement (i.e.,
experiences)? And third, what are the benefitsobdinteering for the volunteering individual
(i.e., outcomes) (see the three stages of voluntgewilson, 2000, 2012)?

In Study 1, we addresantecedentsaand outcomesof volunteering in Hong Kong,
while Study 2 examines how volunteering experienoddong Kong relate to sustainability.
Results similar to what Western frameworks of védening would predict, indicate that
theoretical, but also practical implications of Wées studies are applicable in Hong Kong,

which can open avenues to foster sustained volintge
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Three Stages of Volunteering

Antecedents: Who Emerges as a VolunteerResearch on antecedents of
volunteering is mostly concerned with identifyiniggbsition, such as other-oriented empathy
(Omoto et al., 2010; Omoto & Snyder, 1995; Pen@6f2) or prosocial power motivation
(see Aydinli et al., 2014; Aydinli et al., in pr@ss

Other-Oriented Empathy. One of the most prominent approaches is the pralsoc
personality model by Penner (2002) that propasksr-oriented empathtyp be an antecedent
of volunteering. Other-oriented empathy capturessaecial thoughts and feelings, more
specifically the tendency to feel empathy, con@ard responsibility for the welfare of others.
It is a composite construct comprisisgcial responsibility, empathic concern, perspectiv
taking, other-oriented moral reasoning, and mutyalbncerned moral reasoninfResearch
has shown that other-oriented empathy distinguisdletdleen volunteers and non-volunteers,
and short-term and long-term volunteers (Pennerrig&dehe, 1993). It also relates to time
spent volunteering and intentions to volunteer (fRen2002; Penner & Finkelstein, 1998)

Prosocial Power Motivation. Another dispositional antecedent of volunteeegoss
different cultural environments is self-reportedgwocial power motivatiogAydinli et al.,
2014; Aydinli et al., in press). Prosocial powertivation is an individual’'s need to impact
other people’s emotions and behaviors, which cke tao different forms, referred to as the
dual nature of poweower can be used in an antisocial or prosocialneratMcClelland,
1970; Winter, 1973). Prosocial power motivationr@adter: prosocial motivation) refers to
the socialized form of the power motive and carekpressed as theeed to helgWinter,
1973).

Compared to prosocial motivation, other-orientedpatny arguably seems to be a
more target dependent construct, as it is aboulingse of empathy, concern, and
responsibility forothers.Prosocial motivation describes a more generalasgking need to
help that has been shown to relate to a wide asfgyrosocial behaviors across different
samples (Aydinli et al., 2014; Aydinli et al., ingss). The present research investigates these
antecedents of volunteering in Hong Kong.

Experiences: What Leads to Sustained VolunteeringBustained volunteering is
defined as a voluntary activity that is long indémand frequent in service (e.g., Finkelstein
et al., 2005; Omoto & Snyder, 1995; Penner, 20@21ner & Finkelstein, 1998). Retaining
volunteers and reducing dropouts is a major issu@dluntary organizations. The decline of
volunteering rates (Salamon et al., 2012; van In§ebekker, 2010), creates a sense of

urgency to identify factors contributing to sustn voluntary service. One major
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psychological approach to do so is the Volunteec&s Model (VPM) by Omoto & Snyder
(1995). The VPM studies antecedents of sustainelinteering from the functional
perspective proposing that volunteering may satssky different motives. These motives,
assessed through the Volunteer Functions Invenfgfii) are: (1) values highlighting
volunteering as a means to express altruistic amdahitarian concerns; (2)nderstanding
highlighting the opportunity to obtain new expeges, and to practice knowledge, skills, and
abilities through volunteering; (3ocial, reflecting the possibility to spend time with frosn
and to engage in an activity that is viewed higfdyorable by others; (4gareer, using
volunteering for career opportunities and caretted networking and skills; (§rotective
enabling volunteers to escape negative feelinggaelto their selves; and (6hhancement,
the possibility to experience personal growth aatisgaction through volunteering (Clary et
al., 1998; Omoto & Snyder, 1995). According to ¥#M, when experiences made during
volunteering match the motives for volunteeringtistaction with volunteering increases,
which in turn leads to sustained engagement.

The VPM has been widely investigated and findiregns generally supportive for the
proposed model (e.g., Carlo et al., 2005; Clarglget1998; Finkelstein, 2008; Omoto et al.,
2010; Penner & Finkelstein, 1998). Matching volengt motives and expectations (or a lack
thereof) is an important factor for volunteeringstsinability. Not recognizing efforts by the
volunteer (Gora & Nemerowicz, 1985) or a mismateitween assigned tasks and skills or
interests (Harris, 1996) were reported as reasmissop volunteering. More recently, Yanay
and Yanay (2008) found in a longitudinal study ttie discrepancy between expected and
actual experiences predicts drop-outs.

Outcomes: What are Benefits for the Volunteering ldividual?Volunteering has
been reported to have substantial benefits fovttenteering individual (e.g., McBride et al.,
2012; Parkinson, et al., 2010; Wilson, 2000). Irtipalar, volunteers exhibit greater physical
health (Chong et al., 2013; Oman, Thoreson, & McdahL999; Tang, 2009), show higher
levels of community belongingness (Johnson, Be&hmtimer, & Snyder, 1998), express
more pro-social attitudes and social responsibflBijes & Eyler, 1994), and are both socially
and politically more active (Youniss, Christmas-Bd&dcLaughlin, & Silbereisen, 2002) than
non-volunteers. The most frequently studied outcofeolunteering is psychological well-
being. Several studies show that volunteering, sscaifferent ethnic groups, is associated
with higher levels of psychological well-being (e.@ulin, Gavala, Stephens, Kostick, &
McDonald, 2012; Piliavin & Siegl, 2007; for a rewiesee Wilson, 2012).
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Volunteering Across Cultures The Context of Hong Kag
Research on volunteering across cultures mainlysied on comparing nations and their rates
of volunteering, but did not examine whether vobaming emerges and functions in a
culturally-invariant manner (for an exception s@gdinli et al., in press). Findings overall
suggest that memberships in voluntary organizatasasmore frequent in individualistic and
affluent nations with a large protestant populat@on a long democratic and liberal history
(see also Allik & Realo, 2004; Curtis et al., 20(Klemmelmeier et al.; for a review see
Aydinli et al., 2013). There are two common exptares for cross-national differences in
volunteering. Thenstitutional explanatioroffers a pragmatic reason for why nations differ i
rates of volunteering. It suggests that volunteeris more likely in places that provide
supportive infrastructure, which facilitates accassoluntary organizations (Wilson, 2012).
Lower rates of volunteering in more collectivistless affluent, and non-Western contexts
might result from fewer opportunities for voluntiegy. Thecultural explanatiorproposes that
the lower prevalence of volunteering is associatatth cultural differences in values of
prosociality. While being prosocial is generallyluedd across most cultures or societies, its
extent and whether it is normatively expected t@hmsocial towards out-group members (as
in volunteering) varies across cultures (Schwar2aidi, 2001, Triandis, 1991).

In light of these two explanatory approaches, itulddoe useful to study volunteering
in a context that is different from Western conseixt terms of prevalerdultural values but
still supplies annstitutionalinfrastructure of voluntary organizations that rabées those of
Western nations. Hong Kong is an ideal contexthis tegard: It provides easy access to a
huge number and variety of voluntary organizationgh a similar ease of access as in
Western societies, while it is a culturally distimontext in terms of its markedly Chinese
values (Gelfand et al., 2000). By examining theeeatlents of, experiences during, and
outcomes of volunteering in an East-Asian contbat tesembles the Western context with
respect to infrastructure, but differs in termsoktural values, we hope to open an avenue to
disentangle cultural and institutional factors thetntribute to the phenomenon of

volunteering.

The Present Research

We summarized prominent methods, theories andngsdion predictors and outcomes of
(sustained) volunteering, and highlighted that esysttic tests of cross-cultural applicability
are still missing. We therefore set out to exanthme process of sustained volunteering in

Hong Kong in two studies. In the first study, wecde on antecedents and outcomes of
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volunteering in Hong Kong, in the second study wenmgine the experiences while
volunteering, and how these experiences relateh¢ofitequency and length of voluntary
service. By that, our research extends the bormlevslunteering research and offers insight
into whether and to what extent the process ofntelering seems to function in a culturally

invariant manner.

STUDY 1
The present study tests whethether-oriented empathy (Penner, 2002) angbrosocial
motivation (Aydinli et al., 2015) constitute antecedents @iunteering in Hong Kong.
Moreover, we examine the frequently documentedtpesassociation between volunteering
andpsychological well-beinge.g., Piliavin & Siegl, 2007). If Western modele applicable
to volunteering in Hong Kong, we hypothesize thathlother-oriented empathy and prosocial
motivation will relate to volunteering (H1), andathvolunteers will report higher levels of
satisfaction with life than non-volunteers (H2).

Method

Participants and Procedure

Participants were 149 Hong Kong Chinese adult idd&ls Mage = 34.8 years; 51.7%
female). Recruitment was realized through conver@esampling. We invited individuals
who were at least 18 years old and able to fithi self-report questionnaire to participate in
the study. Non-government organizations were amedh as a source for respondents.
Efforts have been made to ensure equal distributongender. For completing the

guestionnaire each participant was compensatedanittminal coupon of HK$40.

Measures

Missing values. For all scales that were administered, Little'st te Missing
Completely at Random (MCAR) was conducted (Litll888). Analyses confirmed that the
distribution of missing values was completely ramddlissing values were therefore imputed

following the expectation maximization approaclhr (details see Table 6.1).
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Table 6.1Missing Value Analyses

) Number of Missing  Results of Little's
Measures / Variables

Values MCAR test

Other- oriented empathy (22 items) 0 ---

Prosocial motivation (18 items) 3 X2 (34)=21.4p=.96
Study 1 6 = 149) ) )

Volunteering (1 item) 0

Satisfaction with life (5 items) 2 X*(3) =4.3;p=.23

Motives to volunteer (30 items) 14 X*(287) = 264.7p = .82

Experiences while volunteering

_ 5 X2 (33) =22.4p=.92

(12 items)

Satisfaction with volunteering
Study2 0=119) 4 X2 (16) = 25.2p = .07

(5 items)

Length of voluntary service (1 item) 0

Frequency of voluntary service 0

(1 item)

Other-oriented empathy. We used the 22-item scale on other-oriented emdadhy
the Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB) by PenRetzsche, Craiger, and Freifeld (1995).
Each item was rated on a 5-point scale ranging ftomnot applicable at allto 5 = very
applicable.An exemplary item was “I am often quite touchedthiyngs that | see happen”.
For the present study, the English version wasstaded and back-translated into (traditional)
Chinese following the guidelines by van de Vijvedd_eung (1997). A Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) was employed, revealing a bad fithv§*(209) = 542.1p = .000; CFI = .44.
Examination of the regression weights showed thatfactor loadings of the ten reverse
coded items were non-significant. Repeating the G#fh the remaining twelve items
rendered a good fit with?(46) = 62.6p = .05; CFI = .95. Internal consistency of theselte
items was good witlx = .78. Therefore, the mean score of these twébrmas was applied as
an indicator of other-oriented empathy.

Prosocial motivation. An 18-item measure adapted from the Motive Enactriiest
(Kuhl & Henseler, 2003) was used to measure prasoootivation. ltems were rated on a 5-
point scale ranging from = not applicable at alto 5 = very applicable Exemplary items
were “Taking care of other people gives me a geetirig inside” or “I find effective ways of
being supportive to other people even in diffi@ittations”. The measure was developed in
German, translated and back-translated into Engdied then translated and back-translated
from English into (traditional) Chinese (van dewsj & Leung, 1997). A CFA confirmed the
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factor structure withx?(117) = 175.7p = .000; CFI = .94. The internal consistency waghhi
with a = .88. The mean score of all 18 items was appisda measure of prosocial
motivation.

Engagement in volunteering.Volunteering was assessed in line with the World
Values Survey (www.worldvaluessurvey.org). Paraois were asked whether they
performed any voluntary service during the lastit@enonths for each of 14 different types
of voluntary organizations (including one open ‘&thlype of organization” option). Sample

organizations were “environmental organization”“ohurch or religious organization”. If
participants reported to have volunteered for astl@ne of the 14 organizations in the past
year, they were coded as volunteers (=1), if iy twere coded as non-volunteers (=0). In
our sample, 59 individuals (40%) indicated voluptaengagements. Most voluntary
engagement occurred within humanitarian organinati@32%), followed by educational
(22%) and religious organizations (20%). Youth migations, professional organizations,
and sports organizations were reported between #0% 15%, while labor, political,
environmental, health, women, peace, consumer,ofimel organizations were reported by
less than 10% of participants.

Satisfaction with life. We measured satisfaction with life by using théis&zction
With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, &ffgr, 1985). The scale consists of
five items that are each evaluated on a 7-poingitikcale ranging frorh = strongly disagree
to 7 = strongly agreeA sample items is “In most ways my life is closeny ideal”. The
Chinese version provided by Pavot & Diener (1998%applied. A CFA confirmed the factor
structure withx%(4) =12.0, p = .017; CFI = .99, and internal corsisy was high withn =

.90. The mean of all five items was used as a podwsatisfaction with life.

Analyses

All analyses were conducted with SPSS version IRAMOS version 19 (Arbuckle, 2009).
To test the first hypothesis, we employed a hidraed logistic regression analysis with
other-oriented empathy entered as predictor irfiteestep, and prosocial motivation entered
in the second step to predict volunteering. To tl@stsecond hypothesis, a hierarchical linear
regression was conducted, with life satisfaction dependent variable. Other-oriented
empathy and prosocial motivation were entered & fitst block (to control for possible
effects), and volunteering was entered as predinttiie second block. Descriptive statistics

and bivariate correlations are presented in Talde 6
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Table 6.2Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Othere@®ed Empathy, Prosocial

Motivation, Volunteering, and Life Satisfaction

1. Other-Oriented 2. Prosocial

o Volunteering Life Satisfaction
Empathy Motivation )
_ _ (no — yes) (7-point scale)
(5-point scale) (5-point scale)
40% volunteering
M(SD) 3.59(0.46) 3.55(0.50) 4.51(1.33)
(0.49)

1. 1 H53*xx A3 22%*
2. 53xrx 1 23** 19*
3. A3 23** 1 .20*
4, 22%* 19* .20* 1

Notes *p < .05. *p < .01. *** p < .001.

Results
The present study examined antecedents and outafreefintary engagement. Focusing on
antecedents, results of the binary logistic regpaessendered prosocial motivation as a
significant predictor of volunteering (= 0.99,B(SE)= 0.43, Wald s¢)(1) = 5.38,p < .05),
while the predictive effect of other-oriented enfyatemained insignifican{3(= 0.06,3(SE)
= 0.44, Wald x’(1) = 0.02,p = .89). Notably, even when only other-oriented athp was
entered as a predictor of volunteering (i.e., ia finist step of the logistic regression) no
significant effect could be obtainef € 0.60,B(SE)= 0.37, Wald sx*(1) =2.58,p = .11).
Hence, our first hypothesis could be confirmed opbrtly: While prosocial motivation
emerged as an antecedent of volunteering, othented empathy did not (unlike previous
studies on Western participants).

We found support for our hypothesis that engagénrervolunteering resulted in
higher levels of life satisfactiord (= 0.44,3(SE)= 0.22, p < .05), while considering also the
effect of prosocial motivation and other-orientadpathy. Prosocial motivation remained
unrelated to life satisfactiof (= 0.17,3(SE)= 0.25, p = .50), and the effect of empathy was
marginally significant § = 0.46,3(SE)= 0.27, p = .09). Notably, the marginal effect of
empathy on life satisfaction turned significant,emtprosocial motivation was excluded from
the regression modeB = 0.55,3(SE)= 0.23, p < .05). We conclude that our hypothesis that
volunteers exhibit greater levels of life satisiactcompared to non-volunteers (H2) seems

confirmed.
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Discussion

Our analyses provide mixed evidence as to whetttecadents and outcomes of volunteering
in Hong Kong resemble those obtained in Westerrtest® of volunteering. Our findings
support indeed cultural universality for volunteeris effect on life satisfaction, but suggest
that dispositional antecedents of volunteering matybe entirely applicable to volunteering
in Hong Kong. While prosocial motivation relates woluntary engagement also in Hong
Kong (see also Aydinli et al., in press), the dffefcother-oriented empathy seems less stable
(see also Finkelstein, 2008). Different from prestudies in Western contexts (e.g., Penner
& Finkelstein, 1998; Finkelstein et al., 2005) aamdo different from a study conducted by
Lee and Chang (2007) in Taiwan, other-oriented ehypavas not associated with
volunteering in our Hong Kong sample. Insteadedrsed to be directly, positively related to
respondents’ level of life satisfaction, and nédtesl to volunteering.

The second study moves a step further, and exarakpEsiences during volunteering.
It seeks an answer to the question of “what leadsustained volunteering (i.e., long and
frequent voluntary service)?” by examining volumieg individuals, their motives,

experiences, and satisfaction with their voluntevice.

STUDY 2
The VPM specifies that voluntary service becomdsng-term and frequent engagement
when volunteers™ motives for engaging in voluntagrare satisfied through the particular
volunteering experience. More specifically, the mlgoroposes that a match between the six
motives of volunteering and the voluntary experencincreases satisfaction with
volunteering, and thereby enhances its sustaibalilimoto & Snyder, 1995). Building on
the VPM, we propose that across all six motivesvdtunteer (i.e., career, social, values,
understanding, protective, and enhancement), vedustwhose motives are met by motive-
relevant experiences will report higher satisfattath volunteering than volunteers whose
motives are not met (H1). The level of satisfactmith volunteering, in turn, should

positively relate to the length (H2) and frequen€yoluntary service (H3).

Method
Participants and Procedure
Our sample consisted of 119 Hong Kong Chinese ve&ra Mage = 36.9 years; 58.0%

female) that were recruited through approachinéeht voluntary organizations (e.g., St.
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James Settlement, Taipoea, Greensense). Compthegnguestionnaire took 30 minutes, and
volunteers were compensated for participation wittominal coupon of HK$40.

Measures

Missing values. For all scales that were administered, Little's MTAest was
conducted (Little, 1988). Analyses confirmed thia¢ distribution of missing values was
completely random. Missing values were thereforgutad following the expectation
maximization approach (for details see Table 6.1)

Motives to volunteer. Volunteers’ motives to engage in volunteering evassessed
with 30 items from the VFI (Clary et al., 1998). Vdpplied a Chinese version with good
psychometric properties (Wu, Lo, & Liu, 2009). Feach of the six volunteer motives,
volunteers responded to five items capturing reagonvolunteering. Items were presented
on a 7-point Likert scale ranging froin= strongly disagred¢o 7 = strongly agreeSample
items are “I feel it is important to help othersafues), “Volunteering lets me learn through
direct, hands-on experience” (understanding), “Vicdering makes me feel better about
myself” (enhancement), “Volunteering can help meged my foot in the door at a place
where | would like to work” (career)People | know share an interest in community ssvi
(social), and “Volunteering is a good escape froypnawn troubles” (protective).

Separate CFAs revealed a good fit for all six nestjwvithx*(4) = 4.9,p = .30, CFI =
.97 for valuesx?(5) = 15.6,p = .01, CFI = .96 for understandingf(4) = 13.4,p = .01, CFI =
.97 for enhancemeng?(5) = 7.2,p = .21, CFI = .99 for careex’(4) = 8.7,p = .07, CFI = .98
for social; and?(4) = 3.1,p = .55, CFI = 1.00 for protective. Reliabilities neer = .83 for the
values,a = .87 for understandingy = .87 for enhancemend, = .87 for careerg = .83 for
social, andx = .80 for protective. For each motive, the meanescd the respective five items
was used as a measure of motives to volunteer.

Volunteering experiences Similar to the motives, the motive-relevant expaces
were also assessed, with an adapted Chinese verfstbe VFI (Wu et al., 2009). The scale
consists of twelve items, with two items per motreéevant experience. For each item,
volunteers had to indicate their agreement on aiitpLikert scale. Exemplary items were
“In volunteering with this organization, | made neantacts that might help my business or
career” (career), “People | know best know thatr ®olunteering at this organization”
(social), “People | am genuinely concerned aboet lz@ing helped through my volunteer

work at this organization” (values), “My self-estees enhanced by performing volunteer
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work in this organization” (enhancement), “By vdieering at this organization, | have been
able to work through some of my own personal proiste(protective), “I have learned how
to deal with a greater variety of people throughlumteering at this organization”
(understanding). Internal consistencies for eadhefsix experience types wexe> .60. The
mean score of each of the two items was appliedrasasure of volunteering experiences.

Satisfaction with volunteering To assess satisfaction with volunteering, fieens of
the VFI (Clary et al., 1998) were translated andkiaanslated into Chinese (van de Vijver &
Leung, 1997). Each item was presented on a 7-jhdkett scale { = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agreg A sample item was “l am enjoying my volunteepesience”. A CFA testing
the factor structure revealed good fir witf(3) = 9.4,p = .02, CFI = .98, and good internal
consistency witln = .87. We used the mean score of all five items.

Service length Volunteers were asked to indicate when they badesl to volunteer
by using a five-point scalé. (= one to three months agd = three to six months ag8 = six
to twelve months agd = one to two years ag@and5 = more than two years ayjo

Service frequency Frequency of engagement was assessed througdnathiat asked
volunteers to indicate how often they performedumtdry work during the past year. Answer
categories weré = once 2 = a few times3 = almost every monfl = almost every week

and5 = almost every day.

Analyses

All variables were z-standardized and interactionres for all six motives and motive-
relevant experiences were calculated (e.g., canetive x career experience). For the first
hypothesis, linear regression analyses with matiegeriences, and their products as
predictors, and satisfaction with volunteering apahdent variable, were conducted using
SPSS version 19. If a significant interaction eradrca slope test was performed (O Connor,
1998). To examine the second and third hypothasmultivariate regression analysis using
Bayesian estimation with AMOS version 19 was penfed. Satisfaction with volunteering
was entered as predictor and service length andcsefrequency as dependent variables.

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlatiores @resented in Table 6.3.
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Table 6.3Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Motives/olunteer, Experiences of Volunteering, Satstan with Volunteering, Service

Length and Frequency

Motives Experiences Outcomes

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. P 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. . 13. 14. 15.

Values  Career Social Under- Enhan- Protect—i Values Career Social Under-  Enhan- Protect—i Volun.  Service Service

stand. cem. tive stand. cem. tive Satisf.  Length Freq.

M(SD) 5.21.0) 4.613) 4312) 5211 4911 40L2) . 51100 4514 4812 5011 4911 38L4) . 531.0) 4413) 2710
1. 1 RoY i AT AL .66%** ABF** ;.66*** A6* 58*** .69*** B2%** .33%** 5,68*** .13 .19
2. ST 1 .647** T4r* T3Fr* .B5*** ;.54*** 78* ** 56*r* .64 5Qrr* ST ;.55*** .06 .20*
3. AT .B4x+* 1 Rolo ki 59*** BT 5.45*** Sh* .68*** ABF** RN R 56%** EL45*** .10 .26%*
4. A e T4r* S55*** 1 81H** .63*** 5.67*** H53* ABF* N e .B69*** 39%** 5.71*** .06 .23*
5. .66*** J3FRx BRG]k 1 .68*** ;.72*** B1* ¥ Bk 727 82¥r 4B 5.80*** a1 27
6. 48*** 1SSl O icioBIN ¢ Sl S 612 Sl 1 ;.42*** B0* ** 48 55*** =T LB 4SS 5,44*** .07 .16
7. .66%** H4xx* AGF* BT 2% A 2%F* : 1 S50* RoY ad .68*** .80*** .38*** 5,82*** 12 .36%**
8. 46> g8 BhEkx Bk G .BO*** 5,50*** 1 B3+ 58*** B58x g2k ABFr .07 .04
9. 58xr* 56*** .68*** ABrrx 52%xx AgF* 257*** B3F* 1 RS 1s kol 56+ AB*** H52%* .08 15
10. .B9*** .B64x** A8r** T T2 S5*** ih68** * B8k S5xH* 1 7O*** A5FH* 5.74*** -.06 .13
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Results
Linear regression for each motive domain, with eadtive, motive-relevant experience, and
their interaction as predictors, and satisfactioithwolunteering as outcome variable,
revealed significant interaction effects for theiaf career, and protective motive domains
(all ps < .05). For the domains of values, understandimyenhancement, on the other hand,
no interaction effect, but significant main effeofsmotives and motive-relevant experiences
were obtained (alps < .01). To examine the nature of the significaméractions, simple
slope tests were employed. Results revealed tlatsticial motive only led to increased
satisfaction when also social experiences were (figh .34,p < .01), but not when social
experiences are moderate or low (bpsh> .16). The protective motive increased satigfact
with volunteering when protective experiences wagh (3 = .59,p < .001) and moderat@ (
= .40,p < .01), but not when protective experiences weve (3 = .16,p = .21). The career
motive, eventually, was significantly related taisfaction with volunteering for all three
levels of career experiences (i.e., low, moderatelagh), but the relationship was strongest
when career experiences were high=(.64,p < .001), and weakest when experiences were
low (B = .37,p < .01). Investigation of the 95% confidence intdsvrevealed that all three
slopes significantly differed from each other (5égure 6.1).

Examination of the relationships between voluntegrsatisfaction and sustained
voluntary service revealed significant relationshipetween volunteering satisfaction and
service length, as well as between volunteeringsfaation and service frequency. As
expected, the more satisfaction with volunteerirag wxperienced, the longer was the length
of volunteering @ = .19,p < .05) (H2), and the more frequent was volunteg(h= .32,p <
.01) (H3).



Figure 6.1Interaction Effects for Motives x Experiences floe Domains of Social,
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Discussion
In Study 2, we examined the processes that provatenteering satisfaction, and through
that sustained volunteering. More specificallypgmsitions of the VPM were applied and
tested in the context of Hong Kong. Our findingswbd that, as proposed, higher levels of
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satisfaction with volunteering are associated withger and more frequent voluntary
engagement. Moreover, results also provided evaldonc the proposition that a match
between volunteers® motives and motive-relevanteegpces while volunteering increases
satisfaction with volunteering. However, this was the case for all motive domains: While a
match between individuals® career, social, and egtote motives and experiences of
volunteering was relevant for satisfaction withwakering, motives and experiences in the
domains of values, understanding and enhancemeaepémdently promoted satisfaction with
volunteering. In other words, if volunteering wasinty motivated through instrumental
goals, such as career boosting, strengthening Isborads, or escaping from problems,
satisfaction with volunteering only emerged whemsth goals were met by respective
experiences. In turn, when volunteering was pradtifor less instrumental, and more
volunteering-specific goals (i.e., values, underdiiag, enhancement motives), satisfaction
with volunteering increased independent from a maketween motives and motive-relevant
experiences: Both motives and experiences of vearirtg independently led to higher levels
of satisfaction with volunteering. Examination dietdescriptive statistics (see Table 6.3)
suggests that the absence of motive-experienceffétts might also be caused through
ceiling effects, as all volunteers scored relagivieigh on these experiences. It seems likely
that values, enhancement, and understanding erpeseare anyway made as a volunteer
which explains why these motives lead to higheis&attion with volunteering across all
three levels of values, enhancement and undersigrediperiences (i.e., low, moderate, and
high).

Taken together our, findings are largely in linghmpremises of the VPM. Despite
small limitations, the VPM seems to offer a vialllamework to describe sustained
volunteering in Hong Kong. Similar as in studiesammning sustained volunteering with
Western samples (Clary et al., 1998; Omoto & Snydée5; Omoto et al., 2010), results
show that the fit between volunteers™ motives dradr texperiences can increase satisfaction
with volunteering, which eventually leads to a austd voluntary engagement. For
volunteering to be a long-lasting and intensive agiggnent, it is necessary to enhance
volunteers™ satisfaction with their service. Satisibn, on the other hand, can be achieved if
voluntary organizations pay attention to volunteersotives, and aim at facilitating
experiences consistent with volunteer motives. Téeems particularly relevant when

voluntary activities are driven by instrumental Igoa

108



General Discussion
The present set of studies investigated the proakeésustained) volunteering by testing the
applicability of prominent Western volunteeringrfraworks in an East Asian setting, using
Hong Kong as the case study. First, we examingabdisonal and motivational antecedents
of volunteering, and the effect of volunteering ldfe satisfaction (Study 1). Second, we
investigated the effects of motive-experience fit satisfaction with volunteering, and
eventually on voluntary service length and freqye(&tudy 2).

In general, relationships derived from Western issidn volunteering seem to apply
in Hong Kong: Our findings support that prosociabtivation relates to volunteering,
volunteering relates to higher life satisfactiontu® 1), and sustained volunteering is
achieved through satisfaction with volunteeringabhidepends on the match between motives
and experiences while volunteering (i.e., wherrimsental motives are concerned).

However, the role of other-oriented empathy as rdecedent of volunteering seems
to be affected by the cultural context. In diffezento previous research (Finkelstein &
Penner, 2004; Penner, 2002; Lee & Chang, 2007)analyses revealed that other-oriented
empathy wasot related to volunteering in Hong Kong. It is possithat this may represent
an artifact of the present study, which requirggication. This observation, however, would
be consistent with a culture-specific lack of engihiag dispositional qualities in attributing
behavior, as well as with culture-specific charasties of in-group and out-group helping.
Other-oriented empathy is a dispositional consttiiat seems to imply some form of target-
dependency; it is defined as compassion, concerd, rasponsibility felt towards others
(Penner, 2002). The inclusiveness of the group tdsvavhom such feelings are usually felt
and expressed is likely to be a question of cultWhile cultural values of Western societies
usually prescribe to feel moral obligation and oesbility towards a broader group of
targets, namely also towards people outside onse cin-group, feelings of concern,
compassion and responsibility are more restrictesl ¢dlose and non-permeable circle of close
others and not applicable to strangers in Eastaieties (Knafo, Schwartz, & Levine, 2009).
As a consequence, it seems not surprising that tiajgaowed no relation to volunteering,
which typically occurs in an organizational contexid therefore represents a service that is
directed at people outside one's circle of clodeerst Prosocial motivation, in contrast,
describes a more unconditional disposition thaelisted to a wide array of different types of
prosocial behaviors, also towards strangers (Ayditlal., 2014, Aydinli et al., 2015). It
represents a rather general and target-free neebdelip and therefore emerges as an

antecedent of volunteering also in Hong.
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It is possible that in our Hong Kong sample, duetlte normative emphasis on
collectivity, the disposition of other-oriented eatipy is more likely to find its expression in
informal helping, that is directed at known otheithin established social networks. Such a
view is also consistent with the positive relatitipsbetween other-oriented empathy and life
satisfaction that was found in our research. Timdifig can be interpreted in two ways: First,
the more straightforward and simple interpretatwoould be that the mere disposition of
other-oriented empathy by itself leads to high& Batisfaction in Hong Kong; possibly
because being prosocial (in one’s network) reptssandisposition that is highly desirable
and therefore adaptive in the Hong Kong contextedond interpretation would be that this
ostensibly direct relationship between other-oednémpathy and life satisfaction is in fact
mediated by a third variable that was not assess#te present study: Hong Kong Chinese
individuals that score high on empathy might exptéeir disposition through moneformal
helping activities that in turn may increase thiéér satisfaction, similar to the effect of formal
helping (i.e., volunteering) on life satisfactiddence, research on volunteering in contexts
beyond the West might therefore gain from concdjzing volunteering in a broader sense,
and consider domain-specific relationships. Furtkeearch on volunteering should therefore
also examine informal types of long-term and plahieelping activities to understand
prosocial acting on light of different cultural segs. Such an approach would help to clarify

to what extent processes of volunteering are siroil@ifferent across cultural settings.

Limitations and Future Research

A major limitation of the present research is itsss-sectional design. Relationships between
variables are merely correlational, and therebypkas from causal interpretations. For
instance, it is equally possible that higher lewldife satisfaction precede volunteering, or
that prosocial motivation increases as a conseguehwoluntary activities. Moreover, the
cross-sectional design represents a limitationihferexamination of motive-experience fit and
its effect on volunteering satisfaction. Questiaremassessing volunteers™ motives and their
experiences were administered at the same timéhancbntent of these items was inevitably
very similar. Moreover, both motives and experienaere measured through self-reports. As
a consequence, shared method variance, strivingéifrconsistency, or social desirability
might be an issue (Brannick et al., 2010, Paulh@8;). For more robust conclusions, future
studies should apply longitudinal designs (e.g.m@leilar, 2009) and involve direct

observations or implicit assessments of varialsi#e@ncing the volunteer process.
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A second limitation of our study refers to usindyoone East Asian sample (i.e., Hong
Kong Chinese participants) to examine the applitglof prominent Western volunteering
models. We can therefore only provide a first l@oskwhether or to what extent the tested
models can be utilized to describe the volunteecgss in East Asian cultural contexts. To
arrive at a more general cultural conclusion reigardhese models, data from more East
Asian samples, ideally in direct comparison withstéen samples, are needed.

Conclusion
The present research tested the applicability ofnpment Western models of (sustained)
volunteering in Hong Kong. By and large, models vzt from Western studies on
volunteering seem to apply in Hong Kong. Concordaith previous findings, prosocial
motivation was related to volunteering, volunteexgorted higher life satisfaction compared
to non-volunteers (Study 1), and long-term anduesq voluntary service was determined by
satisfaction with volunteering, which, in turn wassociated with the fit between volunteering
motives and experiences when volunteering was pedo for instrumental reasons (Study
2). Different from Western studies, our findingooshthat other-oriented empathy was not
related to formal volunteering, suggesting that@segcial disposition such as empathy may
find different expressions in different culturalntexts (e.g., in a more informal way to
provide long-term help). To conclude, we provid@ewce that antecedents and outcomes of
volunteering among Hong Kong Chinese volunteersaasmciated in a way similar to the
pattern obtained in Western Studies. But at theesame, we also obtain clear differences
from these Western patterns providing an innovattaeting point for future research.
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Chapter 7

Similarities and Differences in Helping across Culires:

The Role of the Help Target
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Introduction

Helping is one of the most studied concepts in aogsychology. While culture,
conceptualized as ethnic group belonging or cultuaéue orientations (e.g., individualism
vs. collectivism; independent vs. interdependefftcamstrual), has been utilized to explain
differences on a wide range of behaviors, littl&nswn about how culture affects helping. A
recent review by Aydinli et al. (2013) revealedtthesearch on helping across cultures is not
only rare, but also that evidence is mixed. Studesgatively indicate that the target of
helping matters: Differences in helping acrossuwel are unlikely when the target of help is
close, while differences are more likely when hislglirected at distant targets or strangers.
Moreover, most cross-cultural research on helpesgfocused on frequencies of helping, and
thereby neglected the investigation of mechanisrasantecede helping across cultures.

The present research goes beyond previous resaarctwo ways: First, it
systematically studies the role of the help tangétvo studies by varying the closeness of the
target of help and examining whether the amouritettp given to these targets differs across
cultural groups. Second, it also tests the relatiggs between implicit and explicit helping
motivation as antecedents of helping across diftecelltural groups in Study 2. In the first
study, the assessment of helping takes place thrselfrreported likelihood to help a family
member, a friend, and a stranger by using datarautdrom different cultural groups within
the Netherlands (i.e., mainstream Dutch, Westemigrants, and non-Western immigrants).
The second study uses vignettes to compare hediniegted at a family member and a friend,
and a behavioral measure to assess helping dirat®dtranger across German and Turkish

individuals.

Helping across Cultures: Mixed Evidence

Cross-cultural comparisons often utilize the comgalization of culture along the dimensions
of Individualism vs. Collectivism (Hofstede, 198Driandis, 1991). Generally, individualists
are characterized as being oriented towards thesseind their nuclear family, while
collectivists give more priority to the welfare ohe or more groups (Triandis, 1995).
Building on this, one might expect that collectisifiave a stronger concern for others, and
are therefore more helpful. But are people livingollectivist societies really more inclined
to provide for others than people living in indivaistic cultures? The empirical evidence is

mixed (for an overview, see Aydinli et al., 2013).
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For instance, the study by Levine et al., (20015enked real-life spontaneous helping
directed at strangers (e.g., alerting a stranges dtopped a pen) across big cities in 23
different countries (e.g., Rio de Janeiro, Amsterd&hanghai, Tel Aviv, New York, and 18
others), and found that frequencies of helping weghest in Rio de Janeiro (Brazil, 93%)
and lowest in Kuala Lumpur (Malaysia, 40%). Overallo variables were related to helping.
First, helping was positively related to the vatfesimpatia,a cultural norm that is typically
found in Spanish and Latin American contexts, amdolves being polite, helpful, and
friendly to strangers (Diaz-Loving & Draguns, 199%iandis et al., 1984). Second, helping
was negatively related to a country’s economic goweeaning that helping occurred more
frequently in less wealthy contexts. Concordantilitesvere found in a study by Miller et al.,
1990), who compared US Americans’ and Indians’-sgdbrted responsibility and moral
obligation to help. Their findings show that acrasdtures feelings of responsibility were
higher when helping situations were more seriousvanen the target of the helping act was
perceived as closer. Most interestingly, thoughdifigs by Miller et al. (1990) also indicate
that feelings of responsibility and obligation wegenerally higher among Indians than among
Americans, which corroborates the proposition thelping is more likely in economically
weaker, collectivistic cultural contexts. Howevether studies portray a different picture. For
instance, research by Kemmelmeier et al., (200éicates that volunteering and charitable
donations — both prosocial activities — are mosegdient in individualist and economically
stronger states than in collectivist and pooretesteSimilarly, the meta-analysis by Allik and
Realo (2004) shows that the social capital of antgu(i.e., social connectedness, civic
engagement and generalized trust, see Putnam, 2008) was positively associated with a
country’s score on individualism — meaning thatréhes more civic engagement in
individualistic contexts. Another set of studieoydes evidence that helping is relatively
similar across different cultures. For instance, study by Fijneman et al. (1996) shows that
the ratio of participants’ self-reported readinésgrovide help to ten different targets and
their expectations to receive help from those tapgesons was highly similar in Hong Kong,
Greece, Turkey, the Netherlands, and the UniteteS&ta\cross these five cultural groups,
both the readiness to provide help and the expectéd receive help increased the closer
targets were perceived.

A first step towards a reconciliation of this ewide is that helping does not equal
helping. For instance, considering the type of imgide.g., spontaneous vs. planned help),

and the target of helping can help to resolve tivensistency in findings (see Aydinli et al.,
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2013; 2014). The present studies examine the fatalture for helping directed at very close
vs. very distant targets.

The Target of Help: Close vs. Distant Targets

We do not help indiscriminately: How close we ardlte target of help matters. First of all,
the tendency to help is a function of relatedn&ss;and genetically close targets are more
likely to receive help than non-related or distiamgets (Burnstein et al., 1994). Second, and
related to this, evidence suggests that inter-iddad and cross-cultural differences with
respect to helping are rare when help is directedira or other very close targets are
examined (as it resembles a ceiling effect); inktehfferences emerge when the target of
help is distant or a stranger (see Aydinli et 2013). In line with that, Miller et al. (1990)
report that ratings of moral obligation and feetingf responsibility were highly similar in
Americans and Indians when the hypothetical hel@ogwas described as a parent-child
dyad. Similarly, Graziano et al., (2007) show thdterent levels of agreeableness do not
predict an individuals’ willingness to help a siigi butdo predict the willingness to help a
stranger. Comparisons on national level also supfgius interpretation. Amato (1993)
examined help directed alose otherdi.e., family, relatives, and close friends) acragsan
and rural regions within the USA, and found noalidinces in frequencies of help. However,
when help is directed at strangers, studies finoanxrural differences or cross-cultural
differences in helping (e.g., Korte & Kerr, 1975u$e & Wolf, 1978; Levine et al., 2001).

A careful interpretation of the data thus suggésas cultural differences are unlikely
to emerge when help is directed at close othersikély explanation for the absence of
cultural differences in helping close others i thach types of helping are influenced ky
selection(Hamilton, 1964). Kin selection describes helpaugivities directed at offspring or
other relatives (e.g., siblings) and proposes liedfping genetically related others is mainly
performed to promote an individual's inclusivenéiss (see also Barrett et al.,, 2002;
Chasiotis, 2011a). By that, helping close otherginrrepresents an evolutionary anchored
tendency that is likely accompanied by strong nowmsl conventions everywhere, and
therefore explains why cross-cultural differenaebelping close targets are rather small.

Instead, differences between individuals and dfiees between cultures in helping
are more visible when the target of help is notegieally related; particularly when it is a
stranger. Unlike helping kin, helping an unrelatedget is a more context-sensitive
evolutionary strategy (Chasiotis, 2011a). Therefoi@ms, values and conventions to help

distant others or strangers are more likely toedifcross cultures (e.g., Feldman, 1968;
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Levine et al., 2001), which in turn may explain tawhl differences when help given to
strangers is examined (for the whole argumentAse@li et al., 2013).

Motivational Mechanisms Anteceding Helping

It seems quite plausible that antecedents of hglpimange as a function of the strength of
norms and expectations to help. For instance, ttidies by Graziano et al. (2007) and Miller
et al. (1990) show that prosocial dispositions,hsas the feeling of moral obligation or
agreeableness, loose predictive value when thettafdhelp is very close. Instead, when the
target is a stranger, inter-individual differentesagreeableness and cross-cultural variation
in feelings of moral obligation become predictifRit together, such findings suggest that in
situations and contexts in which helping is strgregtpected or valued, an individual does not
need to be dispositionally prosocial to engageeiiping. Conversely, in situations or cultures
where it is not expected to help, a prosocial dgmm might gain relevance. In such
situations, an individual'snner needto be prosocial should be predictive of helping. In
motivational terms, this means that in situationses@ help is not normatively required,
individuals’ implicit helping motivation (i.e., tireunconscious inner need to act prosocial)
should drive helping. Conversely, in situations wheielp is normatively expected,
individuals’ explicit helping motivation (i.e., threself-reported prosocial disposition) should
drive behavior, as explicit motives relate to stadimorms and expectations (Aydinli et al.,
2015; McClelland et al., 1989; Schultheiss & Brenst 2008).

Evidence supporting this view comes from receseaech on the effects of implicit
and explicit helping motivation on helping. An eagtion of motives to volunteer across
individuals with children (i.e., parents) versudiinduals without children (i.e., non-parents)
showed that volunteering of parents was motivatedniplicit helping motivation, whereas
volunteering of non-parents was motivated by exphelping motivation (Aydinli et al.,
2015; see also Chasiotis et al., 2006). For parehes normative or societal pressure to
engage in volunteering is likely low, as they haagetaking responsibilities and therefore
less time than non-parents. Without such a normatxpectation, helping is likely
determined by their inner prosocial need (i.e., liaiphelping motivation). That means that
individuals would not engage in volunteering beeatigy think theyshould (i.e., explicit
motivation), but rather because they are unconstyodriven to do so (i.e., implicit
motivation). In summary, the contextual factor azimg children and normative expectations
related to this state might have moderated indadslumotivations to enroll in volunteering. It

is therefore also thinkable that individuals’ malistal contextual environments (i.e., cultural
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context) and the norms that exist in these enviemtsr shape motivations to engage in

helping.

The Present Research

Building on the proposition that collectivists eggan a stronger distinction between insiders
and outsiders (Triandis, 1995), it has often beguned that people from collectivistic cultures
give less attention to distant others or strang@ms., outsiders) than people from
individualistic cultures (Sethi, Lepper, & Ross999. Related to this, it has also been argued
that norms and expectations to help such outsiolestrangers differ across cultures. While
being prosocial is certainly valued across moduces (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001), the degree
to which it is expected when a stranger is conakstengly varies. In individualistic cultures
or societies, prosocial values and norms are mi@etylto apply to a broad community
including members of different groups (due to aader inclusiveness of their moral in-
group), while in more collectivistic societies, n® to help people that do not belong to one’s
group might be rather weak (Schwartz, 2007, Trignt®95).

As a consequence, for the first study we proposefdliowing: First, across cultural
groups, helping close targets is more likely thapimg distant targets (H1). Second,
differences in helping between the cultural groupsease with increasing distance of the
target of help: This means that no differencesexgected between the cultural groups for
helping family members (i.e., very close targeks2) moderate differences are expected for
helping a friend (i.e., moderately close target3)Hnd most differences between the cultural
groups are expected for helping strangers (H4)h vbth help directed at friends and

strangers more likely to occur in individualistiglttires than in collectivistic cultures.

STUDY 1
We tested our hypotheses by using a self-reporsuneaf helping that assesses participants’
likelihood to provide spontaneous helping to a fgmiember, a friend, and a stranger.

Method
Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited through an online panel(LISSpanel,
http://www.lissdata.nl/lissdatp/ which is part of the MESS (Measurement and

Experimentation in the Social Sciences) project fumdled by the Netherlands Organization

for Scientific Research. The collection of data fiois panel was arranged by CentERdata
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(Tilburg University, The Netherlands). The paneldlves members of the Dutch population,
and represents a true probability sample drawn fribm® population register of the
Netherlands. By that, the panel offers to colleatadirom a nationally representative Dutch
sample that involves both mainstream Dutch pasditip and participants belonging to
various immigrant groups. Every month, membershef panel are invited to fill in a short
guestionnaire that takes no longer than fifteenuteis. The data used for the present research
was collected in January 2013. The sample compd88smainstream Dutch participants
(Mage = 48.6 years; 49.7% female), 528 immigrants of Mfesorigin Mage = 50.6 years;
53.3% female), and 319 immigrants of non-Westengior(Mage = 40.0 years; 56.6%
female}.

Measures

Socio-demographics.Participants’ age in years, their gender and tkducational
level coded according the “Centraal Bureau vooGtiistiek” (CBS; Statistics Netherlands,
2001) categorization, ranging froth = primary schoolto 6 = university degreewere
assessed.

Helping. Helping was assessed separately for a family neemd friend, and a
stranger. For each of those three targets foursitiwat describe spontaneous helping activities
were presented, and participants were asked tdhaiteprobability to engage in the described
helping activities when the target of help was mifa member, a friend, and a stranger.
Answer options could range frofin= | probably would not do thito 7 = | probably would
do this. Sample items were “Help him/her with picking up theoceries that he/she just
dropped” or “Help him/her look for a lost item”. ternal consistencies were high for all
targets and across the three samples, with Crotshast» .85 for helping a family member,

> .90 for helping a friend, and > .84 for helpingteanger.

Results
Before we tested our hypotheses, we explored whetitesamples differed in terms of socio-

demographic background variables, and whether tes&bles had any impact on helping.

Categorization was realized according to the CBSdification of ethnic groups in the NetherlandsifStics
Netherlands, 2001). The category Western consigiersons from Europe (mainly Germany and Belgium),
North America, Oceania, Japan and Indonesia (ifefuthe former Dutch East Indies).The category non-
Western mainly consists of persons originating fiddorocco, Turkey, the Netherlands Antilles and Aapand
Suriname.
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Socio-demographic Markers

We compared our three samples with respect to #ggr their level of education by using an
ANOVA, and with respect to their gender distributiby employing a Chi-Square test.
Results for all three socio-demographic variabegealed that the sample of non-Western
immigrants was significantly younger (bgik < .001) and significantly less educated than the
mainstream Dutch and the Western immigrants sam(deth ps < .01), whereas no
differences emerged in terms of gender distribuficable 7.1).

Examining further whether the three demographickerar had any impact on our
measures of helping, simple correlations between gender, education and helping a family
member, a friend, a and a stranger were calcul&esllts indicate that participants’ age was
negatively correlated with helping a family membed helping a friend (botps < .05), but
positively related to helping stranggr € .001). Throughout all targets, females and highe
educated individuals reported higher probabilitteshelp than males and less educated
individuals (allps < .01). In all following analyses, we thereforgezed our three socio-

demographic variables as covariates.

Table 7.1Descriptive statistics of socio-demographic vaealdnd self-reported likelihood to
help various targets

Mainstream Dutch ~ Western Immigrants Non-Western
n=483 n=528 Immigrants
n=319
Socio-demographics
Age in Years / NiSD) 48.6(15.7) 50.6(16.4), 40.0(13.1),
Sex (% Female) 49.7 % 53.3% 56.3%
I\E/Io(lg(I:Da;tional in CBS categories / 3.7(15), 3.9(1.6), 3.3(15),
Self-Reported Likelihood to Help
Family Member / MSD) 6.5(0.8), 6.6(0.8), 6.5(0.9),
Friend / MSD) 6.2(1.0), 6.2(1.1) 6.0(1.1),
Stranger/ MSD) 4.2(1.6), 4.4(1.7) 4.2(1.7)

Notes Same subscript letters represent a set of culjooaps that do not significantly differ from eaather on
p = .05 level. Group differences in helping werelgred by controlling for age, gender, and education
differences.
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Differences in Helping Various Targets (Within — Sanple Comparisons)

Separate repeated measures ANCOVAs with age, gamikeducation as covariates were
employed to test our first hypothesis that propdsading close targets to be more likely than
helping distant targets, across cultural groljesults for all three samples show that there is
a significant difference in self-reported likelirdbto help the three targets, with Greenhouse-
Geisser correctedf(1.48, 706.36) = 811.88 < .001,n°=.63 for the mainstream Dutch
sample,F(1.40, 736.84) = 763.8 < .001,n°=.59 for the Western immigrant sample, and
F(1.57, 494.25) = 428.9¢,< .001,n°=.58 for the non-Western immigrant sample. Explgrin
the pairwise comparisons between the targets redetlat all three targets significantly
differed from each other in likelihoods to be helgell ps < .001). As hypothesized (H1),
across cultural groups most help was given to alyamember, least help was given to a

stranger, and help given to a friend was on annmeliate level (Table 7.1).

Cultural Comparisons

To test whether the three samples differ in helpiregvarious targets, three ANCOVAs were
conducted with cultural group as independent végjalage, gender, and education as
covariates, and the three targets as dependergbiesi (i.e., family member, friend, and
stranger), respectively. As hypothesized (H2), ifter@nce between the cultural groups
emerged for helping a family membé&i(2, 1302) = 1.30p = .27. With respect to helping a
friend the expected difference between the cultraiips (H3) was foundk(2, 1300) = 3.19,

p < .05,n°=.01: As proposed, non-Western immigrants scoregimn helping a friend than
mainstream Dutch and Western immigrant participadtsvever, with respect to helping a

stranger the proposed difference between the timees (H4) could not be found.

Discussion

Results obtained in the first study provide parsiapport for our hypotheses. While findings
confirm that within each cultural group closer &tgyare more likely to be helped than distant
targets (H1), the comparisons between the culgralps delivered mixed evidence: Findings
supported our propositions with respect to helgirigmily member (H2) and helping a friend
(H3), but no difference between the cultural groepeerged with respect to helping a stranger
(H4).

One possibility is to reject our hypothesis (H4parling cultural differences in
helping strangers. However, not finding differenceslld also be related to the usesetf-
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reported likelihoods as a measure of helping. Self-reparts likely to be influenced by

response tendencies such as socially desirablerrdsyy, which is even more the case when
the examined subject represents desirable behswadr as helping (Paulhus, 1991). It might
therefore well be, that what participants reportedterms of helping is not necessarily

representative for their actual helping behaviah{f&artz, 1973).

STUDY 2
To resolve whether our hypothesis has to be rajeote whether the unexpected result
represents an artifact of the measures used inyStua second study that uses more realistic
and therefore more valid measures of helping waslected, with samples from Germany
(i.e., prototypically individualistic cultural coext) and Turkey (i.e., prototypically
collectivistic cultural context) (Hofstede, 1980ye applied a behavioral measure for helping
a stranger. For helping a family member and hel@irfgend, vignettes were used, because
actual behavior directed at family members andnéigeis difficult to implement in an
experimental setting. Moreover, vignettes have lgrexen to be a valid measure to approach
real behavioral tendencies across cultural gratias,are less affected by response tendencies
than classical self-reports (Rice, Robone, & Sni#01,0; 2012).

Beyond the question of how cultural groups diffartheir likelihoods of helping
various targets, the second study also examineseveueh differences might come from, and
investigates the motivational bases that underiping a family member, a friend, and a
stranger. More specifically, the present study $esuon effects of implicit and explicit
helping motivation, and examines whether the matwa to help different targets are
different for German versus Turkish individuals.

In terms of frequencies of helping, we test the esdnypotheses as in the first study.
However, the first hypothesis that proposes helmiloge targets to be more frequent than
helping distant targets will not be tested, asedéht measures of helping are applied that
impede comparability between targets: Vignettesusezl for helping a sibling, and a friend,;
and a behavioral measure is used for helping aggraIn line with hypotheses of Study 2,
we expect no differences between the cultural ggdop helping a sibling (H2), moderate
differences for helping friends (H3), and most eliéinces for helping a stranger (H4), with
both help directed at friends and strangers beingerikely to occur in the German than in
the Turkish sample. Beyond the question of howedifit cultural groups differ in their
frequencies of helping a sibling, a friend, andtrarger, the second study also focuses on

effects of implicit and explicit helping motivatipmnd examines whether motives to help
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these targets differ as a function of cultural growith respect to motivational mechanisms,
we already outlined that explicit motives should/érhelping in situations where helping is
highly expected and normative, while implicit m@&ss/should become predictive in situations
in which norms to help are rather weak. As a consege, we propose that helping a sibling
and helping a friend will relate to explicit helgimotivation both in the German and in the
Turkish sample (H5), as norms to help these targe¢s strong across cultural groups
(Schwartz, 2007). For helping strangers, howevetjvations should differ between cultural
groups. More specifically, we expect that helpingteanger will relate to explicit helping
motivation in the German sample, as universaligtasocial norms and values are present in
individualistic cultural contexts (H6a) (McFarlaetlal., 2012; Schwartz, 2007). However, in
the Turkish sample, helping a stranger should kte¢o implicit helping motivation (H6b),
as the moral in-group is more narrow in collectigisultures (Schwartz, 2007), which leads

to less salient norms and expectations to helpdars

Methods
Participants
In total, 384 individuals (Mye = 32.5 years, 68.5% male) participated in our stuth8
ethnically German individuals living in Germany {= 38.5 years, 53.0% male) and 216
ethnically Turkish individuals living in Turkey (Me= 27.8 years, 80.6% male).

Procedure

The whole study was administered online via Quatfvww.qualtrics.com Participants

were all recruited anonymously by a project coaathn of Qualtrics, and received a gift
voucher of ~ 5 $ for completing the online surv@grticipants first answered filter questions
about their ethnicity (it had to be either GermanTarkish) and their current country of
residence (it had to be either Germany or Turkgppn meeting the recruitment criteria, they
were directed to the actual survey, in which thest inswered socio-demographic questions
(i.e., age, gender, and educational status) amddatapleted measures of implicit and explicit
helping motivation. Afterwards, participants wemregented with the measures that assessed

helping various targets (i.e., sibling, friend, atichnger).

Measures
Explicit helping motivation. A six-item measure, developed by Aydinli et al. 12})

was used to assess participants’ explicit (i.dfsreported) helping motivation. Each item was

123



rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging frdn¥ not applicable at alto 5 = very applicable
Sample items were “Taking care of other peoplegiwe a good feeling inside” or “I gladly
stand up for other people”. Internal consistengiese high for both groups with = .81 in
the German sample, and .90 in the Turkish sample.

Implicit helping motivation . Participants’ implicit helping motivation was assed
with an eight-picture version of the Operant MotiVest (OMT; Kuhl & Scheffer, 2001)
which represents a Picture-Story-Exercise (PSE) i@ndn adaptation of the Thematic
Apperception Test (TAT; Murray, 1943). Participamtere presented with eight ambiguous
picture stimuli and asked to answer the followihgee questions for each picture: (1) “What
is important for the person in this situation anthiis the person doing?”, (2) “How does the
person feel?”, and (3) “Why does the person feslway?”. Answers were coded by the first
author for motive-relevant content (an interragreament with the second author of 80% and
above was established beforehand, after codingingimaterial for several months). If
participants described prosocial activities in carabon with positive emotion in their
answers, helping motivation was coded (Kuhl & Stdref2001). The number of answers that
were coded with helping motivation (out of eighn& accumulated and applied as a score of
implicit helping motivation.

The Helping Measures.

Helping a family member and helping a friend. We adapted a vignette measure of
self-reported willingness to help that was originaleveloped by Burnstein et al. (1994), and
also used by Graziano et al. (2007Jhis vignette describes an ordinary helping situa
(i.e., car breakdown), whereby the target of helmescribed as a sibling or a friend. We
applied the same story and targets, but slightigptetl the content, answer anchors and
answer format. Participants were asked to inditlagr likelihoods to stop and help (with
taking the risk of being late for an appointmehthe person experiencing the car breakdown
was a sibling or a friend. Probabilities to helgletarget were assessed separately through a
visual analogue scale by moving a slider betweernvgtues oD = | would certainly not stop
and helpand100 = | would certainly stop and help.

Helping a stranger. After participants reached the end of the stuaty received their
gift voucher, they were asked whether they woulahtwa participate in another, unrelated

“The original measure also contains stranger afpadmget. However, we refrained from using theusgrer
category, as it is strongly confounded with issofeisterpersonal trust, security and crime leveihin a
country. The vignette describes a situation of inglpn a remote road (to emphasize the need oj.h&dpin
some countries stopping and helping an unknowropem®uld represent a real danger and risk, we deanbt
to use this measure in relation to helping a stang
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study, which was introduced as being of great belpnother researcher who is ostensibly
studying how individuals solve mathematical proldeifhey were told that their participation
is entirely voluntarily, that they may stop the dstuat any point, that there will be no
compensation, and that the study will ask themoteesbasic mathematical problems and to
answer questions about solving these problems.aimaunt of total mathematical problems
that the participants solved (with a theoreticalge from zero to seven) was applied as an

indicator for the extent of helping a stranger.

Results
Before we tested our hypotheses, we compared tloe samples with respect to their
distribution of age, gender, and years of educatMaoreover, we examined whether these

socio-demographic variables had any impact on epeddent variables.

Table 7.2 Descriptive statistics of socio-demographic vdaapexplicit and implicit helping

motivation, and helping various targets

German sample Turkish sample
n=168 n=216

Socio-demographics

Age in Years / NISD) 38.5(14.5), 27.8(8.5),

Sex (% Female) A47%, 20%,

Educational in Years / §D) 13.3(3.7) 14.2(3.6),
Helping Motivation

Explicit Motivation to Help / MSD) 3.8(0.6), 3.6(0.9),

Implicit Motivation to help / MSD) 0.3(0.6), 0.3(0.7)
Vignettes - Likelihood to Help

Sibling / M(SD) 93.0(19.5), 88.1(23.0),

Friend / MSD) 89.4(20.2), 79.0(26.3),
Behavioral Help — Number of Problems
Solved

Stranger / MSD) 2.8(3.2), 1.0(2.2),

Notes Same subscript letter indicates that culturatigsodo not significantly differ from each otherps .05
level. Group differences in motivation and helpimgre analyzed by controlling for age, gender, atutational
differences.

Socio-demographic Markers
Results of our ANOVASs revealed that the two sampliffered with respect to age(1, 382)
=81.4,p < .001,n*=.18, and years of educatidf(1, 379) = 5.6p < .05,n>=.01. The Turkish
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sample was significantly younger and more eductited the German sample. A Chi-Square
test to examine differences in gender distributiendered a significantly different
distribution for gendery? (1, N = 384) = 33.10p < .001, with males being overrepresented in
the Turkish sample (see Table 7.2).

Moreover we examined whether these socio-demograydriables relate to any of
our dependent variables. Results of bivariate Gatoms across the whole sampie< 384)
revealed that participants’ self-reported likelidsoto help a sibling and a friend were
positively related to their age (bops < .05). In addition, helping a friend was alslated to
gender, with helping being higher for females ti@nmales. Finally, the amount of help
given to a stranger was related to all three deapgc variables (albs < .05), with helping
being higher for older, more educated and femaltiggzants. Therefore, in all following
analyses effects of age, gender, and educatiorbitiontrolled for.

Differences in Frequencies of Helping across Cultes

To test our second, third, and fourth hypotheses canducted three ANCOVAs with cultural
group as independent variable, helping a siblindgriend, and a stranger as dependent
variables, and age, gender, and education as etesriAs hypothesized (H2), no group
differences emerged for the likelihood to help laisg, F(1, 376) = 1.59p = .21, and the
expected difference for helping a friend betweem Turkish and the German sample was
found (H3),F(1, 376) = 6.13p < .05,n°=.02. Examination of the descriptive statisticsvebo
that German participants reported higher probaslitto help a friend than Turkish
participants (Table 7.2). Also for helping a stranghe hypothesized effect could be
confirmed (H4). As expected, the amount of helpegito a stranger was higher in the

German sample than in the Turkish samplg; 376) = 22.90p < .001,n=.06 (Figure 7.1).

Motivations to Help Close vs. Distant Targets acrasCultures

To examine implicit and explicit motivational bas#shelping various targets across cultural
groups we conducted several hierarchical linearessgon analyses with socio-demographic
predictors entered in the first step, implicit agxplicit helping motivation entered in the
second step, and the targets of help as dependaables (correlations between motives and
helping are presented in Table 7.3).
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Figure 7.1 Differences between the German and the Turkish Eamphelping a stranger

assessed through a behavioural helping measure

Amount of Help

3 -

ek e B German

Turkish

Helping a Stranger

Notes Significant group differences based on the ANCONi# socio-demographic variables as covariates are
marked with ***p < .001.

Table 7.3Pearson correlations between explicit and impheiping motivation, and helping

various targets

German K = 168) 1 2 3 4 5
1. Explicit Motivation to Help 1 .04 .19* .23%* 21%*
2. Implicit Motivation to Help .04 1 .06 -.08 -.01
3. Help a Sibling — Vignette 19* .06 1 BLrrx A2
4. Help a Friend — Vignette 23** -.08 BLxrx 1 .05
5. Help a Stranger — Behavioral Measure 21 -.01 2.1 .05 1

Turkish f = 216) 1 2 3 4 5
1. Explicit Motivation to Help 1 22%* 22%* .28% 14*
2. Implicit Motivation to Help .22%* 1 .09 .04 34***
3. Help a Sibling — Vignette 22%* .09 1 56 15*
4. Help a Friend — Vignette 28+ .04 56 1 13
6. Help a Stranger - Behavioral Measure 14* *B4*  |15* .13 1

Notes.Significant correlations are marked witlp* .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001.

As expected (H5), both for Germans and for Turksreported likelihood to help a sibling

and a friend were related to explicit helping matign, but not implicit helping motivatioifs:
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= .15 p = .06, R* = .03) for helping a sibling anfl = .21 ¢ < .01,R? = .08) for helping a
friend in the German samplp;= .21 (p < .01R*= .05) for helping a sibling angl= .31 ¢ <
.001,R?=.10) for helping a friend in the Turkish sample.

For helping a stranger, the analyses also confirmedhypotheses (H6a and H6b):
The amount of help given to a stranger (i.e., umknaesearcher) was related to explicit
helping motivation in the German sample= .16 p < .05,R? = .13) (H6a), and to implicit
helping motivation in the Turkish sampfes= .31 p < .001,R?= .13) (H6bY.

General Discussion

Our results add to previous research on helpingsaatultures, and highlight similarities and
differences in the helping process. In terms ofilamties, across cultural groups more help
was given to close targets compared to distanetarGtudy 1), and cultural groups did not
differ with respect to helping close targets (ifamily members), neither in their frequencies
of help (Study 1 and Study 2), nor in the motivatibprocesses that precede helping (Study
2). Therefore, our results portray that helpingvarious cultural contexts functions quite
similarly. In terms of differences between cultugabups, we were interested in examining
both mean-level differences (and similarities) &lping various targets (Study 1 and Study
2), and differences (and similarities) in motivaab mechanisms to help various targets
(Study 2). Results from both studies indicate défeees are mainly emerging as a function of
the target of help, with increasing differencesrfare distant targets.

Mean-level Differences

We proposed that cross-cultural differences inihglghould be particularly visible for help

that is provided to people who do not belong to’®méose in-group. Phrased differently,

while no differences were expected for helping kiiffferences between cultural groups were
expected to increase with increasing distance @ftainget. In line with other research (e.g.,
Amato, 1993; Graziano et al., 2007; Miller et &R90), findings from both studies confirmed
that no differences between cultural groups exwten help directed at family members is
examined (H2). Moreover, findings of both studiesbaconsistently portrayed that helping a
friend (i.e., a target of moderate closeness) wasentikely among more individualistic

cultural groups than among collectivistic cultugabups (H3): In the first study, helping a

3n our hierarchical regression models, we alsetksthether the interaction of explicit an implicélping
motivation (i.e., motivational congruence) had angdictive effect on helping a sibling, a friendlanstranger
in the two cultural groups. In none of the analyses#gnificant effect was found.
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friend was more likely among mainstream Dutch aneSW#rn immigrants than among non-
Western immigrants; in the second study helpingesnd was more likely for Germans than
for Turks. For helping a stranger, the patternesuits is less consistent. While findings in the
first study unexpectedly revealed no differencetsvben the cultural groups (H4), results in
the second study were consistent with our expectaths hypothesized, helping a stranger
was more likely in an individualistic cultural cemt than in a collectivistic cultural context,
at least when it was assessed with a behaviorasunedStudy 2). It seems possible that the
unexpected result obtained in the first study mgyesent a methodological constraint that
emerged through using a self-report measure ofrigelp

In sum, our hypotheses about mean level differenté&lping across cultural groups
are largely confirmed (H2 — H4). Across two stud@dtural groups did not differ in helping
a family member (H2) and showed the expected diffees in helping a friend (H3). Finally,
also for helping a stranger, at least results efstacond study that used a behavioral measure
of helping confirmed our hypothesis (H4).

Motivational Mechanisms

Our analyses of motivational mechanisms in Studgo@firmed that both for Turks and
Germans helping a sibling and friend was relatedxlicit helping motivation (H5), which
supported our proposition that norms to help cltsgets are present and strong across
cultural groups. Also findings for helping a strangonfirmed our hypotheses and showed
that German participants’ helping was related tplieit helping motivation (H6a), while
Turkish participants’ helping was related to impplleelping motivation (H6b). In sum, culture
seems to moderate the motivational bases of hekpiatyanger: When helping represents a
societal norm (depending on the target and theim@)ltthe act of helping is driven by explicit
helping motivation — as explicit motives are gefignaredictive of normative and respondent
behaviors (McClelland et al., 1989). Converselyewlnelping is not normatively regulated
(depending on target and culture), the act of heglpiequires an implicit force, namely
implicit helping motivation. Here, the helper doest help to meet societal expectations
(since they are non-existent or negligible), bugages in the act of helping because it

satisfies the helper’s inner needs.

Limitations and Future Research
Our research reveals a largely consistent pattérresults that were obtained from two

independent studies with different samples anddifit measures of helping, which supports
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validity of our findings. Nevertheless, three liatibns that relate to the methods of the
present research need to be mentioned.

First, the absence of a behavioral measure of igligimily members and friends (in
addition to self-report measures and vignettesa igmitation of the present research. As
indicated earlier, self-reports are often affectsd response tendencies such as socially
desirable responding (Paulhus, 1991), and do therefiot always validly represent real
behavioral tendencies (Schwartz, 1973). Howeveadyshg real help directed at close others
in an experimental setting would require both #&pondent and their close helping targets to
be present, and a highly artificial situation inigéhthe close target would need the help. On
top of the complexity to arrange such a scenatits guestionable whether the displayed
behaviors would be ecologically valid. An altermativould be to design a diary study and to
follow individuals from different cultural contexts/er a period of time (e.g., through a smart
phone application, Hofmann, Wisneski, Brandt, &tk&&i 2014), and to code their helping
behaviors as a function of the target and relatimgse activities to individuals’ scores on
implicit and explicit helping motivation.

A second limitation refers to the samples that wesed to test our hypotheses. Even
though we used different cultural samples in the tstudies, to arrive at more valid
conclusions in terms of culturally invariant andtetally different patterns of helping, further
research with more, and more diverse cultural ggowgeds to be conducted.

Finally, a last limitation of the present researelolves around our interpretation
provided for the differential effects of implicind explicit helping motivation on helping a
stranger. We proposed that cultural norms and éapecs moderate motivations to help.
However, we did not directly assess these normsxpectations in relation to different
targets, in different cultural groups. Thereforey @xplanation for the various effects of
implicit and explicit helping motivation by focuginon norms and expectations has to be
treated with caution at this stage. Nevertheless;ipus research already showed that explicit
helping motivation was related to prosocial normelose others and individuals’ tendency to
comply with these norms (i.e., social desirabilityhile implicit helping motivation was
unaffected by such norms (Aydinli et al., 2015).isThotwithstanding, societal norms and
expectations to help different targets need to $sessed in combination with measures of
implicit and explicit helping motivation to test ioproposition systematically, and to extend

our understanding on when and how helping diffeos& cultural groups.
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Conclusion
Findings from our research substantially add tounderstanding of helping behavior across
various cultural contexts: Depending on the tagjdtelp, helping can be either quite similar
or relatively different across cultural groups, tbatith respect to frequencies of help and
motivational mechanisms that precede helping. Tloeendistant the target of help is, the
more likely it is that cultural groups differ indin frequencies to help this target. In terms of
underlying motivations, our findings imply that th&rength of societal norms and
expectations to help determine to what extent exphind implicit helping motives are the
driving force: When norms and expectations to haip present and strong, then helping
seems to be driven by explicit motivation. Contraviien norms and expectations to help are

absent or weak, then the helping act seems toibendoy implicit helping motivation.
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Chapter 8

General Discussion
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Conclusion

The aim of my dissertation was to explore why peaaross various cultural groups engage
in helping. As a first step, a review of researchh@lping across cultures was conducted
(Aydinli et al., 2013). Findings from numerous gagl revealed that evaluating and
understanding helping across cultures requiresffareintiation between various types of
helping. Two dimensions emerged as important: (lheiver helping is more spontaneous vs.
more planned, and (2) whether help is directed elbse or a distant target. Notably, most
cross-cultural differences on helping were founcemwlnelp directed at a distant target (i.e.,
stranger) was examined. In contrast, when helpngteeclose others was examined hardly
any differences emerged.

Even though this review is a first step towardscdbsg helping behavior across
cultures, it does not explainvhy people across various cultures help. Mainly two
shortcomings in research on helping across cultbexssame obvious: First, most cross-
cultural comparisons only focused on similaritiesl aifferences regardinfyequenciesof
helping, and thereby neglected the investigatiosimilarities and differences motivational
antecedents. The studies that did examine (mabivalj antecedents often remained restricted
to explain helping within one, mostly Western, atdd context (e.g. Clary et al., 1998;
Finkelstein et al., 2005; Graziano et al., 2008cdhd, hardly any research on helping — even
research that is not cross-cultural - exploredrifle of implicit dispositional variables as
antecedents of helping. The present dissertationose to address this and raised three
overarching questions:

(a) Why do people help? Are individuals always awardheir reasons to engage in
helping, or can helping also be determined by nestithat individuals would not
be able to report, namely by implicit prosocial mation?

(b) To what extent are implicit and explicit (self-refeal) prosocial motivation
involved in spontaneous versus planned helping,iartelping directed at close
versus distant targets?

(c) Are such relationships culturally invariant, or dae role of implicit and explicit

prosocial motivation change as a function of cualligontextual factors?

Why Do People Help?

Findings of all empirical chapters support the vibat reasons for helping go beyond reasons
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or motives that helpers ascribe to themselves;igliis more than you can tell. Results show
that helping can happen via two different motivasibpathways and thereby corroborate the
dual-process model of motivation (McClelland et, 41989). Helping can be respondent,

meaning that it is performed in response to cleatticulated requests or normative

imperatives. If so, helping is driven through indivals’ conscious goals, through their beliefs
about themselves and how they want to be (seershdrt, helping can be motivated through
explicit prosocial motivation. On the other hand|ging can also be operant, driven through
unconscious inner needs, namely through impliaispcial motivation. Whether one or the

other or both mechanisms become functional seerdggend on the type of helping that is

concerned and on the actor of helping and his tbetextual surroundings.

What Types of Helping Are Related to Implicit and Explicit Motivation?

The present examination of helping can be arraagmth the two dimensions of spontaneous
versus planned helping, and helping close verstartitargets. Overall, it seems that planned
types of helping are related to explicit prosoamabtivation, while spontaneous types of
helping also require implicit prosocial motivatida be performed (Aydinli et al., 2014).
However, hardly any type of helping is solely sam&ous or planned. In most cases, helping
is far too complex to be reduced to only one dinmensAs has been shown in chapter four
(Aydinli et al., in press), sustained volunteerings indeed strongly related to explicit
prosocial motivation, but also a significant intgran effect emerged. Considering the nature
of sustained volunteering, the interaction effastaot surprising, as sustained volunteering
describes dong-termapplication ofplannedhelping that also involvespontaneou$elping
acts. Across four diverse cultural groups, susthimelunteering, meaning a longer, more
frequent and more intense voluntary service, wast iiilcely when both explicit and implicit
prosocial motivation were high. With respect to pired close versus distant targets,
conclusions need to be somewhat more speculatsveuyaresearch mainly focused on help
that was directed at unknown others. Only thedagpirical chapter systematically examined
(spontaneous) help that is given to close targetsus strangers (Aydinli, Bender, Chasiotis,
& van de Vijver, 2015). In line with previous findis, helping emerged to be related to
closeness regardless of cultural group (Fijnemaal.etl996). The motivational mechanism
that underlies helping close targets seems to indasly unaffected by culture. Both for
Turks and for Germans, helping close targets wésdea to explicit, but not to implicit
prosocial motivation. For giving (spontaneous) h&dpstrangers, however, cross-cultural

differences were found: Helping a stranger wagsedl#o implicit prosocial motivation in the
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Turkish sample, but to explicit prosocial motivation the German sample.

Who Is Helping? — The (Cultural) Context of the Heper

Who helps matters. Findings from two independentliss using two different types of
helping (i.e., engagement in volunteering, and &pwous help given to a stranger)
demonstrated that different people engage in theeggipe of helping for different reasons or
motives: In chapter five, being engaged in voluniteg for instance, was related to explicit
prosocial motivation for Turkish and American inidivals who had no children, but to
implicit prosocial motivation for Turkish and Amean parents (Aydinli et al., 2015).
Similarly, motivations to help a stranger differad a function of who is providing help.
Findings in chapter seven illustrate that helpingtranger was related to implicit prosocial
motivation for Turkish individuals, and to explicprosocial motivation for German
individuals (Aydinli, Bender, Chasiotis, & van dej\xér, 2015). Taken together, it seems that

motivations to help cannot be evaluated indepenafenho the helper is.

Putting the Pieces Together: Why? What Types of Hpl? And Who?

What is it that actually determines which motivesvel helping? We have seen that
motivations differ as a function of the type of hvethe target of help, the actor of help, and
their interactions. But is it possible to identdycommon denominator that can explain most
of the differences in motivational mechanisms lagdb help? One possibility to understand
such findings might lie in examining norms and extpgons. Certainly, being prosocial is
generally valued across different cultures andetmsd, and across different types of helping
(Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). However, the degree tacWhnelping is expected or normatively
required certainly depends on the type and tarfjbelp (Graziano et al., 2007; Miller et al.,
1990) and the sociocultural context in which hejpotcurs (Levine et al., 2001; Schwartz,
2007). Overall, our findings suggest that helpiagras to be predominantly driven by explicit
prosocial motivation, when norms and expectatiankdlp are present and the individual is
willing to meet these norms. Contrary, when sotietams, expectations, or social pressure
to help are absent or weak, then performing a hglpct requires the inner disposition to be
prosocial, namely implicit helping motivation. Irther words, you even help when you
actually are not expected to, because helping maets inner needs. Figure 8.1 illustrates
this idea by arranging our findings alongside tvirmehsions ranging from (1) helping driven
through implicit versus explicit prosocial motivati, and (2) helping that is hardly expected

or normatively required versus helping that isrsiifg expected and socially desired.
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Figure 8.1 Effects of implicit and explicit prosocial motivati on helping as a function of

norms and expectations
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This explanation is also in line with predictionsoat developmental precursors of implicit
and explicit prosocial motivation. In line with preus findings (Chasiotis et al., 2006; 2014;
McClelland et al., 1989), it was shown that expliprosocial motivation was related to
(general) prosocial norms of close others and iddals’ tendency to meet up with these
norms. Implicit prosocial motivation, on the othsand, was unrelated to such norms, but
related to early childhood experiences (i.e., hgawiaunger siblings) (chapter five; Aydinli et
al., 2015). As it lies in the nature of researcht thou — ideally - know more afterwards,
unfortunately in none of our studies particularmsror expectations to perform a specific
type of helping have been assessed. Thereforegxplkanation based on norms should be
treated with caution, as it still represents a st explanation that has not been empirically
tested yet. While this is indeed a limitation o #turrent research, it also provides a heuristic

framework for future research.
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Practical Implications

Helping is an essential part of a well-functionsagiety. Particularly volunteering is a crucial
element of social capital (Putnam, 2000), and @&agreconomic value (Corporation for
National and Community Service, 2012). Howeveruntéering not only brings money, it
also costs money. Therefore, two things are impairta

First, attracting and recruiting new volunteers,tisat the (economic) benefit gained
through volunteering increases (Penner, 2004). iNgtanot only the society gains from
volunteering, but also the volunteers do. Througbaging in prosocial activities, building
social relationships, and acquiring new knowledgéd skills, volunteers across various age
groups experience psychological and social gairauth volunteering (e.g., McBride et al.,
2012; Parkinson et al., 2010; Tang, 2009). Secand,even more important, though, is the
retention of volunteers, as considerable amountmaiey, time, and effort are spent on
training volunteers. Therefore, to keep the cosiotunteering as low as possible, we need to
identify the features that make it likely that volary service is provided over a longer period
of time, more frequently, and more intensively.short, markers of sustained volunteering
have to be identified.

In terms of optimizing the cost-benefit ratio, & important both to attract new
volunteers and to identify those who are likelystay committed over a long period of time.
This seems particularly relevant today, as rategohfnteering are declining (Salamon et al.,
2012, van Ingen & Dekker, 2011), which makes it revaore difficult for voluntary
organizations to recruit and retain their volunsedBy introducing the variable of implicit
prosocial motivation, this research offers a namgbroach to face this problem. In line with
previous research (Clary et al., 1998; Finkelstetnal., 2005; Omoto & Snyder, 1995),
findings presented in chapter six (Aydinli, Bendéhong, & Yue, 2015) support the notion
that a more sustained voluntary service become rikely when volunteers experience
higher satisfaction through volunteering. Satistacton the other hand, can be reached when
volunteers make experiences that match their mative or goals.

Findings further draw attention to one other impottaspect: While huge variation
exists regarding the question why people engage in volunteering, the questiorhaiv
sustained volunteering can be ensured seems to aawsore uniform answer. More
specifically, in line with previous research, theegent findings reveal that motivations to
engage in volunteering can differ (Aydinli et &015; Aydinli, Bender, Chong, & Yue, 2015;
see also Clary et al., 1998; Okun & Schultz, 20D08joto & Snyder, 1995). However, with

respect to motivations leading to sustained voleng the picture seems more consistent:
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Across four cultural groups, sustained volunteesas most likely when both implicit and
explicit prosocial motivation were high. Building dindings obtained in chapter six (Aydinli,
Bender, Chong, & Yue, 2015) and the Volunteer PRseddodel (Omoto & Snyder, 1995), it
seems that volunteers who score high on both im@rad explicit prosocial motivation are
more likely to become sustained volunteers, becahsy arguably experience more
satisfaction through their service.

Sustained volunteering represents a multifacetqee tgf helping that combines
different behaviors and experiences. It is theeefoausible to assume that some behaviors
and experiences rather correspond to, and therefairsfy, individuals’ explicit prosocial
motivation, while other behaviors and experiencesrespond to, and therefore satisfy,
individuals’ implicit prosocial motivation. By thatindividuals scoring high on both
motivational systems should often have a greatemoh to experience higher levels of
satisfaction, and thereby often be more likelyrtovide sustained services. This is also in line
with previous research that shows that experienanagivational congruence (i.e., scoring
high on both explicit and implicit motivation wittespect to a particular motive) leads to
higher levels of satisfaction with life (e.g., Ho& Chasiotis, 2003; Hofer et al., 2006; 2010).
Such information might be useful for practitiongwslicy makers and voluntary organizations
to promote sustained volunteering by recruiting ‘thght” people and by enabling them to

make those experiences that match their motivaiost.

Where Do We Go from here?
The findings consistently showed that helping isofenthan you can tell”, meaning that
reasons for helping go beyond what helpers repod, include individuals’ inner need to
help, namely implicit helping motivation. The comtied research highlights that implicit and
explicit motivation represent distinct processest #ire both predictive for behavior. Findings
show that individuals engage in helping becaus tiiiek it is good, because thégelgood,
or because of both. Whether one or the other meésmais involved very much depends on
what type of helping is concerned, on who is givinalp, and on the interaction of these two
variables. By that, the present dissertation untesithe fact that that comprehensive (future)
research on helping inevitably asks for the indaosof both explicit and implicit sources of
motivational information.

Moreover, my research examine@then or under which circumstancekelping is
driven by implicit and explicit motivation. It foses on the relationship of implicit and

explicit motivation to various types of helping,dato helping performed in various (cultural)
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contexts. By doing that, my research offers a ndltfferentiated view on motivations to help,
as it does not only highlight that implicit prosaicimotivation is a viable source of
information in general, but also outlines when st more likely that implicit prosocial
motivation drives helping.

Yet, there is still more to explore, and more talenstand. As stated earlier, it seems
worth to explore to what extent the predictive etffeof implicit and explicit prosocial
motivation reflect a function of societal norms apectations (as proposed in Figure 8.1).
One way to gain more insight would be to assessnscand expectations to perform a
particular form of helping in a particular conteand to relate these norms to whether helping
behavior is driven by implicit or explicit motiveAnother possibility to address the question
of whether salience norms and expectations modesfierts of implicit and explicit
motivation on help might lie in adapting an experital approach. For instance, social
pressure and thereby the expectation to help mightmanipulated, and participants’
tendencies to help might be evaluated in light ledirt motivations. If actually implicit
prosocial motivation predicts helping in a low sbdcpressure situation, while explicit
prosocial motivation predicts helping in the higbcisl pressure condition, an important
insight on how and when implicit and explicit progd motivation relate to helping could be
gained.

Another question that is worth to explore is thesjion of generalizability: To what
extent are findings obtained from the present mebeapplicable to other forms of prosocial
behavior, and to other cultural groups or grouppetiple who share a particular condition of
life? Future research should therefore expand tsvaxamining other forms of prosocial
behavior and other samples that are even moresaivierterms of norms and conventions
they are exposed to. We already highlighted theemiht types of prosocial behavior (i.e.,
altruism, cooperation, and helping), and dimensionswhich helping can be classified.
Exploration of implicit prosocial motivations’ effes on for instance cooperation in dictator
games or trust games, or effects on low versus émargency helping could further extend
our understanding of helping and its motivationakeaedents. Moreover, inclusion of
samples beyond China, Germany, the Netherland&eywand the US would help to arrive at
more generalizable conclusions regarding the rdleimgplicit prosocial motivation on
prosocial behavior.
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Final Remarks

By examining the effects of implicit helping mottian, the present research offers a novel
approach to the study of helping. Moreover, thiseegch substantially advances our
understanding of the motivational antecedents dpihg, as it provides both a more

comprehensive and more differentiated view on helpilt is more comprehensive as it
includes implicit helping motivation as an antecedeAnd it is more differentiated as it

clarifies how the type of helping, the actor of gief, and the cultural context in which

helping occurs influence the effects of implicitdagxplicit helping motivation on helping.
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The present dissertation investigated the predictide of implicit and explicit helping
motivation for different types of helping in var®eultural contexts. Overall, the aim was to
provide a differentiated view on whether, how, amdler which circumstances implicit and
explicit helping motivation relate to helping. Imaricular, the following three research
guestions were addressed: First, why do people?Hatpreasons for help go beyond motives
that individuals report, and can also implicit mes drive helping? Second, how do explicit
and implicit motives relate to different types ahdlping? And third, are relationships
between motives and helping invariant across diffecultural groups?

To answer these questions, first a thorough revaewresearch on helping across
cultures has been conducted. Results of this rearewpresented in the second chapter of this
dissertation and show that helping does rarely oaediscriminately. More specifically,
results of this review suggest that two dimensi@are important in evaluating and
understanding helping across cultures; namely (igther helping describes a spontaneous
versus a planned act, and (2) whether helpingrectlid at close versus distant targets (i.e.,
strangers). It emerged that differences betweetraliigroups were especially present when
help directed at strangers was examined, wherdasgnesn to close others seemed to be
relatively similar across cultures. However, it @@ evident that previous research is
affected by two major shortcomings: First, croskwral research on helping mainly
investigated mean-level similarities and differeyycand neglected the question whether
mechanisms anteceding helping are similar or differacross cultural groups. Second,
previous research on helping, even research thadtisross-cultural, largely focused on self-
reported dispositions as antecedents of helping thedeby ignored possible effects of
implicit factors. The present dissertation tookstheshortcomings as a starting point, and
focused on examining motivational mechanisms leado helping across various cultural
groups by studying the effects of both implicit aedplicit helping motivation. This
investigation systematically addressed the two mabként dimensions in relation to helping
across cultures: (1) spontaneous versus planned tyfphelping; (2) helping directed at close
versus distant targets (i.e., strangers).

In chapter three, effects of implicit and explibilping motivation on spontaneous
versus planned types of helping were examined neetistudies. Building on a dual-process,
interactionist perspective, it was argued that iekpghelping motivation relates to helping in
general, but that this relationship can be moddrateimplicit helping motivation, depending
on the type of helping. It was proposed that planhelping relates to explicit helping

motivation, regardless of whether implicit helpingotivation is low or high, while
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spontaneous helping only relates to explicit hgpmotivation when also implicit helping
motivation is high. In Study 1 (207 Dutch partianps) this proposition was tested by using
self-reported willingness to help as dependentaédei In Study 2 (193 U.S. participants) and
Study 3 (73 Dutch undergraduate students) behdwisgasures of planned and spontaneous
helping were used, respectively. Results of akehstudies confirmed that planned helping
was determined by explicit helping motivation, wéees its effect on spontaneous helping was
moderated by implicit helping motivation: Both iriuBy 1 and in Study 3, the effect of
explicit helping motivation on helping was only mificant for those individuals with high
implicit helping motivation. Consequently, findingstained in chapter three clarify that
reasons to help go beyond self-reported motives.

Chapter four extended findings from chapter threénio important aspects: First, it
examined effects of implicit and explicit helpingotivation on a more complex and
multifaceted type of helping, namely sustained mt@ering. And second, it tested whether
and how these effects are affected by culture,gusamples from China, Germany, Turkey,
and the US. Sustained volunteering was concepathbs a latent factor comprising activity
as a volunteer, service length, service frequemclreurs. Results revealed three important
aspects: First, sustained volunteering was strong$gociated with explicit helping
motivation. Second, this relationship between explhelping motivation and sustained
volunteering was strongest when implicit helpingtivation was also high. And, finally,
these relationships were found to be invariant srthe four cultural groups under
investigation. Findings obtained in this chapterdeniine that, across cultural groups,
individuals with high explicit and high implicit @ng motivation were those who were most
likely to become sustained volunteers; in otherdsptong-term volunteers that volunteered
more frequently and spent more time on volunteering

The following empirical chapter introduced anothspect of motivational antecedents
of helping. Beyond cultural group (as in chaptaurjothis chapter investigated the role of
critical life-stage factors on motivations to engag planned helping directed at strangers,
namely volunteering. More specifically, this chapggamined whether volunteering is driven
by different motivational mechanisms, depending auitural context and parenthood.
Building on the socio-emotional selectivity thed@Garstensen et al.,, 1999), it was proposed
that parents’ engagement in volunteering is dribgnimplicit motivation, whereas non-
parents’ engagement in volunteering is related ¥pligt helping motivation. Participants
were parents and non-parents from Turkey and theAd8lyses showed that, regardless of

cultural group, and in line with the expectatiomrgnts’ engagement in volunteering was
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related to implicit helping motivation, while nor@nts’ volunteering was related to explicit
helping motivation. Moreover, developmental coredaof implicit and explicit helping
motivation were identified: In line with previoussearch, findings show that implicit helping
motivation was positively related to early childdooontext variables (i.e., the number of
younger siblings), while explicit helping motivatiavas positively related to prosocial norms
and to individuals’ tendency to comply with suchrme (i.e., social desirability). This chapter
extended previous findings in two important waysstr- it showed that implicit and explicit
helping motivation develop differently, and therelfiyrther supported the validity of
differentiating between two distinct motivationgstems. Second, it drew attention to the fact
that motivations to engage in the same type ofihg/mamely volunteering, can differ as a
function of the helper’s life stage and the pattculemands related to this stage (i.e., having
children). This finding implies that it is not ontiie type of helping that determines which
motivational system becomes active, but also theraaf helping and his/her contextual
surrounding that can affect implicit and explicibtiwations to help.

In the sixth chapter, the role of culture for vakering and its antecedents has been
examined by taking an intra-cultural approach. dadt of examining motives to volunteer
across different cultural groups, this chaptere@ghe applicability of established Western
models of volunteering for describing the voluntegmprocess in Hong Kong in two studies.
Results showed that explicit helping motivatiorate$ to volunteering, and that volunteering
in turn predicts psychological well-being. Moreavand different from studies in Western
settings, other-oriented empathy was related to volunteering, but directly related teliw
being. In Study 2, the focus lied on testing théuviteer Process Model (VPM) among Hong
Kong Chinese volunteers. Findings partially suppgbe VPM and show that a fit between
volunteers’ motives and their experiences in theuntary organization is associated with
increased volunteering satisfaction, and that elering satisfaction, in turn, enhances the
duration and frequency of the voluntary servicekeratogether, the findings highlight that
Western models of volunteering can be used to desorolunteering in Hong Kong.
However, results also show that culture-specifiapagdtions of these models might be
necessary.

The last empirical chapter extended the scope efplesent dissertation in two
important aspects: First, it is the only chaptet timore systematically examined the target of
help, and therefore the only chapter that investjdelp directed at close others (while all
other chapters either focus on help given to seegor on target-free, general helping).

Second, it is also the only chapter that compassplitng across different cultural groups both
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in terms offrequenciesof helping and in terms ahotivationsthat underlie helping (while
previous chapters only focused on motivations).|ld¥g on previous findings, it was
proposed that cross-cultural differences in helmlagcribe a function of closeness of the help
target. More specifically, no differences were etpd for helping close targets, while
providing spontaneous help to strangers was exgpdotde more likely in Western than in
non-Western cultures. Hypotheses were tested instudies that used different measures of
helping, and different cultural samples. In Studdlf-reported likelihoods to help a family
member, a friend, and strangers were examinedmwillg Netherlands, and compared across
mainstream Dutch participants, Western immigrami$ aon-Western immigrants. Study 2
compared helping across Turkish and German indalgjand applied vignettes for assessing
helping a sibling and helping a friend and a bedtvalimeasure for helping a stranger. In
accordance with cross-cultural similarities andfedénces regarding the frequencies of
helping, it was proposed that motivations to héfyse targets should not differ across cultural
groups. For helping a stranger, however, diffeeffécts were expected: It was hypothesized
that helping a stranger would relate to explicifplrey motivation in Germany (as norms of
helping also apply to strangers in the West, andli@k motivation relates to norms).
Conversely, for Turkey, it was expected that hejpa stranger would relate to implicit
helping motivation, as in a non-Western culturahteat helping a stranger is less likely to
represent a cultural norm, and therefore would fdeed by inner needs instead of external
norms. Overall, results confirmed the expectedepast and showed that helping kin did not
differ across cultural groups, neither in frequescnor in motives, while helping a stranger
measured through the behavioral measure was nmegadnt in Germany than in Turkey; and
related to explicit helping motivation in the Gemand to implicit helping motivation in the
Turkish sample. Findings obtained in this chaptdd o previous chapters and show that
beyond type of helping, beyond actor of helpingpahetargetof helping, both generally and
in interaction with other factors such as cultunatters.

The last chapter summarizes and integrates finddb¢mined in all empirical chapters.
It clarifies how the type of helping, the actor ladlping, and the cultural context in which
helping occurs, moderate the effects of implicitl @xplicit helping motivation. To explain
findings, a parsimonious conceptual framework igppsed.Findings overall suggest that
helping is predominantly driven by explicit prosacimotivation, when norms and
expectations to help are present, and the indiViguailling to meet these norms. Contrary,
when societal norms, expectations, or social presso help are absent or weak, then

performing a helping act seems to require the imdisposition to be prosocial, namely
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implicit helping motivation. By that, the last chap highlights how the present research
advances our understanding of the motivationalcaakents of helping, and how it provides a

more comprehensive and more differentiated vievaalping.
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