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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
Laura Ann Kaehler
Doctor of Philosophy
Department of Psychology
June 2014

Title: Trauma and Betrayal Blindness in Charitabteations

Betrayal trauma theory posits betrayal eventsnakguire “betrayal blindness” in
order to limit awareness or memory of informatiegarding the betrayal. This occurs in
order to maintain a connection that is necessarguovival. Betrayal trauma theory may
be applied to events that generally would not besictered traumatic, such as adultery or
discrimination. In order to maintain connection#inm relationships, institutions, and
social systems upon which there is a dependenopl@€acting as victims, perpetrators,
and witnesses) may show betrayal blindness. Tikgedation consists of two studies
investigating betrayal blindness and betrayal tratistory as they relate to charitable
behavior.

Study 1 included 467 college students at the Usityeof Oregon who completed
self-report measures of trauma history and a behavineasure requesting a
hypothetical donation. Contributions were requee$te three scenarios that varied in
level of betrayal: natural disaster, external ga®cand internal genocide. Results
indicated no significant main effects for traumsatbiy or type of event. However,
people were less willing to donate to the groupeafpients and the genocide conditions
at low levels of emotional arousal. Additionalligpse who have experienced high

betrayal traumas also were less likely to donatevaemotional response values. Given
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the lack of significant findings in this experimeatsecond study was conducted using a
repeated measures design.

Study 2 involved 634 undergraduate students atltiieersity of Oregon. In
addition to the measures from Study 1, participatgs completed additional self-report
measures assessing trait measures of prosocia@rteied, social desirability, personality,
emotion regulation, and betrayal awareness. Thwere no main effects on charitable
behavior for personality traits, prosociality, ematregulation, social desirability, or
betrayal awareness. Significant order effects weserved when comparing the type of
event and betrayal level of event. A between-siibjapproach revealed people donated
less money to the higher betrayal versions of bgiks of scenarios. Across both
studies, increased affect, particularly guilt, vaasociated with more charitable behavior.
Although there are several limitations of theseligts, the findings represent an

important first step exploring prosocial behaviothn a betrayal trauma framework.
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CHAPTER |

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Bekkers and Wiepking (2007) defined charitablangj\as “the donation of
money to an organization that benefits others beyore’s own family” (p. 2). In 2011,
charitable giving in the United States amounte#i2®8.42 billion; individual donors
comprised the largest category of contributors atiog a combined $217.79 billion
(Giving USA, 2012). According to Giving USA (2012)most two-thirds of American
households gave to charity for a mean amount 00 $87ost funds (32%) were provided
to religious organizations; however, approxima&3 billion went to social or human
services charities.

Much research has been conducted on the psychalpgconomic, and social
factors associated with the act of giving monethtwse in need, including emotional
responses and number of recipients. However, theesdoeen little empirical
investigation into how trauma characteristics nelgite to charitable giving. Moreover,
the previous examinations have never utilized patriauma theory (BTT; see Freyd,
1996) as an explanatory paradigm. BTT assertsithatder to maintain a necessary
attachment, people may develop “betrayal blindn#sat’ limits awareness or memory of
the betrayal. This dissertation aims to elucidetzayal trauma characteristics of donors
and events that may promote or hinder helping heha& brief review of the more
established lines of research regarding correlafteelping behavior is presented first,

followed by an overview of the recent research espg trauma aspects of generosity.



Emotional Responses

There is extensive literature on the relationdl@gween mood and prosocial
activities, with emotional responses serving as babtivators for, as well as outcomes
of, providing aid.
Sadness

Research linking sadness to helping behavior x®chi Some evidence suggests
that feelings of sadness promote generosity (€igldini & Kenrick, 1976; Manucia,
Baumann, & Cialdini, 1984; Batson et al., 1989jaldini, Darby, and Vincent (1973)
proposed a negative state relief model to explarelationship between negative affect
and increased helping behavior. They argue thaba#émy increases sadness and so the
person is motivated to reduce that sadness byrgel@upporting this, Schaller and
Cialdini (1988) found a positive relationship beémeempathy and sadness that was
associated with increased helping. However, thpathy-altruism hypothesis (e.g,
Batson & Shaw, 1991) proposes that true empathicero for the other is the motivation
for the helping behavior, not the egoistic desirestduce negative emotions. Supporting
this, research by Cialdini, Brown, Lewis, Luce, atelirberg (1997) showed that
empathic concern remained a significant predictaviingness to help after excluding
the effects of sadness and personal distress.thételationship between empathic
concern and helping was eliminated onocenesgi.e., a sense of shared identities or
overlap between self and other) was entered iartbdel. Thus, the authors argue that
empathic concern truly represents self-other opesdich is the motivating factor for
the prosocial actions. Nevertheless, the contsywappears to concern the motivation

behind how sadness enhances helping behaviory tadrewhether there is a



relationship (Cialdini, Baumann, & Kenrick, 1981).

Yet, other evidence suggests feelings of sadnagsaduce generosity. Two
studies with children showed that, after a experigmna sad mood induction, they
donated less money than children who were in aigesir neutral mood (Moore,
Underwood, & Rosenhan, 1973; Underwood, Fromingl&ore, 1977). Other
developmental research did not replicate this figdRosenhan, Underwood, & Moore,
1974; Harris & Siebel, 1975). When comparing diabie donations before and after
adults viewed either a sad or neutral film, UndesdiBerenson, and colleagues (1977)
further demonstrated that sadness reduces generétivever, donor ratings of
emotions were not obtained so it is unclear wha¢ioémotions may have been
experienced that could disrupt the sadness-helmngection (Cialdini, Baumann, &
Kenrick, 1981).

Cialdini and Kenrick (1976) pointed out that mudtihe research revealing an
inverse relationship between sadness and helpingviber was conducted with children.
They proposed that young children do not yet haeeassociation of positive affect with
prosocial behavior and thus would not make useetifihg behavior as an emotion
regulation strategy. Testing this hypothesis wlitlee age groups, they revealed that the
inverse relationship between sadness and geneobsityged to a direct one as age
increased, with the oldest age group showing afgignt increase in helping behavior
when in a negative mood. Results from Kenrick,Baan, and Cialdini (1979) provided
further support for this, in that, even young cteld will donate more when feeling sad if

there is the opportunity to evoke positive affdet public approval.



Sympathy and Compassion

Eisenberg and Miller (1987) define sympathy aséarotional response
stemming from another’s emotional state or conditlwat is not identical to the other’s
emotion, but consists of feelings of sorrow or amndor another’s welfare” (pp. 91-92).
Sympathy is integral to attribution theory’s modéhelping behavior (Rudolph, Roesch,
Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004). This theory propabed, when confronted to provide
aid, an evaluation is conducted to determine theae aid is being requested. If the
potential helper attributes the recipient’s neetlealue to factors beyond their control,
the potential helper then feels sympathy and redpenth helping behavior. Research
by Russell and Mentzel (1990) provide support @ ¢onnection between attribution
and sympathy. They performed a principal compaanalysis on sympathy ratings
about 20 disasters and found a single underlyingedsion, which they interpreted as
“culpability”, that explained 67% of the variabylit

The link between increased feelings of sympathd/tagher rates of prosocial
behavior has been well documented (Eisenberg &Mill987), albeit with difficulty
because of the frequent use of related terms suieinpathy (see Batson, 2009).
However, the studies directly assessing sympathshdav the predicted positive
associations (Eisenberg, Fabes, et al., 1989; B#sgnMiller, et al., 1989; den Ouden &
Russell, 1997). Compassion, “the feeling thatesria witnessing another’s suffering
and that motivates a subsequent desire to helpétG&eltner, & Simon-Thomas, 2010,
p. 351), also relates to prosocial behavior (Rifgus, Cote, Cheng, & Keltner, 2010;

Saslow et al., 2103).



Anger

Anger is the counter emotion to sympathy in attitoutheory’s model of helping
behavior (Rudolph et al., 2004). If the causailaition is perceived to be controllable
by the recipient, the emotion evoked is anger raten sympathy. This results in
antisocial actions being taken, including the deanisonotprovide aid. Weiner, Perry,
and Magnusson (1988) found that participants repaogteater anger and less sympathy
for perceived “controllable” behavioral/mental stigs (compared to physically based
stigmas), which in turn predicted lower charitatdanations. Others researchers
(Manucia et al., 1984; Cialdini, Baumann, & Kenrid®81) also suggest that feelings of
anger and frustration would not be associated initreased helping behavior because
those emotions are typically alleviated by takiggrassive actions.
Guilt

Numerous studies have linked guilt to increasegihglbehavior, consistently
revealing a strong, positive association (Mille€d1Q). In field experiments, guilt has
been shown to promote prosocial behaviors rangmg picking up dropped papers
(Cunningham, Steinberg, & Grev, 1980), to donatmaney prior to confessing at a
Catholic church (Harris, Benson, & Hall, 1975) agreeing to donate blood (Darlington
& Macker, 1966). Jordan, Mullen, and Murnighani2phad participants recall their
own (im)moral behavior and then complete a questioe that included items assessing
the likelihood of them donating to charity, dongtinlood, or volunteering. Those who
recalled immoral behavior had stronger prosoci@rtions. Recent studies utilizing
various social dilemma paradigms have also dematestian increase in generosity after

feelings of guilt. Ketelaar and Au (2003) founait®1% of participants who made a



selfish offer in the initial round of the garaad felt guiltymade a generous offer the next
time the game was played; however, 78% of thoseméde selfish offers initially
continued to make selfish offers with the abserf@qudt. Research from Nelissen,
Dijker, and deVries (2007) and de Hooge, Zeelentkand Breugelmans (2007) using
social dilemma games replicated this finding; ppshaore tellingly, de Hooge et al.
(2007) also demonstrated the effect using a meadgeneral cooperative tendencies.
Further evidence suggests the feeling of guilt da#sven have to be conscious to result
in increased giving. Zemack-Rugar, Bettman, amzsinons (2007) subliminally
primed participants with either sad or guilt affaod measured donation time to a charity
for an unpleasant task. Despite there being rferdifice in self-reported affect states
between the two groups, those in the guilt-primeddtion donated more time. Overall,
there is a solid line of research showing that gepees of guilt increase prosocial
behavior, perhaps even when feeling guilty is aé&sf conscious awareness.
The Identifiable Victim Effect

One of the most established findings regardingitdide donations is that people
donate more to a single person than a group ofleedgentifying a specific survivor
results in a greater willingness to donate, as agln increase in actual donations,
compared to providing statistical information oe ttumber of victims (Kogut & Ritov,
2005a, 2005b; Small & Loewenstein, 2003; Small iieestein, & Slovic, 2007; Slovic,
2007; Slovic & Vastfjall, 2010). This reflects thdentifiable victim effect”, first
identified by Thomas Schelling (1968).

In an attempt to understand causal factors ofitieatifiable victim effect”, Jenni

and Loewenstein (1997) identified and evaluated fifflerences between identifiable



and statistical victims: vividness, certainty amgtertainty,ex postversusex ante
evaluation, and lastly the proportion of the refiee=group that can be saved. Generally,
identifiable victims are more vivid because mor@imation is known about them,
particularly when details about them are sharett ssqhotos, names, and ages. This
may induce a sense of familiarity that in turn tssin enhanced concern. Secondly,
identifiable victims are perceived as certain witdj while statistical victims are, by
definition, probablevictims. Research has shown that people aredwessse, such that a
certain loss is seen as worse than an uncertanlidl the same expected value
(Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). Thus, the identdiatertain victim is viewed as more
worthy of attention and aid than statistical vidinmrlypically, the decision to help an
identified victim is madex postthat is, after the event has occurred, whileeatadn to
assist statistical victims generally occassante before the event has happened. In the
ex postsituation, the role of determining responsibil(ind attribution of blame) is
heightened because it is more difficult to appbpat-benefit analysis. Jenni and
Loewenstein (1997) found weak support for thesdaggtions and suggest that the
identifiable victim effect may be due in large parthe relationship between the
“identified victim” and the relative size of thefeeence group.

Identifiable victims are seen to represent thein reference group with a highly
concentrated distribution of risk. As the refer@igcoup grows smaller, concern for the
victim increases; thus, identifiable victims, whavie a much smaller denominator than
statistical victims, receive more care and asst&tarketherstonhaugh, Slovic, Johnson,
and Friedrich (1997) demonstrated this effect, whay term “psychophysical numbing”,

in a series of experiments. Similar to how peapédility to notice change in a physical



stimulus diminishes as the magnitude of the stiswulareases, people also show a
reduced sensitivity to saving lives as the numlbdives at risk increase.

Two of the studies showed that the ability to safiged number of lives was
viewed more positively when there were fewer ligesisk. Therefore, despite the same
number of people being helped, the higher proporias perceived as more desirable,
even though participants themselves recognizedlteahterventions would save the
same number. The third study revealed that mosteoparticipants raised the minimum
number of lives saved requirement for an intenanto be funded as the at-risk group
size increased. When 15,000 people were at hekjedian number of lives to be saved
was 9,000; however, when the at-risk population weseased to 290,000, the median
increased as well (to 100,000). This implies thedple perceive saving a larger
proportion of lives in a smaller population as mea&uable than simply saving a larger
number of people (albeit a smaller proportion).ug,ithe proportion of lives saved is
given more consideration then the raw number @slisaved. This has been further
replicated (e.g., Friedrich et al., 1999; Ubel, @gr& Asch, 2001).

While there is clear evidence delineating the fyontion of the reference group
effect”, additional research suggests there isaitgtive difference between helping an
“identified” person and helping some person, regaslof the size of the reference group
from which they come. Small and Lowenstein (20€8)ducted a study using a
modified “dictator game” in which an “allocator” elal contribute money to a “victim”
who had lost their funds. The victims either wexealready, or b) about to be,
determined; that is, the victims were identifiabteunidentifiable, respectively. The

“allocators” gave more money to the determinediwist A follow-up study with Habitat



for Humanity revealed the same effect: more wasrimried when the family receiving
the aid “has been selected” versus “will be seb¥cte

Research by Kogut and Ritov (2005a) found thahdividual, identified victim
generated more donations than a group of identifietims and more than unidentified
victims regardless of number. However, additioeakarch showed that an identifiable
victim in the context of statistical informatiorgsificantly reduced donations compared
to donations to just the identifiable victim (Smetlal., 2007). The authors ruled out that
the reduction in donations was due to an increasied size of the reference, but rather
demonstrated that it was diminished affect, inipaldr sympathy, that contributed to the
differences; this process has been referred theasdllapse of compassion.
Collapse of Compassion

The term “collapse of compassion” refers to therferal phenomenon of
diminished affective sensitivity toward groups ebple in need of help” (Cameron &
Payne, 2011, p. 2). This may occur because pesglelistinct processes when making
judgments about individual targets compared to gr@iamilton & Sherman, 1996;
Sherman, Beike, and Ryalls, 1999; Susskind, Maiieakkar, Hamilton, & Sherman,
1999). Processing of information about an indiaidictim evokes a more intense
emotional response (see Slovic, 2007). For exariptdkert and Slovic (2009)
demonstrated that placing a target victim withiarger group reduces the attention
necessary to generate affective reactions assdaiatie helping behavior. That is,
sympathy was lower for the target victim when ottlistractor victims were present.

A large body of work highlights the important r@ifective responses play in the

decision to provide assistance to others. In faahing affective reactions results in



greater empathy and higher donations comparedrtorg cognitive deliberation
(Dickert, Sagara, & Slovic, 2011; Small et al., 2ZD0Information about single survivors
is more vivid and emotionally distressing than miation about multiple survivors
(Kogut & Ritov 2005a, Kogut & Ritov 2005b). Addital research has shown the effect
is present for dyads as well; even when paired wiitly one other person, compassion
and subsequent donations were less than when eaelpwesented individually
(vastfjall, Peters, & Slovic, 2009, as cited by\#to& Vastfjall, 2010). Cameron and
Payne (2011) showed that participants, when hawiegxpectation of being requested to
donate, regulated emotion toward groups proactjtereby preventing themselves
from ever experiencing as much emotion toward gsasgptoward individuals. This
proactive emotion regulation may drive the collapEeompassion.
Altruism and Personal History of Trauma Exposure

There is a commonly held belief, which has reagiempirical support, that
violence begets violence. For example, childhdmasa is frequently associated with
hostility, aggression, and antisocial behaviorshitdhood (KoeningCicchetti, &
Rogosch, 2004and adulthood (Horowitz, Widom, McLaughlin, & Whit2001).
Kerestes (2006) found that the number of stressfdltraumatic war experiences a child
was exposed to during the Croatian war self-repgaatebeing more aggressive. A recent
meta-analysis (Wilson, Stover, & Berkowitz, 2008)iid a moderate to large effect size
between experiencing violence and antisocial bemaniadolescence. Also, high levels
of violence and other negative experiences in oneighborhood is a risk factor for later

aggressive behavior (Valois, MacDonald, Bretousclier, & Drane, 2002). This would
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suggest persons who have experienced violence vibeullelss likely to act in altruistic
ways.

An alterative hypothesis is that altruism may bhe torm of posttraumatic
growth, in that experiencing a traumatic event imgyease empathy (Tedeschi, Park, &
Calhoun, 1998). Staub (2003) has coined the phiaseism born of suffering” to
describe how individuals who have suffered may bexparticularly motivated to help
others (see Voldhart, 2009 for a review). Howettde possibility that previous adverse
life experiences could motivate altruism and prasdzehavior, even toward outgroup
members, has not been studied systematically, a®itbeen recognized in research on
prosocial behavior within social psychology” (Volth 2009, p. 88). In fact, Frazier and
colleagues (2013) stated that a recent volume osogral behavior (i.e., Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2010) did not address trauma at all aitdrature review of a leading
psychological trauma journal contained no refersriogrosocial behavior or altruism.
Despite this, some evidence does suggest prosmtialvior resulting from adverse
experiences does occur.

Kaniasty and Norris (1995) showed that survivdrslarricane Hugo had more
prosocial behavior than non-victims and higher lewé suffering predicted increased
levels of helping other victims. After 9/11, Pifefobe, and Jones (2006) found that a
majority of participants provided some type of soippfor example, money (66%) or
blood donations (24%), to those affected by thecitt on the World Trade Center.
Previous research had also demonstrated helpiraytweh following this event (Schuster
et al., 2001; Wayment, 2004; Yum & Schenck-Han®i@05). One year after the war in

Crotia started, preschool children were rated asemuoosocial by their teachers
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compared to their levels immediately before the began (Raboteg-SériZuzul, &
Kerestes, 1994). However, much of this aforenosei research was conducted with
people who were not directly affected by the evéntsrather vicariously experienced
them.

A study by Koening et a(2004) compared the amount of donations made by
physically maltreated, neglected, and non-maltceekéldren from low socioeconomic
backgroundsPhysically abused girls donated fewer dimes thdmdglected girls, but
there were no other significant group differenc&bus, these data generally did not
support either prosocial or antisocial tendencies.important limitation of this research
project was the low base rate of donations (apprately 25% of children made a
donation).

Frazier and colleagues (2013) directly exploredredationship between trauma
exposure and prosocial behavior, looking at daéipimg behavior and volunteering.
Daily helping behavior items were “helped out someem need”, “provided emotional
support to someone”, “volunteered my time”, andvgaoney to a person in need”.
They found that experiencing more traumatic everds associated with more daily
helping behaviors and more volunteer activitieartttermore, they showed that those
who had experienced a recent trauma engaged inpnasecial activities than those who
had not experienced a recent event.

While the interest in this area grows, there &ilevery few studies that have been
conducted specifically to examine the relationdlepveen trauma and prosocial

behavior. Generally, the studies rely on self-repteasures in that behavioral measures
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are not incorporated into these designs typicdllys imperative additional empirical
research is conducted to test these hypotheses.
Aid and Type of Event

One factor that may be associated with charitgivieg that rarely has been
explored is type of traumatic event. For examate,there differences in donations for
natural disasters compared to war relief? An amalyenducted by th8tanford Social
Innovation Reviewevealed that aid is skewed toward assisting gargiof emergency
conditions and less toward helping those suffefiam chronic conditions (e.g., poverty,
AIDS, and malaria; Epstein, 2006; Spence, 2006).

Utilizing multiple experiments, Small (2010) empally demonstrated that
victims recovering from a loss are more sympathatid provided with more helping
behavior than those suffering from a chronic caaditin her first study, participants
were randomly assigned to read scenarios descrébai@aracter who was either blind,
physically challenged, or deaf. The scenariosdd only in terms of how long the
person has had the health challenge: constant{statiee life) or loss-state (recently
developed). Results revealed higher sympathygsfior the loss-state group. Her
second experiment made use of an anonymous atlodaisk based on the “dictator”
game during which participants could give moneless fortunate recipients who had
either started the game with nothing (constane}i@t had forfeited their money by
design of the research study (loss-state). Peeplarted more sympathy for, and
allocated more money to, those who began the gathdumds and later lost them.

Additional experiments by Small (2010) showed witiof a recent loss are deemed as
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more deserving than those from a chronic condig»en when endorsing that they
deserve equal treatment.

Recent research has suggested that the perceiued of disaster also influences
donation behavior (Zagefka, Noor, Brown, De Mo&djlopthrow, 2011). Greater
willingness to donate to natural rather than hupaalsed disasters was demonstrated
over a series of four experiments. In the firgtlgt participants were provided with one
of two flood scenarios and answered a single questssessing willingness to donate on
a 7-point rating scale. In both scenarios, thedlwas caused by a dam failure; however,
the cause of the dam collapsing was manipulatgdasent either a “natural” or a
“human” explanation. The “natural”’ reason was dynipe strength of the storm
overpowered the dam, while the “human” conditiod ttee dam collapse because it was
poorly built due to government embezzlement offtiiels. This study showed a
significantly higher willingness to donate to swatis of the natural flood than to those
from a humanly caused flood.

The second study (Zagefka et al., 2011) attemjotechderstand the mechanisms
behind the differences in willingness to aid baseaause. Participants read text
describing either the South Asian Tsunami disastéine Darfur genocide and answered
guestions regarding perceived cause, victim blamsgm self-help, and willingness to
donate. Again, participants were more willing tmdte to the natural event, the
“Tsunami” condition. The mediators of victim-blaraed victim self-help were also
significant. In the third study, the participanégd fictitious accounts of disasters but
were provided “compensation” that could then beaded. The scenario in this study

was a famine caused either by a natural drougatroed conflict. As before, donation
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behavior was higher for victims of the natural disa because they are perceived as less
“blamable” and more “self-helping”.

The final study (Zagefka et al., 2011) providedHer empirical support for the
causality of perceived “victim blame” and “victinel&help”. Thus, evidence suggests
that people are less willing to donate to survivafreumanly caused conditions than to
survivors of natural disasters. The researchetedudemonstrated why this difference
happens: a systemic bias of higher perceived bkrddower perceived self-reliance for
those in the humanly caused scenarios. The authterpreted these findings as
consistent with the just world hypothesis, in thamanly caused events provide more
opportunities to blame the victims as deservingdbat happened to them. When
survivors are perceived to be responsible for tbem misfortune, donors may deny any
of their own responsibility for providing aid (Furam, 1995).

In a follow-up study, Zagefka, Noor, Brown, Hopitw, and De Moura (2012)
presented participants with seven disaster scenér@, 3 civil wars, 2 hurricanes, a
famine, and an earthquake) and provided hypotHetioaey that they could donate to
one cause or divide and donate to two causes.r Afa&ing their choices, respondents
then provided up to three reasons for why theyeeisielected or did not select that
scenario. As previously found, the average amdanated to the four natural disasters
was higher than the amount donated to the humaniyer events. The five most
frequently self-reported rationales for donatingr{ot), in order, were: perceived need,
perceived impact, perceived donations by otherssesaand victim blame. In a re-

analysis of the data from the second study in Zagef al. (2011), the investigators
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found that the Tsunami condition had higher pemgivmpact and higher perceived need
than the Darfur condition.

This line of research provides clear evidence wilihgness to donate is higher
for natural events. Survivors of humanly causeastiers are perceived as more
blamable and less self-sufficient in the recovdfgre There is also a perception that a
donation is less needed and will have less of graanwhen given to those suffering
from a “human-caused” condition. However, an al¢ive framework for understanding
these findings is provided by betrayal trauma th€Bi T; see Freyd, 1996).

Betrayal Trauma Theory

According to the American Psychiatric AssociatsRiagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorder¢dth ed., text rev.; DSM—-IV-TR; American Psychiatri
Association, 2000), events are considered traunfahey (a) include a loss of "physical
integrity”, or a risk of serious injury or deathdafi) produce a response of intense fear,
horror or helplessness. However, Freyd (1996)es@ucore issue of trauma, in addition
to fear/terror, is betrayal, which she definesnas"violation of implicit or explicit trust”
(p- 9). She proposes a two-dimensional modelanfratic events consisting of both fear
and betrayal responses. An example of a highHiggwrbetrayal event is genocide; a
hurricane or other natural disaster may be high fa# generally is low in betrayal (an
exception to this might be Hurricane Katrina).

According to BTT, under certain circumstances, &gl events require “betrayal
blindness” so that there is limited or no consciawareness or memory of knowledge
around the betrayal. This is typically done inesrtb preserve an attachment that is

necessary for survival. To illustrate, consider tase of childhood abuse perpetrated by
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a caregiver. The child is dependent on this caszdbd meet his or her needs, however
this same person is being abusive and distruskfuhay be more advantageous for the
child to stifle their response to the betrayal.(vathdrawal) in an effort to maintain a
close relationship with the parent. However, wktile short-term advantage of betrayal
blindness is clear, there are negative outcomex@sed with it as well.

A large, growing body of literature demonstratefrdyal is a profound factor in
predicting people’s responses to traumas they exqpee. Betrayal has been connected
to borderline personality disorder (Kaehler & Fre2809), physical illness (Freyd, Klest,
& Allard, 2005), posttraumatic stress disorder (&gl 2010), and revictimization (Gobin
& Freyd, 2009). In addition to responses to firatid traumatic experiences, betrayal
may be an important influence on people’s reacttorisaumas disclosed to them.
Foynes (2009) found that experiencing high betr&gaimas was associated with
negative responses to disclosures of such travengs disbelief, denial, or hostility).
However, there was not an association with expeimgnlow betrayal traumas and
negative responses to their disclosures.

While betrayal trauma history has never been emadbefore in relation to
prosocial behavior specifically, constructs (iteust and attachment style) that are also
associated with betrayal trauma history have bé&&mnerally, prosocial behavior tends to
increase as trust rises (Bekkers, 2003; Bekke®/;20adenhead & Richman, 1996).
Research has shown higher levels of social trestipted greater donation amounts
(Brooks, 2005) and more volunteering (Brown & Ferl007) to secular and religious
charities. Persons with high betrayal trauma hissareport lower levels of trust. Gobin

and Freyd (2009) found persons with a high betrargalma history had significantly
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lower general levels of trust than people with ightbetrayal trauma history. Follow-up
work by Gobin (2012) showed a significant negatimear contrast with betrayal trauma
history and general trust; participants with nadgl trauma history had the highest
levels of general trust.

Attachment style is an individual’s typical pattef beliefs, feelings, and
behaviors about relationships that developed frarty énteractions with caregivers
(Hazan & Shaver, 1987, for a review, see Mikulinkeghaver, 2003). Brennan, Clark,
and Shaver (1998) demonstrated that attachmemesstgry along two independent
dimensions: avoidance and anxiety. Attachmentdarae reflects a desire to maintain
mutual distance and independence in the relatipnsittachment anxiety refers to
insecurity about the other person’s availabilitd aesponsiveness. People who are low
on both aspects are considered securely attadtiggth. betrayal trauma history has been
associated with both anxious and avoidant attachoteracteristics (Owen, Quirk, &
Manthos, 2012). Research has revealed a posgsacetion between attachment
security and prosocial behavior (Gillath et al.020Mikulincer, Shaver, Gillath, &
Nitzberg, 2005; Thompson & Gullone, 2008). Howewenile Wayment (2006) found
no direct link, there was a negative indirect lIb&kween avoidance and helping
behaviors after the terrorist attacks of 9/11, ratsdl via empathy.

Betrayal blindness also applies to situations @énatnot generally considered
“traumatic”, for example, adultery, bullying, angcdimination. “Both victims,
perpetrators, and witnesses may display betrayadiss in order to preserve
relationships, institutions, and social systemsuphbich they depend” (Freyd, 2009,

Some FAQs, para. 4). Zurbriggen (2005) applied B3I the 2004 Presidential election.
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She suggests the American people, specificallyawasives, were psychologically
dependent on George W. Bush to defend their shealegs. As a result of this
dependence, they were less likely to be awaresoé¢hiministration’s deceptions in order
to maintain that connection.

BTT may also apply to understanding people’s respsito charitable causes.
According to BTT, events that threaten personati@hships or worldviews (e.qg.,
humanly-causes disasters) would result in great@dance of emotions, thoughts, and
experiences (i.e., similar to collapse of compasgsiproducing less willingness to
donate. As work from Zagefka et al. (2011; 201)ve, donations are less to survivors
of humanly caused disasters because they are peddei be responsible for their own
suffering and less needy. Under the BTT premlsgs,victim blaming and minimizing of
need may occur in order to maintain a psychologioahection that is threatened by

awareness of this information.
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CHAPTER Il

INTRODUCTION—STUDY 1

This exploratory study was undertaken to explaw trauma (both in terms of
personal history and types of traumatic eventsiteslto charitable donations. As
previously mentioned, this is a currently undersddirea of research and has never been
examined from a betrayal trauma framework.

Summary of Purposes and Goals

While there is solid theoretical rationale forumaa increasing prosocial behavior,
there has been limited empirical research on thie.td-razier and colleagues (2013)
demonstrated that persons who have experiencediaatic event, particularly recently,
engaged in higher levels of prosocial behavioHowever, this study relied on self-
report measures of helping behavior and so maybjed to socially desirable
responding. Thus, this study adds to the liteeahyrincluding a behavioral task of
providing aid, making a hypothetical charitable dbon. This paradigm has been used
in previous research (e.g., Dickert, Sagara, & 8ld®®011). Furthermore, this design
allows us to examine state prosocial behavior $poase to a specific solicitation of aid,
which can be used to identify the mechanisms belhavd trauma history can lead to
increased prosocial behavior.

Additionally, trauma history was assessed by BBetrayal Trauma Survey
(Goldberg & Freyd, 2006). In the Frazier et aDX2) study, the most common traumatic
events endorsed were death of loved one (47%fg-thlieatening event experienced by a
loved one (30%), and childhood witnessing familyglence (23%). This contrasts with

typical trauma histories seen at the Universitpogégon, where approximately 35% of
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participants report physical abuse, sexual abusemotional abuse (e.g., Gobin & Freyd,
2009). This allowed us to explore the relationdfepveen personal trauma history and
help giving in a differently traumatized sample @awvdluating specifically the role of
betrayaltrauma history.

A new line of research examining how people redgorevents that vary in
causal attributions has been promoted by Zagefllaasociates (2011; 2012). They
have consistently shown that participants provess laid to survivors of humanly-caused
disasters. Their findings align with what is patdd by BTT, although they do not
interpret their results in this manner. This stattgmpted to replicate their findings and
expand on them using betrayal as a predictor. ,Tthessvent that is lower in betrayal
(i.e., natural disaster) would receive more aid.

Importantly, this study is the first of which weeaaware to examine both trauma
history and type of event simultaneously. Thiswa#d us to ascertain any interaction
between the two constructs that might influenceitddae behavior. Volhardt (2009)
suggests that observing someone suffering fronxparence similar to one that has
been personally experienced can produce prosoeevior in an effort to reduce
distress activated by the triggered trauma memd@vekhardt, 2009). Moreover, a
frequent observation is that donations increasenagarity between donator and receipt
increase (Bekkers, & Wiepking, 2007). Thus, peoyt® experienced a certain betrayal
event may provide more helping behavior to sunswafra similar level of betrayal event,
that is, a survivor of a natural disaster may pevinore help to a victim from a natural

disaster.
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Hypotheses and Research Questions

» Hypothesis 1Willingness to donate and amount donated will lghér for the
single, identified survivor.

» Hypothesis 2: Increased affect will be associatéd greater willingness to
donate and higher donation amounts; however, argeperceived betrayal
would show a negative association with willingnesdonate and amount
donated.

» Hypothesis 3: There will be a negative linear asgmn between type of betrayal
event and donation willingness and amounts.

» Research Question 1: Is a personal history of p&ftteauma associated with
more or less charitable behavior?

» Research Question 2: Is there an association betauaaber of recipients and
type of event that impacts willingness to donaté amount donated?

» Research Question 3: Is there an association betpersonal trauma history and
number of recipients that impacts willingness toate and amount donated?

» Research Question 4: Is there an association betpersonal trauma history and
type of event that impacts willingness to donaté amount donated?

» Research Question 5: Is there an interaction betweedifferent emotional
responses and number of recipients?

» Research Question 6: Is there an interaction betweedifferent emotional
responses and type of event?

» Research Question 7: Is there an interaction betweedifferent emotional

responses and trauma history?
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CHAPTER 1lI
METHOD - STUDY 1
Participants

Participants were undergraduates studé\td 67, 65.1% women) recruited from
the University of Oregon Human Subjects Pool. $&ple consisted predominantly of
young persons whose ages ranged from 17 t&/1520.3,SD= 4.33). Approximately
78% of the sample identified as Caucasian. Fgrgample, 67% were women (79%
Caucasian) whose ages ranged from 17 tdv520.3,SD= 4.33).

Participants were recruited online without knadge of the study content prior
to registering for the study, thus minimizing sedlection bias. They earned partial
credit for a research course requirement for gpgteng. Before beginning the survey,
each respondent was given a unique identificationber to ensure anonymous
responses. All variables had 3.2% or less misdatg. Listwise deletion was used to

handle missing data, resulting in a sample siz28fparticipants.

Materials

Demographics Questionnaire

Demographic information was collected regarding,agnder, and ethnicity.
The Human Subjects Coordinator, who manages theadBabjects pool and General
Survey studies, developed the questionnaire.
Brief Betrayal Trauma Survey

The Brief Betrayal Trauma Survey (BBTS; Goldberg-&yd, 2006) is a 14-item,
self-report measure of major traumatic events gigeints may have experienced. Each

item is classified as having one of three levelbaifayal: low, medium, or high. Non-
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interpersonal traumas (e.g., natural disastery@neeptualized as a low-betrayal event,
while interpersonal traumas (e.qg., child sexuakabare considered a medium- or high-
betrayal. Relational closeness of the perpetdittinguishes high-betrayal (i.e.,
“someone with whom you were very close”) from mealibetrayal (i.e., “someone with
whom you were not so close”) items. For each iteanticipants indicated how
frequently the event occurredgver 1 or 2 timespr more than thgtand whether it took
place before the age of 18, after the age of 18uang both time periods. The BBTS
has demonstrated good construct validity (DePrig681), convergent validity (Martin,
Cromer, DePrince, & Freyd, 2010), and test-retelsbility (Goldberg & Freyd, 2006).
For childhood events, Goldberg and Freyd (2006hdoaigreement between test
administrations of 83% (gamma coefficients rangedhf.54 to .93) and 75% for
adulthood events (gamma coefficients ranged frofrto291).
Charitable Behavior Vignettes

Adapted from Small et al. (2007), six vignettegevereated to represent three
events of differing levels of betrayal. Event Asnanatural disaster (i.e., a flood, a low
betrayal), Event B was external genocide (i.e.ppeated by members outside the
village, a medium betrayal), and Event C was irdkgenocide (i.e., perpetrated by
neighbors, a high betrayal). For each event, tmation was to be given to either a
single child or a group of 4 children. Each paptnit was presented with hypothetical $5
bills (totaling $50), the vignette and a photo, arate asked if (a) they would be willing
to donate and (b) the amount to be donated. Reatits also reported their emotional

responses on a 7-point rating scalet(at allto very much for the emotions of sadness,
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sympathy and compassion, anger, guilt, and perddie&rayal of event. Participants
were randomly assigned to one vignette.
Procedure

The measures were completed online as part dbémeeral Survey, which is a
battery of approximately 15 questionnaires subhibttg many researchers. Human
subjects approval and subsequent participant irddroonsent were obtained for the
entire survey rather than individual measures tiéants were given an option to
decline to answer any item without penalty. Thereywas designed to take no more
than two hours to complete; data are not availedgarding average time to complete the

study.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS - STUDY 1

Overall, 94% of the sampla € 402) made a hypothetical donation, leaving a
small sample sizen(= 26) of those not willing to donate. Given timeadl sample size of
non-willing group, only approximately one to thig@rameters would be estimated
without bias using logistic regression (e.g., sedt&us, 2011). Because of this, when
appropriate, nonparametric tests were used to angsearch questions regarding

willingness to donate. The average amount donagesd19.2 $D=15.4).
Hypotheses and Research Questions

Hypothesis 1. Willingness to Donate and Amount Dortad Will Be Higher for the
Single, ldentified Survivor.
There was not an association between number gieats and willingness to

donatey® (1,N = 428) = 1.28p = .258,[1 = .055; see Figure 1.

Group I

Willing

Single I = Not Willing

0 20 40 60 80 100
% of Participants

Number of Recipients of Donation

Figure 1. Percentage of participants willing to donate by banof recipients receiving
donation in Study 1.
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The average amount donated to the single recipiaat19.0 $D= 14.3,SE=
1.08), while the average amount donated to thepyweas 19.4%D=16.1,SE=1.02).
After controlling for the effects of the covariatéise average estimated amount donated
was 19.0 $E= 1.18) for the single recipient and 20SEE 1.08) for the group of

children; see Figure 2. This was not a signifiadifferenceF(1, 380) = 0.28p = .600,

= .001.
50 -
S a0
E
.% 30 -
= 20 -
3 SRR
= \\\\\\\\\\\\\
0 \\\\\\\\\\\\\ |
Single Group

Number of Recipients of Donation

Figure 2. Estimated mean donation amounts by number of itipi Est. = estimated.
Error bars represent standard errors in Study 1.
Hypothesis 2: Increased Affect Will Be Associated Wih Greater Willingness to
Donate and Higher Donation Amounts; However, Angeand Perceived Betrayal
Would Show a Negative Association \ith Willingness to Donate and Amount
Donated.

Point-biserial correlations showed an associdietmeen increasing emotional
responses and higher rates of willingness to ddoai@! emotional variables: sadness,
r(426)= .240,p < .001,r? = .058, sympathy(426)= .282,p < .001,r* = .080, anger
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r(426)=.181,p < .001,r* = .033, guiltr(426)= .325,p < .001,r* = .106, and betrayal
r(426)=.116,p = .016,r*> = .013, see Figure 3. However, when controllimgthe
effects of the other emotional variables, only sgthg, r(422)=.110,p = .023,r* =
.012, and guiltr(422)=.202,p < .001,r? = .041, were significantly associated with

willingness to donate.

100 7 =
80 -
Q
©
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8 60 - ===-sad
g sympathy
c
% 40 A ===anger
$ guilty
20 - betrayal
0

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Rating Scale Values

Figure 3. Percentage of participants willing to donate by somal response ratings in
Study 1.

See Table 1 for means and standard deviatioreniount donated and the
emotional response variables; correlations amoesggtivariables are also provided. See
Figure 4 for a plot of the mean amounts donatedrbgtional response values. All

emotional response variables were significantlyelated with amount donateps < .01
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After controlling for the effects of the covariatesly sympathy and guilt

significantly predicted amount donated, such theteased feelings of sympathp/<

.01) and guiltp < .001) were associated with higher donation artuSee Table 2 for

the results of th&-tests.

Table 1. Correlations among Emotional Response Variables/Aamdunt Donated in

Study 1.
1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Amount donated -
2. Sad .368 -
3. Sympathy 400 124 -
4. Anger 296 622+ 525+ -
5. Guilt 464+ 589~ 563+ AT 7 -
6. Betrayal 228 384+ 274+ .536+ 332+
Mean 19.2 4.86 5.40 4.29 452 3.73
Standard deviation 15.4 1.56 1.44 1.75 1.85 1.77
Note. ** p < .01.
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Figure 4. Average amount donated by emotional response stmgtudy 1.
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Table 2. Results of Emotional Responses Predicting Amounai2d in Study 1.

Source SS df MS F p np

Sad 14.5 1 14.5 0.08 176 <.001
Sympathy 1444.5 1 14445 8.06 .005 .021
Anger 74.5 1 74.5 0.42 520 .001

Guilty 5111.3 1 5111.3 28.5 .000 .070
Betrayal 304.1 1 304.1 1.70 194 .004
Error 68110.6 380 179.2

Corrected Total 101128.2 427

Hypothesis 3: There Will Be a Negative Linear Assaation Between Type of
Betrayal Event and Donation Willingness and Amounts
Type of traumatic event and willingness to dovegee not significantly

associatedy® (2, N = 428) = 0.33p = .849, Cramer'¥/ = .028; see Figure 5.

E -
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% of Participants

Figure 5. Percentage of participants willing to donate byetgb traumatic event in Study
1.
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The average amounts donated to the groups acdi@sd: the natural disaster
group M =20.5,SD= 15.9,SE= 1.58), external genocid#(=18.7,SD= 14.5,SE=
1.17), and external genocidd £18.9,SD= 15.9,SE=1.21). After controlling for the
effects of the covariates, the average amountstddna the groups became: the natural
disaster groupM =21.0,SE= 1.60), external genocid®1(=19.5,SE= 1.27), and
external genocida{ =18.3,SE= 1.30); see Figure 6. Mean donation amountsdid

differ among the three traumatic everi€?, 380) = 0.57p = .567,;7p2 =.003.
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Figure 6. Estimated mean amount donated for each type ahitia event in Study 1.
Est. = estimated. Error bars represent standaodserr

Manipulation Check
A one-way MANOVA was run to determine if the dapatevents varied in
levels of betrayal and the other emotions. Theas avsignificant effect of type of

trauma on emotional ratingé/ilk’s 4 = .901,F(2, 425) = 4.50p < .001, multivariate”
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=.051. Subseguent univariate ANOVAs indicated tmdy perceived betrayal
significantly differed across the three groupg, 425) = 12.1p < .001,1? = .054; there
were non-significant effects for type of event sadnessi(2, 425) = 0.48p = .621,1° =
.002; sympathyF(2, 425) = 2.73p = .066,1° = .013; angerf(2, 425) = 1.60p = .204,
n%=.007; and guiltF(2, 425) = 1.49p = .227,n* = .007. Tukey’s post hoc comparisons
revealed that the natural disaster vigneéite=3.03,SD= 1.76,SE=0.17) had a
significantly lower betrayal rating than both theernal genocideM = 3.80,SD=1.71,
SE=0.14) and the internal genocidé € 4.08,SD=1.71,SE= 0.13) scenariog = .001
andp < .001, respectively. There was not a significifierence between the external
and internal versiong, = .332.

A new variable was created combining the genocatelitions. There remained
a non-significant association between type of traticrevent and willingness to donate,
v* (1,N = 428) = 0.32p = .570,1] = -.027. The average amount donated to the Hatura
disaster group was 20.5D= 15.9,SE= 1.58) and to the genocide group was 18B%
15.2,SE=0.84). After controlling for the effects of thevariates, the average amounts
donated to the groups became: the natural disgtap M =21.0,SE= 1.61) and
genocide groupM =18.8,SE=0.88). There was not a significant differencé¢he
amounts donated for the genocide and natural éiseséentsf(1, 391) = 0.22p = .641,
77p2 =.001.
Research Question 1: Is a Personal History of Betyal Trauma Associated with
More or Less Charitable Behavior?

Participants’ responses were summed across theeruwwrhBBTS items endorsed

for each level of betrayal regardless of when treneoccurred. Participants were then
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hierarchically classified based on the highestlle¥&etrayal event they had
experienced. Thus, those in highest group may baperienced lower betrayal traumas.
Table 3 includes the BBTS items comprising thedyetr categories (i.e., Lower and
Higher Betrayal) according to Freyd's (2011) sugiges. Of the sample, 71% € 304)
endorsed at least one of these items; 5911%2453) reported experiencing at least one
lower betrayal item and 51.9% € 296) survived a higher betrayal event. Threrigs
were created to represent trauma history: nare124), lower betrayah(= 82), and

higher betrayalrn( = 222).

Table 3. Categorization of Betrayal Trauma Events

Higher Betrayal Trauma Events

Witnessed someone with whom you were very closeh(as a parent, brother or sister,
caretaker, or intimate partner) committing suiciokeing killed, or being injured by
another person so severely as to result in markssds, burns, blood, or broken bones.
This might include a close friend in combat.

Witnessed someone with whom you were very closbelately attack another family
member so severely as to result in marks, bruidesd, broken bones, or broken teeth.

You were deliberately attacked that severely byesame with whom you were very
close.

You were made to have some form of sexual consact) as touching or penetration, by
someone with whom you were very close (such asenpar lover).

You were emotionally or psychologically mistreataekr a significant period of time by
someone with whom you were very close (such asenpar lover).

Lower Betrayal Trauma Events

Been in a major earthquake, fire, flood, hurricasreprnado that resulted in significant
loss of personal property, serious injury to yolirsea significant other, the death of a
significant other, or the fear of your own death.

Been in a major automobile, boat, motorcycle, plaran, or industrial accident that
resulted in similar consequences.

Witnessed someone with whom you were not so clagdengoing a similar kind of
traumatic event.

Witnessed someone with whom you were not so cleibatately attack a family
member that severely.

You were deliberately attacked that severely byesmme with whom you were not close.

You were made to have such sexual contact by soeneth whom you were not close.

You were emotionally or psychologically mistreataekr a significant period of time by
someone with whom you were not close.
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Willingness to donate did not vary across perstmaaima historiegi? (2, N =

428) = 2.39p = .302, Cramer'y = .075; see Figure 7.

Higher I
o
S |
o
‘3 Lower I o
g Willing
g | = Not Willing
None .

0 200 40 60 80 100
% of Participants

Figure 7. Percentage of participants willing to donate bydrgof betrayal trauma in
Study 1. None = no betrayal trauma history; Lowdiistory of at least one lower
betrayal trauma; Higher = history of at least oighér betrayal trauma.

The average amounts donated by the trauma groa@sdollows: no betrayal
group M =18.7,SD= 15.6,SE= 1.40), lower betrayal group(=20.7,SD= 16.7,SE=
1.84), and higher betrayal groud €19.0,SD= 14.8,SE= 0.99). After controlling for
the effects of the covariates, the average amalortated by the groups became: the no
betrayal history group =19.7,SE= 1.42), lower betrayal group(=20.4,SE= 1.62),
and higher betrayal group(=18.8,SE= 0.99); see Figure 8. There was not a
significant main effect of betrayal trauma groupnbershipF(2, 380) = 0.95p = .388,

np = .005.
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Figure 8. Estimated mean amount donated by history of bettegiama in Study 1.

None = no betrayal trauma history; Lower = histofat least one lower betrayal trauma;
Higher = history of at least one higher betrayaliina. Est. = estimated. Error bars
represent standard errors.

Research Question 2: Is There an Association Betwe&umber of Recipients and
Type of Event That Impacts Willingness to Donate ath Amount Donated?

There was not a significant interaction betweemliper of recipients and type of
traumatic event on willingness to dongbe=(.939, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test,
Cramer’'sV = .062); see Figure 9.

See Table 4 for means and standard deviationsiotiat donated for the number
of recipients by type of traumatic event interaatidAfter controlling for the effects of
the covariates, the estimated means are shownhiie 5aand Figure 10. There was not a
significant interaction between number of recipseand type of traum#&,(2, 380) = 1.56,

p=.211,7,° = .008.

35



Internal Genocide, Group

Internal Genocide, Single

External Genocide, Group

Condition

Willing
® Not Willing

External Genocide, Single

Natural Disaster, Group

Natural Disaster, Single
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% of Participants
Figure 9. Percentage of participants willing to donate by banof recipients of

donation and type of traumatic event in Study Toup = four children; Single =
individual recipient of donation.

Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of Amount Donateuoyber of Recipients
and Type of Traumatic Event in Study 1

Type of Traumatic Event

Number of Recibients Natural External Internal

P Disaster Genocide Genocide
Single 21.37 (15.3) 19.47 (14.4) 15.88 (13.0)
Group 19.71 (16.7) 18.01 (14.7) 20.20 (16.8)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesbls= 428.

Table 5. EstimatedVieans and Standard Errors of Amount Donated by Nurmab
Recipients and Type of Traumatic Event in Study 1

Type of Traumatic Event

Number of Recipients Natural External Internal

P Disaster Genocide Genocide
Single 22.45 (215) 18.31 (1.83) 16.13 (2.17)
Group 19.64 (2.34) 20.79 (1.76) 20.49 (1.34)

Note. Standard errors in parenthesés= 428.
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There remained a non-significant association betvigpe of traumatic event and
willingness to donate when comparing the natursdstier condition to the combined
genocide groupsp(= .753, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test=.059). See Table 6 for
means and standard deviations of amount donatetidarumber of recipients for the
natural disaster and genocide conditions. Aftetr@dling for the effects of the
covariates, the estimated means are shown in Tablédere was not a significant
interaction between number of recipients and tyijgeanma on amount donated when

using the combined traumatic everfigl, 391) = 2.64p = .105,,” = .007.

Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of Amount Donateuoyber of Recipients
and Combined Type of Traumatic Events in Study 1

Type of Traumatic Event

Number of Recipients g.atural Genocide
isaster

Single 21.37 (15.3) 18.02 (13.9)

Group 19.71 (16.7) 19.35 (16.0)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesBis= 428.

Table 7. EstimatedVieans and Standard Errors of Amount Donated by Nurmab
Recipients and Combined Type of Traumatic EveStunly 1

Type of Traumatic Event

Natural

Number of Recipients Di Genocide
isaster

Single 22.55 (2.16) 17.31 (1.40)

Group 19.54 (2.35) 20.24 (1.06)

Note. Standard errors in parenthesés= 428.
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Figure 10. Estimated mean amount donated for number of retipief donation by type
of traumatic event in Study 1. Group = four childr&ingle = individual recipient of
donation. Est. = estimated.

Research Question 3: Is There an Association Betwe®ersonal Trauma History
and Number of Recipients That Impacts Willingnessd Donate and Amount
Donated?

There was not a significant interaction betweemiper of recipients and personal
trauma historyg = .355, two-tailed Fisher’'s exact test, Cramdt's .115); see Figure
11. See Table 8 for means and standard deviatiosmsount donated for the number of
recipients by type of traumatic event interactidter controlling for the effects of the
covariates, the estimated means are shown in Badhel Figure 12. There was not a
significant interaction between number of recipseand trauma history on amount

donatedF(2, 380) = 0.49p = .613,5,2 = .003.
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Table 8. Means and Standard Deviations of Amount Donateuoyber of Recipients
and Trauma History in Study 1

Trauma History

Number of Recipients None Lower Higher
Single 19.27 (14.0) 21.52 (17.3) 17.97 (13.4)
Group 18.29 (16.6) 20.10 (16.4) 19.84 (15.8)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesblis= 428.

Table 9. EstimatedVieans and Standard Errors of Amount Donated by Nurmab
Recipients and Trauma History in Study 1

Trauma History

Number of Recipients None Lower Higher
Single 19.83 (2.31) 19.72 (2.46) 17.34 (1.44)
Group 19.49 (1.87) 21.11 (2.16) 20.33 (1.34)

Note. Standard errors in parenthesés= 428.

Higher, Group i
Higher, Single | ]
é Lower, Group | O
§ Lower, Single | Willing
None, Group m " Not Willing
None, Single | [

0O 20 40 60 80 100
% of Participants
Figure 11. Percentage of participants willing to donate by banof recipients of
donation and trauma history in Study 1. Higher ghéir betrayal trauma group; Lower =
Lower betrayal trauma group; None = No betrayalrtra history. Group = four children;

Single = individual recipient of donation.
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Figure 12. Estimated mean amount donated for number of retdpief donation by
trauma history in Study 1. Higher = Higher betrayalima group; Lower = Lower
betrayal trauma group; None = No betrayal traunstohy. Group = four children; Single
= individual recipient of donation. Est. = estieht
Research Questiort: Is There an Association Between Personal Traumidistory
and Type of Event That Impacts Willingness to Donat and Amount Donated?

There was not a significant interaction betweers@eal trauma history and type
of traumatic event on willingness to dongte=(.276, two-tailed Fisher’'s exact test,
Cramer’'sV = .151); see Figure 13. When comparing the coatbgenocide term to the

natural disaster condition with respect to trauns#ohy, the interaction remains non-

significant,p = .389, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram¥f's .116.
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Figure 13. Percentage of participants willing to donate byrna history and type of

traumatic event in Study 1. Higher = Higher bestdyauma group; Lower = Lower
betrayal trauma group; None = No betrayal traurstohy.

See Table 10 for means and standard deviatioasotint donated for the
interaction between type of event and trauma hjstéfter controlling for the effects of
the covariates, the estimated means are shownbiie T4 and Figure 14. There was not
a significant interaction between personal traumstoty and type of trauma on amount
donatedF(4, 380) = 1.49p = .205,;1,;,2 =.015; nor was there a significant interaction
using the combined type of traumatic event varigi(2, 391) = .563p = .570,77|02 =
.003.

However, there was a significant 3-way interactetween number, type, and
trauma historyF(4, 380) = 2.61p = .035,%2 =.027. See Tables 12 and 13 for means
and Figures 15 and 16. For the single recipitete were no differences among the
trauma groups for either genocide condition; howewvethe natural disaster condition,

those with a lower betrayal trauma donated more tha higher betrayal group €
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.028). When making donations to a group, the fdve¢rayal trauma group donated
more than those with no trauma history to peopfeedarncing an external genocige<
.012). No trauma group differences were foundhanrtatural disaster condition or the
internal genocide scenario.

Table 10.Means and Standard Deviations of Amount Donate@yipe of Traumatic
Event and Trauma History in Study 1

Type of Traumatic Event

Trauma Historv Grou Natural External Internal

y P Disaster Genocide Genocide
None 19.62 (15.2) 15.42 (13.0) 21.30 (17.7)
Lower 24.05 (18.7) 20.00 (14.5) 19.19 (16.9)
Higher 19.64 (15.3) 20.31 (15.2) 17.44 (14.2)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesBis= 428.

Table 11. EstimatedMeans and Standard Errors of Amount Donated by Dfpe
Traumatic Event and Trauma History in Study 1

Type of Traumatic Event

Trauma Historv Grou Natural External Internal

y P Disaster Genocide Genocide
None 20.30 (3.00) 17.20 (2.04) 21.48 (17.7)
Lower 23.34 (3.01) 21.02 (2.83) 16.88 (2.65)
Higher 19.49 (2.05) 20.43 (1.52) 16.58 (1.59)

Note. Standard errors in parentheséb= 428.
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Figure 14. Estimated mean amount donated for trauma histotyfy of traumatic
event in Study 1. Higher = Higher betrayal traumaug; Lower = Lower betrayal
trauma group; None = No betrayal trauma history. £gstimated.

Table 12.Means and Standard Deviations of Amount Donate@yipe of Traumatic
Event and Trauma History for both Single and Gr&gqzipients in Study 1.

Single Group
Trauma Natural External Internal Natural External Internal
History Disaster  Genocide Genocide Disaster  Genocide Genocide
None 18.9 (9.16) 18.7 (14.8) 20.8(17.6) 20.4(19.8) 12.4(10.6) 21.5(17.9)
Lower 30.5(19.3) 14.6(13.5) 19.6(16.0) 17.0(16.0) 24.6(14.2) 19.0(17.6)
Higher 18.9 (15.0) 21.2(14.4) 12.3(7.76) 20.4(15.8) 19.4(16.1) 19.9(15.9)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesblis= 428.

Table 13. EstimatedMeans and Standard Errors of Amount Donated by Dfpe
Traumatic Event and Trauma History for both Sirgtel Group Recipients in Study 1

Single Group
Trauma Histor Natural External Internal Natural External Internal
y Disaster Genocide Genocide Disaster Genocide Genocide
None 18.9 (4.0%) 19.3(2.98) 21.3 (3.9%) 21.7 (4.35) 15.1(2.79) 21.7(2.33)
Lower 30.0 (4.25"? 14.9 (4.07) 14.3 (4.47) 16.7 (4.41) 27.1(3.89) 19.5(2.72)
Higher 18.5(2.83) 20.6 (2.13) 12.9 (2.6?) 20.5 (2.87) 20.2 (2.18) 20.3(1.79)

Note. Standard errors in parenthes&s= 428. Within columnsip < .05. °p < .10.
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Figure 15. Estimated means of amount donated by type of triareaent and trauma
history for the single recipient of donation in &gul. Higher = Higher betrayal trauma
group; Lower = Lower betrayal trauma group; Nonda=betrayal trauma history. Est. =
estimated.
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Figure 16. Estimated means of amount donated by type of trdareeent and trauma
history for the group of recipients of donatiorStudy 1. Higher = Higher betrayal
trauma group; Lower = Lower betrayal trauma grdupne = No betrayal trauma
history. Est. = estimated.
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Research Question 5: Is There an Interaction Betwaethe Different Emotional

Responses and Number of Recipients?

The emotional variables categorized based onitpigetiues to reduce the

number of groups. See Table 14 for quartile hveaes for each emotion.

Table 14.Percentile Values for Emotional Response Variablestudy 1.

Percentiles
5 10 25 50 75 90 95
Sad 200 3.00 4.00 500 6.00 7.00 7.00
Sympathy 3.00 3.00 500 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Emotions Anger 1.00 2.00 3.00 400 500 7.00 7.00
Guilty 1.00 200 300 500 6.00 7.00 7.00
Betrayal 1.00 1.00 200 400 500 6.00 7.00

All of the emotions significantly interacted witlumber of recipients on
willingness to donate: sag@ € .001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram&ft's .245),
sympathy p = .006, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram¥t's .217), angery= .040,
two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramev's- .191), guilt p < .001, two-tailed Fisher’s
exact test, Cramer¥ = .324), and betrayap = .038, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test,
Cramer’'sV =.184). For all the emotions, participants wiess willing to donate to the
group of recipients at lower levels of the emotitmen expected. See Figure 17.

There were no significant interactions for amadmated between number of
recipients and feelings of: sadnesgl, 380) = 0.23p = .633,%2 =.001; sympathy(1,
380) = 2.49p = .115,;,> = .007; guilt, F(1, 380) = 1.15p = .285,,> = .003; and
betrayal F(1, 380) = 0.82p = .365,;7p2 =.001. However, there was a significant

interaction between number and andg€f,, 380) = 5.32p = .022,;1,,2 =.014; see Figure
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18. Those donating to a group of recipients shaeper positive slope across emotion

ratings compared to those who were donating todividual.
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Figure 17. Percentage of participants willing to donate bytganking and number of
recipients in Study 1. Group = four children; Senglindividual recipient of donation.
Research Question 6: Is There an Interaction Betw@ethe Different Emotional
Responses and Type of Event?

There was not a significant interaction betwegretgf event and feelings of
anger on willingness to donageF .171, two-tailed Fisher's exact test, Cram¥f's
.193. Yet, there were significant interactionshvilte other emotions: sadneps=(.010,
two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, CramevV's: .246), sympathyp(= .021, two-tailed
Fisher’s exact test, Crameis= .228), betrayal= .016, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test,

Cramer’sV = .257) and guilt < .001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram¥f's .346).
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When comparing the natural disaster conditioth&dombined genocide
conditions, the same pattern emerges (except toayad). The interaction between
betrayal rating and type was no longer significahén simply comparing the natural
disaster condition to genocide= .218, two-tailed Fisher’'s exact test, Cram¥ts .153.
As with the separated genocide conditions, there wignificant interactions between
type of event and sadnegs=.003, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramé#f's .241),
sympathy p = .005, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram¥t's .217), and guilt <
.001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramé&f’s .335); the interaction between anger
and type remained non-significapt= .062, two-tailed Fisher’'s exact test, Cram#t's
.185). See Figure 19 for an example with the eonoguilt. Thus, at low levels of
sadness, sympathy, and guilt, people are lesswgilt donate to both the genocide
conditions. At lower levels of betrayal, people &ss willing to donate to the internal

genocide condition than expected. See Figure 20.
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Figure 18. Average amount donated by number of recipientssacoger values in
Study 1. Group = four children; Single = individuatipient of donation.
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Figure 19. Percentage of participants willing to donate bytganking and type of event
in Study 1.

100 - L L

80 -
i)
g
8 60 - ===-natural disaster
8
= external genocide
S 40 _ _
> —internal genocide
(=)

20 -

0

1 2 3 4
Betrayal Quartile

Figure 20. Percentage of participants willing to donate bydogtl ranking and type of
event in Study 1.
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Looking at the amount donated, there were no saamif interactions for amount
donated between type of event and emotional reggosadness$;(2, 380) = 0.28p =
757,5,° = .001; sympathyk(2, 380) = 0.52p = .593,,” = .003; angerk(2, 380) =
0.57,p= .566,;7p2 =.003; guilt, F(2, 380) = 0.06p = .942,;7|02 <.001; and betraya(2,

380) = 0.30p = .743,,” = .002.

Research Question 7: Is There an Interaction Betw@ethe Different Emotional
Responses and Trauma History?

There was not a significant interaction betweersqeal trauma history and levels
of angerp = .051, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram¥&fs .203. However, the other
emotions did significantly interact with traumatbiy on willingness to donate:
sympathy p = .003, two-tailed Fisher’'s exact test, Cram¥ft's .248), sadnesp € <
.001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramé&f's .267), guilt p < .001, two-tailed
Fisher’s exact test, Crameis= .362), and betrayap & .041, two-tailed Fisher’s exact
test, Cramer'y/ = .209). Those who experienced higher betragainias were less
willing to donate than expected at the lower lewélthe emotions. For guilt, this was
also observed for those who had not experiencedfrayal trauma. See Figure 21.

There were no significant interactions for amadmated between trauma history
and emotional responses: sadn€$2, 380) = 0.54p = .584,;7p2 =.003; sympathy(2,
380) = 0.21p = .810,,,” = .001; angerk(2, 380) = 1.17p = .313,,> = .006; guilt, ,

F(2, 380) = 0.41p = .665,,” = .002; and betrayal(2, 380) = 0.09p = .918,,° < .001.

49



1007 === ===

60 - ===-none
lower

40 - ==higher

% Willing to Donate

1 2 3 4
Guilt Quartile

Figure 21. Percentage of participants willing to donate bytganking and trauma
history in Study 1. Higher = Higher betrayal traugraup; Lower = Lower betrayal
trauma group; None = No betrayal trauma history.
Follow-Up Analyses

A one-way MANOVA was run to determine if there wesignificant differences
in emotional responses based on the number ofieet§p There was not a significant
effect of number of recipients on emotional ratinydk’s 4 = .988,F(5, 422) = 0.99p =
426, multivariate)” = .012. The results of the univariate ANOVAs aadness:(1,
426) =3.51p= .062,n2 =.008; sympathyk(1, 426) = 0.45p = .502,n2 =.001; anger,
F(1, 426) = 2.05p = .153,n% =.005; guilt,F(1, 426) = 1.79p = .182,1° = .004; and
betrayal F(1, 426) = 0.89p = .346,1° =.002.

To determine if personal trauma history was asdediwith different levels of
emotional responses, a one-way MANOVA was run. r&eas not a significant effect

of trauma history on emotional ratindg®py’s Largest Root 0.02,F(5, 422) = 1.86p =

50



.100, multivariatey’ = .022. The results of the univariate ANOVAs aadness:(2,
425) = 0.78p = .459,1° = .004; sympathyF(2, 425) = 0.14p = .870,1° = .001; anger,
F(2, 425) = 1.33p = .265,1° =.006; guilt,F(2, 425) = 0.30p = .744,1* = .001; and

betrayal F(2, 425) = 2.04p = .132,1° =.010.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION - STUDY 1

The purpose of this study was to explore furthew trauma-related variables
may be associated with helping behavior utilizinge&rayal trauma framework. Previous
research (Frazier et al., 2013) demonstrated #@blp with a trauma history engaged in
more daily helping behaviors and volunteer workilizing a charitable donation
paradigm, the hypothesis that trauma increasesgig$ehavior was not supported;
there not a significant difference in willingnessdonate or in the amount donated across
betrayal trauma backgrounds. Interestingly, tiyhéi betrayal trauma group was less
likely to donate at lower levels of sympathy, safeuilt, and betrayal. Therefore,
people with a high betrayal trauma history needdaet more emotionally activated to be
willing to donate.

This study also examined how charitable behaviay differ based on the
betrayal level of the traumatic event. Work by &g and colleagues (2011; 2012)
showed that people reliably will offer less aidstavivors of humanly caused disasters.
However, this study did not replicate their woRRarticipants were just as willing to
donate and donated approximately the same amotim igenocide conditions as they
did to the natural disaster. However, people vess willing to donate to the genocide
conditions at low levels of the various emotionartlexpected. Thus, the genocide
condition required a higher level of emotional teatto receive the same amount of
support as those suffering from a natural disaster.

Yet, there was a significant interaction betweamher of recipients, type of

traumatic event, and personal trauma history onuartndonated. The number of
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recipients and the type of event differentiallylueinced people with a lower betrayal
trauma history. When donating to a single suryvitioe lower betrayal group donated the
most to people who experienced a natural disastewever, when presented with a
group of survivors, they donated the most to thtereal genocide condition.

Looking at the effects of the emotions, interegfindings were obtained. Only
sympathy and guilt were directly associated witreater willingness to donate and
larger amounts donated. Surprisingly, anger wagtipely, rather than negatively,
associated with charitable behavior, although thexg not a significant main effect once
the other emotional responses were taken into atcdthis may have occurred because
anger has been shown to activate an approach motighsystem (Carver & Harmon-
Jones, 2009). Haidt (2003) suggests anger is alraprotion that can act as motivation
to redress perceived injustices with prosocial b&ra Indeed, the contempt-anger-
disgust (CAD) triad hypothesis proposed by Rozmwery, Imada, and Haidt (1999)
links anger with violations of individual right®esearch by Vitaglione and Barnett
(2003) demonstrated that “empathic anger” on betfadf suffering person increased
desire to help. This was observed in the studianpeople donated more money to the
individual than the group at a greater magnitudeméxperiencing anger.

Analyses revealed there was no significant vanmaitn emotional responses for
the type of events (except for betrayal), traunsadny, and number of recipients. This
may explain the lack of observed group differend@sevious research (e.g., Dickert,
Sagara, & Slovic, 2011; Small et al., 2007) hagysated the importance of emotional

reactions in prosocial decision-making. If there o differences in emotional reactions,
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there is unlikely to be behavioral differences.r #is reason, a repeated-measures

design was used in Study 2.
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CHAPTER VI

INTRODUCTION— STUDY 2

Study 2 was designed to build upon the findingStoidy 1 and hopefully address
some of the limitations found during that experimehwo major advantages of this
study were utilizing a repeated-measures designraxagporating additional correlates of
prosocial behavior.

Added Constructs
Perceived Impact of Donation

Given the research previously discussed highlightine salience of the
proportion of lives saved rather than the absatut@ber on donation decision-making
(e.q., Slovic, 2007), this suggests people areuatialg the impact their donation may
have before deciding. That is, people will be mikely to, and will donate more, when
they believe their donation can make a differen€aeung and Chan (2000) showed that
outcome efficacy (i.e., “the IRO [internationalietlorganization] can help people more
effectively than other overseas relief organizaipmvas directly predictive of donation
intent to the IRO. Research using donation pgradiwith vignettes have also found
significant effects of perceived impact for likedibd of donation (Zagefka et al., 2012)
and donation amounts (Dickert, Kleber, Peters, /8| 2011)

Personality Characteristics

Conceptualizing personality using the Five FadModel of personality (FFM; see
McCrae & John, 1992; John, Naumann, & Soto, 20@8jpciations between the five
factors (i.e., openness, conscientiousness, exsiave agreeableness, and emotional

stability) and prosocial behaviors have been explotWork by Levy, Freitas, and
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Salovey (2002) showed that higher levels of opentegxperience related to increased
donations to a local homeless shelter. Emotiocwadlilgy and extraversion have been
associated with increased charitable donationsk&sk 2006). Using a sample of
college students, Kosek (1995) found positive dati@ns between extraversion,
openness, and agreeableness with total prosodiaitme.

It appears that the factors with the most emgdisagport for a link with prosocial
behavior are extraversion and agreeableness. ujsral Metzer (2001) showed that
volunteers and paid workers differed on ratingagreeableness and extraversion.
Addition research has also found associations amegtrgversion, agreeableness, and
volunteering (Carlo, Okun, Knight, de Guzman, 200&zier et al., 2013). A study by
Caprara, Alessandri, Di Giunta, Panerai, and Eisen{2010) demonstrated
agreeableness played a “major role” in predictelfrieported prosocial behavior.
Follow-up work by those researchers supported thgiothesis that agreeableness
compared to the other personality traits is a gfqoredictor of prosociality (Caprara,
Alessandri, & Eisenberg, 2012).

Trait Empathy

Empathy is “an affective state that stems fromapprehension of another’s
emotional state of condition, and that is congrweitt it” (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987, p.
91). However, there is some agreement now that#dmgonsists of both an affective
and a cognitive component (de Waal, 2008; SmitB620 Trait empathy has been shown
to be positively associated with various prosob&liaviors, such as voluntarism (Penner
& Finkelstein, 1998Penner, 2002; Unger & Thumuluri, 1997) and helgegaviors

(Conway, Rogelberg, & Pitts, 2009; Wilhelm & Bek&eP010). It has also predicted
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charitable giving, both for the decision to donatel amount donated (Davis, 1983;
Bekkers 2006; Verhaert & Van den Poel, 2011). Whils a well-documented
association, a meta-analysis by Eisenberg and iMil@87) describes the association
between empathy and prosocial behavior as low wenade.

Social Value Orientation

Social value orientation (SVO) reflects individafiferences in how decision
makers prioritize self versus other when distribgitiesources (see Bogaert, Boone, &
Declerck, 2008 for a review). There are two gelneategories of orientation style,
prosocial and proself. The proself grouping igHar subdivided into two types,
resulting in three social value orientations: coagiee/prosocial, individualistic, and
competitive. A person with a cooperative/prosooraéntation will try to maximize
outcomes for both self and other, while those wither the individualistic or
competitive orientations will try to maximize outoes for self either a) without respect
to the “other” (i.e., greatest absolute value) Jordbative to the “other” (i.e., greatest
difference value), respectively.

Much of the research on social value orientatias leen conducted using social
dilemma games. A recent meta-analysis revealegsdl £5 medium effect size between
social value orientation and cooperation, showired prosocials cooperate more than
proselfs and individualists more than competit@alijet, Parks, & Joireman, 2009).
There has been limited research beyond social dietasks associating a prosocial
value orientation with prosocial behavior, suctagseeing to volunteer and charitable
donations. McClintock and Allison (1989) reportldt prosocials agreed to volunteer

more hours than the proself orientations. Pro$eealae orientation was associated with
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increased donation amounts (Bekkers 2006). Furdssarch by Van Lange, Bekkers,
Schuyt, and Vugt (2007) found that prosocials hadenacts of donation (i.e., different
types of donations) and donated to greater numib@iganizations than the proself
groups, especially to organizations providing aidhte poor and ill. While the proself
groups did not differ in terms of the number of dbons, individualists donated to a
wider variety of organizations than competitors.
Prosocial Tendencies

Prosociality refers to “individuals’ enduring testties to enact behaviors such as
sharing, helping, caring, and empathy” (Capra@.e2012, p. 1289). Thus, itis
describing dispositional prosocial behavior. Poiglity has been linked to both
agreeableness and trait empathy (Caprara et 4I0) 28owever, this is the first study to
directly examine how it relates to a behavioral suea of helping.
Emotion Regulation

“Emotion regulation is the process by which adivain one response domain
[neurophysiological-biochemical, motor-expresseeperiential-cognitive] serves to
alter, titrate, or modulate activation in anothesponse domain” (Dodge, 1989, p. 340).
Previous research has shown that people may activeid emotions (e.g., empathy)
that will motivate them to provide help (Shaw, Baits& Todd, 1994). As previously
mentioned, Cameron and Payne (2011) demonstratedh® might explain the collapse
of compassion, particularly by people who are sHilin emotion regulation.

Two commonly used emotion regulation strategiescagnitive reappraisal and
expressive suppression (Gross & John, 2003). @egnieappraisal consists of thinking

about the situation in a way that changes its ematiimpact; with suppression, the
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person inhibits his or her behavioral emotionattieas, such as keeping a poker face.
Rubaltelli and Agnoli (2012) found that suppressiaas associated with choosing to
donate to one woman (and thus providing a loweation), whereas cognitive
reappraisal was associated with supporting theramgerving three women (and
requiring a larger donation).
Social Desirability

Socially desirable responding is the tendencheeipurposeful or unconscious, to
answer items in a way that makes the respondekt‘tmmnd” (Vispoel & Tao, 2013).
Hardy (2006) found social desirability was assadawith empathy and prosocial
behavior. In a study exploring sympathy and dsstren prosocial behavior, both self-
reported emotional responses positively correlatéld social desirability (Eisenberg,
Fabes, et al., 1989). It has also been shownedigirwillingness to provide help and
donation behavior (Marjanovic, Struthers, & Greasgl 2012). Because charitable
giving can be considered a socially desirable a¢iias possible participants may give
artificially elevated prosocial responses.
Betrayal Awareness

Betrayal blindness refers to the lack of awarea@skforgetting people exhibit
towards betrayal (Freyd, 1996). While Gobin anely@ir(2009) did not find significant
differences in overall betrayal awareness acr@asia backgrounds, they did find that
persons with a high betrayal trauma history hatiéridpetrayal blindness for partner
infidelity in romantic relationships. This is thest study to look at betrayal awareness

using a behavioral measure of giving.
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Summary of Purposes and Goals

Given the lack of differences observed betweerstemarios in Study 1, the
research design was changed to a repeated-meappresich in an effort to increase
variability between the types of events. Partioigavere now presented with both types
of scenarios, which allowed the use of differerm@as as the unit of analysis. This
approach also removes the effects of individuded#ices in the repeated variables.
New to this study was the creation of scenaridecghg varying betrayal levels of each
type of event. As in Study 1, there were two \a@rsiof a genocide event: internal (high)
and external (low). However, now two versionstd hatural disaster were used: the
flood was caused because of either heavy rain (tmva)poorly built bridge collapsed
(high). Additionally, known correlates of charitalbehavior were incorporated to
reduce unexplained variance and increase thehiedtl of finding significant effects.
The goal remains the same as Study 1: to expl@etahle behavior using a betrayal
trauma framework.
Hypotheses and Research Questions

» Hypothesis 1Willingness to donate and amount donated will lghér for the
single, identified survivor.

» Hypothesis 2: Increased affect will be associatéd greater willingness to
donate and higher donation amounts; however, pexddietrayal would show a
negative association.

» Hypothesis 3Persons of a prosocial value orientation will demabre money.

» Hypothesis 4Persons with increased agreeableness and ext@vevsi be more

willing to donate and will donate more money.
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Hypothesis 5People with higher social desirability will be mavéling to donate
and report higher donation amounts.

Hypothesis 6People who use suppression as an emotion regulatiloreport
lower donation amounts, while those who use reaggiravill report higher
amounts.

Hypothesis 7More empathetic people will be more willing to damand report
higher donation amounts.

Hypothesis 8Participants with higher prosocial scores will berenwilling to
donate and will donate more money.

Hypothesis 9: Participants with lower betrayal samass will be more willing to
donate and will provide more money.

Hypothesis 10: People will be more willing to damand donate more, to the
flood condition than to the genocide condition.

Hypothesis 11: People will be more willing to damand donate more, to the
lower betrayal condition than to the higher bettayamdition.

Hypothesis 12: Lower betrayal awareness will b@@ased with higher
donations to a) the natural disaster conditioni@ritie lower betrayal conditions.
Research Question Does personal history of betrayal trauma relatshteritable
donations in regards to willingness to donate dtageamount donated?
Research Question & there an association between personal traunayisnd
number of recipients that impacts willingness toate and amount donated?
Research Question 3: Is there an interaction betweedifferent emotional

responses and number of recipients?
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Research Question & there an interaction between the different eomati
responses and trauma history?

Research Question 5: Are there interactions betweedifferent emotional
responses and social value orientation?

Research Question 6: Is there an association betpasonal trauma history and
type of event that impacts willingness to donaté amount donated?

Research Question 7: Is there an association betpasonal trauma history and
level of betrayal of event that relates to amowrtaded?

Research Question Bo differences in emotional responses predict difiees in
donations to the genocide and flood conditions?

Research Question 9: Do differences in emotiorsgdonses predict differences in
donations to the high and low betrayal levels?

Research Question 10: Does the number of recipprotiuce differences in a)
donations to the two types of scenarios or b) donatto the two betrayal levels?
Research Question 11: Does the effect of differemcemotional responses vary
across trauma backgrounds producing differenca$ donations to the two types

of scenarios or b) donations to the two betrayad|&?
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CHAPTER VII
METHOD — STUDY 2
Participants

The sample consisted of 634 undergraduate stu@@n#’ women) recruited
from the Human Subjects Pool at the University oégon. Ages of participants ranged
from 18 to 52 1=19.7,SD= 2.59). Approximately 72% of the sample idendfsolely
as Caucasian and 93% identified as heterosexwaintst frequently endorsed religious
affiliation was “other” (49.5%). Participants warxruited online with a blinded study
registration process based on time availabilitgninimize self-selection bias.
Participants earned research credit for a courgginrament by completing some or all of
the survey. Unique identification numbers wereegito respondents to ensure
anonymity. All variables had 3.6% or less misgitaga; however, only 361 of
participants had complete data. Missing datatéans within a scale or subscale (except
for betrayal awareness) were replaced with indi@iagnean values if either a) only 1 item
was unanswered or b) if at least 90% of the iteraevanswered. Less than 186=(3)
of original participants experienced none of thed@l awareness events; therefore,
because betrayal awareness could not be assdssgadre removed from the sample.
Listwise deletion was used to handle any remaimigging data, resulting in a sample

size of 513 participants.
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Materials

Demographics Questionnaire

Demographic information was collected regardingdsge, ethnicity, age,
religious affiliation, and sexual orientation. Tjkencipal investigator for this study
created the questions.
Big Five Inventory

Personality was measured using the Big Five Invgr(®FI; John, Donahue, &

Kentle, 1991). Comprised of 44 items, this is l&sport measure of the Big Five
personality traits: openness (10 items; e.g., féative and inventive”), conscientiousness
(9 items; e.qg., “is a reliable worker”), extraversi(8 items; e.g., “is talkative”),
agreeableness (9 items; e.g., “has a forgivingrajtuand emotional stability (8 items
e.g., “can be tense”). Participants rated eacht giwase on a 5-point Likert scale from
strongly disagreé¢o strongly agree Scores were averaged across subscale itema. Joh
and Srivastava (1999) reported alpha reliabiliies .75 to .80 for the 5 subscales and
3-month test-retest reliabilities from .80 to .9@.this study, all 5 subscales had
acceptable to good internal consistency: agreeabsefn = .78), conscientiousness £
.79), emotional stabilityo{ = .83), extraversioru(= .87), and openness € .81).
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding

The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Respondin@®@@6; Paulhus, 1991) is a
40-item social desirability measure consisting siBscales: self-deceptive
enchancement (SDE) and impression management (ThB.self-deception subscale
looks at the person’s tendency to accentuate gesitthile minimizing negative,

attributes. The impression management subscadssessdeliberate self-presentation to
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others regarding performing desirable behaviorsenfr@quently than undesirable
actions. Participants indicated their level ofesgment with each item on a 7-point scale
(not trueto very trug. Typically, dichotomous scoring is used suctt trdy extreme
scores (i.e.6 or 7) are summed, creating a range of values from2Dtper subscale.
Paulhus (1991) reported good internal consisteacglf 40 items (Cronbachis= .83),
with as ranging from .68 to .80 for the SDE subscale.Zbdo .86 for the IM subscale;
high test-retest reliability over a 5-week peri@sioeen also been demonstrated for both
SDE { =.69) and IM ( = .65). Comparing a continuous scoring methoih¢o
traditional dichotomous method, Stéber, Dette, &slgtu(2002) found that the
continuous approach produced higher Cronbach alpétiicients and better convergent
validity with other measures of social desirabiliiyor this study, using a continuous
scoring method, Cronbach’s alpha was acceptabliedibr SDE ¢ = .69) and IM ¢ =
.76), with a full-scale internal consistencyoof .78.
Triple-Dominance Measure of Social Value Orientatia

The 9-item Triple-Dominance Measure of Social Valugntation (TDMSVO,;
see Van Lange, De Bruin, Otten, & Joireman, 199gesases a respondent’s social value
orientation. The TDMSVO is structured such thatheparticipant selects among three
alternative allocations of valuable points for hati®r herself and the “other”. Each of
the allocations corresponds to either a cooperatigsocial, individualistic, or
competitive orientation. The measure’s instructiprovide the following example (with
orientation type provided in parentheses for refeeg: 500 for both (prosocial), 550 to

self and 300 for other (individualistic), or 500gelf and 100 for other (competitive).
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Participants are classified as having a particsdaial value orientation if they
consistently select one orientation style for ast&67% of the items.

A review by Au and Kwong (2004) determined thatrenpeople are classified as
having a prosocial orientation (median = 46%) tttenproself orientations of
individualistic (median = 25%) and competitive (meed= 13%). The median
unclassified rate was 12%. Murphy, Ackermann, ldaddgraaf (2011) demonstrated
good test-rest reliability and convergent validiy this measure. Approximately 70% of
participants were classified as having the same 8o different time periods
(Goodman and Kruskal’'s gamma = 0.391). Additionaurphy and colleagues (2011)
showed classification agreement with two other SW€asures, the Ring Measure (67%)
and the Slider Measure (74%).

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire

The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ; Grosk&n, 2003) is a 10-item
self-report measure consisting of two scales refigdifferent emotion regulation
strategies: cognitive reappraisal (six items) axressive suppression (four items). An
example reappraisal item is “I control my emotityschanging the way | think about the
situation I'm in” while “I control my emotions byat expressing them” demonstrates
suppression. The 10 items were rated on a 7-hdkett scale fronstrongly disagre¢o
strongly agree Scores were averaged across subscale itemsERQehas been shown
to have both acceptable internal consistency (79 for the reappraisal subscale arwd
.73 for the suppression subscale) and a 2-montndtsst reliability of .69 (Gross &
John, 2003). This study’s Cronbach’s alpha fohlstbscales were adequate with alphas

of .72 and .83 for suppression and reappraisglectely.
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Interpersonal Reactivity Index

Davis’s (1980, 1983) Interpersonal Reactivity lndiRl) is a 28-item measure that
consists of four subscales: empathic concern (&@)asy (FS), personal distress (PD),
and perspective taking (PT). The EC subscale messuperson’s feelings of sympathy
and compassion for others (e.g., “l often havea@encbncerned feelings for people less
fortunate than | am”). Fantasy refers to a persability to transpose oneself into
fictional situations (e.g., “I really get involvedth the feelings of the characters in a
novel”). The PD subscale looks at the person’ddeny to respond with distress to
stressful situations experienced by others (elgorhetimes feel helpless when | am in
the middle of a very emotional situation”). Lastllye PT subscale assesses a person’s
inclination to adopt another person’s point of vdespontaneously (e.g., “l sometimes try
to understand my friends better by imagining howugh look from their perspective”).
The measure provides five response options rarfgangdoes not describe me wall
describes me very wellScores are summed across all items for a mea$tnat
empathy. The subscales also have acceptableahtsmsistency (range = .71 to .77)
and test-retest reliabilities (range = .62 to @yvis, 1980). The whole scale had a good
Cronbach’s alphao(= .82), as did all the subscales & .77 to .78).
Prosocialness Scale for Adults

Participants completed a 16-item scale to asses®@ial feelings and behaviors

associated with four types of actions: sharingpimegj, caring for, and responding
empathetically to others’ needs (Caprara, Sted#i, &&Capanna, 2005). For each item,
respondents indicated the veracity of each stateorea 5-point Likert scalengver true

to almost always true Scores were averaged across all items. THe baa shown high
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internal consistency (Cronbachis= .91; Caprara et al., 2005). A follow-up stugy b
Caprara et al. (2012) demonstrated both excelidatnal consistency (TimerX .93,
Time 2u = .94) and test-rest reliability € .72). For this study, Cronbach’s alpha was
.90.
Betrayal Detection Measure

To look at betrayal blindness tendencies in génpaaticipations completed a
shortened version of a betrayal detection scaleldped by Gobin and Freyd (2009).
The original scale included seven items, each stingiof three parts, that looked at
romantic, emotional, and social betrayals commikttgdamily members, friends, and
romantic partners. The first part of each questisks how often the participant has
experienced a similar betrayal to the one presantdee scenario (from never to more
than 100 times). The second part looks at theggaaht's awareness of the betrayal,
ranging from completely unaware (a score of 1)ampletely aware (a score of 5). In
the final section, participants indicate their teactto the similar betrayal event they
experienced. Response options assessed two centpowhether they a) confronted
(or not) the person and b) continued the relatign@r ended it). Gobin and Freyd
(2009) reported adequate internal consistencyved lef awareness for both support-
related ( = .27) and betrayals in an intimate relationship (50). In this study, only 5
items were used (i.e., the romantic partner iteev&tbeen removed) and only the first
two parts of each item were asked (i.e., not as&lyaut their behavioral responses).
Scores were averaged across all items that resptseledorsed experiencing at least
once. For this study, Cronbach’s alpha was .68y imter-item correlations ranging from

.09 to .46.
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Brief Betrayal Trauma Survey

A modified version of the Brief Betrayal Traumar$ey (BBTS; Goldberg &
Freyd, 2006) was used in this study. For eachtouegarticipants selected whether
they had experienced each of the betrayal event ddferent time periods: before the
age of 12, between the ages of 12 and 17, andthéiexge of 18. Also, respondents
checkedyesor nothat the event happened rather than indicating fnrequently each
item occurred.
Charitable Behavior Vignettes

Charitable behavior was measured using 8 vignétdespted from Small et al.,
2007), representing two events. Event 1 is a ahtlisaster (i.e., a flood) and Event 2 is
genocide. Within each event, there were two vessreflecting a lower or a higher
betrayal level of the event. Within the flood cdiuh, the flood was caused either by
heavy rain (a lower betrayal) or a poorly build destiapsing (a higher betrayal). Within
the genocide condition, the persons attacking weher from outside the village (a
lower betrayal) or within the village (a higher tagfal). As with Study 1, the donation
was made to either a single child or a group dhifdoen. Participants were randomly
assigned to a condition consisting of two vignettethe flood or genocide scenarios that
differed in betrayal level. The order of the sa@smwas counterbalanced. They were
given a hypothetical $100, the vignettes and phaod asked the amount to be donated
to each scenario. They also indicated how mucheytmey would like to keep for
themselves. The sum of the three responses cotildtal more than 100. Participants
also reported their emotional responses on a 7tpaiimg scaler{ot at allto very much

for the emotions of sadness, sympathy and compasanger, guilt, and perceived
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betrayal of event. Additionally, they completeduestion regarding their belief in the
effectiveness of a donation to the situation orp®int rating scale (“not at all” to “very
much”).
Procedure

Human subjects approval was granted by OfficatferProtection of Human
Subjects at the University of Oregon prior to dadlection. Measures were completed
online via Qualtrics, an Internet-based survey maog The average time to complete the
study was approximately 35 minutes. After proviginformed consent, participants
answered basic demographic questions. The ordaeséntation for the self-report
measures was: the BFI, the BIDR, the Triple-Domaeakleasure of Social Value
Orientation, the Emotion Regulation Questionndine,IRI, the Prosocial Measure, the
Betrayal Detection Measure, and the BBTS. Wheistied with the self-report
measures, participants were randomly presentedthathwo charitable donation
vignettes and questions. All participants werevled with an electronic version of the

debriefing form onscreen available for downloading.
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CHAPTER VI
RESULTS - STUDY 2

Overall, 93% of the sample € 478) made a hypothetical donation, leaving a
small sample sizen(= 35) of those who did not donate. The averat@ &mount
donated was 65.50=32.7). The mean amounts donated to each scemare high
betrayal genocide scenarid € 34.8,SD=17.9,SE= 1.11), high betrayal flood =
30.7,SD=17.5,SE=1.10), low betrayal genocidM(= 33.9,SD= 20.1,SE=1.27), and
low betrayal flood M = 31.8,SD= 16.6,SE= 1.03). See Figure 22. Multivariate tests
revealed significant differences among these ma&fk’'s 41 = .961,F(1, 511) = 20.9p
<.001, multivariatey” = .039. People donated significantly more mormethe high
betrayal genocide condition than both the highlamdbetrayal flood conditiong =
.009 andp = .001, respectively. Donations were also hidgbethe low betrayal
genocide condition compared to the high betragadiscenariop = .001. However,

there were significant order effects, so resultaukhbe interpreted cautiously.

40 A

30 -

10 A

Average Donation Amount

Low Flood High Flood Low Genocide High Genocide

Type of Traumatic Event

Figure 22. Estimated mean donation amounts for each scema8tuidy 2. Low = low
betrayal; High = high betrayal. Est. = estimategloEbars represent standard errors.
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Order Effects

There was not a significant difference in totaloamts donated based on whether
the participant was first presented the flood cbodi(estimated = 61.0,SE= 2.35) or
the genocide condition (estimatktl= 64.5,SE= 2.46),F(1, 377) = 1.58p = .209,," =
.004. However, there was a significant order effecbetrayal level of the event on total
amount donated;(1, 377) =9.94p = .002,;7p2 = .026; overall, people donated more
money when presented first with the lower betrayant (estimatet = 67.2,SE=
2.42) than with the higher betrayal event (estimidde= 58.3,SE= 2.40). The
interaction between the two order effects was mtifscant, F(1, 377) = 0.46p = .500,
77p2 =.001.

When comparing donation amounts for the genoandifl@aod conditions, there
was a significant order effect for type of scendfd, 477) = 4.78p = .029,;1,,2 =.010.
When presented with the flood condition first, pleagonated on average 323H=
1.26) to the genocide condition and 31SE€ 1.14) to the flood condition. However,
when presented with the genocide condition fireggle donated on average 355EE
1.28) to the genocide condition and 31SE€ 1.15) to the flood condition. Thus, the
magnitude of the donation difference between get®and flood conditions was larger
when presented with the genocide condition fifldtere was not a significant order effect
for presentation of betrayal level on type donajéifl, 477) = 0.89p = .345,;7p2 =
.002, nor for the interaction between the two oeféects,F(1,477) = 0.89p = .345,;1,,2
=.002. The influence of the order of presentatlimhnot significantly vary across

personal trauma history: the type order effé¢®, 477) = 0.03p = .973,;7,,2 <.001; the
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betrayal order effecE (2, 477) = 0.56p = .574,;7p2 =.002; or the interaction of the order
effects,F(2, 477) = 0.78p = .461,;,” = .003.

Looking at donation amounts for the high and letréyal conditions, the order
effect for type of event was not significant on dbons to the betrayal conditiorfq(1,
477)=0.37p= .544,;7p2 =.001. However, there was a significant ordésctffor
betrayal levelF(1, 477) = 4.93p = .027,;7p2 =.010. People donated on average 3SH (
=1.20) to the high condition and 34SH= 1.23) to the low condition when presented
with the low condition first. However, when presahwith the high betrayal condition
first, people donated on average 35&€ 1.19) to the high condition and 30SH=
1.22) to the low condition. Thus, people donatexdtento the level of betrayal with which
they were first presented. The interaction betwberorder effects was also significant,
F(1,477)=115p= .001,;1,,2 =.024; see Figure 23. Donations for the highogeate
condition did not vary whether the scenario wasnghbefore or after the low flood
condition. However, for the other three conditiothsnations increased if the low
betrayal scenario was displayed first, as most etlykseen in the low genocide
condition. That is, donations to the low genoadadition were higher if it preceded the
high flood scenario but lower if it followed theghi flood scenario. Persons of varying
trauma history were not influenced differentially the type order effecE(2, 477) =
0.18,p= .837,;7p2 =.001,; the betrayal order effe€{2, 477) = 0.08p = .921,;7p2 <.001;
nor the interaction of the two order effed¥§2, 477) = 1.28p = .278,;1,,2 =.005.

Because these effects were significant, they werleided in the model.

73



50

40

I
I
20 ® High First
10 Low First
0 = T T T 1

Low High Low High
Flood Flood Genocide Genocide

Est. Mean Donation Amount

Condition

Figure 23. Estimated mean donation amounts for each scengficsb condition
presented in Study 2. Low = low betrayal; High gthbetrayal. Est. = estimated. Error
bars represent standard errors.

Hypotheses and Research Questions

Hypothesis 1: Willingness to Donate and Amount Dortad Will Be Higher for the
Single, Identified Survivor.

There was not an association between number gieats and willingness to
donatey® (1,N = 513) = 0.10p = .747,[1 = .014. The average total amount donated to
the single recipient was 64.8[0 = 33.0,SE= 2.09), while the average amount donated
to the group was 66.55D= 32.4,SE=1.99). After controlling for the effects of the
covariates, the mean estimated amount donatee teirtle recipient was 61.9E=
2.75) and 63.78E= 2.73) for the group of children; see Figure 24is was not a

significant differencef~(1, 377) = 0.11p = .744,;7,)2 <.001.
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Figure 24.Estimated mean donation amounts by number of dipin Study 2. Est. =
estimated. Error bars represent standard errors.

Hypothesis 2: Increased Affect Will Be Associated Wih Greater Willingness to
Donate and Higher Donation Amounts; However, Perceed Betrayal Would Show a
Negative Association.

Point-biserial correlations revealed positive éingends for all emotional
variables on willingness to donate: sadne@,1)= .337,p < .001,r* = .114; sympathy,
r(511)=.302,p < .001,r* = .091; angem(511)= .278,p < .001,r* = .077; betrayal,
r(511)=.169,p < .001,r? = .029; guilt,r(511)= .475,p < .001,r* = .226; and perceived
impact of donation;(511)= .429,p < .001,r> = .184. After controlling for the effects of
the other variables, increased willingness to domats only associated with increased
ratings of: anger,(506)= .090,p = .042,r? = .008; guilt,r(506)= .253,p < .001,r* =
.064; and impact of donation(506)= .185,p < .001,r* = .034.

Table 15 shows the means and standard deviatoitise total amount donated

and the mean emotional response variables; itiatsodes the correlations among these
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variables. See Figure 25 for a plot of the meaowats donated by emotional response
values. All emotional response variables wereiiggmtly positively correlated with

amount donategs < .01.

Table 15. Correlations among Emotional Response Variablesotdl Amount
Donated in Study 2.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Amount -
2. Sad .366 -
3. Sympathy 349 823 -
4. Anger 306 619~ .603~ -
5. Betrayal .285 409+ .390* .609~+ -
6. Guilt 453+ 503~ 501+ 387 287 -
7. Impact 486 459+ AT 4 303~ 277 .620~ -
Mean 65.6 5.39 5.71 4.95 4.42 491 4.98
Standard deviation 32.7 1.33 1.18 1.48 1.48 193 731.

Note. ** p<.01
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Figure 25. Average amount donated by emotional response gim§tudy 2.
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After controlling for the effects of the covariai@nly guilt and belief in the

donation making a difference significantly preditsmount donated, such that increased

feelings of guilt p = .001) and a perceived higher impart(.023) were associated with

higher donation amounts. See Table 16 for thalteesf theF-tests.

Table 16.Results of Emotional Responses Predicting Amounaf2d in Study 2.

Source SS df MS F Np

Sad 39.6 1 39.6 0.05 .819 <.001
Sympathy 645.5 1 645.5 0.86 .355 .002
Anger 41.1 1 41.1 0.06 .815 <.001
Betrayal 863.3 1 863.3 1.15 .285 .003
Guilty 8197.2 1 8197.2 10.9 .001 .028
Impact 3909.8 1 3909.8 5.20 .023 .014
Error 283565.6 377 752.2

Corrected Total 475435.3 444

Research Question 1: Does Personal History of Betyal Trauma Relate to

Charitable Donations in Regards to Willingness to Dnate as Well as Amount

Donated?

Of the sample, 59%n (= 304) experienced a betrayal trauma; 46.4% 238)

endorsed at least one lower betrayal item and 3949®02) survived a higher betrayal

event. Asin Study 1, three groups were createdgoesent trauma history: nome<

209), lower betrayaln(= 102), and higher betrayal £ 202). Of those with no trauma

history, 93.8% made a donation; similarly, 93.1%h&f lower — and 92.6% of the
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higher — betrayal trauma groups donated. Therenmaan association between
personal trauma history and willingness to dongté2, N = 513) = 0.24p = .889,
Cramer’sV = .021.

The mean total amounts donated by trauma histaryaetrayal history group/(
=68.0,SD= 31.9,SE= 2.20), lower betrayal groupi(=63.6,SD = 33.2,SE= 3.29), and
higher betrayal grougM =64.2,SD= 33.2,SE= 2.34). After controlling for the effects
of the covariates, the average amounts donateldebgroups became: the no betrayal
history group M =62.4,SE= 2.80), lower betrayal group(=65.6,SE= 4.26), and
higher betrayal grougM =60.2,SE= 2.89); see Figure 26. There was not a sigmfica

main effect of betrayal trauma history on total amodonatedi-(2, 377) = 0.20p =

.817,5,> = .001.

= 100 -

>

£

< 80 T

c

5 I
g 60 -

c

(@]

0 40 -

c

(48]

(]

2_ 20 -

&

0 l l

Lower Higher

Trauma Group

Figure 26. Estimated mean amount donated by history of bettegiama in Study 2.
None = no betrayal trauma history; Lower = historat least one lower betrayal trauma,;
Higher = history of at least one higher betrayaliina. Est. = estimated. Error bars
represent standard errors.
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Research Question 2: Is There an Association Betwe®ersonal Trauma History
and Number of Recipients That Impacts Willingnessd Donate and Amount
Donated?

For the single recipient, 91.6% of those withtramma history, 96.1% of those in
the low betrayal group, and 94.1% of the high hetr&rauma group made donations. To
the group, 95.6% of the no trauma group, 90.2%efdw group, and 91% of the high
group contributed. There was not an interactidween personal trauma history and
number of recipients on willingness to donafe(5, N = 513) = 3.72p = .590, Cramer's
V = .085.

See Table 17 for means and standard deviatioasiotint donated for the
number of recipients by type of traumatic evengnattion. After controlling for the
effects of the covariates, the estimated meansharen in Table 18. There was not a
significant interaction between number of recipsegutd trauma history on total amount

donatedF(2, 377) = 0.49p = .998,,° < .001.

Table 17.Means and Standard Deviations of Amount DonateNdoyber of Recipients
and Trauma History in Study 2

Trauma History

Number of Recipients None Lower Higher
Single 66.29 (33.22) 63.98 (31.04) 63.72 (33.89)
Group 69.38 (30.76) 63.29 (35.53) 64.76 (32.67)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesBis= 513.
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Table 18. EstimatedMeans and Standard Errors of Amount Donated by Nurab
Recipients and Trauma History in Study 2

Trauma History

Number of Recipients None Lower Higher
Single 61.44 (4.21) 64.90 (5.53) 59.17 (4.36)
Group 63.34 (3.66) 66.36 (6.25) 61.32 (3.78)

Note. Standard errors in parenthesés= 445.

Hypothesis 3: Persons of a Prosocial Value Orientain Will Donate More Money.

Most of the sample (51.7%,= 265) was classified as having a prosocial value
orientation. The next highest categorization vmavidualistic with 25.0% of the sample
(n = 128) while the least frequent orientation waspetitive (10.1%n = 52).
Approximately 13%1§ = 68) of the sample did not endorse a consisteaieg)y, thus
were considered unclassifiable, and were excluded &nalyses. Of those with a
prosocial orientation, 94.7% made a donation. tReinindividualistic and competitive
orientations, 91.4% and 86.5% donated, respectiviebte of donation did not vary
across social value orientatigf,(2, N = 445) = 4.89p = .087, Cramer'y/ = .105.

In descending order, the average amounts dongtdtelgroups were: 69.85D
= 31.1,SE=1.91) by the prosocial group, 5830= 33.7,SE= 2.98) by the
individualistic group, and 57.50 = 35.0,SE= 4.86) by the competitive group. After
controlling for the effects of the covariates, thean estimated amounts donated by the
groups are as follows: prosocidd € 65.7,SE= 1.87), individualisticf = 63.9,SE=
2.93), and competitiveM = 58.7,SE= 4.77); see Figure 27. Amount donated did not

vary based on social value orientatié@, 377) = 0.22p = .800,;7p2 =.001. There was
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also not a significant interaction between socale orientation and number of
recipientsF(2, 377) = 0.76p = .466,;7p2 =.004, nor for the interaction between social
value orientation and trauma histoRf4, 377) = 1.34p = .257,;7|02 =.014. The three-
way interaction between social value orientaticama history, and number was also

non-significantF(4, 377) = 0.71p = .585,," = .007.
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Figure 27. Estimated mean amount donated by social valuetatien. Est. = estimated.
Error bars represent standard errors in Study 2.
Hypothesis 4. Persons With Increased Agreeableneaad Extraversion Will Be
More Willing to Donate and Will Donate More Money.

Point-biserial correlations showed that people wtared higher on
agreeableness were more likely to dong&]1)=.115, = .009r* = .013. There were
no other personality differences associated witlingness to donate: extraversion,
r(511)=.063,p = .155,r* = .004, conscientiousneg®11)=.021,p = .637,r* < .001,

emotional stability(511)= .053,p = .231,r* = .003, opennes¥511)=.027,p = .537,r*
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=.001. However, when controlling for the effeafshe emotional response variables,
agreeableness was no longer related to willingteedsnater(505)= -.022,p = .624,r2
<.001.

The means, standard deviations, and correlatmmithé personality
characteristics are provided in Table 19. Agremadds was significantly correlated with
amount donated(511)=.111,p = .012,r> = .012. See Figure 28 for a plot of the

regression lines for the amounts donated by pelispoharacteristics.

Table 19. Correlations among Personality Characteristics aratal Amount Donated in
Study 2.

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Amount donated -
2. Extraversion .048 (.87)
3. Agreeableness J41 143~ (.78)
4. Conscientiousness .051 897  .326+ (.79)
5. Emotional stability .006 -233 -.293* -.125~ (.83)
6. Openness .004 188 .078 .051 -.009 (:81)
Mean 65.6 3.28 3.82 3.61 2.99 3.78
Standard deviation 32.7 0.82 0.61 0.64 0.75 0.58

Note. * p< .05, **p < .01; Cronbach’ss reported on the diagonal.

However, none of the personality variables sigaifitly predicted total amount
donated after accounting for other factors: extrsioa @ = .850), agreeablenegs=
.735), conscientiousnegs £ .788), emotional stabilityp(= .788), and opennegs £

.676). See Table 20 for the results of Fhiests.
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Table 20.Results of Personality Variables Predicting AmadDahated in Study 2.

Source SS df MS F p np
Extraversion 26.8 1 26.8 0.04 .850 <.001
Agreeableness 86.0 1 86.0 0.11 .735 <.001
Conscientiousness 27.0 1 27.0 0.04 .850 <.001
Emotional 54.2 1 54.2 0.07 .788 <.001
Stability

Openness 131.3 1 131.3 0.18 .676 <.001
Error 283565.6 377 752.2

Corrected Total 475435.3 444
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Figure 28. Regression fit lines for amount donated by persgnaharacteristics scores
in Study 2.
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Hypothesis 5: People With Higher Social Desirabilit Will Be More Willing to
Donate and Report Higher Donation Amounts.

The mean social desirability value was 4.8D € 0.54,SE= 0.02). There was
not a significant association between social dbsitpaand willingness to donate(511)
=.067,p=.130,r* = .004. Yet, the correlation between social ddsiity and total
amount donated was significan511) = .088p = .047,r> = .008; see Figure 29.
However, when included in the model, amount dondtédot vary based on social

desirability,F(1, 377) = 0.15p = .697,,° = <.001.
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Figure 29. Regression fit line for amount donated by socigimility in Study 2.
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Hypothesis 6: People Who Use Suppression as an Emot Regulation Will Report
Lower Donation Amounts, While Those Who Use Reappiaal Will Report Higher
Amounts.

The mean reappraisal score was 495%1.01,SE= 0.45) and the mean
suppression score was 3.@8D(=1.21,SE= 0.53). Neither emotion regulation strategy
was associated with willingness to make a donatieappraisat(511) = .038p = .386,
r?=.001, and suppressiarf511) = -.036p = .420,r> = .001. However, there was a
significant correlation between reappraisal andltatmount donated(511) = .089p =
.044,r* = .008. The correlation between suppression amsliat donated was not
significant,r(511) = -.024p = .595,r? < .0001; see Figure 30. Yet, when accounting for
the other variables of interest, amount donatedneasssociated with either reappraisal,
F(1, 377)=0.20p = .658,;7p2 =.001, or suppressioRk(1, 377) =0.27p= .606,;7p2 =

.001.
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Figure 30. Regression fit line for amount donated by emotmguiation strategy in
Study 2.
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Hypothesis 7: More Empathetic People Will Be More WIling to Donate and Report
Higher Donation Amounts.

The mean trait empathy score was 33R € 0.43,SE= 0.02). Higher trait
empathy was associated with both a greater willisgrio donate(511) = .158p <
.001,r* = .025, and total amount donate(g11) = .167p < .001,r* = .028. See Figure
31. However, when accounting for the effects efdther variables, empathy was not
associated with either greater willingness to den&05)= -.071,p = .108,r* = .005, or

total donation amounE(1, 377) = 0.97p = .326,,,> = .003.
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Figure 31. Regression fit line for amount donated by trait athy in Study 2.

Hypothesis 8: Participants With Higher Prosocial Sores Will Be More Willing to

Donate and Will Donate More Money.
The mean prosocial score was 3.3DE 0.62,SE= 0.03). There was a

significant correlation between prosocial scores lamth willingness to donatg(511) =
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.147,p=.001,r*> = .022, and total amount donate(§11) = .209p < .001,r* = .044.
See Figure 32. Yet, prosocialness was not assdowth greater willingness to donate,
r(505) = -.082p = .065,r* = .007, or total donation amouff(1, 377) = 1.03p = .311,

1y = .003, once the effects of the other variablesewentrolled.
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Figure 32. Regression fit line for amount donated by prosoess$ in Study 2.

Hypothesis 9: Participants With Lower Betrayal Awareness Will Be More Willing
to Donate and Will Provide More Money.

Approximate percentages of participants who expeed the different scenarios
are as follows: shared secret (89%), lack of s@tipport after traumatic event (67%),
lack of social support after good news (77%), failto keep promise (84%), and
cheating at game (87%). Only 4.5%023) of the sample endorsed one item; 73%

experienced four or more similar events to thoseaeed in the vignettes.
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The mean betrayal awareness score was 3B4 (0.82,SE= 0.04). Betrayal
awareness was not associated with willingness naigqg (511) = -.006p = .890,r% <
.001. There was a non-significant correlation leetwbetrayal awareness and total
amount donated(511) = -.002p = .971,r? < .001; see Figure 33. Unsurprisingly, when
included in the model, betrayal awareness was ssmicgated with total donation amount,

F(1, 377) = 0.01p = .971,," < .001.
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Figure 33. Regression fit line for amount donated by betrayehreness in Study 2.

Research Question 3: Is There an Interaction Betwaethe Different Emotional

Responses and Number of Recipients?

As in Study 1, the emotional variables were sptid quartile groups. Table 21

provides the quartile hinge values for each emotion
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Table 21.Percentile Values for Emotional Response Variablestudy 2.

Percentiles
5 10 25 50 75 90 95
Sad 3.00 3.70 450 550 6.50 7.00 7.00
Sympathy 3.50 4.00 500 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Emotions Anger 200 3.00 4.00 500 6.00 7.00 7.00
Betrayal 200 250 350 450 550 6.50 7.00
Guilty 1.00 2.00 4.00 500 700 7.00 7.00
Impact 200 2.00 4.00 500 7.00 7.00 7.00

All of the emotions significantly interacted witlumber of recipients on
willingness to donate: sag@ € .001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram&ts .309);
sympathy p < .001, two-tailed Fisher’'s exact test, Cram¥t's .306); angerg < .001,
two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Crame¥'s= .283); guilt p < .001, two-tailed Fisher’'s
exact test, Cramer¥ = .463); betrayalg= .032, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramer’s
V =.181); and impacp(< .001, two-tailed Fisher's exact test, Cram¥fs .425). Asin
Study 1, at the lower emotion ratings, participamese less willing to donate to the
group of recipients than expected.

There were no significant interactions for totalcunt donated between number
of recipients and feelings of: sadnds§l, 377) = 0.12p = .733,;1p2 <.001; sympathy,
F(1,377)=0.21p= .650,;1,,2 =.001; betrayal-(1, 377) = 1.3% = .240,;7p2 =.004; and
guilt, F(1, 377) = 2.22p = .137,,° = .006. Unlike in Study 1, the interaction betwee
number and anger wast significant,F(1, 377) = 2.04p = .154,;1,,2 =.005.

Also, the slopes were parallel for the interacti@tween belief in the donation making a

difference and number of recipients on amount dah&{(1, 377) = 2.72p = .100,;7p2 =

.007.
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Research Question 4: Is There an Interaction Betw@ethe Different Emotional
Responses and Trauma History?

Perceived impact interacted with trauma historywihingness to donatgy(<
.001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramé&f’s .408). Unlike Study 1, there was a
significant interaction between personal traumé#oysand levels of angep & .001,
two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramev's: .299), but the interaction between trauma
history and betrayap(= .187, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram¥ts .178) was not
significant. As found in Study 1, the other emofi@lso significantly interacted with
trauma history on willingness to donate: sympathy (001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact
test, Cramer'y/ = .286); sadnesp € < .001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramgrs
.295); and guiltg < .001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram¥&t's .466). Participants
with no trauma background and those with higherayat histories were less willing to
donate than expected at the lower levels of thetiemm

The interactions for total amount donated betwegmma history and emotional
responses were not significant: sadng¢3, 377) = 1.84p = .160,;7p2 =.010; sympathy,
F(2, 377) = 1.59p = .204,,” = .008; angerk(2, 377) = 0.17p = .840,,” = .001;
betrayal F(2, 377) = 0.12p = .890,7,” = .001; guilt,F(2, 377) = 2.09p = .126,;,° =

.011; and impacf(2, 377) = 0.29p = .748,;,> = .002.

Research Question 5: Are There Interactions Betweethe Different Emotional
Responses and Social Value Orientation?

Willingness to donate varied across the emotigaltedifferentially for the types
of social value orientation. Those with eitheridividualistic orientation or a prosocial
orientation were less willing to donate than expddt lower levels of: sadness<.001,
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two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Crame¥V's= .337); sympathyp(< .001, two-tailed
Fisher's exact test, Crameis= .308); angerg< .001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test,
Cramer’sV = .337); guilt p <.001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram&t's .498);
betrayal p = .004, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram¥t's .227); and impacp(<
.001, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramé&f’s .440). See Figure 34 for an example

using guilt.
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Figure 34. Willingness to donate by social value orientatioroas quartiles of guilt in
Study 2. First = first quartile, second = secoundrtjle, third = third quartile, fourth =
fourth quartile.

The interactions for amount donated between sweilak orientation and
emotional responses were not significant: sadi€8s377) = 0.5% = .578,77p2 =.003;
sympathyF(2, 377) = 0.04p = .962,7,> < .001; angerk(2, 377) = 1.29p = .277,,° =
.007; betrayalF(2, 377) = 0.51p = .600,7,” = .003; guilt,F(2, 377) = 2.73p = .066,7,°

=.014; and impact (2, 377) = 2.24p = .108,77|D2 =.012.
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Hypothesis 10: People Will Be More Willing to Dona¢, and Donate More, to the
Flood Condition Than to the Genocide Condition.

Looking at willingness to donate, 91.4% of the sknfp = 468) made donations
to both conditions. Only 1.8% of the sample=(9) made a donation to the genocide
condition, but did not contribute to the flood cdrah; 1 participant did the reverse.
McNemar's chi-square test with continuity correctshowed this was a significant
difference® (1, N = 513) = 4.90p = .027, odds ratio = 0.11. Thus, people were more
willing to make a donation to the genocide condisiohan the flood conditions.

The mean amount donated to the genocide scenasi@4vd §D=19.0,SE=
0.84) and to the natural disaster condition wa8 8D =17.0,SE= 0.75). After
controlling for the effects of the covariates, theras not a significant difference in the
average amount donated to the genocide gridup 83.8,SE= 0.89) compared to the
natural disaster group/A(= 31.2,SE= 0.80),F(1, 477) = 0.93p = .337,;7p2 =.002; see

Figure 35.
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Figure 35. Estimated mean amount donated for each type ahiatia event in Study 2.
Est. = estimated. Error bars represent standaodserr
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Hypothesis 11: People Will Be More Willing to Dona¢, and Donate More, to the
Lower Betrayal Condition Than to the Higher Betrayd Condition.

Looking at betrayal level of event on willingngéesdonate, 0.8% of the sample (
= 4) made a donation to the high betrayal conditibnrt did not donate to the low betrayal
condition; 1.2%1i = 6) of the sample showed the opposite patteraNé&mar's chi-
square test with continuity correction showed theas no difference in willingness to
donate based on betrayal leyél(1,N = 513) = 0.10p = .752, odds ratio = 0.67.

To the high betrayal conditions, participants dedan average 32.8D=17.8,
SE=0.79); the average amount donated to the lovapai conditions was 32.&D
=18.4,SE=0.81). After controlling for the effects of tkevariates, there was not a
difference in donation amounts for the high betrapaditions M = 32.5,SE= 0.84)
compared to the low betrayal conditiohs £ 32.5,SE= 0.86),F(1, 477) = 3.33p =

.068,,° = .007; see Figure 36.
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Figure 36. Estimated mean amount donated for each level oayatof the traumatic
event in Study 2. Est. = estimated. Error barsasgmt standard errors.
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Manipulation Check

Participants rated the genocide vignelte<5.02,SD=1.70,SE= 0.08)
significantly higher in betrayal than the naturelaster conditionN] = 3.82,SD= 2.17,
SE=0.10),F(1, 512) =114.9p < .001,;7|02 =.183. Within scenarios, participants were
able to differentiate the levels of betrayal. Tingh betrayal genocide conditioll (=
5.32,SD= 1.53,SE= 0.09) was considered more of a betrayal thatothebetrayal
genocide conditionM = 4.71,SD=1.81,SE=0.11),t(489.02) = 4.07p < .001,d =
0.37. The low flood conditiorM = 2.64,SD= 1.83,SE= 0.11) was seen as less of a
betrayal than the high flood scenard € 5.06,SD=1.76,SE=0.11),t(511) = 15.3p <

.001,d =1.35.

Research Questior6: Is There an Association Between Personal Traumidistory
and Type of Event That Impacts Willingness to Dona and Amount Donated?

Of those with no trauma history, 93.8% made a dondb the genocide
conditions; similarly, 93.1% of the lower — and % of the higher — betrayal trauma
groups donated. There was not an association batpersonal trauma history and
willingness to donate for the genocide conditigdg2, N = 513) = 0.46p = .795,
Cramer’'sV = .030. For the flood conditions, 90.9% of thetramma history group
contributed; for the two trauma groups, 92.2% ah®% of the lower and higher
betrayal trauma groups donated, respectively. iWgitless to donate for the flood
conditions did not vary across trauma histgfy(2, N = 513) = 0.15p = .929, Cramer’s

V=.017.
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See Table 22 for means and standard deviatioasotint donated for the
interaction between type of event and trauma histéfter controlling for the effects of
the covariates, the estimated means are shownbile 28 and Figure 37. Personal
trauma history was not associated with differenceBnations to the genocide and

natural disaster conditions(2,477) = 0.22p = .807,,” = .001.

Table 22. Means and Standard Deviations of Amount Donate@yipe of Traumatic
Event and Trauma History in Study 2

Trauma History

Type of Event None Lower Higher
Genocide 35.58 (19.6) 32.52 (17.8) 34.0 (18.9)
Natural Disaster 32.39 (17.2) 31.12 (17.2) 30. 881

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesBis= 513.

Table 23. EstimatedMeans and Standard Errors of Amount Donated by Dype
Traumatic Event and Trauma History in Study 2

Trauma History

Type of Event None Lower Higher
Genocide 35.57 (1.31) 31.69 (1.90) 34.06 (1.33)
Natural Disaster 32.31 (1.19) 31.27 (1.72) 30.0zZqL

Note. Standard errors in parenthesés= 513.
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Figure 37. Estimated mean amount donated for type of evemtaayna history in Study

2. None = no betrayal trauma history; Lower = mgtaf at least one lower betrayal
trauma; Higher = history of at least one higherdgtl trauma. Est. = estimated.

Research Questiory: Is There an Association Between Personal Traumidistory
and Level of Betrayal of Event That Relates to Amont Donated?

Of those with no trauma history, 91.9% and 92.8&6lendonations to the high
and low betrayal conditions, respectively. Forsthavith a lower betrayal trauma history,
92.2% and 93.1% made donations to the high andk&ivayal conditions, respectively.
Lastly, for those who had experienced a high batragguma, 91.6% donated to the low
betrayal and 92.1% donated to the high betrayattewd/illingness to donate did not
vary across trauma groups for either the high yatrvaersions;(2 (2,N=513)=0.10p
=.995, Cramer'®/ = .004, or for the low betrayal version$,(2,N = 513) = 0.32p =
.851, Cramer’'s/ = .025.

See Table 24 for means and standard deviatioasotint donated for the

interaction between type of event and trauma hystéfter controlling for the effects of
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the covariates, the estimated means are shownbile P& and Figure 38. There were no
differences in donations to the high and low betrapnditions across trauma groups,

F(2, 477) = 0.75p = .47, = .003.

Table 24.Means and Standard Deviations of Amount Donatedisayal Level of
Event and Trauma History in Study 2

Trauma History

Betrayal Level None Lower Higher
High 35.58 (19.6) 32.52 (17.8) 34.0 (18.9)
Low 32.39 (17.2) 31.12 (17.2) 30.20 (16.8)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesBis= 513.

Table 25. EstimatedMeans and Standard Errors of Amount Donated byaBelrLevel
of Event and Trauma History in Study 2

Trauma History

Betrayal Level None Lower Higher
High 33.85(1.24) 31.01 (1.80) 32.62 (1.26)
Low 34.04 (1.27) 31.95 (1.85) 31.52 (1.29)

Note. Standard errors in parenthesés= 513.
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Figure 38. Estimated mean amount donated for betrayal level/eft by trauma history

in Study 2. None = no betrayal trauma history; Lowdistory of at least one lower
betrayal trauma; Higher = history of at least oighér betrayal trauma. Est. = estimated.

Research Question 8: Do Differences in Emotional Rponses Predict Differences in
Donations to the Genocide and Flood Conditions?

Of those who donated to only one scenario, 40%lmadame values for sadness
for both conditions, 50% had the same values forpathy, 50% for anger, 30% for
guilty, 20% for betrayal, and 50% for impact of dtion.

Given the small sample sizes of those who weredisnt in their donation
decisions for the type of evemt £10), analyses looking at emotional differences to
account for these differences were not undertakemfoconcern of inadequate power.

Table 26 shows the means and standard deviatoiisd differences in amounts
donated for the two scenarios and the differencesriotional response variables; it also

includes the correlations among these variabldserAotional response variables were
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significantly positively correlated with differenre@ amount donategs < .05; see

Figure 39.

Table 26. Correlations among Differences in Emotional Respoviariables and
Differences in Amount Donated for Genocide and NatDisaster Conditions in Study

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. A Amount -
2. A Sad 144~ -
3. A Sympathy 144~ 583~ -
4. A Anger .092 275 21 -
5. A Betrayal 121 105 116 572+ -
6. A Guilt 309+ 267+ 217 152~ .136~ -
7. A Impact 211~ .053 .006 -0 -104  .239~ -
MeanA 3.09 0.08 0.05 0.70 0.04 1.20 -0.08
Standard deviation 15.3 0.97 0.82 1.57 0.74 2,53 840.

Note. * p<.05,*p<.01

After controlling for the effects of the covariai@nly differences in guilt and
belief in the donation making a difference sigrafitly predicted amount donated; people
donated more money to the scenario they had higleéngs of guilt about and higher
belief the donation would make a differenpge,< .001. See Table 27 for the results of

the F-tests.

Research Question 9: Do Differences in Emotional Rponses Predict Differences in
Donations to the High and Low Betrayal Levels?

As with donations, because of the small sample @®z10), analyses looking at
changes in emotional responses to account foritfezahces in willingness to donate

were not undertaken because of inadequate power.
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Table 27.Results of Differences in Emotional Responses EtadiDifferences in
Amount Donated for Genocide and Natural Disastenditoons in Study 2.

Source SS df MS F p np
A Sad 27.3 1 27.3 0.27 .604 .001
A Sympathy 77.8 1 77.8 0.77 381 .002
A Anger 0.7 1 0.7 <0.01 .932 <.001
A Betrayal 345.4 1 345.4 3.42 .065 .007
A Guilty 2045.3 1 2045.3 20.23 <.001 .041
A Impact 1737.6 1 1737.6 17.18 <.001 .035
Error 48232.9 477 101.1
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Figure 39. Regression fit line for differences in amount dexlafior type of event by
differences in emotional responses in Study 2.tResnumbers indicate larger values for
the genocide scenarios; negative numbers indiaaged values for the flood scenarios.
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Correlations, with means and standard deviatifmmgjifferences in amounts
donated for the two betrayal levels and emotioesponses are shown in Table 28. All
emotional response variables were significantlyitp@dy correlated with differences in
amount donate@s < .01; see Figure 40. However, when includetiénrmodel, only
differences in guilt significantly predicted difesrces in amount donatqui< .001. See

Table 29 for the results of tifetests.

Table 28. Correlations among Differences in Emotional Respoviariables and
Differences in Amount Donated for Genocide and NatDisaster Conditions in Study
2.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. A Amount -
2. A Sad 157 -
3. A Sympathy 154+ 587 -
4. A Anger 72+ .288+ 243 -
5. A Betrayal 229+ 130 72+ 585+ -
6. A Guilt 315~ 270+ 221+ 161+ 155+ -
7. A Make Difference  .190~ .050 -.004 -087 -085 .23P* -
MeanA 0.02 0.04 -0.03 0.58 1.54 0.03 -0.10
Standard deviation 15.6 0.98 0.82 1.62 2.34 0.75 84 0.

Note. * p<.05,*p<.01

Research Question 10: Does the Number of Recipierfisoduce Differences in a)
Donations to the Two Types of Scenarios or b) Donians to the Two Betrayal
Levels?

Willingness to donate did not vary across numlbeeapients for type of event,
(p = .570, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cram&t's .066) or for betrayal levelsp €

.305, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test, Cramé&f's .087).
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Figure 40. Regression fit line for differences in amount dewldfor betrayal levels by
differences in emotional responses in Study 2.tResnumbers indicate larger values for
the high betrayal versions; negative numbers indilzager values for the low betrayal
versions.

Table 29.Results of Differences in Emotional Responses EtiadiDifferences in
Amount Donated for High and Low Betrayal LevelSindy 2.

Source SS df MS F p Np

A Sad 51.5 1 51.5 0.48 491 .001
A Sympathy 166.6 1 166.6 1.54 215 .003
A Anger 29.6 1 29.6 0.27 .601 .001

A Betrayal 25.6 1 25.6 0.24 .627 <.001
A Guilty 1236.9 1 1236.9 11.43 .001 .023
A Make 292.4 1 292.4 2.70 101 .006

Difference

Error 51629.0 477
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There was also not significant interactions betweamma history and number of
recipients on willingness to donate for type ofrayép = .644, two-tailed Fisher’s exact
test, Cramer'y/ = .088), or for betrayal levelyy € .737, two-tailed Fisher’s exact test,
Cramer’'sV =.089).

There was not a significant main effect for numdierecipients on differences in
donations for the type of evelii(1, 477) = 0.58p = .447,;1,,2 =.001, nor for differences
in donations to the betrayal levelg2, 477) = 1.43p = .232,;7p2 =.003. There were also
not significant interactions between number ofpigits and trauma history when
comparing the type of everit(2, 477) = 0.63p = .531,;7p2 =.003, or the betrayal level,

F(2, 477) = 0.65p = .525,7,” = .003.

Research Question 11: Does the Effect of Differere@ Emotional Responses Vary
Across Trauma Backgrounds Producing Differences im) Donations to the Two
Types of Scenarios or b) Donations to the Two Betyal Levels?

There were no significant interactions betweeartra history and emotional
response on differences in donations amounts &tvib types of events with: sadness,
F(2,477) =0.05p = .955,;1,,2 <.001; sympathyfF(2, 477) =0.78p = .457,;1,,2 =.003;
angerF(2, 477) = 0.54p = .581,;,° =.002; betrayal(2, 477) = 1.51p = .222,5, =
.006; and belief the donation will make a differesf&(2, 477) = 0.90p = .409,;1,,2 =
.004. There was a significant interaction betw&auma history and feelings of guilt,
F(2,477)=4.62p= .010,;7p2 =.019; see Figure 41. For people with no betraigama
history, as the differences in feelings of guiltrieased, the differences in donation

amounts to the two types of events widened comparédte other trauma groups. This
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suggests that those with no trauma history wereeratiected by differences in feelings
of guilt that in turn influenced how much they dteth

The same pattern is found for donations to thé higd low betrayal levels as
well. There were no significant interactions feadness;(2, 477) = 0.33p = .718,;7,,2
=.001; sympathyF(2, 477) = 0.36p = .698,;7,,2 =.002; anger=(2, 477) = 0.97p =
.379,5,° =.004; betrayalF(2, 477) = 0.42p = .660,7,” = .002; and belief the donation
will make a differencefr(2, 477) = 2.97p = .052,;7,,2 =.012. Yet, there was a
significant interaction between trauma history &wlings of guilt[F(2, 477) = 7.42p =
.001,;7p2 =.030; see Figure 42. Again, the group withnaoima history was more
influenced by differences in feelings of guilt wheraking donations than the other

trauma groups.
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Figure 41. Regression fit line for differences in amount dewlatio the type of events by
differences in feelings of guilt for the three tnaa groups in Study 2. Positive numbers

indicate larger values for the genocide conditiovegjative numbers indicate larger
values for the natural disaster conditions.
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Figure 42. Regression fit line for differences in amount dewdtio betrayal level of
events by differences in feelings of guilt for theee trauma groups in Study 2. Positive
numbers indicate larger values for the high betreeyels; negative numbers indicate
larger values for the low betrayal levels.

Hypothesis 12: Lower Betrayal Awareness Will Be Asgiated With Higher

Donations to a) the Natural Disaster Condition and) the Lower Betrayal

Conditions.

Betrayal awareness was not correlated with witlegs to donate to either
genocider(511)=-.011,p = .798,r> < .001 or the natural disastef511)= .037,p =
.397,r>=.001. It was also not associated with willingsmé donate to the high version,
r(511)=.043,p = .331,r? = .002, or low version of eventg511)=-.015,p = .730,r*> <
.001.

The correlation between betrayal awareness afetelifces between the two

types of events was not significar511)= .010,p = .815,r? < .001; however, there was

a relationship between betrayal awareness anddétiifes in donations to the different
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betrayal levelst(511)= .110,p = .012,r> = .012; see Figure 43. As betrayal awareness
increased, donations increased for the higher ymtcnditions.

When included in the model, unsurprisingly, bestaawareness did not predict
differences in donations for the two types of esdifl, 477) = 0.21p = .650,;7,,2 <
.001. Additionally, there was not an interactidrirauma history and betrayal awareness
on differences in donations for the flood or gedeatonditionsf(2, 477) = 0.18p =
.839,7,” = .001. The main effect of betrayal awarenesdiffierences in donation
amounts for the betrayal levels of the events veal®nger significant when in the model,
F(1,477)=3.70p = .055,;7p2 =.008. The interaction between betrayal awaenad

trauma group was not significant eithe(2, 477) = 1.37p = .256,;7,,2 =.006.

50 1

A Amount Donated

-50 , T r T
1 2 3 4 5

Betrayal Awareness Rating Scale Values
Figure 43. Regression fit line for differences in amount dewdtio betrayal level of
events by differences by betrayal awareness inyStuBositive numbers indicate larger

values for the high betrayal levels; negative numlradicate larger values for the low
betrayal levels.
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Follow-Up Analyses

As in Study 1, there was not a significant effgiachumber of recipients on
average emotional ratingdlilk’s 4 = .988,F(6, 506) = 0.49p = .487, multivariate® =
.011. The results of the univariate ANOVAs aralrssssf(1, 511) = 2.26p = .134,n2
=.004; sympathyk(1, 511) = 1.30p = .254,1° = .003; angert(1, 511) = 3.12p = .079,
n%=.006; guilt,F(1, 511) = 0.02p = .891,1? < .001; impactF(1, 511) = 0.70p = .402,
n?=.001; and betrayak(1, 511) = 3.38p = .067,1° =.007.

There was also not a significant effect of traumskory on emotional ratings,
Roy’s Largest Root 0.02,F(6, 506) = 1.33p = .240, multivariate;” = .016. The results
of the univariate ANOVAs are: sadneb$2, 510) = 0.51p = .601,n° = .002; sympathy,
F(2, 510) = 1.01p = .366,n% = .004; angerF(2, 510) = 1.63p = .196,n° =.006; guilt,
F(2, 510) = 0.13p = .880,n° = .001; impactF(2, 510) = 0.01p = .992 1> < .001; and

betrayal F(2, 510) = 1.53p = .217,1° =.006.

Between-Subjects Approach
Given the significant order effects, a secondalysis was conducted taking a
between-subjects approach using the first condi@sented to better understand any
differences between the types, and betrayal levélhe events. Overall, 92% of the

sample § = 474) donated an average 33E18.9).

Hypothesis 1: Donations Will Be Lower for a) the Grocide Events and b) the High
Betrayal Version of Scenarios.
Overall, 92% of the sample € 474) made a hypothetical donation, leaving a

small sample sizen(= 39) of those who did not donate. Approximatély same

107



percentages of participants made donations togheade (91.3%) and flood (93.4%)
scenariosy’ (1,N = 513) = 0.80p = .370,00 = .040. There was not a difference in
willingness to donate for the high (92.2%) and I®&.6%) betrayal levels? (1, N =
513) = 0.04p = .838,[1 = .009.

See Table 30 for means and standard deviatioasotint donated for both type
of event and betrayal level. Table 31 providesestenated marginal means and
standard errors after controlling for the effedtthe covariates. There was not a main
effect for type of event (1, 502) = 3.06p = .081,;7p2 =.006. However, the main effect
for betrayal level was significarf(1, 502) = 14.5p < .001,;7p2 =.028; people donated
significantly more money to the lower betrayal vens of events; see Figure 44. The
interaction between type of event and betrayall lexgs not significanti=(1, 502) = 0.48,

p = .488,, = .001.

Table 30.Means and Standard Deviations of Amount Donate@yipe and Betrayal
Level of Events in Study 2.

Type of Event

Betrayal Level Genocide Natural Disaster Mean Betra
High 33.98 (19.0) 29.29 (16.9) 31.67 (18.1)
Low 37.58 (21.7) 33.02 (16.8) 35.23 (19.4)
Mean Type 35.75 (20.4) 31.21(16.9)
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Table 31.Estimated Means and Standard Errors of Amount Dechal Type and
Betrayal Level of Events in Study 2.

Type of Event

Betrayal Level Genocide Natural Disaster Mean Betra
High 32.25 (1.48) 28.55 (1.48) 30.40 (1.08)
Low 37.29 (1.46) 35.67 (1.62) 36.48 (1.07)
Mean Event 34.77 (1.05) 32.11(1.04)
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Figure 44.Estimated mean amount donated for the betrayaldef the traumatic events
for the between-subjects analysis in Study 2. £sstimated.
Hypothesis 2: Increased Affect Will Be Associated Wth Higher Donation Amounts;
However, Perceived Betrayal Would Show a Negatives&ociation Wth Amount
Donated.

All emotional variables showed positive lineantte for willingness to donate:
sadness;(511)= .323,p < .001,r? = .104; sympathy(511)= .290, p < .001? = .084;

angerr(511)= .235,p < .001,r? = .055; betrayal(511)= .141,p = .001,r* = .020; guilt
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r(511)= .476,p < .001,r? = .227; and impact(511)= .437,p < .001,r> = .191. Partial
correlations for feelings of guilt(506)= .264,p < .001,r* = .070, and impact(506)=
.205,p < .001,r> = .042, remain significant after controlling ftveteffects of the other
emotions.

Table 32 shows the means and standard deviatorisef amount donated in the
first condition and the emotional response varisibltealso includes the correlations
among these variables. See Figure 45 for a pltiteonean amounts donated by
emotional response values. All emotional respeasiables were significantly

positively correlated with amount donated to thstfconditionps < .01.

Table 32.Correlations among Emotional Response VariablesAamdunt Donated in
First Condition Presented in Study 2.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Amount -
2. Sad .338 -
3. Sympathy 318 .80 -
4. Anger 243 503+ A57* -
5. Betrayal 22% 283+ 252+ 583 -
6. Guilt 413+ AT78* A9+ 317 232+ -
7. Impact 439 462+ 482+ 212+ 184+  .600~ -
Mean 33.5 5.33 5.70 4.84 4.38 491 4.96
Standard deviation 18.9 1.41 1.22 1.66 1.96 1.97 80 1.

Note. ** p<.01

As before, guilt and belief in the donation makandifference significantly
predicted amount donated, such that increasedgsetif guilt p <.001) and a higher
impact of donation belief(< .001) were associated with higher donation arteoun
Betrayal rating also significantly was associatéth\@mount donatedp(= .011). See

Table 33 for the results of tifetests.
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Table 33.Results of Emotional Responses Predicting Amounaf2d to the First
Condition Presented in Study 2.

Source SS df MS F p o

Sad 640.1 1 640.1 2.44 119 .005
Sympathy 124.2 1 124.2 0.47 492 .001
Anger 180.4 1 180.4 0.69 407 .001
Betrayal 1717.7 1 1717.7 6.55 011 .013
Guilty 3674.0 1 3674.0 14.0 <.001 .027
Impact 7198.6 1 7198.6 274 <.001 .052
Error 283565.6 502 262.4

Corrected Total 475435.3 512
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Figure 45. Average amount donated to the first condition preseg by emotional
response ratings in Study 2.
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Hypothesis 3: Participants with Lower Betrayal Awareness Will Donate More
Money.

There was a non-significant correlation betwednalyal awareness and both
willingness to donate(511) = .022p = .613,r> < .001, and total amount donate(§11)
= .025,p = .565,r* < .001. Unsurprisingly, when included in the miobetrayal
awareness was not associated with first condit@ration amount-(1, 502) = 0.25p =

.621,5,° < .001.
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CHAPTER IX
DISCUSSION - STUDY 2

The purpose of this study was to further expla#ping behavior within a
betrayal trauma framework. Unlike Study 1, thipesment utilized a repeated-
measures design. Interestingly, there were sgmifiorder effects observed. People
donated much more to the genocide conditions wihesepted with it first compared to
when it followed the flood scenario. There wa®assignificant order effect on donation
differences between betrayal levels; people donaiae to the low genocide condition
when it was presented first.

Results from Marjanovic et al. (2012) may expldis. Participants were asked
to explain the factor they believe was “most reglole for causing the natural disaster in
New Orleans” (p. 258) and their responses were tbheerd for human responsibility.
They found that those who attributed more of tteartd on human causes, that is,
neglectful government or destructive social phenwarléke prejudice, were more willing
to help and hypothetically donated more. It shdaddoted that none of the blame was
laid at the feet of the citizens themselves. Titb@s suggest this may happen because
donors might believe that human agency can fixodlem human agency caused and so
may be more willing to help. Perhaps the ordeahefscenarios highlighted the human
responsibility factor of the genocide conditiosis would also explain the greater
willingness to donate to the genocide scenariosmvlsl. However, because of the
significant order effects, results should be intetgd with caution.

Taking a between-subjects approach using thedinsdition presented, no

significant differences were found in terms of imdjness to donate or amount donated
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for the type of event. Yet, there was a signiftagiifect for betrayal level; people donated
significantly more money to the lower betrayal vens of the events. This is predicted
by BTT and contradicts the results from Marjanati@l. (2012). In their study,
perceived responsibility was not experimentally mpalated but rather was self-reported.
Thus, people who are able to verbalize human cuipain natural disaster events are
likely to be highly consciously aware of betraydlet, in this study, responsibility was
clearly delineated. Interestingly, participan®arly recognized the varying betrayal
levels (as the higher betrayal events had highteayed ratings) and yet still donated
more to the lower conditions. Thus, the procedsetfayal blindness may occur
unconsciously when making charitable decisionssoAyeneral betrayal awareness was
not associated with charitable giving, either itat@mount donated or differences in
donations. This suggests betrayal awareness maystagte construct that is activated
under certain conditions rather than a generaleecyl

Charitable behavior did not differ across persityélaits. While much research
has demonstrated a connection (Caprara et al.,, KaEek, 1995), other research has
shown no effect. Personality variables, albeitasstessed using the Big Five framework,
did not distinguish between donors and non-dormtke United Way (Yavas, Riecken,
& Parameswaran, 1981). Exline and Hill (2012) fddimat none of the five factors
predicted amount donated to a charity.¢cdkl and ZaSkodna (2008) argue that the
relationships between personality traits and prasdehavior are better explained as a
mediated process via cognitive and emotional enypé#tis, personality characteristics

by themselves are not adequate explanatory fasftgmsocial behavior.
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Reappraisal and suppression strategies of emgnation were not predictive
of willingness to donate or donation amount. Ryasiresearch has shown a link
between emotion regulation and acting prosoci&@ignieron & Payne, 2011; Rubaltelli
& Agnoli, 2012; Shaw et al., 1994). However, irslk studies, participants were
expressly told they would have the opportunity étptbefore responding to the
scenarios. Their findings suggest that it is aivatéd proactive down-regulation of
emotion that inhibits helping behavior. In thiady, participants were emotionally
activated before they knew of potential donatidrey/tcould provide. Thus, general
tendencies for emotion regulation may not be a®mapt as the provocation of their use.

None of the trait measures of prosocial predigfmrs(i.e., social value
orientation, empathy, prosociality) were positivagsociated with charitable behavior.
Given the predictive strength of the state emotiogsponses, this may be evidence that
transient emotional reactions may contribute mongrosocial behavior than general
prosocial tendencies. Snyder and Ickes (1985)ga®ghat “strong” environments (e.qg.,
experimental designs) can shift the cause of thevier from a dispositional factor to a
situational characteristic. Thus, in this “strosgidy with its stimuli manipulation and
potential demand characteristics, the emotion&t seactions may have overshadowed
any personal proclivities. This may also explamyparticipants with a prosocial
orientation were less willing to donate at the loveels of the emotional responses. In
a study by Batson, Bolen, Cross, and Neuringer-8&n@986), higher ratings on
altruistic personality measures were associateld avgreater likelihood of providing aid,
but only when escape was difficult. When escapg easy, the correlations were no

longer significant. Escape was easy (i.e., theyldvaot be reminded of their failure to
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help) in this study, which may also account for tle&-significant findings. Marjanovic

et al. (2012) provide another explanation; they destrated that, although the zero order
correlations were strong between the trait andihglpariables, the predictors offered
minimal explanatory variance once control variablese also included in the model.

The authors suggest that trait constructs may st pawerful when the recipients are
perceived as responsible for the event, as helggegis to occur at consistent rates across
the levels when victims are not blamable.

While using the first condition of this study digethe significant order effects is a
valid approach, it does not reflect a true betwsdnjects design in this instance. The
donation questions were asked after both scenhad$een given to the participants.
Thus, there may still be some carry-over effectthebetween-subjects results. Also,
while the presentation of scenarios was countenloald, the photos associated with the
scenarios were not; that is, the photos were néstée event type condition. However,
a separate sample of similar demographics comghesphotos and showed no
preference for donation behavior based simply otupe. Plus, there were no significant
differences observed between the types of evekdslitionally, the high flood scenarios
stated a bridge collapsing caused the flood; thiather nonsensical and was due to
experimenter error. However, betrayal ratings veggaificantly higher for this

condition, suggesting the error had no impact ¢erpretation.
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CHAPTER X
GENERAL DISCUSSION

The purpose of this dissertation was to utilizedyal trauma theory to better
understand helping behavior. Two studies were goted, both using college samples,
to explore how betrayal trauma history and theayetrlevel of events relate to
hypothetical donations. This is the first studgitmultaneously look at the effects of
trauma background and event type on charitablevi@haSee Table 34 for a summary
of the findings for both studies.

Both studies attempted to replicate previous vatrdwing that donations are
higher for an individual recipient than for a grotipe singularity effect. However,
neither of the experiments revealed a significaainneffect for number of recipients on
charitable behavior. Yet, there was a signifigatdraction between emotional response
levels and number of recipients on willingnessdaate. Rates of donation to groups
were lower at lower emotional activation levelshisTpartially supports the collapse of
compassion explanation for lower helping behaworgroups. While there were no
overall differences in emotional responses for neindf recipients, it does appear that
people are willing to provide equal assistance lexger number of recipients when at the
higher levels of emotional arousal.

An interesting interaction was observed betweanber of recipients and anger
on donation amount; people donated more mone\etgribup at an accelerated pace as
they became more angry. A possible explanatidimaisthe group of children was
perceived as a single entity (i.e., a family) ratiian a collection of single individuals.

Work by Smith, Faro, and Burson (2013) showed doatations for groups increase

117



when the group is viewed as single, coherent u@dnsequently, helping behavior may
have increased for the group as anger increasedibe@articipants were donating to a
perceived single entity, a family. However thisaional interaction was not observed in
Study 2, which may be attributable to the repeatedsures design of the study. The
average anger rating was higher in the second $tedguse it was the combination of
two emotional responses from two sources of angie result from Study 1 may also be
a Type | error, as the effect size is small.

Previous research (Zagefka et al., 2011; Zagdflh,e2012) demonstrated that
people were less helpful to survivors of humanlyseal disasters than natural disasters.
While there was not a significant main effect gddyin Study 1, people did show reduced
willingness to donate to the genocide conditionsatlevels of the emotional reactions.
Zagefka and colleagues (2011; 2012) suggest tffatehces in emotional and cognitive
reactions are responsible for the discrepant hglpehavior. In contrast, participants in
Study 2 were more willing to donate to the genocideditions; however, significant
order effects were found in this study so resuitsud be evaluated cautiously. Previous
research (Kogut & Ritov, 2005b) demonstrated thatjoint evaluation of two donation
scenarios produced equal contributions. In thed\ys which compared the number of
recipients, 54% of the sample donated the same r@imiatthis case, 91% made uniform
donations. Thus, people seemed to be operatingruhne arithmetic equality social
justice judgment (Sabbagh, Dar, Resh, 1994); tHegated equal resources to both
scenarios regardless of personal traits and ttcues.

Still, when a between-subjects approach was wdeadd the first condition

presented, no differences were found between gypes for either likelihood of
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donation or amount. Consequently, both studiesotsinated no differences in donation
amounts for the type of event. This is contrarwt@at BTT would predict: donations
would be lower for the higher betrayal events,gbrocide conditions. This was
predicted because of hypothesized betrayal bliredimesrder to preserve a necessary
attachment to human social relationships. Perttapscenario stimuli were qualitatively
distinct from our participants’ personal experienaed schemas so that the events did
not threaten the “necessary relationship”; henetralgal blindness was not necessary.
Future research should address this potentialdtmait by using more local disasters and
recipients more similar to the participants. Ybé between-subjects results did show
increased generosity for the lower betrayal vesithe events, as predicted.

Across both investigations, personal trauma waslmectly associated with
charitable giving. This contradicts the result$-adzier et al. (2013) who found that
more trauma exposure was associated with incrgassdcial behaviors. However, their
study was correlational in design, relying on seffort measures of helping behaviors
and volunteer activities. Previous research byiG{012) using the Trust Game (Berg,
Dickhaut, & McCabe, 1995) also demonstrated nocefthétrauma history. The Trust
Game has been used by some researchers (e.gt &8iff2010) as a measure of prosocial
behavior. Thus, there is some evidence that batteguma history is not directly
associated with prosocial behavior.

While there was not a significant main effectraiuima, both dissertation studies
revealed a significant interaction between emotiogsponse levels and trauma history
on willingness to donate. Those with a higherdgdl trauma history were less likely to

donate at lower levels of the emotional reactiohiis is consistent with what is
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suggested in the literature on the associatiomsasocial behavior with correlates of
betrayal trauma. Future research should includsetitorrelates to help tease apart any
direct and indirect effects of betrayal traumadrigt Partially supporting Frazier et al.
(2013), those with no trauma history were also Vetisng to donate with less emotional
activation. The events reported in the Frazied.ef2013) study suggest most of the
trauma histories would be considered lower betragalmas. Thus, their study likely
compared a no betrayal trauma group to a loweabealttrauma group. This may also
explain the discrepancies in results between teegbes and the Frazier et al. (2013)
research.

Study 1 revealed a significant interaction betwianma history, number, and
type of event. Those with a low betrayal histoopdted significantly more to a single
survivor of a natural disaster; however, they dedatignificantly more to a group of
survivors from the external genocide condition.isluggests there may have been some
similarity effect occurring at the individual leveHowever, this interaction was not
observed in Study 2. This may be due to the regeateasures design of the study in
that, when presented with two scenarios, the etyusdcial justice judgment may have
overpowered any perceived similarities between dand recipient.

Higher levels of emotional responses predicteceimeed giving. In Study 1,
sympathy and guilt were associated with both gremiléngness to donate and more
generous donations. Furthermore, Study 2 also sti@ymain effect for guilt, as well as
a main effect for perceived impact of donationdoth measures of charitable behavior.
Similarly, increased anger was related to hightasraf donation in this experiment.

When comparing the conditions to each other, peomhsistently donated more money
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to the scenarios producing higher levels of guitterestingly, people with no betrayal
trauma history were particularly impacted by diéieces in guilt responses compared to
the other trauma groups. These findings highligatimportance of the emotion guilt on
promoting prosocial behavior and are consistertt wievious research (Miller, 2010).
Limitations and Future Directions

The results from these two studies provide intergavenues of exploration in
understanding how betrayal trauma is associatduahidritable behavior. However, it is
important to note the limitations of the study tage the study findings in context. Both
studies utilized a college-aged sample that wadgonenantly Caucasian women. Thus,
findings may not generalize to samples with diffgrcharacteristics. Future research
should be conducted using more diverse samplesgydarly because prosocial behavior
has been shown to vary across these demographicddBekkers & Wiepking, 2011,
Wiepking & Bekkers, 2012).

A high percentage of participants in both stug@o, 93% in Study 1 and Study
2, respectively) made a hypothetical donation; skeilies that utilize real donations
typically show lower rates of actual contributiqif®gut & Ritov, 2007; Dickert, 2008).
Although there is some evidence that suggestgaptfrted donations are highly
associated with actual donations (Zagefka et @lL,1», future research should address
this using either real donations or at least askicgrtainty question following the
hypothetical donation (see Champ & Bishop, 200A)rthermore, the donation questions
were asked at the end of the study; thus, partitgpaay have been primed to act
prosocially after completing the prosocial tendeguagstionnaires. This may have

artificially inflated helping. A corollary of thiBmitation was a need to use multiple
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nonparametric tests, rather than logistic regressmexplore the factors associated with
likelihood of donation. This statistical approanhy have overestimated the effects of
the predictors, as it did not allow for statisticahtrolling of the effects of the other
constructs. Future research can address thistiontby oversampling those who are
unlikely to donate.

Both studies were completed online. While thiswane to hopefully reduce
demand characteristics, this may have also resutbsed findings. Participants
completed the measures unsupervised on their ong) timiting experimental control
over environmental conditions. It is possible tiigtractions may have interrupted or
interfered with survey completion. Additionallgsponses may differ if obtained by
tradition paper/pencil format compared to onlingadaollection. In a survey of Dutch
adolescents, van de Looij-Jansen and de Wilde (2008d significant differences in
self-reported prosocial behavior based type ofesuadministration method.
Participants had higher prosocial behavior scotesnwcompleting the survey using
paper-and-pencil surveys. Thus, results may hdferetl if the survey was completed in
a lab session rather than at-home. Additionalaresedesigns can explore this potential
confounding factor to see if it applies to collexged samples.

To truly understand how trauma history relategrtwsocial behavior, longitudinal
prospective research is warranted. While theeelasge literature on prosocial
development (see Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2088) one study (Koeningt al.,
2004) has evaluated trauma history in a child sampherefore, it is imperative
additional research exploring trauma history, patérly betrayal trauma history, be

conducted.
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Summary and Conclusions

This dissertation examined charitable behaviohwithe context of betrayal
trauma theory. Both personal trauma history anichial levels of traumatic events were
explored as possible correlates of help givindhisTesearch highlighted the import role
emotional responses, particularly guilt, have oarit@ble giving and suggested methods
to counteract the singularity effect and bias agfdmimanly caused disasters. By
presenting both conditions simultaneously, thereew® differences observed in
donation amounts. Minimizing perceived betrayalemss of the events might also
further increase donation amounts. Findings alggasst that persons who have
experienced low betrayal traumas may be a valuabdet group for donations, as those
without a trauma history or a high betrayal traunsdory appear to be less willing to
donate unless maximally emotionally activated. sehndings provide an important first

step in understanding how betrayal trauma may itnpasocial behavior.
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Table 34. Summary of Findings

Study Study
Hypothesis/Question 1 Study 1 Finding 2 Study 2 Finding
Result Result
Number of recipients NS No difference in willingiseor amount NS No difference in willingness or

donated to single versus group
Increased affect on total amount Sympathy and guilt associated with ~ *
donated greater willingness to donate and
increased amount donated

Type of event NS Willingness and amount did noyvar *
across type of events

Betrayal level of event — — *

Personal Trauma History NS All trauma backgrourats$ $similar NS
rates and amounts of donation

Interaction between number of NS Willingness and amount did not vary NS
recipients and type of event across types and number of recipients

amount donated to single versus
group

Anger, guilt, & impact were
associated with greater willingness
to donate; guilt & impact predicted
total amount donated

People more willing to donate to
genocide; no difference in amount
donated. Between subjects approach
showed no differences in willingness
or amount donated.

No difference in viigness to
donate or amount donated. Between
subjects approach found no
difference in willingness but donated
less to the high betrayal levels
No differences in willingness to
donate or amount donated across
trauma groups
No differences in willingness to
donate or differences in amount
donated based on number of
recipients
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Study Study
Hypothesis/Question 1 Study 1 Finding 2 Study 2 Finding
Result Result

Interaction between trauma NS
history and number of recipients

Interaction between trauma NS
history and type of event

Interaction between trauma —
history and betrayal level of
event

Interaction between number, *
type, and trauma history

Interaction between emotional *
responses and number of
recipients

Interaction between emotional *
responses and type of event

No differences in trauma groups for NS
willingness or amount based on the
number of recipients

People with divergent trauma historiesNS
did not respond differently to the types
of events in terms of willingness to
donate or amount donated
— NS

Low betrayal trauma group donated NS
significantly more to the single, natural
disaster survivor; low betrayal trauma
group donated more to the group,
external genocide

People less willing to donate to the *
group of recipients at lower levels of the
emotions; people donate more money to
the group than the individual at a more
accelerated pace when experiencing
anger

Less willing to donate to genocide —

conditions at low levels of the emotions;
no differences in amount donated

Willingness to donate was the same
across trauma histories for number
of recipients; non-significant
interaction on amount donated
Willingness to donate and amount
donated to the two scenarios did not
vary across trauma backgrounds

Trauma history did not result in
differences in willingness to donate
or amount donated for the low or
high betrayal versions of the events
There were not differences in the
amounts donated to the two
scenarios based on trauma history
and number of recipients

Replicates study 1 findings on
willingness to donate; no significant
interactions between number and
emotion ratings on amount donated
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Study
Hypothesis/Question 1
Result

Study
Study 1 Finding 2
Result

Study 2 Finding

Interaction between emotional *
response and trauma history

Social value orientation

Personality differences

Social desirability

Emotion regulation

Empathy

Prosocialness

Higher trauma group less willing to *
donate at lower levels of sympathy,
sadness, guilt, and betrayal; no trauma
history less willing to donate at lower

levels of guilt; no interactions with

amount donated,;

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

Higher and no trauma history less
willing to donate at lower levels of
anger, sympathy, sadness, guilt, and
impact; donation amounts not
associated with these interactions

Those with a paaloorientation
were not more willing to donate and
did not donate more

No differences itlimgness to
donate or amount donated for
personality characteristics

Persons with higher sbci
desirability did not donate larger
amounts and were not more willing
to donate

No differences in willmgss to
donate or amount donated based on
endorsement of emotion regulation
strategies

Higher empathy was not associated
with increased willingness to donate
or amount donate

Increased prosociality didresdlt
in more willingness to donate or
larger donation amounts
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Study Study
Hypothesis/Question 1 Study 1 Finding 2 Study 2 Finding
Result Result

Betrayal awareness — — NS Reduced betrayal awagevess not
associated with lower willingness to
donate or lower amounts donated

Interaction between emotional — — * Those with prosocial and

responses and social value individualistic orientations less

orientation willing to donate at lower levels of
all emotional response variables and
impact

Changes in emotional responses — — * Low power for willingness to

with differences in charitable donate; people donated more money

behavior for type of event to the conditions producing more
guilt and impact

Changes in emotional responses — — * Low power for willingness to

with differences in charitable donate; people donated more money

behavior for betrayal level of to the betrayal level evoking more

event feelings of guilt

Differences in donation amounts — — * People with no trauma history

based on interaction between donated more to one condition when

emotional response and trauma there was a larger difference in guilt

history than the other trauma groups

Betrayal awareness and — — NS Betrayal awareness not associated

type/betrayal level of event

with willingness to donate to any
conditions; also, it was not
associated with differences in
donations to either type or betrayal
level

Note NS = nonsignificant finding; * = statisticallygsificant finding.
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APPENDIX A

STUDY 1 MATERIALS

Demographics Questionnaire
Please answer the following questions.
1) What is your age?

2) What is your gender?
1) Male
i) Female

3) What is your race/ethnicity?
1) American Indian or Alaska Native
i) Asian
lii) African American
iv) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
v) Caucasian
vi) Other

For each question, participants have an optiorleicting "I prefer not to respond” as
well.
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Brief Betrayal Trauma Survey (BBTS)

For each item below, please mark one responsédayuestion labeled “Before Age 18”
and one response for the question labeled “Agenti®&ler.”

Listed below are questions for this section ofsbevey.Please provide a response for
every question.If you are given the option to decline to answeuastion, then
declining to answer is considered a response.

1. You were in a major earthquake, fire, flood,rfaame, or tornado that resulted in
significant loss of personal property, seriousminjw yourself or a significant other, the
death of a significant other, or the fear of yownadeath.

Before age 18

1) Never
i) One or two times
lii) More than that

Age 18 and older
1) Never
i) One or two times
lii) More than that

2. You were in a major automobile, boat, motorcyplane, train, or industrial accident
that resulted in similar consequences.

Before age 18
1) Never
i) One or two times
lii) More than that
Age 18 and older
1) Never

i) One or two times
lii) More than that
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3. You witnessed someone with whom you were verge(such as a parent, brother or
sister, caretaker, or intimate partner) commitsngide, being killed, or being injured by
another person so severely as to result in markssds, burns, blood, or broken bones.

This might include a close friend in combat.

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

4. You witnessed someone with whom you were naiase undergoing a similar kind
of traumatic event.

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

5. You witnessed someone with whom you were veygecleliberately attack another
family member so severely as to result in marksisiess, blood, broken bones, or broken
teeth.

Before age 18

1) Never
i) One or two times
lii) More than that

Age 18 and older

1) Never
i) One or two times
lii) More than that
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6. You withessed someone with whom you were naliese deliberately attack a family
member that severely.

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

7. You were deliberately attacked that severelgdoiymeone with whom you were very
close.

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

8. You were deliberately attacked that severelgdiyeone with whom you were not
close.

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that
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9. You were made to have some form of sexual cgrgach as touching or penetration,
by someone with whom you were very close (sucharant or lover).

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

10. You were made to have such sexual contact imgsoe with whom you were not
close.

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

11. You were emotionally or psychologically mistezhover a significant period of time
by someone with whom you were very close (sucherant or lover).

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that
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12. You were emotionally or psychologically mistezhover a significant period of time
by someone with whom you were not close.

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

13. Experienced the death of one or more of your okildren.

Before age 18

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

Age 18 and older

i) Never
i) One or two times
iii) More than that

14. Experienced a seriously traumatic event netaly covered in any of these
guestions.

Before age 18

1) Never
i) One or two times
lii) More than that

Age 18 and older

1) Never
i) One or two times
lii) More than that
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Charitable Donation Scenarios
Natural Disaster Condition — Single Recipient

Imagineyou have taken part in hour psychology experiment for which you have
been paid $50 (10 fivdellar bills). On your way out of the experimenuyare given th
opportunity todonate any amount of your $50 to cha

Specifically, any money you donate will go to Rqlaayoung girl from Africe

Rokia, 7 years old

Rokia’s village recently experienced severe flogdishevastating their crops. Like me
members of her communijtiRokia is having difficulty getting enough fooddawater tc
survive. With your suppor&ave the Childre will provide her with the basic necessiti
i.e., food, water, basic medical care, and hygi&iwelr financial gift could help save h
life.

1. Wouldyou be willing to donate money to help save Roki@Peck one box
[1Yes [ No

2. If so, how much money would you be willing to dcefi

[Circle one amount.]

$5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

For the questions below, please circle the appatgnumber to indicate how yc
feel about her situation. [Circle one number faztedem.

Not at all Very much
3. After reading her story, | felt s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. | felt sympathy and compassi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

towards her
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5.
6.

7.

| felt angry about her situation 1

| would feel guilty if | did not 1
donate money to her

| believe what she experiencedisa 1
betrayal
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Natural Disaster Condition — Group of Recipients

Imagineyou have taken part in hour psychology experiment for which you have
been paid $50 (10 fivdellar bills). On your way out of the experimenuyare given th
opportunity to daate any amount of your $50 to chal

Specifically, any money you donate will go to MueeRokia,Adesola andRadhi,
children from Africa.

Munene, RokiaAdesola, and Radhi

Munene, Rokia, AdesaolandRadhi’‘s village recently experienced severeoding,
devastating their crops. Like many members ofrtb@mmunity who survived, they a
having difficulty getting enough food and watestavive. With your supporSave the

Childrenwill provide the children with the basic necessitiee., foodwater, basic

medical care, and hygiene. Your financial gift abbélp save their live

Would you be willing to donate money to help savenéne, Rokia, Adesoland Radhi?
[Check one box.]

[]Yes [ No
1. If so, how much money would you be willingdonate?

[Circle one amount.]

$5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

For the questions below, please circle the appatgnumber to indicate how y:
feel about their situation. [Circle one numberdach item.
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Not at all Very much
3. Atfter reading their story, | felt sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. | felt sympathy and compassion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards them

5. | felt angry about their situation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. | would feel guilty if | did not 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
donate money to them

7. | believe what they experiencedisa 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
betrayal
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External Genocide Condition — Single Recipient

Imagineyou have taken part in ehour psychology experiment for which you have
been paid $50 (10 fivdellar bills). On your way out of the experimenuyare given th
opportunity to donate any amount of your $50 tarit

Specifically any money you donate will go to Rokia, a yountyfgom Africa.

Rokia, 7 ears old

Members of a different village, who were intentroardering the whole town, recen
attacked Rokia’s home. Like many members of herraanity who survived, Rokia
having difficulty getting enough food and watestavive. With your supporSave the
Childrenwill provide her with the basic necessities, ifead, water, basic medical ca
and hygiene. Your financial gift could help save life.

1. Would you be wiing to donate money to help save Rokia? [Checklmme)]
[]Yes [ No
2. If so, how much money would you be willing to daafi

[Circle one amount.]

$5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

For the questions below, please circle the appatgnumber tindicate how yot
feel about Rokia’s situation. [Circle one numbeardach item

Not at all Very much
3. After reading her story, I felt s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. | felt sympathy and compassi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

towards her
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5.
6.

7.

| felt angry about her situation 1

| would feel guilty if I did not 1
donate money to her

| believe what she experiencedisa 1
betrayal

139

2



External Genocide Conditior — Group of Recipients

Imagineyou have taken part in ehour psychology experiment for which you have
been paid $50 (10 fivdellar bills). On your way out of the experimenuyare given th
opportunity to donate any amount of your $50 tarit

Specifically, any money you donate will go to MueeRokia,Adesola andRadhi,
children from Africa.

Munene, RokiaAdesola, and Radhi

Members of a different village, who were intentroardering the whole town, recen
attacked Munene, Rokia, Adesola, and Radhi’s hobilee many members of the
community who survived, they are having difficudfgtting enough food and water
survive With your supportSave the Childrewill provide the children with the bas
necessities, i.e., food, water, basic medical @ard,hygiene. Your financial gift cou
help save their lives.

1. Would you be willing to donate money to help savenéne, Rola, Adesola,
and RadH? [Check one box

[1Yes [ No

2. If so, how much money would you be willing to dcefi
[Circle one amount.]
$5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

For the questions below, please circle the appatgnumber to indicate how y:
feel about their situation. [Circle one numberdach item

Not at all Very much
3. After reading their story, | felt s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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4. | felt sympathy and compassion 1
towards them

5. | felt angry about their situation 1

6. | would feel guilty if | did not 1
donate money to them

7. | believe what they experiencedisa 1
betrayal
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Internal Genocide Condition— Single Recipient

Imagineyou have taken part in hour psychology experiment for which you have
been paid $50 (10 fivdellar bills). On your way out of the experimenuyare given th
opportunity to donate any amotof your $50 to charity.

Specifically, any money you donate will go to Rqlaayoung girl from Africe

Rokia, 7 ears old

Rokia (and her family) are members of the Abakaetrivho have lived peacefully wi
the Masaba tribe in the same villages forerations. However, a civil war has recer
erupted and Masabas, intent on murdering all Absikatently began attacking th
neighbors. Like many members of the Abakan commuiito survived, Rokia is havir
difficulty getting enough food and watersurvive. With your supporBave the Childre
will provide her with the basic necessities, iteqd, water, basic medical care, ¢
hygiene. Your financial gift could help save theies.

1. Would you be willing to donate money to help sawkig? [Checlone box.

[1Yes [ No

2. If so, how much money would you be willing to dcefi
[Circle one amount.]
$5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

For the questions below, please circle the appatgnumber to indicate how y:
feel about Rokia’s situatio[Circle one number for each item.]

Not at all Very much
3. After reading her story, I felt s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. | felt sympathy and compassi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

towards her
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5.
6.

7.

| felt angry about her situation 1

| would feel guilty if I did not 1
donate money to her

| believe what she experiencedisa 1
betrayal
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Internal Genocide Condition— Group of Recipients

Imagineyou have taken part in hour psychology experiment for which you have
been paid $50 (10 fivdellar bills). On your way out of the experimenuyare given th
opportunity to donate any amount of your $50 tariti

Specifially, any money you donate will go to Munene, RoAdesola andRadhi,
children from Africa.

Munene, RokiaAdesola, and Radhi

Munene, Rokia, Adesaol@andRadhis family are members of the Abaka tribe, who h
lived peacefully with the Masaba tribe in the santlages for generations. However
civil war has recently erupted and Masabas, imentnurdering all Abakans, recen

began attacking their neighb. Like many members of the Abakan community \
survived, they are having difficulty getting enougld and water to survive. With yo
support,Save the Childrewill provide the children with the basic necessitiee., food

water, basic medical carand hygiene. Your financial gift could help saveithives

1. Would you be willing to donate money to help savenéne, Roki, Adesola,
and RadH? [Check one box

[1Yes [ No

2. If so, how much money would you be willing to dcefi
[Circle one amount.]
$5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

For the questions below, please circle the appatgnumber to indicate how y:
feel about their situation. [Circle one numberdach item.
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Not at all Very much

3. Atfter reading their story, | felt sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. | felt sympathy and compassion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards them

5. | felt angry about their situation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. | would feel guilty if | did not 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

donate money to them

7. | believe what they experiencedisa 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
betrayal

*Photo, entitled Temne children in Kabala, Sieremhe (West Africa), taken by John
Atherton in 1968. Photo publicly available via kli@ccounigbaku
http://www.flickr.com/photos/gbaku/491589501/
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APPENDIX B

STUDY 2 MATERIALS

Demographics Questionnaire

Please answer the following questions.

1) What is your gender?
i) Male
i) Female
iii) Transgender

2) What is your ethnicity? Check all that apply.
i) Caucasian
i) Hispanic
iii) African-American/Black
Iv) Asian-American
v) Native-American
vi) Jamaican
vii) Asian
viii) Other

3) What is your age (in years)?

4) What is your religion?

1) Catholic

i) Jewish

iil) Methodist

iv) Protestant

v) Nondenominational
vi) Baptist

vii) Other

5) What is your sexual orientation?
1) Heterosexual
i) Homosexual
i) Bisexual
iv) Queer
V) Questioning
vi) None of the above
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Big Five Inventory (BFI)

Here are some statements that may or may not desehat you are like. Select the
option that shows how much you agree or disagragttdescribes you. For example, do
you agree that you are someone whboss$®

1 2 3 4 5
Disagree Disagree Neither agree Agree Agree
Strongly a little nor disagree a little strongly

| see myself as someone who...

___ 1. Is talkative

_____ 2. Tends to find fault with others

3. Does things carefully and completely
4. Is depressed, blue

5. Is original, comes up with new ideas

6. Reserved; keeps thoughts and feelingstto sel
7. Is helpful and unselfish with others

8. Can be somewhat careless

9. Is relaxed, handles stress well.

10. Is curious about many different things
11. Is full of energy

12. Starts quarrels with others

13. Is a reliable worker

14. Can be tense

15. Is clever, thinks a lot

16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm

17. Has a forgiving nature
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Tends to be disorganized

Worries a lot

Has an active imagination

Tends to be quiet

Is generally trusting

Tends to be lazy

Doesn't get easily upset, emotionally stabl
Is creative and inventive

Takes charge, has an assertive personality
Can be cold and distant with others

Keeps working until things are done

Can be moody

Likes artistic and creative experiences

Is sometimes shy, inhibited

Is considerate and kind to almost everyone
Does things efficiently (quickly and cothgc
Stays calm in tense situations

Likes work that is the same every timet{(na)
Is outgoing, sociable

Is sometimes rude to others

Makes plans and sticks to them

Gets nervous easily

Likes to think and play with ideas
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41].

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

Doesn't like artistic things (plays, music)
Likes to cooperate; goes along with others
Is easily distracted; has trouble payibtgnéion
Knows a lot about art, music, or books

Is the kind of person almost everyone likes

People really enjoy spending time with
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Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR)

Please indicate how much you agree with each setem

1 ---2--- R e L 6----------- 7
Not Somewhat Very
True True True

1. My first impressions of people usuallyntout to be right.

2. It would be hard for me to break any oftmag habits.

3. I don't care to know what other peopldyehink of me.
4. | have not always been honest with myself.
5. | always know why I like things.

6. When my emotions are aroused, it biasethimking.
7. Once I've made up my mind, other peopteseddom change my opinion.
8. | am not a safe driver when | exceed pleed limit.

9. | am fully in control of my own fate.

10. It's hard for me to shut off a disturbiihgught.

11. I never regret my decisions.

12. I sometimes lose out on things becauaa't make up my mind soon enough.

13. The reason | vote is because my vote eke @ difference.

14. My parents were not always fair when thayished me.

15. | am a completely rational person.

16. | rarely appreciate criticism.

17. 1 am very confident of my judgments

18. I have sometimes doubted my ability asvarl

19. It's all right with me if some people happo dislike me.

20. 1 don't always know the reasons why Iraothings | do.
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21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

. | sometimes tell lies if | have to.

. I never cover up my mistakes.

. There have been occasions when | have takentage of someone.

. I never swear.

. | sometimes try to get even rather thagiye and forget.

. | always obey laws, even if I'm unlikedyget caught.

. I have said something bad about a friethiol his/her back.

. When | hear people talking privately, digMistening.

. I have received too much change fromespatson without telling him or her.
. I always declare everything at customs.

. When | was young | sometimes stole things.

. | have never dropped litter on the street.

. | sometimes drive faster than the speeidl li

. I never read sexy books or magazines.

. I have done things that | don't tell oheople about.

. I never take things that don't belong &0 m

. | have taken sick-leave from work or s¢leven though | wasn't really sick.

. I have never damaged a library book aesterchandise without reporting it.
. I have some pretty awful habits.

. I don't gossip about other people's basine
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Triple-Dominance Measure of Social Value Orientatio (TDMSVO)

In this task we ask you to imagine that you havenlrandomly paired with another
person, whom we will refer to simply as the "Othd&this other person is someone you
do not know and that you will not knowingly meettive future. Both you and the
"Other" person will be making choices by circlinther the letter A, B, or C. Your own
choices will produce points for both yourself ahd tOther" person. Likewise, the
other's choice will produce points for him/her dadyou. Every point has value: The
more points you receive, the better for you, amdrtiore points the "Other" receives, the
better for him/her.

Here's an example of how this task works:

A B C
You get 500 500 550
Other gets 100 500 300

In this example, if you chose A you would receid® points and the other would receive
100 points; if you chose B, you would receive 50thts and the other 500; and if you
chose C, you would receive 550 points and the @B8@r So, you see that your choice
influences both the number of points you receive thie number of points the other
receives.

Before you begin making choices, please keep irdrtiat there are no right or wrong
answers—choose the option that you, for whate\esar, prefer most. Also, remember
that the points have value; the more of them yawiaulate, the better for you. Likewise,
from the "other's” point of view, the more pointsesaccumulates, the better for him/her.

For each of the nine choice situations, select ArBC, depending on which column you
prefer most.

1.

A B C
You get 480 540 480
Other gets 80 280 480
2.

A B C
You get 560 500 500
Other gets 300 500 100
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A B C
You get 520 520 580
Other gets 520 120 320
4,

A B C
You get 500 560 490
Other gets 100 300 490
5.

A B C
You get 560 500 490
Other gets 300 500 90
6.

A B C
You get 500 500 570
Other gets 500 100 300
7.

A B C
You get 510 560 510
Other gets 510 300 110
8.

A B C
You get 550 500 500
Other gets 300 100 500
9.

A B C
You get 480 490 540
Other gets 100 490 300
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Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ)

We would like to ask you some questions about poootional life, in particular, how
you control (that is, regulate and manage) yourtems. The questions below involve
two distinct aspects of your emotional life. Ongasir emotional experience, or what
you feel like inside. The other is your emotiongbeession, or how you show your
emotions in the way you talk, gesture, or behavthodgh some of the following
guestions may seem similar to one another, thégrdif important ways.

Select one response to indicate your agreemensagreéement for each item.

1 D  UT—  IU— S — ; S— 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. When | want to feel mopesitiveemotion (such as joy or amusementhange
what I'm thinking about

2. | keep my emotions to myself.

3. When | want to feel lesegativeemotion (such as sadness or angeasiange
what I'm thinking about

4. When | am feeling positive emotions, |@reful not to express them.

5. When I'm faced with a stressful situatiomake myselthink about itin a way
that helps me stay calm.

6. | control my emotions It expressing them

7. When | want to feel mopesitiveemotion, Ichange the way I'm thinkingbout
the situation.

8. | control my emotions leppanging the way | thingbout the situation I'm in.
9. When | am feelingegativeemotions, | make sure not to express them.

10. When | want to feel lessgativeemotion, Ichange the way I’'m thinkingbout
the situation.
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Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI)

Please read each statement carefully and consisenell or poorly it describes you as
a person. Then respond to the statement as adgusatpossible using the following
scale. Choose the response that best indicatelegree to which each statement
describes you.

a. b. C. d. e.
Does Not Describes
Describe Me Me Very
Very Well Well

1. I daydream and fantasize, with some reigylabout things that might happen
to me.

2. | often have tender, concerned feelingpdéople less fortunate than | am.
3. I sometimes find it difficult to see thenfyjom the "other guy's” point of view.

4. Sometimes | don't feel very sorry for otbeople when they're having
problems.

5. | really get involved with the feelingstbé characters in a novel.
6. In emergency situations, | feel apprelvenand ill-at-ease.

7. 1 am usually objective when | watch a reasi play, and | don't often get
completely caught up in it.

8. I try to look at everybody's side of aadi®ement before | make a decision.

9. When | see someone being taken advanfabieel kind of protective towards
them.

10. I sometimes feel helpless when | am imildzglle of a very emotional situation.

11. | sometimes try to understand my friergtseb by imagining how things look
from their perspective.

12. Becoming extremely involved in a good bopbknovie is somewhat rare for
me.

13. When | see someone get hurt, | tend tairecalm.
14. Other people's misfortunes do not usukdtyrb me a great deal.

15. If I'm sure I'm right about somethingphdl waste much time listening to other
people's arguments.
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16. After seeing a play or a movie, | havedslthough | were one of the
characters.

17. Being in a tense emotional situation scare.

18. When | see someone being treated unfasbymetimes don't feel very much
pity for them.

19. I am usually pretty effective in dealinghwemergencies.

20. | am often quite touched by things thedd happen.

21. | believe there are two sides to evergtjie and | try to look at them both.
22. | would describe myself as a pretty sefirted person.

23. When | watch a good movie, | can verylgasit myself in the place of a
leading character.

24. | tend to lose control during emergencies.

25. When I'm upset at someone, | usuallyatyput myself in his shoes" for a
while.

26. When | am reading an interesting stonyawel, | imagine how | would feel if
the events in the story were happening to me.

27. When | see someone who badly needs halp @mergency, | go to pieces.

28. Before criticizing somebody, | try to intaghow | would feel if | were in their
place.
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Prosocialness Scale for Adults

The following statements describe a large numbeoofmon situations. There are no
“right” or “wrong” answers; the best answer is themediate, spontaneous one. Read
carefully each phrase and mark the answer thaatsflyour first reaction.

1 2 3 4 5
Never Occasionally Sometimes Often Almost
True True True True Always

True

1. lam pleased to help my friends/colleagues @ir thctivities

___ 2. |share the things that | have with my friends

___ 3. ltryto help others

4. | am available for volunteer activities to hétpse who are in need
5. | am empathetic with those who are in need

___ 6. | help immediately those who are in need

___ 7. ldowhat | can to help others avoid gettingitmbuble

___ 8. lintensely feel what others feel

9. I am willing to make my knowledge and abiliteagilable to others
~__10. I try to console those who are sad

___11. | easily lend money or other things

~_12. 1 easily put myself in the shoes of those wiwoia discomfort
~_13. Itry to be close to and take care of those aredn need

14,1 easily share with friends any good opportuthit comes to me
__15. I spend time with those friends who feel lonely

___16. Il immediately sense my friends’ discomfort ewdren it is not directly

communicated to me
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Betrayal Detection Measure

We are interested in how often you have experiestedtions similar to the ones listed
below and how you reacted to these situations. [Raeal statement below carefully and
respond to each item honestly.

1) You tell your close friend, Amy, a deep sechetttyou have not shared with anyone
else. She promises to keep your secret. A few wiaddis you discover that Amy has
shared your secret with other individuals. How mames has a situation similar to the
one described above happen to you?

Never 1time 2-5times 6-20 times 21-100 timesraniban 100 times

How aware were you that you had been betrayed by fyiend?
a) Completely unaware.
b) Somewhat unaware.
c) | could have been aware if | wanted to be.
d) Somewhat aware.
e) | was completely aware.
f) Other (please explain)

2) You experience a traumatic event in your life.(ia death in the family, a major
disappointment, a car accident). You go to yownfdi seeking social support. Your
friend does not respond with the social supportwete hoping for. How many times
has this happen to you?

Never 1time 2-5times 6-20 times 21-100 timesrartban 100 times

How aware were you that you had been betrayed by fyigend?
a) Completely unaware.
b) Somewhat unaware.
c¢) | could have been aware if | wanted to be.
d) Somewhat aware.
e) | was completely aware.
f) Other (please explain)

3) You get an award for your outstanding acadeaildgtic, or community service
achievements. You are excited to share the newsywiir close friend Scott. When you
tell Scott he reacts as if he doesn’t care atuayour good news. How many times has
something like this happen to you?

Never 1time 2-5times 6-20 times 21-100 timesraniban 100 times

How aware were you that you had been betrayed by fyiend?
a) Completely unaware.
b) Somewhat unaware.
c) | could have been aware if | wanted to be.
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d) Somewhat aware.
e) | was completely aware.
f) Other (please explain)

4) A family member promised you something very im@ot to you, but never delivered
on his/her promise. How many times has this happegou?

Never 1time 2-5times 6-20 times 21-100 timesrartban 100 times

How aware were you that you had been betrayed by fyiend?
a) Completely unaware.
b) Somewhat unaware.
c) | could have been aware if | wanted to be.
d) Somewhat aware.
e) | was completely aware.
f) Other (please explain)

5) You played a card game or board game with adrend your friend won by cheating.
How many times has someone cheated you in ordeinta game?

Never 1time 2-5times 6-20 times 21-100 timesraniban 100 times

How aware were you that you had been betrayed by fyiend?
a) Completely unaware.
b) Somewhat unaware.
c) | could have been aware if | wanted to be.
d) Somewhat aware.
e) | was completely aware.
f) Other (please explain)
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Brief Betrayal Trauma Survey (BBTS)

We hope that you trust us to keep your responsegmplete confidence and privacy;
this is the reason that we ask you not to inclusie yame on any of our questionnaires.
Nonetheless, if you feel uncomfortable answering @rthe more intimate questions in
this section, just skip them, and go on to the sektion. For each item below, please
mark one response in the columns labeled "Before 4" one response in the columns
labeled "Age 12 through 17," AND one response endblumns labeled "Age 18

and Older."

Have each of the following events happened to you?

Before Age 12 Age 18
Age 12 through | and older

17

Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No
) O @ O 1

Been in a major earthquake, fire, flood, hurricaore,
tornado that resulted in significant loss of peeson
property, serious injury to yourself or a signifitather,
the death of a significant other, or the fear afryown
death (1)

Been in a major automobile, boat, motorcycle, plane
train, or industrial accident that resulted in $ami
consequences (2)

Personally withessed someone with whom YOU WERE
VERY CLOSE (such as a parent, brother or sister,
caretaker, or intimate partner) committing suiciokeing o) o) o) o) o) o]
killed, or being injured by another person so selyeas
to result in marks, bruises, burns, blood, or brolzenes.
This might include a close friend in combat (3)

Personally withessed someone with whom you were NO® o) o o o o
so close undergoing a similar kind of traumaticre\d)

Personally withnessed someone with whom YOU WERE
VERY CLOSE deliberately attack one of your family o) o) o o o o
members so severely as to result in marks, brutesd,
broken bones, or broken teeth (5)

Personally withessed someone with whom you were NO'(I;
so close deliberately attack a member of your fathiht
severely (6)
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You were deliberately attacked that severely byesmme | o o) o) o)
with whom YOU WERE VERY CLOSE (7)

You were deliberately attacked that severely byesmme | o o) o) o)
with whom you were NOT so close (8)

You were made to have some form of sexual contact,
such as touching or penetration, by someone witbmvh| o o) o) o)
YOU WERE VERY CLOSE (such as a parent or lover

(9)

You were made to have such sexual contact by scgneono o) o) o)
with whom you were NOT so close (10)

You were emotionally or psychologically mistreateckr
a significant period of time by someone with who@l
WERE VERY CLOSE (such as a parent or lover) (11)

You were emotionally or psychologically mistreateckr
a significant period of time by someone with whoouy
were NOT close (12)

Experienced the death of one or more of your own (o) o o (o)
children (13)

Experienced a seriously traumatic event not already
covered in any of these questions (please speeltyb
(14)

Please specify any seriously traumatic events NOVERED by the previous
guestions.
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Charitable Donation Scenarios

High Flood versus Low Genocide Single Recipient

3
Rokia

After a poorly built bridge collapsed, Rokia’s aifje recently experienced mass
flooding, devastating their crops. Despite previaasnings to trusted local officials
its instalility, they chose to direct funds to building agdsather than fixing the bridg
Like many members of her community who survivedkiRas having difficulty getting
enough food and water to surviy

For the questions below, please circle the apjiate number to indicate how you fe
about her situation. [Circle one number for eaemit

Not at all Very much
After reading her story, | feel s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel sympathy and compassi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards her
| feel angry about hesituatior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe what she experienced i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

betrayal
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Faida

Members of a different village, who were intentroardering the whole town, recently
attacked Faida’s home. Like many members of hemaeonity who survived, Faida is
having difficulty getting enough food and waterstavive.

For the questions below, please circle the appatgnumber to indicate how you feel
about her situation. [Circle one number for eaemif

Not at all Very much
After reading her story, | feel sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel sympathy and compassion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards her
| feel angry about her situation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe what she experienced is a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

betrayal
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Imagine you have taken part in a 4-hour psycho®geriment for which you have just
been paid $100 On your way out of the experimentgm@ given the opportunity to
donate any amount of your $100 to charity to hiegpdhildren from the previous 2
scenarios. With your suppoBave the Childrewill provide Rokia and Faida with the
basic necessities, i.e., food, water, basic medimad, and hygiene. Your financial gift
could help save their lives. The sum of the negqu@&stions must equal 100.

How much would you be willing to donate to Rokidhage village was destroyed by a
flood (0 to 100)?

How much would you be willing to donate to Faid&ose village was attacked by
members of another village (0 to 100)?

How much would you like to keep for yourself (01t00)?

| would feel guilty if | did not donate money to Ka
Not at all Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe a donation to Rokia will make a differenc
Not at all Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| would feel guilty if | did not donate money toiBa
Not at all Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe a donation to Faida will make a differenc
Not at all Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Low Flood versus High Genocide Single Recipient

s
Rokia

After a long period of heavrain, Rokia’s village recently experienced massiveding,
devastating their crops. Like many members ofteenmunity who survived, Rokia

having difficulty getting enough food and watestavive

For the questions below, please circle the apjate number to indicate how you fe
about her situation. [Circle one number for eaemit

After reading her story, | feel s

| feel sympathy and compassi
towards her

| feel angry about hesituatior

| believe what she experienced i
betrayal

Not at all
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
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Very much
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7



Faida

Faida (and her family) are members of the Abakeeirnwho have lived peacefully with
the Masaba tribe in the same villages for genaratiMembers of the Abaka and Masaba
have even married and started families togetheweder, a civil war has recently
erupted and Masabas, intent on murdering all Absikatently began attacking their
neighbors and Abakan family members. The governinisemiaking no effort to stop the
attacks. Like many members of the Abakan commumity survived, Faida is having
difficulty getting enough food and water to survive

For the questions below, please circle the appatgnumber to indicate how you feel
about her situation. [Circle one number for eaemi

Not at all Very much
After reading her story, | feel sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel sympathy and compassion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards her
| feel angry about her situation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe what she experienced is a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

betrayal

166



Imagine you have taken part in a 4-hour psycho®geriment for which you have just
been paid $100 On your way out of the experimentgm@ given the opportunity to
donate any amount of your $100 to charity to hiegpdhildren from the previous 2
scenarios. With your suppoBave the Childrewill provide Rokia and Faida with the
basic necessities, i.e., food, water, basic medimad, and hygiene. Your financial gift
could help save their lives. The sum of the negqu@&stions must equal 100.

How much would you be willing to donate to Rokidhage village was destroyed by a
flood (0 to 100)?

How much would you be willing to donate to Faiddons being attacked by neighbors
and family members (0 to 100)?

How much would you like to keep for yourself (01100)?

| would feel guilty if | did not donate money to Ka
Not at all Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe a donation to Rokia will make a differenc
Not at all Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| would feel guilty if | did not donate money toiBa
Not at all Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe a donation to Faida will make a differenc
Not at all Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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High Flood versus Low Genocide Group of Recipients

Munene, Rokia, Adesola, and R

After a poorly built bridge collapsed, Munene, Rokia, #ala, and Radhi ‘s villag
recently experienced massive flooding, devastatieg crops. Despite previol
warnings to trusted local officials of its instatyi they chose to direct funds to buildin
resort rather than fixing the bridge. Like many nbens of their community wh
survived, Munene, Rokia, Adesola, and Radhi arengadifficulty getting enough foo
and water to survive.

For the questions below, please circle the appatgriumber tindicate how you fee
about their situation. [Circle one number for edem.]

Not at all Very much
After reading their story, | feel s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel sympathy and compassi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards them
| feel angry about thesituatior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe what they experienced i: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

betrayal
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Abla, FaidaJenebi, and Nnamdi

Members of a different village, who were intentroardering the whole town, recen
attacked Abla, Faida, Jenebi, and Nnamdi's honhédse many members of the
community who survived,

Abla, Faida, Jenebi, and Nnamdi are having difficgetting enouh food and water t
survive.

For the questions below, please circle the appatgonumber to indicate how you fe
about their situation. [Circle one number for edem.]

Not at all Very much
After reading their story, | feel s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel sympathy and compassi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards them
| feel angry about their situati 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe what they experienced i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

betrayal
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Imagine you have taken part in a 4-hour psycho®geriment for which you have just
been paid $100 On your way out of the experimentagm@ given the opportunity to
donate any amount of your $100 to charity to hiegpdhildren from the previous 2

scenarios. With your suppofave the Childrewill provide the children with the basic

necessities, i.e., food, water, basic medical @ard,hygiene. Your
financial gift could help save their lives. The sofrthe next 3 questions must equal 100.

How much would you be willing to donate to MuneRekia, Adesola, and Radhi, whose
village was destroyed by a flood (0 to 100)?

How much would you be willing to donate to Ablajd& Jenebi, and Nnamdi, whose
village was attacked by members of another villg@ge 100)?

How much would you like to keep for yourself (01t00)?

| would feel guilty if | did not donate money to Mene, Rokia, Adesola, and Radhi
Not at all Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe a donation to Munene, Rokia, Adesola, Radhi will make a difference
Not at all Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| would feel guilty if | did not donate money to kb Faida, Jenebi, and Nnamdi
Not at all Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe a donation to Abla, Faida, Jenebi, andrNai will make a difference
Not at all Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Low Flood versus High Genocide Group of Recipients

Munene, RokiaAdesola, and Radhi

After a long period of heavy rain, Munene, Rokiae&ola, and Radhi‘s village recen
experienced massive flooding, devastating theipsrd.ike many members of th
community who survived, Munene, Rokia, Adesola, Radhi are having difficult
getting enough food and water to survi

For the questions below, please circle the appaitgonumber to indicate how you f
about their situation. [Circle one number for edem.]

Not at all Very much
After reading their story, | feel s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel sympathy and compassi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards them
| feel angry about their situati 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe what they experienced i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

betrayal
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Abla, FaidaJenebi, and Nnamdi

Abla, Faida, Jeneband Nnamdi‘s families are members of the Abakaetribho have
lived peacefully with the Masaba tribe in the santlages for generations. Members
the Abaka and Masaba have even married and sfartelies together. However, a ci
war has recentlgrupted and Masabas, intent on murdering all Abs\kiaatently bega
attacking their neighbors and Abakan family memb&he government is making |
effort to stop the attacks. Like many members efAbbakan community who survive
Abla, Faida, Jenebipa Nnamdi are having difficulty getting enough famatl water tc
survive.

For the questions below, please circle the appaitgonumber to indicate how you fe
about their situation. [Circle one number for ediem.]

Not at all Very much
After reading their story, | feel s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel sympathy and compassi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
towards them
| feel angry about their situati 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe what they experienced i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

betrayal
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Imagine you have taken part in a 4-hour psycho®geriment for which you have just
been paid $100 On your way out of the experimentagm@ given the opportunity to
donate any amount of your $100 to charity to hiegpdhildren from the previous 2

scenarios. With your suppofave the Childrewill provide the children with the basic

necessities, i.e., food, water, basic medical @ard,hygiene. Your
financial gift could help save their lives. The Sofrthe next 3 questions must equal 100.

How much would you be willing to donate to MuneRekia, Adesola, and Radhi, whose
village was destroyed by a flood (0 to 100)?

How much would you be willing to donate to Ablajd& Jenebi, and Nnamdi, who are
being attacked by neighbors and family members (00)?

How much would you like to keep for yourself (01100)?

| would feel guilty if | did not donate money to Mene, Rokia, Adesola, and Radhi
Not at all Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe a donation to Munene, Rokia, Adesola, Radhi will make a difference
Not at all Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| would feel guilty if | did not donate money to kb Faida, Jenebi, and Nnamdi
Not at all Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe a donation to Abla, Faida, Jenebi, andrNadi will make a difference
Not at all Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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*Photo, entitled Temne children in Kabala, Sierrariee(West Africa)taken by Johi
Atherton circa 1968. Photo publicly available vieckr accounigbaku
http://www.flickr.com/photos/gbaku/4915895

*Photo, #07-1068taken by John Gordon on 11/05/20Altered to blackanc-white.
Photo publicly available via United Methodist Ne@srvice (UMNS)
http://tinyurl.com/9waz2jjc
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