
ALTRUISM: A SOCIAL SCIENCE CHAMELEON

by Colin Grant

Abstract. The self-interest paradigm that has dominated and
defined social science is being questioned today in all the social
sciences. Frontline research is represented by C. Daniel Batson’s
experiments, which claim to present empirical evidence of altru-
ism. Impressive though this is against the background of the self-
interest paradigm, its ultimate significance might be to illustrate
the inadequacy of social science to deal with a transcendent reality
like altruism.
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Throughout the modern era, the self-interest assumption, which sees
human beings as characterized essentially, if not exclusively, by self-
interest, has come to be taken for granted as conventional wisdom that
is too obvious to be noticed, much less questioned. At least this has
been the case until relatively recently. Over the past couple of decades,
the obviousness of the self-interest dogma has been questioned from
several quarters where it had tended to be all but totally presupposed. In
each of the social sciences, rebels have emerged, suggesting that human-
ity may not be as uniformly and thoroughly characterized by self-
interest as had been assumed. In addition to self-interest, there would
seem to be indications of genuine altruism which resists transposition
into selfishness, except through machinations prompted by the self-
interest dogma itself. In fact, in light of this recent simultaneous ques-
tioning from several quarters, it is difficult to determine which is the
more surprising phenomenon, the tenacity and thoroughness of the grip
that the self-interest perspective has had on modern consciousness or
the variety and extent of the questioning to which it has rather suddenly
been subjected. However, consideration of one of the most impressive
exhibits of the recent interest in altruism, C. Daniel Batson’s experi-
ments purporting to provide empirical evidence of the existence of
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altruism, suggests that the promise that this evidence offers must be
tempered by the possibility that social science is inherently incapable of
containing the reality of altruism.

THE SOCIAL SCIENCE BIAS AGAINST ALTRUISM

The ubiquity of the self-interest assumption in social science makes it
difficult to document. Perhaps the most direct documentation of its pre-
dominance is to be found in summations offered in surveys, such as the
conclusion that “the dominant modern psychological theories of moti-
vation are fundamentally egoistic and hedonistic” (Sears and Funk
1990, 148). Or more broadly stated, “Whether one spoke to a biologist,
a psychologist, a psychiatrist, a sociologist, an economist, or a political
scientist the answer was the same: Anything that appears to be motivated
by a concern for someone else’s needs will, under closer scrutiny, prove
to have ulterior motives” (Piliavin and Charng 1990, 28; see also Hoff-
man 1981, 124f.). The prevailing assumption in social science especially
has been that humanity is characterized fundamentally by self-interest,
and this is so deep and powerful that it leaves no room at all for any-
thing approaching genuine interest in, or concern for, the welfare of
others, except insofar as that interest and concern is calculated to be
beneficial to ourselves. Anything that looks like altruistic behavior is
seen as a cloak for more primitive and determinative selfish motivation.

The predominance of the egoistic perspective in psychology is evident
in the basic orientations that have characterized that discipline from its
inception. The recently favored behaviorist approach sees human beings
as stimulus-response mechanisms, open to the egoistic appeals of social
engineers. The result is a division of humanity into manipulators and
manipulated, and while the manipulators will probably cloak themselves
in the kinds of goals that are reflective of noble aspirations, the manipu-
lative nature of their methods implies an even more egoistic characteriza-
tion of them than of their unwitting subjects. The more humanistic
approach associated with Freud’s clinically oriented psychoanalysis is even
more blatant in its egoistic orientation than its behavioral successor. The
vision and goal behind the psychoanalytic perspective is that of freeing
the ego from undue restrictions imposed by the biological promptings of
the id and the social constraints of the superego. The assumption is that
humanity is composed of essentially egocentric individuals whose ego
development is distorted by their hereditary legacies and environmental
impositions.

Common sense might suggest that while such an individualistic out-
look is understandable in psychology, it will not find accommodation in
sociology. Careful consideration of dominant trends in sociology, how-
ever, suggests otherwise. Prominent approaches, such as the conflict the-
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ory identified most readily with Karl Marx and the exchange theory
promoted by George C. Homans and Peter F. Blau (see Warshay 1975,
38ff.), reflect a direct assumption of an egocentric view of humanity.
Here sociology represents an expanded version of this vision in terms of
the collective interests of classes and other kinds of interest groups. Not
only individuals but their associations as well are characterized by a fun-
damentally acquisitive drive to possess and control. Organization theory,
pioneered by Max Weber and developed by people like Frederick Taylor
and Herbert Simon, clearly reflects this same vision of human nature.
“Frederick W. Taylor, the founder of ‘scientific management,’ accepts
the set of psychological requirements of the market system as tanta-
mount to human nature,” suggests Alberto Guerreiro Ramos, as part of
his much wider thesis that “modern social science was construed for the
purpose of liberating the market from the fetters which throughout
mankind’s history up until the rise of the commercial and industrial
revolution, kept it within definite confines” (1981, 81, 22f.). The image
of humanity that is assumed in this social science liberation is that of the
rational calculator, approaching life from the vantage point of cost-
benefit analysis. That outlook even impinges on the more holistic
approaches to sociology, such as George H. Mead’s symbolic interaction-
ism. Reference to the other in Mead’s notion of the generalized other turns
out to involve capacities of the self to incorporate others, individually
and collectively (Sykes 1980, 171f.), and so once again raises the spectre
of a fundamentally egocentric outlook.

As pervasive as the self-interest assumption is in psychology and sociol-
ogy, it is totally pivotal in political science and economics. The long-
standing equation of politics with self-interest became explicit in the
attempt to be truly scientific about politics around the middle of this cen-
tury. Rational choice or public choice modeling of political positions gave
clear expression to the self-interest assumption by the 1970s (Mansbridge
1990c, 10). So deeply does this assumption run that political scientists are
even prepared to sacrifice rationality to preserve the egoistic characteriza-
tion of humanity. Behavior that does not fit the self-interest model is dis-
missed as irrational. Thus Dennis Mueller proposes that “we retain the
egoistic portion of rational egoism, and drop or, better, modify the rational
assumption, at least in the strong form in which this assumption is usually
employed” (1986, 5). The significance of self-interest for economics is too
obvious to require comment, since it is there that the equation of self-
interest with rationality was originally effected on a broad scale.

The triumph of self-interest is often attributed to Adam Smith and
what turned out to be his program for free market economics. “Prior
to Smith, self-interest was often identified with vice, and benevolence
with virtue” (Donaldson 1982, 62). Although Smith did not effect a
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straightforward reversal of these pairings, the net result was not far
from this. Whereas self-interest had been highly suspect in previous
eras, especially throughout Christendom, it acquired an air of neutral-
ity as descriptive of the fundamental state of human nature, if not an
actually positive connotation indicative of seriousness, industry, and
reliability. The full development of this reversal was left to Smith’s suc-
cessors, although the role of Smith and his contemporaries was crucial
in the transition. From the other side, Smith’s approach was not
entirely without precedent. Smith’s free market economics had its ante-
cedents in the political vision of Thomas Hobbes, whereby life is natu-
rally “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short” (1939, chap. 13, 161),
because one is instinctively out for oneself. This instinctive aggression
and acquisitiveness are checked only by a social contract whereby we
relinquish some of our natural independence to a sovereign in
exchange for the protection of that great leviathan, the state. John
Locke’s democratization of the social contract provided an inspiration
for the American Constitution, with the result that it is difficult to
know which is the more significant factor in the shaping of America
and the world it has pioneered, the economic version of self-interest
articulated by Adam Smith or the political version drafted by Locke.
Together they provided a formidable framework for fashioning the
modern era.

The foundational role that the self-interest assumption has played in
the formation of our world obscures the radical nature of the transition
involved in its triumph. From an indicator of vice—the seven deadly sins
being variations on selfishness—self-interest takes on this neutral, even
positive, connotation. Such a dramatic reversal demands explanation. It is
hardly credible that people like Hobbes and Locke and Smith suddenly
decided that bad was good. If that is the import of the shift that they sig-
nal, there must have been reasons for reconsidering what makes for good
and bad.

One crucial factor that separates the modern era from previous periods
is precisely the fact of self-consciousness. Where even the more reflective
segments of humanity tended to go about their business with little self-
awareness prior to the modern era, the Cartesian ego signaled the setting
of the self on center stage with a profile that could not be ignored. When
to this we add the consideration of the impetus toward individualism
instigated by the Renaissance and the Reformation and consolidated by
the Enlightenment, there can be no doubt that the challenge of self-
awareness was in the air in the early stages of the modern era. It is per-
haps not a huge leap from incipient self-awareness to the assumption that
the self is the center of life, whether life is approached in economic or
political terms, or indeed in terms of political economy, which was the
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original organic form that gave rise to the later separate disciplines of
political science and economics, or still later, in more explicitly self-
conscious social terms, to the emergence of sociology and psychology.

Self-consciousness thus constitutes a necessary condition for the emer-
gence of the assumption of self-interest as the defining characteristic of
humanity, but it is hardly a sufficient one. Some more definite motiva-
tion is demanded to account for the depth of this reversal. Albert
Hirshman finds this more precise motivation in what he characterizes as
a reaction of interests against the passions, particularly the passions for
glory and honor (1977). Although self-interest was fundamentally sus-
pect before the modern period, and in retrospect we might be surprised
at the favor it found from the early stages of the modern era, in early
modernity it may well have appeared to be a promising alternative to the
enthusiasms of political, military, and ecclesiastical establishments. The
pursuit of glory and vindication of honor through endless bloody battles
represented the reality of the supposedly virtuous civil and ecclesiastical
aristocracy. Richard Hooker, in Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity (1:192,
I, X, 6, in Holmes 1990, 284), depicted the official thinking at the end
of the sixteenth century, representing the common people as motivated
by self-interest and civil and ecclesiastical leaders as devoted to the com-
mon good and motivated by love of virtue. Hirshman sees the elevation
of self-interest toward the status of virtue as a reaction against the hypoc-
risy of this aristocratic vision. Demeaning though it might be, self-
interest held the promise of a less vicious and violent means of arbitrating
differences than the clashes and wars launched in the name of virtue. The
result, as Hirshman sees it (1986), was that self-interest became estab-
lished as the human paradigm through the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, through a curious process of expansion and contraction in
meaning. The originally broad sense whereby self-interest was equated
with rational behavior as such gave way to an identification with com-
mercial interests in particular, but at the same time the notion of self-
interest was taken to typify human motivation. In this way, commercial
ambition was legitimized as a variation of the general basic direction of
motivation, and at the same time this was reinforced by contrasting the
innocuousness of self-interest with the more obviously destructive pas-
sions. That this ambiguity between self-interest as one of several possible
motivations and self-interest as the essence of human motivation was not
only tolerated but was generally unnoticed gives evidence of how much
self-interest was endorsed and also helps explain how it came to exercise
such influence.

In addition to the reaction against the dangerous aristocratic passions,
the legitimization of self-interest received institutional support from the
blossoming of democracy and the development of the market economy.
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Mansbridge points out (1990c, 6) that the endorsement of self-interest
coincided with the acceptance of conflict in political life as evidenced by
the shift in the British Parliament from decision by consensus to the
expedient of the majority vote. The mutual reinforcement of theory and
practice is perhaps even stronger in the economic realm, where the suc-
cess of the market system rendered the self-interest rationale all but
impregnable. Thus, egalitarian developments in politics and economics
represent the positive institutionalization of the revolutionary motiva-
tions identified by Hirshman.

One other factor neglected by Hirshman and most other social histori-
ans is the significance of the religious context (Holmes 1990, 276). The
transformation of a concept that epitomized vice into the pivotal charac-
terization of humanity and its prospects has vast moral, if not theological,
implications. At the very least, it would seem to reflect a massive shift
from a theological to a secular perspective. Any sense of ultimate alle-
giance is disowned in the name of the rights of individuals to determine
their own lives. It can certainly be argued that this was the net result of
this inversion, but that rationale can hardly be attributed to most of the
major players at the time when the basic transition was effected. Smith
himself was a moral philosopher, and Hobbes and Locke are by no means
lacking in theological profession, unorthodox though it may be. In gen-
eral, the initial endorsement of self-interest in the early modern era, far
from representing a rejection of morality, is probably much more accu-
rately understood as itself constituting a moral project. It is not acciden-
tal that people like Smith and David Hume are involved at the heart of
the transition. One possible explanation for their recourse to self-interest
is that they had accepted the somber picture of the human condition that
had been promoted particularly through the Protestant emphasis on the
sinfulness of humanity in such concepts as total depravity and original
sin; but whereas theologians took this as indicative of the need for divine
grace to deliver sinful humanity from its fallen condition, the moralist
champions of self-interest saw this reading of the situation as a challenge
to individuals to take responsibility for their own lives. For contrary to
the assumptions congenial to the contemporary secular horizon, the
religious context represented a significant dimension for seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century thinkers, even if they were reacting against it. Self-
interest offered a calculative way of dealing with sinners realistically and
constructively. Whatever the direct significance of this factor may be in
conjunction with the others mentioned, it is surely striking that through
the assumption of self-interest, the one Christian doctrine that has been
endorsed by modern secular culture in general and by the social sciences
in particular is the doctrine of original sin.
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Other factors no doubt play a part in the enthronement of self-interest
as the virtually unquestioned dogma of modernity, but pursuit of these
factors diminishes in importance in light of the questioning to which the
dogma itself has been subjected of late. “In the last ten years, at the same
time that economists were advancing rational choice models based on
self-interest to explain phenomena as varied as industry regulation, mari-
tal stability, and suicide, social science disciplines other than political sci-
ence were preparing the theoretical and empirical ground for a massive
revision both of the larger adversary paradigm and of the rational choice
standard within it” (Mansbridge 1990c, 16). And while psychologists
study prosocial behavior and sociologists turn their attention to helping
behavior such as blood and organ donation and aid to those in distress,
economists and political scientists also have begun to question the ade-
quacy of the rational choice standard and its basis in the self-interest
assumption. In 1978, David Collard published Altruism and the Economy,
suggesting that self-interest is not a sufficient basis for accounting for
human motivation even in the economic sphere. At the end of the last
decade, Roger Friedland and Alexander Robertson presented a more
recent example of a challenge to the self-interest assumption from within
economics itself in their Beyond the Marketplace: Rethinking Economy and
Society (1989). Examples could be multiplied, but in the interests of
economy, it should suffice to cite the conclusion of a 1990 survey of the
social sciences by two social scientists. “In all these areas we are now see-
ing a ‘paradigm shift’” (Piliavin and Charng 1990, 28). The direction of
the shift is indicated by their title: Altruism: A Review of Recent Theory
and Research. In all of the social sciences, even in the fields of economics
and politics, where it received its initial endorsement and instantiation,
the self-interest assumption has been called into question, and the need
to consider that people are also to some extent motivated by something
approaching genuine altruism has come to be entertained and explored
with increasing seriousness.

THE SOCIAL SCIENCE DISCOVERY OF ALTRUISM

Without detracting from the basic direction of this summation of the
situation, I must acknowledge that the hegemony of the self-interest
assumption was neither as total, nor the emergence of interest in altru-
ism as completely novel, as this depiction would suggest. Although the
self-interest assumption figured prominently in the development of
modern self-understanding, popularly and academically, “there was
never any blanket endorsement of the idea” (Holmes 1990, 285). The
original exponents of self-interest were not inclined to give it the abso-
lute endorsement accorded by some of the later, more ardent rational-
choice social scientists. Adam Smith, for instance, subordinated the
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pursuit of self-interest to the requirements of justice. And even amid
the most enthusiastic acceptance of the assumption, there were
moments and individuals that foreshadowed the more extensive chal-
lenges that have developed of late. In his 1956 survey of what he called
“a forgotten aspect of social thought,” in his article “Altruism arrives in
America,” Louis J. Budd noted a particular burst of interest in this sub-
ject in the 1890s and a subsequent eclipse of interest until the decade
in which he was writing, when it began to receive scientific attention as
a dimension of human behavior that merited study. The extent of that
attention is indicated by the fact that between 1962 and 1982 more
than one thousand empirical studies of altruism were reported
(Dovidio, 1984). However, these studies tended to focus on the social
contexts in which helping behavior occurs more than on the reality of
altruism itself, so that in 1970, Dennis Krebs was complaining that in
spite of the research on altruism “the concept . . . is still unclear and no
way has been found to measure its motivational base” (1970, 297). By
the middle of the decade, he was still lamenting: “psychologists have
manipulated antecedents of helping behavior and studied their effects,
and they have measured a number of correlates of pro-social events;
however, they have done little to examine the extent to which the acts
that they investigated were oriented to the welfare of either the person
who was helped or the helper” (1975, 1134). This pivotal failure to
focus on the distinguishing characteristic of altruism—its orientation
in terms of the welfare of the other—was addressed throughout the
1980s in a series of experiments directed by C. Daniel Batson.1

Batson and his colleagues were determined to establish whether or not
there was such a thing as altruism—concern for the other prompted by
the perceived needs of the other—which was not reducible to any ulte-
rior motive attributable to the self-interest of the putative altruist. Not
only did their experiments appear to provide empirical evidence for a
genuine altruistic focus but this result was confirmed in further experi-
ments designed to meet counterexplanations proposed by self-interest-
oriented skeptics. In fact, this experimental pursuit of altruism could be
thought of as the ABC’s of altruism, since Batson’s experiments respond
to challenges from advocates of the established self-interest perspective,
R. L. Archer and R. B. Cialdini. And as we shall see, we even move into
the D’s, with an interesting mediating role being played by J. F. Dovidio.

The central experiment is one reported by Batson and his colleagues in
1981.2 The obvious way to determine whether persons are acting out of
concern for others or are simply pursuing their own self-interest is to put
them in a situation where they have an opportunity to help someone else.
If the situation is set up so that it is easy for some to escape without help-
ing and more difficult for others to get away, this will indicate how far
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helping is simply the easiest way for someone to get out of a situation. If
those who can escape easily without helping tend to do so, and if more of
those in the more difficult escape condition actually offer help, this is an
indication that helping can be regarded as an act of least resistance.

This result would tend to confirm pessimistic expectations regarding
altruism, but this is an indirect inference. The difficulty is that motiva-
tion defies direct detection. How can one determine whether a person is
acting out of altruism or self-interest? The Batson researchers were able
to establish experimental evidence of altruism by finding a way to iden-
tify altruism at the level of behavior, where it can be detected, rather than
at the level of motivation, where it is elusive. The basis for this behavioral
test was the hypothesis that altruism is a reflection of empathy. People
can be expected to act altruistically, Batson hypothesized, to the extent
that they feel empathy for others. This hypothesis was tested in an elabo-
rate element of the experiment. The ease and difficulty of escape was
supplemented by a means of dividing subjects into high- and low-
empathy categories. This involved giving the subjects a placebo and tell-
ing half of them, those in the high-empathy condition, that it had the
side effect of producing a feeling of uneasiness and distress; the other
half, those in the low-empathy condition, were told that it had the side
effect of producing a feeling of warmth and sensitivity. The assumption,
which in fact was borne out by the results of the experiment, was that
those who expected to feel distress due to the placebo would perceive
their response to the person requiring help to be primarily one of empa-
thy, and those who expected the placebo to produce empathic feelings
would perceive their response to be primarily one of personal distress.

Dividing subjects in these two ways results in four different groups:
easy escape/low empathy, difficult escape/low empathy, easy
escape/high empathy, and difficult escape/high empathy. This is what
is called a 2 × 2 design, since the two divisions in terms of escape and
empathy combine to produce these four states among the subjects. If
the self-interest hypothesis is right, we should expect only those in the
high-empathy/difficult-escape condition to demonstrate any signifi-
cant indication of altruistic behavior. However, the empathy-altruism
hypothesis that Batson wishes to test would predict that there should
be significant evidence of altruistic behavior in all but the low-
empathy/easy-escape condition.

The experiment involved having subjects watch a young woman,
Elaine, receive electric shocks, and being given the opportunity to take the
remaining shocks in her place. Ease or difficulty of escape from this poten-
tially altruistic situation was effected by varying the number of shocks sub-
jects were told Elaine was to receive, with those in the easy-escape
condition being told the series was short, and those in the difficult-escape
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condition being told there were several more shocks to come. The division
in terms of empathy was made by the deception of the placebo. Those
told that the placebo induced contentment were expected to attribute any
empathy to the placebo and to focus on their own feelings of distress on
seeing Elaine receive the shocks, whereas those who were told that the pla-
cebo induced uneasiness were expected to attribute their feelings of distress
at Elaine’s plight to the placebo, and to focus on Elaine’s plight itself. The
results confirmed the one-versus-three interaction pattern predicted by the
empathy-altruism hypothesis. Of the four sections, the only one where
helping was low was in the easy-escape/low-empathy group. The high rate
in the other three is what is expected from the perspective of the
empathy-altruism hypothesis. The salient implication is drawn by the
researchers themselves: “In the distress conditions, where motivation was
assumed to be egoistic, the rate of helping was significantly lower under
easy than under difficult escape. In the empathy conditions, where moti-
vation was assumed to be at least in part altruistic, the rate of helping
remained high, even when escape was easy” (Batson et al. 1981, 301).

This evidence not only confirms the empathy-altruism hypothesis—
that there is such a thing as altruism, willingness to assist others moti-
vated by empathy for them—but also contradicts the egoism thesis that
such behavior is simply the less costly way for egoists to deal with dis-
tressing situations. According to the egoism thesis, helping should not
have remained high when escape was easy for those in the empathy con-
dition. However, Batson and his colleagues are characteristically cautious
about proclaiming the demise of such a deep-rooted assumption as the
egoistic one. “For now, the research to date convinces us of the legitimacy
of suggesting [their italics] that empathic motivation for helping may be
truly altruistic.” The most they are willing to infer from their results in
regard to the egoistic perspective is: “we are left far less confident than we
were of reinterpretations of apparently altruistically motivated helping in
terms of instrumental egoism” (1981, 302).

The A was added to Batson’s B of altruism research when R. L. Archer
challenged the empathy-altruism hypothesis by contending that the
explanation for the apparently high incidence of altruism among the Bat-
son subjects is that they were really responding to wider social evaluation.
They did not want to let their self-interest show, and so they acted with
the altruistic response that would win the approval of others. The source
of this social pressure might have been as innocent and indirect as the
fact that a researcher gave the subjects instructions. The specific instruc-
tions themselves might have been quite neutral, favoring neither self-
interest nor altruism, but the fact that the researcher was in charge gave
the subjects a sense of being watched.

330 Zygon



The Batson researches addressed this challenge with two further
experiments: one in which the element of social evaluation was explicitly
excluded for the subjects and another with the 2 × 2 design, where high-
and low-empathy conditions were combined with high and low exposure
to social evaluation. The results indicated that high empathy led to more
helping under both high and low social evaluation. With characteristic
caution, the Batson team proposes that “it does seem appropriate to con-
clude that the present research casts serious doubt on the suggestion that
empathy leads to increased helping because more empathically aroused
individuals are more concerned about negative social evaluation for
declining to help” (Fultz et al. 1986, 769).

The C of altruism research is represented by R. B. Cialdini and his
associates, who suggested that the apparently altruistic behavior is to
be accounted for by what they term a “negative state relief explanation”
(Baumann, Cialdini, and Kenrick 1981). Supposed altruists are really
motivated by concern to relieve their own sad or depressed mood
rather than by empathic identification with the victim (Cialdini et al.
1987, 749–58). In stating their conclusions, they offer a somewhat
backhanded compliment to the Batson work, summarizing the signifi-
cance of their experiments as “providing a plausible egoistic explana-
tion for the first powerful experimental evidence for pure altruism”3

(Cialdini et al. 1987, 757).
The Batson researchers countered with a report of no less than five

experiments designed to test the empathy-specific thesis advanced by
Cialdini (Batson et al. 1988, 52–77). The most dramatic of these
involved the 2 × 2 design, this time combining a distinction between
whether or not the person in need of help received help with a distinc-
tion between allowing half the subjects to be the source of that help and
half not to be. The assumption was that if subjects offer assistance out of
concern for their own feelings of distress rather than out of genuine con-
cern for the person in need of assistance, then those who have no oppor-
tunity to provide relief will show less elation over the fact that relief has
been provided than those who have the opportunity to be the source of
that relief themselves. However, the mood improvement for high-
empathy subjects was high when relief was assured regardless of whether
they were able to be source of that relief, confirming the empathy-
altruism hypothesis that the real focus is the need of the victim and not
the need for negative-state mood relief on the part of the subject. Batson
and his colleagues are somewhat more daring in their summation of the
results of these five studies, taken in conjunction with the results of the
earlier studies: “the claim that the motivation to help evoked by empathy
is directed toward the egoistic goal of avoiding empathy-specific punish-
ments seems very doubtful. As with a claim for the existence of unicorns,
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we cannot categorically say that it is wrong, but we have looked hard in a
number of likely places to find supporting evidence and have found
none.” Yet in spite of consigning the counterevidence to the status of
unicorn hunts, the Batson team continue to qualify their claims. “Still, at
this point the possibility that a negative-state relief version of the
empathy-specific reward hypothesis can account for the empathy-helping
relation cannot be entirely ruled out” (Batson et al. 1988, 75).

Three further studies, aimed directly at Cialdini’s negative-state relief
hypothesis, further confirmed that high-empathy subjects score high
rates of helping even when anticipated mood enhancement offered relief
without helping (Batson et al. 1989, 922–33). But they still do not take
this as disposing of the negative-state relief hypothesis or as complete vin-
dication of the empathy-altruism hypothesis. Batson and his colleagues
acknowledge the presence of negative-state relief among high-empathy
subjects. Their own studies, as well as those of Cialdini et al. and others,
confirm this. Their quarrel with Cialdini is over the contention that the
egocentric motivation dispenses with any real altruistic motivation. Their
own studies strongly suggest otherwise:

Apparently, the empathy-helping relation is not simply the product of an egoistic
desire for negative-state relief. There is more to it than that. Whether this “more” is
the product of an altruistic desire to relieve the victim’s distress, as the empathy-
altruism hypothesis claims, remains to be seen. Certainly, our results are entirely
consistent with that hypothesis. Moreover, plausible alternative explanations for
the growing support for the empathy-altruism hypothesis are increasingly hard to
find. (Batson et al. 1989, 932)

Thus, Batson and his various colleagues have addressed the challenges to
their empirical identification of altruistic motivation with experiments
that have consistently supported the empathy-altruism hypothesis and
have rendered the alternatives problematic. They can even claim converts
from the other side. “Our work, from an independent laboratory and con-
ducted by researchers who have typically adopted the egoistic perspective
(see Dovidio 1984), replicated the findings of the critical tests used by
Batson and his colleagues (see Batson and Coke 1981).” (Schroeder et al.
1988, 352). In a book summing up his own experiments and exploring
the historical and philosophical background as well as speculating about
the overall significance of The Altruism Question, Batson concludes that,
contrary to the sense of altruism as an unnatural chore, typified by Kan-
tian morally autonomous individuals facing a constraining duty, the truth
may be almost the exact opposite, that we are characterized by a natural
inclination to care about other people. Still, this conclusion is proposed
with characteristic caution. “Admittedly, this answer is still tentative, but
the evidence does seem strong enough that we should start looking for the
party hats” (Batson 1991, 230).
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THE SOCIAL SCIENCE PROBLEMATIC OF ALTRUISM

Whether we look for the party hats will depend on how impressive we
take the evidence to be. Even Batson’s critics recognize that his discovery
could have dramatic repercussions. “The implications for fundamental
characterizations of human nature are considerable” (Cialdini et al. 1987,
749). In a culture based on the self-interest assumption, empirical evi-
dence of the presence of an altruistic strain is no small matter. Some see
this evidence as not only potentially revolutionary but also incontroverti-
ble. “This is publicly verifiable; the conditions of falsifiability are explicit.
No one can wriggle off the hook” (Rigby and O’Grady 1989, 733). But
there are elements that suggest that the hook is not as firmly embedded as
such enthusiasm would suggest. For one thing, there is an element of arti-
ficiality about these kinds of laboratory experiments with people. The
technique for classifying empathy, for instance, through administering a
placebo and planting suggestions designed to divert people so that they
focus on the dimension opposite to that which the placebo supposedly
promotes, although apparently effective, does not deal with the reality of
firsthand empathy in the subjects themselves, as critics of Batson have
pointed out. Beyond these kinds of reservations about elements in the
experiments, however, there is a more pervasive source of concern, namely,
that the difficulty is perhaps not so much the quality of the evidence as
the evidence criterion itself.

Evidence of an altruistic strain in humanity is not just another piece
of scientific information, if there is such a thing, not least because it is
information about ourselves and our relations with others. If the altru-
ism is real, it can be expected to have significance for our living. In
fact, if it is believed to be real, it can be expected to have significance.
This is Batson’s view. “If it turns out that we are capable of altruism,”
he suggests, “then our moral horizon—and our potential for moral
responsibility—broadens considerably” (1991, 4). But this means that
far from being a matter of empirical revision of our understanding of
human nature, the altruism studies involve a vision of human poten-
tial. Not only what we are but what we might become, as individuals
and as a society, is at stake. “If our belief in universal egoism is wrong
and we are actually capable of altruism, then possibilities arise for the
development of more caring individuals, and a more compassionate,
humane society” (1991, 4). Here we are dealing not only with empiri-
cal information but also with moral transformation. How this transfor-
mation is to be achieved is the decisive question.

Batson does not naively anticipate any direct transformation. He
recognizes two crucial limitations on altruism in the evidence he and
his coworkers have uncovered. The support for the empathy-altruism
hypothesis suggests that altruism tends to be commensurate with the
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range of empathy and that in practice the range may be quite
restricted. The other crucial factor is the competing concerns that
emerge as the cost of helping increases. The higher the cost, the more
considerations of self-interest are likely to arise (Batson 1990, 344f.).
These limitations might suggest that the evidence for altruism is not so
significant after all. But this is where the question about the nature of
evidence arises. For these limitations might be due in part to the accep-
tance of the self-interest paradigm. If that paradigm were displaced by
the recognition and expectation of altruism, those limitations might
change. Erosion of the self-interest paradigm might have the effect of
encouraging altruism. As Jane Mansbridge puts it, from the opposite
direction: “because thinking that another has acted unselfishly often
leads people to behave unselfishly themselves, underestimating the fre-
quency of altruism can itself undermine unselfish behavior” (1990b,
141). Thus, if we were to come to expect altruistic concern more than
we do under the self-interest paradigm, the range of our empathy
might be increased and the time at which we began to calculate our
own interests might be deferred somewhat.

Clearly, what is at stake is something different from the conventional
understanding of empirical evidence. Revision of our understanding of
human nature turns out to be a challenge as much as a description. How-
ever, if this seems disappointing from the perspective of scientific expec-
tation, we must realize that it places the prevailing self-interest reading of
human nature in the same position. That reading is not simply a descrip-
tion of the way human beings are but also functions somewhat as a self-
fulfilling prophecy. This is presumably why Batson believes that recogniz-
ing the reality of altruism challenges not only our basic view of human
nature but the fundamental approaches of social science as well. “If we
are capable of altruism, then virtually all of our current ideas about indi-
vidual psychology, social relations, economics and politics are in an
important respect wrong” (1991, 3). The reality of altruism challenges
the factuality of the self-interest paradigm in two senses: in terms of its
accuracy and in terms of its adequacy. One claim is that it is simply inac-
curate. Human beings are characterized by altruism as well as by self-
interest. But what we have been considering here is a wider sense in
which this whole way of representing human beings is basically inade-
quate. Human beings react to descriptions, so there is no such thing as a
neutral description of human nature. Putative descriptions are at the
same time invitations for individuals to confirm them by their actions.
Consequently the accuracy of any proposed description depends on how
far human beings adopt it as well as on how far it reflects any present
reality. Any depiction of human beings that does not take this into
account is inadequate. What we are now beginning to see is the possibil-
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ity that if the self-interest paradigm for depicting human beings is inade-
quate, then this ideal of depiction is itself inadequate, at least as far as
human beings are concerned. This is tantamount to questioning the ade-
quacy of the social sciences as they have been fashioned in terms of the
self-interest paradigm. It is not only facts about human nature that are
questionable; the fundamental fact-value dichotomy is itself at stake.

In one sense, social science can deal with altruism very easily. What
could be more natural for any social perspective than a view of social
relatedness? From this point of view, it should not come as any surprise
that this is precisely the background against which the concept of altru-
ism originated. The notion is generally traced to the widely acknowl-
edged founder of sociology, Auguste Comte, who is credited with coining
the term altruism for his depiction of the cohesion of humanity that he
expected to emerge in the positive era, when the distractions and deflec-
tions of theology and militarism were left behind. “In a word, Biocracy
and Sociocracy will be alike pervaded by Altruism; whereas during the
long period of theology and military training egoism predominated.”
Indeed, for Comte, “the greatest problem of life [was achieving] the
ascendancy of altruism over egoism” (Comte 1875, 1:500; 2:146). It is at
least ironic that a discipline founded to champion altruism should have
come to be so dominated by the self-interest paradigm. It is apt to appear
totally contradictory until we notice that the background against which
the notion of altruism is advanced is one of self-interest and egoism. Nor
is this simply the egoism attributed to ecclesiastical and military ambi-
tion. The point is that in seeking to displace these egoisms, Comte
invoked an even more ambitious one through his own positivistic pre-
scriptions. The ideal of total control that distinguished the positivism
Comte advocated is precisely the corollary of the self-interested under-
standing of human beings. The ideal of the self-interested individual is to
be in complete control. Thus, in devising the notion of altruism in the
context of his advocacy of positivism, Comte was subordinating altruism
to self-interest right from the start. There is no particular irony, then, in
the loss of interest in altruism in social science. It would be ironic, how-
ever, if the self-interest basis of this origin of the concept were neglected
in the renewed interest in altruism today, although this neglect is almost
inevitable precisely because of the entrenched significance of the self-
interest paradigm as definitive and directive for social science. The depth
of that paradigm may well prevent recognition of the fact that it too is
ultimately the sponsor of the social science concept of altruism.

The real significance of the failure to consider the self-interest context
behind the notion of altruism is not in the neglect itself but in the very
concentration on altruism that it permits. The irony of this is evident in
Batson’s work. Batson discovered altruism by strictly concentrating on
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the focus on the other as its distinguishing characteristic. He is totally
uncompromising in this insistence. “As soon as benefit to the other
becomes an instrumental rather than an ultimate goal, the altruistic
motivation evaporates. Only egoistic motivation remains” (1991, 224).
There can be no question that this is a courageous stand in the present
climate, even allowing for the growing dissatisfaction with the self-
interest paradigm. Whether it constitutes an adequate basis for portray-
ing what altruism involves, however, is another question.

The dominant impression conveyed by uncontestable instances of
altruism is of spontaneity and naturalness. Not only did rescuers of Jews
in Nazi Germany not set out to be heroes; they did not seem to see their
activities in terms of explicit goals at all, instrumental or ultimate. They
tended to see themselves as ordinary people doing what the situation
demanded (Oliner and Oliner 1988; Monroe, Barton, and Klingemann
1990). In such a serious matter as kidney donation, even though the
recipient was a close relative, it is surely significant that “a majority of
kidney donors decided instantaneously to give this gift” (Simmons 1991,
15). This lack of deliberateness and calculation suggests that understand-
ing altruism in terms of a direct focus on the other may be as unsatisfac-
tory as the self-referential concern altruism is taken to preclude, and may
even be a subtle version of the latter.

Genuine altruism seems to be characterized by paradox of the kind
intimated in the famous remark of Henry David Thoreau: “If I knew
for a certainty that a man was coming to my house with the conscious
design of doing me good, I should run for my life” (1962, 160). Tho-
reau feared being the object of a meddling do-gooder precisely because
of the “conscious design” that would render him an object for that per-
son’s purposes. Thoreau’s lesson may be that the direct focus on the
other that Batson takes to be the distinguishing feature of altruism ren-
ders altruism instrumental just as surely as any assistance afforded to
another with an ulterior, self-interested motive. The focus on the other
that is the literal meaning of altruism makes sense only in connection
with the self-focus from which it derives. Serious altruism, whether of
the caliber of rescuers in Nazi Europe or of commuters giving a
stranger directions while their own bus comes and goes, seems to be
characterized by an involvement that is as oblivious to the otherness of
the other as to the interests of the self.

What we may be approaching is the conclusion that, as a social sci-
ence concept, altruism is inadequate to the reality it seeks to identify
because it remains within the orbit of the self-interest control that has
defined social science. Far from being a subject susceptible to delinea-
tion in any such direct terms, the reality designated by the term altru-
ism seems to have more in common with the elusiveness of happiness,
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with what has been called “the paradox of hedonism” (Singer 1979,
217). Like happiness, altruism seems to defy direct pursuit or appro-
priation. Just as happiness happens as a by-product of satisfying
involvement, so altruism is a response that is evoked much more than
constructed. This does not mean that the direct evidence of altruism
that Batson provides is not important. It could be a significant factor
influencing the climate of expectation, so that the obviousness of self-
interest is challenged and more scope is given for altruistic directions.
For this scope to be actualized and further expanded, however, would
seem to depend on experiences of self-transcendence in which the self-
other distinction is blurred rather than accentuated. To focus on the
other directly is likely to be even more counterproductive than the
attempt to grasp happiness. From the outside, the vantage point
adopted by social science, altruism occurs when a self, which is by defi-
nition self-interested, shows evidence of active concern for another.
But if that perspective is adopted by the altruist, the altruism evapo-
rates. “The effort to identify with another cannot authorize and may as
psychological praxis even obstruct saintly work” (Wyschogrod 1990,
85). It seems that real-life altruism just does not work as a self-
conscious, deliberate activity. This suggests that impersonal social sci-
ence treatments of altruism are intrinsically incapable of dealing with
the living reality of saintly altruism.

The naïveté and immediacy of saintly altruism further suggests that
the ultimate obstacle is not the psychological inadequacy of the social
science approach to altruism. Batson has been criticized for failing to
appreciate “humanistic-spiritual psychology” (Thrasher 1991, 163),
but if the interpretation we have been following here is at all credible,
the problem is not the kind of psychology assumed but the kind of
assumptions inherent in the ambitions of psychology as such. The
objective of domination and control is the antithesis of the self-
transcendence that characterizes serious altruism, and the difference is
not simply psychological. Beyond the psychological short-circuiting of
altruism that deliberate attempts at altruistic activity are likely to
encounter, the more serious problem emerges when such attempts are
thought to succeed. This is where the paradox of altruism becomes
most acute, because altruism’s ultimate parallel is not the paradox of
hedonism, but the paradox of righteousness. For altruism has a conno-
tation of merit that happiness does not necessarily have. The paradox
of righteousness is that the more righteousness is thought to be
achieved, the more likely it is to degenerate into self-righteousness. As
Hannah Arendt observes: “Goodness can exist only when it is not per-
ceived, not even by its author” (1958, 24). She might have said, “espe-
cially by its author.” This is why the focus on the other that defines
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social science altruism is apt to be destructive of saintly altruism rather
than to promote it.

Evidence of altruism in a culture dominated by the promotion of self-
interest provides reason to look for party hats. It is heartening to find
assurance that we are not as selfish, or even as self-interested, as we have
been led to believe. However, before the music gets too loud for us to
hear one another, we would do well to reflect on just how distinctive a
deliberate focus on altruism really is. This might well represent a varia-
tion on the self-interest vision, as in the origins of the concept in Comte’s
positivistic perspective. The evidence of real-life altruism suggests that
the genuine article is devoid of precisely this note of deliberateness and
calculation. Ultimately the issue posed by the rediscovery of altruism
might be as far-reaching as that of the adequacy of the social science dis-
placement of theology. Although real-life altruists may not attest to any
particular religious motivation themselves, the reality of saintly altruism
suggests a freedom from self that typifies the intent and promise of relig-
ions at their best. Disillusionment with the self-interest paradigm that
has increasingly dominated modern society may result in an equally dan-
gerous era of self-congratulatory pseudo-altruism, unless we are prepared
to consider the limitations of the manipulative, control-oriented
approach that would render altruism essentially a variation on our self-
interest. To do this would involve entertaining the possibility that the
point of life lies beyond ourselves, collectively as well as individually,
beyond the modern theological surrogate that we call society. Full-bodied
altruism may well entail a transcendence of self that is of religious pro-
portions. Thus, while we can take heart that social scientists are question-
ing the sole sufficiency of the self-interest paradigm and even finding
evidence of the presence of altruism, there will be real cause for celebra-
tion when we can say with Dietrich Bonhoeffer, “too much altruism is a
bore” (1953, 96).

NOTES

1. Although the Batson experiments are particularly striking, they are by no means isolated.
Another reconsideration of the self-interest assumption, from a different angle, consideration of
the importance of community and communication for decisions about contributions to group in-
terests, is represented by Caporael et al. (1989). This article includes an extensive reaction in the
form of an Open Peer Commentary. Kohn (1990) offers a very readable but extensively docu-
mented survey of social science reconsideration of the self-interest assumption.

2. The central Batson experiments are described in Batson et al. 1981; Batson et al. 1983; Fultz
et al. 1986; Batson et al. 1988; Batson et al. 1989. Batson sums up these experiments, with conven-
ient tables outlining the methods and results of each, in Batson 1990. A fuller exposition, supple-
mented by consideration of the historical and philosophical background as well as speculation
about the present implications and future prospects for altruism, is provided in Batson 1991.

3. The work they praise is exemplified by the publications by Batson and his colleagues that are
cited in the References of this article.

338 Zygon



REFERENCES

Archer, R. L. 1984. “The Farmer and the Cowman Should Be Friends: An Attempt at Rec-
onciliation with Batson, Coke, and Pych.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 46:
709–11.

Archer, R. L.; R. Diaz-Loving; P. K. Gollwitzer; M. H. Davis; and H. C. Foushee. 1981.
“The Role of Dispositional Empathy and Social Evaluation in the Empathic Mediation

of Helping.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 40 : 786–96.
Arendt, Hannah. 1958. The Human Condition. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.
Batson, C. D. 1990. “How Social an Animal? The Human Capacity for Caring.” American

Psychologist 20: 336–46.
_____. 1991. The Altruism Question: Toward a Social-Psychological Answer. Hillsdale, N. J.:

Erlbaum.
Batson, C. D.; J. G. Batson; C. A. Griffitt; S. Barrientos; J. R. Brandt; P. Sprengelmeyer; and M.

Bayly. 1989. “Negative-State Relief and the Empathy-Altruism Hypothesis.” Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology 56: 922–33.

Batson, C. D., and J. S. Coke. 1981. “Empathy: A Source of Altruistic Motivation for
Helping?” In Altruism and Helping Behavior: Social, Personality, and Developmental Perspec-
tives, ed. J. P. Rushton and R. M. Sorrentino, pp. 167–87. Hillsdale, N. J.: Erlbaum.

Batson, C. D., J. S. Coke, and Virginia Pych. 1983. “Limits on the Two Stage Model of
Empathic Mediation of Helping: A Reply to Archer, Diaz-Loving, Gollwitzer, Davis, and
Foushee.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 45: 895–98.

Batson, C. D.; B. D. Duncan; P. Ackerman; T. Buckley; and K. Birch. 1981. “Is Empathic
Emotion a Source of Altruistic Motivation?” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 40:
290–302.

Batson, C. D.; J. Dyck; J. R. Brandt; J. G. Batson; A. L. Powell; M. R. McMaster; and C. Griffitt.
1988. “Five Studies Testing Two New Egoistic Alternatives to the Empathy-

Altruism Hypothesis.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 55: 52–77.
Baumann, D. J., R. B. Cialdini, and D. T. Kenrick. 1981. “Altruism as Hedonism: Helping

and Self-Gratification as Equivalent Responses.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy 40: 1039–46.

Bonhoeffer, Dietrich. 1953. Letters and Papers from Prison. London: SCM Press.
Budd, Louis J. 1956. “Altruism Arrives in America.” American Quarterly 8: 40–52.
Caporael, Linnda R.; Robyn M. Dawes; John M. Orbell; and Alphons J. C. van de Kragt. 1989.

“Selfishness Examined: Cooperation in the Absence of Egoistic Incentives.” Behavioral
and Brain Sciences 12: 683–739.

Cialdini, R. B.; M. Schaller; D. Houlihan; K. Arps; J. Fultz; and A. L. Beamann. 1987.
“Empathy-Based Helping: Is It Selflessly or Selfishly Motivated?” Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology 52: 749–58.
Collard, David. 1981. Altruism and Economy: A Study in Non-Selfish Economics. Oxford:

Martin Robertson.
Comte, Auguste. 1875. System of Positive Polity. Vols. 1 and 2. New York: Burt Kranklin.
Donaldson, Thomas. 1982. Corporations and Morality. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-

Hall.
Dovidio, John F. 1984. “Helping Behavior and Altruism: An Empirical and Conceptual

Overview.” In Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, ed. L. Berkowitz. New York:
Academic Press.

Frank, Robert H. 1988. Passions within Reason: The Strategic Role of the Emotions. New
York: Norton.

Friedland, Roger, and Alexander Robertson. 1989. Beyond the Marketplace: Rethinking
Economy and Society. New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Fultz, J.; C. D. Batson; V. A. Fortenbach; P. M. McCarthy; and L. L. Varney. 1986. “Social
Evaluation and the Empathy-Altruism Hypothesis.” Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology 50: 761–69.

Hirschman, Albert O. 1977. The Passions and the Interests: Political Arguments for Capital-
ism before Its Triumph. Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press.

_____. 1986. “The Concept of Interest: From Euphemism to Tautology.” In Rival Views of
Market Society. New York: Viking.

Colin Grant 339



Hobbes, Thomas. 1939. Leviathan. In The English Philosophers from Bacon to Mill, ed. Ed-
win A. Burtt. New York: Modern Library.

Hoffman, M. L. 1981. “Is Altruism Part of Human Nature?” Journal of Personality and So-
cial Psychology 40: 121–37.

Holmes, Stephen. 1990. “The Secret History of Self-Interest.” In Beyond Self-Interest, ed.
Jane J. Mansbridge. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

Kohn, Alfie. 1990. The Brighter Side of Human Nature: Altruism and Empathy in Everyday
Life. New York: Basic Books.

Krebs, D. L. 1970. “Altruism: An Examination of the Concept and Review of the Litera-
ture.” Psychological Bulletin 73: 258–303.

_____. 1975. “Empathy and Altruism.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 32:
1134–46.

Mansbridge, Jane J. 1990a. “Expanding the Range of Formal Modeling.” In Beyond Self-
Interest, ed. Jane J. Mansbridge. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

_____. 1990b. “On the Relation of Altruism and Self-Interest.” In Beyond Self-Interest, ed.
Jane J. Mansbridge. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

_____. 1990c. “The Rise and Fall of Self-Interest in the Explanation of Political Life.” In
Beyond Self-Interest, ed. Jane J. Mansbridge. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

Monroe, Kristen R., Michael C. Barton, and Ute Klingemann. 1990. “Altruism and the
Theory of Rational Action: Rescuers of Jews in Nazi Europe.” Ethics 101: 103–22.

Mueller, Dennis. 1986. “Rational Egoism vs. Adaptive Egoism.” Public Choice 5: 2–23.
Oliner, Samuel P., and Pearl M. Oliner. 1988. The Altruistic Personality: Rescuers of Jews in

Nazi Europe. New York: Free Press.
Piliavin, J. A., and H. W. Charng. 1990. “Altruism: A Review of Recent Theory and Re-

search.” Annual Review of Sociology 16: 27–65.
Ramos, Alberto Guerreiro. 198l. The New Science of Organizations: A Reconceptualization of

the Wealth of Nations. Toronto: Univ. of Toronto Press.
Rigby, Paul, and Paul O’Grady. 1989. “Agape and Altruism: Debates in Theology and So-

cial Psychology.” Journal of the American Academy of Religion 57: 719–37.
Schroeder, D. A.; J. F. Dovidio; M. E. Sibicky; L. L. Matthews; and J. L. Allen. 1988. “Em-

pathic Concern and Helping Behavior: Egoism or Altruism?” Journal of Experimental So-
cial Psychology 24: 333–53.

Sears, David O., and Carolyn L. Funk. 1990. “Self-Interest in Americans’ Political Op-
tions.” In Beyond Self-Interest, ed. Jane J. Mansbridge. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

Simmons, Roberta G. 1991. “Presidential Address on Altruism and Sociology.” Sociological
Quarterly 32: 1–22.

Singer, Peter. 1979. Practical Ethics. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press.
Sykes, Richard E. 1980. “Toward a Sociology of Religion Based on the Philosophy of

George Herbert Mead.” In Sociology and Human Destiny: Essays on Sociology, Religion, and
Society, ed. Gregory Baum. New York: Seabury Press.

Thoreau, Henry David. 1962. Walden and Other Writings. New York: Bantam Books.
Thrasher, Penelope. 1991. “On Altruism: Comment on Batson.” American Psychologist 46:

163.
Warshay, Leon H. 1975. The Current State of Sociological Theory: A Critical Interpretation.

New York: David McKay.
Wyschogrod, Edith. 1990. Saints and Postmodernism: Revisioning Moral Philosophy. Chi-

cago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

340 Zygon


