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PART III: THE STUDY

Approach

A major focus of the study is on how the lesson supports students’ thinking in terms of multiple variables. But, we also wanted to examine additional broad features of the lesson such as how students engaged the tasks, how they interacted with one another, and whether they were interested in the topic. Consequently, our data collection involved two forms of evidence:
1. Observations of students. Three members of the lesson study team recorded detailed field notes during the lesson. Each observer focused on an individual small group. We also videotaped the lesson. The observational record allows us to examine many different features of the lesson such as how students work in groups, whether they were engaged in the lesson, in addition to how they develop predictions and explanations of bystander behavior. 

2. Written work. Written work included: a) Bystander Pre-test responses, b) Group Exercise 1 summaries, c) Group Exercise 2 summaries, d) Individual Analysis, and e) Bystander Post-test responses. The written work focuses specifically on students predictions and explanations of bystander intervention before, during, and at the end of the lesson.
Findings. We met several times to discuss the class observations, looking for general 
patterns in students' responses. We also developed a rubric to systematize the evaluation of the pre and post-test data. 

Analysis of Observations.  

1. Group exercise 1. Because the discussion was based on the pre-test responses all students contributed to the group summary. Groups stayed on task with the exception of one group that misinterpreted the directions.
Students had not read about bystander intervention so we expected their explanations to be based on their personal theories and beliefs about social behavior. This did occur. For example, some said that the person's character would determine whether they would help a stranger, and referred to the person's upbringing as a key ingredient. However, the bystander scenarios were designed to highlight situational variables, and students compiled a large number of factors that might influence bystanders. Many of their explanations were plausible. Link: Group Exercise 1.
2. Class discussion. The class discussion took place after students completed Group Exercise 1. Each group wrote their responses on a transparency and the instructor asked students to explain the factors. Students were willing to contribute to the discussion and to explain the reasoning behind their group's responses. Observers noted that some comments were quite insightful even though students’ ideas were not based on any formal knowledge of the topic. For example, one group used the idea of social norms as a way to explain bystander behavior. (See the last segment of the lesson video.)

3. Group Exercise 2. In this exercise students compared their list of factors with a research model of bystander intervention. Link: Model of Bystander Intervention. We thought that by comparing the model to their own factors, students would see how the factors are related and illustrate how and when they influence bystander actions. Students were able to identify similarities and differences between their group's factors and those in the model. However, the exercise did not reveal what students "got" from this discussion. It did not introduce significant principles for organizing ideas nor invite any generalizations about bystander behavior. 

Analysis of written work. We analyzed four pieces of written work.

1. Pre-Test. The Pre-Test revealed students' initial beliefs and reasoning about bystander intervention. They generated a wide range of factors to account for why a bystander would help or not help in each situation (age, gender, attractiveness of the victim, urgency of the situation, time of day, whether the bystander had time to help). Ninety-seven percent of students mentioned personal cost (e.g. not enough time, cold weather) or moral/ethical reasons (e.g. doing a good deed, it is the right thing to do) as reasons to help or not help. Students did not generate the classic research bystander intervention finding: a bystander is less likely to help if other bystanders are present because responsibility can be diffused among the onlookers (Schwartz, 1986; Myers, 2003). In fact, many students proposed the opposite belief; that a bystander is more likely to help if others are present because there is "strength in numbers." Three pre-test items manipulated the number of bystanders. Students rated the likelihood of helping higher when several bystanders were present than when only one person was present. Only one person correctly predicted that in a group of onlookers, a person is less likely to help because "someone else could help" (i.e., diffusion of responsibility).

2. Group Summary. The groups produced a wide array of plausible factors and identified the factors highlighted in the contrasting scenarios.

3. Individual Written Analysis. We used the individual analysis to examine student thinking at the end of the lesson. Students highlighted some of the major differences between their group's answers and the research model. They noted omissions and cases where they had the wrong idea (e.g., A common error was that students thought help would be more forthcoming if more bystanders were present. However, the opposite is true; a stranger is more likely to get help if a single bystander is present.) Link: Individual Analysis.

4. Post-Test. The Bystander Post-test consisted of four scenarios depicting a person in need. Link: Bystander Post-Test. Students were asked to predict and explain bystander behavior for each scenario. We assigned scores of 0-3 to their predictions and explanations based on the extent to which the answer was consistent with the research model of bystander intervention. Below are examples of each score level for Post-test Item 1. The scenarios are based on actual research studies of bystander intervention.

Post-test Item 1. Research subjects are asked to fill out a questionnaire in a waiting room. Before long, smoke started to come into the room through a small wall vent. The researchers were interested in determining whether subjects would investigate the situation to see if it was an emergency and how long it would take before doing so. The researchers varied the number of subjects in the waiting room—sometimes there was just one subject in the room alone, sometimes three subjects were in the room, and sometimes there was one subject and two other people (who were confederates of the experimenter and who ignored the smoke and continued working on the questionnaire). Predict how the subjects responded. In which situation were the research subjects most likely to check out whether the smoke posed a threat (alone, with 2 other subjects, with 2 confederates who ignored the smoke)? In which situation were they least likely to check out whether the smoke posed a threat? Explain the reasons for your predictions.

 

Consistent explanation (Score = 3) 
The situation in which the research subjects were most likely to check out the smoke threat was when the subject was in the room alone. They were probably least likely to check out the smoke threat when in the room with two confederates. When alone a person realizes that it is up to them completely to check out the smoke, with no pressure from anyone and no help from anyone else either. When in a room with 2 unconcerned confederates, the research subject is least likely to check it out because he/she may feel that they are overreacting since it doesn’t seem to concern the other 2 people in the room.
Partially consistent explanation (Score = 2)
If the person is alone, I think that they would investigate it since no one else is there. If there is just three people I think they would be less likely to respond since they can diffuse the responsibility. However, with two confederates ignoring the smoke the subject would be forced to investigate the smoke to see if there was any real danger.
 
Inconsistent explanation (Score = 1)

The lone subject would have been very suspicious, and may have been cautious investigating the smoke, but not very confident, being alone and in possible danger. With two other subjects, more confidence would have been observed as more individuals would take notice along with the subject. This would provide a dispersion of confidence to examine the smoke. The two confederates would have been a little suspicious to a subject, and cause skepticism within the subject about the whole survey situation. 

Students' explanations were most consistent with the research model for Item 3 (man collapsing on subway), probably because the "common sense" answer to the scenario is consistent with the research-based answer. Their explanations were least consistent with the research model for Item 4 (student who has seizure), which produced the greatest number of inconsistent explanations (8). In this case students thought that "everyone" would help a fellow student having a seizure, implying that helping in this situation is the norm. For example, one student argued that subjects would be more likely to help when other bystanders were present because the person "wants to live up to the expected social norm." Summary data are reported in Table 1. 
	Item
	Prediction Mean Score 
	Explanation Mean Score 

	1. Smoke in waiting room
	2.60
	2.52

	2. Woman falls from ladder
	2.48
	2.28

	3. Man collapses on subway
	2.91
	2.83

	4. Student has a seizure 
	2.48
	2.32


 

Table 1: Mean Score for Predictions and Explanations on the Bystander Post-Test 

(maximum score = 3.0; N=25)

Table 2 reports the percentage of students scoring at each level on the items. The percentages indicate that a large majority of students' predictions and explanations were consistent with the research model of bystander intervention for each post-test item. 

	Score
	Item 1
	Item 2
	Item 3
	Item 4

	 
	Predict
	Explain
	Predict
	Explain
	Predict
	Explain
	Predict
	Explain

	3
	68
	60
	68
	68
	91.2
	83.3
	72
	64

	2
	24
	32
	12.5
	12
	8.3
	16.7
	4
	4

	1
	8
	8
	20
	24
	0
	0
	24
	32

	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0


 

Table 2: Percentage of Students at Each Score Level on the Bystander Post-Test

Discussion

How the lesson affected or changed student thinking. Students' understanding of bystander intervention changed in three key areas:

1. Understanding diffusion of responsibility. Prior to the lesson students tended to think a bystander is more likely to help when other bystanders are present in a situation (i.e., "strength in numbers"). On the post-test a large majority of students indicated that help is less likely when other bystanders are present, based on the idea of "diffusion of responsibility." 

2. Understanding how social context affects individual behavior. On the pre-test 87% of students based their predictions, at least in part, on the bystander's character (e.g., empathic and caring bystanders are more likely to help than those who lack empathy and do not care what happens to other people). On the post-test, however, only 17% of students referred to the bystander's personality or disposition. However, observations during the lesson indicated that some students remained ambivalent about the importance of the bystander's "character." For example, one student said something to the effect that, "I still believe that if you are a certain kind of person you will help out regardless of how many people are around."

3. Thinking in terms of multiple variables. On the post-test students were better able to state causal connections between factors in the situation (e.g., number of bystanders) and subsequent behavior (i.e., whether a person would help or not). The lesson helped develop students' ability to analyze and explain human behavior in terms of multiple variables. 
We also note the persistence of students’ beliefs about the importance of individual character and upbringing as a determinant of behavior. We wonder whether the lesson really altered this belief and whether subsequent study of social psychology will influence students’ thinking about the relative importance of character vs. situation.  

Several features of the lesson facilitated thinking in terms of multiple variables:
1. Bystander Scenarios. The contrasting scenarios focused student attention on key variables in the context of concrete examples. The scenarios promoted complex thinking in the context of concrete, realistic situations.
2. Structured group work. Group work was an appropriate strategy for this lesson. Students had ongoing opportunities to hear classmates’ ideas, examine their own predictions and articulate explanations to one another. 
3. Instructor feedback. Instructor feedback occurred at a key time in the lesson, after students had already formulated predictions and explanations. Instead of simply explaining to students how to think about the scenarios the instructor could use students' ideas as the basis for class discussion, point out key ideas and invite students to evaluate the ideas.
Remaining questions and recommendations for improving the lesson. The lesson could be refined in several ways:
1. Modify Group Exercise 2. The current version of Group Exercise 2 is somewhat simplistic and does not fully support complex thinking. It might be improved by asking students to examine the relative importance of personal characteristics vs. situational factors in bystander intervention. This would be a more direct way to confront the "clash" between perspectives. It would also be a way to underscore the social psychological perspective and emphasize how the social context affects people.
2. Crystallize key ideas. Students might benefit toward the end of the lesson from a highly focused discussion that emphasizes key points and puts them in the larger perspective of social psychology. To do this might mean designating time near the end of the lesson for a culminating summary. An alternative is to delete the in-class individual analysis and use the Post-Test items as the focus for a culminating summary. Students could complete the Post-Test items in class and then the instructor could lead a discussion to highlight the findings and consolidate key points.

3. It was challenging to design a lesson to address students' intellectual abilities and habits of mind. Of course, a single lesson cannot fully develop complex thinking. This lesson study underscores the importance of bringing complex goals down to the level of classroom instruction, and the importance of addressing these goals in additional lessons.

References

Bransford, J.D., Brown, A.L., & Cocking, R.R. (1999). How people learn: Brain, mind, experience and school. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Myers, D. G. (2003). Psychology 7th edition. New York: Worth Publishers.

Schwartz, D.L. & Bransford, J.D. (1998). A time for telling. Cognition and Instruction, 16(4), 475-522.

Schwartz, S. (1986). Classic studies in psychology. Palo, Alto, CA: Mayfield Publishing. 

Task Force on Undergraduate Psychology Major Competencies. (2002). Undergraduate psychology major learning goals and outcomes: A report. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 







