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' pursue achlevement on one's own, enabllng ‘one to work alone

v

.r T ) ';\ X . :..:,“’;ﬁ,“'lp Q
EE . mBSTRACT %y
. N " . qj‘ W

Hypotheses regardlng the effect of personal evaluatlon

by others/yp ch01ce of worklng condltlons were tested.

)

Relnforcement theory suggests %that pPersons would avoid B

worklng with others who negatively evaluated them and, ﬂ_”K(

o \\\,./3

. { 3
1nstead would choose to work alone. In contrast, Maslow s

theory of human needs (1954)'pred1cts that'negatlve

evaluatlon would frustrate belonglng needs so that a person

(

'woul be more,llkely to afflllate with other rnd1v1duals[than?v

to . rk alone.

!
o

Conversely, when one 15 p051t1ve1y evaluated Maslow“

3 theory suggests that thlS wonlad glve one the confldence to

rather than tO'affiliate with others. Rernforcement theory i
o A
predlcts an attractlon to the source of posrtlve relnforcement,.'

“that 1s. there would be affllxatlon v1th p051t1ve evaluators.gm
e e '

Seventy—two female subjects were elther p051t1ve1y. negatrgelyl
or neutrally evaluated by two. other glrls.' The evaluatlon was
'simulatéd on a v1deo tape shown to the subject. The sub)ect
'then could choose elther to 301n the evaluatlng group, a’
group whlch gave a neutral evaluatlon. or to uork by herself.
In. addltlon the effect of need approval on affrlratlon was

*noted. rlnally. ratlngs of 11k1ng for the evaluatlng and

'bneutral group were obtarned after the sub]ect madevherjchoice.

iv



v
: _ ». :
The group assessment of the subJect was found to be 51gn1f1-
-cantly related to her ch01ce (p <..0005) and expressed liking
for the evaluatlng and neutral. groups (p < .001 and p < .01
respectlvely). Those ubJects who were negatlvely evaluated
were~more llkelv to czﬁéte the non—evaluatlng group, and |
those p051t1ve1y evaluated the evaluatlng droup. Need
approval did not 51gn1f1cantly influence subject s choices.
In the p051t1ve condltlon the results support the predlctlonsl
of relnforcement theory, whlle in the negatlve condition the .

results support Maslow s predlctlons. ¢
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' unpleasant soc1al situation is found at one's place of work, -

INTRODUCTION
’ SN

There is llttle doubt in most. people's mlnds that -

unpleasant soc1a1 51tuatlons are av01ded. If the

-

‘then one will stop coming =o work Rejectlon by-Others

is clearly unpleasant. It can lead to feellngs of dlssatls-

Al

factlon, depre551on and allenatlon that can have a deflnlte
effect on task performance. For example, the factory

worker who is strac1zed Y hlS fellow workers may end up

quitting.l T lower-class student who reaches hjigh school

~

and flnds himself surrounded by mlddle-class classmates who

. reject h1m may drop out.z‘ In fact, acceptance by others

’ and Winston Inc¢.), 1 _
Elton Mayo and George F. Lombard 'Teamwork and Labor

appears to be a necessary precondltlon for adequate task

performance.‘

1I-‘or examples of the importance of integration to
work satisfaction see:
o Robert Blumer. "Work Satisfaction and Industr1a1 -
Trends®, p. 223- 249.% A SOC1olog1ca1‘Reader on Complex

Organlzatlons.,Amlta Etzioni, ed ~{New York Holt, Rlnehart

69.

Turnover in the Aircraft Industry of South%rn California”
Harvard Business School Bu51ness Research Studies, 32:
October, 1944. ‘ '“

FPo J. Roethllsberger and W. J.- chkson Management

" and the Wbrker, Part IV (Cambrldge- Harvard Unlver51ty Press);
Y .

1937.
' Edward A Shlls and,Morr1s Janaw1tz.‘“Cohe51on and

Dlslntegratlon in the Wehrmacht in World War I1", p. 280- 315°'l:

The Public. Oplnlon Quarterly, Summer, -1948. : N
, V\ |
2For an\example of 1ower class unbelonglngness' in’
hlgh school and 'its relationship to drop.out rate see: c
: W. E. Schafer, C. Olexa and K. Polk: "Programmed for
Social Class: Tracking in High School", Transactlons, Vol.
ViI, No. 12, October, 1970. _ C ‘

.

1
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Maslow (1954) places human needs in a hlerarchy, the
(J
satisfaction of lower level needs belng a necessary condltlon
" for the fu11 pursuit of hlgher level needs. An examlnatlon"
of this hlerarchy reveals that the need to be accepted by

others ranks above phy51ca1 and securlty needs, but below

_the need for esteem 3' Esteem need satlsfactlon 1s based on

process by which one gains thlS feellng.h In the case of

feellngs of mastery and competerice, and achlevement is the

5ach1evement Seeklng behav1or, the locus of control 1s oneself

:Soc1a1 acceptance, however, is a reward that is conferred by

‘others. The present study examlnes how. the satlsfactlon

-

or non-satlsfactlon of the- need for social acceptance affects

i

ffuture behav1or.. ‘The conceptual dlstlnctlon,between

,achlevement and acceptance was operatlonallzed so that =

achlevement-seeklng behav1or was 1nd1cated if a person chose

'

 to perform a creatlve—type task by hlmself and acceptance—"

‘affiliate with others in a helplng role with only ‘the ‘“\ﬁ%

seekxng behav1or was demonstrated if the person chose to

=N

ey

o

'potent*al for soc1a1 1nteract10n avallable - and no dlrect
task performance permltted. Maslow's theory suggests the

hypothe51s that soc1a1 acceptance is a necessary prerequlslte

fto the pursult of 1nd1v1dua1 achlevement In other words. 1f

a person is well-accepted soc1a11y, then he w111 possess thg
‘ bt

confldence to pursue task-achlevement on hls own.

. 3A. Haslow. uotlvatlon and Personallty. (New York:
Harper and Row), 1954. v :



. 22 . "' 3.
An' alternatlve predlctlon is suggested by reinforce- -
‘ment theory. Accordlng ‘to operant condltlonlng pr1nc1p1es,
Af soc1a1 acceptance can be concelved of -as a p051t1ve <
- reinforcer, those 1nd1v1duals who are well-accepted by a
.'group can be expected to repeat the behav1ors whlch Ied to S
 this relnforcer. This may entall ‘not maklng other alternatlve
}responses, such as 1nd1v1dual task-achlevement, which mlght

_compete w1th group social act1v1t1es by remov1ng the person

from the. group for a perlod of time. Thus, in contrast to o
. : ) 3

Maslow, relnforceme;t theory suggests that persons well—
'accepted by others w111 stay with the group, whlle those who .
are not well-accepted w111 strlke out on thelr own or look -
for other groups. \We are thus left with two dlfferent |
. predictions. | . |
| The present 1nvest1gat10n dev1sed .an ek;errment to

, resolve these opposed predlctlons derlved from relnforcemeﬂt
'theory and Maslow s theory. Subjectg were elther acé@pted
'or .rejected by others, then presented w1th a ch01ce of e1ther
:pursulng SC_i l 1nteract10n w1th others and not worklng on
lda task, or of wo ng by themselves on the task.b It‘is,
rather nalve to assume that acceptance needs w111

‘be completely satlsfled or not satlsfied on thedba51s of how
la person is treated by a group of strangers for Just a short
b'perlod.of tlme. The. motlvatlonal preferences that an r i
~individual has bu11t up throughout hls llfetlme, and whrch he

'-_brlngs wlth hlm to the laboratory, exert a strong 1nf1uence

o
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V'I‘he Crowne --Marlow Soc1a1

' hlgh on this ‘scale fy\ave a stronger motlvatlof

. wlth others.

 Personality. 32:163- -170, 1964.

' as well. However, }t may be possgb%e that acceptlng or

’non-acceptlng soc1a1 evaluatlons, even of short duratlon,

are more 1mportant determlnants of behavxor than personallty

factors. In addltlon, there- may be' an interaction between

1the,two.‘ In order te take into account these dlsp051t10ns

some sort of scale was requlred to measure how motlvated

..... g ‘\" ,}

subjects were normall t@‘Seek acceptance versus achlevement

firablllty Scale (1964) was used ”/

ufor this purpose, as 1t was both easy to admlnlster and to -

1

‘ score. Also, there was a considerable body of llterature

3

documentlng its valldlty as a measure of need for approval

}rom others.4 In general we expected subJects who scored -
y :

affllrate.

.3
- . . _ S ? . B

4See-' Q/xf’ R N oy
C. E. Barthel and D. P. Croyne. "The need for approval

task categorization, and- perceptual defence." Journal of
- 'Consulting Psycholoqy. 26:547- =555, 1962. ‘

L. K. Conn and D. P. Crowne.- "Instlgatlon to aggres51on,
emotional arousal and defensive emulatlon." Journal of

D. P. Crowne and B. R. Strlckland "The" condltlonlng ,
of verbal behavior as a function of the need for social SRR -
approval.®” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycholo » 1961\ 0 N

-D. P. Crowne and D. Marlow. The Approval Motive: ‘\\ﬂx‘
Studies in Evaluative Dependente.. déﬂ“York- John Wiley and
Sons Inc., 1964. BN A/\

D. Marlowe. 'Need:fo
condltlonlng of meanlngful

"social approval and the operant
erbal behavi r." Journal of

' Consulting Psychology. 26: 79-8%, 19620 ERE

'D. Marlow and D. P. Crowne,'Soc1al de51rab111ty and

o response to perceived situational demands." Journal of
'COnsultmng Psychology. 25: .109-115, 1961. -

. D. Marloweet al. "The approval motive, V1car10us

"reinforcement and verbal condltlonlng." Perceptlon and Motor \?;
Skills. 19:523-530, 1964. -

B. R. Strlckland and D. P. Crowne. 'Conformlty ’
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_ In operatlonal terms the present study examlned the
A fézlow1ng hypotheses.‘;a'. ' o :

4 [

A

1. (a) If the tastes and 1nterests of the subjects

"are evaluated negatlvely by others, then she wlll choose t?

work on a creatlve task by herself and tonagold_fhe negatlve

<

qgr (Relnforcement theory); ‘; 4 ‘
| | 1. (b) Iflthe tastes and interests of the subJect' >
evaluated negatlvely by others, “then she wall choose to be: 1n |
‘the company of the non-evaluatlng group. (Maslow s the;;}).
. 2. (a) If the tastes and rnterests of the/subjﬁct
. ;‘h ari aluated p031t1vely, then ghe w111 choo;e to be in the

(gelnforcement

. v ¢ -

N 2. (b) I1If. the ‘tastes and 1nterests of - the subject are
evaluated p051t1velya then she w111 ch\~se\tg\work on a
@reatlve task byfherself, (Maslow svtheory)b\

. . . . ) . . - g ) . / ", }/ ) rw.
- A. Subjects o S A \gg K
- B ' . y : . = # L
w 72 female undergraduates were recrulted from Soclology

S i ¢
courses at the Unlver51ty of Ablerta. Subgects were recrulted

on. a voluntary basis, w1th assurances given by the recrulter
Jthat they would probably ‘enjoy the exp6r1ment and find it ' K, )

interestlng. SubJects ranged in age from 18 to 54 years, w th

-most between 19 and 25 years old. Sub)ects were a331gned
. { o

- r . v

under conditions of srmulated group pressure as a functlon

of the need for- soc1al approval = Journal -of Soc1a1 Psychology.
171-181,‘1962 . L . :
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i*"<to one of 31x,cond1t1ons, dependlng on vhether thelr need

.d//

o~

N
‘ approval. score was hlgh or 10u~and uhether they were to

. A
recerve a posltlve, neutral or negatlve evaluat§0n from others.

s R34

The dec131on to, useﬁonly fenTle sub]ects was based on the ‘f-.

- fact that th ‘e were more- female subJectséavallable. ' s
. 6‘* o

B. Agparatus A

Two v1deo‘mon1tors were used durlng the experlment“ '

. " g,

One monltor employed a spfht—screen effect. showlng a two— L

‘n

person group on one 51de and a subject Hartlng by herself on

-

the otherr The second screerjaIso had a sp11t screen v1th

'

ca group on one side and an empty table and chalr on the

R4

other. Thus, allW!he sub]ect s cho1ce optlons for the task‘“

vperformance situation were v1sua11y presented to her. At

~the beglnnlng

£ the experlment/’he saw the pairs of

\\ M
She then' saw the-experimenter enter one of the screenspvhand
A85°'s Ol 11ty proflleS one of the pa;rs ‘and then leave.

fvcases. the groups were made up of confederates uhoSe p051t1ve-

Aey»the turned to thelr casual conversatlon whlch lasted
til the experlment was over. The same procedure appeared

on the secondrscreen with the'second palr of women. In all .

vvor negatxve evaluatlons tQ hypothet1ca1 profxles had. been

| previousliﬁrecorded on v1deotape.‘-: 3 e ;%&_

p-vy

IR SSee.AppenQixziv" | . N TN

b ’ o ’ . . - L 7

, ‘
e
3

€«

. 1

\

The palr ﬂgdvover the prof11e and then made 1t5/eva1uat10n.§‘
Y

=)



(]

kxc.:Proeedure

.tsubject 1n thlS partlcul

‘.room;-i' icating-a'd

Sy w

. ‘7
y Other materials used durlng the experlﬁent igcluded

the Crowne and Marlowe n—approval questlonnalref and a seven-

' point scale7 to rate the degree'of 11k1ng toward each group.

-

é'..

AN J, : .
SubJects came alone to . the waltlng rcom pf t@e

' laBEratorv and were met b& the experlmenter. The experimenterty

asked the subject to sit down and answer the’Crowne—Karlowev.*
'Personal Reactlon Inventory’/a;d\t\\flll in two cdﬁles of

a sheet entltled 'Personallty Proflle' All these sheets

were marked '#6' by the experlmenter in' front of the «abject,

‘before the subject filled them out. The~exper1menter

explalned to the subJect at thlS meant she was the si-w
i:hgroup and that after she completed :

filling out the.sheigi, she would be taken into the laboratory :

r with a 51gn on 1t whlch read° 'Please ‘

de"not enter: Experlment in Se551on' Thxs was done to glve
" the 1mpre551on that other subjects were to take part. Varlous |

_ plles é{ books 'left' in the wa1t1ng room. were 1ntended to

support thlS 1mpre351on. The experlmenter left the room: whlle

the\subject fllled in her answers and returned after the
» % ) .
-questlonnalres were completeo Upon enterlng. the experlmenter

. "sald that he ‘would go and tell the others that the next '

' ssee, Appendix 2.
7Seeuappendix 3g‘_'



subject would be in soon. : The experlmenter also 1nstructed
the subJect to wait there and that he would be back shortly.
/ .

" This ilnoeuver accompllshed two thlngS° 1t prov1ded

3
¥

add1t10na1 relnforcement with regard to the presence of a‘.
'group, and it also allowed the experlmenter to go into the
:’Iaboratory and turn on‘the video recorder prior to brlnglng
the subject in. ‘h o | é—ﬁ
Once the v1deotape was runnlng, 'the experlmenter '

" returned to the waltlng room and- ushered the subject 1nto
theuZaboratory. The sub)ect was told that the task had not
ﬂ;cyet started, that she was subject number six (there was a.
bjtotal of f1ve sub]ects on the two screens), and that the
task uould begln once she chose one of the sxtuatlons seen
,.on the screen. She was told that the video monltors'_ ‘ ‘
| peinltted the experlmenter to sit in one place and obserVe

the behav1or ‘he was 1nterested in, in four dlfferent s1tuatlons
g 'at once, and thatxlt also gave her (the sub]ect) the
opoortunlty to prev1ew 31tuat10ns she might be . 901ng to.

experlmenter then explalned that thegleason the subject |

had been asked to’flll in the 'Personallty Proflle was because
it nlght be useful for the groups to know somethlng about her e
.: so.that they could decide how best to~use h;} should she " |
"“decxde to ]01n them.r The experxmenter then told the subject?
1}he wvas 901ng to glve the proflles to the grOups so that they
could be looklng them over whlle he came: back and enplalned'~’

the task to her. He told her he shouldn t be gone more than

-/“\
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.
a‘few minutes. Indicating a sheet of'paper on;the table‘in
front of the subject tPe experlmenter stated that this. was
an explanatlon of the task, but that she needn t bother with
it, as he would be readlng 1t to her upon his return. ,The

experlmenter then left“
A

' Assignment-of conditions. The'subject could sqe and
hear the experlmenter going to both of the grodps. The

reason for hav1ng a11 condltlons V151ble on the screens was

)

threefo%d first 1t substantlated the experlmenter [ assertlon

e,

that the video was set up so that he could observe all 51tuatlons
whlle sitting ln one spot. Second it ruled out the poss1b11ity
’ that the sub'ect mlght base- her ch01ce on™a de51re to be

unobserved.» thlrd it ruled out the p0551b111ty that

the subJect mrg(t base her ch01ce on a tendency to approach

Ca 31tuat10n whlchfshe had the opportunlty to prev1ew, ratherh B
than an unknown 51tuat10n. The' a551gnment of the acceptlng,
\vnon-acceptlng or neutral behav1or occurred 1n the second : 'f:;:
tuo—person group v151ted by the experlmenter.» Prlor to the
.experlmenter s entrance, both groups were engaged in casual
'conversatlons. The conversatlons dealt with such tOplCS as
nOV1es on telev151on, courses taken at unlver51ty and favorlte
pastlmes. These conversatxons were 1nterrupted by the'
exper1menter who entered wlth the personallty proflle of thev
. new subject. The experlmenter apologlzed for keeplng them
.ualting and sa1d that 1t wouldn t be much longer beforeﬂthe .

N task started He then handed the personallty proflle to one



- 10
member of\the'group explaining: | . . :
o This is the personallty prof11e of a new subject
. who may be joining you. You should look it over as it
'will help you de01de how best to use her should she

decide to join you. We w111 be startlng in a couple
‘of minutes. :

'The experlmenter then left the first group, and they made
‘their neutral evaluatlon (they looked at the profile, made

.no comments and then put it down), returnlng “to their casual .
‘conVersatlon. Th!”expernmenter, by thls time, had reached
the second ‘group where the same,procedure took place. When -
the experlmenter left thlS second group and was supposedly

- on hls way oack to the sub)ect, they evaluated the profile

-elther negatlvely (*Can you belleve thlS person" sa1d

<,

2

derogatlvely and followed by a derlslve snlcker) or positively _

.( I Ve seen thls mov1e too;; It was really good' I have a

. subscrlptlon to that maga21ne ) or neturally'éthey'snd nothlng,,

Just look at the proflle and then put it down), after which

they returned to casual conversatlon.

Task explanatlon. After the experlmenter had returned

hto ‘the subject he explalned the task._ The explanatlon was
ja 8moke—screen for the real purpose of the experlment. The
'experlmenter asked the subject to follow along as he read
aloud the ‘task explanatlonhfrom the sheet 1n front of the

.'subject 8 e

-

A T : _ , o
After readlng the task explanatlon the experlmenter

told the subject that the task would. take 30 mlnutes and that

Na

8See’Appendix--{;"



| ar
what he requlred from her was a snap decrs1on. so that she |
“dcould be as51gned to a pos1t10n and everyone could start ‘the
task.  The experlm nter p01nted to the three alternatlves on
the screen that were available, to’the subject and asked what
‘her preference was. At th1s p01nt. the experxmenter got-up, - *
as though to lead the subJect to her chosen condltlon, so ‘-’

9

:that the subject was forced to make a ch01ce.

Post-exper1mental 1nterv1ew. Once the subJect had

ﬁade'her ch01ce the experlmenter led her out51de and asked
her to 51t down and evaluate the 11kah111ty of _each of the
_two groups. The sub]ect was th n told that the experlment
'was over. The. experlmenter th ‘explained that he was
actual;y interested 1n peoplev; motlvatlonal pProcesses and

- asked the suhject vhy she had made the choxce she did and

. why she hadn t ‘made another choice. -She was alsq\asked 1f
she had been told about the experlment. or 1f anythlng had
made her- susp1c1ous.‘ After ansuerlng these questlons the'
subJect was completely debrlefed._ ThlS consxsted of showlng »
the sub)ect the apparatus, explalnlng how the experxment waS'
runsand asklng for her evaluatlon of the experlment s | .

; credlblllty._ In no case did a subJect dlsbelleve the deceptlon -

‘bﬂinVOlved.

'-Couments on procedure. It should be Qsolnted out that

~he credlhlllty of the evaluatlons on ‘the tapes uas\not

| ~ea311y obtalned Seventeen separate takes were taped and over
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an hundred subjects were run in pretrlals and guestloned
concerning the cred1b111ty of the tape, the evaluatlons 1n
‘partlcular. Addltlonal checks on the evaluatlons ‘were also
made durlng the course of the experlment:'”he sub]ect was
viewed through a two—way mlrror by the experlmenter durlng
the time when . the evaluatlng group was maklng its evaluatlon
-of the subject s personallty proflle ‘on the ‘SCreen. Frowns,

: downcast expre551ons, nervous {1dget1ng and even tears were
typlcal observatlons followlng the negatlve evaluatlon, while ‘
‘smiles and attent1veness to the group typ1cally followed “the |
p031t1ve evaluatlon. No change in facial express1on or

- bodily movements was observed durlng the neutral evaluatlon.v
“SubJects, after maklng their. ch01ce of worklng condltlon,
v_were asked .to rate the llkeablllty of each of the groups on

a seven—p01nt scale'9 Through an analys1s of varlance,_'
evaluation ‘was foun 'u>he sxgnlflcantly related to llklng,
»«prOV1d1ng further e 1dence of credlblllty. Dur1ng the
debrleflng. each s bJect was shown how the experlment had been
' conducted and was sPed for a frank assessment of the proflle
evaluatlons. In po case, did the subgects express dlellef

in the eValuatio . Startled surprlse was the typ1ca1

'reactlon of the -ubjects when told the experlment was over.'

All theqe facto s gave the experlmenter confldence in the

l,credxbillty of the tapes. It is doubtful if the tapes could

'he:much-improv . The evaluatlve comments made on the tapes

9See Appendxx 3.‘-'
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“might, however,:be reinforeed.by the’exﬁerimenterdmakingh
similar eﬁaluative Statements. This would add a status
vfaetor, but would-also strengthen the'evaiuative conditions.

. This mlght partlcularly encourage those who are p051t1ve1y
, devaluated to work along In addition, it mlght be 1nterest1ng
- to have not only a neutral evaluatlon condition but a no = °
‘evaluatlon condltlon, where the videos are turned off. This
would allow us to -guage the 1mpact of v1sua1 st1mu11 on the
subject s cho;ce by permlttng comparlson with the neutral

g

evaluatlon condltlon.
RESULTS

As Table 1 shows, the relatlonshlp between personal
evaluatlon by others and ch01ce of worklng condition on a

creatlve task\was statistically s1gn1f1cant. Kn' ledge of

the 1ndependent varlable, evaluatxon by others
4
reduce our predlctlon error by 14%. True to re oréement

allows us to.

, theory, those who were pos1t1vely evaluated were‘;bre llkely
_to afflllate with the evaluatlng group than wlth elther the ‘
'-non-evaluatlng group or to work alone (58 3% made th13‘choxce).
; On the other hand 62 5% of the negatlvely evaluated subJects ‘
P chose to assoc1ate w1th the non-evaluatlng group.f In addltlon,v
'h‘37 5% of the neutrally and positively evalﬁatgd“subjects chose"
_uto work a10ne. whlle 20. 8% of those negatlvely evaluated chose;“
_this optlon. "z' test comparlsons were made betveen the

'

(proportlons 1n the neutral and posxtlve evaluatlon condltzons
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TABLE 1°
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THE EFFECT OF PERSONAL EVALUATION BY OTHERS

(taur = 0.14)

ON CHOICE OF WORKING CONDITIONS .- 4
- » : : ‘1.) -
— _
.. Choice of ! Personal Evaluatlo A '
Condition : verage
- ' P051t1ve Negatlve Neutral
. ~
Chooses to | R . :
‘work -alone L 37.5% - 20.8% 37.5% 31.9%
Chooses evalu- - -
ating'group' 58.3% 16.7% - . 29.2% 34.7%
'Chooses'non—
. evaluating o : . .
 group o 4.2% 62.5% 33.3% _33.3%
TOTAL o 100.0% 100.0%8  100.0% '99.9%
| (24) (24) 24) - (12)
S = 19.96, 44f, p < .0005)
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-ch0051ng to work alone and the proportions in the.negatlve :

evaluatlon condltlon preferrrlng ‘to work alone. In each |

case the comparlson fell just short of statlstlcal

: 51gn1flcance (z = 1. 31, p = 0.10). Thus,_subjecgﬁ who were

| negatlvely evaluated were more llkely than subjects in the

p051t1ve or neutral evaluatlng cond1t1on to afflllate with

some sort of group - though not the rejecting one. This

- lends some support to Maslow S hypothesisgthat persons_who
.are rejected b& others~will have their belonging needs

frustrated and consequently will seek out soc1al support -

Table 2 shows that the relatlonshlp between need

vapproval and ch01ce of worklng condition is not statlstlcally
'51gn1flcant and that knowledge of need approval allows us
- to reduce our error in pred1ct1ng ch01ce by only 1%. There
~is a trend for those w1th hlgh need approval to choose the
.evaluatlng group - 41. 7% chose thls optlon, whlle 27 8% of
_those wlth low need approval chose the same optlon. A 'Z“
test shows ‘that the probablllty of gettlng a dlfference thls
great by chance is 0 10 (z = 1. 27).‘ Subjects with low need
approval, on the other hand chose the non¥E§aluatlng group
.more often (38.9% of the tlme) as opposed to those with hlgh
need approval who chose this group 27.8% of the tlme. The
.,probablllty of gettlng a dlfference ‘this great by chance
is 0. 16 (Z = 1. 00) The choxce of worklng alone seems tox

.be unaffected by ‘one’ s level of need approval.,;,'

s .
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- TABLE 2
. THE EFFECT OF NEED APPROVAL ON CHOICE .
OF WORKING CONDITIONS
Choice of . S Néed Approval - Average - -
Condition - : Low - High
WChooses‘to;work_' T "_k -
" alone O 33.3% - - 30.6% .. 31,9%
Chooses evaluating : ‘ e : o
group , 27.8% ! - 81.7% _ 34.7%
Chooses non- ' - S .;S’
evaluating - L 9%‘ - '
- group. ' . 38.9% S an o 27.8% R .- 33.3%
. - | | e _ | 72
TOTAL . 100.0% 99.9%
| D | (72)

e

(x° ='1.71, 24f, p .
(tau r = 0.01) N

2
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Table 3 shows that the 1nteract10n effect of personal

,’evaluatlon and need anproval on choice of working condltlon
is statlstlcally 1n51gn1flcant when the main effects of L

evaluation and need approval are partltloned out : Controlllng

for level of need approval only allowed us to reduce our

&

predlctlon error by 13 more than 1f we had relled on personal'

evaluatlon alone for our predlctlon. B R

¢

Although the overall 1nteract10n effect is 1n51gn1f1-

_cant, examlnatlon of dlfferences between cells 1llum1nates
‘_trends 1mportant to the theorles being - cons1dered.~ Holdlng
-'1eve1 of need approval constant, the results of Table 3‘
show that for those’ subjects wlth a low level of need
'approval who chose to work alone, the difference between

‘those who were negatlvely evaluated and those”who were

p051t1ve1y evaluated ‘is 1n51gn1f1cant (z = 0 89, P = 0 19).,

'The same holds tnxafor those with hlgh ‘need approval who
,‘chose to work alone (p 0. 19). 50% of those S's with a low

:vb.level of need approval who were evaluated p081t1vely selected

the evaluatlng group, whlle only 8. 3% of those with low need:

approval who ‘were evaluated negatlvely did so. Thls"

: dgfference is 51gn1f1cant wlth P < .01. The same trend is.
) seen with those S s who possessed h1gh need approval 66,7%

lof those p051t1vely evaluated chose the evaluatlng group,,

" while of ‘those negatxvely ‘evaluated only 25. 0% chose the_'

. evaluating group. Thls dlfference 1s 31gn1f1cant (z = 2. lO,f

P = .02). P051t1ve evaluatlon then seems to be strongly



TABLE 3

THE EFFECT OF PERSONAL EVALUATION BY OTHERS

AND NEED - APPROVAL OoN CHOICE OF WORKING

CONDITIONS o
~ Choice of S C S : R
"Condition o Personal Evaluation : . Average
Positive Negative - Neutral
n Appr. 'n Appr. h Appr.‘
‘ . ‘ — .
_Low. High Low High Low High .\
. _ S

' Chooses to. R - o SRR
work alone 41.7% 33.3% 25.9% 16.7% 33.3% 41.7% 32.0%

Chooses }
evaluating o , . - _ o
group ~  50.0%  66.7% 8.3% 25.0% 25.0% 33.3% 34.7%
Chooses,non-‘ o : - >v-i. -

- evaluating . S : L ‘

. group . 8.3% . 0.0% 66.7% 58.3% 41.7% 25.0% 33.3%
grotp ; B L EREE Ry
TOTAL  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.9% 100.0%

S a2 an an a2z a2 az a2

x? = 0.51, 4af, p <. .97)
(tau r = 0.15) .
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assoc1ated with ch0051ng to affiliate with the evaluatlng
group. Thls shpports the hypothesis: derlved form relnfor Je-
ment theory. o e “ ’ :
Ch0051ng the non-evaluatlng group was strongly ‘
"assoc1ated with being negatlvely evaluated. for subJects with /7’,
.both hlgh and Iow levels of need approval This lends
credence to Maslow s hypothe51s that those who are rejected -
6&11 seek soc1al acceptance. Those sub]ects with hlgh need
‘approval .chose the non—evaluatlng group 0 0% of the tlme

_ when p051t1vely evaluated 58 3% of the tlme when negatlvely
‘evaluated and 25 0% of the t1me when subJected to the neutral

‘evaluatlon., The dlfferences between negative and p051t1ve

{2 =31 p= 0 OOl). between p051t1ve and netural

f(zv= 1.78 p 0.04) and between negatlve and neutral condltlons

3

(2 = 1 65, p = 0. 05) were all. statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant. ‘
‘Those subjects ‘with low need approval chose the noxf;-evaluatlng»~
group 8 3% of the t1me when p051t1vely evaluated 66 7% of

the ‘time when negati;ély é/aluated and, 41 7% of the time
-when neutrally evaluated.r The dlfferences between positive.
h ‘and.negatlve'(z = 2 95, p = 0 002) and p031t1ve and neutral
:'conditionS'(Z = l 89,. p = 0. 03) were statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant.‘
.The dlfference between negatlve and neutral condltlons,~k>
'however, was not 51gn1f1cant (z = l 25. P = 0. 11). |
o Tables 4 and 5 show the sources of 11k1ng for each of

“the groups.' It was felt that the evaluatlon should have a.

. deflnlte bearlng .on whether or not the subJect expressed

-
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___TABLE 4
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>

QRIANCE FOR LIKING

THE EVALUATING GROUP
) oo ,;} '
-
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‘Source

“ -'"ﬁ

af Y Mg ot

A

Need Approval (a)

'Evaiuqtion by
Others (B).

1 | o.o139
o2 13.4305

T2 . o.1805

~ 0.0308

29.7961%

0.4006

Error . 66 ~ 0.4507
x . _ p
p<‘001

| .
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TABLE 5 |

¥ .
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR‘LIKING

> . - :
THE - NON-EVALUATING . GROUP

".>Sou'rce' , - af o MS . . F

<

‘Need Approval (A) 1 0.8889 .  .2.4789
o |
Evaluation by

‘Others (B) ~ . - 2 . 1.9305 = . 5.3839%
L R N | |

AaxB | 2j§§ . 0.0972. ©  0.2711

Error | .66 - 0.3586
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J//r lihlaé;for'the groups”or not, ahd this was found to be‘the'
- case. The only statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant source of |
varlance for the 11k1ng of both the. Evaluatlng and the
Non-evaluatlng_group was' the’evaluatlon 1tself.v Need <
approval or the‘ihteraction hetﬁeen need'apprOVal and

evaluation‘had no significant_effect on'liking of the groups.
o . B : -

nis_cpssmn
‘When people are positively*evaluated-they'pre-

" dominantly choose to be w1th the group that made that
evaluatlon, when negatlvely evaluated they av01d the. A
yevaluatlng group. Thls flndlng supports the position of

3're1nforcement theory, except that those who avold the

-‘evaluatlng group choose the non-evaluatlng group, a ch01ce
that Maslow's- theory predlcts.- The pr1nc1p1e of generall—'
»zatlon.uould lead relnforcement theory to predlct av01dance o,
‘of all groups 1n the experlmental 51tuat10n, ‘while Maslow ._§>;

v,spec1f1es that those who are negatlvely evaluated wlllvseek
'the company of others. ‘;9 addltlon c's were more aptfto
choose to work alone when p081t1ve1y or neutrally evaluated
although the results are not statlstlcally sxgnlflcant.A

'Another explanatlon for the' observed afflllatlve ch01ce of
: subjects when negatxvely e;aluated can be derlved froﬁ the b_ N
results of research by Schacterlo who found thatjsubjeets

.

’ -subJected‘to.anxlety_preferred to~be in the presence.df

/

a .
» . .

.
loS. SChacter The Ps chol [ of Affllxatlon,
'(Stanford._Stanford Unxversxty Press), 1959.
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«
s

others. He‘attrihuted'this preference to a desire on the
part of the subject to. compare his emotlonal ‘reaction with

11 in order to guage

‘that of others in a 51m11ar 51tuatlon
its approprlateness. Maslow's concept of belonglng needs

is suff1c1ent1y broad enough to encompass Schacter s explana-
tion as‘an explanation of the 1n1t1al' behav1or of a'person
,Jseeking to satisfy his belonginé needs, ’The advantage of
SchaCter's explanation‘is its greater specifiCity'in terms'
of ' the present experlment =S operatlonallzatlon of afflllatlve.
_‘behaV1or as merely belng in the presence of others.

It is clear ‘from the data that knowledge of personal
evaluatlon by others 1s much more useful in predw*flng
aff111at1ve behav1or (seeklng acceptance vs.-seekrug _
achlevement) than is need appfoval. Thls 15 the case desplte
the fact that the evaluatlon was brlef and made by strangers;
~while need approval is supposedly a constant of one s
: personallty.

The present'study dlffers from many studles of |
mot1vat10na1 states,_ln that the subJect S ch01ce of’ worklng
dconditlon had 1mmed1ate and’ foreseeable behav1ora1

‘consequences for the sub]ect. In other cases, ‘the subject s

,'motlvatlonal state is deflned by the 1nterpretatlon of a

: ‘llL Festlnger. "A Theory of Soc1a1 Comparlson
Processes,' 'Human Relatlons, 7: 117 140, 1954. :
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score, either‘of‘fantasy materiallz.or of personal habit.
descriptionsl_3 by an experlmenter and is unrelated to the
experimental task in the eyes of the subject. The comments
~made by subJects in ‘the post—exper1menta1 1nterv1ew
deflnltely conflrm that those who chose the alone condltlon
‘were also taking on an achlevement—seeklng role (e. g.,'It
seemed 11ke a challenge.' 'I wanted to. see hbw welg I could
do.'), However, some of those who chose the group 51tuat10n
'were not seeklng acceptance, “but av01d1ng an achievement
role (e g.v'I didn't want to do the tasks myself 'It:was
'too much of an effort to do the tasks. ).’ A greater varlety
1n the\nature of tasks whlle Stlll allow1ng creatlve
expression of the total person mlght allev1ate these
objections to the alone condition. _ ’
. In summary, while the results favor the predlctlons
'7o£ relnforcement theory, there are. 1nd1catlons that Maslow's

theory is not to be entarely dlscarded P051t1ve evaluatlon

coming frcm an actual peer group in a work 51tuatlon mlght

RS lzsee H

o Je W Atklnson. An Introductlon to Motlvatlon.
.(Prlnceton, N.J.: Van Nostrand), 1964. L
D. C. McClelland. The Achieving Society. (Princeton,
N.J.: Van Nostrand), 1961. ’ ' ' ' ' .
> D. C. McClelland et al. The Achievement Motive; (New
York*gHarper and Row), 1953. .
H. A. Murray et al. Explorations in Personallty.
(New York Oxford Unlver51ty Press), 1938. . .
13See. '
3 - D, P. Crowne’ and ‘D. Marlow.'The~Approval.Motive:"“
"~ Studies” in Evaluative Dependence. (New York- John wiley and
Sons Inc.), 1964. . :
_ A. L. Edwards. The Social De51rab111t Variable in .-
Personallty Assessment and- Research (New York- Dryden), 1957.

[
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,incréase the numbers choosing‘to work aloné.-pérticu;arly' (
where individual effort is prized. It is surprisiﬁglthat the
‘evaluationsvas sho:f aS»théy were, and comihg from others
identified simply as 'other subjeéts'fhad éuth an impact. *
Purther ‘experimental work in this area would be well

E2S ]
advised to taRe Schacter's flndlngs into accé;nt.
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1. what is your favourite T,V. pProgramme? ' ;
2. What magazine do you read most frequently? = o
. ) . . ' . . - . . - R - PP T

3. What is the title of the best novel you've read recently?

..

. . ‘ Co .yv
. \. M S
R e te . : | .

" 4. 1What‘was:the Iast-gbod movie youfsaw?

LA

5. What is your favourite pastime?
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Personal Reaction Inventory

<

Listed below are a number of ‘statements concerning personal

attitudes
statement
Mark each

————
‘\7.
.

‘8. .

e ————

someone in'‘trouble.

"on occasion I have had doubts aboutfmyAability,fo .

' On a few occasions I ha 4
. because F thought too ‘ittle'of‘myﬁability.

and traits. Read each item and decide whether the-
is true or false as ‘it pertains to your personality.’
accordingly with,either T. ord F. ' ’
S : v 20
15

Before voting I thorouqh1y'inves£igate the

 qualifications of all the candidates. . .

I never heSitateuto_go out of my way to help

It is some * s hard for ne ;6“‘ ‘on ﬁith‘my work-
if I am rnotWencouraged. a7 A

{ have never intensély“diélikgd gnyone.
succeed in life. .

<

2

6. I sometimes feel fesentfulhwhen I"don't get"my-wayﬂ

I™am always careful uéﬁ Yy 'manner;of dress.
My tab1e'manQers at home

] ‘ are as good as when I eat’
out in a restaurant. ' ; o

) oo - P
9. “If I could get into a movie without paying . and be,

sure that I wash't seen, I uould‘p;obably do it

ave given up dbing‘something-@

I like to gossip‘at times. |

There have been times when I felt like rebelling
‘against people in aythority even though I knew
they were right. ’ , S :

" No matter who I'm talking.to. I'm alway#.a‘gde‘:,

listener. .
I can remember playing sick to get out of samething.

There héve.beeh‘occ§§ions.§hen I took advantage of
someone. ST : . . -

. I'm always willing to admit itjuhen'I'makg a mistaké._:
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N . . . . . . -

17. I always try_to practice what I preach.

18. I don't find it partlcularly dlfflcult to get
along with loud—mouthed, obnoxious people.

19.'I sometlmes try to get even, rather than forgive
- and forget. - ) A ' .4

20. When I don t know somethlng I don't at all mind
' admitting it. : :

21.. I am always courteous, even to people who are
vdlsagreeable.. . : o . : -

. 22. At tlmes I have really 1n51sted on hav1ng thlngs
, My own way. ; ,

' 23. There have been- occasions when T felt like smashing
thlngs. : o S

24. I would never thlnk of lettlng someone else be
punlshed for my wrong-d01ngs. . G “

25. 1 never resent belng asked to‘return a favour..

26. I have never been 1rked when people expressed
1deas very dlfferent from my own.

27. I never make a long trlp w1thout first checklng
"~ the ‘safety of my car:

28. There have been:times when I felt qulte )ealous of
: the good fortune .of others. - :

3 29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone
- off. 6‘%,@,%.‘77‘

. 30. I am somet; mes 1rr1tated by people who ask favours
b , - of me.. 7 .

m.

31._I have never felt that I was punlshed wlthout cause.
. . . 1"/( s
32. I som es think when people have a mlsfortune
they o//y got. ﬁhat ‘they deserved . ,
’ t A
" never dellberately sa1d somethlng that hurt
e slfeellngs.. _

f33: I

L
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PERSONAL REACTION TO GROUPS
' Evaluate the likeability of the group that ‘appeared on.

the screen, when you were facing the:screens,.by circling on
of the following numbers. : . L

) B y S ; ) P T 6-m—mmsmmm 7
like  like ~  like  indiff- dislike dillike dislike
very quite -slightly erent: slightly - quite very

- . o L ~a bit much

‘much .a bit

" In cdmpérisbn, how would you evaluate the. likeability of the
other group; the one on the right-hand screen.

1

1-—— e 2_-_-____;3___---__;,4___,-,,-5_; _______ 67—;—4————7

, ' : z .
like like -  like indiff-  dislike dislike dislike
very quite slightly erent slightly quite ' very
much a bit " - - : '

a bit - much -
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