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This study was designed to assess the effects of approval seeking

motivation and social cost upon conformity to group norms which were

inconsistent with personal values. Utilizing the Asch conformity

paradigm, 321 subjects were exposed to a group opinion which was

contradictory to one of their personal values. The results produced

several conclusions: (1) approval motivation is an important deter-

minant of conformity with approval motivated individuals yielding to

social pressure significantly more than low approval seekers, (2) low

approval seekers are value affirming but values tend to have reduced

validity as guides for the behavior of high approval seekers, (3) high

approval seekers are vulnerable to social cost while low approval

seekers are not, (4) awareness of the value in question does not



increase resistance to conformity pressures, and (5) significant

differences exist in value structures between high and low approval

seekers. These findings were integrated into theories of prejudice,

social movements, authoritarianism, and existential courage. The

results also raised questions as to areas of possible future research.
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APPROVAL SEEKING MOTIVATION: A DETERMINANT OF

CONFORMITY TO GROUP NORMS INCONSISTENT

WITH PERSONAL VALUES

I. INTRODUCTION

At Babi Yar, a desolate ravine near the Russian city of Kiev, on

September 29 and 30, 1941, a squad of 150 German soldiers assembled the

Jews of the German-occupied area, stripped them naked, lined them up on

the edge of the ravine and machine-gunned them, men, women,and children.

In the period of 36 hours, 33,771 people were murdered and within the

two years before the departure of the Germans, an estimated 100,000 to

200,000 innocent people were butchered. Meanwhile, the camps at

Auschwitz, Belsen, Buchenwald, Dachau, Nordhausen, and elsewhere routinely

claimed the lives of countless others. Knowledge of these historical

events does not rest easy on the soul and ultimately the question is

asked: "How could these things have occurred?"

In an effort to account for the unpleasant realities of this era,

the most common explanation proposed is that this was the work of a

small group of sadistic madmen. While this is undoubtedly true in part,

it does not account for much of what is currently known about the real

situation. For example, it has been shown that the scale at which these

atrocities were conducted could not have been achieved without the

widespread knowledge of and assistance from a large segment of the

German population. It has also been argued by Arendt (1963) that the

sadistic acts by Nazi officials were perpetrated more for social
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recognition, upward mobility, and social approval motives than for

aggressive needs alone. Observations such as these tend to shake one's

confidence in the ultimate goodness of human beings and the critical

question turns from, "How could it have happened?" to that of "How could

so many have allowed it to happen?"

Scientific investigation into the dynamics involved in conformity

have exposed a now well known and tested phenomenon. Researchers have

discovered that ordinary people are willing to agree to varying types

of false realities and are susceptible to group demands even if those

demands are obviously "wrong". These studies had strong implications

for a theory explaining the behavior of the German people witnessed during

the War but a large gap still existed between the social pressure exerted

on a person's judgment of the length of a line and choosing to participate,

if indirectly, in the mass execution and torture of human beings.

In an effort to deal with this gap between data on conformity and

the role of social pressure in promoting mass murders, Milgram (1963,

1964) initiated a series of experiments designed to study individual

willingness to administer what appeared to be a painful electric shock

to an unwilling victim. The results of this research revealed an alarming

willingness on the part of ordinary people to administer a potentially

lethal shock to a victim if instructed to do so by someone in authority.

A later study by Larsen, Coleman, Forbes,and Johnson (1972), found that

very little incentive was required in order to pursuade a person to

administer a high voltage shock to a victim. The mere suggestion that

another person had shocked at a high level was enough justification for

a subsequent person to administer an equally high level shock.
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These studies help to shed some light on the social psychological

forces at work on the German people during the reign of the Third Reich

and assist in enabling one to understand how such horrors could have

been conducted with the knowledge of ordinary citizens. However, some

say that these were extraordinary circumstances and that the goodness

of human nature will ordinarily prevail. But then there is the case

of Kitty Genovese.

Kitty Genovese was a woman who was brutally murdered, stabbed

repeatedly over a period of thirty minutes, on a New York street.

Although sad, the event was not an unusual occurrence in New York except

that in this case, no fewer than 38 people witnessed the murder and

heard Ms. Genovese's cries for help but failed to do anything to assist

her or even call the police. Many people tried to blame this unfortunate

occurrence on our urban society, alienation, apathy, and other social

ills of our times but a study by Rosenthal (1964) did not find general

support for these explanations. Instead, there was found a diffusion

of responsibility that accounted for the lack of action on the part of

the witnesses. Everyone thought that everyone else had summoned aid

when, in fact, no one had responded. Further study by Darley and Latang

(1968) found that situational forces rather than personality were a

better predictor of who would summon aid in an emergency. Eighty-five

percent of their subjects summoned help in an emergency when they felt

that they were the only person available, but when subjects were lead to

believe that others were aware of the emergency, only 31 percent responded.

Implicit in these studies and historical events was an inability

for people to make independent behavioral choices based upon their values
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and to act on these choices apart from social pressure. As a consequence

of this incapability to affirm their values, people have been shown to

abdicate the responsibility for their behavior to others, especially

authority figures. This paper proposes that it was this inability of

people under stress to make decisions based upon their values and to take

the responsibility to act on these decisions that allowed the inhumanity

and brutality of the Nazi era to exist and that let Kitty Genovese die.

Rokeach (1973), on the other hand, states that values serve as

"standards" to guide behavior as well as attitudes and, therefore,

knowledge of a person's values will enable one to predict their behavior

in various experimental and real-life situations. While this theory may

hold true in most situations, history and previous studies clearly show

that this is often not the case. Therefore, this study has taken the

position that there are personality and situational variables that mediate

the relationship between values and behavior for which the aforementioned

theoretical model does not adequately account.

The purpose of this paper is to (1) investigate two of these

mediating variables, approval seeking motivation and social cost, (2)

explore their relationship to conformity, and (3) investigate the

relationship between value structures and individual needs for social

approval. Approval seeking motivation is a personality variable which

deals with the needs of an individual for approval from other people.

Social cost is a situational factor defined as the extent to which a

person may receive approval or rejection from significant others as a

consequence of their behavior in a given situation. Significant others
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are those individuals (i.e., friends, family, employers) whose attention

and favor are deemed of value by a person. Conformity, as applied in

this study, is more than the simple correspondence of a person's opinion

or attitude with the views of others. To be described as a conformer,

an individual must violate a personal norm or conviction and demonstrably

give up something of value or importance to them in order to be in

alignment with a group. In other words, a person must make a public

statement regarding something of value that is contradictory to their

private beliefs.

This paper will report on previous research in the areas of approval

seeking and social cost and present the results of this research project

which was designed to assess the role of approval seeking motivation and

social cost in the influence of conformity to a group norm which was

inconsistent with personal values.
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II. APPROVAL SEEKING MOTIVATION AND SOCIAL COST

Approval seeking motivation has been shown to be an important

factor influencing numerous psychological dimensions. Conformity, an

area of great concern for this study, has also been shown to be the

area where approval seeking has had the most dramatic and consistent

effect on behavior. Under the implied demands of Asch-type studies

(1951, 1952), approval motivated subjects were found to be strikingly

compliant which suggests that social conformity may be a primary means

of satisfying the need for approval from others.

One of the first studies of approval seeking and conformity was

conducted by Moeller and Applezweig (1954). In this study a very strong

relationship was found to exist between needs for approval, self-esteem,

and conformity. Those individuals who possessed both low self-esteem

and high needs for approval were found to conform significantly more than

other subjects to a distorted group opinion. Further studies by Tuddenham

(1958) confirmed and extended the results of Moeller and Applezweig and

found individuals who scored higher on measures of social desirability

than others to conform at significantly higher levels. Tuddenham also

introduced subjective attitude statements as stimuli along with standard

forms of objective stimuli and obtained similar levels of conformity.

The validity of using subjective stimuli was further supported by later

research (Allen and Crutchfield, 1963). Probably the most direct study

of the relationship between approval seeking and conformity was conducted

by Strickland and Crowne (1962). In this study the stimuli were a number

of auditory clicks which the subjects were to estimate. It was predicted
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that high approval seekers would conform more often to an obviously false

group estimate than low approval seekers and the results were "in the

predicted direction and highly significant." In another study by Klein

(1967), high approval seekers were found, once again, to be very suscep-

tible to group conformity pressures and the study reestablished an inverted

effect for self-esteem with persons scoring low on this variable conforming

at higher levels. These studies clearly show that a person's need for

social approval has a pronounced effect upon their behavior when faced

with a contradictory group opinion and this has been found for both

objective and subjective stimuli.

The additional, relationship of self-esteem to conformity has

commanded the interest of investigators as well. Studies into the

behavior patterns and personality of the people with low self-esteem

by Hovland and Janis (1959) has found them to possess strong feelings

of inadequacy as well as a lack of control over their lives. These

characteristics have been closely related to the persuasibility of an

individual. Janis (1954) found persons of low self-esteem to be vulnerable

to persuasive arguments from other people and also found them to be

unlikely sources of influence over others in a group. These findings have

been supported by other studies as well (Silverman, 1964). These rela-

tionships between approval seeking and conformity and between self-esteem

and persuasibility have been tied neatly together by research into the

personality characteristics of the high approval seeker.

Significant correlations have been established between approval

seeking and self-esteem by Kimble and Helmreich (1972), Shulman and
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Silverman (1974), and by Larsen, Martin, Ettinger, and Nelson (1976).

In these studies it was shown that high approval seeking individuals

possessed significantly less self-esteem than those individuals with

low needs for approval. Barthel (1964) also found a dynamic relationship

to exist between self-esteem, approval seeking, and rigidity. Through

manipulation of a subject's perception of his chances for success on

an experimental task, Barthel revealed that high approval seekers'

rigidity and defensiveness increased under conditions of threat to their

self-esteem but correspondingly decreased if their chances for success

were experimentally enhanced. It therefore appears that low self-esteem

assists in the creation of needs within the individual to be approved of

by others. Consequently, in order to satisfy these needs, approval

seekers are willing to conform to the opinions of others and to be

persuaded by their arguments because one is more likely to receive the

approval of another if they agree with them than if they oppose them. This

need for social approval has also been found to greatly inhibit aggressive

behavior.

Fishman (1965) and Larsen (1973, 1974a) have found that high approval

seekers were less likely to express aggression under conditions of

experimentally induced frustration than low approval seekers. This occurs

for the same reasons as conformity. Acquiescence on the part of the high

approval seeker is more likely to win the favor of others while aggression

runs the risk of soliciting a negative response or even rejection from

the target individual. The expression of aggressive feelings, no matter

how justified, seems to be unacceptable to the high approval seeker.
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The continual reliance of the high approval seeker on the attitudes

and behavior of others in the determination of his response to his

environment was hypothesized by Rosenfeld (1967) to reinforce a field-

dependent cognitive orientation. Subsequent studies supported this

hypothesis and Rosenfeld found high approval seekers to be perceptually

field-dependent as well as other-oriented in their environmental frame

of reference. These findings have also been supported by Smith (1968)

and, as with conformity, self-esteem was related to this process as

well. Linton and Graham (1959) found low self-esteem subjects to be

significantly more field-dependent and other-oriented than subjects with

high self-esteem. :These results strongly support the conclusion that

needs for approval are powerful enough to eventually cause alterations

in a person's cognitive orientation to their environment.

Research has also found that the verbal behavior of high approval

seekers may be modified by reinforcement of their approval needs.

Crowne and Strickland (1961) and Marlowe (1962) have discovered a highly

significant trend for approval seekers to adopt the verbal behavior of

others when reinforced. In the Crowne and Strickland study, positive

self-references (PSR's) were reinforced over a 15-minute interview

period. The differences in PSR's between the beginning and the end of

the interview were assessed for both high and low approval seekers and

the results showed a significant increase in the use of PSR's for high

approval seekers but no increase for low approval seekers. The study

by Marlowe obtained similar results through the use of vicarious rein-

forcement procedures rather than through direct reinforcement of the

verbal behavior.
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In other studies high approval seekers have been found to be

defensive and competitive. Research by Dies (1970) found that high

approval seekers became defensive and avoidant when in a situation

where they anticipated disapproval. Subjects were placed in a situation

where it appeared that they had failed to perform a group task properly.

Low approval seekers tended to be strongly critical of the task often

referring to it as unimportant and "dumb". High approval seekers, on

the other hand, tended to place blame for the perceived "failure" on

external factors and other members of the group while at the same time

remaining complimentary of the task and the group members. These

results closely correlate to those obtained by Marlowe and Crowne (1961).

In this experiment subjects rated their feelings toward the boring and

repetitive "spool packing task". Significant differences were obtained

between high and low approval seekers in their evaluations of the task.

High approval seekers were found to rate the task very favorably viewing

it as enjoyable and interesting, while low approval seekers rated the

experiment as dull and boring.

The defensive reactions of high approval seekers to perceived

threat or the anticipation of disapproval from others due to failure

has interesting implications in the area of competition as well. Martin

and Larsen (1976) found a significant correlation between competitive

attitudes and high needs for approval. In a competitive economic society,

such as ours, this relationship is a functional one since another way to

obtain the approval of others is to be ranked as high or higher than other

members of society on important social dimensions. This factor should

logically lead to higher levels of competition on the part of approval
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motivated individuals, especially in a competitive society, because

approval is bestowed on those who are "winners". The findings of

Jacobson, Berger, and Millham (1970) support this analysis. When

subjects were given an opportunity to cheat on a competitive test, high

approval seekers were found to cheat more than low approval seekers. It

was felt that this behavior was an example of the fear of failure held

high by high approval seekers, but also of their desire to be better than

their peers.

Other behaviors have also been shown to have an important relation-

ship to needs for approval. For example, Evans and Alexander (1970)

found that black activists participating in college civil rights groups

possessed significantly higher needs for approval than white activists.

They interpreted this finding as an indication of an endorsement of young,

middle class, white values by the black activists. However, in light of

increasing militancy and desires for racial separation on the part of

black activists, Evans and Alexander suggested that a shift had occurred

with a new reference group being adopted by the activists, one which

espouses markedly different values and aspirations. Various other types

of behavior have been linked to approval seeking motivation as well

(Crowne and Marlowe, 1964).

In summary, research has shown approval seeking motivation to be an

active and potent variable which exerts a powerful influence over many

psychological and behavioral variables. High approval seekers have been

shown to be more susceptible to social pressure and conformity than low

approval seekers, possess less self-esteem, and are more vulnerable to
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persuasive arguments. Approval seekers have been found to become

defensive and rigid when threatened by potential disapproval or failure

and tend to blame external factors for any lack of success. A significant

positive correlation has been established between needs for approval

and competitive attitudes and high approval seekers have also been shown

to inhibit aggressive reactions to frustration. Studies have shown high

approval seekers to be field-dependent in their perception and other-

oriented in their relationship to their environment, relying heavily upon

environmental and situational cues in the direction of their behavior.

The verbal behavior of high approval seekers has been shown to be easily

modified by both direct and vicarious reinforcement and approval seeking

has also been related to civil rights activity among blacks. Therefore,

research has shown approval seeking to be a prominent social motivator

with relationships to a large body of data of both theoretical and

empirical importance, but recent findings suggest that another variable,

social cost, must be considered before the effect of approval seeking

on behavior may be accurately assessed.

The concept of social cost originated from research in the area of

prejudice as a situational variable which influences the extent to which

a person may receive approval or rejection from significant others as a

consequence of their behavior in a given situation. Studies by Pettigrew

(1958) and Tajfel (1969) have indicated the importance of significant

others (e.g., family, friends, employers) in the determination of racial

attitudes and behavior. Larsen (1974b) found social cost to be a

potential generic and integrative variable in the study of prejudice and
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proposed a three factor theory with the focus on social cost as a major

predictor of an individual's preference for or rejection of others.

Social cost, therefore, represents an effort on the part of an individual

to avoid social punishment from and to "get along" with significant

others.

A study of aggression by Larsen, Martin, Ettinger, and Nelson

(1976) made clear the interaction between social cost and approval seeking

motivation. As was mentioned above, individuals with high needs for

approval have been found to strongly inhibit aggressive behavior and the

relationship appeared to be a relatively straight forward one, however,

Fishman (1965) did.not study the important factor of the status of the

frustrator. Since approval seeking has been shown to be status oriented

and sought primarily from significant others, Larsen, et al (1976)

hypothesized that different levels of aggression would occur for high

approval seekers between high and low status frustrators. It was felt

that approval motivated subjects would be afraid of losing approval

as well as incurring disapproval from significant others (high social

cost) but would have no such fear from low status (low social cost)

frustrators. Therefore, high approval seekers would be willing to

express aggression toward a low status target but not toward a high

status target. The results were found to be as predicted and it became

clear that approval seeking alone was not adequate in the prediction of

behavior and that the social cost of the situation would also have to

be taken into account. Other studies have demonstrated the significance

of social cost in the modification of behavior as well.
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Donnerstein and Donnerstein (1973) found that inter-racial hostility

could be substantially reduced through the use of inter-group censure.

Results showed that white subjects were willing to administer an apparently

painful electric shock to a black victim when there was no possibility for

censure by significant others. However, if subjects felt that there was a

chance that significant others would be informed of their behavior, the

degree of direct aggression against the victim was substantially reduced.

The study also found a willingness on the part of whites to reward blacks

under censure conditions but reward levels dropped significantly when

the possibility of censure for not doing so was eliminated. A study

by Goldstein and Rosenfeld (1969) found high approval seekers to strongly

prefer individuals who were characteristically similar to them than

individuals who were dissimilar indicating a trend for approval motivated

subjects toward ingroup memberships. These results lend support to the

Larsen (1974b) theory relating racial attitudes and behavior to social

cost.

Several studies have explored the relationship between group signif-

icance and conformity and, once again, social cost was clearly implicated.

Deutsch and Gerard (1955) and Thibaut and Strickland (1956) found

individual conformity under social pressure to be greatly increased when

an individual felt that he was part of a group or a group effort. These

results may be explained in the context of social cost. When subjects

were operating individually, the other people present held little

significance for them and, consequently, the social cost of the deviant

response was low. However, when the subjects were made to feel part of
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a group, the other people present became "significant others" and the

social cost of deviant responses increased with a subsequent increase

in conformity. Dittes and Kelly (1956) found the most conforming

individuals in their study to be those who were not completely accepted

by the group but who also had a chance for gaining acceptance. The

threat of rejection for deviant responses from the group norm (social

cost) was greatest in this situation, therefore, conformity was the

highest. A study by Jackson and Saltzstein (1958) also supported a

significant other effect over conformity. Their results indicated

strong conformity pressures operating on those subjects who were

accepted as memberq of a group. They also witnessed a high conformity

rate for those individuals who perceived group membership as desirable

but who were not yet accepted as members.

An article by Marlowe and Crowne (1961) reported on a study of

approval seeking that, if extended, could again clearly demonstrate the

effects of social cost on the transformation of behavior. As was mentioned

earlier, subjects in this study were involved in a "spool packing" task

where they were to place spools in a box, empty the box, and repeat this

process many times over an extended period. This was done under the

notion that they were engaged in some type of "performance" study. Results

showed high approval seekers to rate this dull and boring task favorably

while low approval seekers were critical of the experiment. As was the

case in the Fishman (1965) aggression study, Marlowe and Crowne failed

to analyze the critical factor of the status of the person in the inter-

action. The person administering the spool packing test played the role
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of an aloof, authoritarian, university faculty member who also appeared

to carry with him a considerable amount of status. Therefore, as

predicted, the high approval seekers rated the task as enjoyable,

interesting, and worthwhile. It is hypothesized, however, that if, in

addition, the person administering the task would have been portrayed

as a low status, goof-off, graduate student, that a considerably less

favorable evaluation would have been given by the approval motivated

subjects because such a low status person's approval would not be of

any consequence. The approval of high status individuals is very

motivating to approval seekers but the approval of low status

individuals may do.little to enhance one's self-esteem and, consequently,

will have little effect on the modification of behavior.

Research has shown, therefore, that social cost plays an important

role in the behavior of individuals and has a special significance to

individuals with high needs for approval. This factor has particular

implications for continued study in the areas of prejudice, aggression,

and conformity and it appears that, in general, personality and

situational factors combine to make better predictors of behavior than

either variable alone. William Gladstone (1809 - 1898), who was four

times Prime Minister of Great Britain, summed up the effect that social

cost has over the behavior of people when he said, "Any man can stand up

to his opponents: give me the man who can stand up to his friends."

This chapter has dealt with a portion of the large body of research

that has been conducted over the past several decades concerning approval

seeking motivation and social cost. This paper will now report on a study
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which was designed to assess the effect of these two variables on

conformity to a group norm which was inconsistent with personal

values.
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III. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

The results of experimental investigation into approval seeking

motivation and social cost point to the close relationship between

needs for approval and conformity as well as to the power of social

cost in promoting compliance to group norms. While this research has

investigated the association between approval seeking and conformity

and the association between group significance and conformity, approval

seeking motivation, social cost, and their interaction have never before

been combined in the same study of conformity. And while previous studies

have dealt with a variety of stimuli, never before has stimuli related

to personal values been directly employed. Therefore, an experiment

was designed to explore the effects of these two variables on conformity

to value related material. This experiment sought to discover whether

or not approval seeking motivation and social cost mediate the relation-

ship between values and behavior and to investigate the relationship

between personal values and needs for social approval.

The experiment was based upon the Asch (1951, 1952) conformity

paradigm with the methodological alterations employed by Crutchfield

(1955a,b) and Deutsch and Gerard (1955) even though research by Mouton,

Blake, and Olmstead (1956) and by Levy (1960) has shown a face-to-face

interaction situation to be more effective in eliciting conformity than

other types of feedback techniques. The stimuli were Likert-type attitude

statements which expressed both positive and negative attitudes toward

each of the 18 terminal values in the Rokeach Value Survey (1973).
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Behavioral conformity was the dependent variable as measured by the

subject's agreement or disagreement with what appeared to be a unanimous

group decision in support of a statement which expressed an attitude

toward a value which was contrary to the subject's ranking of that

value on the Rokeach Value Survey. If the subject agreed with the

contradictory group opinion on all ten trials, they received a score

of ten. Those subjects disagreeing with the group on all ten trials

received a score of zero.

The experiment was a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design with conformity

as the dependent variable. Approval seeking motivation was concerned

with the subject's need for social approval. A highly approval seeking

subject was defined as one who scored above the median on the Martin-

Larsen Approval Motivation (MLAM) Scale (Larsen, Martin, Ettinger, and

Nelson, 1976) and a low approval seeking subject was one who scored

below the median on this scale. Value awareness had two levels: aware

and unaware. This was a situational variable where aware subjects were

sensitized to the fact that a certain value would be discussed in the

experiment and unaware subjects were given no specific clues as to the

topic under consideration. Value importance had two levels: high and

low. A highly important value was the terminal value ranked number one

by the subject on Form D of the Rokeach Value Survey (1973) and a low

importance value was that terminal value ranked number eighteen on the

Value Survey. Social cost had two levels: control and expert. This

was a situational variable where the social cost of the condition was

defined in terms of the significance of the group to the subject. In
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the control condition, the subject's responses were compared only with

students unfamiliar to the subject. In such a situation, the possibility

of rejection by the group for non-conformity to the group responses would

carry low social cost for the deviant individual. In the expert condition,

however, subjects were lead to believe that their responses were to be

compared with a group of students and two university professors thus

increasing the significance of the group and the social cost for deviant

responses.

Five hypotheses were developed and tested based upon previous research

findings and the theoretical orientation of this paper. First, it was

hypothesized that conformity would be a function of the approval needs

of the subjects and, therefore, significant differences were predicted

in conformity between high and low approval seekers. Second, based

upon historical observations, it was hypothesized that value awareness

would have no effect on conformity. Third, value importance was also

predicted to have no effect on conformity. Fourth, conformity was

hypothesized to be a function of group significance, therefore, social

cost was predicted to have an overall effect upon conformity and fifth,

a significant interaction was predicted between approval seeking motiva-

tion and social cost. Following preparation of the apparatus and

materials, an experimental program was initiated and the following chapter

will discuss the methodology that was employed in this program which

tested these five hypotheses.
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IV. METHOD

Four hundred and six undergraduate students enrolled in intro-

ductory psychology courses at Oregon State University were employed in

this study. All students were volunteers who received optional course

credits for their participation. This sample included 223 males and

183 females with ages which ranged from 18 to 45 with a mean of 20.1

years. A wide variation in collegiate majors was obtained along with

cumulative grade point averages (CPA) which ranged from 1.40 to 3.98

with a mean GPA of 2.91. All class standings were represented with

the majority being sophomores (66.0%).

Of this group, 57 subjects indicated that they were aware of the

purpose of the experiment and the manipulations involved and, therefore,

were eliminated from the experimental analysis. An additional 28 students

failed to complete the study and experimental data for these subjects

was not available. However, data for all 85 subjects was included in

the tabulation of non-experimental approval seeking and value scores.

Scores for the remaining 321 students were used in the analysis of

the experimental data. This group included 168 males and 153 females

with a mean age of 20.1 years. Once again, all collegiate majors were

represented with a mean grade point average of 2.89. The majority of

these subjects were also sophomores (66.7%).

The pre-test measures employed in this study included Form D of

the Rokeach Value Survey (Rokeach, 1973)
1
and the Martin-Larsen Approval

1
See Appendix I.
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Motivation (MLAM) Scale (Larsen, et al, 1976)
2
as measures of value

importance and approval seeking motivation. The experimental apparatus

consisted of a set of ten stimulus statements (one set for each of the

18 terminal values listed in the Value Survey), eight booths and response

panels, a control panel, instruction sheets and a post-test questionnaire.

Twenty to thirty statements for each of the 18 terminal values were

formulated from a variety of sources. These statements reflected both

positive and negative attitudes toward each value and were edited accord-

ing to the Edwards (1957a) a priori criteria for Likert-type attitude

scales. To test the validity of these statements, 77 students enrolled

in a general sociology class at Oregon State University were administered

the list of 18 terminal values. For each subject, their first and second

ranked values and their seventeenth and eighteenth ranked values were

identified. At the following class meeting, the subjects were presented

sets of statements relating to the four values identified earlier. The

statements were arranged in the usual Likert format with standard

instructions. Each item was analyzed by means of comparison with a key

that advocated the most extreme position, favorable or unfavorable

depending upon their ranking of the value, and then was given a difference

score. Those statements with the lowest difference scores were

conceptualized as representing the value to the greatest degree and the

ten lowest scoring statements were selected for each value. Approximately

half of the statements for each value presented a positive attitude toward

2
See Appendix II.
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the value and the other half a negative attitude toward the value. These

statements were then randomly ordered, recorded on tape and printed on

sheets, one statement to a page. The process resulted in 18 sets of ten

statements, each set expressing both positive and negative attitudes

toward one of the 18 terminal values on the Rokeach Value Survey.

The experimental apparatus was patterned after that used by Crutch-

field (1955a,b) and by Deutsch and Gerard (1955). It included eight

booths, each booth consisted of a table and chair surrounded by five

and one-half foot walls on two sides and an entrance to the rear covered

by a curtain. Once seated, the subject could not see out of the cubicle.

Facing the subject was a stimulus-response panel. The panel consisted

of a headphone jack (with headphone set), volume control, two rows of

eight lights, a three-way toggle switch, and an eight-position rotary

switch. The row of lights to the left were labeled "agree" and those to

the right were labeled "disagree". Each pair of lights was labeled

numerically as well, from one to eight. Below the lights was a rotary

switch with eight numbered positions and labeled "position switch". This

switch was not functional and served only to give the subjects the

impression that they were in control of the lights in position number

seven while the remaining participants were in control of the other

lights through the use of this device. To the far right was a toggle

switch labeled "decision switch". This switch had three positions: up

labeled "agree", middle labeled "off", and down labeled "disagree". The

decision switch in each booth was wired only to the lights in position

number seven. If the switch was in the up position, the number seven

agree light was lit. If the switch was in the middle position, the
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lights were off and if the switch was in the down position, the number

seven disagree light was lit. Each booth's decision switch was also

connected to a series of indicator lights on the control panel.

This control panel consisted of two rows of eight lights and seven

three-way toggle switches. These lights indicated each subject's response

to the stimulus statement (agree or disagree) and the switches allowed

the experimenter to control simultaneously the lights on all the stimulus

panels, with the exception of number seven which was controlled individ-

ually by each subject. The experimenter was also able to control the

direction (agreement or disagreement) of the feedback response of the

fictitious subjects in positions one through six and eight.

The headphones were connected to a tape recorder and microphone

through which subjects received the stimulus statements and instructions.

The instructions were also presented to the subjects in print on a clip

board. The instructions and statements were followed by a post-test

questionnaire.

The questionnaire consisted of a rating scale and several questions.

The subjects were asked to rate their confidence in the responses that

they gave to the statements on an eleven point scale ranging from very

confident (0) to not at all confident (10). Following this scale were

several open-ended questions designed to gauge the subjects' knowledge

of the topic under consideration, opinions they had of the other fictitious

participants (if any), and whether or not they perceived the true nature

of the study or felt that the situation was not genuine.
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The procedures commenced with an announcement to the subjects by

their instructors that they had the option of receiving extra class

credits through participation in a study of "decision making processes".

Those students interested were given a list of times to sign up for the

study. These times ranged from one to four weeks prior to the beginning

of experimentation.

When the subjects arrived to sign up, they were presented with a

consent form. If they agreed to participate (which all subjects did),

they were given the Rokeach Value Survey and asked to complete it. At

this time they were also randomly placed into a value awareness, value

importance, and social cost condition. When the Value Survey was

finished, the subjects were given the MLAM scale to complete and as this

task was undertaken, the experimenter noted which terminal value held

the first or the eighteenth ranking, depending upon the subject's value

importance condition. The experimenter then scheduled the subject for

a session with other subjects who possessed the same value, social cost,

and value importance condition. When the subjects finished the MLAM

scale, they were given a card which indicated the day, time,and place

of the experimental session.

Between one and five weeks after signing up, the subjects reported

for the experimental session. Upon arrival, each subject was greeted

and promptly placed in a booth. They were then instructed to read only

the first page of instructions on a clip board that was placed in the

booth prior to their arrival and the curtain was closed behind them. The

first page read as follows:
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Thank you for coming. This is a study concerning decision
making processes. You see before you a panel. This is a
stimulus-response indicator. Ten statements will be read
over the headphones to you and the others with you. To

each statement we will ask for your agreement or disagree-
ment by flipping the DECISION SWITCH to the appropriate
position. The volume control can be used to adjust head-
phone volume.

In a moment you will be asked to draw a card which will
have a number on it. Set your POSITION SWITCH to the
number indicated on the card. When the person in charge
calls for your number to respond, indicate your preference
(agree or disagree) using the DECISION SWITCH. First
impressions are usually the best in such matters but please
respond carefully.

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE AND WAIT FOR FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS

For those subjects in the value aware condition, this page carried the

alteration: "Ten statements regarding (the name of the value in

question was entered here; such as freedom, national security, etc.)

will be read over the headphones to you and the others with you."

Through this procedure an effort was made to sensitize the subjects to

the fact that a certain value was to be considered. Both value aware

and unaware subjects were present at each session.

When all subjects scheduled had arrived and completed the first

page of instructions, the experimenter went to each booth requesting

that the subject draw a number and set their position switch to the

number indicated on the card. The switch was moved to a position other

than the seventh one prior to the arrival of the subjects. When this

process was completed, the experimenter returned to each subject and

collected the card. This procedure supposedly was used to determine

the order in which each person was to respond to the statements but,
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unknown to the subjects, all of the cards were numbered seven, thus all

were in the seventh position. This gave the impression to each subject

that they were the seventh person and the other subjects controlled the

lights in the remaining positions.

At this time the subjects were told to read the instructions on

the following two pages which read:

On each of the following pages is a statement that will
be read over the headphones to you. After all of the
participants have responded, the person in charge will
instruct you to return your DECISION SWITCH to the "off"
position. When you have done this, turn the page to the
next statement.

When the tenth statement has been completed, turn to the
questionnaire.at the end and complete it. When this has
been finished, exit the booth and hand the clip board to
the person in charge. You will then meet the other par-
ticipants and we will review the group's responses to the
statements.

Questions will be presented one at a time. DO NOT PROCEED
TO OTHER STATEMENTS UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.

DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE AND WAIT FOR THE SIGNAL TO BEGIN.

Through this manner, subjects were made aware of the fact that they would

meet the others face to face shortly and, therefore, responses would not

be entirely anonymous. This was reinforced by the experimenter who,

once the headphones were in place, reviewed the instructions and

supplemented the procedure by stating: "After you have completed the

final two pages on your clip board (post-test questionnaire), exit the

booth and hand me your clip board. At this time you will have the

opportunity to meet the other participants and we will discuss the

responses to the statements." At this point, if the session was the

control level of the social cost condition, the subjects were told the
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following just prior to the first statement:

Since this study is being conducted primarily with only
sophomores and juniors, I felt that it was important to
get the opinions of older people as well. Therefore, I
have asked two friends of mine, Dr. from

Sociology, and Dr, from Statistics to be
with us here tonight for this session. And I thank you
all for coming.

This manipulation was plauable since none of the subjects could see

nor had they seen most of the other participants. The subjects were

then instructed to turn to the first statement and it was presented

to them as in the control condition.

If the subjects were in the high value condition, their number one

terminal value was selected and all those present had a common number

one value. The ten statements developed for that value were on the clip

boards in order of presentation and through the use of the control switches,

the experimenter made it appear to the subjects that they were confronted

with a unanimous group decision contrary to their high ranking of the

value in question, This effect was achieved in the following manner: for

the five statements that expressed a negative attitude toward the value,

the lights indicated agreement and for the five statements that expressed

a positive attitude toward the value, the lights indicated disagreement.

For the low value condition (a common #18 value), the lights were arranged

to reflect the opposite opinion. Thus, the subjects were placed in an

environment where it appeared that they were faced with a unanimous group

opinion that contradicted their ranking of a value on the Rokeach Value

Survey.

After the first statement was read, the experimenter requested the

first fictitious subject to respond and flipped the control switch to
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the prescribed position (depending on the condition) which lit the

lights in position number one on all the response panels. This gave the

impression that the first person had responded. The process was then

repeated for the second, third, fourth, fifth, sixth,and eighth fictitious

subjects. When the experimenter requested the response of position

number seven, all the subjects responded and their decisions were recorded.

Each subject's response illuminated the number seven light on their panel

only. This process was repeated for every statement and at the completion

of the tenth statement the subjects were instructed to complete the

post-test questionnaire. When all had completed it, they were fully

debriefed and asked not to discuss the true nature of the experiment with

their classmates until the end of the term.

In their studies, Asch (1951) and Rosenberg (1961) found that

similar levels of conformity could be obtained with three confederates

as with seven. In this study, the confederates were fictitious electronic

responses so for smaller sessions, instead of the usual seven, between

three and six responses were indicated on the stimulus panels depending

upon the size of the group. One hundred thirty-two subjects (41%) were

presented with three responses,44 subjects (14%) were presented with a

group of four, 49 (15%) were presented with five, 30 subjects (9%)

received six, and 66 (21%) were shown the full group of seven fictitious

responses. Even though there were no significant differences in

conformity between these groups, an adjustment was made for this variable's

contribution to the overall variance through treatment as a covariate

in the analysis of conformity.
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To aid in the authenticity of the situation, one final adjustment

in the procedure was employed. Suspicion was aroused if, immediately,

all the stimulus responses were identical and opposite remaining so

throughout the experiment. To avoid this suspicion, the responses for

the first and fourth fictitious subjects were uniformly altered in all

conditions for the first three statements. Positions one and four

deviated for the first statement and position four deviated for the second

and third statements. Unanimity was displayed for the remaining statements.

Due to the manipulations involved, the experimenter was aware of

which social cost and value importance levels were in effect for each

subject at the time of testing but was blind to which awareness and

approval seeking groups each subject belonged.
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V. RESULTS

This chapter concerns the major findings of this study, focusing

primarily upon the relationship of approval seeking motivation and

social cost to conformity to a group norm inconsistent with personal

values. Also of concern to this study was the relationship between

value structures and approval motivation. The first item of analysis

is the distribution of approval seeking scores and the relationship

of approval needs to personal values. The second area of analysis

concerns the assessment of subject awareness of deception, as well as an

examination of the approval seeking and conformity scores of those

subjects employed in the experiment. Finally, the results of the

experiment are presented along with a review of the post-experimental

data.

Scores on the Martin-Larsen Approval Motivation (MLAM) Scale for

all 406 subjects ranged from a low approval seeking score of 29 to a

high approval seeking score of 80. Figure 5.1 displays the distribution

of scores for these subjects. A mean approval seeking score of 54.0

was obtained with a median of 53.8 and a standard deviation of 9.34.

The distribution was considered normal with skewness equal to 0.13 and

kurtosis equal to -0.16. The maximum range of scores possible on the

MLAM scale were from 21 to 105. Subject age, sex, class, and cumulative

grade point average (CPA) were found not to have any significant

relationship to approval seeking, however, an effect for subject major

was noted.
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FIGURE 5.1

Distribution of Scores for the Martin-Larsen
Approval Motivation Scale (MLAM)

For the Full Sample
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In assessing subject characteristics and their relationship to

approval seeking, it was found that significant differences existed

between the collegiate majors represented in the full sample. A one-

way analysis of variance produced a significant F statistic for between

group variance in approval seeking (F=2.63, df=9,396, p4C.006). The

results are presented in Table 5.1. There were no significant

differences between these groups in respect to conformity but the high

approval seeking nature of business and home economics majors is a

particularly interesting phenomenon worthy of future investigation.

To serve as the definition of approval seeking for subsequent

analyses, approval seeking scores were divided at the median into two
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TABLE 5.1

Analysis of MLAM Scores by Subject Major

MAJOR N MEAN
STANDARD
DEVIATION

Liberal Arts 65 51.3 9.30
Science 63 53.1 8.12

Agriculture 16 53.3 9.73
Business 97 55.2 9.13
Education 39 54.5 10.42

Engineering 40 53.9 8.96

Forestry 14 52.4 9.88

Health & PE 27 51.5 8.12

Home Economics 37 59.5 9.79

Pharmacy 8 53.2 9.16

TOTAL 406 54.0 9.34

groups with those individuals with a score of 54 or below labeled as low

approval seekers and those individuals with a score of 55 or above

labeled as high approval seekers. The low approval scores, therefore,

ranged from 29 to 54 and high approval scores ranged from 55 to 80.

The relationship between personal values and approval seeking was

also assessed and significant differences were evident in the value

patterns between high and low approval seekers. Results showed that

approval seeking motivation was significantly related to a number of the

terminal values in the Rokeach Value Survey including: comfort, accom-

plishment, equality, freedom, happiness, pleasure, social recognition,

friendship, and wisdom. The direction of these associations indicated

that high approval seeking individuals placed a higher value on the

concepts of a comfortable life, a sense of accomplishment, happiness,

pleasure, social recognition, and true friendship than low approval seekers
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while placing a lower value on the concepts of equality, freedom, and

wisdom. Due to the ordinal nature of the Rokeach Value Survey, para-

metric tests of significance are not entirely appropriate in the assessment

of these differences. Therefore, the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of

variance by ranks (Siegel, 1956) was employed to evaluate the differences

in value structures between these two groups. The results of this analysis

are presented in Table 5.2 and related measures of association are pre-

sented in Table 5.3. While not significant by the Kruskal-Wallis test,

high approval seekers also tended to devalue a world at peace and to

value the concept of family security.

TABLE 5.2

Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders
For High and Low Approval Seekers

VALUE N =
LOW HIGH

p213 193

A comfortable life 12.92 (14) 10.93 (11) .025

An exciting life 10.18 (10) 9.73 (10)

A sense of accomplishment 9.23 ( 9) 7.94 ( 8) .05

A world at peace 11.46 (12) 12.03 (14) -

A world of beauty 12.00 (13) 12.27 (15) -

Equality 10.54 (11) 12.00 (13) .005

Family security 8.19 ( 8) 7.27 ( 5) -

Freedom 5.85 ( 3) 8.32 ( 9) .001

Happiness 5.89 ( 4) 4.40 ( 1) .01

Inner harmony 5.18 ( 1) 5.25 ( 3)

Mature love 7.82 ( 7) 7.90 ( 7)

National security 16.59 (18) 16.62 (18)

Pleasure 13.00 (15) 11.47 (12) .02

Salvation 15.31 (16) 14.11 (17) -

Self- respect 5.66 ( 2) 6.60 ( 4) -

Social recognition 15.38 (17) 13.94 (16) .05

True friendship 6.22 ( 6) 4.90 ( 2) .01

Wisdom . ... 6.12 ( 5) 7.45 ( 6) .025
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TABLE 5.3

Tests of Association Between Terminal Values
And Approval Seeking Motivation*

N=406

VALUE
Pearson's Rho Spearman's Rho Kendall's Tau

R R
s

'1

A comfortable life
An exciting life
A sense of accomplishment
A world at peace
A world of beauty
Equality
Family security
Freedom
Happiness
Inner harmony
Mature love
National security
Pleasure
Salvation
Self-respect
Social recognition
True friendship
Wisdom

- 0.135 (.007)
-0.004
- 0.126 (.011)

0.104 (.036)
0.042
0.189 (.001)

-0.090 (.070)
0.267 (.001)

-0.123 (.013)
0.028
0.056
0.046

-0.090 (.070)
- 0.079

0.051
-0.152 (.002)
- 0.072

0.123 (.013)

- 0.149 (.002)
- 0.015

- 0.124 (.01)

0.107 (.02)
0.046
0.184 (.001)

- 0.094 (.05)

0.264 (.001)
-0.132 (.01)
0.037
0.052
0.036

-0.101 (.05)
- 0.085

0.065
- 0.123 (.01)

-0.084
0.109 (.02)

- 0.105 (.001)
- 0.011

-0.087 (.005)
0.075 (.013)
0.031
0.129 (.001)

-0.065 (.026)
0.187 (.001)

-0.095 (.003)
0.028
0.036
0.026

- 0.069 (.02)

-0.062
0.046

- 0.088 (.005)

-0.060
0.077 (.01)

*Note: A positive correlation indicates a devaluation of the concept for
high approval seekers and valuation of the concept for low
approval seekers. Figures in brackets ( ) indicate respective
levels of significance.

Significant differences were also found to exist between high and

low approval seekers among the instrumental values of the Rokeach Value

Survey. The results indicated that high approval seeking individuals

placed a higher value on the concepts of being obedient, polite, and

responsible than low approval seekers and placed a lower value on the

concepts of being broadminded and courageous. The Kruskal-Wallis test

was once again used to assess the differences in the value structures
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between these two groups and the results of this analysis are presented

in Table 5.4. Related measures of association are contained in Table 5.5.

Although not significant, high approval seekers also ranked the concept

of independence lower than and ranked the concept of cleanliness higher

than low approval seekers.

TABLE 5.4

Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders
For High and Low Approval Seekers

VALUE N
LOW HIGH

p213 193

Ambitious 8.69 ( 7) 9.38 ( 8)

Broadminded 6.18 ( 3) 7.04 ( 5) .025
Capable 9.16 (10) 9.85 ( 9)
Cheerful 8.82 ( 8) 7.97 ( 6)

Clean 15.42 (17) 14.71 (17)

Courageous 8.88 ( 9) 11.29 (12) .001
Forgiving 6.85 ( 5) 6.69 ( 4)

Helpful 8.28 ( 6) 8.04 ( 7)

Honest 2.86 ( 1) 2.36 ( 1)
Imaginative 11.71 (14) 12.55 (16)

Independent 9.19 (11) 9.91 (10)

Intellectual 11.35 (13) 12.19 (15)
Logical 11.79 (15) 12.09 (14)

Loving 5.60 ( 2) 4.97 ( 2)
Obedient 16.48 (18) 15.36 (18) .01

Polite 13.39 (16) 11.97 (13) .02

Responsible 6.25 ( 4) 5.16 ( 3) .05

Self-controlled 10.29 (12) 10.39 (11)

The results of this analysis of the terminal and instrumental value

structures of high and low approval seekers provides strong evidence

linking this motivational pattern to valuing priorities. Unfortunately,

the vital question of whether approval seeking is the result of variations

in individual value structures or whether the value structures are a
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TABLE 5.5

Tests of Association Between Instrumental Values
And Approval Seeking Motivation*

N=406

Pearson's Rho Spearman's Rho
VALUE R R

s

Kendall's Tau

elf

Ambitious 0.033 0.032 0.022
Broadminded 0.186 (.001) 0.174 (.001) 0.121 (.001)

Capable 0.047 0.060 0.041

Cheerful -0.051 -0.069 -0.047

Clean -0.106 (.033) -0.081 (.105) -0.058 (.084)

Courageous 0.145 (.003) 0.162 (.002) 0.116 (.001)

Forgiving -0.030 -0.021 -0.015
Helpful -0.051 -0.050 -0.036
Honest -0.013 -0.025 -0.019
Imaginative 0.057 0.056 0.041
Independent 0.091 (.068) 0.085 (.086) 0.058 (.081)

Intellectual 0.060 0.066 0.048
Logical -0.001 0.013 0.009

Loving -0.015 -0.022 -0.017
Obedient -0.139 (.005) -0.161 (.002) -0.114 (.001)

Polite -0.172 (.001) -0.162 (.002) -0.114 (.001)

Responsible -0.147 (.003) -0.146 (.004) -0.102 (.003)

Self-controlled 0.003 -0.007 -0.006

*Note: A positive correlation indicates a devaluation of the
concept for high approval seekers and valuation of the
concept for low approval seekers. Figures in brackets
( ) indicate respective levels of significance.

result of an approval motivated personality cannot be decided from the

data obtained in this study and must wait to be resolved by future

research.

The post-experimental question regarding knowledge or suspicion of

the true nature of the study was analyzed for the 378 subjects who had

completed the experiment. This was done since many researchers, including
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Levy (1960), Orne (1962), and Stricker, Messick,and Jackson (1967), have

found that the reliability of conformity data obtained using procedures

as those employed in this study to be adversely affected by subject

awareness of the manipulations involved. A content analysis of this item

yielded three groups: (1) those who definitely questioned the authenticity

of the situation and/or expressed prior knowledge of the experimental

design, (2) those who were uneasy about the situation but who were also

unsure as to the purpose of the study, and (3) those who expressed no

knowledge of or serious suspicions concerning the study. The results of

this analysis are presented in Table 5.6.

TABLE 5.6

Analysis of Conformity Scores by
Awareness of Deception

GROUP

STANDARD
N MEAN DEVIATION

(1) Purpose Known 57 1.6 1.62

(2) Not Sure 100 4.1 2.34

(3) Purpose Not Known 221 4.5 2.45

Conformity scores ranged from zero (non-conformity on every trial) to

ten (total conformity) and it was apparent from the data that knowledge

of the nature of the experiment had a pronounced effect upon the

responses of the 57 subjects in the "Purpose Known" category. There-

fore, these subjects were eliminated from further analyses but those

subjects who were in the unsure category yielded to the notion that the

situation was genuine when responding to the statements, The scores for
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these subjects were subsequently combined with the remaining 221

individuals who expressed no knowledge of the purpose of the study.

Figure 5.2 represents the distribution of the approval seeking

scores for the 321 subjects that were used in the experimental analysis.

20

FIGURE 5.2

Distribution fo Scores for the Martin-Larsen
Approval Motivation Scale (MLAM)
For the Experimental Subjects
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Scores ranged from a low of 29 to a high of 80 and a mean of 54.1 was

obtained with a median of 53.9 and a standard deviation of 9.44. The

distribution was considered to be normal with skewness equal to 0.13

and kurtosis equal to -0.10. Figure 5.3 presents the distribution of

conformity scores for the experimental subjects. The mean conformity

score was 4.4 with a median of 4.3 and a standard deviation of 2.42.

The distribution was approximately normal with skewness equal to 0.26

and kurtosis equal to -0.45. Subject sex, class, major, and GPA were
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not found to have a significant effect on conformity but subject age

was influential in the variation of this variable. Previous studies

by Crutchfield (1955a) and by DiVesta and Cox (1960) found older and

more intelligent individuals to be less likely to conform under experi-

mentally induced pressures to do so than a younger and less intelligent

subjects. The data obtained in this study supported these findings with

older subjects conforming significantly less than younger subjects

(F=4.91, df=1,301, 1)4.026) but this effect was felt to be a function of

the authenticity of the experimental environment rather than that of a

fundamental relationship to conformity. In other words, older subjects

were felt to be more suspicious of the situation than younger subjects
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and, therefore, less conforming. It was also found that subjects with

higher grade point averages tended to conform less than lower GPA

subjects but this effect was not statistically significant. Age, sex,

and GPA were treated as covariates in the analysis of conformity and

adjustments were made for the differences in these variables between

experimental groups before the main effects and interactions were

assessed for the independent variables.

Once those subjects who were aware of the deceptions involved in

the experiment were eliminated, the remaining 321 subjects were divided

by membership in each level of the experimental conditions. The

conformity behavior of each group was examined and the results are

presented in Table 5.7.

TABLE 5.7

Analysis of Conformity by Experimental Condition

VARIABLE LEVEL N MEAN

Approval Seeking Low 169 3.7

Motivation (ALAM) High 152 5.1

Value Awareness Aware 157 4.7

Unaware 164 4.1

Value Importance High 153 3.3

Low 168 5.3

Social Cost Control 184 4.4

Expert 137 4.3

Overall Mean: 4.38
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A four-way analysis of variance was conducted between these groups with

conformity as the dependent variable. The results of this analysis are

contained in Table 5.8.

TABLE 5.8

Analysis of Variance

Effects of Approval Seeking Motivation, Value Awareness,
Value Importance, and Social Cost on Conformity

For All Values

SOURCE df MS

Approval Seeking
Motivation (MLAM)

Value
Awareness

Value
Importance

Social Cost

(A)

(B)

(C)

(D)

1

1

1

1

121.53

12.42

301.68

5.00

27.68

2.83

68.70

1.14

.001*

.091

.001*

.287

Interaction

Interaction

(A x C)

(A x D)

1

1

12.87

23.44

2.93

5.34

.084

.020*

Covariates:

1

1

1

1

21.54

0.22

12.75

0.05

4.91

0.05

2.90

0.01

.026*

.999

.085

.999

Age

Sex

Grade Point Average

Number of Confederate
Responses

Residual 301 4.39

(*) = F values considered to be significant

Note: All interaction terms, other than those listed, were not
significant
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The results indicated a significant effect for approval seeking motivation

with high approval seekers conforming to a greater degree than low approval

seeking individuals. A significant main effect was also obtained for value

importance which indicated that subjects were far more willing to conform

to a group opinion which appeared to express a high regard for their lowly

held values than they were to conform to a group norm which expressed a

low regard for their highly held values. However, while value importance

overall was the most significant determinant of conformity, this factor's

effect did not always hold for the high approval seeking individuals.

There was a strong tendency for high approval seekers to conform to a

higher degree than.low approval seekers regardless of whether a high or

a low value was under consideration. A one-way analysis of variance

between high and low approval seekers in each of the value importance

conditions revealed that high approval seeking subjects conformed at

significantly higher rates than the low approval seekers in both the

high value condition (F=10.44, df=1,151, 13(.001) and the low value

condition (F=19.75, df=1,161, p<.001). Therefore, values appear to hold

reduced validity as guides for the behavior of high approval seekers

while low approval seekers are value affirming.

A significant interaction was also noted between approval seeking

and social cost. The results indicated that high approval seekers were

more vulnerable to the influence of significant others (in this case

university faculty) than low approval seekers. The mean values for

each group are presented in Figure 5.4.
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The possible presence of significant others in the group made little

difference to the low approval motivated subjects in their choice of

responses but this.factor had a pronounced effect upon the responses

of the high approval motivated individuals in a direction toward

conformity. This interaction helps to account for the lack of the main

effect which was hypothesized for this variable.

A main effect for value awareness was not obtained as was predicted.

To gauge the effectiveness of the awareness condition, a content analysis

was conducted on the post-test question regarding the subjects' percep-

tions of the topic under consideration. A cross-tabulation revealed that

a significant number of subjects in the aware group correctly identified

the value in question compared to the unaware group (X
2
=3.95, df=1,

p<.05). Therefore, the awareness manipulation appears to have been

effective in sensitizing the aware group to the value in question.

As was mentioned previously, the age of the subject was found to

have an effect upon conformity while subject sex and collegiate grade

point average did not significantly effect this variable. In addition
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to these factors, the number of confederate responses presented was

investigated to determine its influence on conformity. No effect was

noted and this result replicated that obtained by Asch (1951) and Rosenberg

(1961), namely, that similar levels of conformity could be elicited by

three opposing confederate responses as by seven.

Altogether, approval seeking motivation, value awareness, value

importance, and social cost had a combined multiple R of 0.516, when

adjusted for the covariates, thus accounting for 26.6 percent of the

variance in conformity.

Other analyses of the post-experimental questionnaire were also of

interest. The questionnaire contained an item that requested the subjects

to rate their confidence in their responses on a scale which ranged from

zero (very confident) to ten (not at all confident). The mean response

to this item was 2.3 (confident) and ranged from 0.0 to 9.5 with a

standard deviation of 1.43. The only factor which affected this variable

was approval seeking motivation (F=10.82, df=1,294, p<.002) with high

approval seekers expressing less confidence than low approval seekers.

Results also revealed a positive relationship between conformity and

confidence (r=0.17, N=315, p<.003) which indicated conformers to be less

confident of their responses than non-conformers. These results are

consistent with a number of other studies of conformity including:

Janis (1954), Moeller and Applezweig (1957), and Crowne and Liverant

(1963).

Further analysis of the post-experimental questionnaire showed

those individuals who expressed comments about what they thought were
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the responses of the other participants to be far less conforming than

those who expressed no comments (F=30.56, df=1,316, p<.001). Two

hundred nineteen subjects (68%) expressed comments while 99 subjects

(31%) had no comment and 3 subjects (1%) declined to answer the item.

The findings obtained in this study point to the value affirming

nature of the low approval seeking individual and to the compliant

nature of the high approval seeking individual which has a significant

bearing on many theories of social behavior.
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VI. DISCUSSION

The results of this study are consistent with previous research

and shed new light on several important theoretical issues. In the

exploration of these issues, this chapter will (1) discuss the

findings of this investigation in light of the hypotheses that were

formulated, (2) present the theoretical relevance of the results, and

(3) explore areas of future study.

The significant main effect for approval motivation on conformity

(as presented in Table 5.8) supported the study's hypothesis concern-

ing this variable's performance as well as prior experimentally

derived conclusions, namely, that approval motivated individuals are

compliant, submissive, and susceptible to social pressures and group

norms. As predicted, subjects designated as high approval seekers

were shown to conform to social pressure significantly more than

those subjects designated as low approval seekers in an Asch-type

experimental setting. High approval seekers were witnessed to

publicly state a preference for a belief that was inconsistent with a

personal value which they indicated to hold privately. They

demonstrably gave up a concept in order to align themselves with

group opinion. This behavior was felt to occur because conformity

indicates agreement and agreement leads to approval which the approval

motivated subjects appeared to cherish more than those concepts

tested. It was concluded, therefore, that approval seeking

motivation was an important determinant of conformity to a group norm

which was inconsistent with personal values.
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Contrary to the hypothesis concerning value importance, the

ranking of the value significantly affected the degree of conformity

exhibited by the subjects when faced with a contradictory group

opinion. Originally it was felt that subjects would conform

similarly, whether it was a high value or a low value that was in

question. The results showed, on the other hand, that it was much

easier to persuade individuals to conform to a group that expressed

a higher regard than the subjects for a lowly held value than it was

to persuade them to conform to a group which expressed a lower

opinion of a highly held value. In other words, the subjects were

more inclined to upgrade a lowly ranked concept than to devalue a

highly ranked concept. This indicated that highly held values exert

a much greater influence over a person's behavior than lowly held

values. While this was definitely the case for the low approval

seeking subjects, needs for approval mediated the influence of values

for the high approval seekers. The results for the main effect of

approval seeking (see Table 5.8) indicated that values possessed

reduced validity as guides for the behavior of the high approval

motivated individuals. Analysis revealed that, in both the high and

the low value conditions, approval seeking subjects conformed at

significantly higher rates than the low approval seeking subjects.

Consequently, it was concluded that low approval seekers were value

affirming, using their values as standards or guides for their

decisions and behavior as Rokeach (1973) had predicted. However, the

decisions and behavior of the high approval seekers were not guided
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to the same degree by values and were influenced by the inclination

of these individuals toward submission to group norms.

The other interceding variable, social cost, was also hypo-

thesized to have a significant effect upon conformity and while the

main effect for this factor was not significant, its interaction with

approval seeking motivation ultimately revealed the nature of this

factor's influence upon conformity. It was originally predicted that

the more significance a group possessed for a subject, the greater

the social cost of deviance from the group opinion and, hence, the

greater the conformity. The main effect for this factor does not

support this contention but when the approval seeking motivation of

the subject was taken into account, social cost was operative in the

determination of behavior. The interaction between social cost and

approval seeking showed that when the social Cost of the situation

increased, conformity correspondingly increased but only for the

high approval seeker. This effect was not evidenced for low approval

seeking individuals (see Figure 5.4).

This interaction was predicted. Larsen, et al (1976) found

that the significance of the individual in an interaction (social

cost) had a pronounced effect on reducing the level of aggression

expressed by a high approval seeking individual under a condition of

experimentally induced frustration. The interaction obtained in this

study supports the notion that social cost cannot be adequately

assessed apart from approval seeking motivation and extends these

results to show that the significance of the individual (or group)
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also effects conformity. The greater the importance an individual or

group possess, the higher the reward of their approval to a high

approval seeking individual and the greater the social cost of their

disapproval, hence, the increase in conformity. Therefore,it was

concluded that high approval seekers were vulnerable to the effects

of social cost while low approval seekers are not.

This study also hypothesized that value awareness would have

little impact on conformity and the absence of effects for this factor

supported this conclusion. Awareness of the value in question did not

increase resistance to conformity pressures, however, further

research in this area employing alternate methodologies and varying

degrees of awareness would be desirable before reaching a definite

conclusion concerning the innoculating effects of value awareness.

Besides its relationship to conformity, approval seeking

motivation has been shown to be related to collegiate major and

response confidence. Business and home economics majors received

higher approval seeking scores than those individuals in the sample

pursuing other fields of study. The reasons for the observed

differences are as yet unclear but an investigation of whether the

major attracts high approval seekers or whether the major fosters

approval seeking in its members would clearly provide further

insights into the dynamics of approval seeking motivation.

As was discussed previously, high approval seekers have been

shown to possess low levels of self-esteem and personal security.

The finding that high approval seekers expressed in their responses
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to the statements significantly less confidence than low approval

seekers is consistent with these results.

A significant difference was also noted between conformers and

non-conformers in their expression of comments concerning the

responses of those whom they thought were their fellow participants.

Those subjects who were non-conformers expressed comments of

bewilderment and concern over the apparent beliefs of the other

respondents. Some found it hard to accept that people would hold

opinions such as those the fictitious subjects did in this experiment

while others tried to explain the phenomenon with comments such as:

"Everyone has the right to their own opinions."; "They don't under-

stand themselves very well."; "...everyone has their own beliefs and

turn-ons."; "They seemed to be more concerned with what other people

think of them rather than what they think of themselves.;" and "I felt

that sometimes their minds were not very open." On the other hand,

conformers had very few comments indicating that conformity may have

seemed natural and to be expected to these individuals. Non-

conformers also expressed far more anxiety over the situation than

conformers while, at the same time, remaining confident in their

decisions.

This data reveals the underlying concern of low approval seeking-

non-conforming individuals for other people. The tendency is not for

low approval seekers to act independently of their social environment

without concern over their behavior and the behavior of others.

Instead, they pay a price for their awareness and independence through
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anxiety over the conflict between their behavior and situational

demands. On the other hand, high approval seeking-conforming

individuals avoid these conflicts and concerns through submission to

situational demands and rationalization of their behavior. The data

supports the notion that high conformers have developed substantial

defensive systems that protect them from the reality of their

complacency but a decision as to whether this defense is accomplished

through unconscious mechanisms or through rationalization cannot be

determined from this data and further investigation will be necessary

to resolve this issue.

Thus far in this study's investigation of the mediating effects

of approval seeking and social cost on value related conformity,

several interrelated conclusions have been reached regarding the

nature of these variables and their interaction. First, approval

seeking is a primary determinant of conformity with high approval

seekers being more susceptible to social pressure than low approval

seekers. Second, low approval seeking individuals are value affirming

while values hold reduced validity as guides for the behavior of

individuals with high needs for approval. Third, high approval

seekers are vulnerable to the influence of significant others and

the social cost of the situation while low approval seekers are

not and, fourth, awareness of the value involved does not increase

subject resistance to conformity pressures. In addition to these

conclusions, approval seeking has been shown to significantly affect

response confidence with high approval seeking individuals expressing
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less confidence in their responses to the statements than low

approval seekers, and conforming individuals have been found to

express far less concern over the contradiction of the group

responses than non-conforming individuals suggesting a defensive

reaction on the part of conformers. These results are relevant to

many aspects of social behavior including prejudice, collective

behavior, and authoritarianism.

The concept of social pressure has been integrated into

prejudice theory by Pettigrew (1958) and by Larsen (1974b). These

studies found differences in racial attitudes to be a function of

social cost where,individual racial tolerance or intolerance was

dictated by the norms of those groups to which the individual

adhered. Rokeach (1973) accounted for differences between racists

and non-racists by means of each group's ranking of the value

"equality". Racists were found to rank equality significantly

lower than non-racists. The data reported in the present study

suggests a combination of these findings in the explanation of this

relationship. Prejudice may be viewed as a response by high approval

seekers to the social pressure of persons and groups deemed signifi-

cant to the individual. Their devaluation of the concept of

equality, as shown in Table 5.2, may be adopted by the individual

in an effort to gain their approval and avoid rejection. Conformity

to group norms is the vehicle through which the satisfaction of this

need for approval is assured. The process manifests itself in the

person's low ranking of equality and it is hypothesized that the
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alteration of group norms toward racial tolerance will result in a

subsequent change in attitude and this, in turn, will lead to an

alteration of the equality ranking.

The influences of approval seeking and social cost over behavior

also have an application to theories of collective behavior.

Toch (1965) has studied the factors that influence the susceptibility

of an individual to the appeals of social movements and the effects

on an individual once they have committed themselves to membership in

a group. Factors influencing susceptibility included personal

insecurity, lack of identity, difficulty in dealing with ambiguity,

the ability to suppress inconsistency in behavior, and susceptibility

to the influence of authority. Since all these factors have been

shown to be present to some degree in the personality make-up of the

high approval seeker, it follows that approval seeking may be a

significant factor in the prediction of susceptibility to social

movements. Once a person made a membership commitment to a specific

group, Toch also noted that changes occurred in attitudes and

behavior. "How far the consequences of membership assert themselves

depends on the degree to which a person commits himself to membership."

(p.131) The high approval seeker has shown a high degree of

dependence on the approval of others and these needs may combine with

susceptibility to the appeals of social movements resulting in a high

level of commitment for such individuals. With this commitment, it

has been shown comes rigid adherence to the group, the sacrifice of

autonomy, submission to authority, distortion of perceptual and
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cognitive mechanisms and selective attention so as to insure that

reality corresponds to the individual's preconception of how it

ought to be. These changes, in turn, help to assure the approval of

the other members who (1) have become significant others through the

act of membership and (2) whose approval now possesses high reward

value for the approval seeker. It therefore appears that approval

seeking motivation and social cost combine to predispose a high

approval seeker to membership in social movements and once membership

is achieved, reinforce conformity, submission, and distortion of

reality through the use of social cost pressures.

Another concept that closely parallels approval seeking is

authoritarianism. Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford

(1950) found the authoritarian person to be insecure, status

conscious, submissive to authority, inflexible, ethnocentric,

unable to deal with ambiguity,and capable justifying gross

distortions of reality. This paper proposes that a person socialized

in an authoritarian environment is vulnerable to the effects of

approval seeking and, therefore, a high correlation is expected

between high approval seeking motivation and authoritarian attitudes.

While a test of this assumption has yet to be conducted, the study by

Martin and Larsen (1976) has shown that high approval seekers hold

highly competitive attitudes which are related to the status concerns

and ethnocentric beliefs common to authoritarian individuals. The

tendency for high approval seekers to hold these authoritarian

attitudes has also been supported by the present study.
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As indicated earlier, high approval seekers were found to rank

freedom and equality significantly lower than low approval seekers.

Rokeach (1973) found that this value orientation was indicative of the

value orientations of Hitler and other fascists of the 1940s

(pp. 165-188). While these results are tentative, there appears to

be sufficient data to predict that high approval seekers will be

attracted to a fascist political ideology, however, further research

is needed to verify this contention.

Besides the study of approval seeking and social cost and their

relationship to conformity, this paper has also sought as its purpose

to explore the relationship between value structures and individual

needs for social approval. The results of this analysis have

revealed significant and systematic variations to exist in the ranking

of values between high and low approval seekers. This discovery

holds a possible alternative explanation for the results thus far

obtained in this study.

Analysis of the terminal and instrumental value rankings between

high and low approval seekers on the Rokeach Value Survey yielded

significant differences on many values (see Tables 5.2 and 5.4). High

approval seekers were shown to rank the concepts of a comfortable

life, a sense of accomplishment, happiness, pleasure, social

recognition, true friendship, and those of being obedient, polite and

responsible significantly higher than low approval seekers while

placing a lower value on the concepts of equality, freedom, wisdom

and those of being broadminded and courageous. This value
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orientation parallels very closely the behaviors and attitudes which

have been found to be characteristic of approval motivated

individuals.

From inspection of this data, the conclusion may be reached that

instead of the earlier proposition offered suggesting that high

approval seekers tend not to be value affirming, one may account for

the results of this and other studies by offering the proposition that

high approval seekers were, in fact, acting in accordance with their

values in these situations. For example, the reason for their

conformity behavior may be due to the fact that they devalue the

concepts of freedom (independence, free choice) and that of being

courageous (standing up for one's beliefs) while they value the

concepts of social recognition, and those of being obedient and

polite. They may be easily persuaded because they devalue wisdom and

being broadminded. They may be competitive because they value social

recognition, a comfortable life (prosperity), and a sense of

accomplishment while devaluing equality. They may also be in-group

oriented due to the fact that they value true friendship and being

responsible and obedient. While this suggestion is certainly

possible, it is not likely since many of the personality traits,

behaviors, and attitudes which have been found to be a direct result

of the high approval seeker's low self-esteem and lack of internal

control cannot be accounted for by values alone.

Therefore, the theory is proposed that people's value structures

are a function of their needs and personalities rather than their
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personalities and needs being determined by their values. It is

asserted that humans possess innate biological needs and, through the

socialization process, acquire social needs that serve as the basis

for the development of characteristic ways of dealing with their

environment (traits). These traits, in turn, cluster to form one's

personality and it is hypothesized that this process occurs long

before a person begins to obtain values. Values, therefore, are felt

to be cognitive transformations of individual needs and character-

istics. For example, the values of an approval motivated person may

be held in order to increase the likelihood that they will receive

approval from others and thus satisfy their needs for enhancement of

esteem or they may be approval motivated because they value

obedience, courtesy, and social recognition and devalue freedom,

equality, wisdom, and courageousness. It is asserted that the former

is the case.

It is also proposed that the value structures of high approval

seekers are functionally related to their surrounding social

environment in such a manner so as to promote behavior which is

consistent with the socially approved roles and models of that

society. In dealing with the influence of society on values,
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Rokeach (1973) has stated:

Values are the cognitive representation not only of
individual needs but also of societal and institutional
demands. They are the joint results of sociological as
well as psychological forces acting upon the individual -
sociological because society and its institutions
socialize the individual for the common good to inter-
nalize shared conceptions of the desirable; psychological
because individual motivations require cognitive
expression, justification, and indeed exhortation in
socially desirable terms.3

Therefore, it is hypothesized that low approval seekers are guided to

a greater degree by internally directed (psychological) forces while

high approval seekers are guided to a greater degree by societal and

institutional (sociological) forces in the determination of what are

desirable modes of conduct and end states of existence (values). It

is for these reasons that high approval seekers value a comfortable

life, accomplishment, happiness, pleasure, social recognition,

obedience, courtesy, and responsibility more than low approval

seekers because these are the concepts that are functional and

emphasized in our competitive society. These values are promoted as

desirable through many of the roles and models provided for individuals

by their social environment and are reinforced by our social

institutions and society's significant other enforcers (i.e., busi-

nessmen, teachers, the media, voluntary organizations). The adoption

of these values brings one approval which is needed by the high

approval seekers. For example, one is more likely to receive the

3
Page 20.
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approval and admiration of our society if they are obedient, polite,

and responsible for if they are broadminded and stand up for their

beliefs (rock the boat) they may run the risk of conflicting with

others which may, in turn, bring them disapproval or even rejection.

It is clear, therefore, that the value structures of approval

motivated people are designed to promote approval from significant

others in the society through consistency with socially sanctioned

roles and behavior.

On the other hand, the value structures of those individuals who

are not approval motivated develop and are maintained with little

regard to the dictates of their environment. Their conception of

desirable modes of conduct and end states of existence are designed

more toward individual satisfaction rather than social approval. In

contrast to high approval seekers, these individuals tend to place a

higher value on the concepts of freedom, equality, wisdom, open-

mindedness, independence, and courage. This value orientation was

evidenced in their reluctance to conform to group norms which were

inconsistent with their personal values and these subjects also were

unaffected by social cost pressures. It was the individuals with low

needs for approval who, by making decisions based upon their values,

by acting publicly on these decisions, and by taking responsibility

for their behavior, affirmed their values. This behavior pattern is

a characteristic trait of individuals who possess existential courage.

Larsen and Giles (1976) defined existential courage as the

behavioral expression of authenticity. "It is the learned capacity
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to make self-defined appropriate choices, to express self-defined

appropriate interpersonal emotions independent of survival or social

cost motivation" (p.10). In other words, a person with existential

courage acts in accordance with their values despite social pressures

to act otherwise to the point of relinquishing survival in the

defense of cherished ideals. Existential courage is precisely what

the German people of the 1930s and 1940s did not possess.

Frankl (1963) has described life in the concentration camps of

this era and witnessed the lack of value affirmation on the part of

prisoners and guards alike. While the majority of the guards did not

actively partake in the brutal and sadistic methods of camp life,

Frankl has noted that they also "...did not prevent others from

carrying them out" (p.135). It was very difficult to express

existential courage under the social pressure of the time and

Frankl observed that, "...it was a considerable achievement for a

guard or foreman to be kind to the prisoners in spite of all the

camp's influences" (p.136).

High approval seeking individuals resemble those who lacked

existential courage in this situation, responding to their environment

with conformity and submission to social cost pressure and this

suggests a relationship between needs for social approval and the

expression of existential courage. Nevertheless, there were those

who refused to succumb to their environment but those who held their

values and responded to the situation with existential courage

usually perished: "We who have come back, by the aid of many lucky
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chances or miracles - whetever one may wish to call them - we know:

the best of us did not return" (p.7). As history has witnessed, such

conformity and denial of values on the part of so many may lead to

tragic consequences.

In summary, this study has found that (1) approval seeking

motivation was a significant determinant of conformity with approval

motivated subjects yielding to social pressure, (2) low approval

seekers tended to affirm their values while the values of high

approval seekers held reduced validity as guides for their behavior,

(3) only high approval seekers were vulnerable to social cost,

(4) value awareness was ineffective in promoting resistence to

conformity pressures, and (5) significant differences exist between

the value structures of high and low approval seekers.

These results were shown to have implications to theories of

prejudice, collective behavior, authoritarianism, and existential

courage. The findings of this and other studies also gave rise to

two theories: (1) that the needs and personality of an individual

determine their values rather than values determining one's

personality and needs, and (2) that the value structures of high

approval seekers are functionally related to their surrounding social

environment and are designed in such a manner as to gain the approval

from others through behavior consistent with socially approved roles

and models.

Future research, however, will be required before several factors

and relationships may be clearly understood. First, the question of
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cause and effect priority must be established between values and

personality. Does one's personality determine their values or do

values determine one's personality? What is the relationship

between them, if any, and are either of these factors responsible for

the occurrence of the other? And, if not, which factors are?

Second, to what degree does a society's social and economic

structure affect the values (and/or personality) of the approval

motivated individual?

Third, how does one go about encouraging value affirmation and

existential courage in individuals? In society?

Fourth, are conformers really aware of their complacency and

if they are, how do they deal with it?

Fifth, why do business and home economics majors score higher in

approval seeking motivation than students in other fields? Is it

because business and home economics are socially approved roles?

These and many other questions regarding the nature of values,

approval seeking, and social cost await answers through future

social psychological research. Perhaps with effective methodologies

and tools of measurement some answers may be found.
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VII. THE MLAM SCALE REVISITED

Common observation of interpersonal interaction would indicate

that human behavior is dictated to a large degree by approval seeking,

especially toward powerful and significant others. Research has also

shown approval seeking motivation to be an important factor influ-

encing numerous psychological dimensions with individual needs for

social approval being a topic of scientific inquiry for a number of

years. However, a review of the literature reveals that few instru-

ments have been developed to assess approval seeking motivation

(Edwards, 1957b and Ford, 1964) and, until recently, the only

measure in widespread use was the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability

(MC-SD) Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). Even though much research

has been conducted utilizing this scale, current studies have raised

serious questions as to the validity of the MC-SD as a measure of

approval seeking. For example, Crandall (1966) found evidence that

the scale, rather than measuring needs for approval, measures a need

to avoid disapproval. Shulman and Silverman (1974) in an attempt to

study this controversy showed, contrary to all expectations, that low

MC-SD subjects displayed both more approval seeking behavior and

also more avoidance of disapproval. Breger (1966) in his studies

was unable to find a relationship between conformity and social

desirability as measured by the MC-SD scale. Instead the scale

seemed to be a measure of ego-defensiveness. Greenwald (1970),

in an effort to resolve some of the scale's methodological problems,

recast the scale in a Likert format but no information on the
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validity of this revision is available. The apparent methodological

and validity problems of the MC-SD scale necessitated the development

of a new approach to the measurement of approval seeking hence the

creation of the Martin-Larsen Approval Motivation (MLAM) Scale

(Larsen, Martin, Ettinger & Nelson, 1976).

The use of the MLAM scale in this study has afforded an

excellent opportunity to gather data on this scale so as to further

secure its reliability and validity as a measure of approval seeking.

Several tests were performed on the scale to explore its internal

consistency and structure. This chapter will discuss an analysis

of the scale items, the scale's reliability, structure, validity,

and other issues pertaining to scale development and assessment.

The MLAM scale was administered as part of the aforementioned

study of approval seeking, values, and conformity. A description of

the sample employed in this study and the distribution of scores are

available in Chapters Four and Five respectively. The scale was

administered in standard Likert format with standard instructions
4

in which a response of "agree strongly" received a score of one and

"disagree strongly" received a score of five. To obtain a total

score for each subject, the 21 items were combined additively and

subtracted from the figure 126. This procedure was employed in order

to align the numeric scores so as to be consistent with the cognitive

structure of the concept measured (e.g., so that a low score would

4
See Appendix II.
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reflect low needs for approval and a high score would reflect high

needs for approval). The lowest possible score, therefore, was 21

(disagreed strongly with every item) and the highest possible score

was 105 (agreed strongly with every item). All items were scored in

the same direction. An analysis of the distribution of scores for

each item is presented in Table 7.1 along with item means and

standard deviations.

The data in Table 7.1 provides a good indicator of the effec-

tiveness of the alternative response categories. It was noted that

no item contained more than 26 percent of its responses in the

"no opinion" category and the average was found to be only 11 percent.

A good distribution was also obtained for the other alternatives

although some items (most notably items 2, 11, 15, 17, and 20) were

particularly weak in the "agree" and "agree strongly" categories.

While such a tabulation provides useful information about the

character of each item, from this data it is difficult to assess the

effectiveness of the items' ability to discriminate between high and

low approval seekers. Therefore, the next task was to evaluate each

item in terms of its discriminatory ability.

Table 7.2 displays the Pearson correlation coefficient as a

measure of association between each item and the total test score as

well as a univariate F-ratio for each item representing a one-way

analysis of variance test for equality of group means between high

and low approval seeking groups with the item as the dependent

variable.



TABLE 7.1

Item Distribution for the Martin-Larsen
Approval Motivation Scale (MLAM)

ITEM
NUMBER

CATEGORY ALTERNATIVES

MEAN
STANDARD
DEVIATION

Agree
Strongly Agree

No
Opinion Disagree

Disagree
Strongly

1 84 (21%) 237 (58%) 21 ( 5%) 50 (12%) 14 ( 4%) 2.2 1.01
2 3 ( 1 ) 34 ( 8 ) 26 ( 6 ) 199 (49 ) 144 (36 ) 4.1 0.90
3 24 ( 6 ) 111 (27 ) 45 (11 ) 136 (34 ) 90 (22 ) 3.4 1.26
4 34 ( 8 ) 104 (26 ) 79 (20 ) 143 (35 ) 46 (11 ) 3.2 1.17
5 11 ( 3 ) 109 (27 ) 43 (10 ) 157 (39 ) 86 (21 ) 3.5 1.17
6 6 ( 2 ) 85 (21 ) 18 ( 4 ) 221 (54 ) 76 (19 ) 3.7 1.05
7 30 ( 8 ) 114 (28 ) 18 ( 4 ) 151 (37 ) 93 (23 ) 3.4 1.31
8 11 ( 3 ) 82 (20 ) 72 (18 ) 167 (41 ) 74 (18 ) 3.5 1.09
9 37 ( 9 ) 129 (32 ) 31 ( 8 ) 154 (38 ) 55 (13 ) 3.2 1.26

10 35 ( 9 ) 111 (27 ) 107 (26 ) 126 (31 ) 27 ( 7 ) 3.0 1.09
11 3 ( 1 ) 16 ( 4 ) 19 ( 5 ) 229 (56 ) 139 (34 ) 4.2 0.76
12 29 ( 7 ) 119 (29 ) 71 (18 ) 143 (35 ) 44 (11 ) 3.1 1.16
13 17 ( 4 ) 74 (18 ) 56 (14 ) 195 (48 ) 64 (16 ) 3.5 1.09
14 78 (19 ) 226 (56 ) 49 (12 ) 39 (10 ) 14 ( 3 ) 2.2 0.98
15 6 ( 2 ) 37 ( 9 ) 42 (10 ) 189 (47 ) 132 (32 ) 4.0 0.96
16 24 ( 6 ) 126 (31 ) 45 (11 ) 166 (41 ) 45 (11 ) 3.2 1.17
17 2 ( 1 ) 30 ( 7 ) 27 ( 7 ) 219 (54 ) 128 (31 ) 4.1 0.85
18 7 ( 2 ) 58 (14 ) 70 (17 ) 163 (40 ) 108 (27 ) 3.8 1.05
19 9 ( 2 ) 79 (20 ) 39 (10 ) 213 (52 ) 66 (16 ) 3.6 1.04
20 1 ( 0 ) 9 ( 2 ) 26 ( 7 ) 223 (55 ) 147 (36 ) 4.2 0.69
21 16 ( 4 ) 85 (21 ) 53 (13 ) 135 (33 ) 117 (29 ) 3.6 1.21
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TABLE 7.2

Item Analysis of the Martin-Larsen
Approval Motivation Scale (MLAM)

N=406

ITEM PART-WHOLE UNIVARIATE
NUMBER CORRELATION F-RATIO*

1 0.327 36.72
2 0.459 40.12
3 0.452 55.97
4 0.074 3.53
5 0.601 123.16
6 0.651 122.71
7 0.526 78.96
8 0.358 35.38
9 0.303 24.57

10 0.256 10.81
11 0.524 79.04
12 0.438 44.95
13 0.502 75.76
14 0.296 26.65
15 0.465 53.84
16 0.357 36.17
17 0.366 34.08
18 0.399 47.97
19 0.516 66.43
20 0.482 53.72
21 0.349 42.06

df = 1,404

Note: The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients and the
Univariate F-ratios were significant at the one-tenth percent
level (p4=.001) for all items with the exception of item
number four which was not significant.

All items, with the exception of number four, made significant

contribution to the discriminatory power of the scale. The observed

weaknesses of item four were grounds for its elimination from the

scale and further tests were conducted in the absence of this item.
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The revised scale will be referenced henceforth as the MLAM-1 scale.

The rejected item, as reported by Larsen, et al (1976), is item

number two.

The reliability of the MLAM-1 scale was then assessed in terms

of its accuracy (internal consistency). A split-half reliability

coefficient of 0.76 was obtained when corrected for length by the

Spearman-Brown prophecy formula. This compared favorably with the

coefficient of 0.80 previously obtained by Larsen, et al (1976).

A test of the stability of this scale using test-retest methods has

yet to be conducted.

Data for the.remaining 20 items was subjected to a principal

component factor analysis in order to construct a new set of variables

based upon the intercorrelations exhibited in the data. This analysis

was orthogonal in nature and utilized the varimax rotation method

(Harman, 1967). Five factors were isolated: an internal versus

external control factor (A), a Machiavellianism factor (B), a social

cost factor (C), a conformity factor (D), and a need for support

factor (E). The amount of variance accounted for by each of these

factors is presented in Table 7.3 and, combined, these factors

accounted for 88 percent of the total test variance.

The internal-external control factor dealt with abilities to

control one's own behavior and motivations apart from social pressure.

Low approval seeking subjects would be more likely to perceive the

locus of control over their own behavior to be within the individual

rather than some external source. The behavior of the high approval
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TABLE 7.3

Variance of the MLAM-1 Scale
Explained by the Principal Component Factors

FACTOR EIGENVALUE % OF VARIANCE

I-E Control 3.523 53.2%
Machiavellianism 0.799 12.1

Social Cost 0.688 10.4
Conformity 0.476 7.2

Need for Support 0.347 5.2

seeker, on the other hand, is more subject to social pressures and

thus one would feel less control over one's life under these

conditions. The Machiavellianism factor dealt with a concept that

Christie and Geis (1970) have called Machiavellianism.

Machiavellianism may be thought of as a willingness to cynically

manipulate others. It would seem logical that a person with high

needs for approval would have to manipulate people and situations in

order to gain the approval that they are seeking. This lack of

personal authenticity would consequently cause conflicts within the

individual but the use of Machiavellian attitudes would be a

convenient method of rationalization promoting avoidance of this

inner conflict. The social cost factor may be thought of as fear of

rejection from other individuals considered significant to the high

approval seeker. High approval seekers, therefore, would be (and

have been shown to be) more vulnerable to the effects of social cost

than low approval seekers and would express more anxiety over their
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conduct in social situations. The conformity factor deals with the

known tendency of high approval seekers to conform to a group

opinion. The reason for this may be found in the fact that if you

agree with someone and conform to their expectations, you are far

more likely to receive approval from them than if you disagree with

them. Conformity generally leads to approval and non-conformity to

isolation and thus the response of high approval seekers in the

conformity direction on this factor. The final factor was concerned

with the need for support in social discussions and activity. As

was mentioned earlier, a strong correlation has been established

between high needs for approval and low self-esteem. This insecurity

could very well manifest itself in the high approval seeker's need

for support when dealing with controversy or issues of debate. The

high approval seeker's fear of rejection from others would make them

reluctant to debate with another person without an ally to back them

up. A listing of the items and the factors on which they loaded is

provided in Table 7.4 It was noted that, in general, the factors

were not bi-polar which may be accounted for in part by the fact

that all the items in the MLAM-1 scale were worded in the same

direction.

In summary, the principal factor analysis employed in this

study uncovered five main factors which are conceptually related to

approval seeking motivation and assist in the explanation of the

dynamics that have been shown to be related to the personality and

behavior of these individuals. Not only do these factors help to
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establish the validity of the MLAM-1 scale, but they also point out

areas of possible future research concerning the personality

characteristics of approval seeking individuals.

TABLE 7.4

Factor Analysis of the MLAM-1 Scale

ITEM NUMBER CONTRIBUTING FACTOR FACTOR LOADING

1

2 B,C,D (0.22) (-0.22)(0.24)

3 A (0.20)

5 A,D (-0.09) (0.22)
6 D (0.41)
7 E (0.12)
8 B (0.14)
9 A (0.19)

10 C (0.33)

11 B,E (0.17) (0.34)
12 C (0.21)

13 A (0.31)
14 C (0.20)
15 B (0.32)
16 C (0.14)
17 A (0.34)
18 B,D (0.34) (-0.11)
19 A,D,E (0.10) (0.16) (-0.11)
20 E (0.45)
21

Note: A = Internal - External Control
B = Machiavellianism
C = Social Cost
D = Conformity
E = Need for Social Support

The next and undoubtedly the most essential area of concern is

the validity of the MLAM-1 scale. Many methods of determining the

validity of a scale are currently used in psychological testing.

Dick and Hagerty (1971) have specified three major types of validity

all of which have been applied to this scale. The first method is
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content validity which concerns itself with the content of the items

that comprise the measuring instrument. The degree to which the

scale items sample the particular behaviors and/or situations which

relate to the concept being measured is an indication of the scale's

content validity. Inspection of the individual items in conjunction

with the above factor analysis give ample evidence that these items

reflect a variety of behaviors and concerns of the approval seeking

individual.

The second method of establishing a scale's validity is through

the use of constructs. Construct validity employs a theoretical base

which is used to hypothesize how the test and other factors conceptu-

ally relate to one another. Measures of these other factors are then

administered simultaneously to a sample along with the scale in

question. In this manner, the degree of relationship between these

constructs is assessed and if they correlate significantly in the

predicted direction, the scale shows evidence of construct validity.

The relationship between the terminal and instrumental values in the

Rokeach Value Survey and approval seeking motivation as measured by

the MLAM scale is satisfactory evidence in favor of the construct

validity of the scale. The scale has also shown significant

relationships to self esteem and competitive attitudes (Larsen,

et al, 1976) which further establishes the scale's construct

validity.

The third method of validation and the most demanding test of

a scale is its predictive validity. In order for a scale to
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demonstrate this type of validity, it must be able to forecast in

advance a person's behavior based upon their performance on the

measuring instrument. The significant relationship found between

approval seeking motivation and conformity shown in this study

serves as sound evidence in favor of the scale's predictive validity.

The study by Larsen, et al (1976) was another test of the MLAM

scale's predictive validity. In this study, the scale successfully

predicted the degree of aggression expressed by subjects following

varying grades of experimentally induced frustration. Therefore,

research has shown the MLAM scale to possess content validity,

construct validity, and most importantly, predictive validity.

Psychological testing has historically been concerned with only

two criterion in the evaluation of measurement instruments:

reliability and validity. While these are without question the most

important attributes of a scale, Shively (1973) has proposed six

other criteria for the evaluation of measures. The first of these

is precision.

Precision deals primarily with the calibration of the scale.

The finer the calibration, the more information the scale may yield.

For example, scores on the MLAM-1 scale may range from 20 to 100

which provides a wider distribution of scores than the MC-SD scale

which has a range of only 33 units. The MLAM possesses greater

precision than the MC-SD while at the same time is not so extensive

a scale as to diminish its reliability. Closely related to precision

is the scale's level of measurement.
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The results obtained using the MLAM-1 scale correspond very

closely to normally distributed data of interval scale. This, in

conjunction with an adequate range, supports the conclusion that the

MLAM-1 scale is interval in nature. The assumption of interval scale

is a vital requirement for a tool of measurement due to the fact that

it qualifies the scale for use with parametric statistical methods of

analysis which is most desirable for any scale.

Another important factor is the scale's manageability. This

concept concerns the issues of scale administration, sophistication,

and construction. Due to the Likert format of the MLAM-1 scale, it

is easy to administer and score. The instructions have been proven

over time to be simple and direct, and with only twenty items, the

scale is not excessively time consuming for the subject or the

administrator. Since the items conform to the Edwards (1957a) a

priori criteria for Likert-type attitude statements, they are neither

complex nor complicated. Consideration of all of these issues leads

to the conclusion that the MLAM-1 scale is a very manageable scale.

The next criterion of scale assessment is generalizability. For

a scale to be truly generalizable, it must have a high utility rating

and perform well under a variety of conditions, including times,

places, and respondent samples. Due to the cultural bias inherent in

psychological scales it is doubtful if any scale in current use is

truly generalizable and no data is available as to the generalizability

of the MLAM-1 scale. Nevertheless, the concept of generalizability

is an important one that is in need of emphasis. Cross-cultural
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validation of measures and methodology, such as attempted by

Triandis, Davis, and Takezawa (1965), is sorely needed by our

ethnocentric discipline and may not only yield better measures but

may promote cooperation among the world intellectual community as well

as assist in extending the horizons of psychological research.

The next issue of scale assessment is that of dimensionality.

In many cases, a scale which is unidimensional may be applicable to

the effective analysis of a concept, but the obvious multi-

dimensional character of approval seeking motivation would not seem

to lend itself to successful measurement by a unidimensional scale.

The diverse factors of self-esteem, compliance, status concerns,

persuasability, and other variables which have been shown to be

closely related to approval seeking would be hard pressed to achieve

unidimensionality when combined into a single scale. Therefore, a

multi-dimensional scale, such as the MLAM-1, seems to be the most

appropriate form of measurement for approval seeking motivation.

The final issue of scale assessment is that of clarity. The

Edwards (1957a) criteria for attitude statement development as used

in the MLAM-1 scale has helped to assure that the items are simple,

clear, and concise. The infrequent use of the "no opinion" category

by the respondents in this study leads to the conclusion that the

statements are concise and elicit a clear response by the subject.

Item number four was lacking in clarity and relevance and consequently

was eliminated. The only other suspicious item was number ten. The

difficulty with this item lies in the word "assertive". To the
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amazement of the author, a number of respondents asked for a

definition since they did not know what the word meant and this may

have accounted for the high proportion of "no opinion" selections

for this item. Close observation of this item's performance will be

necessary in future administrations of this scale but, all considered,

the MLAM-1 scale possesses high clarity with items which are clear,

concise, and specific in nature.

In summary, the MLAM-1 scale is judged to be an effective

instrument for the measurement of approval seeking motivation.

Despite the scale's deficiency of unidirectionality in the wording

of the scale items, research has shown that the scale possesses

adequate internal reliability and proven content, construct, and

predictive validity. The scale also rates positively in the areas

of precision, level of measurement, manageability, dimensionality,

and clarity. Once the problem of unidirectionality has been solved

by future revision, an effort may then be made to gather cross-

cultural data on the scale to determine its generalizability.
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VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Recent historical events have indicated that values, contrary

to the Rokeach (1973) definition, do not always serve as standards

or guides for behavior when values are not compatible with the social

milieu. While this discrepancy may be resolved through the use of an

alternative definition of valuing, such as the operative-conceived

value distinction utilized by Morris (1956), this paper has instead

taken the position that there are personality and situational

variables that possess the ability to mediate the relationship

between values and behavior. Two of these mediating variables,

approval seeking motivation and social cost, were hypothesized to

have an effect upon the expression of values through conformity to a

group norm inconsistent with personal values. The results of this

study indicated that values are indeed strong determinants of

behavior but that approval seeking and social cost tend to mediate

the behavior of approval motivated individuals. The following

conclusions were reached: (1) approval seeking is an important

determinant of conformity with high approval seekers being more

susceptible to social pressure than low approval seekers, (2) low

approval seeking individuals are value affirming while values hold

reduced validity as guides for the behavior of individuals with high

needs for approval, (3) high approval seekers are vulnerable to the

influence of significant others and the social cost of the situation

while low approval seekers are not, (4) awareness of the value

involved does not increase resistance to conformity pressures, and
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(5) significant differences exist between the value structures of

high and low approval seeking individuals. It was also hypothesized

that needs and personality factors determine value structures and

that the value structures of high approval seekers are functionally

related to the surrounding environment in such a manner so as to

promote behavior which is consistent with the socially approved roles

and models of that society.

This research was undertaken in the hope of contributing to the

understanding of man's inhumanity to his fellow man for if man does

not learn to value his brother and to live by this value, man will

most certainly perish.
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VALUE SURVEY

BIRTH DATE SEX. MALE FEMALE

CITY and STATE OF BIRTH

NAME MILL IN ONLY IF REOUESTEDI

IOU rI Mil TON No....

rIAL01.1101 nan
117114.11.000011V.
DIMMTV..11 CLIPOANIA MeV
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INSTRUCTIONS

On the nest page are 18 values listed in alphabetical order. Your task is to arrange

them in order of their importance to YOU, in guiding principles in YOUR life. Each

value is printed on a gummed label which can be easily peeled off and pasted in the

boxes on the lefthand side of the page.

Study the list carefully and pick out the one value which is this mow important for

you. Peel it off and pelts it in Box 1 on the lift

Then pick out the value which is wcond most important for you. Peel it off end

paste it in Box 2. Then do the same for each of the remaining values. The value which

is least important goes in Box 18.

Work slowly and think carefully. If you change your mind, feel free to change your

4. IIWOrS. The labels peel off easily and can be moved from oleos to piece The WWI re-

sult should truly show how you really feel.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

/
WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED, GO TO

A COMFORTABLE LIFE
(a prosperous life)

AN EXCITING LIFE
(a stimulating, active life)

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT
(lasting contribution)

A WORLD AT PEACE
(free of war and conflict)

A WORLD OF BEAUTY
(beauty of nature and the arts)

EQUALITY (brotherhood,
equal opportunity for all)

FAMILY SECURITY
(taking care of loved ones)

FREEDOM
(independence, free choice)

HAPPINESS

(contentedness)

INNER HARMONY
(freedom from inner conflict)

MATURE LOVE
(sexual and spiritual intimacy)

NATIONAL SECURITY
(protection from attack)

PLEASURE

(an enjoyable, leisurely life)

SALVATION
(saved, eternal life)

SELF-RESPECT

(self-esteem)

SOCIAL RECOGNITION
(respect, admiration)

TRUE FRIENDSHIP
(close companionship)

WISDOM
(a mature understanding of life)

HE NEXT PAGE.
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Below is another list of IS values. Arrange them In order of importance, the same as before.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

AMBITIOUS

(hard-working, aspiring)

BROADMINDED
(open-minded)

CAPABLE

(competent, effective)

CHEERFUL

(lighthearted, joyful)

CLEAN
(neat, tidy)

COURAGEOUS

(standing up for your beliefs)

FORGIVING
(willing to pardon others)

HELPFUL (working
for the welfare of others)

HONEST

(sincere, truthful)

IMAGINATIVE
(daring, emotive)

INDEPENDENT

(self-reliant, self-sufficient)

INTELLECTUAL

(intelligent, reflective)

LOGICAL
(consistent, rational)

LOVING

(affectionate, tender)

OBEDIENT
(dutiful, respectful)

POLITE

(courteous, well-mannered)

RESPONSIBLE

(dependable, reliable)

SELF-CONTROLLED

(restrained, self-diveiplirmel)
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APPENDIX II

The Martin-Larsen Approval Motivation
Scale (MLAM)

(Please read these instructions carefully)

Listed below are a number of statements collected from a variety
of sources. There are no right or wrong answers. You will probably
agree with some items and disagree with others. We are interested in
the extent to which you agree or disagree with such matters of
opinion.

Read each statement carefully. Then indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree by circling the corresponding alter-
native to the left of each item. The number of alternatives and their
meanings are:

If you agree strongly Circle 1
If you agree Circle 2
If you have no opinion Circle 3
If you disagree Circle 4
If you disagree strongly Circle 5

First impressions are usually best in such matters. Please read
each statement carefully. Decide if you agree or disagree and the
strength of your opinion. Then circle the appropriate alternative
to the left. Work as rapidly as you can. Give your opinion on
every statement.

If you find that the numbers to be used in answering do not
adequately indicate your own opinion, use the one which is closest
to the way that you feel. Circle only one alternative for each
item. At no time are you asked to identify yourself on this scale
and your responses will be known only to the researchers involved
so feel free to express your true opinion.

A
1 2 3 4 5 1. Depending upon the people involved, I react to the

same situation in different ways.

1 2 3 4 5 2. I would rather be well thought of than to be myself.

1 2 3 4 5 3. Many times I feel like just flipping a coin in order
to decide what I should do.
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Page 2

A
1 2 3 4 5 *4. In the long run, people get the respect that they

deserve in this world.

1 2 3 4 5 5. I change my opinion (or the way that I do things) in
order to please someone else.

1 2 3 4 5 6. In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be
what people expect me to be.

1 2 3 4 5 7. I find it difficult to talk about my ideas if they
are contrary to group opinion.

1 2 3 4 5 8. One should avoid doing things in public which appear
to be wrong to others, even though one knows that
they are right.

1 2 3 4 5 9. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control
ovcr the direction that my life is taking.

1 2 3 4 5 10. It is better to be humble than assertive when dealing
with people.

1 2 3 4 5 11. I am willing to argue only if I know that my friends
will back me up.

1 2 3 4 5 12. If I hear that someone expresses a poor opinion of
me, I do my best the next time that I see this
person to make a good impression.

1 2 3 4 5 13. I feel the need to make excuses or apologize for my
behavior.

1 2 3 4 5 14. It is important to me that I am well mannered and
behave properly in social situations.

1 2 3 4 5 15. The best way to handle people is to agree with them
and tell them what they want to hear.

1 2 3 4 5 16. It is hard for me to go on with my work if I am not
encouraged to do so.

1 2 3 4 5 17. If there is any criticism or anyone says anything
about me, I just can't take it.

*Note: Item number four has been eliminated in the revised
edition of this scale: MLAM-1
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Page 3

A D

1 2 3 4 5 18. It is wise to flatter important people.

1 2 3 4 5 19. I am careful at parties and social gatherings for fear
that I will do or say things that others won't like.

1 2 3 4 5 20. When a few people disagree with my position, I usually
change it.

1 2 3 4 5 21. How many friends you have depends on how nice a person
you are.


