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Status generalization is the process through which the external status of actors
is used to determine important features of social interaction. Berger and his
associates used expectation states theory to explain status generalization and the
inequalities in power and prestige that emerge in task-oriented groups. Two studies
were conducted to extend the scope of this theory and investigate the hypothesis
that need for social approval and dilterences in relative status between actors
combine to structure the status-organizing process. Study 1 tocused on the role
of normative dependence. Results showed that approval-motivated persons were
influenced by status more than their low-approval counterparts when making
decisions on a cooperative group tash, especially if face-to-face contact with their
partner was anticipated. Study 2 focused on the role of informational dependence.
Subjects in this study did not expect to meet their partner; however, a specific
ability related to successful performance was introduced. A similar interaction
between need for social approval and stalus was observed, but the eflect was
limited to conditions in which a task ability was present. The findings were in-
terpreted as supporting the hypothesis that the construct of need for social ap-
proval contains both an approvai-secking and a defensiveness component that are
differentially activated by the anticipation of interpersonal contact and the pres-

ence of a task ability that makes performance relevant to self-conceptions.

Status generalization is the process through
which the external status of actors is used to
structure social interaction. Previous re-
search has shown that social characteristics
of actors tend to organize the power and pres-
tige orderings within informal task groups.
The purpose of this investigation is to explore
this phenomenon further and present the re-
sults of two studies designed to assess the ef-
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fect of personality and selected situational
variables on the status-organizing process.

In early studies of group behavior, Bales
and his associates (Bales, 1953; Bales & Sla-
ter, 1955) found that ad hoc groups working
on a collective task develop a hierarchy of
influence within the group. Some actors par-
ticipate to a greater degree, receive more ac-
tion opportunities, make more suggestions,
are evaluated more positively on leadership
and guidance, and have greater influence over
the group’s decision making than other mem-
bers. These components of interaction tend
to be highly correlated and together define
the observable power and prestige order of
the group.

Subsequent rescarch has demonstrated that
similar inequalities develop when an actor
possesses sorne external status characteristic
such as sex, race, age, or occupation. Studies
of mock juries (Strodtbeck, James, & Hawkins,
1957; Strodtbeck & Mann, 1956), mixed-race
work groups (Katz, 1970), and organizational
position (Caudill, 1958) have shown that status
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is closely associated with inequatlities in power
and prestige even when the external status
characteristic is irrelevant to the group’s task
(Torrance, 1973). These and similar findings,
from other studies of both naturally occurring
and ad hoc groups lead to the empirical gen-
eralization that when a task group is differ-
entiated with respect to some socially valued
status characteristic, the power and prestige
order of the group is determined by that char-
acteristic regardiess of whether it is relevant
to the task.

Expectation States Theory

To account for this empirical generalization,
a set of formal theories based on attributional
processes has been developed within a rescarch
tradition known as expectation states theory
(J. Berger, Conner, & Fisek,. 1974: J. Berger,
Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977; ]. Berger,
Rosenholtz, & Zelditch, 1980; Humphreys &
Berger, 1981). These theories state that, based
on status information, group members tend
to form stabilized beliefs regarding the abilities
of actors 10 contribute to a particular task
(given two or more individuals who are mo-
tivated to perform successfully a task requiring
collective action and who are differentiated on
one or more socially valued characteristics).
Furthermore, these performance expectations,
or expectation states, are formed in a4 manaer
consistent with differences in the status char-
actenistics that differentiate the group’s mem-
bers. These status characteristics may be dif-
fuse (e.g.. race, sex, age) or specific (e.g., mith-
ematical or reading skills) and serve as cues
regarding possession of some performance
characteristic instrumental to achieving suc-
cess. It is proposed that these expectations for
performance determine the observable power
and prestige order of the group in the following
manrfer.

The theory is formulated from the point
of view of an actor (p) oriented toward at
least two social objects, him- or herself (p’)
and another person (0). Given that p and o
are members of a task group, and that p and
o are differentiated by a single socially valued
status characteristic, let us assume that p pos-
sesses the less highly valued state of the char-
acteristic. P should then form a low perfor-
mance expectation for her- or himself (e,) and
a relatgvely higher expectation for o (e,)

with regard to a performance characteristic
that 1s perceived to be instrumental to suc-
cess (C™).

Given the desire to do well and the belief
that o is more likely to be successful at the
task, p will assume a position lower in the
power and prestige order than o. Specifically,
the theory predicts that p will (a) make fewer
perfarmance outputs, (b) evaluate his or her
own performance outputs less favorably, (¢)
be influenced more frequently, and (d) re-
ceive fewer action opportunities than o,

According to J. Berger et al. (1977), the
following function can be used to predict
behavior in their experimental situation:

P(s) = m+ qle, — e, (1
where P(s)is the proportion of disagreements
that p resolves in his or her favor (a measure
of rejection of influence); 7 is the subject’s
bascline propensity to reject influence (de-
termined in large measure by the nature of
the task regardless of expectations about who
is right); e, and e, are the expectations that
p associates with p' and o, respectively (thus,
e, — e, is p's “expectation advantage™); and
¢ is a parameter that reflects all the elements
that indicate how important these expecta-
tions are to p in a particular situation.

Hypotheses derived from expectation states
theory have been confirmed for such diffuse
status characteristics as educational attain-
ment (Moore, 1968; Zelditch, Lauderdale,
& Stublarec, 1980), sex (Meeker & Weitzel-
O'Neill, 1977, Pugh & Wahrman, 1983), race
{Wcebster & Driskell, 1978), military rank
(J. Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972), and
age (Freese & Cohen, 1973; Knottnerus &
Greenstein, 1981). The dependent variable in
cach of these studies was influence, and the
general finding of these and other studies has
been that individuals possessing the more
highly valued state of the differentiating char-
acteristic tend to be more influential than in-
dividuals possessing the less highly valued
state, regardless of the relevance of the char-
acteristic to the task at hand.

Internal Sources of Variation
and Social Influence

The point of departure for the present re-
search is that expectation states theory makes
the implicit assumption that all actors are
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equally susceptible to the formation of dif-
ferential performance expectations. Within
this framework, status characteristics and the
expectations they create are viewed as prop-
erties of social relationships, not of individ-
uals. That is, ¢ in Equation | is determined
primarily by forces located within the exter-
nal environment, However, there are theo-
retical and empirical reasons for taking a
closer look at the role of individual differ-
ences in the status-organizing process.

A large body of literature exists that sug-
gests that certain aspects of personality are
related to susceptibility to intluence (e.g.,
Crutchfield, 1955; Linton & Graham, 1959
McGhee & Teevan, 1967; Mouton, Blake,
& Olmstead. 1956). It also has been suggested
that personality characteristics interact with
situational variables to account for a greater
proportion of variance in behavior than ei-
ther source alone (e.g., Endler & Magnusson,
1976; McGuire, 1968). For example, Dittes
(1959; Dittes & Kelley, 1956) found that a
person’s willingness to accept influence is a
function of both self-esteem and acceptance
by the group.

In view of previous research in the arca of

social influence, it is likely that selected in-
dividual-differences factors interact with sit-
uational variables (such as status) to affect the
formation of power and prestige orders in tash-
oriented groups. The present approach locates
the stability of the status-organizing process
neither solely in external aspects of social in-
teraction nor solely in terms of individual dif-
ferences. Rather, we propose that the power
and prestige orderings of groups are the result
of an interactive process involving both per-
sonality and sttuational {actors.

However, to extend expectation states theory
into’the realm of individual differences, we
Had {o reexamine the basic mechanism un-

#dcrlying the formation and stability of power
and prestige in task-oriented groups. J. Berger
et al. (1977) account for an actor’s behavior
in terms of the formation of task-specific per-
formance expectations. However, if an actor’s
personality is taken into account, then the
ability of groups to influence self-definition
becomes salient. One theory that addresses the
role of others in self-definition places a strong
emphasis on social comparison (Jones & Ger-
ard, 1967).

Early studies of communication in small
groups conducted by Festinger (1950, 1954)
postulated that pressures toward uniformity
in group opinion originate from efforts to reach
consensus on the group’s task as well as efforts
to verily beliefs through social comparison.
Building on this work, Kelley (1952) postu-
lated that reference groups serve a dual func-
tion as both normative and informational
sources of comparison that determine varying
degrees of dependence among members. Nor-
mative dependence occurs because groups seek
to set and enforce standards of behavior and
are usually in a position 10 administer positive
and ncgative sanctions. Mcmbers also seek to
maintain or improve their standing within the
group. This increases levels of dependence,
motivating greater avoidance of disagreement
and increasing susceptibility to influence. On
the other hand, informationatl dependence oc-
curs as individuals attempt to validate beliefs
regarding the external world using group judg-
ments as a standard of comparison. A similar
distinction between types of social influence
has been advanced by Deutsch and Gerard
(1955) and Thibaut and Strickland (1956).

It is important to make a distinction be-
tween this approach to group influence and
the expectation states model. From a review
of expectation states literature, it may be con-
cluded that the theory is concerned primarily
with informational dependence among ac-
tors. J. Berger et al. (1977) focused on the
attributions that p makes regarding the abil-
ities of p’ and o based on status information.
Members of task-oricnted groups are viewed
as dependent on one another only in their
efforts to structure a somewhat ambiguous
environment, determine its meaning, and
assess possibilities for action. Little attention
is given to the ability of members to admin-
ister sanctions or control social rewards, nor
are the needs of individuals to seek and main-
tain membership considered. These processes
lic outside the purview of the theory as it is
currently formulated (i.e., relatively little at-
tention has been given to normative aspects
of ¢ in Equation |). To incorporate individual
difterences and develop a more comprehen-
sive theory of status generalization, the ex-
pectation states model should be expanded
to include the impact of normative social in-
fluence.
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Because this study has taken the position
that status generalization is likely to be a
function of normative as well as informa-
tional social influence, those personality and
environmental factors that define ¢ need to
be isolated and systematically investigated.
To add clarity to the analysis of these factors,
this article has been divided into two separate
sections. Study | focuses on normative social
influence and its role in the status-organizing
process. whereas Study 2 focuses on the role
of informational social influence.

Study |

In developing this extended model of status
generalization, individual differences in need
for social approval, the relative status of ac-
tors, and the anticipation of interpersonal
contact were considered.

Need for social approval (NSA) was setected
as the personality variable of interest because
it appears to play a central role in human
social interaction (e.g., Coopersmith, 1967
Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; Festinger, 1934;
Ilomans, 1974; Linton & Graham, 1959;
Marlowe & Gergen, 1970). The greater the
need for social approval, the more an indi-
vidual seeks positive evaluations from other
group members and attempts to avoid negative
cvaluations, hence, the greater the normative
social influence held by the group.

The significance of the source of this ap-
proval also has been shown to be a key variable
in determining individual behavior in group
settings (e.g., Dittes & Kelley, 1956; Jackson
& Saltzstein, 1958; Jones, Gergen, & Jones,
1963: Lott & Lott. 1961; Wyer, 1966). These
findings suggest that an actor’s relative status
has an important effect on compliance, with

lower stafys individuals showing greater sus- .

ceptibility to normative influence than higher
statu&.persons.

Finally, interpersonal contact, or the an-
ticipation of contact, is a component of the
situation that has a substantial impact on the
degree of normative dependence among ac-
tors. Anticipated contact has been shown to
moderate not only conformity to group
norms {e.g., Argyle, 1957; Asch, 1956;
Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Gerard, 1961,
1964; Satow, 1975) but also social perception
{Jones & Daugherty, 1959), attraction (Insko
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& Wilson, 1977; Layton & Insko, 1974), and
evaluations of others (Darley & Berscheid,
1967; Tyler & Sears, 1977); If contact is ex-
pected between actors, then the administra-
tion of positive and negative sanctions is pos-
sible; hence, normative dependence exists, If
there i1s no contact between actors, or if no
contact is expected, then there can be no nor-
mative social influence.

Thus, we propose that status ofganizes in-
teraction, in part, by helping to define the
level of normative dependence among actors.
L.ower status actors make fewer performance
outputs, evaluate others more positively, and
are more easily persuaded in group settings
not only because of differential performance
expeciations but because they are more de-
pendent on group members for valued social
rewards. Hence, they act in a fashion de-
signed to gain approval and are less willing
to take action where they risk disapproval.
Higher status members, on the other hand,
have higher rates of participation, receive
more action opportunities, and are more in-
fluential because the reward value of their
approval to other group members is high and
because they themselves are less dependent
on the group for valued social rewards.

However. this process is moderated by dif-
ferences among actors in their need for social
approval. It is expected that low-NSA indi-
viduals will participate to a greater extent in
group discussions and show less conformity
than their approval-motivated counterparts,
regardless of their relative status. In contrast,
high-approval seekers are expected to be more
dependent on other group members and,
thus, will respond to higher status persons
with less participation and greater confor-
mity.

In summary, we propose an interactive
model that suggests that status organizes in-
teraction, in part, through its ability to define
levels of normative dependence among ac-
tors. To evaluate this interactive model, we
tested three specific research hypotheses.
Given a group consisting of two actors who
(a) are collectively oriented and success mo-
tivated with respect to a particular task and
(b) interact under conditions of anticipated
mnferpersonal contact, we proposed that

t. Individuals with a high need for social
approval would accept influence more often
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than individuals with a low need for social
approval;

2. Lower status individuals would accept
influence more often than higher status in-
. dividuals; and

3. There would be an interaction between
status and need for social approval such that
individuals who possess a low need for social
approval would not differ signiticantly in

their acceptance of influence regardless of

their status relative to another actor, whereas
low-status-high-need-for-social-approval in-
dividuals would accept influence more often
than high-status~high-need-for-social-ap-
proval individuals.

Experiment |

The situational variable of primary inter-
est in this study was the status of one actor
relative to another in an informal task group.
Previous research has demonstrated status-
generalizing effects for a number of diffuse
status characteristics. In the present study age
was used to operationalize status, a variable
previously studied in this context by Freese
( Freese, 1974: Freese & Cohen, 1973) and
Knottnerus and Greenstein (1981). However,
although we expected that subjects would
vield to the influence attempts of older per-
sons more often than to younger persons, the
primary hypothesis was that:status and nced
for social approval would interact to deter-
mine power and prestige orders in laboratory
groups.

Method

Dexign. The study was a 2 X 2 tactorial, with need
for social approval (low vs. high) and status relative to
another actor (younger vs. older) as the factors. Need-
for-socig-approval groups were formed using o median
split Of sgores on the Martin-Larsen Approval Motiva-
tion {M1L.AM) Scale' (Larsen, Martin, Ettinger, & Nel-
soh, 1976; Martin, Note 1), and status was manipulated
through the subject’s interaction with either a 15-year-
old (high-status condition) or a 25-ycar-old {low-status
condition) partner on a cooperative task. All subjects
anticipated meeting their partner following the experi-
ment. Power and prestige orders were determined from
analysis of influence rates for each subject.

Subjects. Subjects were 101 volunteers enrolled in an
introductory psychology course who received course
credit for their participation. All subjects were between
1% and 23 years of age.

Procedure. Subjects met for an initial large group ses-
sion in which they were told that they would actually be
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participating in two separate, unrelated studies. The first
consisted of completing the MLAM Scale along with a
number of other scales. Subjects were scheduled indi-
vidually for the “second™ study several weeks prior to
the experiment.

On arrival, each person was seated in a room equipped
with a two-way audiovisual communication system. An

"The Martin-Larsen Approval Motivation (MLAM)
Scale (as revised by Martin, Note 1) consists of 20 items
that were designed to measuie a person’s desire to obiain
approval and avoid disapproval from others in social en-
vironments. The content of the scale taps a number of
dimensions thought to be ol concern o the approval-mo-
tivated individual. These include such things as being well
thought of by others, being liked, speaking in a group
sctting, taking the initiative in making important decisions,
discussing controversial topics with friends, making a good
impression, avoiding criticism, and so forth. Responses to
the items are scored on a S-point agree-disagree Likert
format. The scale has been shown to have adequate internal
consisteney (Larsen. Martin, Fttinger, & Nelson, 1976)
and correlates favorably with other related personality
constructs (Martin, Note 1). The Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (SDS; Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) was
atso administered because of its traditional use as a measure
of approval-secking motivation. However, it was not used
as the primary measure of this construct because several
studies have questioned the validity of the SDS as a measure
of the need for approval (c.g., Larsen, Martin, & Giles,
1977, Millham, 1974: Shulman & Silverman, 1974) or
have suggested that il is primarily a measure of defen-
siveness and not approval secking (e.g.. S. Berger, Levin,
Jacobson, & Millham, 1977; Crandall, 1966; Evans, 1979,
Jacobson & Ford, 1966; Jacobson, Berger, & Millham,
1970; Miltham, 1974; Ramanaiah & Martin, 1980).

Nevertheless, approval-motivation groups were formed
using the SDS on a post hoe basis, and parallel analyses
were conducted. For Study 1, analysis of influence-rate
data failed to confirm any of the hypotheses. For Study
2, the same analysis yielded results that were more con-
sistent with those obtained using the MLAM Scale. How-
ever, the findings were not as conclusive and did not support
the hypotheses as strongly as when approval-motivation
groups were formed using the MLAM Scale (see Martin,
[981).

The results obtained using the SDS can be intempreted
when the works of S, Berger, Levin, et al. (1977) and
others are considered. The SDS was designed as a mea-
sure of attitudes toward approval in general, whereas the
MLAM was designed specifically as a behavioral self-
report scale focusing on attitudes toward sociul approval.
Thus, if SDS scores are interpreted as reflecting pri-
marily defensiveness (cf. Millham, 1974), then one
would not expect it to predict behavior under the con-
ditions encountered in Study 1. Conversely, the SDS
should predict behavior in Study 2 because the situation
encountered there was designed to elicit defensiveness,
The results obtained support the notion that the SDS
is more a measure of defensiveness than approval seek-
ing. whereas the MLAM appears to have the ability to
assess both dimensions through its emphasis on behavior
in social settings.
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experimenter gave a brief introduction to the procedures
and then left the room temporarily. On returning, the
experimenter announced that the experiment was ready
to begin and mentioned to the subject that his or her
partner was |5 years old (high-status condition) or 25
years old (low-status condition), depending on the con-
dition to which the subject had been randomly assigned.
The experimenter then explained that all further com-
inunication with the subject would be over the two-way
system and left the room. Subsequently, another exper-
imenter appeared on the television screen and intro-
duced the study as an experiment in “communication
effectiveness,” examining how eflectively two people
could work together while communicating over a video
system.

The task on which the pariners would cooperate in-
volved forming “ancillary mand grammars”™ (AMGs)
from groups of 16 letters that appeared on the screen.
The rules for forming an AMG were sufficiently ambig-
uous as to permit the tormation of virtually any word.
The object of the task was to “correctly™ torm as many
AMGs as possible. Performance was to be assessed on
a “‘team” basis.

As cach set of letters appeared on the screen, subjects
could make suggestions for words. These suggestions
were then relayed by the experimenter to the subject’s
partner. who could either accept or reject the suggestion.
This decision was then relayed back to the subject. The
suggestion itself represented an influence attempt re-
quiring either compliance or rejection. If" a subject ac-
cepted a word, he or she was influenced; if the subject
rejected a word, he or she was not influenced. The ex-

~ periment consisted of 30 such trials, and an indicator of

power and prestige was computed using the proportion
of tnals on which the subject was influenced.

Subjects never actually interacted with real partners.
All interaction was controlled by the esperimenter ac-
cording to a sct of random schedules for acceptances, re-
jections, and word suggestions. Fifty percent of all word
suggestions made by subjects were accepted according to
such schedules. In addition, the experimenter was blind
as to which approval-motivation group the subject be-
longed. On completion of a comprehensive postexperi-
mental questionnaire and interview, each subject was thor-
oughly debriefed. (For additional details on the task and
experimental procedures, sece Martin, 1981).

It should be noted that the design of the experiment
departs from previous expectation states research in two
major respects. First, subjects were told explicitly that they
would ‘mget their partner immediately following the ex-
perimgent 10 discuss the task and the team’s performance.
The purpose of this manipulation was to create the an-
ticfpation of interpersonal contact and. hence, normative
dependence between the subject and his or her partner.
Because expectation states theory deals primarily with at-
tributions of performance based on informational depen-
dence, Berger and his associates (J. Berger et al., 1972,
1974, 1977) tested the theory with little atiention to nor-
mative social influence between actors. it is not known
whether subjects anticipated interaction with their partners
in these or other experiments.

Second, expectation states research frequently intro-
duces a {fictitious) task-related ability into the experi-
mental setting and associates it with successful perfor-
mance on the task (e.g., ““contrast sensitivity,” J. Berger
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etal.. 1972; “modes of perception,” Greenstein & Knott-
nerus, 1980; “'meaning insight™ and “‘relational insight,”
Webster & Diriskell, 1978). However, the present study
consiructed a task situation that did not include an ex-
plicit task ability. Under these conditions. and given the
inherent ambiguity of the experimental task, there was
no specilie skill or ability (outside of a general knowledge
of the English language) clearly related to successful per-
formance.” Not only does this have important theoretical
implications but the lack of a specific ability directly
instrumental to task performance more closely approx-
imates the work environment ol most task-oriented
RIOUPS,

The experimental task also was constructed to resem-
hie the give-and-take of social interaction more closely.
Instead of creating a forced disagreement situation (as
11 most expectation states research), subjects worked to-
gether on a task, accepting and rejecting the suggestions
of the other. This group task provides a more “realistic™
miteraction setting tor the measurement of influence dif-
terences than the more traditional Interaction Control
Machine (ICOM) scenario (cf. J. Berger et al.,, 1977,
p. 47). \

Results

Manipulation checks. Of the 101 subjects
who completed the initial pretest measures,
7 failed to report for the experiment and 5
(16%) were excluded from the analysis be-
cause they either failed to complete the re-
quired number of trials (n = 3), did not un-
derstand the instructions (n = 7), did not per-
ceive the age manipulation (n = 3), or were
suspicious of the procedures (n = 2).* Anal-
yses were performed using data obtained
from the remaining 79 subjects (23 men and
56 women).

Sex differences. Subjects were blocked
according to sex before assignment to exper-
imental condition. Subsequent analyses
showed that sex was unrelated to NSA group

* Analysis of postexperimental data indicated that
only 62% of the subjects could name any skill or ability
related to good performance on the 1ask. Those abilities
reported were of a very general nature, such as a knowl-
edge of the English language, the ability to think quickly,
practice a1 word puzzles, good visual perception, and so
forth. Expression of such abilities was unrelated to ex-
perimental condition or influence rates. This suggests
that the task provided a unique experience that was am-
biguous encugh 10 limit subjects’ independently making
a strong association between skills or abilities and suc-
cesstul performance.

* Exclusion was found to be unrelated to experimental
condition and did not alter conclusions regarding the
hypotheses when available data for these subjects were
included in the analysis. This holds true for all analyses
reported in this article.
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Table 1

Influence Rates for Approval-Motivation and
Status Groups Interacting Under Interpersonul-
Contact Conditions

Words accepted

Condition n Proportion M S
Low approval
High status (1) 18 76 227 2.97
Low status (2) 20 .80 219 205
High approval
High status (3) 21 75 224 3.44
Low status (4) 20 .90 26.8 1.69
Low approval 38 78 233 260
High approval 41 82 24.6 3.52
High status 39 75 225 3.19
Low status 40 .85 254

243

Nare. Numbers in parentheses indicate group number.

classification, and there were no significant
differences in influence rates between men
and women, nor were there major differences
by experimental condition. Hence, data re-
ported below are for the combined sample
of men and women.

Influence rates. Table | presents the mean
influence-rate data and proportion of partner’s
suggestions accepted for each of the four con-
ditions in this study. In addition, these statistics
are provided for approval motivation and sta-
tus groups combined across levels of the other
factor. An examination of these influence rates
showed that, as expected, status had its greatest
impact on the behavior of those individuals
classified as possessing a high level of approval
motivation {.90). There also was little differ-

Table 2
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cnce between low- and high-approval seekers
when they interacted with a younger partner
{(proportions were .76 and .75, respectively).
As predicted, an overall effect for status was
obtained, with high-status (HS; older) subjects
accepting fewer suggestions (.75) than low-sta-
tus (1.S; younger) subjects (.85). This difference
was i1n the same direction and of approximately
the same magnitude as in previous studies
(I'reese & Cohen, 1973; Knottnerus & Green-
stein, 1981).

Table 2 presents the specific comparisons
necessary to confirm the hypothesis that ap-
proval motivation mediates the effect of sta-
tus in task-oriented groups. The significance
of the difference in each of these comparisons
was determined using the Mann-Whitney U
test.

Each of the three hypotheses ‘was con-
firmed by the data. First, there was a slight
but statistically significant difference between
low- and high-approval groups, with high-ap-
proval (HA) persons generally accepting more
mfluence atiempts (.82) than low-approval
{LA) persons (.78). Second, a main efifect for
status was observed in the expected direction.
Finally, the predicted interaction between
status and need for social approval was ob-
served. Influence rates for LA-HS subjects
were not significantly different from those of
LA-LS subjects (Group | vs. Group 2); the
difference between low- and high-approval
groups, which possessed higher status relative
to their partner, also was not significant
{(Group 1 vs. Group 3); and most impor-
tantly, LA-HS, LA~LS, and HA-HS subjects
all showed significantly lower influence rates

M nn'-‘}Vhilm'y U Tests for Differences in Influence Between Approval-Motivation and Status Groups
Hff

wen Interacting Under Interpersonal-Contact Conditions
L

Condition Prediction U P
LA-HS (1) vs. LA-LS (2) (1) =() 145 309
(1) vs. HA-HS (3) (1 =(3) 178 744
(1) vs. HA-LS (4) (M <4 39 <.001®
(2) vs. (4) () < (4 59 <.001°
(3) vs. (4) 3 <@ 47 <.001®
LA vs. HA (1.2) < (3. 4 570 .020°
HS vs. LS (l.H <2, 4 381 <.001*

Note. LA = low approval. HA = high approval. 1.S = low status. 118 = high status. Numbers in parentheses indicate

group number.
* Onre-tailed test; all others are two-tailed.
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than HA-LS subjects (Group | vs. Group 4,
Group 2 vs. Group 4, and Group 3 vs. Group
4, respectively).

In summary. the results strongly supported
the tested hypotheses. Analysis of the data
indicates that status generalization is affected
by individual differences and that approval-
motivated subjects are more likely to be in-
fluenced by status information than low-ap-
proval persons.

Subjective evaluations of performance  To
understand the psychological basis for status
penerahzation better, the postexperimental
questionnaire asked subjects to rate their per-
formance on the word task as well as that ol
thetr partner. These ratings were used to de-
termine whether the subject thought his or
her performance was “worse than™ or “better
than or equal to™ that of their partner. Anal-
ysis showed that half (50%) of the HA-LS
subjects felt their performance was worse
than their partner’s whereas only 35% of the
[LA-LS and 17% of the LA-HS subjects fcit
the same. However, evaluation of these find-
ings was not significant, x*(3) = 4.69, p >

_.1. nor was the comparison between approval
motivation groups, x*(1) = 1.39, p > .1, or
status groups, x%(1) = 1.80, p > .1.

The refation of these subjective ratings to
imfluence was also examined. Results indi-
cated some difference between those who
rated themselves as having performed worse
than their partner (.83) and those who lelt
their performance was equal to or better than
their partner’s (.79); however, this difference
was not statistically significant (Mann-Whit-
ney U = 530, p = .074).

Discussion

The /main proposition tested in this study
statds tHat approval motivation mediates the
eftect of status in task-oriented groups when
subjects interact under conditions of antici-
pated interpersonal contact. Planned com-
parisons between approval-motivation and
status groups provided support for this prop-
osition.

The present model suggests that the process
responsible for these results involves the use
of status by approval-motivated persons as a
cue from which costs and benetits associated
with behavior are determined. If p possesses
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high status relative 1o o, then the reward value
ol 0’s approval/disapproval is reduced. On the
other hand, if' p possesses low status relative
to o, then the reward value of o's approval/
disapproval is increased. Therefore, the dif-
ferential evaluation of status information oc-
curs primarily for high-approval seekers, re-
sulting in behavior designed to maximize o’s
approval and minimize the probabtlity of o’s
rejection of p. It appears that the degree of
normative dependence between p and o helps
to determine observable power and prestige
orders and that status organizes interaction,
in part, through its ability to define the value
ol social approval and disapproval.

It is important to compare this interpre-
tation with that derived from expectation
states theory. Using this explanatory frame-
work, low- and high-NSA persons behave
differently toward higher status partners not
because of differences in the value associated
with anticipated social rewards/punishments
but because these individuals develop differ-
ent attributions of ability on the task. If these
differential attributions of ability do exist,
then one would expect them to be manifested
in subjective evaluations of performance. If
pexpects o Lo have greater task-related ability
based on differences in status, then p should
rate o's performance on the task as superior
to that of p' (or his or her own performance
as worse). This was not the case as evidenced
by the data collected following the experi-
ment on attributions of performance. How-
ever, it can be argued that such subjective
evaluations are inappropriate assessments of
differential attributions of performance as
defined by expectation states theory. There-
tfore, a more direct test is needed to determine
whether the differences in power and prestige
observed between low- and high-NSA sub-
jects are due to normative social influence
or attributions of ability. One way to accom-
plish this is to focus on the role of interper-
sonal contact in the status-organizing pro-
Cess.

Experiment 2

In the first experiment, approval-moti-
vated behavior of the part of high-NSA in-
dividuals was thought to have been activated
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because all subjects anticipated meeting their
partner immediately following the experi-
ment. However, if interpersonal contact is
prevented in the situation, then the partner’s
approval (or disapproval) would not be forth-
coming and, therefore, should be of little con-
sequence. To evaluate this proposition, LEx-
periment 2 replicated the low-status condi-
tions encountered in Experiment | but
eliminated the expectation of interpersonal
contact. We proposed that status would not
organize interaction under these conditions
because it would no longer define the value
of social rewards/punishments: that is. nor-
mative dependence among actors would no
longer exist. Specifically, it was hypothesized
that

1. Individuals with a high nced for social
approval would not differ significantly from
low-NSA subjects in their aceeptance of in-
fluence from a higher status partner when
interacting under conditions ol no interper-
sonal contact;

2. High-approval persons would respond
to contact with a higher status partner,
whereas low-NSA persons would show little
difference in influence rates across contact
conditions.

Method

Design. Data trom two additional groups were obtained
in this experiment. OQne group consisted of low-NSA sub-
Jeets and the other consisted of high-NSA individuals.
Both groups interacted with an older partner under con-
ditions of no interpersonal contact. Approval groups were
formed using the MLAM Scale, with the same median
split of scores employed in Experiment 1. ‘Tests of the
hypotheses were tnade through comparison ol influence
rates between these two groups and their counterpurts
from Experiment 1.

Subjects.  Subjects were 52 volunieers enrolled in an
introuctory psychology course who participated for
C _urse‘ credit. All participants were between 18 and 23

syears of age.
* Procedure. Procedures used in this study matched
those in Experimient | with two exceptions: () all sub-
Jjects were told that, due to time constraints, they would
not be able to meet their partner, and (b) all subjects
were in the low-status condition interacting with an older
partner.

Results

Manipulation checks. Of the 52 subjects
who were scheduled for the experiment. 4

Table 3

Influence Rates for Approval-Motivation and
Coutact Groups for Subjects Interacting in the
Low-Starus Condition

Words accepted

Condition " Proportiun M SD
1.ow approvai

No IPC (5) 16 81 24.2 2.49

1PC (2) 20 .80 239 2.15
I Tigh approval

No IPC (&) 23 79 23.6 341

1°C (4) 20 .90 26.8 1.69
Low approval 36 80 24.1 2.28
High approval 43 .84 251 3.18
Nao 1P¢ 39 79 231.8 3.05
¢ 30 85 25.4 2.43
Nore, IPC = interpersonal contact. Numhcm in paren-

theses indheite group number.,

failed to report and could not be rescheduled
and 9 (19%) were excfuded from the study
because they either failed to complete the re-
quired number of trials (»# = 1), did not un-
derstand the instructions (n = 4), did not per-
ceive the age or interpersonal-contact manip-
ulation (n = 3), or were suspicious of the
procedures (n = 1). Analyses were performed
using the remaining 39 subjects. No signifi-
cant differences in influence rates were noted
between the 20 men and 19 women in the
sample, nor did subject sex aflect acceptance
of influence by experimental condition.

Influence rates. Table 3 presents the results
for the newly tested groups (5 and 6) as well
as relevant data from Experiment 1 (Groups
2 and 4). Data are also provided for approval-
motivation and contact groups combined
across levels of the other factor. As predicted,
there was little difference in influence between
the low-approval (.81) and high-approval (.79)
groups when anticipation of interpersonal
contact was removed from the situation. Fur-
thermore, approval-motivated subjects re-
sponded differentially to the contact manip-
ulation (.79 vs. 90), whereas the low-NSA
subjects did not (81 vs. .R0).

Table 4 lists the specific comparisons nec-
essary to confirm the stated hypotheses. As
predicted, there was httle ditlerence between
low- and high-NSA subjects when no contact
was anticipated between actors (Group 5 vs.
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Tabie 4
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Mann-Whitney U Tests for Differences in Influcnce Between Approval-Motivation and Contuct
Groups When leracting in the 1.ow-Status Condition

Condition

Prediction

U P
LA-No-1PC {5) vs. HA-No-1PC (0) (5) = (&) 164 .554
(5) vs. LA-IPC (2) 5 () 133 394
(&) vs. HA-IPC (4) (6) < (4) 90 < .001*
(2) vs. (4) M- 59 < 001

Note. LA = low approval. HA = high approval. IPC = interpersonal contact. Numbers in parentheses indicate group

number.
“ One-tailed test; all others are two-tailed.

Group 6). In addition, anticipated contact
had its greatest impact on the behavior of
high approval seekers (Group 6 vs. Group 4).
whereas it had little impact on low-NSA per-
sons (Group 5 vs. Group 2). Based on these
findings and those obtained in Experiment
1. we concluded that need for social approval
interacts with status to determine power and
prestige orders in task-oriented groups, but
the effect is limited to conditions in which
contact is anticipated between actors.

Discussion

The results obtained in this experiment
place an important constraint on the findings
of Experiment | and provide some significant
insights into the processes that underlie the
phenomenon of status generalization. Using
the concept of normative social influence, sta-
tus generalization can be viewed as a process
by which actors alter their behavior in group
settings to obtain social rewards and avoid so-
cial punishments. Status organizes interaction
through its role in defining the value of these
rewardg/punishments. Assuming this is the
caseg individuals with a higher need for social
reyards, such as approval, are expected to be
mofe vulnerable to normative social influences
and, hence, more responsive to status as a de-
terminant of behavior. The findings of Ex-
periment | support this interpretation.

Taking the view proposed by Berger and
his associates (J. Berger et al., 1977), status
generalization is a process based primarily on
attributions of ability. Higher status actors
achieve a higher ranking in the group’s power
and prestige hierarchy because they are per-
ceived as having more ability on some spe-

cific skill necessary for successful completion
of the task. If this is the case, then one would
expect status to organize interaction regard-
less of whether contact is anticipated among
the members of the group. On the other hand,
if status generalization is contingent on the
cflects of social rewards/punishments, then
stutus should fail to organize interaction
when interpersonal contact (and, therefore,
the expectancy of reward) is removed from
the situation. The results of Experiment 2
support the latter interpretation.

Study 2

Although the experiments conducted in
Study | appear to suggest an alternative in-
terpretation of status generalization, they
used a task environment quite different from
that typically encountered in expectation
states research. That is, the elements that
affect ¢ in Equation 1 were extended beyond
their usual conditions. The primary objective
of Study 2 was to assess the role of individual
differences in mediating status generalization
under conditions that more closeiy resemble
those addressed by traditional expectation
states research. This effort was designed to
integrate the expectation states approach
with a more comprehensive theory of social
behavior based on social comparison (cf.
Jones & Gerard, 1967).

Determinants of Informational Dependence*
and Comparative Appraisal

Whenever an individual is uncertain re-
garding the nature of reality or his or her
ability to deal with this reality, a condition
of informational dependence exists and the
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person will seek to acquire information from
available sources to reduce the uncertainty.
Jones and Gerard (1967) suggest that through
a process of comparative appraisal, individ-
uals attempt to use others as “bench marks™
10 assess their relative standing on various
attributes about which they are uncertain.
Before the relation between social-compari-
son processes and status generalization can
be fully considered, those aspects of person-
ality and situations that give rise to infor-
mational dependence and comparative ap-
praisal must be explored.

A review of research in this area indicates
that a number of variables influence the de-
gree of informational dependence and com-
parative appraisal that occurs in group sct-
tings. Levels of dependence are greater when
there is a high degree of uncerrainty regarding
some aspect of self or one's assessment of the
environment (e.g., Asch, 1956; Deutsch &
Gerard, 1955; Gerard. 1963; Gerard & Rab-
bie, 1961: Schachter, 1959; Schachter & Sin-
ger, 1962). This uncertainty may originate
from an equivocal stimulus, estimates of abil-
ity (e.g.. Di Vesta, 1959; Goldberg & [.ubin,
1958: Mausner, 1954a, 1954b; Snyder, Mis-
chel, & Lott, 1960), and/or a lack of confi-
dence in one’s judgment (e.g., Crutchfield,
1955; Linton & Graham, 1959). In addition,
informational dependence is stronger when
the attribute in question has relevance 10
group achievement and/or self-conceptions
(e.g., Di Vesta, 1959; Festinger, 1954; Gerard,
1961; Stotland, Thorley, Thomas, Cohen,
& Zander, 1957). Finally, the availability of
an appropriate source of comparison (such as
an expert or co-oriented peer) facilitates com-
parative appraisal (e.g., Dittes & Kelley,
1956; Festinger, 1950, 1954; Jones & Gerard,
19687). Research conducted within the ex-
Pectation states framework contains many of

4 these elements in the definition of a task sit-
uation.

To dissoctate tasks and abilities from prior
cultural beliefs and experience, expectation
states researchers (see Berger et al., 1980, for
a review) have created laboratory situations
that contain highly ambiguous tasks that re-
quire unique abilities outside of subjects’
usual experience. This produces a high de-
gree of uncertainty. Members of the group
are also assumed to be collectively oriented
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and success motivated, with other actors con-
sidered co-oriented peers. Thus, a great deal
of emphasis is placed on “team effort” and
group evaluation, creating what Thibaut and
Strickland (1956) called a *‘group set” ori-
entation. In addition, an instrumental task
ability (C*) is usually introduced and directly
associated with successful performance.
Through this procedure subjects’ attention
is directed toward attributions of specific
abilities, the relevance of which has been
clearly established. Thus, p does not believe
that success is merely a matter of chance or
luck but rather that success requires posses-
sion of some particular ability. Finally, sub-
jects are frequently uncertain as to their
standing on the attribute in question. Al-
though information concerning differences
on some irrelevant, diffuse status character-
istic (c.g.. age, race, sex) is usually known,
subjects are informationally dependent on
others for estimates of ability. Thus, expec-
tation states research has utilized a situation
defined primarily by what social-influence
rescarchers have termed informational de-
pendence, and the process of forming perfor-
mance expectations is quite similar to what
Jones and Gerard (1967) called comparative
appraisal.

Using a social-comparison perspective, it
can be proposed that status generalizes to in-
fluence performance expectations primarily
because uncertainty regarding relevant attri-
butes of self induces a drive toward self-eval-
uation through comparative appraisal. Fur-
thermore, it is proposed that perceptions of
ability are affected not only by status infor-
mation but also by relevant aspects of per-
sonality.

Need for Social Approval, Status,
and Performance Expectations

As in Study 1, individual differences are
seen as making an important contribution
toward explaining variance in behavior. How-
ever, the effects observed in the previous
study were attributed to the role of NSA, sta- -
tus, and anticipated contact in determining
normative dependence among actors, whereas
the present study is concerned with infor-
mational dependence. Thus, the question
arises as to how approval motivation is im-
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plicated in perceptions of ability and the de-
velopment of performance expectations un-
der conditions of informational dependence.
The answer appears to lie ir the dual nature
of the approval motive.

Following Crowne and Marlowe (1964),
the present research takes the view that NSA
simultaneously reflects two comiponents: (a)
the desire to seek reward and (b) the desire
to avoid pumshment. Reward is defined by
approval and positive self-evaluations, which
result from approval-seeking behavior,
whereas punishment is defined by disup-
proval and negative self-evaluations, which
are avoided by taking a defensive orientation
toward potentially threatening situations. It
1s conceivable that these two components are
activated in social settings by different envi-
ronmental conditions. For example, the re-
sults of Study 1 suggest that anticipation of
interpersonal contact serves to activate the
approval-seeking component of NSA under
conditions of normative dependence. Con-
currently, it is proposed that the defensive-
ness component of NSA is activated when
.informational dependence exists among ac-
tors. In Study 1, the combined effect of NSA
and status was interpreted in terms of the
ability of status to increase the reward value
of another’s approval and. hence, induce
greater approval-seeking efforts on the part
of high-NSA subjects. A similar process is
expected to occur between the defensivencess
component of NSA and status.

The specification of particular task-related
abilities in a problem-solving situation tends
to focus subjects’ attention on success and
failure and makes the outcome of the task
more relevant to self-conceptions. To protect
a vulnerable self-concept, approval-moti-
vateij' persons should develop performance
expectations in a way that minimizes threat-
ening failure experiences and the impact of
negative self-evaluations associated with fail-
ure. On the other hand, low-NSA persons
should maximize potential success by attrib-
uting expectations for performance in a man-
ner consistent with their positive self-concep-
tions.

The reasons for this are twofold. First, if
status is differentially evaluated in our culture
and thought to reflect greater overall ability
(cf. J. Berger et al., 1977), then attributing
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greater ability to a higher status partner and
behaving in a compliant manner on a collective
task may help an individual avoid negative
self-evaluations by increasing the probability
of success. As Hurwitz, Zander, and Hymov-
itch (1968) noted, individuals with low relative
status generally behave in an ‘ego defensive”
manner toward high-status others because such
behavior 1s often useful to them in achicving
personal as well as group goals. Sccond, de-
fensive attributions of ability help to insulate
a vulnerable sclt-esteem if failure should result
from the team’s efforts. The impact of failure
on self-conceptions could be reduced by shift-
ing responsibility to the “more able” members
of the group or through defensive mechanisms
such as rationalization and denial (i.e., “Well,
since 1 don't have the necessary skills, I really
didn’t expect 10 be successful anyway.™). Thus,
the high-NSA individual’s differential attri-
bution of ability and incrcased compliance to
high-status others can be viewed as a defensive
reaction designed 1o protect vulnerable self-
conceptions under conditions of uncertainty
and perceived threat.

However, high-NSA subjects are not ex-
pected to attribute greater ability to their
partner when they possess higher relative sta-
tus. Assuming, once again, that status is cul-
turally associated with overall ability, low-sta-
tus others (a) will be viewed as being less able
to help in avoiding failure and (b) will make
it more difficult to shift blame if failure does
occur. High-NSA subjects who possess high
status relative to o should be influenced less
on the task because their partners will not be
perceived as very helpful in avoiding the neg-
ative self-evaluations associated with poor
performance.

We also proposed that low-NSA individ-
uals would be less inclined to evaluate status
differentially and would be affected to a lesser
degree by status information in developing
performance expectations. Even though in-
tormational dependence is enhanced by am-
biguous tasks and the implication of personal
attributes in solving a problem, low-NSA
persons are expected to have greater confi-
dence in their abilities and a higher level of
aspiration. Seeking success, they should rely
more on their own interpretation of a situ-
ation than on external cues. Hence, little dif-
ference in acceptance of influence is expected
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for low-NSA subjects between high- and low-
status situations.

In summary, the present model proposes
that status generalization is a function of in-
formational and normative dependence, both
of which define ¢ in Equation 1. Task am-
biguity and uncertainty regarding relevant
personal attributes determine, in part, the
degree of informational dependence and
comparative appraisal. High-NSA persons,
because of greater feelings of uncertainty,
would tend to be informationally dependent
and use status information detensively in an
effort to minimize the likelihood of failure
and its impact on self-conceptions. On the
other hand, low-NSA persons would be less
dependent by virtue of greater self-confidence
in their ability to deal with the situation suc-
cessfully. Specifically, we proposed that

1, Individuals with a high need for social
approval would accept influence more often
than individuals with a tow need for social
approval;

2. Lower status individuals would accept
influence more often than higher status in-
dividuals; and

3. There would be an interaction between
status and need for social approval such that
high- and low-status individuals who possess
a low need for social approval would not
differ significantly in their acceptance of in-
fluence, whereas low-status-high-need-tos-so-
cial-approval individuals would accept influ-
ence more often than high-status-high-need-
for-social-approval individuals,

Experiment 3

Although the predictions advanced in this
4 . .

stydy .are similar to those made in Study 1,
the proposed relations were hypothesized to
irrvolve the defensiveness component of need
for social approval rather than approval-scek-
ing motives. To remove normative depen-
dence from the situation, the anticipation of
interpersonal contact was experimentally
controlled. To enhance informational depen-
dence, the same ambiguous task used in
Study 1 was employed and, following J. Ber-
ger et al. (1974), an instrumental task ability
(C*) was introduced and related directly to
performance. Along with task ambiguity, this
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manipulation was expected to increase the
level of informational dependence by increas-
ing the relevance of performance to self-con-
ccptions. Status of an actor relative to an-
other was also of interest. As before, age was
used to operationalize status, with the ex-
pectation that subjects would accept the sug-
gestions of older persons more often than that
of younger persons. Of primary interest, how-
ever, was the interaction of need for social
approval and status in determining the power
and prestige order of the group.

Method

Dexign Phe study was a 2 < 2 factorl, with need
for social approval (low vs. high) and status relative to
another actor (younger vs. older) as the factors. NSA groups
were formed using the same median split of*scores on the
MUEAM Scale (Farsen et al, 1976: Martin, Note 1) as was
used 1n Study 1. Status was manipulated through the sub-
jeet’s interaction with cither a 15-year-ofd (high-status
conditton) or a 25-year-old (low-status condition) partner
on a cooperative Lask. An mstrumental task ability was
directly associated with performance. and subjects did not
expect to meet their partner at any time during or afler
the experiment.

Subjects. Subjects were 106 volunteers enrolled in an
introductory psychology course who received course
eredit for their participation. All subjects were between
I8 and 23 years of age.

Instrumentat tusk abifity. 1o increase the relevance
of the task to self-conceptions, it was necessary to create
a differentially evaluated ability specifically associated
with performance but uneetated o the status character-
istic. A specially prepared test was administered to the
subjects, which supposedly measured an ability known
as “Modes of Perception” (cf. Greenstein & Knottnerus,
1980)). This ficlitious test required the subject to view
10 slides presented over a telcvision system and to de-
termine which geometric figure was predominant in an
ambiguous arrangement of differently shaped figures.
Instructions provided with the test indicated that two
diflerent modes of perception existed—an “alpha” mode
and a “beta” mode—and that persons with the beta
mode typically perform the word task more efficiently
than those with the alpha mode. The notion that modes
of perception are closely related to successful perfor-
mance and that betas perform better was also reinforced
verbally by the experimenter. However, subjects were not
given any indication as to which category they belonged,
and any attributions of this ahility were made solely by
the subject without any feedback from the experimenter.

Procedure. The procedures followed during the ex-
periment were identical to those used previously with
two exceptions. First, to remove the impact of normative
dependence, each subject was told that, due to time con-
straints, they would not be able to meet their partner
during or after the experiment. Second, prior to the status
and elimination-of-contact manipulations, the Modes of
Perception test was administered.
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Table 5

Influence Rates for Approval-Motivation and
Status Groups Interacting Under Lish-Abiliny
and No-Interpersonal-Contact Conditions

Words accepted

Condition " Proportion M Sh

1 ow approval
High status (7) 18 74 2 366
Low status (8) 20 .80 24.1 281

High approval
High status (9) 20 .76 229 181
Low status (10) 19 88 20.5 2406
Low approval 38 77 232 3.35
High approval 319 B2 24.6 3.54
High status 38 5 225 3.71
Low status 39 B4 253 272

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate group number.

Results

Manipulation checks. Of the 106 subjects
who completed the initial pretest measures,
16 failed to report for the experiment and
could not be rescheduled. In addition, 13
(14%) were excluded from the analysis be-
cause they either failed to complete the re-
quired number of trials (n = 2). did not un-
derstand the insteuctions (n = 4). did not per-
ceive the age manipulalion or expected to
meet their partner (n = 5), or were suspicious
of the procedures (1 = 2). Therefore, analyses
were performed using data from the remain-
ing 77 subjects (38 men and 39 women).

Sex differences. Subjects were blocked
according to sex prior to assignment (O €x-
perimental condition. Subsequent analyses
showed that sex was unrelated to approval-
group classification and no significant differ-
ences in influence rates were noted beiween
men and women by experimental condition.

sHence, data reported below are for the com-
bined sample of men and women.

Influence rates. Table 5 presents the mean
influence-rate data and proportion of part-
ner’s suggestions accepted for each of the four
conditions in this experiment. These statistics
are also provided for approval-motivation
and status groups combined across levels of
the other factor. Inspection of these influ-
ences rates shows that, as expected, status had
its greatest impact on high-approval-low-sta-
tus subjects (.88). This proportion is greater
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than the average influence rate observed for
low-approval subjects interacting under the
same status condition (.80). In addition,
when subjects interacted with a younger part-
ner, there was little difference in acceptance
ol influence between low- and high-NSA in-
dividuals (proportions were .74 and .76, re-
spectively). The averall effect of status was
quite similar to that observed in Study I, with
high-status subjects showing lower accep-
tance of influence (.73) than low-status sub-

Jects (84). Finally, the overall influence rate

for the high-NSA subjects (.82) was greater
than that of low-NSA individuals (.77), as
predicted.

It was proposed that, under conditions of
informational dependence, approval moti-
vation would mediate the status-organizing
process in much the same manner as under
conditions of normative dependence. Table
6 lists the specific comparisons necessary to
conlirm this hypothesis. Tests of significance
for each of these planned comparisons were
conducted using the Mann-Whitney U test.

Each of the three major hypotheses was
confirmed. First, we predicted that need for
social approval (Groups 7 and 8 vs. Groups
9 and 10) and status (Groups 7 and 9 vs.
Groups 8 and 10) would each have a signif-
icant overall effect on influence rates. Both
predictions were confirmed. Second, the ex-
pected mediating effect of NSA on status gen-
cralization was observed. Even though the

Table 6

Marn-Whitney U Tests for Differences Between
Approval-Motivation and Status Groups When
Interacting Under Task-Ability and No-
Interpersonal-Contact Conditions

Condition Prediction U P
LA-HS (7) vs.
1.A-LS (%) M-~ ® 117 .065

(7) vs. HA-HS (%) (7N =W 153 436
(7 vs. HA-LS (10) (7) < (10) 39 <.001°
(8) vs. (10} (8) < (10) 89 .002°
(9) vs. (1) ) < (10) 76 < .001*
LA vs. HA (7.8 < (9. 10) 511 010
HS vs. LS (7.9 < (8. 10) 404 < .001°

Note, LA = low approval. HA = high approval. LS = low
status. LS high status. Numbers in parentheses indicate
group number.

® One-tailed test; all others are two-tailed.
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difference in influence rate between the LA-
LS and LA-HS groups was greater than an-
ticipated (Group 7 vs. Group 8), this difter-
ence was not considered to be substantively
important. The difference between low- and
high-approval groups interacting under high-
status conditions also was not significant
(Group 7 vs. Group 9). Most importantly,
LA-HS, LA-LS, and HA-HS subjects all
showed significantly lower influence rates
than HA-LS subjects (Group 7 vs. Group 10;
Group 8 vs. Group 10; and Group 9 vs.
Group 10, respectively).

In summary, the data strongly supported
the tested hypotheses and indicate that need
lor social approval continues to mediate the
status-organizing process even when inter-
personal contact with other actors and, hence,
approval-seeking motives were minimized in
the situation.

Subjective evaluations of performance. As
in Study 1, the postexperimental question-
naire asked subjects to rate their performance
and that of their partner on the word-for-
mation task. Subsequently, these ratings were
used to determine whether subjects thought
their performance was ‘““worse than’ or *‘bet-
ter than or equal to™ their partner’s. In Study
1. analysis shewed that these ratings were not
significantly related to approval-status con-
dition and only weakly associated with influ-
ence rates. However, the present study fo-
cuscd on the role of performance expecta-
tions in determining power and prestige
orders. Thus, one would expect to observe
a significant relation between these perfor-
mance ratings and experimental condition.

In the present study, only 11% of the LA-
HS and 35% of the LA-LS subjects rated their
performance as “worse than™ their partner’s.

"This was virtually identical to the 17% and
" 35% figures obtained for the corresponding
groups in Study 1. However, a marked change
in the ratings of the high-approval subjects
occurred in the present study. Of the HA-HS
subjects, 45% reported their performance as
worse than their partner's (as compared with
33% in Study 1), and 74% of the HA-LS sub-
jects reported lower relative performance (as
compared with 50% in Study 1). The pattern
across the four experimental conditions was
statistically significant, x2(3) = 1540, p <
+,002, and generally paralleled the behavioral
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data. In addition, the relation between these
subjcctive ratings and inlluence rates was ex-
amined. Results showed that those subjects
rating their performance as worse than their
partner’s accepted significantly more word
suggestions (.84) when compared with those
rating their performance as equal to or better
than their partner’s (.76: Mann-Whitney
U =461, p < (04),

Thus, in Study 1 subjective evaluations of
performance were not significantly related to
cither experimental condition or influence
rates. However, with the enhancement of in-
formational dependence through the intro-
duction of a specific performance ability,
these subjective evaluations were significantly
related not only to experimental condition
but to influence rates as well.,

To assess subjective evaluations of perfor-
mance further, the postexperimental ques-
tionnaire asked subjects to report to which
Mode of Perception group they thought they
belonged. Results indicated that 62% thought
they were in the alpha (inferior) group,
whereas 38% reported being in the beta (su-
perior) group. Analysis of these results by
experimental condition indicated that, al-
though status had no effect on these ratings
(62% alphas and 38% betas for each condi-
tion), the majority (56%) of the low-NSA sub-
jects felt that they were in the supernior beta
group, whereas the majority (79%) of the
high-NSA subjccts felt that they were in the
inferior alpha group, x%(1) = 7.95, p < .005.

Each subject was also asked to indicate to
which Mode of Perception group they thought
their partner belonged. Of the 77 subjects, 15
(19%) had no idea and felt that they could
not give a reasonable answer. Responses for
the remaining 62 subjects were combined
with estimates of their own classification to
form two categories: self-alpha-partner-beta
(inferior to partner) and self equal to or better
than partner. Results showed that only 6% of
the LA-HS, 28% of the LA-LS, and 27% of
the HA-HS subjects rated themselves as in-
ferior to their partner on the required task
ability. On the other hand, the majority (54%)
of the HA-LS subjects felt they were in an
inferior position relative to their partner.
These data were statistically significant,
x2(3) = 8.17, p < .043, and followed the same
general pattern established for influence rates
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and other subjective evaluations of perfor-
mance.

Discussion

Planned comparisons between approval-
motivation and status groups provided sup-
port for the proposition that NSA mediates
the effect of status in task-oriented groups
when conditions of uncertainty exist and
when specific abilities are made salient
through their association with task perfor-
mance. Influence-rate data and subjective
evaluations of performance also support the
hypothesis that the behavior observed was
due in large measure to informational de-
pendence among actors. More specifically, it
is suggested that high-NSA individuals use
status information 1o a greater extent than
low-NSA persons when making attributions
of ability because they lack confidence in
their ability and adopt a defensive orientation
toward situations that involve a potential
threat to self-conceptions. Differential attri-
butions of ability appear to serve an ego-de-
fensive function by minimizing failure ex-
periences, thereby protecting a vulnerable
self-esteem. On the other hand, low-NSA
subjects were ifluenced by status informa-
tion to a lesser degree by virtue of their re-
duced dependence on others for self-evalua-
tion and greater confidence in their ability to
deal successfully with uncertain situations.

This interpretation has implications for
understanding the expectation states ap-
proach to status generalization. Even though
the experimental conditions closely resem-
bled those used in typical expectation states
experiments, individual differences in NSA
were predictive of observable power and pres-
Ttige. Actors used status as a means of assess-
#_ing uncertain personal attributes that were
relevant to performance. However, it appears
that status information is used primarily by
high-NSA individuals. NSA helps to define
g in Equation 1 under conditions of infor-
mational as well as normative dependence.

Although the data clearly support the in-
volvement of NSA in the process of status
generalization, the defensiveness interpreti-
tion is only supported indirectly. Interpre-
tation of subjective evaluations of perfor-

HARRY J. MARTIN AND THEODORE N. GREENSTEIN

mance and ability is difficult because they
were obtained following interaction. As in
Study 1, a more direct test 1s needed to de-
termine whether informational dependence
and comparative appraisal are responsible for
the differences in power and prestige observed
between low- and high-NSA subjects. If in-
formational dependence is affected by the
relevance of specific abilities to self-concep-
tions, as suggested by Festinger (1954) and
others. then elimination of relevant abilities
should reduce informational dependence and
comparative appraisal, thereby reducing per-
ceived threat and defensive attributions on
the part of high-NSA persons. To evaluate
this relevance question, an additional anal-
ysis was conducted that {ocused on the role
of C* in the status-organizing process.

Experiment 4

Previous theory and rescarch have indicated
that the specification of an ability relevant to
group success appears to increase informa-
tional dependence by making the information
associated with ability useful in structuring an
ambiguous situation. Such information also
increases the impact of success and failure on
self-conceptions. For example, success or fail-
ure on an ambiguous task in which no specific
ability is clearly implicated provides little
feedback regarding one’s competence or ability
to deal with future situations. On the other
hand, success on a task that is known to reflect
a particular ability should have a favorable
impact on self-conceptions just as failure on
such a task should have negative implications
tor self-esteem. If an instrumental task ability
1s missing in the situation and if the task is so
ambiguous that individuals are unable to in-
dependently associate specific abilities with
performance, then success or fatlure will pro-
vide little information regarding competence
and have only minor implications for self-con-
ceptions.

To evaluate this proposition, data from se-
lccted conditions in Experiment 2 were com-
bined with selected conditions from Experi-
ment 3. This created an analysis in which
low- and high-NSA persons interacted with
an older partner under conditions in which
an instrumental task ability was either pres-
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Table 7

Influence Rates for Approval-Motvation and
Task-Ability Groups Interacting Under Low-
Status Conditions With No Interpersonal
Contact Anticipated

Wards accepted

Condition n Proportion M SD
Low approval

No (™* (5) 16 81 242 249

(&) 20 80 241 281
High approval

No C* (6) 23 .79 236 3l

C* (10) 19 88 205 200
Low approval 36 81 242 2.63
High approval 42 K3 249 320
No ¢* 39 79 238 305
«* 39 .84 25.3 2.72

Nofe. Numbers in parentheses indicate group number.
™ instrumental task ability.

ent or absent tn the situation. In addition,
normative dependence was minimized in all
conditions because subjects did not antici-
pate meeting their partner. Specifically, we
hypothesized that

1. Individuals with a high need for social
approval would not differ significantly from
low-NSA subjects in theiracceptance of in-
fluence from higher status partners when no
task ability i1s present;

2. High-NSA persons would respond (o
high-status partners with higher influence rates
when ability information is relevant to per-
formance. On the other hand, tow-NSA per-
sons would show little diflerence in influence
regardless of whether a specific task ability is
related to performance.

»

T Table 8
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Method

Dexign. Information from previous conditions was
used to test the stated hypotheses. A 2 X 2 design was
constructed. with low- and high-NSA subjects interacting
in a situation in which no task ability was present (No
™) or given the presence of a specific ability (C*) di-
rectly related to performance. The conditions included
Groups 8 (LA-C*) and 10 (HA-C™) from Experiment
3 and Groups 5 (LA-No (*) and 6 (HA-No ('*) from
Experiment 2.

Subgeers This combination of prior experimental
condittons included data for 7R individuals (39 men and
39 women) enrolled in introductory psychology classes
who received course credit for their participation.

Procedure. Procedures employed were the same as
those used in Experiments 2 and 3. However, it should
be emphasized that all subjects were told that, due to
time constraints, they wauld not be able to meet their
partner. and all subjects were in the low-status condition
interacting with an older partner. Those subjects in the
(™ conditions were given the Modes of Perception test
just prior to interaction on the task, whereas those in the
No (™ conditions were not given any information re-
garding the relation of ability to task performance.

Results

Influence rates. Table 7 presents resuits
for the relevant groups from Experiment 3
{(Groups 8 and 10) as well as Experiment 2
(Groups 5 and 6). Data are also provided for
approval-motivation and task-ability groups
combined across levels of the other factor. As
predicted, there was little difference in influ-
ence rates between low-NSA (.81) and high-
NSA (.79) subjects when no task ability was
specified in the situation. In addition, high-
approval subjects responded differentially to
the task-ability manipulation (.79 vs. .88),
whereas the low-NSA subjects did not (.81
vs. .80).

Table 8 lists the specific comparisons nec-
essary to confirm the stated hypotheses. As

Mann-Whitney U lests for Differences in Influence Between Approval-Motivation and Tuask-Ability

Groups When Imteracting Under 1ow-Status and No-herpersonal-Contact Conditions

Condition Prediction U P
LA-No-C™* (5) vs. HA=-No-(™ (6) (S)y - (0 164 554
(5) vs. LA-C™* (8) NG 155 872
(6) vs. HA-C* (10) 6y < (10) 99 < .001*
(8) vs. (10) (8 -2 (1M 89 .002*

Note. LA = low approval. HA = high approval. (™* = instrumental task ability. Numbers in parentheses indicate

group number.
* One-tailed test: all others are two-tailed.
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predicted, there was little difference between
low- and high-NSA subjects when no task
ability was specified (Group 5 vs. Group 6).
In addition, ability information had its great-
est impact on the behavior of high-approval
subjects (Group 6 vs. Group 10)and had little
effect on low-NSA persons (Group 5 vs.
Group 8). We concluded that the specifica-
tion of a relevant task ability is an important
aspect of group interaction and an important
element in status generalization. Specifica-
tion of a relevant task ability also appears to

be a necessary catalyst for the interaction of

need for social approval and status under
conditions defined by informational depen-
dence.

Discussion

This analysis establishes the presence of a
specific task ability as an important indepen-
dent variable in group situations that appears
to increase informational dependence and
defensiveness on the part of high-NSA indi-
viduals. When particular personal attributes
become the focus of attention and are directly
associated with performance, success and
failure have important implications for the
sclf-concept. Success or failure on an ambig-
uous task that does not appear to be related
to any particular skill or ability provides an
individual with little information regarding
relevant aspects of self. Conversely, when a
task clearly implicates even fictitious abilities,
there exists an opportunity for positive self-
evaluation as well as for a threat to the selt-
concept.

Consistent with this perspective, both low-
and high-NSA persons in this experiment
behaved in a similar manner when specific
abifjties were not relevant to performance. In
fddition, low-NSA subjects showed little re-

~action to the presence of a task ability be-

cause of their favorable attribution of ability
based on positive self-conceptions. On the
other hand, high-NSA subjects showed sig-
nificant changes in behavior across C* con-
ditions because they tend to form perfor-
mance expectations in a defensive manner
to minimize the threat of failure. Informa-
tional dependence and the extent to which
a task is viewed as threatening are apparently
rclated to whether relevant personal attri-
butes are associated with performance.
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General Discussion

The results of Studies | and 2 demonstrate
that personality factors in association with
relevant situational variables are useful in
predicting the formation of power and pres-
tige orders in task-oriented groups. Inclusion
of individual differences in need for social
approval, along with such factors as antici-
pated interpersonal contact and specification
of relevant task abilities, appears to provide
a more complete explanation of how and why
status organizes interaction than considera-
tion of status differences alone. The findings
of these studies suggest that the role of such
psychological constructs as normative and
informational dependence in the status-or-
ganizing process should receive greater atten-
tion in future formulations of ‘expectation
states theory. Continued efforts to integrate
theory and research from such areas as con-
tormity and social comparison with that of
expectation states should greatly enhance our
understanding of status generalization and
further the accumulation of knowledge on the
subject.

The rescarch reported in the first section
of this report demonsirates the importance
of need for social approval and anticipated
interpersonal contact as mediators of status
information. Similar to the findings of Fisek
and Ofshe (1970). the attributes of partici-
pants themselves are often the variables that
determine a group's status structure. This
suggests that status generalization depends,
in part, on factors that lie beyond the prop-
erties of interaction itself. The research re-
ported in the second section defined inter-
action under conditions similar to those en-
countered in more traditional expectation
states research. Once again, need for social
approval mediated the status structure of the
group. However, the presence of an instru-
mental task ability was an important variable
in producing the effect. Thus, the forces re-
sponsible for status generalization do not ap-
pear to be located solely within the personal
disposition of the actors. Instead, the present
view postulates a dynamic interplay between
personal attributes and situational factors
that interact to maximize approval and pos-
itive self-evaluations and minimize disap-
proval and negative self-cvaluations asso-
ciated with social interaction,
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Social and Task Environments

Even though it is assumed that group
members are motivated to work coopera-
tively to achieve a successful outcome on a
task, there remains a larger social environ-
ment that serves as the container in which
task-related behaviors are carried out. This
social environment is defined by the nature
of the relationships among group members.
It provides a context for task completion, in-
cluding such behaviors as performance out-
puts, action opportunities, evaluations, and
influence. To appreciate a phenomenon as
complex as status generalization fully, this
social environment must be carefully consid-
ered. Indeed, this aspect of the environment
was operative in early studies of status gen-
eralization (e.g., Caudill, 1958; Katz, 1970:
Strodtbeck et al., 1957; Torrance, 1973) from
which expectation states theory developed.

Although finding a successful solution to
the problem facing the group is important,
social relationships simultaneously provide
group members with opportunities to satisfy
other personal needs and objectives. Fur-
thermore, the social environment can be de-
scribed, in part, by interpersonal contact and
status. It is proposed that these parameters
interact with need for social approval to de-
termine the level of normative dependence
among group members and, hence, power
and prestige orderings. NSA defines motive
strength; anticipation of interpersonal con-
tact defines the expectancy of reward: and
status defines the reward value of potential
approval/disapproval.

In combination with forces originating
from the social environment, the rask cnvi-
ronment also affects individual behavior in
gyoup settings. As a member of a collectively

‘oriented group, success is an important in-
- gredient in the situation. Not only does it
influence how we feel about others in the
group but it also affects how we feel about
ourselves. However, before effective behavior
can be initiated, information must be gath-
ered regarding the nature of the task, group
goals, performance standards, as well as each
member’s standing on attributes relevant to
the task. In other words, the task environ-
ment reflects the degree to which members
are dependent on one another for informa-
-tion regarding the nature of reality and their
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ability to deal with it. Like the social envi-
ronment, informational dependence can be
described by a number of key parameters.
The rescarch reported here has focused on
two: the status of the source of comparison
and the presence of a specific ability related
to performance. We hypothesized that status
and the presence of specific performance
abilitics interact with need for social approval
to determine the level of informational de-
pendence in a given situation. If a specific
ability is relevant to performance, it also be-
comes relevant to self-conceptions and serves
as an object of social comparison. High-NSA
individuals, being more uncertain regarding
their relative standing on such abilities, at-
tribute performance expectations so as to
minimize threatening failure experiences,
thereby protecting a vulnerable self-concept.
Low-NSA individuals, on the other hand, rely
more on feelings of confidence in their ability
to handle uncertain situations and attribute
performance expectations so as 10 maximize
potential success.

The Dual Nature of Need
Jor Social Approval

This theoretical perspective regarding the
differing response of low- and high-NSA in-
dividuals to particular aspects of social and
task environments requires a complex inter-
pretation of need for social approval that en-
compasses both approval seeking and defen-
siveness. The present conceptualization of
NSA accommodates both facets of approval
motivation. In addition, use of the MLAM
Scale in Studies 1 and 2 produced results that
support the present interpretation of need for
social approval. It also appears that these two
aspects of NSA are activated by differing en-
vironmental parameters. The anticipation of
interpersonal contact seems to activate the
approval-seeking component of NSA, whereas
the specification of task-related abilities seems
to activate the defensiveness component. In
other words, approval seeking is more closely
associated with normative dependence,
whereas defensiveness is more closely asso-
ciated with informational dependence. The
relation of different aspects of personality to
these types of dependence is not a new con-
cept. For example, McDavid and Sistrunk
(1964) proposed and obtained some support
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for the notion that certain personality di-
mensions predict behavior in situations de-
fined primarily by normative dependence
(e.g., timidity, deference to others, reluctance
to speak.out, strong needs for approval and/
or acceptance), whereas other dimensions
predict behavior under conditions of infor-
mational dependence (e.g., trust and faith in
others, respect for others, conventionality).
The present research goes bevond this con-
ceptualization to define specifically what as-
pects of personality are involved with each
type of dependence, why they are involved,
and under what conditions they will be ac-
tivated.

Activation

The notion that certain personality factors
are activated by different environmental cir-
cumstances is also not a new concept (e.g.,
Atkinson, 1957; McClelland, 1958; Mec-
Clelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953).
However, the present approach to the study
of need for social approval has not ounly tried
to implement the concept of activation but
also has attempted to incorporate suggestions
made in more recent discussions of the role
of personality in predicting social behavior
(cf. Kenrick & Stringfield, '1980). Following
Argyle and Little (1972), Bem and Funder
(1978). Endler (1973), Endler and Hunt
(1968), Endler and Magnusson (1976). Hunt
(1965), and Magnusson and Endler (1977).
the present research has attemipted to in-
crease the utility of personality as an explan-
atory factor in social behavior by focusing on
person-situation interactions rather than
viewing personality as a global characteristic
operating in a simplistic, uniform fashion
across all situations. By taking this interactive

T approach, it is expected that greater ‘consis-
4. tency in prediction and transituational gen-
erality will be achieved. Thus, the current
approach to the role of personality in status
generalization has attempted to incorporate
the recommendations of Block (1968), Mis-
chel (1969), and others by taking into ac-
count the stimulus value of the situation in
regulating behavior.

In conclusion, a number of different lines
of research are envisioned whereby the basic

_expectation states model can be extended to
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predict behavior in various task and social
environments. Such factors as task ambiguity
and social support need to be systematically
studied to obtain a more complete under-
standing of how normative and informa-
tional dependence operate in the status-or-
ganizing process. Once these processes are
better understood, then the applicability of
expectation states theory may be extended to
encompass a greater range of group behaviors
and outcomes resulting from collective ac-
tion.

Reference Note

1. Martin, H. J. A revised measure of approval moti-
varton and some correlates. Unpublished manuscript,
Department of Management and Labor, Cleveland
State University, 1981,
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