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’ . "This paper describes a study which examined
interactive relationships between a personality variable (need for
appré¥al) and'a situational variable (incentive for achievement)  as
determinants Qf transgression in.temptation situations. Hypotheses
were formulated that need for approval wotld corredNate differentially
with. transgresslon when individuals were offered.-a seXf{-gratifying,
material incentive’versus an altruistic,. pralseworthy e} .Subjects
were 34 girls and 24 boys from- seventh-grade classes. The .
Marlowe- -Crowne Social Des1rab111ty 'Scale was administered toassess
reed for '‘approval. Transgression was assessed with a shootifg gallery
game,. prodrammed to produce a fixed score 'when all rules wdre '
followed. Each subject participated in tuo successive tempfation
situations undér constrasting incentive conditions (presented in
dlfferlng sbquence for two subject groups) (1) the subiject's
achievement of a ¢ertain score aegrned a prize for himgelf; (2) the

- subject's score earned a prize for another Chlld. Flndlngs indigated
that need for approval is differentially related to transgres sion
-behavior, i.e., ds a function of ‘the incentive for achyevemen
Individuals with higher need for apprbval tended to transgress QL
wvhen the incentive was altrulstlc or pralseworthy, individuals with
lover neéd for approval tended to transgress more when the incentive
‘?as sé!f gratlfylng or persogglly materialistic. £futhor/BF) ] ~
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(abstract) N
The study examined interactive relationships bet a pexsonality variable
(need for approval) and a situational variable (incentive for achievement) as
determlnants of transgress1on in temptation situations. Hypotheses were formu-
lated that need for approval would correlate dlfferentlally with transgression
‘when individuals are offered a self-gratlfylng, material incentive versus an
altruistic, praiseworthy incentive. The study also examined questlons concerning
consistency and change as ipdividuals encounter contrasting 1ncent1ves in suc-
cessive temptation situations. ) -,
) . .
! Supjects were 34 glrls and 24 boys from seventh grade classes. The
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (116-SD) was administered to assess need
for apprbval. Transgress1on was assessed with a shootlng gallery game programmed
to produce a fixed score when all rules were followed. "Each subject part1c1pated
in _two successive temptatlon s1tuat10ns, referred to henceforth as Occasion 1
and 2. In one experimental group subjects were first assigned to Self-Prize (SP )
then to the Other-pPrize (OPZ) condition. The order .of incentives was reversed
fer the other experlmentae group (QP;~SPy). Subjects in the\§P situation were’
told they would be given a ch01ce of prizes for a score of 25 901nts or higher.
Subjects in the OP situation were instructed to pick the name of a child, from
another school who would bé given a prize if the subject earned a Score of 25
points or higher. . ' ! c 4

®

I * . . /
Ly "

The correlation of Need for - Approvgi with Transgres31on was negatlve in the
SP) cohdition (p<05), and positive (p<.10) in the OP; condition. The F-test
for parallelism showed the slopes of the” regressioh equatlons (Need for Approval
with Occas1on 1 Transgress1on) were significantly dlfferent for the two experi--
mental conditions. The interaction between Need for Approval and Incentive Condi-’

(\_/“tton accounted for about 1ll% of the, variance in transgression inthe initial situa-~
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tion (occas1on l). Comparisons of behavmqr in the first and second situations re-
,vealed proactlve effects of the flrst situation upon behavior in the second;, in

f that most subjects behaved cons1stently, even when the incentives were reversed.

Theré was, nevertheless, some evidence of an increase in the frequency of trans-
es51on from the OPy to the SP, tondition, and increase in the extent of trans-

'gresss1on from both SBlAand OPl to OP2 and SPZ' respectlvely.

The flndxngs indicate that need for approval is dlfferentlally related to
transgresston behavior, i.e., as a function of.thé ihcentive for achleVement
Individuals with higher, ‘need for approval tend to‘transgréss more when the in-
centive is altrulstlc or pralseworthy, individudls with lower need for approval
tend to transgress more when the incentive is self-grat;fylng or personally materi-
alistic. The results were also interpreted as prov1ding support for interactional
analyses of personallty and s1tdatxonal varlables. » ,/

- . L2 !
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" showed that neither persoﬁality traits nor situations, séparately, account for

- position is supported by Nelsen et al.

. Temptation Under Contrasting Incentive Conditions

A\

ward A. Nelsen, Robin Lasky Flack,
and Robert E. Grinder

N
-

half—century ago Hartshorne and Hay s cla551c studies of moral character

.
<

and behav1or (1928) ralséd the issue as to whether honesty was determined .

.

L] . . -

. ° ra

more by personality traits or by environqgntal situations. Their data led them

to the gonclusibn that siguationél variables were of greater importance than were

character traits.

o = . )
Investigators with contrasting viewpoints (e.g., Brogden,
”, .

.leaY? bowever, concluded from their own daté that pexsonality and other traits

were fundamental determinagnts of méral behavior. Debate concerning the relative

»

impéitance of situational and pefsonality variables pELsisted until recently,uwhéq.

»

several investigators (e:g., Burton, 1963; Nelsen, Grinder, and Mutterer, .1969b)

» . - v

R

e s

more than a fraction of the total variance among behaviorai measures of hondsty.:

.

Concéptual and methodélogical advances have also confuted the_logié_of simply con%
B X . N, .

For example., .

trasting traits versus situations as determinants of behavior.

.

ckitics of both trait modeis and situationist models of personality (e.g.,” Bowers, \"

N .
., RO

1973; Endler and Magnusson, 1976) have convincingly argueg that. behavioral variante
should be analyzed in terms of interactions among’perséhality traits and situa-" *

[ N . v ..

This

-~

tions, as well as the separate contributions of these types Qf variables.’
L] o . Al :q;
(1969b) who ihdicatg1that'between:zefo

- .
2 ‘I

L. . ‘ Wt N ~ a AY
and 60% of the variance in behavioral.measures-of‘honestyymay be attributable to v

- \ . =. P

: 3 » N 3 4 . -
person’ by situation interaction. ) ’ “ 1% o

o =¥

e

The yecognition that both personallty and 51tuatlonal varzables 1q§er5ctlbely P

~

determine behav1or “emphasizes the need to know more about whlch‘particular Varl“/ W;

\ -

» . -
.

ables are relevant and to undérstand how they interact.'fA'recent factbr.analyﬁic

4
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study (Nelsen, Grinder, and Biaggio, 1969a), for ekample, examined relatiohships

-
"

§ - ' . . . -A
of personality variables with measures of resistance to temptation in six situa-~

. *
-

.tipns. The study suggesfed that’among the various situational variables which *

may interact with personéfity traits, the~type of incentive condition was of
- . : Q

particular importance, especially for males. The study éthined‘incentive vari-

tion, and'ﬁaterial versus symbolic rewards.
L] EY .

What personality traits, then, are likely to interact with incentive vari-
3
. (4 ) . . .
ables in temptation situations? One might expect that need for approval would
. ~ ’ . - . \ N .
he one such variable. Children with high need for approval might be paxticularly

[} ‘

Eusceptible to temptation when approval is offered as an incentive. This is be-
cause the occurrence of transgression is affected by the ‘motive (néed for approvai)\

mainly 4hen the person perceives that his transgression will produce the desireq

e P . -

-

reward. < . -

P
0] - N

This study examines, therefore, the hypotheqeg.that (a) persons “low in need

. N -

‘fo§a5'>proval will be influenced to transgress when of’fered a self-g;atifyini; in-

cehtive, i.e., a prize that would benefit thémselves only; and® (b) persons high in

need for approval will be influenced to -transgress more by an altruistijc incentive

- . >
- e

situation, I.e., to win a prize that would apparently benefit another person,

+

‘This study also considers two reigted questions éoncg;ning'personaligy traits

second when the ‘incentives are reversed? - P

and situations: (c) to what extent is behavior in an initial temptation situation
‘ ~

\ &

P 8 ) - . N
consistent with that in a second situation when the incentives for transgression

¢ . ‘e
’ ) [
-

are reversed; and (d) to what extent does behavior bhangé from the first tQ thé E
. . e . ) N L :

’

¢ . - "‘S ’; l‘; - -
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~« Subjects . ) ’ .
Subjects for the experJ.ment were 34 girls and 24 boys selected from three
: .. L T
seventh grade classes of a school in a J,arge mldwestErn c1ty .The socro-econom:.c

and ethnic backgrounds of the students var1ed‘ con.siderably. Fourteen of the . R . ,,
* . ,~ . . .. )
children were Puerto Rican, seven yere Negr'o’ three were Itallan, and the others
were native Caucasian., Pupils ra‘nged,,iln age from ll to 15a years, the ave}:age' L ;_ ‘
\ . - M J .\ ) . . \ . (R Y . . .
age being 13. N o A ’ .t
. - s ‘ * LI N . ’|
¥ Measures . . ) P T o~ -

~ N . - 4 .
N .

1. The ray-gun game. Sub]ects operated a "ray gun"” shoot1ng gallery
V\ . 6\ 2

1nd1v1dually in a realistjc game s1tuat10n Subject;s were asked
]

. . , , s N ‘ .
o : to shoot the ray gun pistol 15 t1mes a§t a rotat1ng rockqt WitYL\, ~ ) O
3 S Sad 3
- - = ] - * +
‘ each pull of the ray-gun trigger, pre-programmed‘scores fa.'om zero A
. : c .. Ty ‘ : ST s S e —
. Y - to five were registered by‘the'_scor:e '.lighf:s,\als_o housed *in the } WA .

Y . - *

target box. %ao’r.es of 25 or gmore were rewardedywith'a prize. - I
. . ) ) T ’ . . +

' subjects cumulated their sc.:or,e‘sg o a paper scoré,sheet with a pen. ’
) . " ) “ .o e, t ., )

They were ‘judged to have resisted\ temptation if the scores recorded
o : ot P B -

-

on their score sheet agreed wiith 'the. pr'e—programmed scores for the -,
> . . N / - R ! . ’.x y
) ] prescrlbe'd -number of shots. They‘were, judged to have yielded toé ‘

- ' temptatJ.on if the:.r score sheet showed tha{: they fals:.f:.ed theJ.r "
\ . ' . : .
o . scores in order to win a ppize (Grlnder 1961) ’ K g
.o s, .o . ' or

- . s

<« -2. *rhe Marlowe-Crowne Social DPesjirability HC-SD Scale (Crowne & Marlowe,

v T “\ ,1964). The otiginal MC-SD scale contalns 33 g.uestlons, but Item 1,

- . Y »

' : " . th.ch asked about qﬁnvestlgatlng candldates? qualJ.fJ.catJ.ons before ‘ ’

©

- - T vot1ng, and Iten’l 27 whlcfh, asked about check.lng the safetx of, theJ.r
. .. e . R

car 'be’fdre trips, wer_'e o'nunitted because .they were deeme_d inagpropriate )

2 , L . )
o . ‘ t e .
o‘E lC -, L PR . RIS .
- . w© - - N . ——— .
‘. . - Lo ‘ -y ‘ .
- I R > . . .. . ,
. -

. . . . .
. . ¢
- L 3 !
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* .' " for seventh-graders.- Thus, 3l.items were used in deternmining the
N ¢ . - T N
’ M~C scores of the subjects. ' .. . . o "
- Rrocedure ) oo ¢ . - ' " v, .
. , B

] The sub]ects were randomly ass1gned to two experimental groups. In, bq;h

-
. - A

e experimental conditions sub]ects partrCipated thce in a: temptation Situation, .

hd L)
- after completing the M—C~scale'severaI\days\Seﬁore the'tempﬁation task\ One

’ N -
.

of the experimental groups contained 28 'subjects;, the other 30.

~y C LI

- - - - . .
v Subjects were first introduced .to the female experimenter (E), the second

lh . ¢ ) . ' . - ‘ﬁ - '

L3

author of this study, in their classrooms. Teachers had been informed td give
. : ‘ > RN

- Lo .
3 ~ 4 .1

+ full cooperation to the experimenter. In introducing herself to t students,

.

' ' " f"

. - . . .

and questionnai;es ﬁor:diffe;ent purposes. The students would e helping in the
Q" . . P ) M g

~ h i

ﬂ. ) . . LY . N s B
.

"o, ~ . ' AN -

¢ projects,

P . . . L 3
- . Administration of the MC-SD-Seale-—Teday ; the E explained, she
. " . . \
out 5n opipion" questiOnnaire and.the folIow1ng week she would be meeting with

. . , e v ‘o MY
.. .

each student indiVidally for about twenty minutes to give a test—being de—

’ - ll N N

. veloped for a phySical fitness pfogram' “Students would even haye a chance to win
\ . v gy N .
a prize: Instructions @or the-questionnaire were given as follows:

v o . ¢ ) o

©

.

- . * . ‘ A B .
( As part of one of the reSgarch programs at the Univer51ty, we !
‘ want to_know just vhat opinions you hdve about’ diffeérent things. o
o The questionnaire which I will new hand out, to’ you will. give us a,
chance to find this out, so I would like each of you to answer each
question ‘just as you feel about it. This is not a test; since there >
are no right or wrong answérs. Your questionnaire,Will be kept com- ‘
pletely confidential ‘I am the only one who wilk dee it. If an item

* : on the questionnaire is true, or mostly true for you, cirecle trie;-.
. if an item is false for you, circle*false. o, .
. Lt . * * .
. i ),. - - ‘ " \ .S
= ' ¥ L3l T . ‘ ! .
. 0 . i \ ,’ % N < i % , b
> . * . [l ~ . ,’ ‘ . ’ m
. . ,
» b ’."“ q . ’ d
. ;o
. . - . R RPN . 7 . o B T
. Q ‘ . A o -

.
.
L . - - = . . -
EMC 4 . . . b * .y
L ¢ ’ . .
o OEmEREmm . ¢ e " .
. . . . . . -
. * "

L o™ . B R w

e
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r . Administration of the Ray~-gun Game. Each-subject was told by the E that taking
= =

7 . , . .,

-part in this test was voluntary and that he or she could be deen some other time
‘ % N . . . N \ - N
if he or she Wwas“busy. All subjects took part willingly. A room was set up -
¢ » N s ’ N i - ; ..
M v . ’ ’ N f
‘nearby with the ray-gun game equipment. After the E was seated in front of the
. - ,a." ¢ ) - - ’ ﬁ K - '
garhe and the subject was séated.next to it, she said: ‘
» v- ° - " * ’ ¢ ® -

- 4 '
. . n

~ Another project that the Unlver51ty is worklng on is a test which '
. may someday be used in a phys1cal fitness program in schools across
o a the,country It will then be given to all school children to see if .
' s they are keeping physically fit. Then, by comparing how different ¢
«children do on. these tests, they cah*see which children may need more 8
exercise. ¢ This test is called a viswdl-motor coordination test. It
checks your eyes1ght and. hand and arm coordination by how accurately
you can slght and shoot at a moving target. " Right now not many seventh
graders have taken this test, so we're not sure what scores people :)._/—'
. ) of your age would get. That is why we would like you ard your class~
: mates to take this test.- ! )
- . The E then explafﬁed how the game was to be played, and while demonstrating,
. .

> showed the sSubject how to use the score sheet. Then the sﬂbject'was allowed
*t * ) ' , ’ A ]

several prelimina}y shots and further practice: in scoring. - .

- «

~
- . - . IS

As previously stated, experlmental subjects were divided into two condrt;ons,

and in each ﬁhey played the ray-gun game tw1ce.: In Condltlon SP)-0P5, subjects

- 1. N

played the game first to win a prize for themselves (self-priie), and néxt to win T
¢ . . o . .
) a prize_ggr an 'unknown anonymous , same-sex peer, (other-prize). 1In Condition .
. ~ - M ) b,.

OP)-SP, the order’ of lncentlves was reversed.

.
-3 .

Instructions for the self-prize game were as follows: ¢

.
’

. f ‘ . : . . ‘
. Since I have found already that a sc&re of 25 p01nts or more ' ’ ..
- on this test is very good for a seventh grader, I amrvgiving one of # '
these prizes to you or any. of your classmates who earns at least ’ ’ ‘
25 points. [The child was shown a number-scramble puzzle, and ot '
football bookcover ] You must earn your score by taking exactly
, 15 shots and no more, though. . Remenmker, take only 15 shots--the
_same number. that is printed on yourm§¥ficial score-sheet.
A g A S

>

ERIC_ - AU S e ? : S
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Instrudtions\for the other-p ize game were as follows: o

I would*like YOu to help me w1th a problem, if you cam. 'You
see, vaas supposed to go, td another school this®week to have the
seventh-graders there take this test, too, and T told all of them
that they would have a chance to win a prlze. But I've spent more
time at your school than I thought I would, and now I -won't be able’
to Keep my promise to them, since I have no more time left.’® I've:
thought of.a way that I might be able &o give -.at:least some of them '
a prize, though, but.I'll nged your help. Do you think you would like
' to? ,Good. Let me explain what I've done then. 1In this box are the
. names of all thobe 'seventh-graders. First you pick out one of the
_ names. Then you take the test, and 'if yousget 25 points or more by
taking your 15 shots, you will earn one of these izes for that | .
person. /(Subject then picked a name’ from a' box w1t ames of same- ’

sexed persons )+ All right, fine. 'You will be playlng this game for .
f . AY

- In each case, just before the suhﬁect had begun-playing the ray-gun game,. .

Y

> . A Y
the E would explain that she had work that she had to do in her room across the

hall. The subject was told to come 'to her room with the score sheet after taking

r -
.

15 shots. The E then reminded him or her to take only 15 shots, and left the
. . L J
room, closrng the door behin kher. She walked across the hall and went 1nto

- », .
N . ]

her room, élosing,the door loudly behind her. After the subjeot had finished

playing the second game. and turned in the score sheet, he or she was asked by -

L \

. ' . ’ .
the E to fill out another quejfdonnaire, which was unrelated to the purpose of

. & N .

the study in this report:

Methodological Issues

The experimental design of the study was of the AB, BA form. The experi-

>

L)

mental treatment involved repeated measures of transéression;under\contrestinq in-

.
-

centive conditions, with the-sequence of incentives -reversed for the two ex-

> .
.

. x Lt , .
perimental groups. ,The design also inpluded a covariate, i.e., the Approval

(..«_.A\ ‘

. . . . . ) L -
This experimental .design is complex and-presents certain intexpretive

Motive (MC—SDf Scale which comprised‘the premeasure. T Lo

v o s
difficulties. First, since the temptation task was repeated within each

¢

experimental condition, the second *transgression score may have been influenced
» - .
by the experience in previous temptation situation. It is important ‘to con-

-

0

t/ -

2t
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. effects of the covariate.

Page 7

e

“sider the extent of correlation between the first and second tranSéresSion score$

\ “‘ LI - . . -~ .

whenever the Occasiomr 2 Scores aré considered, .e.g., when comparing changes in
. ’

- . . . \
. . .

- - - !
Transgression between the first and secend occasions. Second, the between

. -

gfoups cqmparisop of the Occasion 2 scofes.iSPz vs OP2) is preblema;ical Because

- N 3
I3 ., B

¥ -~
the incentive effects on Ocdcasion 2 are confounded with the contrasting in- .-

. . -
.

centives and*Behavigf experienced on Occasion 1. Therefore, statistical tests

. B

2° ¢ i . . N B
of this contrast have not been computed. Nevertheless, the design did allow for

‘e . .

other non-confounded analyses and comparisons: (a) between'group comparison of

-
]

gnd‘Occas1oP 2 scores.(SPl Vs 'SP, and OP; vs OP2) and (c) comparisons of the

4 ’ N
Third, analyses og/fhe data were complicated by contrastlng scallng pro- '
. a .

4 >

cedures > chhotomous sCales, for example, treat performance. in terms of res1st-

transgress catedories, while interval scales further describe the extent of

~

ﬁransgression.in terms of-'the number‘éf units beyond the criterion for .transgres=

sion. Since the two types of scalks may reflect different underlying processes

® .

(see Nelsen et al’, 1969b) , and since neither type of scale is clearly advantageous,

’, N '

both types of scales,&ere employed in this study.

I3

P
Results

e

. Preliminary analyses were carried out to test for pcssible sex differences

+

and their effects’upon the statistical tests. Wo sex differences or effects vere

. M . . .
.

revealed, and consequently, data for .the sexes were pooled in all Subsequent

-
I3

statistical analyses:

B ‘ L] l
' N
Table 1 presents the frequencies and percentages for the dichotomous (re-

* >

sist-transgress) scales in the two experimental conditions. The table shows that

on Occasion 1 (compating SPi Vs OP,) 43% of ‘the subjects transgressed for the

- . -

self-prize, while 27%‘transgressed‘;b win a prize for another child. ~The X2

L3
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test for 1ndependence revealed that these fe51st~transgress proportlons were .

5 2
[
.

., nhot 51gn1fldﬁntly dlffereﬁt for the two experrmental cond;tlons. The data in tﬁe

N "

. -

LA - 3
table also allow for analy51s of sequence effects thrbugh comparlson of the ¥
[N . . .

transgre551on frequencies .on, 0cca51on 1 vs Occasion 2 w1th1n each experlmental

v/ f*
“condition (i.e., SPl s DPé and OPJ Vs SP?).. This compatrison revealed, first,.
little changé in the proportian of:pransgressionAfrom.Occaéidn'f to—Occasi 2

hd )

in* the SPl--QP2 condiﬁion.. The X2 test .(licNemar, ;955)’for respoﬂse changes in -

- . LI

®  corfelated proportions in§§cate that the broportion of transgressors did not .

-

.
— . .

-SSP, condi~

" Aiffer sigrnificantly between, the SP, and 0P conditioh. Within the op, 5

2
N . . : .F .
" tjon, however, the X2 test revealed a higher proportion of transgression responses

N v
.

in the second occasion i.e., whén subjects were offete@'the chance to win a prize

L)
-~ ’ ) * .
. R .t

¢ for themselves after the opportunity to win for the other person. .

PR

L]
#

Table 2 depicts th%patterns of resistance and transgression within the two "

. - 4 ¥ N } . P * -
ekberimental conditions. Thesé data describe the frequéncies aﬂd‘percentaqes'

of subjects in each condition who resisted on both occasions, who transgressed

on Both occasions, and who resisted on one occasion -.and transgressed on the
, N . < .a . .
A}

‘other. The figure reveals a high degree of consistency within. the SP,-0OP,,

- . +

condition in_that only one subject tranégressed on one oceasion°(SP,) and resibted
- N » ' : 1.

‘on the otﬁer‘76§;). No one who resisred in SP1 also‘transgressed én OPZ. Thus

96% "of the sample behaved con51stently wlth respect to the re51st transgress

. alternatlves ons the two occasions. ' A lesser deguee of con51§teﬁcy was revealed

. . . .
. “ .

“ within the OP1—§P2 condition, although 74% of thé subjects did behave similarly ’

&

in the two conditions. The_balance (27%) of the subjeots behaved incénsistently,ﬂ‘

that is, thdy resisped in O?l and transgressed in SPz. ‘No one whdapransgressed

M A
ps

in oPy suﬁéequently qesiéted in SPZ.‘ i ’ ] , ' . . .
T The analyses'preégnted in Tables l.an&'z‘hescribe the data in terms of
i Pl ) < ' ) -
-:? - . ' . ¥
. - ~ . ] 1
I. - - . \ .

o

-
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- -
i d

'dicbotomous séales.' All subskquent tables present data based on interval scales,

1‘ . .

" although Table 5 will also compare Statistics based on each type of scale. Table 3
¢ ." » : .
presents the means. and standard deviationg far the aApproval Hotive [(MC-SD) and

.

LY . . .
for the Occasion 1 and Occasion 2 Transgressjon scores. The means for the Trans-.
] L4 ‘.l < - ~ - K

. -
' — A A )

. > . , - ° 1) D .
dgression scores describe the extent Qf transgression on the two occasions sepa-

' rately for each eéxperimental cendition. %able 4 prégeﬁts ANOVA %—test;.for cgm;
;;ring the Transgression means, F-tests for parallelism ofrsiapg; for -predicting
T:ansgre§§ioni;?ores from HOTSD sc;rés in the t&o conditions, qnd‘ANCOVA F-tggté
for shé adgustéd means. The tééﬁ for parallelism of-slééeé'wés éﬁélied tén.

' . . . )
detegminﬁ whether_tpe relationship of need for approval and transgressioh is

i N

51gn1f1cantly different in “the ,two conditions. This test, applied to the Oc-

e -

casion 1 Transgression scores (spy vs- OPl) is essentlal to evaluatlon of hy-’
/ 7
potheses (a) and (b)-which led to predlctlons that the relatlanshlps wou&d dlf—

- fer in ‘the two condltlons.noﬂpplled to Occasion 1l versus O&casiqp 2 Transgression:

. . . . . -

" dcores (SPy vs sz and QPL vs OPZ) the,tgst'evaluates whether the'relafionship

e v
»

of need for approval with transgression is’ when ,the incentive is °*
S N . ‘ 3 3 ' ¢ .
identical, but in a contrast}ng—%equenceﬁ Xt should be noted that the test for

-
.

nonparallelism should precéﬁe_phe test for adjusted means. If the test fpf;;.

Lo

s N

nonparallelism is signifiéént3 it is ihapproériq;e to coygare the transgréssgon

meané‘with‘adjuﬁtmehté ﬁér‘theAcquri;te Ln;ed fér approéal). ) p - .
;hg data in Table 4 indgcate Fhaﬁ the‘averaée ektéhé of éré;sgressi;nhon

Occasion l did not Aiff;r significantly for the two'incentive‘condiéions (ég‘fxs

4- R4

OP; ), but the relatlonshlg qf nC-SD scores with Transgre551on scores did dlffer

R

,significant;y in the two condition§, as indicated by the nonparallelism of the

- R . . - , ' hd . -
‘slopes in J:he two conditions. Figure 1 ®and -Table 5 further describe these re»
lationships in ‘the two expeximental conditions. _These data indicate that need -

. .
- ~ Y ’ >
4 B
. 4 . . N

— © * -

[ . -

o1




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Page® 10 r

4

v ’ . . . ; cae
for approval was negatively related with transgression in the SPl condition,
and positively.related in the OPl condition. . . .

" F3 A ,«‘\‘ ‘
.

. r . . '
Comparison of the SPl vs SP2 transgression scores {gables 3. and 4) does not

" -reveal significant differences between the means, slopes, or adjusted means.

r A < - . - . 4
With respect to, the OPl vs OP2 comparigons, however, the slopes of the MC-SD with |
s R . . )
- fe . . - A .
the transgression scogss differ 'significantly for the two OP conditions. Figure 2

+

-and Table 5 show that the relationship was positive in OPl and negative iq}OPZ.

N ~ . [ Te ’
. i . .

The test for sequehce effects (Table 4, last section)’reveals significant
* ) . - - .

increases in the extent ‘of tiansgreseion from Occasion 1 to Occasion 2. The

test for the Occasions X ii?ditions Interaction indicates that the amount of
. i . o " 0
the increase d0es not differllﬁgigificantly between the experimentaI‘conditions,

-
.

>
<

although there is’ a tendency for Occasion 2 scores to 1ncrease more in the

OP, -SPjy condltlon (p=.15). It.will also be recalled from Table 1 that there

was a greater proportion of transgression,on Occasion 2'in the OP,-SP, condition._
PR .t . .

:

Table 5 describes relationshigs aﬁong the Approval Motive (MC-SD) scores
and the Transgre551on Scores on the two occasions w1th1n each experimental condi-

N
. -

tion. Product moment correlations (r) were employed for the interval scales agd

)
- 4 R

biserial (rb) and tetrachorlc (rt) correlations were employed for- the dichotomous .

transgression.scales‘ Approval Mo§1ve correlated (r.and rb) p051t1vely w1th

r e

Transgression for both Occa51ons.1n the SPl—OP2 condltloq. The correlatlons of

Approval Motive Q&th Occasion 1 Transgression were negative withinu.t'he'OPl-SP2 )

condition, but only the I, was statisticall¥ ségnificant. The Approval Motive -

-

scores were not correlated significantlyAWith Occasion 2 Txansgression for either

. t i
the dichotomous or the interval scores. It is noteworthy that the biserial cor- ,

>
o'

relations for the SPl, OP, and OP

1 conditions were all substantially higher than

. ? . : . . . . [
the corresponding product-moment correlations involving the interval scores.

‘
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port for thése hypotheses stems from the evidence that need for approval cor-

Page 11

Table 5 dlso reveals high correlations.between the Occasion 1 and Occasion 2
A N 3 “ L . N

Transgression Scores in both eiberimental conditions for éoth dichotomougd and

-

interval scales. . A : ) . : ' -

. : N
-~ h)

. . ¢

* . . . i-
Table 6 presents the results of a regression analysis of the Occasion_ 1
% 4 N >

.

. . 'v P .
Transgression Scores. This analysis enconpases the same results as do Tqbles,B;_\

P . ’ . N ot
4, and 5 but Table'e facilitatee*comparisoné/of the relative contribﬁtions'of the

. . N -

A

situational variable ({(Incentive popditionsf, the personalﬁty variable (Approval

Motive), and the Incentive X Approyal Motive Interaction. The table shows that

neither the personality variable or the situational vagiable accounted for a -
\ .

v

: . . . \ LI . s M M
* significant proportion of the variance in the Transgression measure, but the

Incentive X Approval Motive Interaction accounted for/ybre than 10% of the total -
. a0 A X p

! )
.

variation. BAbout 87% of the variation was unexplained, i.e., errer-

~
- M - ‘ '

+

Discussidn '

The study was de51gned to 1nvest1gate relationships between extent of need .

for approval and temptation behavior under two contrasting indentive cond}tions,

)
.

‘one wherl the incentive benefits a person him or her self, and the other when it

\ S s e
benefits another person. The results of the experiment support the hypotheses

that (q"persons with low need for approval wlll transgress tqQ a greater extent

<

.when offered a tanglble 1ncent1velthat bepeiéts themselves only and (b) persons

o T 4
R

wrth high need for approval will transgresg; to a greater extent in an altrulst%c

< ‘t’

d\f“t

jncentive 51tuatlon,‘1.e., gresumably to earn praise through transgression.. ®up-

[
- ~ 2 .
N .

3

relates negatively with transgression in the self-prize condition and positively

<

- Al

in-the other-prize condition, Howevel, the results indicate that the hypothesizéd-
! ize co . ,

“relationships hold only in the initial (Occasion 1) situation. The evidence -
* . -~ v

.
b4 '
.

strongly indicates that behavior induced in an immediately preceding temptation

RS

« .

X

[ S S T
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. - . . N ” ' .
situation, whether it be resist or transgress, may be proactive in relation to

the effect of another subsequent fncentive condition,

B
2

- Thg data indicate, too, that behgviér.in a‘temp;ation situation provides

- . T

. - . ..
< a.highly reliable basis for predicting immediagely subsequent temptatiq&_ﬁij

havior. 1In the SP;-OP, condition transgression behavior instigated_by the initial.

(}ncentive (prize for self) tended'tq be repeated even when the incentives were

. ‘ - T - . .
shifted to a prize for another, even for the low need-approval persons.” liest

Y

children behaved consistently in .the CP;_SPZ éondition also, but 27% who resisted

treﬁsg;ession in OPl transgressed in SPZZ .
‘*:1

. Another facet of the temporal-sequential effects was(the~§inding that des-

pite the high degree of behavioral consistency in the two situations, the extent

of.transgression (based @n interval scores) inéreased, antHé average, from the
* N 13 . - .

first to the second temptation occasion. 1In the OPl-§P2 condition, but not in

° .
v kY -

the SP;-0P, conditibn, the frequency‘of transgres§ion increased (based on

w
-

dichotomous éqores).
The importance of separate anal§§e§ for the dichotomous versus- interval
S ' ] . -

scalipg proceduresowas also confirmed by th® data. Table 5 directly compares

LY

results with the two types of scales. These data show that among the cor--

- Lid .
" relations that were statistically significant, the felationships were stronger
3 - B . , < -
for the dichotomous scales than for the interval scales. jﬁé lower product moment

’corri}atioqs with the interval scores may indicate that variables that operate to

éroduce different deqrees of transgression (bgybnd the transgression érit%rion) ,
- ’ , » .. L

.may be different than the variables that operate to differentiate between resisting
[

and trdnsgressing. For.example, a high degre¢ of transgression may be,based on

lack of awareness or concern about' detection, whereas a low transgression score

1 . .

éﬁy result from-a strategy based on recognition that“(df?ﬁhe prize could be ob-

A .
€3ined with a minimum score, (b) the amount or nature of the prize would not be

"
¢ ' M
‘ o
+ - . fo -3

N Y i >

"~

/-\ ."\ . .
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' ‘actional analyses of personality and sftuatiphél variables that affect resistance

Page 13

enhanced by a higher score (c) risk of detection might be increased by'éktensive

~ -
S

transgression. Perhaps degree of neeq‘for approval differentiates aspect@ of:

, A

moral character relative to resistance and transgression more than it differenti-

ates among degrees of transgression. Further research will be needed to determiné

~

- .

whether this interpretation is correct, but in any gase the differential magni-

. Lo N
N y

tudes of the results for the two scaling pfocedures demdnstrate the advantages

.

* ‘ r

of the dual analyses in providing a cleéfif pictufe 6f the consistency and variar

« .’1 » b « *
tion of -transgression behavior. . . #Pe
1 - .

In concluégon, the resdlts“of the study indicate that the relationship of
neéd for approval with.honesty in_temptation situations'depends upon thg{patugg
of the incentive for transgression. If the incentive for transgressiomis-a de- -

<@

Al - -x N
sired,'material object, person with high need for approval tend to conform t¥/the

rules and resist temptation,_  On the other hand, if the incentive consists of the

<

opportunity for an altruistic, apparently praiseworthy ac§jon, then persons with

. N . 3 ) .
high need for approval tend to disobéy the rules and transgress. These.relation-

k3 . v
'

ships are dependent upon temporal and sequential variables, too, in that behavior

-

elicited in an initial situation tends_ to proaétively influence behavior in a sub=_
sequent situat{on, i.é,, once a pattern of resisting or transgressing is estab-

lished, the behavior is usually repeated, even when the incentives were. reversed.

Y

At a more general level, Eh% results of this study provide support for inter-

e -

to temptation. The results indicated clearly that neither the personality nor
) ‘ v
the situational variable alone accounted for significant variance in the extent

* g, . o, . .
of transgression, but jointly the two variables-accounted for more than 10% of

the variance. Accor&ingly, these data convincingly support the contention
\"4‘4, . . .

(Nelsen, 1977) that the reliébility ofﬁgpeciﬁié behavioral predictions from per-

.

sonality scales can be markédly improved if the personality scales, are analyzed

and applied in‘relation to specified situational variables. , -

i~

-

16
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Figure 1. Relationship of‘Need for Approvaf with
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ditions (SPl vs OPl) - o, .
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FREQUENCIES, PERCENTAGES, AND X2 TESTS COMPARING PROPORTIONS OF RESISTANCE
AND TRANSGRESSION ON TWO OCCASIONS UNDER CONTRASTING INCENTIVE CONDITIONS

-

TABLE 1

\

e mem = et e neme [N —_—
Incentive Condition !
i and Sequence Occasion 1 Occasion 2 x2a
: ' N % N I ‘ i
| . ' —_— 2 R
A . T T e TN
SP1-0P> Resist 16 }%57 17 61, )
¢ Transgression 12 43 i . 39
A . . 1.00
OP]_-SP2 \ ri“-'\‘ .y - Resist 22 . 73 \r‘ 14 47
, - Transgression 8 27 16 53
| ) . -
: *
L s N 6.13% |
x2b ‘ 1.04
- % . -
A - » \ R * S
* p<.05 . ", e .

a X2 Test of response changes (McNemar, 1955).
b X2 Test for.ipdependence,’with Yates correction for continuity (McNemar, 1955)

~

L]

PATTERNS OF SIMII.ARI"I'Y AND,EHANGE WITHIN THE EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS.
. .. . \

-

Red
Y
3

«

TABLE -2

. 14

~

' D
3

Q - . . N
Incentive Condition . A
.and Sequence Occasion 1 Occasion 2 N %
SP1-0Py Resist Resist 16 © 57
’ < ' . ;
.t f/ ) ‘ Transgression Transgression 11 39
Resist 'I‘rar‘xsgresws‘iéﬂn : N ]
: : v tos A AL
’ TransgXession Resist - 1. 4
' 28 7
L L. % . ; )
OP,-SP, Resist Resist 14 47
. Transgression Transgression 8 2
- 4
- Resist 'I‘ransg}:ession \.( 8 27
Transgressjion Resist - .0 0]
- ’ : t . '30 ¢ /
v .

-
O

4y
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. .., < TABLE 3
v b B . LN
- I3 ..
< - ¢
. - MEANS AND STANDARD,DEVIATI.ONS OF APPROVAL
. I . . .
. * MOTIVE (MC-'SD.) AND TRANSGRESSION SCORES
L4 . ‘ «

K3

s
.

bl

Cy oy ¥ - § -

Incentive Conditién

Approval Motive

Occasionr 2

* Occasion 1 .
and'Sequgﬁcé N (MC-SD) Transgression Score » Transgression Score
N M sp M- Tsp, M s
- SP,-0P, ' 281 17.0 4.8 | . 25.5 3.8. 27.0 7.5 <]
OPl-SPZ- 30 16.7 4.9 24.4 3.4 27.9 7.2
- 1]
- \ ;
Y AN
i - T
_ ‘fgl H .
v . . ‘e
o . :
e & “
A% - " . !.
“ n g ?
—emm—— e N . "7?{‘\& i »
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Y B N
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N Y
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F - TESTS'FOR COMPARISONS OF TRANSGRESSION |,

MEANS AND SLOPES AMONG CONTRASTING-INCENTIV? )

CONDITIONS AND/OR TREATMENT SEQUENCES-

.

S%% VS\OPl
Means . -
Slopes@
Adjusted MeansP

SP; vs, SPy A

Means,
Slopes -
- Adjusted Means

OP; vs OP,

.- Means
‘Slopes
Adjusted Means

S

SPIAQPI vs SP2 OP2

Occaslon Means (l vs 2)!
Occasion X Cbnaltlons

a‘COmparisqn’of slopes of Transgression -Scores with MC-SD

Comparlson of Transgression Means with MC SD Scores covarled ‘out -

LN 4 A

b’

-+

¢ aNcova F, test not approprlate because slopes were not paralle!ed
(dashes shown where F test for means was 1nappropr1ate )

1\~— ~ ‘*,}2!‘ :
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Ve : -~ . . . R ’ v
CORRELATIOI"IS AMONG 'APPROVAL MOTIVE .(MC»SD) .

\ «

e

se’ @ . °
e

~ ’
: - 1 AND TRANSGRESSION SCORYS N R -
TN TRANSGRESSION SCORES P ] -
B S v . ' . [ R
Incentive Conditionm || N Appraoval '‘Motive Approval Motive {P Transgressi
and Sequence with Transgression 1 with Transgressiqn 2 with Tramsgression 2
: b | . ) R -
SP1-0P2 A r = -, 38%* ro= -.342 - A - ELLL
. . '\:”"!: . . . . . , . . .. L
S . Tp = -.S5%RA, ] T, = -.60P0 7 |- T = .99%HRE
SSVSS £ SURON (e —_— i ! o .
e “ -, L . N PR - g
OP;-SPj 230" ju r = ,28*~ r = .09 . ¥ ¥ = ,8O****
pey Tp = - J59*** Iy = .00 N X T = LQ0****
° e s , ! o » o -
- - e , - 7 :
| L. " Y - N
*  p<.10- , one tajled test - ) »ot .
. XX P<£.05 one. tailed tést A . . .
*** p<.0l ;- ong tailed test : ) Yot : e
.. *%** pc 001  ‘oné tailed test \ te .
. o _ (‘ - v
ki /a . R ‘* . . d L' 4 - .
‘T Pp<.10 -fwo, tailed test . ;
b p<.01 + ,Awd tailed test - . . )
R . o, R & :\
J . . - - rd ,
P . . - . - 2 .
) o v 4 )
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TABLE 6

Regréésion Analysis of Qccasion 1 Transgrgassion Scores With Incentives,

) . ' T Social Desirability, and Inteyaction .
i' - ‘., - i ’ C ' y ."
G ; ©  Source af Total SS .M - F $ of Variance
Lo o ) V. 4 - L ¥ !
! Incentive Condx‘tJ‘on (1) 1 17.6 17.6 1.5 2.3 .
- ‘ / N B . . N - .
i '
e * \ ~ toe 1) 5
Approvdl Motive (A) . 1 1.6 1l —_ .2 ,
) ' : : B :
T S ‘ - \ ’ a
. Interaction (A x I) : 1 79.6 79.6 . 6.7* |  10.8. :
L . . ‘ : -
. Error (Residual) <1 54 639.1 11.8 —_ 86.6
. . g‘ : t ~ ’ ' ‘ -
Total . \ a 57 . 737.9 - 100.
v e . -/ ’ . -~
s 3 v )
= - -~ . . - - ' \
— * 'y
. } [N . ~— K
- . . ‘
i . ’
= , »
'- - N V. "

. = ~
. .
1 L i B
N o% 2 .
o M \ -
-
* .
. a4 o / °
———— -
.-
s . - . -
- 4 : " ESR -
P . - * ‘ -
- ’
- ' ’ »
- -




