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ABSTRACT 

The Worker Motivation Scale (WMS) was used to 

measure individual motivations in groups (Johnson, 

McDonald, and George 1984). The V7MS provided three 

subscale scores for each individual; these were Task 

Motivation (TM), Prominence Motivation (PM) and 

Affiliation Motivation (AM). The three types of groups 

studied were: undergraduate task performance groups, 

undergraduate social interactive groups and law school 

task groups. The present experiment was designed to test 

the thesis that individual differences in motivation 

influence choice of group membership. It was 

hypothesized but refuted, that there would be a 

relationship between type of group and the subscales of 

the V7MS. It was also hypothesized, and some support was 

shown, for there being a relationship between the leaders 

of groups (task versus social) and the student ratings on 

VJMS constructs. Elected leaders of social groups were 

rated by group member more highly on AM than on TM or PM. 

Task and social group scores were very close to 

the normative scores on the WMS. The law school group 

scores were significantly lower on TM and on AM than 

task, social, and the normative scores. 

iv 



This thesis inspires further res-earch in the study 

of students in various graduate programs. Graduate 

students could be measured with the WMS to see if their 

individual differences in motivation are different from 

the established norms which are based on undergraduate 

data. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

It is my thesis that individual differences in 

motivation influence choice of voluntary group 

membership. There is an appropriate set of measures 

available in the Worker Motivation Scale (Johnson, 

McDonald, & George; 1985) and strong clues from George 

(1967) and McGrath (1984) as to how groups may be so 

categorized as to test the thesis. 

Human beings are social animals, aggregating into 

groups for countless functions. We form work groups to 

perform tasks and achieve goals that can be better 

attained than by the work of individuals alone. We have 

religious groups for worship, study, and fellowship. 

Service groups and volunteer groups perform needed 

services for our communities. We also have groups whose 

functions are purely social such as social fraternities 

or bridge clubs. McGrath (1984) divided groups into two 

main typologies, groups as task performance systems and 

groups as systems for structuring social interaction. 

According to general systems theory, groups can be 

treated as systems. Berrien defines a system as "a set 

of interacting subsystems, distinguished by boundaries 
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which select the kind and rate of flow of inputs from and 

outputs to the environment" (Berrien 1983 p. 41). 

Therefore, a group is a system made of interacting 

individuals or subsystems. In order to understand the 

complex processes which go on within a group, we can 

choose to study the individual's behavior and its effects 

on the group. 

McGrath focused on the group interaction process. 

The individuals bring into the group their own 

"properties" which will have a direct effect on the group 

interaction process. 

Empirical Studies 

Carter (1954) performed a factor analysis of 

observer ratings on 19 behavior variables. The analysis 

resulted in three factors which describe how individuals 

behave in small groups. The three dimensions of behavior 

are described by Carter as: 

Factor I: Individual Prominence and Achievement: 

These are behaviors of the individual related to his 

efforts to stand out from others and individually achieve 

various personal goals. 

Factor II: Aiding Attainment by the Group: These 

are behaviors of the individual related to his efforts to 

assist the group in achieving goals toward which the 

group is oriented. 



Factor III: Sociability: These are behaviors of 

the individual related to efforts to establish and 

maintain cordial and socially satisfying relationships 

with other group members (Carter, 1954, p. 479). The 

second factor, aiding attainment, was found to be related 

to types of group membership in a pilot study (George 

1967). This will be discussed later in this paper. 

Borgatta et al. (1958) did a study similar to 

Carter's but obtained different results. Borgatta's 

study resulted in five factors instead of three. These 

factors were individual prominence, manifest 

emotionality, sociability, manifest intelligence, and 

task interest. Only the individual prominence and 

sociability factors can be directly compared to Carter's 

first and third factors. 

Foa (1961) offered a methodological explanation 

for the discrepency of the results obtained by Carter and 

Borgatta. A difference in the way in which the subjects 

were asked to respond may have been responsible. 

Bass (1967) was interested in individual 

differences rather than small groups. However, he 

arrived at some conclusions about personality 

orientations which were comparable to Carter's three 

factors. Bass's three orientations are: 

Self Orientation: reflects the extent a person 

describes himself as expecting direct rewards to himself 



regardless of the job he is doing or the effects of what 

he does upon others working with him. For him the group 

is literally a theater in which certain generalized needs 

can be satisfied. The other members are both the 

remainder of the cast as well as the audience for which 

the self-oriented member can air his personal 

difficulties, gain esteem or status, agress or dominate. 

Interaction Orientation: reflects the extent of 

concern in maintaining happy, harmonious, relationships 

in a superficial sort of way, often making it difficult 

to contribute to the task at hand or to be of real help 

to others. Interest in group activities is high but not 

ordinarily conducive to the progress of the group in 

completing tasks. 

Task Orientation: reflects the extent to which a 

person is concerned about completing a job, solving 

problems, persistently working and doing the best job 

possible. In groups, despite his concern for the task, 

the task-oriented member tends to work hard within the 

group to make it as productive as possible. If he is 

interested in what the group is doing, he will fight hard 

for what he thinks is right (Bass, 1962 p. 3). 

The Orientation Inventory (Bass, 1961) is made up 

of three scales which measure self, interaction, and team 

orientation. It can be used to measure Carter's three 

factors. However, there is a problem of negative 



correlations between the three scales resulting from the 

inventory's forced choice format. 

Johnson, McDonald, and George (1985) modified the 

work of Bass by developing the Worker Motivation Scale 

(WMS). Unlike Bass, who approached orientations from a 

personality variable perspective, George used a 

motivational approach. George (1977) viewed the 

individual's behavior in a group as neither "state" nor 

"trait" dependent but rather a "characteristic which an 

individual exhibits consistently within a given social-

behavioral task setting but which may vary greatly across 

such settings" (p. 487). 

The WMS consists of 24 items adapted from Bass's 

Orientation Inventory, George's Team Task Motivation 

Scale, and other item pools. Subjects respond to the WMS 

items on seven point Likert (1932) scales, which indicate 

strength of response rather than providing a forced 

choice format. The WMS was administered to 452 college 

freshman and factor analyzed. Three factors resulted 

from the analysis and were defined in terms of motivation 

orientation. The factors were interaction motivation, 

team task motivation, and self motivation. The Kuder-

Richardson formula 20 was used to determine internal 

consistency estimates of reliability. The results were: 

Interaction = .631, Team Task = .542, and Self = .523. 

These relatively low estimates of reliability require the 



use of a large number of subjects. After successive use 

in subsequent research, the WMS scale was reduced to 19 

items and the factors were renamed as Affiliation 

Motivation, Team Motivation, and Prominence Motivation. 

Campbell and Pritchard (1983) described motivation 

. . .as a label for the determinants of (a) 
the choice to initiate efforts on a certain 
task, (b) the choice to expend a certain amount 
of effort, and (c) the choice to persist in 
expending effort over a period of time. (p. 65) 

These behavior choices can be compared to Carter's Aiding 

Attainment factor. Bass's Task Orientation, and the 

George's Team Motivation. This construct describes the 

behaviors which aid the group in reaching a specific goal 

or completing a task. 

George (1967), in a pilot study, investigated the 

relationship between the aiding attainment construct and 

a variety of different groups. The results divided the 

groups into two typologies based on the amount of aiding 

attainment behavior. The groups that rated high on 

aiding attainment behavior were: ROTC, religious, Hi-Y 

and scouting, and adventure groups. The groups that 

rated lower on aiding attainment were: professional 

societies, service fraternities, and social fraternities. 

These results are comparable to McGrath's two typologies 

of groups mentioned previously, task performance systems 

and social interaction systems. The study of group 

systems can be broken down into these two typologies. We 



can choose to study a subset of groups, as ROTC, which 

has a clearly defined task requiring the coordinated 

efforts of the entire group. We can also study a subset 

such as fraternities whose primary function is to act as 

an organized socialization process for college students. 

Based on this review, the following research 

questions have been generated: 

1. Is there a relationship between the types of 

voluntary groups that individuals belong to and to their 

motivations as reflected by the scores on the WMS? 

2. Are there variations among the motivations of 

leaders as a function of how they are selected and of the 

type of group to which they belong? 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD AND HYPOTHESES 

Method 

Subjects 

Subjects from the introductory psychology course 

subject pool at Texas Tech University (N = 168) were used 

on a voluntary basis. Sign-up sheets instructed the 

students to participate only if they were active members 

of a volunteer group or organization and if their 

membership was important to them. Separate sign-up 

sheets were available for both types of groups, social 

facilitative and task performance. Examples of the types 

of groups were listed. Data were collected from 100 

social group subjects, 68 task group subjects. Data were 

also collected outside of the psychology subject pool, 24 

law school task subjects also participated. These were 

third year students on either Law Review or Board of 

Barristers. Students from the subject pool received an 

extra credit bonus point for their participation in this 

study. 

Materials 

Subjects signed a standard consent form (see 

Appendix A). Subjects were then instructed to complete 

8 



two questionnaires, the WMS and the Group Membership and 

Leadership Questionnaire (GMLQ, see Appendix B). The 

order of the presentation of the two questionnaires were 

alternated. The WMS contains three subscales. Team 

Motivation (TM), Prominence Motivation (PM), and 

Affiliation Motivation (AM). A person who scores high on 

the TM subscale is most concerned with aiding the group 

in completing the task at hand. The questions for the TM 

scale are WMS3, WMS4, WMS5, WMS14, WMS15, and WMS17. A 

person who scores high on the PM subscale is most 

concerned with being a member of the group for their own 

personal gain. The question for the PM scale are WMS6, 

WMS9, WMS10, WMSll, WMS13, WMS16, and WMS19. A person 

who scores high on the AM subscale is a member of the 

group for purely social gratification. the AM scale 

questions are WMSl, WMS2, WMS7, WMS8, WMS12, and WMS18. 

The WMS allows us to determine the motivation of the 

individual's group involvement. 

The GMLQ offers some examples of voluntary groups 

and clubs in which the students may belong. It then 

requires that the subjects identify and think about their 

own membership in one of these such groups. 

It is more likely that people will be able to hold 

in mind information about one group when responding to 

questions about group membership. It is possible that 

people get confused when considering more than one group 
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at a time. In a previous thesis (Dedmon, 1987), it was 

hypothesized that a student would be more likely to 

belong to the type of group that would correspond to his 

or her rating on the WMS. The data did not support this 

hypothesis. It was suggested that this lack of support 

was due to the students being asked to answer questions 

about their membership in three different groups. Their 

position for one group might not have been the same for 

their second or third group, resulting in the 

nonsignificant correlation. 

The subjects are then asked to respond to some 

additional questions and statements about their group. 

The GMLQ consists of 11 items, the last two of which are 

designed to ascertain subject participation. 

Procedures 

Subjects were run in groups of 25 at a time. The 

experimenter instructed the subjects to first read and 

then sign the consent form. If they chose to 

participate, they were then instructed to read and 

respond to the two questionnaires, the WMS and the GMLQ, 

the order of which was alternated for each group. When 

all of the subjects had completed the questionnaires, 

they were given their extra credit slips, thanked for 

their participation, debriefed and dismissed. 
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Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: There will be a relationship 

between the type of group to which an individual belongs 

and the individual's motivation as reflected by the WMS. 

a. Subjects who belong to task performace 

groups will score higher on the task motivation 

subscale of the WMS than on either the prominence 

or affiliation motivation subscales. 

b. Subjects who belong to social interaction 

groups will score higher on the affiliation 

motivation subscale of the WMS than on either the 

prominence or task motivation subscales. 

Hypothesis 2: There will be a relationship 

between the leaders of the groups, chosen by their peers, 

and the type of group that they belong to. 

a. Leaders of social interaction groups will 

score higher on the affiliation motivation 

subscale than on the other subscales. 

b. Leaders of task performance groups will 

score higher on the task motivation subscale than 

on the other subscales. 

Design 

The GMLQ questionnaires were divided into two 

types of groups, task performance systems and social 

interaction systems as defined by question #1 of the 
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GMLQ. A 2 X 3, type of group by subscale, ANOVA was used 

to test the first hypothesis which predicts significant 

interactions between types of groups and subscales. 

A Point Biserial correlation was used when the 

answer to item #2 on the GMLQ is "YES" to test the second 

hypothesis. This hypothesis predicts that leaders of 

social interaction groups will have a higher coorelation 

on the affiliation motivation subscale than on the other 

subscales, and leaders of task performance groups will 

have a higher correlation on the task motivation subscale 

than on the other two subscales. 

Questions 3-9 of the GMLQ were subject to a series 

of post hoc subanalyses. Law school data were analyzed 

separately. 

The inclusion of the law school subjects was a 

result of a shortage of task group subjects from the 

Psychology 1300 subject pool. Not as many task as social 

subjects signed up for the experiment. Therefore the 

researcher sought additional data to supplement this 

shortage. It was thought that the law school data would 

not be significatly different from the pool task data and 

could be included with the task data in the final 

analyses. The results showed that this was not the case 

and the law school data had to be analyzed separately. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS: FATE OF 

THE HYPOTHESIS 

A 2 x 3 group by subscale ANOVA was calculated for 

the task and social data. Hypothesis 1 predicted that 

there would be significant interactions between task 

group and the TM subscale and between social group and 

the AM subscale. The data did not support this 

hypothesis. There was no significant interaction. There 

was a significant main effect for groups, F (1,166) = 

6.47, p = .01, which showed that members of task groups 

were consistently, but only slightly, higher on all three 

subscales than were members of social groups. The trend 

for both groups was the same, the raw score means 

decreased from TM to PM to AM. The means were not 

significantly different between groups on any of the 

subscales. 

As a result of the inclusion of the law school 

data, a series of 1 x 3 ANOVAs were computed to see if 

there were any significant differences among the three 

groups on any of the subscales of the WMS. These 

analyses showed that there were significant differences 

among means on the TM scale, F (2,189) = 8.09, p = .0001, 

13 
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on the PM scale, F (2,189) = 3.26, p = .04, and on the AM 

scale, F (2,189) = 8.02, p = .0005 (see Table 1, p. 15, 

below). A series of planned comparisons were then 

computed. A modified Bonferroni test was used to control 

for the familywise error rate. These results showed 

that, on the TM subscale, law students were significantly 

lower than both the task and the social groups, the 

minimum significant difference = 2.1362, p = .05; with no 

difference between task and social groups (see Table 2, 

p. 16, below). There was no significant difference 

between means on PM (see Table 3, p. 16, below). On AM, 

there was a significant difference between groups; min. 

sign. diff. = 2.6396, p = .05, the law students were 

lower than both task and social groups (see Table 4, p. 

17, below). These data fail to support either part of 

the first hypothesis. 

Point Biserial coefficients were computed with 

each of the three pairings of groups and the three 

subscale scores, where there were reliable differences. 

Two significant correlations were shown when comparing 

membership in the social groups with law students. Law 

student scores were coded as "0" and social subject 

scores as "1." On TM; Rpb (n = 124) = .29, p = .001, and 

on AM; Rpb = .31, p = .0005 (see Table 5, p. 17, below). 

The means of the social groups were higher on both TM and 

AM than those of the law students. Two significant 
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Table 1: ANOVA's for Team Motivation (TM), Prominence 
Motivation (PM), and Affliation Motivation 
(AM). 

Source DF SS MS 

TM Groups 285.84 142.92 8.09* .0004 .0788 

Error 189 3340.64 17.68 

PM Groups 215.87 107.93 3.26* .0405 .0334 

Error 189 6256.13 33.10 

AM Groups 433.15 216.57 8.02* .0005 .0783 

Error 189 5100.85 26.99 

Group Means SD N 

Law 

Social 

Task 

TM 

PM 

AM 

TM 

PM 

AM 

TM 

PM 

AM 

24.083 

26.42 

16.38 

27.36 

23.76 

20.51 

28.06 

25.62 

21.24 

4.12 

4.39 

5.36 

4.29 

5.46 

4.97 

4.12 

6.53 

5.46 

24 

24 

24 

100 

100 

100 

68 

68 

68 
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Table 2: Bonferroni Tests for 
Team Motivation. 

Alpha 0.05. DF = 189. MSE = 17.68. 

Critical Value of t = 2.42. 

Minimum Significant Difference = 2.1362. 

Means with same letter not significantly different. 

Grouping Mean N Groups 

A 28.059 68 Task 

A 27.360 100 Social 

B 24.083* 24 Law 

Table 3: Bonferroni Tests for 
Prominence Motivation. 

Alpha = 0.05. DF = 189. MSE = 33.10. 

Critical Value of t = 2.42548. 

Minimum Significant Difference = 2.9233 

Grouping Mean N Groups 

26.417 24 Law 

25.618 68 Task 

23.760 100 Social 



Table 4: Bonferroni Tests for 
Affiliation Motivation. 

Alpha =0.05. DF = 189. MSE = 26.9886 

Critical Value of t = 2.41548. 

Minimum Significant Difference = 2.6396 

Grouping Mean N Groups 

A 21.235 • 68 Task 

A 20.510 100 Social 

B 16.375 24* Law 

17 

Table 5: Point Biserial Correlation 
Coefficients for Groups; 
Social vs. Law. 

TM AM 

Groups rpb = .2931* rpb = .3104* 

p = .0010 p = .0005 

r^ = .089 r^ = .096 

Social = 1. 

Law = 0. 

n = 124. 
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correlations were found when comparing law students with 

task groups. Law student scores were coded as "1" and the 

task group scores as "0". On TM, Rpb (n = 92) = -.39, p 

= .0001, and on AM; Rpb = .369, p = .0003 (see Table 6, 

p. 19, below). The means of task groups were higher on 

TM and AM than those of law students. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that there would be a 

relationship between leaders of groups chosen by their 

peers and the type of group they belong to. Leaders of 

social groups would score higher on AM and leaders of 

task groups would score higher on TM. A point Biserial 

coefficient was computed for the task and social groups 

on the three subscales. Law student data were not 

analyzed further because in these groups leaders are 

appointed by faculty. The results showed that there were 

no significant correlations between type of leader and 

subscales scores. Therefore, no support was shown for 

the second hypothesis based on the analysis of Item 2 of 

the GMLQ. 

Post hoc analyses were calculated for Items 3-8 of 

the GMLQ. No predictions were made regarding these 

items. A chi-square analysis was calculated for Items 3 

and 7 of the GMLQ, which ask how the leadership positions 

of the subjects groups were acquired. There were four 

choices, elected, appointed, naturally assumed, or took 

over. The results showed that for social groups. 
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Table 6: Point Biserial Correlation 
Coefficients for Groups; 
Law vs. Task. 

TM AM 

Groups rpb = .3947* rpb = .3690* 

p = .0001 p = .0003 

r^ = .1557 r^ = .1360 

Law = 1. 

Task = 0. 

n = 92. 
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significantly more of the leaders are elected, [chi-

square (1, n = 100) = 11.56, p = .001 (see Table 7, p. 

21, below)]. For task groups, significantly more of the 

leaders are appointed [chi-square (1, n = 68) = 8.47, p = 

.01 (see Table 8, p. 21, below)]. 

Item 4 of the GMLQ asked students to rate 

themselves if they were leaders, on a 7 point Likert 

scale of how often they use their power. A t-test was 

calculated to test the difference between means of the 

task and social groups. No significant difference was 

found between groups (see Table 9, p. 22, below). Item 5 

asked subjects to rate the leader, when other than 

themselves, on how often the leader uses his/her power. 

A t-test showed no significant difference between task 

and social leaders on this scale (see Table 10, p. 22, 

below). 

Item 6 of the GMLQ asked subjects to rate the 

leaders of their groups on three scales. Each scale 

represents a TM, PM, or AM statement. Three 1 x 2 , 

subscale by groups ANOVAs were computed to determine 

differences between means on the subscale of task and 

social group leaders. The results showed that there were 

no significant differences between groups on how they 

rated leaders on TM or PM. There was a significant 

difference between groups on how they rated their leaders 

on AM; F (1,104) = 4.44, p = .03. Social groups members 
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Table 7: Chi-Square for Social Group 
Leaders; Elected vs. Others 

Elected 

Observed Expected 

67 50 

Others 33 50 

Chi-Square (1, n = 100) = 11.56*. p = .001 

Table 8: Chi-Square for Task Group 
Leaders; Elected vs. Others 

Observed Expected 

Elected 22 34 

Others 46 34 

Chi-Square (1, n = 68) = 8.47*. p = .01 



Table 9: t-test for Use of Power 
by Leaders (Self). 

n mean SD 

Task 32 5.30 1.40 

Social 30 5.25 1.26 

t = .147 n.s. 

22 

Table 10: t-test for Use of Power 
by Leaders (Other). 

n mean SD 

Task 68 3.59 1.64 

Social 37 3.40 1.85 

t = 1.689 n.s . 
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rated their leaders higher on AM than task group members. 

A Point Biserial was computed for type of groups and the 

three subscales. The results showed a significant 

correlation for type of group and AM, Rpb = .20, p = .03 

(see Table 11, pp. 24-25, below). 

Item 8 asked subjects if the leaders of their 

groups were their choice. A chi-square analysis showed 

that significantly more of the leaders were the subjects 

choice than not: for both groups combined, [chi-square 

(1, n = 106) = 18.264, p = .001 (see Table 12, p. 25, 

below)], for task groups, [chi-square (1, n = 38) = 

6.7368, p = .01], for social groups, [chi-square (1, n = 

68) = 11.529, p = .001 (see Table 13, p. 26, below)]. In 

both groups subjects were in favor of their leaders. 

Item 9 asked subjects how many different volunteer 

groups they belong to at the present time. Several 

subjects responded with "0." Apparently there was some 

confusion about the question. The word "different" must 

have been interpreted by some subjects to mean "other," 

as in other than the one of which they had been thinking. 

Since it was impossible to know which of the subjects 

were confused, this item could not be accurately analyzed 

due to the distorted responses. 

All subjects marked "yes" on Items 10 and 11 of 

the GMLQ, which verify that the subjects have read 

carefully and understood all the questions. 
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Table 11: GMLQ Items 6a, 6b; 6c. 

GMLQ Item 6a. The leader behaves in such a way as to 
(PM) make him/her self really stand out from 

the rest of the group. 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

ANOVA for the PM Statement 

Source df SS MS F p R 2 

Group 1 3.25 3.25 1.64 .2034 .0155 

Error 104 206.52 1.99 

GMLQ Item 6b. The leader behaves in such a way as to 
(AM) keep all the group members happy. 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

ANOVA for the AM Statement 

Source df SS MS F p R^ 

Group 1 9.58 9.58 4.44* .0376 .05 

Error 104 224.03 2.15 

Point Biserial Correlation Coefficient 
for Group and AM Statement 

Rpb = .2023*. p = .0376. r^ = .0409. (n = 106) 
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Table 11: continued 

GMLQ Item 6c. The leader behaves in such a way as to 
(PM) get the group's job done efficiently. 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

ANOVA for the AM Statement 

Source df SS MS F p R̂  

Group 1 .1703 .1703 .05 .8251 .0005 

Error 104 360.93 3.47 n.s. 

Table 12: Chi-square for Both Groups 

Item 8: Was this person your choice for 
leader? YES/NO 

Chi-square for Both Groups. 

Observed Expected 

YES 75 53 

NO 31 53 

Chi-Square (1, n = 106) = 18.264*. p = .001 



26 

Table 13: Chi-square for Social 
and Task Groups. 

Item 8: Was this person your choice for 
leader? YES/NO 

Chi-square for Social. 

Observed Expected 

YES 48 34 

NO 20 34 

Chi-Square (1, n = 68) = 11.529*. p = .001 

Chi-square for Task. 

Observed Expected 

YES 27 19 
NO 11 19 

Chi-Square (1, n = 38) = 6.7368*. p = .01 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this experiment was to test the 

researcher's thesis that individual differences in 

motivation influence choice of group membership. The WMS 

was used to measure motivation and the GMLQ was used to 

define type of group and to gather additional information 

about group leaders. It was hypothesized that subjects 

who belong to task performance groups would score higher 

on task motivation and that subjects in social groups 

would score higher on affiliation motivation. The data 

did not support this hypothesis. Task groups scores were 

not significantly higher on TM than social group scores. 

Social group scores were slightly lower on AM than task 

group scores. 

Some interesting findings did emerge from the 

additional set of data from the law school. As was shown 

in the results, law students were significantly different 

on two of the subscales. They were significantly lower 

than both social and task undergraduate students on TM 

and AM. Law students were slightly higher, but not 

significantly so, than task and social students on PM. 

It is important to note that the TM scale is a "team" 
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task motivation measure. Law students being lower than 

the other groups on TM could reflect that they have been 

required to work as individuals to succeed in law school. 

Their lower AM scores reflect that they are not motivated 

to be members of task groups for purely social 

gratification. It is also interesting to note that when 

all three groups' means are compared graphically to the 

normative scores, pool task and social groups are very 

close to the norms on all three subscales. Law school is 

lower on TM and AM than the norms and slightly higher on 

PM (see Figure 1, p. 32, below). 

The correlational data showed that there were 

significant relationships among the three groups, law 

task, undergraduate task and social, and the three 

subscales. 

Social group scores were higher than law scores on 

both AM and TM. This shows that social group subjects 

tend to be more team task and affiliation motivated than 

law students. People in a variety of social groups may 

have the opportunity to be involved in team task 

activities and may be more social conscious than law 

students. 

When comparing law students to pool task subjects, 

law scores were lower than task group scores on both TM 

and AM. Task group subjects are more team task and 

affiliation motivated than law students. While the law 
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students were members of task groups. Law Review and 

Board of Barristers, these groups do not require that 

students work as a team to accomplish their tasks. Much 

of the work is delegated to individuals to do on their 

own and then the work is combined to produce a final 

product such as a review article or a moot court 

competition. It is also not necessary that the members 

of these law groups be amiable. They are not required to 

interact socially. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted a relationship between 

leaders of groups chosen by their peers and the type of 

group they belong to. The results based on Item 2 of the 

GMLQ, do not support this hypothesis. More specifically, 

subjects who answered "Yes" to the question which asked 

whether or not they held a formal leadership position in 

the group, showed no significant correlation for task 

group leaders and TM or for social group leaders and AM. 

However, other items on the GMLQ do lend some support to 

the second hypothesis. First, the chi-square analysis 

showed that there was a significant difference between 

the way leadership positions are acquired in task and 

social groups. Task leaders are more often appointed 

whereas social leaders are elected by their peers. In 

addition, the results showed that when non-leaders were 

asked to rate the leaders of their groups on three scales 

which reflected task motivation, prominence motivation 
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and affiliation motivation, members of social groups 

rated their leaders significantly higher on AM than did 

task groups. It can be concluded that in social groups 

in which the leaders are elected by their peers, these 

leaders are perceived as being more amiable than task 

or prominence motivated. These findings support the 

second hypothesis. 

As was shown in the results, there were no 

differences between leaders of the groups on how often 

they exercised their power within the group. One might 

have expected that leaders of task groups, who are more 

often appointed, would exercise their power more often. 

This was not shown to be the case. 

It was shown in the results that there was no 

significant difference between task groups and social 

groups on the question of choice of leaders. Both groups 

said that the leaders of their groups were their choices 

for the position. This is somewhat surprising when one 

recalls that in task groups the leaders are more often 

appointed than chosen by their peers. The appointed 

leaders might not have been the choice of the group as 

often as the elected leaders of the social groups. The 

results showed, however, that they are the popular choice 

regardless of being appointed. 

Item 9 on the GMLQ which asked subjects how many 

groups they belong to had to be omitted from the analysis 
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due to an apparent confusion. It is interesting to note 

that despite this obvious confusion, all subjects 

answered "Yes" to Items 10 and 11 which asked whether the 

subjects read carefully and understood all the questions. 

This experiment supports the contention that when 

leaders of social groups are chosen by their peers, they 

are rated as more affiliation motivated than task or 

prominence motivated. It has not shown support for task 

leaders as being more task motivated. Nor has it 

supported the first hypothesis that social groups would 

be higher on AM. It has, however, shown that task and 

social groups from the Psychology 1300 subject pool are 

very close to the normative scores on all three scales 

and that law students are different. This experiment 

inspires further research in which various graduate 

students could be measured with the WMS to see if 

individual differences in motivation are different in 

these populations from the established norms. 



32 

MEANS 

TM PM AM 

Figure 1. Means. 
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APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORM 

In this study I will fill out a standardized 
21?on«̂ ?''Ŝ t''̂ * J ""̂ ^̂  ^^^^ answer questions related to a 
group I belong to. I understand that I will not have to 
answer any personal questions about myself or the group I 
belong to. I also understand that I am a volunteer for 
this experiment and that I may withdraw at any time. 

I release my answers to questions which will be 
presented to me during my participation in this 
experiment. I understand that all the information 
gathered will be kept strictly confidential. I 
understand that the group I belong to will be identified 
by number and no person or group will be identified with 
any of the answers. 

Melynda L. Morgan has agreed to answer any 
questions I may have concerning any procedures and has 
informed me that I contact the Texas Tech University 
Institutional Review Board for the protection of human 
subjects by writing them in care of the Office of 
Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX, 
79409, or by calling 742-3884. I understand that Dr. 
Clay George, who may be contacted in room 320m Psychology 
Department, phone humber 742-3727 is in overall charge of 
this project. 

If this research causes any physical injury to 
participants in this project, treatment is not 
necessarily available at Texas Tech University or the 
Student Health Center, nor is there necessarily any 
insurance carried by the university or its personnel 
applicable to cover any such injury. Financial 
compensation for any such injuries must be provided 
through the pariticpant's own insurance program. Further 
information about these may be obtained from Dr. Donald 
R. Haragan, Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
Research, (806) 742-2184, Administration Building, Texas 
Tech University, Lubbock, TX, 79409. 

Subject , Date 

Signature of 
Experimenter Date 
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APPENDIX B: WORKER MOTIVATION SCALE GROUP 

AND MEMBERSHIP AND LEADERSHIP 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

R a t e t h e d e g r e e t o w h i c h you a g r e e w i t h e a c h 
s t a t e m e n t by marking on your answer s h e e t from _1 
( s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e ) t o 7 ( s t r o n g l y a g r e e ) . 

1. I would prefer to work on a committee of friendly 
people than a committee of hard workers. 

2 . P r a i s e for my e f f o r t s i s more important to me than a 
f e e l i n g of personal s a t i s f a c t i o n with my 
performance. 

3 . I would pre fer t o be known as a good team player 
than as a successful person. 

4 . The most important q u a l i t y of a leader i s an 
a b i l i t y to get things done. 

5. Generally, I prefer that my group's effort be 
praised than my individual ef fort . 

6. In order to be successful , often you must ignore the 
needs of others. 

7. I f ind I only f e e l happy when I am with other 
people . 

8. Generally, I tend to follow the crowd. 

9. I would pre fer to be admired by others than to be 
accepted by them. 

10. I would pre fer to work product ive ly alone than in a 
productive group. 

11. I would be h i g h l y appress ive in order to obta in 
personal success. 

12. working with friendly people i s more important than 
the type of work I do. 

13. Generally, cooperation i s better than competition. 

14. The most important q u a l i t y of a leader i s to be 
e a s y - t o - t a l k - t o . 
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15. Failure of my group on an important project is worse 
than if my self respect is damaged. 

16. As a leader, I rarely need help making decisions. 

17. Helping to complete a group task is more important 
than being recognized and accepted by the group. 

18. I would rather be known as the friendliest member of 
a group than the most productive. 

19. Having good friends is more important than being 
successful. 
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Answer Sheet 

1 . { 

2. ( 

3. { 

4 . { 

5. 1 

6. 1 

7. 1 

8. 1 

9. ( 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 1 

15. 1 

16. 1 

17. ( 

18. ( 

19. ( 

, strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

disagree] 

disagree] 

disagree] 

[strongly disagree] 

! strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

[strongly 

disagree] 

disagree] 

disagree] 

disagree] 

disagree] 

disagree! 

disagree] 

disagree! 

disagree] 

disagree 

disagree] 

disagree! 

disagree] 

disagree! 

disagree] 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

I 1 

) 1 

) 1 

\ 1 

I 1 

) 1 

) 1 

1 1 

) 1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 
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7 ( 

7 ( 
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strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 

strongly agree 
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Instructions 

On this page you will be asked to answer some 
questions about a group to which you belong. Here are 
some examples of some voluntary groups, clubs, and 
organizations: 

Religious 
Fraternities/Sororities 
Major Societies (Psi Chi, political science, 
math, English clubs, etc. . .) 

Recreational Sports 
School Athletics 
Military (ROTC, NG, etc. . .) 
Adventure clubs (hiking, scuba, skiing, etc.) 
Music (choir, theater, band, orchestra, etc.) 
Volunteer Services (YMCA, YWCA, Big Brothers 

Sisters, Red Cross, etc. . .) 

Now I want you to have in mind just one type of 
voluntary association to which you belong that is really 
the most important one to you. I want you to think about 
only that group when responding to this questionnaire. 

1. Please write down the name of the group, club, or 
organization that you have chosen in the space provided. 

2. Do you hold a formal leadership position in the 
group? 

YES/NO 

3. If yes, how was your leadership position acquired? 

Elected 
Appointed 
Naturally assumed 
Took over 

4. If you hold a leadership position how often do you 
use your power? 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

5. If you do not hold a formal leadership position, how 
often do you feel that you lead the group? 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 
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6. If you do not hold a formal leadership position, 
please rate the leader of your group on the following 
three scales: 

a. The leader behaves in such a way as to make 
him/her self really stand out from the rest of the 
group. 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

b. The leader behaves in such a way as to keep 
all the group members happy. 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

c. The leader behaves in such a way as to get 
the group's job done efficiently. 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

7. How was this leader chosen? 

Elected 
Appointed 
Naturally assumed 
Took over 

8. Was this person your choice for leader? YES/NO 

9. How many different volunteer groups do you belong to 
at the present time? 

10. Did you read all the questions carefully? YES/NO 

11. Do you feel that you understood all the questions? 

YES/NO 
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