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For a considerable time, there has been a confiict, particularly in in- 
dustrial psychology and organization, about the question of whether 
democracy is better than autocracy. This discussion is characterized from 
the one side by a vague definition of the concepts of democracy and 
autocracy, and from the other side by a great confusion about what would 
be "better": satisfaction or performance. The vague definition of the con- 
cepts is obvious from the multiplicity of the terms used: democracy- 
autocracy, participation-nonparticipation, consideration-task structuring. 
Analysis of the literature (Veen, 1970) shows that there are two research 
traditions. 

(1) A series of investigations in the fifties about the dimensions of 
leadership converged on two independent factors: social-emotional 
leadership and goal-directed leadership (see, for instance, Bales, 1953; 
Carter, 1953; Kahn & Katz, 1960). Social-emotional leadership occupies 
itself primarily with the regulation of the mutual relationships between 
the members of a group. The goal-directed leadership is primarily di- 
rected to attune the human and technical resources in such a way to one 
another that the task is completed or the group goal is reached. In train- 
ing both dimensions can be understood as follows: the social-emotional 
leadership is directed to maintaining the mutual relationship between the 
members of a training group (the trainer included) at such a level that 
optimal functioning is possible. The goal-directed leadership consists in 
giving of exercises, indications, organization of resources, and so on. Next 
to these two dimensions Carter (1953) indicates a third dimension: in- 
dividual prominence. This indicates to what extent someone is a strong 
personality who places himself in the foreground. Mulder et al. (1967) 
have recently investigated this dimension. As this quality seems fairly 
personality-related, it is of less importance for the present research 
project. 

1 This research was supported by a grant from the Netherlands organization for 
pure scientific research (Z.W.O.) to Mauk Mulder, director of the institute, who 
gave his support and advice to the project. 

2 Now with W. B. Berenschot Company, management consultants. 
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(2) Another research tradition focused on participation in decision 
making (see for instance Coch & French, 1948; Morse & Reimer, 1956). 
Rather than focusing on what. the leadership was aimed at (social-emo- 
tional or goalLdirected), it focused on the distribution of the leadership 
over the different persons in a group, how much everyone got to say in 
the different decisions that were made. In essence it concerns a partition 
or distribution of the power in the group, what Mulder (1963) calls power 
distance. If the members of a group have equal say, the power distance is 
zero. As soon as someone has a greater say than the others (for instance, 
a trainer vs his pupils) we can say that there is a certain power distance. 

Part of the confusion in the discussion about the effects of democratic 
or autocratic leadership is due to the fact that the distribution of power 
or influence is confounded with the degree of social-emotional or goal- 
directed leadership, which can vary independently. I t  is conceivable that 
in the case of a concentration of all power in one person (very great 
power distance) a high degree of social-emotional as well as goal-di- 
reeted leadership is exercised. The greatest pitfall is given in the possible 
confusion of a high degree of social-emotional leadership (care of the 
people) and a small power distance. The fact tha% someone pays much 
attention to his people and their relationships need not mean that he 
will allow them to participate in decision making. A kindly disposed 
patriarch is the classical example of a great power distance at a high de- 
gree of social-emotional leadership. 

In the present research the only variable will be the degree to which 
someone participates in the set-up of a training session. To the extent 
someone participates more in decision making, the power distance to 
the trainer is smaller. The degree of social-emotional and goal-directed 
leadership is held constant as much as possible. As mentioned above, the 
confusion in the discussion about democracy-autocracy is not only a 
consequence of a mingling of different concepts, but also of the fact which 
is often lost sight of, that to participate or not to participate can have a 
different effect on different variables. Hence, in this research the effect 
of the difference in power distance is investigated for five dependent 
variables. 

Hypothesis I 

As the power distance decreases, the less powerful person (P) 
will gradually demonstrate more power aspiT'ation. 

This is the original hypothesis of Mulder's power distance reduction 
theory (1958, 1963). An extensive survey of the literature demonstrated 
that up to then no connection was made between power distance and 
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power aspiration with the exception of the studies by Mulder and Veen 
(Veen, 1970; Part  I). 

Hypothesis H 

As the power distance decreases, the P will gradually demon- 
strate a great sympathy for and identification with the more 
powerful other (A). 

This hypothesis was previously demonstrated by Mulder (1963) and 
Mulder et al. (1964, 1966). 

Hypothesis III  

1. As the power distaace decreases, P will gradually be more 
satisfied and will feel more attracted to his group (AtG). 

2. This effect will be manifested foremost and will be strongest 
in the satisfaction which is narrowly connected to aspects of 
the first part of the participation procedure. 

For this hypothesis, much support, is found in the literature. More 
power gives more satisfaction (tIoffman et al., 1963; Morse & Reimer, 
1956; Nealy & Fiedler, 1968; Porter & Lawler, 1965; Strodtbeck et al., 
1965; Watson, 1965; Watson & Bromberg, 1965). The second part of the 
hypothesis was formulated on the basis of contradictory results in the 
experiments by Mulder and co-workers. (See Veen, 1970, Par~ I.) 

Hypothesis IV 

As the power distance decreases, P will gradually demonstrate a 
greater improvement in performance. 

Analysis of the literature showed that the following conditions have 
to be met for this hypothesis (Veen, 1970). 

The goal directed leadership has to be fairly strong. 
The group needs sufficient time to organize itself. 
The area in which one is allowed to participate in decision mak- 
ing has to be relevant. 
The social-emotional relationships between leader and group 
ha.re to be fairly good. 

Hypothesis V 

As soon as feedback about the performance is available, P - -  
within a smaller power distaace--will have a more realistic level 
of aspiration in regard to his own performance, vim a level of 
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aspiration which approximates his improvements until ~hat 
moment. 

We assume that P will feel safer at a smaller power distance which 
enables him to evaluate his possibilities more realistically. 

METHOD 

Summary 

Subjects (Ss) were forty boys, 10-14 years old, who participated in 8 
weeks of field hockey training. The training session was held once a week 
and lasted for 1-1½ hr. The trainers were five boys, 17-18 years old. 
The research design was a randomized block design, whereby each block 
consisted of a trainer with a group of Ss. Within each block the Ss were 
randomly assigned to two conditions: Participation (P) and Non-Partici- 
pation (NP). The Ss answered questionnaires prior to the training, after 
the fourth, sixth and eighth training session. Their behavior was observed 
during each training session. 

Manipulation o] power distance. The Ss were divided into 5 blocks, 
roughly homogeneous in age and hockey experience. Each block was di- 
vided into 2 groups: Participation (P) and Non-Participation (NP). 
Bo~h groups were trained by the same trainer. Each training group con- 
sisted of 3-5 boys. The P groups had their training session on the day 
preceding the NP groups. These NP groups executed the same program 
that was scheduled by their corresponding P group. In this way the tasks 
of the groups, P and NP, were the same. Before the P group started a 
training session, the trainer and the boys conferred about 5-10 rain about 
the program. In general, it may be said that this was an u~usual pro- 
cedure for the boys. The usual procedure is for the trainer to have a 
training program planned without consultation and to execute it with 
the boys. In effect, the NP procedure mirrors the normal procedure. Such 
an artifact naturally threatens to interfere with the experimental course. 
Three steps were taken to allow a successful introduction of the par- 
tieipa~ive decision-making procedure. (Measures, which in our opinion 
are necessary in every participative decision-making program.) 

Ss received the information necessary to make decisions about the con- 
tent of the training. They were given mimeographed copies with a survey 
of the different aspects of field hockey, exercises, etc. (Veen, 1970, A.I.). 
This information was gradz~aIly disclosed and the area in which decision 
making was permitted was gradually expanded. In the first three train- 
ing sessions the Ss could decide only about the aspect of training they 
wanted (for instance, condition training, stopping, etc.). Thereafter they 
were also allowed to indicate the kinds of exercises they preferred. 
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Prior to the research the trainers received extensive instructions and 
exercises for stimulating the Ss to make proposals and handle eventnal 
conflicts. (The trainers, however, were not informed about the hypotheses. 
They were told that the aim of the study was to investigate the effects of 
different training methods.) 

Measurement of the dependent variables. Three types of measurement 
were used: (a) questionnaires, (b) observation during the training ses- 
sions, and (c) behavioral measures. 

Questionnaires. The main questionnaire, answered after the fourth and 
sixth training sessions, consisted of three parts (all measurements can be 
found in Veen, 1970, A.2.). 

Part 1: This part was aimed at the attitude and the opinion of the Ss 
in regard to the possibility of becoming an assistant to the trainer (See 
below: Behavioral measures). Use was made of questions from 60 pt. rat- 
ing scales, a semantic differential of 14 items about the assistantship, and 
an open question about its positive and negative aspects. 

Part 2: A 20-item semantic differential about the trainer. Ten items 
were aimed at assessing the appreciation for the trainer and 10 items at 
assessing his energy and activity as perceived by the Ss. 

Part 3: This part consisted of questions with 60-pt rating scales to 
cheek the manipulation of the participative decision making procedure 
and to measure the satisfaction, the power aspiration, and the aspiration 
to improve the performance. A projective measure required Ss to draw 
two points in a square (8 X 8 era.), to write a T (trainer) and a B (boy) 
next to them, and to write something that the boy said to the trainer. The 
distance between the T and B is considered to be an index of the per- 
ceived power distance. The remarks are scored for antagonism, positive 
feelings, etc. toward the trainer (inter-rater reliability: 90%; compare 
Mulder et aI., 1971). 

Observations. An observation scheme containing the following cate- 
gories was developed: 

Social-emotional: positive, negative and informal remarks 
Power-relations: suggestions, orders 
Other: neutral remarks, self-critieism, questions 
(Only verbal behavior was recorited). 

The observers recorded "closed incidents"; that is, if a person made 
four remarks with self-criticism in reference to a single incident, this was 
recorded only once. Each observer was assigned to two training groups 
from one block, one in P and one in NP (the observers were not informed 
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about the hypotheses). The reliability was determined by two methods: 
(1) an extra observer circulated among all groups. In this way three 

checks of about 25 min. were obtained for each observer. 
(2) after the fourth training session, all observers observed an extra 

group (which did not participate in the training program). Winer's r~ 
(1962, page 124) was used as an index of the inter-observer reliability. 

Both methods yielded comparable results. The reliability of the social- 
emotional categories was not acceptable (smaller than .50). The reli- 
ability of the other categories was moderate (neutral, self-criticism ± .60) 
to high (questions, orders, total number of remarks ± .90). 

Behavioral measures. (Performance and power aspiration): The per- 
formance was measured by having Ss run through an obstacle course 
(Veen, 1970). The Ss were instructed to complete the track as quickly as 
possible with as few errors as possible. The score is the time needed plus 
a number of penalty seconds for each error made. 

To be able to measure the power aspiration, Ss were given the oppor: 
tunity to become an assistant to the trainer. To qualify for this position, 
Ss had to hand in a program for a training period. The number of pro- 
grams handed in P and NP is used as the index of power aspiration (for 
a more detailed description of this measure, see below, procedure). 

Personality ~cales. One to three weeks before the training program 
started, Ss completed a number of self descriptive personality scales: ~: 

(1) The adjective checklist (ACL) by Gough and Heilbrun (1965). 
The following indices were calculated by a special method which 
corrects for the total number of adjectives which each person 
underlined: Self-confidence (Scf), Achievement (Ach), Dominance 
(Dom), Aggression (Agg), Autonomy (Aut), Nurturance (Nur)% 
Affiliation (Aft), Abasement (Aba), Deference (Def), and the total 
number of items checked (Nck). 

(2) The individual prominence scale by Shaw (1959). 
(3) The test anxiety questionnaire by Mandler and Sarason (1952). 

The short high school version was used. 
(4) The fundamental interpersonal relations orientation (FIRO) by 

Schutz (1958). Those scales were used which measure the degre6 
to which someone is willing to submit to control and to exercise 
control. 

The purpose of the scales was to investigate possible relationships with 
the dependent variables. 

Procedure. In Fig. 1 ;a  summary of the procedure is given. 
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Training 1 (T1) 

(a) The Ss completed "obstacle course" first before any explanation 
was given of the purpose of the training program and the research con- 
nected to it. The result of the Ss was used as the basis for the measure- 
merit of subsequent alterations. 

(b) After this, an explanation of the training program was given and 
the researchers and observers were introduced. 

(c) The first questionnaire is completed with a double purpose: to 
make the Ss acquainted with the rating scales and to obtain information 
for certain control variables. 

(d) Subsequently there was a training session of approximately 30 
min. with observation. 

The participation procedure is not yet introduced. However, the Ss in 
P were told that next time they would be allowed to make their own 
program. 

T2 and T3 

(a) In P each group draws up its own program with the trainer. After 
that follows a training session of approximately 1 hr in which there are 
two observation periods of 25 rain. 

(b) In NP the training session starts immediately. The program pre- 
viously drawn up by the corresponding P group is executed. 

T4 

(a) The P groups make their own program. Moreover, they are given 
the opportunity to indicate the exercises for the various training parts. 
However, no strong pressure was put on them in this respect. 

(b) Training with observation in which the NP group executes the 
program of the corresponding P group (including eventual exercises). 
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(c) After the training sessions the Ss were told that from each group 
one boy could become an assistant to the trainer in three weeks. The 
negative and positive aspects of the assistantship were clearly outlined 
(for instance, you have a greater say but. also more work to do). As 
mentioned before, this is one of the most important opportunities to 
measure power aspiration. 

(d) The Ss answered the three-part questionnaire (see above: Ques- 
tionnaires). 

(e) Finally the Ss complete the obstacle course for the second time. By 
now they know the score of their first performance. 

T5 

(a) The P groups set up their own program, indicating the training 
aspects and the exercises. 

(b) Training with observation in F and NP. 

T6 

(a) In P the Ss set up their own program. 
(b) Training with observation for P and NP. 
(c) The three-part questionnaire is answered (See T4). 
(d) After completion of the questionnaire, the Ss were told that the 

appointment of the assistant was arranged as follows: anyone who wants 
to become an assistant is to draw up at home a program for one training 
session and to hand this in. In each group the one who draws up the best 
program is going to be the assistant. 

(e) The Ss complete the obstacle course for the third time. They know 
the score of T4. 

After T6 the main part of the research is finished. T7 and T8 serve to 
prove the reality of the assistantship. After T8 a last questionnaire was 
completed with questions about the purpose of the research and suspicions 
about the existence of another condition. 

Design and analysis o] the data. As mentioned above, the design was 
a randomized block design. Each block consists of a trainer and 8-10 
boys. The boys are divided at random over the P and NP condition. Ulti- 
mately 21 boys remained in P and 19 boys in NP. The main body of the 
data (questionnaire after T-4 and T-6) is analyzed with a variance 
analysis with three factors. These are: 

Factor A--trainers and group: five levels. This factor is mainly included 
to extract the error variance connected with the effect of different trainers 
with their groups. 
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Factor B--Participation (P,bl) and Non-participation (NP,b2) 
Factor C--Time (T4,C1 ; T6,C2) 

This is "case II"  of Winer's three-factor experiments with repeated 
measurements on one factor (Winer, 1962, page 337). The design is com- 
plicated by the unequal N-cell. Therefore the unweighted means solution 
is used (Winer, page 374). In order to test the differences between cells 
after significant interaction, "simple effects" were computed (Winer, page 
174, 340). As this research was mainly concerned with the B and BC ef- 
fects, the report of the results will exclusively deal with BC tables. 

We give a fictitious example in Fig. 2. 

A. 33: Do  you like your  trainer? 

b l  b2 c 

c l  
c2 
b 

(1) 30 (4) 40 (7) 35 
(2) 40 (5) 30 (8) 35 
(3) 35 (6) 35 (9) 35 

FB 1 Fn(oi) = 6.00, p .05 
Fc 1 FB(o2) = 5.50, p .05 

FBc = 14, p . 005 FC(b~) = 6.30, p . 05 
df of all F- tes t s :  1, 30 Fc(b~) = 5.80~ p .05 

* Fb gives the value of the F-test on B (cell 3 vs 6). 

FB(ol) is the F-test of the difference between bl and b2 at level cl (cell 
1 vs 4) ; Fo(b~) is the F-test of the difference between el and d e2 on level 
b, (cell 1 vs cell 2) ; etc. 

The analysis of the observations uses a 2 X 5 analysis of variance with 
factors B (P-NP) and C (T2-T6).  

The A-factor is eliminated because the unit of analysis is a group score, 
every group being observed only by one observer. 

R E S U L T S  

Controls 

(a) To  be able to ascribe eventual effects to the conditions as such and 
~not to a comparison of the conditions among themselves by the Ss, it was 
necessary that the Ss had no suspicions about the existence of the other 
condition. After T8 the question was asked whether the group who had 
their training session on a different day had an equal influence on the 
trainer and on which day groups eventually might have a greater in- 
fl~uence. Twenty-three out of 29 answers indicate that the groups have 
an equal influence on different days. Of the 6 Ss who thought that groups 
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on some days had a greater influence, 4 indicated that this would be an NP 
group. A question about the purpose of the research did not yield an in- 
dication that Ss had suspicions about the existence of the N and NP 
conditions. From both data, it was concluded with a reasonable degree of 
probability that the Ss were not aware of the existence of the conditions. 

(b) Social-emotional and goal-directed leadership of the trainers: As 
stated in the introduction, the aim of this research was to vary only the 
power distance and to keep the social and goal-directed leadership con- 
stant in P and NP. In the training of the trainers themselves, much at- 
tention was paid to make them aware of the consequences of a certain 
behavior on the relationships with others. The trainers learned as well 
how they had to solve possible conflicts. As a control of whether this in 
fact lead to the desired equality in behavior, the trainers completed two 
7-point rating scales after each training session: (1) how friendly is the 
trainer with regard to the group, and (2) estimate the relationship be- 
tween trainer and group (good . . . .  bad). The means of these ratings 
show almost no difference between P and NP [(1) 4.96-4.64; (2) 4.96- 
4.48]. Moreover (anticipating the results) it can be said that of the many 
measurements of the sympathy for the trainer (hypothesis II) ,  almost 
none yielded a difference between N and NP. The equality of goal-di- 
rected leadership is mainly secured by the rigorous equality in the train- 
ing program of the corresponding P and NP groups. An additional check 
is available in the ten items about the task activity in the semantic dif- 
ferential about the trainer (part 2 of the questionnaire after T4 and T6). 
There is neither a significant difference between N and NP on any single 
item nor in the total score over all ten items. 

Conclusion: the measurements do not justify the supposition of any 
difference between P and NP in regard to social-emotional and goai- 
directed behavior. 

(e) Objective realization of the participation procedure in P: Two 
things had to be achieved in order to insure the success of the participa- 
tion procedure:, (1) every group had to make enough proposals to be able 
to compose a program, (2) the number of proposals per subject within a 
group should not be too different in order to give each participant the 
impression of having a real say in the program. This could be checked 
by the record which the trainers kept of the proposals. The mean num- 
ber of proposals per person in the different training groups was: al = 2.2; 
a~=2 .8 ;  a 3 : 4 . 3 ;  a~=2 .2 ;  a5=2.0. (n is respectively 4, 4, 3, 5, 5). 
Therefore the groups made 9-13 proposals during each training session 
of which 6-8 could be executed. The difference in number of proposals be- 
tween the different subjects within the group is apparent from the "fol- 
lowing data: - '-', 
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Only five out of 21 Ss in P had an average number of proposals per 
training session slightly lower than 2 (lowest 1.4). 

The average number of proposals per subject per tra.ining session was 
2.6. From these data we may conclude that the participation in the de- 
sign of the training program is successful. 

(d) In addition to the objective realization of participation, it is de- 
sirable that the difference between P and NP is perceived by the Ss (com- 
pare Lowin, 1968). Questions 9 and 10 of the 3-par~ questionnaire are 
directly aimed at this point. 

Question 9: do you have the feeling that your trainer in settlng 
up today's training program took your opinion into account? 
(very much so . . . . .  just a little). 
Question 10: how much did you contribute to today's program 
of your group? (very much . . . .  just a little). 

Both questions demonstrate a significant difference between P and NP 
(means: Question 9: P- -49 .6 ,  NP-~ 33.2, p < .001. Question 10: P = 
37.7, N P - -  19.9, p < .001). Another question (does your word carry any 
weight with the other boys in the group? very much . . . .  absolutely 
nothing) reveals that the participation procedure is felt as a way of in- 
fluencing the other boys (means: P =  29.5, NP =22.8, FB(~I)< 1 
FB(o2) = 12.54, p < .005). So the difference P-NP is only significant after 
T6. The projective measurement, requesting the boys to put a T (trainer) 
and B (boys) in a square provides a last check. The distance in mm be- 
tween T and B is an index of the perceived distance. This is significantly 
smaller in P than in NP (means: P ~ 38.9, NP---- 54.4: FB ---- 7.58, p is 
smaller than .025). All these results justify the conclusion that  the sub- 
jective experience of the Ss is in agreement with the objectSvely registered 
difference between the conditions N and I~P. 

Power aspiration. Hypothesis I stated that the Ss in P (a smaller power 
distance) will gradually demonstrate more power aspiration. Question 1 
(after T4 and T6) was: do you want to be an assistant to your trainer? 
(very much . . . .  little desire). Table 1 gives the results for this question. 

There appears to be a strong BC interaction. Initially (after T4 = C1) 
the aspiration in NP is somewhat higher than in P. The difference is 
statistically significant. (FBo0. After T6 the reverse is true. The aspira- 
tion in P is now much higher than in NP (FBc2). This change has to be 
ascribed mainly to a drop in aspiration in NP (Fcb2). These data confirm 
hypothesis I, although the higher aspiration in NP after T4 raises some 
questions. 

As mentioned above, the Ss were asked to make out and hand in pro- 
grams if they wanted to become an assistant. The number of programs 
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Q.I: Do :zou want to be an assistant to your trainer? 

bl(P) b2(NP) C 

C1 (T4) 35.1 44.3 39.5 
C2 (T6) 43.6 26.0 35.3 

B 39.4 35.2 37.4 

B: F = <1, p; B(el): F = 4.66, p < .05 
C: F = 4.60, p < .05; B(c2): F = 11.19, p < .005 
B C : F =  24.55, p < . 001 ;C(b l ) :F  = 3.99, p < .10 
df F-tests = 1, 30; C(b2): F = 25.2, p < .001 

handed  in is considered an index of power  asp i ra t ion .  T h e  n u m b e r  of 
p r o g r a m s  h a n d e d  in was d i s a p p o i n t i n g l y  low. The  d i s t r i bu t i on  over  

P (6) and  N P  (1) suppor t s  hypo thes i s  I ( F i s h e r - t e s t  P - =  .0465, one-  

s ided) .  T h r e e  o ther  quest ions,  a l though  no t  d i r ec t l y  connected  wi th  the  
ass i s t an t sh ip ,  were a imed  a t  power  a s p i r a t i o n :  ques t ion  20---would you  
l ike  to have  more  influence on y o u r  t r a i n e r ? ;  ques t ion  1 9 - - w o u l d  y o u  

l ike  to  have  a g rea te r  s a y  in y o u r  g roup? ;  ques t ion  2 1 - - w o u l d  you  l ike  
to be a c a p t a i n  of a t e a m ?  Al l  these  ques t ions  m a n i f e s t  a s igni f icant  d i f -  

ference be tween  P and  N P  t h a t  is g rea tes t  a f t e r  T6, which there fore  con- 
f irms hypo thes i s  I (See Tab l e s  2, 3 and  4).  

I n  t he  p ro j ec t ive  ques t ion  .~23,  the  boys  were a sked  to  wr i te  down a 

r e m a r k  m a d e  b y  a boy  to a t ra iner .  T h e  answers  were scored b y  a scheme 
of ca tegor ies  deve loped  in p rev ious  research  (Mulder ,  Veen et al., 1971; 
in te rseorer  ag reemen t  8 9 % ) .  The  ca t egory  "exercise  of power"  in th is  

TABLE 2 

Q.20: Would you like to have influence on your trainer? 

b 1 (P)  52 ( N P ) C  

C1(T4) 27.1 28.3 27.7 
C2 (T6) 33.7 20.5 27.4 

B 30.4 24.4 27.6 

B: F = 3.11, p < .10; B(cl): F - -  <1, p 
C: F = <1, p; B(c2): F = 8.80, p <2 .01 
B C : F =  6.19, p < .025; C ( b l ) : F  = 1.73, p 
df F-tests: 1, 30; C(b2): F = 4.86, p < .05 
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TABLE 3 

Q.19: Would you like to have influence on the boys? 

CI(T4) 
C2(T6) 

B 

bl (P)  

28.6 
28.7 

28,6 

b2(NP) 

21.9 
15.7 

18.8 

25.4 
22.5 

24. O 

B: F = 8.99, p < .01; B(cl) :  F = 2.16, p 
C: F = 1.26, p; B(e2): F = 8.13, p < .01 
BC: F = <1, p; C(bl) :  F = <1, p 
df F-tests:  1, 30; C(b2): F = 2.09, p 

scheme is relevant for hypothesis I. Although the frequencies are low the 
results are of great importance because the same phenomenon is mea- 
sured with another type of measurement. The frequencies for this cate- 
gory appear in Table 5. 

Again we find support for hypothesis I, because of the fact that 10 re- 
marks about exercise of power were made in P and 3 in NP. As was the 
case in all the other measurements, the greatest difference appears after 
T6. 

All in all we conclude that hypothesis I is strongly supported by the 
facts. However, each individual measurement can be criticized, but, as 
Webb et al. (1966, page 3) put it: "I f  a proposition can survive the on- 
slaught of a series of imperfect measures, with all their irrelevant error, 
confidence should be placed in it." I t  seems appropriate however to call 
attention to the fact that only the final effect (T6) can be predicted with 
some certainty. The preceding patterns vary considerably. 

TABLE 4 

Q.21: Would you like to be captaia of a team? 

C1(T4) 
C2(T6) 

B 

b l (P)  

37.5 
36.2 

36.9 

b2(NP) 

29.6 
21.6 

25.6 

C 

33.8 
29.3 

31.5 

B: F = 4.40, p < .05; B(el) :  F -- 2.02, p 
C: F = 5.32, p < .05; B(c2): F = 5.80, p .025 
BC: F = 1.46, p; C(bl) :  F = <1, p 
df F-tests:  1, 30; C(b2): F = 6.18, p .025 
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TABLE 5 
Q.23 Frequeucies 

"to exercise power over" 
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bl(P) b2(NP) 

c1(T4) 3 2 5 
c2(T6) 7 1 8 

10 3 13 

Identification and sympathy. Hypothesis II  predicted that in a smaller 
power distance (P) the Ss would develop a greater sympathy for and 
identification with the trainer. These variables were measured by ten 
evaluation items from the semantic differential about the trainer. A 
weighted score was computed from them. (See Veen, 1970, page 172 and 
following.) 

Question 17: do you like the trainer? 
The category "positive feelings" of the projective question ~23  (what 

remarks does the boy make to the trainer). 
The observation categories (positive, negative, and informal). 0nly 

the results for the category "positive feelings" gives some support to 
hypothesis II (P = 10 remarks; NP = 4). All other indices do not sup- 
por~ the hypothesis. Therefore we conclude that hypothesis II  is not 
confirmed. 

Satisfaction and attraction to the group (AtG). Hypothesis III  pre- 
dieted that the Ss in P would gradually show more satisfaction in con- 
tradistinction to NP. This effect would be strongest for the components of 
satisfaction most closely connected to aspects of the participation 
procedure. 

Three questions were aimed at the general satisfaction and AtG: 

question 11 How do you like attending the training session? 
question 12 How do you like the training in general? 

(Like it very much . . . . .  annoying) 
question 15 How do you like the boys in your group? 

(Can't be better . . . .  very annoying) 

These questions do not yield any difference between P and NP. 
Two questions (13, 14) were aimed at the satisfaction connected to as- 

peers of the participation procedure. Both questions indicate more saris- 
faction in P after T6 than in NP (FBc~). Therefore this part of hypothesis 
III  is confirmed (See Tables 6 and 7). 

The number of remarks in the category "antagonism" of question 23-- 
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TABLE 6 

Q.13: May the training be improved? 

CI(T4) 
02(T6) 

B 

bl(P) 

34.9 
36.8 

35.8 

b2(NP) 

36.0 
25.2 

30.6 

C 

35.4 
31.3 

33.3 

B: F = 1.47, p; B(cl):  F = <1, p 
C: F = 2.39, p; B(c2): F = 4.67, p < .05 
B C : F  = 3.45, p < .10; C ( b l ) : F  = <1, p 
df F-tests: 1, 30; C(b2): F = 5.79, p < .025 

which  m a i n l y  expresses  d i s s a t i s f ac t i on  wi th  the  con ten t  of the  t r a i n i n g - -  
suppo r t  hypo thes i s  I I I  (P = 6, N P  = 20).  Also in th is  ease the: r e su l t  is 

the  g rea tes t  a f t e r  T 6  (P  = 3, N P  = 12). 
W e  conclude  t h a t  hypo thes i s  I I I  is not. conf i rmed in r ega rd  to  the  gen- 

era l  s a t i s f ac t i on  and  A tG .  However ,  t he  hypo thes i s  is conf i rmed as fa r  

as the  aspec ts  are  concerned which  are  more  d i r ec t l y  connec ted  to the  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  p rocedure  or i ts consequences  ( p r o g r a m ) .  

TABLE 7 

Q.14: Are you satisfied with the training-program? 

e l  (T4) 
C2(T6) 

B 

bl(P) 

42.5 
43.6 

43.0 

b2(NP) 

40.2 
29.2 

34.7 

41.4 
36.7 

3 9 . 0  

B: F = 5.98, p < .025; B(cl): F = <1, p 
C: F = 3.17, p < .10; B(c2): F = 9.55, p < .005 
B C : F  = 3.78, p < .10; C ( b l ) : F  = <1, p 
df F-tests: 1, 30; C(b2): F = 6.94, p < .025 

Performances 

H y p o t h e s i s  I V  p red ic t s  t h a t  a g rea te r  p e r f o r m a n c e  i m p r o v e m e n t  wil l  
g r a d u a l l y  be shown in P.  P e r f o r m a n c e  i m p r o v e m e n t  was  m e a s u r e d  b y  
the  score difference be tween  the  resul t s  in  the  obs tac le  course a f te r  T4  
and  T6  and  the  resu l t  a f t e r  T1.  T a b l e  8 shows the  resul ts  of P and  N P .  
T h e  difference is s igni f icant  in the  p r ed i c t ed  d i rec t ion .  P ( b l )  man i f e s t s  
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TABLE 8 
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Improvement of Performance from T1 on (in see.)* 

C1 (T4) 
C2(T6) 

BI(P) 

4.95 
4.86 

4.90 

b2(NP) 

1.63 
--1.05 

.29 

C 

3.38 
2.05 

2.71 

B: F = 4.60, p < .05; B(cl): F = 2.43, p 
C: F = 3.23, p < .10; B(c2): F = 6.29, p < .025 
BC: F = 2.22, p; C(bl): F = 1, p 
df F-tests: 1, 30; C(b2):F = 5.41, p < .05 

* The figures in this table give the differences in performance between TO-T4(cl) 
and TO-T6(c2). 

a greater performance improvement  than  NP(b2) .  Again the difference 
is most  pronounced after T6 (B [e2]-effect).  

I t  is possible tha t  by an unfortunate ar t i fact  in the randomization pro- 
eedure, the Ss in P had a greater natural  abil i ty to play field hockey. I f  
this were the ease, an even greater difference between P and N P  should 
be apparent  after  one year.  To check this, Ss completed the obstacle 
course once again after  one year.  We see tha t  the results are pract ical ly 
the same in P and N P  (respectively 17.9 and 18.5 seconds). The improve-  
ment  since T6 is: P = 2.5 seconds and N P  = 5.5 seconds. I t  is obvious, 
therefore, tha t  the Ss in N P  recovered during this year  from the inferior 
performance they had clearly shown during the training program. Thus it 
seems reasonable in every respect to ascribe the differences tha t  developed 
in performance improvement  to the part icipation procedure. 

Aspirat ion Leve l  in Regard to Per]ormances 

Hypothesis  V predicts tha t  the Ss in P will have a more realistic level 
of aspiration when feedback about  the real improvement  is available. 
Question 22 was: I f  your  performance last t ime was _ _  seconds, what  
t ime do you intend to make this t ime? (__ seconds to be filled in). After 
T4 the Ss were told the result of their  performance a t  T0;  af ter  T6, the 
results of T4. Therefore they could observe their  improvement  from 
T 0 - T 4  before completing the obstacle course af ter  T6. To test  hypothesis 
V we need the absolute difference between the level of aspiration before 
T6 and the objective improvement  from T0-T4.  According to the hy-  
pothesis the difference should be smaller in P than  in NP.  The results 
confirm hypothesis V. The means for P = 3.80, for N P  = 7.05 ( F - -  
7.38, p < .025). 
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Personality Scales 

There is no systematic relationship between the personality scales and 
any of the other variables. A number of reasons may account for this. 
The most plausible seem to be: (a) the self reporting scales are on too 
high a level of verbalization for this age group; (b) the validity of the 
American scales is low for the Dutch population. 

DISCUSSION 

Internal Validity 

The first problem in any research is naturally the internal validity: to 
what degree can the effects be ascribed to the experimental variables? By 
the choice of a "real experimental design" (Campbell and Stanley, 1963, 
page 175) a number of interpretations can be excluded like history, ma- 
turation, testing, instrumentation, and mortality. Based on the checks, 
one may state with a reasonable amount of confidence that the social- 
emotional and goal-directed behavior of the trainers was equal in both 
conditions. The participation procedure was objectively and subjectively 
realized which, according to Lowin (1968), is a necessary condition for 
any research on participation. All in all, the conclusion can be drawn that 
the internal validity is high enough to ascribe the effects to the P-NP 
variable. 

RESULTS 

The most striking feature in the results is undoubtedly the declining 
trend of a number of variables in NP. A possible cause of this is found 
in the high level of expectation of the Ss in regard to the training, mani- 
fested in a number of questions that were asked in advance of the first 
training session. On an average, scores of 45 were reached on these 
questions out of a maximum possible score of 60. The questions on "satis- 
faction" (questions 11-14), which were asked after T4 and T6, show an 
interesting correlation pattern with the "expectation questions." After 
T4, in P and NP, there is a significant correlation between expectations 
about the training and the general satisfaction at that  moment (T4). 
Only in NP there appears to be correlation between the expectations and 
the satisfaction specifically connected to the participation procedure. 
This pattern was drastically altered after T6. In P the expectations cor- 
relate very highly with the specific satisfaction (.80 and .70) and to a 
lesser degree with the general satisfaction (.60). In NP there is no cor- 
relation between the initial expectations and the satisfaction. We in- 
terpret this phenomenon as follows: in P the high expectations are es- 
sentially confirmed. In 1NP, however, the expectations are confirmed 
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initially but somewhere between T4 and T6, disappointment occurs and 
the experiences at T6 are no longer related to the original expectation. 
Although this is a plausible explanation, and the only one which we are 
able to support with empirical relationships, it does not seem completely 
satisfying. It seems particularly remarkable that the results in NP, where 
traditional methods of training were used, shows a slight decline. One 
explanation is that the obstacle course measures mainly "motivation" 
and only to a lesser degree "ability," two components which appear in 
every performance and which reflect the influence of desire and ability. 
It is difficult to say whether this explanation is valid here. The dominance 
of the motivational component is in some degree acceptable because of 
the fact that many boys had a very good performance on their first trial. 

External Validity 

The ultimate value of any research is determined by the extent to 
which the results can be generalized (external validity). In judging this 
matter, we distinguish three aspects: (a) the strength of the manipulated 
variable (b) the naturalness of the situation (c) the level of abstraction 
of the manipulation. 

Ad (a) The strength of the manipulation is probably weak. The total 
participation procedure takes only 5-10 rain. per training session. 
On the other hand, the topics in which Ss participate in decision 
making are of vital importance for themselves, which is one of 
the most important conditions for participative procedures 
(French et al., 1960; Lowin, 1968). The fact that the effects be- 
come visible through all the noise of the field justifies the ex- 
pectation that the manipulation was strong enough. 

Ad (b) A problem in almost any research in the social sciences is the 
fact that the research changes something in the situation under 
investigation. There is the danger that the Ss start behaving 
differently. A number of factors ensures that this is unlikely 
in this situation: 
(1) Playing field hockey is much more important for these Ss 
than the research. It was striking for instance, that nobody 
talked about the research in the dressing room and immediately 
after the training. The coming game and the team formation were 
much "hotter" topics of conversation. 
(2) The longitudinal character of the research allows the Ss to 
get accustomed to the research and the researchers. 
(3) The Ss were at an early age which entails a certain naivete. 
This is the last factor which contributes to the fact that the Ss 
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remain themselves. (Compare Weick, 1968, pages 372 and fol- 
lowing.) On the other hand, it remains a disadvantage tha t  ob- 
trusive questionnaires had to be used. 

Ad (e) The level of abstraction of the manipulated variable and of the 
situation is very  low. A series of concrete factors make up the 
background of this investigation: the situation has a spare-time 
character and the Ss come voluntari ly and for their own pleasure. 
The age is very  young: 10-14 years old. The distance between 
boys and trainer is relatively small. This means that  the results 
can, in principle, be generalized only to situations with equal 
characteristics. Only if the results of this research can be corre- 
fated with the results of other studies will it  be possible to say 
more about the general val idi ty of the results. This, however, is 
outside the scope of this article. An indication is given in the 
li terature cited in drawing up the hypotheses. The conclusion 
which we draw from A, B and C is: the results can be ascribed 
with confidence to the experimental variable ( P - N P ) .  Moreover, 
it  seems probable tha t  the Ss behaved naturally. Generalization, 
however, is possible only to comparable situations. 
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