Basic Human Needs1

Running head: BASIC HUMAN NEEDS

Basic Human Needs
Thane S. Pittman and Kate R. Zeigler

Colby College

DRAFT

Chapter to appear in Kruglanski, A., & Higgins,(2006),Social Psychology: A

handbook of basic principleg Edition. New York: Guilford Publications

Thane S. Pittman and Kate R. Zeigler
Department of Psychology

5550 Mayflower Hill

Colby College

Waterville, ME 04901

207-859-5557

tpittman@colby.edu



Basic Human Needs2

Basic Human Needs
"It is vain to do with more what can be done witsle
attributed tdwilliam of Occam (c. 1285-1349)
"There is always an easy solution to every humablpro - neat, plausible, and wrofig
H. L. Mencken (1949), p. 443

It has been a long time since a chapter devotétetsubject of basic human
needs appeared in a major handbook in social pgygytandeed, there has never been
one (Gilbert, Fiske, & Lindzey, 1998; Higgins & Kjylanski, 1996; Lindzey, 1954;
Lindzey & Aronson, 1968; 1985; Murchison, 1935)séarch of chapter titles in the
Annual Review of Psychologyso came up empty. The discovery of these fanis gs
considerable reason to pause. But as interesing asmnotivational perspective for the
generation of hypotheses and the interpretatidindings has increased (cf. Higgins &
Kruglanski, 2000; Pittman, 1998; Pittman & Hell&887), theorists have begun to return
to the question "What are the basic human neetl#flid does seem to be an appropriate
time to assess the ways in which ideas about basian needs have been and are being
used in social-psychological theories and research.

Rather than providing a thorough literature revahall research using constructs
proposed to represent the operation of basic humaads, we instead review much more
selectively the current state of theories abouichasman needs, with a little historical
context. We have chosen six theories for compariatrof these theories have been
given extensive explication and review elsewheaveys will focus particularly on how
these theories are structured and at what levahaliysis they are designed to apply. We

will find a little agreement but perhaps considédbod for thought.
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Human Nature

What is human nature? Is there such a thing? Aghat is not the way that social
psychologists have approached this question, anmal consideration of other species
in comparison suggests that there must be suangdl human nature. We know that
dogs are different from cats in many ways, and tleéther is the same as a horse, arat, a
dolphin, or an orangutan. These mammals are végrelnt in size and shape, but we
also sense from their behavior that the differermreeng them go beyond those obvious
physical characteristics. Humans share many basitasties with all of these animals
but are also unlike any of them in many aspecthaif physical construction and, we
suspect, in their psychological processes. But whathose psychological differences,
and to what extent are they simply differenceseagrde (for example, in the extent of
information processing capability) versus quahttilifferences (perhaps, for example,
in ambition, or in the inclination and ability tomrstruct symbolic meaning)? Such
guestions are not easy to answer, but it is als@aélse that most of our work in
psychology has not been designed to address them.

To pursue this line of thinking a bit further neteless, it is easy to distinguish a
human from other animals based on physical appear&ipedal and relatively hairless
would seem to do it. "Find the human" is not a camritem on tests of intelligence. To
make such distinctions based on behavior is alge gimple. A clue such as "makes
automobiles" resolves all ambiguity as to whichcsgewe have in mind. Of course not
all humans make automobiles, but archaeologistsotioeed to expend a great deal of

energy answering the question "made by which sp@tigpon discovery of clay tablets,
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tools, or pottery shards found in digs around tleeg Anyone reading this chapter
indoors is surrounded by, sitting on, probably wegrand using things fabricated by
homo sapiendHumans make things.

When we move into the realm of psychology, mat&some more complex and
considerably less clear. In considering what, psiadically, might constitute human
nature, social psychologists have not taken uprighod of cross-species comparisons
illustrated in the musings above. In fact in psyogg more generally, instead of looking
for what is unique about human nature, psycholsdiate tried repeatedly to come up
with a few general principles that are meant tdyappross all or virtually all species,
essentially arguing that psychologically all spe@ee governed by the same fundamental
principles. This approach constitutes a scientificsound strategy, in the spirit of
Occam's Razor, as an attempt to understand cormplaxreducing it to a few simple
laws that apply to many species. Familiar exampltehis approach include the various
serious attempts by behaviorists to explain evargtin terms of basic principles of
reinforcement (Hull, 1943; Pavlov, 1927; Skinn€33&, 1981; Watson, 1930). These
ideas were tested and refined extensively with exyEnts on rats and pigeons as well as
humans, were extended into such realms as soaralihg (e.g., Miller & Dollard, 1941),
attitude formation and change (e.g., Doob, 1947, group behavior (Zajonc, 1965), and
are still echoing in the traditional halls of ecarios. Here we have also found,
repeatedly and particularly at social psycholotgyel of analysis, that as useful as such
simple constructions have been, they are not adedoighe task of fully explaining,
understanding, and predicting the behavior of husyfah Dweck, 1996; Festinger, 1957;

Henchy & Glass, 1968; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).
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If social psychologists have not pursued a coniparar a multi-species
approach, other than to show that simple crossispanalyses are not sufficient to
understand human psychology, then how have theg gbaut the task of understanding
human nature? Leaving aside the question of whiaesmhaumans distinctive or unique,
and instead focusing on trying to understand hubsdravior in its own right, one
approach (our subject) has been to specify the lsasiof things that humans need. This
is not the only way to proceed, and use of the meedept is not universally thought to
be a good idea. But as part of a motivational agpgindo human behavior (also not
embraced by all), trying to understand human nangans understanding the basic
things that humans want and need. Of course wa teawant all sorts of things - even to
need them - but can we find a fundamental and usaVaet of basic needs that
characterize human nature? What are the fundam#gimehsions of human desire, and
how might understanding those basic human neeg@suselo understand human
behavior?

What are needs, and do we need them?
"Man is a wanting animal and rarely reaches a stateomplete satisfaction except for a
short time. As one desire is satisfied, anotherspgpto take its place. When this is
satisfied, still another comes into the foregroueit, It is a characteristic of the human
being throughout his whole life that he is praclig@always desiring something."
Maslow (1970), p. 24

Motivational approaches focus on the generatipeesof human behavior, on the

forward moving, internally driven aspect of behatlmat derives in part from internal

impulses that include but also go beyond simpluggdeficits (see Higgins &
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Kruglanski, 2000; Pittman, 1998; Pittman & Hell&887 for reviews of motivational
research in social psychology). Motivational anat/do not, however, necessarily
include the use of any assumptions about fundarheeéals, nor do they necessarily
embrace the emphasis on motives as internal drilrestead of employing the concept of
need, some have argued for a focusneentivesandgoalsas the way to understand
motivation. For example, on the question of theirebf control motivation (Pittman,
1993; Pittman & D’Agostino, 1989; Weary, Gleich&rMarsh, 1993)), Bandura (1997)
has argued against thinking of an inborn or acqumeed for control as providing the
pushfrom internal motives, and instead in favor of pu#l from anticipated
environmental incentives. "Some theorists regagdsthiving for control as an expression
of an inborn drive (Deci & Ryan, 1985; White, 1959)n social cognitive theory, people
exercise control for the benefits they gain bysame of these benefits may involve
biological gratifications, but the striving for doal is not a drive in its own right"
(Bandura, 1997, p. 16). Similarly, this general &gancy X Value incentive-based
analysis, along with elaborations of the concepteatfative feedback loops (Miller,
Galanter, & Pribram, 1960), has been employed mvé&and Scheier's (1981;1998;
2000) approach to self-regulation. Research usiradsgand self-regulation of goal
pursuit also tends to be either purely or primacidgnitive in its theorizing and does not
depend on assumptions about basic needs (cf. Gz#ing Moskowitz, 1996;
Kruglanski, 1996).

The approach to motivation represented in therteg@n which we will
concentrate is one in which motives are seen aablarinternal states that, when

activated or aroused, energize and direct behaviahese modelsleprivationand
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deviation(from desired states) play a central role. Ingady work on learning and
conditioning, a common method for getting an aniprapared for a session would be to
deprive the animal of food for some specified langfttime. The practical effect of this
practice was to create in the animal a real désirood and a willingness to expend
considerable energy to get it. Hungry rats will encgliably and persistently press a bar
for food than will rats that are partially or corafgly satiated. It seemed clear, at least to
many, that rateeedfood and arenotivatedto get it when deprived.

The recognition that there are physical nutrisoish as food, water, and oxygen
that are necessary for survival was used by thsaisch as Hull (1943) to develop the
concept of drive, a motivational force that proddbke impetus toward behavior, an
impetus that would wax and wane as a function efetktent of tissue deficits. As we
have said, early attempts were made to explaiof @himal (including human) behavior
with a small set of learning and conditioning pijpkes based on these tissue deficits. But
the work of psychologists such as White (1959) fbecéance, Hunt (1965) on optimal
levels of stimulation, Berlyne (1960) and Harlov@%B) on curiosity, and Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959) on the inverse relationship betwieeentives and attitude change
began to make it clear that to understand the aaxitglof human behavior it would be
necessary to go beyond simple principles of legraimd an exclusive reliance on
building only on basic tissue deficit needs suchwasger and thirst.

How should needs be defined?
"It is characteristic of this deeper analysis thiawill always lead ultimately to certain
goals or needs behind which we cannot go; thabisgertain need-satisfactions that seem

to be ends in themselves and seem not to needidingrfjustification or demonstration.



Basic Human Needs8

These needs have the particular quality in the agerperson of not being seen directly
very often but of being more often a kind of concaerivation from the multiplicity of
specific conscious desires. In other words thea stiady of motivation must be in part
the study of the ultimate human goals or desiresemds."”

- Maslow (1970) p. 22

A source of potential confusion lies in the vagymeanings that are intended
when theorists use the temaed Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictiond963)
defines the nouneedas a lack of something required, useful, or ddsibefining a need
as something that is required leads to a set digatpns that are quite different from
those that would follow from defining a need as sthing that is useful, or desired.

Some needs are clearly required, necessary inittedut them the organism
would, in a relatively short time, cease to bealiwithout food, a human would survive
for a period of time conveniently counted in weekihout water, days. In the frigid
waters of the North Atlantic or the Artic Sea, maris know that death from hypothermia
following immersion would come in a matter of miesit Without oxygen, human life
only endures for seconds, perhaps a few minutessél'required forms of sustenance, the
antidotes for otherwise fatal tissue deficits, pied the foundation for early studies of
the phenomena of learning and conditioning (cffe€& Appley, 1964).

Sexual relations, however, although needed iséimse of being required for the
continued existence of a species and needed setiege that they are at times strongly
desired and clearly biologically-based, are noeseary for individual survival in the

same sense as are food, water, and air. Althouglakdesire can be considered in terms
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of drive, and as something fundamentally desirteid,not needed by the individual in the
same way as food and water are needed.

When social-psychological theorists talk abouidohaman needs, they are
usually not talking about tissue deficits but stlihgs as control, understanding, or self-
esteem. It is worth thinking about what this us¢éhefterrmeedactually is intended to
mean. One possibility is to consider that somedyaseds are necessary for continued
existence, but that the time scale for continuastence without satisfying those needs is
more conveniently measured in years or decadesrrttan in minutes, hours, or days.
We can take for an example the assumption that ikex need to belong (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995). A need to belong is included in a hanof the theories to be considered.
At the beginning of life, survival without the astsince of others is not possible, because
it is only with their help that an infant can oltdiasic sustenance. At such young ages,
social support is just as essential as food andnfat survival. But beyond those early
years, the data on survival rates as a functiaghe&xtent of social support (cf. Deeg,
van Zonneveld, van der Maas, Habbema, 1989) wdillithes consistent with this
definition of basic need, i.e., something thakeiguired for existence, but the time scale
for damage due to deprivation would be considerkriger than it is at the beginning of
life.

However, instead of using a definition of needamething required for
existence, most current social-psychological thesoof basic needs employ some version
of the concept athriving. For example, Deci and Ryan (2000) argue thay trabkic
needs are those that influence a person's welgbEixperiences that satisfy these basic

needs are thought of as nutriments, and insuffi@erounts of these nutriments result in
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a failure to thrive. Inadequate degrees of satigfa®f these basic needs may not lead to
premature death, but instead are revealed in theddo achieve one's potential or to
function as well as one might under more optimalditions of need fulfillment. Need
satisfaction should promote well-being and psycticial thriving (Sheldon, Elliot, Kim,
& Kasser, 2001). Those emphasizing survival-origmensiderations (e.g., Fiske, 2004;
Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & Solomon, 1997) also deamse the concepts of basic needs
or motives as something that will leave the orgarietter off and probabilistically, if
not necessarily individually, more likely to surgiand thrive if satisfied.

Baumeister & Leary (1995), in their argument fonsilering belongingness to be
a basic human need, suggested a set of critetiadbld be used to evaluate whether a
need is truly fundamental, distinguishable fromdse#hat may be derived from other
more fundamental ones. They argue thiatraamental neeshould:

(1) produce effects readily under all but advexsaditions,

(2) have affective qualities,

(3) direct cognitive processing,

(4) lead to ill effects when thwarted - e.g., pbealth or adjustment,

(5) elicit goal-oriented behavior designed tasfatit—subject to motivational

patterns such as object substitutability and satia

(6) be universal in the sense of applying tgabple,

(7) not be derivative of other motives,

(8) affect a broad variety of behaviors,

(9) have implications that go beyond immediatgchslogical functioning.
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Although adoption of this or some similar set pferia might seem sensible and
broadly compatible with how the concepts of basutives or needs are typically used in
social-psychological theories, such tests areymtally employed by theorists to
develop or evaluate a set of basic needs. Instieadnore common strategy is to pursue a
hypothetico-deductive process of hypothesis geimgraind testing given the assumed
basic need structure.

How many needs do we need?

In social and personality analyses, the notione&ds characteristic of the human
organism had an early history, as did the recagmitnat specification of internal
cognitive, emotional, and motivational processesld/d®e required for an effective
approach to understanding human psychology. Butlveinghis approach also needed to
include a specification of basic human needs wdscantinues to be a matter on which
theorists disagree. Making lists of needs begattuire a bad reputation with
McDougall's (1926) concept of instincts, an apphotiiat was soon rejected for using
circular reasoning and leading to a plethora ofileexl inborn tendencies. Murray's
(1938) list of more than 20 needs was also seandry as going down a path that would
only lead to longer and longer lists, of dubiousfuless. It may be that the baby was
thrown out with the bath, however, as the majasitgxperimentally inclined social and
personality psychologists eschewed using the cdrafdgasic needs altogether in favor
of a focus on situational constraints and individiitierences as the twin paths to
understanding.

Most of those who made specific motivational agstions, for example

Festinger's (1957) use of the consistency prin@pla source of motivation, took no
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clear position on whether these motives were aedur innate, and also tended to focus
on a single motivational dimension. This is shkétdominant approach. Investigators can
assume that something (e.g., self-esteem) is agstrmtive or need and use their
theoretical assumptions about how it works to gatieenypotheses. They can do so
without having to take a position on whether iaitindamental need or an acquired
motive, a derived motive based on some more fundtaheeed, or on what other needs
also might be fundamental. This approach leaddtat wre sometimes described as mini-
theories as opposed to theories with a more corepsie sweep.

Recently we have seen a re-emergence of interagieicifying the set of basic
needs, with an eye toward sticking to a shortlhiat would avoid the criticisms that had
been applied to the long and lengthening sets edsief earlier theorists such as
McDougall and Murray. Given the checkered pasbafllists of needs, these theories
confine their basic set to a number that can bateolon the fingers of one (human)
hand. Before proceeding to our set of compariseoribs, a brief review of Murray's
approach provides a transition to the current fles@f basic human needs that we will
compare. Considering Murray's list may offer a uspérspective on the question of how
many needs should be specified in the set of ltasitan needs.

Murray's List of Needs — A Nest of Boxes?

"...the list of drives one chooses to list dependsaeiy on the degree of specificity with
which one chooses to analyze them. The true picturet one of a great many sticks
lying side by side, but rather of a nest of boxewhich one box contains three others,
and in which each of these three contains ten strerd in which each of these ten

contains fifty others, and so on."
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- Maslow, 1970, p. 25

Murray’s (1938) list was generated empirically aedulted in a large and well-
known set of both manifest and latent needs. Skwéthese needs have been
investigated intensively, particularly the needsdchievement (Atkinson, 1958;
Atkinson & Raynor, 1978; McClelland, Clark, Roby,Akinson, 1949; McClelland,
1958), for power (McClelland & Watson, 1973; Wint&873; Fiske & Berdahl, 2006),
and for affiliation (Schachter, 1959; BaumeisteL&ary, 1995), but many of the others
have been less well-studied, if not forgotten. Whaemembered is that the list was too
long. However, another look at Murray’s (1938) gsa shows that the question of
exactly how many needs he identified can be anshiarmore than one way. Although
Murray did list 20 manifest needs, they were presgm 9 groups. These nine groups
were not named, but we have taken the liberty afgleo in Figure 1. Murray also noted
that most of these manifest needs were represbegtilir basic reaction systems, also
shown in Figure 1. In the spirit of Maslow’s nesgtinoxes metaphor, the number of
needs identified by Murray could be 20, nine, arrf(see Figure 1). Or five: Costa &
McCrae’s (1988) analysis of the Jackson (1984)dPetity Research Form suggests that
Murray’s needs as measured by the PRF can largetaptured by the Big Five set of
personality dimensions.

As we turn to the six theories chosen for compari#t is worth remembering that
the number of basic human needs is to a large edégendent on the level of
definitional generality or specificity being usegthe theorist. All of these theories
present a set of basic motives ranging in numlzen tihree to five, but it is instructive to

remember Maslow’s nesting boxes metaphor, asiidtes by the various ways of
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counting up the manifest needs identified by Murtaysome cases, we can easily
imagine reducing the set of basic needs that isqgs®ed to fewer, or expanding it to more
if we are willing to move to a more specified lee¢ldetail.
Theoretical comparisons

Six need theories will be compared: Maslow’s ()94rarchy of Needs; Core
Social Motives theory (Stevens & Fiske, 1995; Fisk@04); Terror Management Theory
(Pyszczyski, Greenberg, & Solomon, 1997); Attachinféreory (Bowlby, 1969);
Cognitive-Experiential Self-Theory (Epstein, 1992nd Self-Determination Theory
(Deci & Ryan, 1980, 2000). We will focus on two geal dimensions of these theories:
how they structure the set of basic needs, andthose needs are distributed across
levels of analysis. Although these are certainliythe only theories of basic needs we
could have chosen to compare, they are represemtaid include among them several
current theories that have led to a considerableuatof research.

Structural Assumptions in Theories of Basic Humanelds

One of the ways in which theories about basic hurmeeds differ lies in the
proposed structure of those needs. These struetssamptions vary considerably. We
have included for comparisorhgrarchical modelseveral theories that specifyaot
primary needo which other needs are related; a theory thaigees aystem of checks
and balancescross a conscious/non-conscious divatel a theory including a proposed
set of independent need$hese structural variations are illustrated iguFe 2.
Hierarchical Structure

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Need# could be said, with only a bit of exaggeration

that this is a theory that everyone knows, andmouses. Typically portrayed in
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introductory textbooks in a familiar pyramidal figy the basic structural assumption is
that some needs take precedence over others, anthdise more fundamental to
existence must be satisfied before others willde#ressed (Maslow, 1943). The theory is
often portrayed, and we have done it again in [Egyras having five levels representing
five types of needs. In fact, Maslow discussed almmore nuanced division of needs, so
that one could argue about the actual number aat®t he thought were fundamental,
as his "nesting boxes" quote at the beginning ®kidrlier section on Murray suggests.
But regardless of the number of needs that arafggmbdhe invariance of any such
hierarchy is easy to call into question. We havelarexamples of needs higher in the
hierarchy taking precedence over those said to pawaty (in the case of basic
sustenance we find people starving themselvesdthder the sake of appearance, to
save a loved one, or in service to a cause). lmdioperation, it becomes difficult to see
how in specific settings this hierarchy could eitheld up or make testable predictions,
particularly at the higher levels of the hierarchiiis may be why the theory has not
generated a great deal of empirical research.

There are other current theories that use themati a hierarchy. Steele's (1988)
Self-Affirmation Theory is an example. When threete with an inconsistency (Steele &
Liu, 1981; 1983) or a failure (Liu & Steele, 1986¢|f-affirmation theory predicts that
these concerns can be taken care of at the lewdliah discomfort was created (achieve
consistency, regain control) or at the higher Idadic need to feel good about oneself
(affirm self). Note that in this model, the mostpiontant need is the one highest in the
hierarchy. This also illustrates an advantage afentargeted and bounded theories. In

such theories predictions and explanations areduhto the particular conditions under
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which the processes specified in the model shopdatade. By not claiming to capture
every aspect of basic human needs these theonedlaadvantage of being more easily
testable, even if the overall import of the anaysion a scale less grand.

Maslow's theory has been most influential in orgational psychology and
related fields as a model of motivation, but hassitself motivated a great deal of
empirical research. The concept of self-actualimgthowever, has been influential in the
construction of other current theories, most ngtabiSelf-Determination Theory. Our
discussion of that theory will come later, but vagenhere that a hierarchical version of
Self-Determination Theory has been offered by \fahd (2000).

Root Need Structure

Another basic kind of theoretical structure is anavhich a single need is
identified as the most important one. Ttost needs either more important than the
others, is the one to which the others are clasdsted, or the one from which the others
are derived. Three different versions of root needlels are discussed.

Core Social Motives TheoryBased on a comprehensive literature review of a
wide variety of writings on basic needs and moti&tsvens and Fiske (1995) argued
that there was overall agreement on five basic sidedke (2002; 2004) continued to
develop and elaborate this set of basic needgyrersocial motives, using the
BUC(K)ET acronym as a mnemonic device for the fivatives:Belonging
Understanding, Controlling, Enhancing SelfidTrusting(leaving the K for students to
play with if they would like to imagine a sixth niat). In this systembelongingis the
root need, the essential core social motive. Therstare all said to be in service to,

facilitating, or making possible effective functing in social groups. No structural
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relation among the five motives is specified, bethave visually arranged this theory in
Figure 2 with belongingness at the center and therdour motives arranged around and
connected to it.

As implied by its name, this theory is specifigalesigned to apply to needs that
arise in social settings. "Core Social Motives déscfundamental, underlying
psychological processes that impel people’s thipkieeling, and behaving in situations
involving other people” (Fiske, 2004, p. 14). Aisasssumption of this theory is that
underlying all of the basic needs is an evolutigmaocess that has led to these
characteristics of human nature because they peswvival of the individual through
belonging in groups. Although this kind of imagineeblutionary, survival-oriented
thinking is not logically a required aspect of adty of basic needs with a root need
structure, in fact such thinking has been emplagdgtie development of all three of the
root need theories in Figure 2.

Core Social Motives theory has been used primaslgn organizing structure for
understanding a wide variety of social-psychologieaearch (Fiske, 2004). At this
writing, it had not yet been used extensively toagate and test new research questions,
and may need some further development to genesstible hypotheses.

Attachment TheoryWe should begin by making it clear that Attachtriemeory
was not put forward as a theory of basic needsedials Attachment Theory (Bowlby,
1969) was developed as a goal-corrected systeramreasf control theory (cf. Bandura,
1997, Carver & Scheier,1981, 1990, 1998, 2000havit reference to needs. In fact,
Bowlby explicitly objected to use of the need caotcélis reasons included his

apprehension about the difficulties inherent imgsvhat we would call the strong form
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of the term (i.e., required for continued survigathe organism) given that humans can
survive if not thrive even when several of the@ttaent systems remain unsatisfied. He
was also concerned that the use of the need cqomeeplhiich action is designed to create
some preordained future state, might invite in fédkacy of teleology” (Bowlby, 1969,

p. 137).

Even so, we have included attachment theory irsetiof comparisons.
Specifying an attachment system as the centrahagg principle, this theory is based
on deprivation and deviation, with self-correctoantrol systems that could easily be
thought of as need-based and motivational in chbaraeven if Bowlby preferred not to
do so. The attachment, caregiver, and affiliatiggteams could all be thought of under the
heading of belongingness or relatedness. Viewghisifashion, belongingness is seen to
be a complex set of compatible but quite diffeqmatcesses (nesting boxes). Most of the
work with adult attachment has focused on stylestiaichment (secure, anxious,
ambivalent) as they play out in adult close relatops (Ainsworth & Wittig, 1969;

Hazen & Shaver, 1994; Reis & Patrick, 1996; Rhé&l&&mpson, 2004). Attachment
Theory also includes an exploration/play systenh phavides a dimension of comparison
with Self-Determination Theory and with Terror Mgement Theory. It includes as well
a fear-wariness system that has been traditioadliyessed with motivational analyses,
and this provides a general point of contact with pleasure/pain aspect of Cognitive-
Experiential Self-Theory. The theoretical root ne&dcture of this developmental theory
also introduces a developmental change aspect tdigzussion.

Bowlby did relate attachment and closeness tatingival needs of nurturance

and security. This distinction forms the basistha survival functions underlying



Basic Human Need49

promotion (nurturance) and prevention (securitgufin Regulatory Focus Theory
(Higgins, 1997; 1998; 1999) and in the previoud-B&tcrepancy Theory (Higgins,
1987, 1989). Regulatory Focus Theory is a kindesfchdistinction model, without strong
claims about evolution but employing Bowlby's natwf survival through nurturance
and security. The emphasis in this theory is on tit@wneed-related orientations
(promotion vs. prevention) are strategically catmeit rather than on the orientations
themselves. In this way, it is like Terror Manageitigheory’s emphasis on the
defensive systems based on survival needs anggneleension of mortality rather than
the on needs themselves.

Terror Management TheoryTerror management theory (Pyszczynski,
Greenberg, & Solomon, 1997; 2000) assumesstil&ipreservations the root need or
master motive for all other needs, including thioased on tissue deficits and the derived
symbolic-defensivandself-expansiveesires. This root need, survival, is said tohge t
over-riding desired end state. But given the fdehortality, this creates an existential
crisis for humans who are perhaps uniquely awatbeif inevitable demise (Becker,
1973; Freud, 1933; Rank, 1976). "According to TNfe self-preservation instinct - the
goal of staying alive - is the superordinate goalard which all behavior is oriented. All
other motives are, in one way or another, derivechfand subservient to their "prime
directive"." (Pyszczynski et al., 1997, p. 5)

The assumption that there is a single underlyiogwa from which all others are
derived is similar to other single motive approacfeg., the hedonic assumption of
approach and avoidance of basic learning thedhessational self-interest assumption in

economic analyses; the reproductive/species surassumption of evolutionary
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analyses). However, at the social-psychologicalle¥ analysis it has the interesting
character of motivating primarily defensive behawesigned to distract from or comfort
in the presence of mortality salience. This alsdd®e considered to be a hierarchical
structure of a different kind. The root need, camebi with the knowledge of the
inevitability of death, creates a uniquely humaad deal with the knowledge of one's
own inevitable mortality, leading to two fundamédrtafensive needs.

Terror Management Theory specifies three sets dives Direct motivesnclude
the need for food, water, and temperature regulagwell as instinctive reactions such
as flinching from noise and recoiling from pain.tBloe bulk of the empirical research
inspired by TMT is focused on thlikefensive motives

Instinct for self-preservation fear of death— defensive motives:
(a) pursuit of self-esteem
(b) faith in the cultural worldview
The empirical research literature on these defensigtives is extensive, enough so to
have its owrHandbook of Experimental Existential Psychol¢@yeenberg, Koole, &
Pyszczynski, 2004).

More recently a growth component has been addé®ib, perhaps in an attempt
to address the ground covered by Self-Determinatteaory. Unlike SDT, thesself-
expansive motiveare also connected to the root need for surviMithough fear of death
apparently motivates only the symbolic defensiv&emy, self-preservation, underlies all
three systems.

"A human being with a capacity to do nothing ottian maintain an interior

homeostasis and defend against physical and p®gibal threats would have
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little chance of long-term survival in a complendachanging environment. Such
an animal must also be inclined to explore, asatsmmnew information, and
integrate that information with its existing coptien of the world, because
survival depends on the development of an adequnaterstanding of the
environment and a complex set of skills for intéi@n with that environment.
Thus it seems clear that a motive for growth axghasion of one's capacities
(e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1991; Maslow, 1943; Rank, 1/2%89; White, 1959) would
make good evolutionary sense in that it would dyaacrease the animalsi)
chances of surviving long enough to reproduce.”
(Pyszczynski et al., 1997, p. 6)
The addition of self-expansive motives to Terraridgement Theory creates
some interesting conflicts and contradictions. Agamism motivated to explore, grow,
and expand is a risk-taking organism. Existen@giar would seem to be at odds with
such an inclination. One possible solution to grizblem would be to adopt the
perspective of evolutionary theory (Buss, 1997)wirich reproductive success rather
than individual survival is considered to be thedamental driver and crucial selector in
evolutionary change. Or one might argue, with Woodiv(1958), that people wish to
survive so that they can go about their businegker than going about their business in
order to survive - and in evolutionary terms thmrisiness is to reproduce for the sake of
their species. However, this view tends to subatdinvhat is supposed to be the master
motive, self-preservation. The potential for tendi@tween the defensive and self-
expansive systems provides fertile ground for in@search in Terror Management

Theory.
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Check and Balance Structure

Cognitive-Experiential Self-TheoryCognitive-Experiential Self-Theory (CEST)
is a global theory of personality, heavily influeddoy psychodynamic thinking (Epstein,
1992; 1993; 1994, Epstein & Pacini, 1999). Epspeoposes that people process
information via two fundamentally different (althglurelated) systems. These two
systems rational andexperiential- function in the formation of schemas, and in the
more general information processing required fdiiduals to adapt to their
surroundings. Although these two systems may bebawed in the completion of a single
act, they operate according to different rules. &kgeriential system is affected
predominantly by emotions, relying on intuition dmelristic cues; it functions
automatically (without the conscious deliberatitiam@cteristic of the rational system),
organizing experiences and directing behaviorsc@yrast, the rational system is
assumed to be wholly conscious and affect-fregedrinstead by analytical thought and
socially mediated knowledge. From a psychodynaraisgective, the influence of the
experiential system on the rational system is peral that of the unconscious on
rational, waking thought. However, Epstein’s speation of the ‘preconscious’ modifies
the psychodynamic unconscious with the cognitiveomscious based on contemporary
experimental psychology.

Cognitive-Experiential Self-Theory assumes thate¢hare four fundamental
human needs: (1) to maximize pleasure and minipéie; (2) to maintain a stable,
coherent conceptual system for organizing expeeief®) to maintain relatedness to
others; and (4) to maintain a positive sense dfestbem. Different from the other

theories in our comparison set, CEST assumes fbeseeeds function in a system of
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checks-and-balances at both the rational and esqei levels, helping to keep behavior
within adaptive limits. For example, if one needuHilled at the expense of the others,
these other needs become more insistent, servimpderate the strength of the first
need. Consequently, behavior is influenced simattasly by all four needs, and tends
not to be dominated by any one need in particllae. specification of checks and
balances among needs is in essence the oppo#ite assumptions of hierarchical
theories, in which some needs take precedenceanvkemay have to be satisfied before
others. It also differs from the root need theoiethat balance among needs rather than
the precedence of a root need is assumed.

Evidence for the utility of Cognitive-Experienti@elf-Theory comes from studies
on the nature of inferences in the two systemsk@itrick & Epstein, 1992); on
inconsistencies in the literature on depressivisragPacini, Muir, & Epstein, 1998); on
the use of the theory in justice research (Kraugherman, & Olson, 2004; Lieberman,
2002); and in understanding individual differenasgevealed in thinking in the two
systems (Epstein, Pacini, Denes-Raj, & Heier, 18@@) in temperament (Teglasi &
Epstein, 1998).

The distinction between a conscious, deliberadive rational system as opposed
to a non-conscious, intuitive and emotional systeseen in a number of other
contemporary theories. For example, Metcalfe anschil (1999) have proposed a
distinction between "hot-coolknowandgo systems that determine self-control. Strack
& Deutsch (2004; 2006) proposededlective-impulsivenodel that is very similar in
overall conception to the rational-experientiatidigtion, although Strack & Deutsch's

model relies much more on associative network apsans to understand the operation
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of the impulsive system. McClleland, Koestner, &iWeerger (1989) argued for a
distinction betweeimplicit motivesandself-attributed motivegt the level of emotion
and preference, Zajonc (1980) demonstratedpifederences need no inferences
seminal paper that argued for a distinction betwadéattive and cognitive systems.
However, none of these other theories are abowgdahef fundamental needs. In that
regard, it is the articulation of four basic moswaperating among each other and across
the cognitive-experiential divide that sets CogmitEmotional Self-Theory apart from
these other approaches.
Independent List Structure

Self-Determination TheoryDeci and Ryan (1980, 1985, 1991, 2000) proposed
three basic human needsitonomycompetenceandrelatednessDeci and Ryan (2000)
have also provided a very clear elaboration of Hoey use the concepeed

"human needs specify the necessary conditiongsyehological health or well-

being and their satisfaction is hypothesized tadsociated with the most

effective functioning” and that "we assert tharthare not instances of optimal,

healthy development in which a need for autonamiatedness, or competence

was neglected, whether or not the individuals canssly valued those needs. In

short, psychological health requires satisfactiball three needs; one or two are

not enough”

(Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 229).

We have classified this theory as one with anpedéent need structure because

although it is clearly stated that all three nemdst be satisfied, the theory does not

specify any structural organization among thos@lse€here is no hierarchical structure,
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no root need that is said to be more basic or nmpypertant than the others, no system of
checks and balances. All three needs must beisdtisi optimal functioning according
to the theory, but each need has its independéent sequirements.

Over the past 30 years Self Determination TheSBT) has generated an
extensive empirical literature, more so than anghefother theories we have chosen for
this review (see for reviews, Deci, Koestner, & Ryh999; Sansone & Harackiewicz,
2000), including its owtHandbook of Self-Determination Resea(Ereci & Ryan,

2002). We have shaded the need for autonomy inr€&@iecause that is the need that
gave the theory its name, and is the one thatdwesved the earliest and most consistent
research attention. The work of deCharmes (1968)tennal and external perceived loci
of control (Rotter, 1966) was part of the origittahking about the need for autonomy.
The concept of autonomy can also be related torBse(l1966; 1993) work on Reactance
Theory with it's concept dfehavioral freedom3Nhen a perceived behavioral freedom is
eliminated or threatened with elimination, reactanwtivation increases the
attractiveness of that freedom and motivates theopeto reestablish that freedom. In this
context, Self-Determination Theory suggests thatsitt of behavioral freedoms needs to
be more (perhaps much more) than zero for the ichaliy to thrive. From another
perspective, in the current context of theorieseadf-regulation and self-control (cf.
Wegner & Wenzlaff, 1996), the need for autonomyhhige taken to mean that
individuals need to engage in autonomous self-e¢goy activities to a sufficient extent,
or well-being will suffer. From this viewpoint, $ekgulation is not only something that

humans can do, it is something that they need to do
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The need for competence, in the tradition of Whi{&959) analysis of effectance
motivation, refers to a need for effective intei@ctwith the environment, and in a
different sense to Murray's (1938) need for achieamt. In the early versions of Self-
Determination Theory, the combination of autonomgl aompetence was found to
underlie intrinsic motivation (Deci, 1975) and bognerated merged with a considerable
amount of research on the nature of competencevatioin (Boggiano & Pittman, 1992;
Elliot & Dweck, 2005). Research combining the indual difference approach to
achievement motivation (e.g., McClelland & Watsb873) with an experimental
approach to research on intrinsic and extrinsiavatibnal orientations (e.g., Pittman,
Boggiano, & Ruble, 1983) has proven to be a pdertufruitful avenue for empirical
research on the effects of intrinsic, achievemamd, competence motivation
(Harackiewicz, Sansone, & Manderlink, 1985; Haraekcz, Manderlink, & Sansone,
1992; Sansone & Harackiewicz, 2000).

The need for relatedness has not received as arapirical attention, perhaps
because it is a more recent addition to Self-Datation Theory. In the research on
intrinsic motivation, relatedness has been stutliemligh its role as a source of support
for autonomy and competence (e.g., Ryan & Grolné&86; Ryan, Stiller, & Lynch,
1994). Here there is a clear connection with Attaeht Theory, particularly with
Ainsworth & Wittig's (1969) use of the 'strangeusttion’ in research on the exploration-
play system (see Figure 2). In this work, the &itaent system provides a secure base for
exploration. The security provided by satisfaciidnhe need for relatedness is seen in
Self-Determination Theory as an important influenoethe ability of persons to engage

in the pursuit of autonomy and competence (Ryare&liardia, 2000). Relatedness has
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played a more direct role in the analysis of thecpss of internalization. The extent to
which extrinsically imposed rules and regulatiangdtural prescriptions, and shared
habits of thought and action, become integratedpantlof a person's way of satisfying
intrinsic motivation depends very much on the ratifrthe relationship between the
individual and socializing agents. Internalizatismost likely when relatedness needs
are satisfied in a way that also promotes feelofgauitonomy and competence (Grolnick
& Ryan, 1989; Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Self-Determination Theory makes clear predictiabsut the overall effects of
satisfying or failing to satisfy basic needs oniwdbal functioning. Satisfaction of the
three basic needs should promote optimal developm#rile failure to satisfy any one of
the needs should interfere with that developmemésé predictions have been tested in
studies of the relation between need satisfactmhveell-being. In addition to positive
affect, Deci and Ryan (2000) define well-being @as drganismic function in which the
person detects the presence or absence of vitadiyghological flexibility, and a deep
inner sense of wellness (Ryan & Frederick, 1997rRpeci, & Grolnick, 1995)." These
predictions have been tested with measures oflvedtlg in studies relating daily
experiences with autonomy and competence (SheRlam, & Reis, 1996), and with
autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Reis, Shekddle, Roscoe, & Ryan, 2000).

The theory can be and has been criticized forgowia optimistic about human
nature (e.g., Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & SolomofAQ20nd also for not allowing
sufficiently for the possibility of joy in the purg of extrinsic goals (e.g., Sansone,
2000).

Levels of Analysis in Theories of Basic Human Needs
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By limiting themselves to three to five basic needll of these theories are
comparable in their level of generality, in thesenf Maslow's metaphor of the nesting
boxes. But in other important ways, their compadriglis problematic. One important
dimension of difference lies in the level of anadyat which each of the proposed basic
needs is assumed to operate. Scientific disciplneglistinguished by their predominant
level of analysis. While physicists typically waakthe level of atomic and sub-atomic
particles, biologists are more likely to work a tlevel of the cell or the organism.
Psychologists take the perspective of the indiiduhile sociologists and economists
tend to develop their analyses at the level ofadapgioups. Although all six of our social-
psychological theories of basic human needs dottakeerspective of the individual,
within that perspective they still can be underdttmvary in the levels of analysis they
employ. To illustrate these kinds of differences, discuss three different levels of
analysis as they are represented across thedeesids: basic or biological-level needs,
needs operating at the level of the individual, aedds operating at the level of the
individual in social groups (see Figure 3). We grige and want to state clearly that this
rather crude classification scheme runs the riskhaps the certainty, of distortion
through over-simplification. Our purpose in usihgde broad classifications is primarily
to illustrate that social-psychological theoriesiegds are not always operating at
comparable levels of analysis.

Theoretical Comparisons within Levels of Analysis

Basic/Biological-level Processeét the level of basic or biological processes are

needs that are probably not so different in thaidimental action across a wide variety

of species. In addition to the need for food, watmperature regulation, and oxygen,



Basic Human Need29

this level of analysis includes needs involvingib@socesses such as fight or flight
mechanisms of survival, and fundamental psychoddgioocesses of learning and change
based on classical and instrumental conditionitgs & a level of analysis that is
typically assumed to be important but not commatigsen for study by social
psychologists. It is, however, represented in se\adrthe theories under consideration.

Maslow's Hierarchy starts at its base with neediseaphysiological level. These
most fundamental needs are assumed to take prexeedeer all others. In addition, the
need for safety and security can be consideredlltofo this level of analysis, at least
partially if not entirely. One of the four basiceus in Cognitive-Experiential Self-
Theory, pleasure/pain, also can be classifiedsse biological level need. In
Attachment Theory, we could think of the Fear-Wasis system as operating at this
level. In Terror Management Theory, the survivaline and its resulting need for self-
preservation also operates at this level. We tthak two of our six theories, Self-
Determination Theory and Core Social Motives, dbauuress needs at this level of
analysis (see Figure 3).

Although four of the six theories do specify neatlthis level, none of them have
focused empirically on those needs. The three thethat have generated a substantial
amount of research have not done so at this [&helt is to be expected given that these
are the theories of social and personality psydisils. However, in two of the theories
the needs at the basic/biological level of analgssgiven particular theoretical
importance. In Maslow's Hierarchy, it is the leséheed that takes precedence over all
others. In Terror Management Theory, it is the hafhe "master motive," survival.

None of the other theories give such fundamentdquence to needs at the
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basic/biological level, instead locating their mmsportant or root needs at the individual
or the social group level of analysis.

Individual-level ProcessedMore familiar in social-psychological theories in
general are processes assumed to operate at gh@lakie individual. Many traditional
motivational theories in social psychology sucltegnitive dissonance theory
(Festinger, 1957) and other consistency-based appes (cf. Abelson et al., 1968) could
be classified as individual-level analyses. Theliegpassumption here is that although
these processes are embedded in each personlsigmdib and therefore affect and are
affected by others, they are fundamental aspecdtslofidual human functioning that
would be present and important to understand avémei absence of social
considerations. Indeed, the intensive study of suohesses sometimes leads to
guestions and arguments about what it is thatamkabout such research (in other
words, is it really social psychology).

Not surprisingly, five of the six theories spedifgsic needs at this level of
analysis. In Maslow's Hierarchy, self-esteem aitidaggualization, the two needs at the
top of the hierarchy, are individual-level needsAttachment Theory, the exploration-
play system is where individuals express theiragity about the environment. In
Cognitive-Experiential Self-Theory coherent mearangl self-enhancement are
individual-level needs. Terror Management Theopiides the symbolic defenses for
managing existential terror, and the self-expansi@tem at this level of analysis. Self-
Determination Theory has two of its three basiadseautonomy and competence, at the
individual level of analysis. Only Core Social Mas theory makes no claims about

individual-level needs (see Figure 3).
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Also not surprisingly, this is the level at whictost of the empirical research
generated by three of these theories has been 8eliedDetermination Theory has
generated the most research on the needs for aayomoed competence. Terror
Management Theory has focused primarily on theatjmer of the symbolic defenses in
the face of mortality salience as they are expressself-esteem and embracing the
cultural worldview. We have placed the cultural lderew to straddle the individual and
social group levels, but primarily the researchutbbas been on how and when
individuals use their version of the cultural woikelv to manage their personal terror.
The empirical research guided by Cognitive-Expdiatiself-Theory has also been
concentrated on the needs for coherent meanindpaseélf-enhancement. It is probably
fair to characterize these three theories as pilyriadividual-level approaches, at least
in terms of how they have been tested in the rebdderature.

One common thread worth noting is that in Attachtmiéheory, Maslow's
Hierarchy, and also in Self-Determination Theopggity of attachment, belongingness,
or relatedness does or can provide the basis fiectefe satisfaction of needs at the
individual level: exploration-play in Attachment @try, self-esteem and self-
actualization in Maslow's Hierarchy, and at leastepresented in some of the research
on relatedness inspired by Self-Determination Thefor satisfaction of autonomy and
competence needs.

Social-level Processest the social level of analysis are needs thaedd on the
individual being embedded in a social environm&htey are still processes operating
within an individual, but they depend upon and@rented toward social groups. Social

comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) could be camsiito be an early example of a
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theory oriented toward this level of analysis. Tie®of social identity (e.g. Brewer,
1991; Brewer & Pickett, 1999; Tajfel & Turner, 19%@e Deaux, 1996, for a review) and
the need for shared reality (Asch, 1951, 1956; HatdHiggins, 1996; Sherif, 1935,

1936) are also examples of theorizing at this leVkeé distinction between this level of
analysis and that of the individual is that theiglogroup is required for such processes to
operate and make sense.

All six theories have at least one need or basicgss at this level. Maslow’s
Hierarchy specifies a need for belongingness imituglle of the hierarchy. Cognitive-
Experiential Self-Theory includes a need to mamtalatedness, and Self-Determination
Theory also includes a need for relatedness. Attacth Theory is primarily about the
social level of analysis, including the attachmaefiiliation, and caregiver systems. Core
Social Motives theory is all about the social lesanalysis, with all five needs related
to functioning in social groups. Of all of the thies, Terror Management Theory is least
oriented to this level of analysis. Maintainingudtaral world view requires a community
from which to learn and with which to share thisme of comfort in the face of the
knowledge of mortality, but we think that the geateim of the shared culture from the
combination of many individual personal existengiedblems and the waxing and
waning of the use of defensive terror managemehamsms with the salience of
mortality within the person still pulls the theadcae emphasis toward the individual level
of analysis (see Figure 3).

Although there seems to be a great deal of agneteab®ut what is important at
this level of analysis, only Attachment Theory aserated much actual research on

such needs; in addition to the extensive developah&rork on attachment and its
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associated systems in infancy there is a burgedn@rgture on adult attachment
processes in close relationships (Reis & PatridB61 Rholes & Simpson, 2004).
Maslow’s Hierarchy and Core Social Motives Theoayd not been used to generate
empirical research; relatedness is the least inMelysstudied need in both Self-
Determination Theory and Cognitive-ExperientialfSéieory; and Terror Management
Theory is primarily oriented to the individual |éyalthough there is a considerable
amount of research on when individuals will embragkural values. The potential
generative impact of assuming that there is a faelatedness or belongingness
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995) is not yet apparent ostof these theories.

Comparing theories with attention to differencekevel of analysis helps to
reveal, at least in part, why they are so differerthe needs that they specify, and
perhaps also why their theoretical structures ardifferent. Comparing an essentially
Social Group/Societal level theory (e.g., Core Sdgiotives) with an essentially
Individual level theory (e.g., Self-DeterminationTeerror Management Theory) is more
difficult than might otherwise be apparent in gagtause of these differences in levels of
analysis.

Theoretical Comparisons across Levels of Analysis

Briefly comparing the theories across levels d@lgsis, Figure 3 reveals that the
range of levels represented within individual theswvaries considerably. Maslow’s
Hierarchy and Cognitive-Experiential Self-Theorthoover the range from
basic/biological to social group/societal. In cast; Core Social Motives theory is
completely contained at the level of the sociaugroAttachment Theory, although not

entirely at the social level of analysis, hasdstrmotive and the systems that have been
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most heavily researched at that level. Self-Deteation Theory and Terror Management
Theory, if judged by the research they have geedratre essentially Individual level
theories.

As an example of what can be noticed by attenttirigvels of analysis, we note
that in Maslow's theory as we go up the hierarelgydon't go up the levels of analysis in
a linear fashion. Instead, we move from the bawildgical level to the social group
level, and only then to the individual level wheedf-esteem and self-actualization are at
the top of the hierarchy. Seeing belongingnesba$oundation for self-esteem and self-
actualization is consistent with Attachment Theamngl perhaps with Self-Determination
Theory, but would seem to be at odds with Terronsggement Theory. Another
concordance among Attachment Theory, Self-detertioimd heory, and Maslow's
Hierarchy can be seen at the individual level @lgsis, where exploration and play,
autonomy and competence, and self-actualizatiorapp be addressing comparable
dimensions.

Positive and Negative Psychologg8th Self-Determination Theory and Terror
Management Theory have generated a considerablerambresearch. Both are
essentially individual level of analysis modelst Bheir assumptions about the nature of
basic human needs and human nature are polar tggadsi the recently proposed
language of positive psychology (e.g., Seligmanstk€zentmihalyi, 2000) and by
implication, negative psychology (e.g., Seligma®i/3), Self-Determination Theory is
positive about human nature. On the other haradPibsitive Psychology Hall of Fame
were ever created, Terror Management Theory woelldrthikely to occupy a place of

prominence.
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“...it is part of the adaptive design of the humagamism to engage interesting
activities, to exercise capacities, to pursue eoteudness in social groups, and to
integrate intrapsychic and interpersonal expegsngto a relative unity.”
(Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 229)
“...many psychological needs are ultimately rootethie existential dilemma into
which our species was born.” “Knowledge of thewvitability of death gives rise
to the potential for paralyzing terror, which wauwhake continued goal-directed
behavior impossible.” “...this terror is managedabgual-component cultural
anxiety buffer, consisting of ... (a) an individusapersonalized version of the
cultural worldview, ...and (b) self-esteem or a seofpersonal value..."
(Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & Solomon, 1997, p. 2)
Perhaps a better to way to describe the differert@een the two theories would
be to say that Self-Determination Theory is a GloMibdel, while Terror Management
Theory is a Defensive Model. One is based on s#ifadization, the other on managing
anxiety. Both approaches have a long traditionsiychology, and both are probably
capturing important aspects of human nature. Sglfesive motives have been added to
Terror Management Theory, but they are still jisstifas survival-based, and do not have
the optimistic self-actualizing quality of Self-@emination Theory's approach. The
darker and brighter aspects of Self-Determinatibadry and Terror Management
Theory have been discussed by the principles (Ryss&i, Greenberg, & Solomon,
2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000), and further comparisams eontrasts, as well as empirical

tests, are likely.
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Basic Needs: Where do We Stand?

Although it is tempting to try to come up with THi&sic set of human needs, we
think that the theoretical differences we have age@ in structure and in levels of
analysis make any simple attempt at synthesisesfetltheories premature. One might try
thinking about, for example, the relations betwaatonomy and competence (SDT) and
understanding and control (CSM), but these the@niesperating at two different levels
of analysis. One could similarly wish to compare tieed for self-esteem (TMT) and self
enhancement (CEST), and perhaps to think they nglihe same thing. But in one
theory, self-esteem is a derivative of the coreiveotvhile in the other it is one of four
equally balanced needs maintained across a cogpakiperiential divide. Probably the
differences in theoretical structure and in lewdlanalysis will need to be addressed
before an overall integration or winnowing wouldgmessible. Even so, some
commonalities can be discerned. The most obviotisese is that five of the six theories
share, at the level of the social group, an assuraed for relatedness, belonging, or
affiliation.

Are theorists and researchers working on evalgatirintegrating these disparate
theories of basic human needs? Theoretical dismussind empirical comparisons
among several of these theories have begun to emé&tghe empirical level, there have
been comparisons or integrations of Terror Managemieory and Cognitive-
Experiential Self-Theory (Simon et al., 1997), Attement Theory and TMT (Mikulincer
& Florian, 2000), and Self-Determination Theory, Ahd TMT (Arndt, Routledge,
Greenberg, & Sheldon, 2005). CEST has been usexbioine Self-Verification Theory

and self-enhancement (Morling & Epstein, 1997; Swd®84, 1990, 1992), while an



Basic Human Need87

SDT-inspired approach to self-concordance usesaned-experiential consistency
model with features similar to CEST (Sheldon & &lli1999; Sheldon et al., 2004). And
at the theoretical level, discussions among SDTTavd, as well as several other self
theories (Crocker & Park, 2004; Leary, 2004) hagerbpublished (Pyszczynski,
Greenberg, Solomon, Arndt, & Schimel, 2004a, 200yzBn & Deci, 2004). There have
also been several investigations of cross-culewvalence for the existence of a set of
universal human needs (Grouzet et al., 2005; Shekdot, Kim, & Kasser, 2001;
Sheldon et al., 2004).

In keeping with the beginning of this chapter, st@uld ask to what extent these
theories tell us what it is that is distinctive abbuman nature. Have we learned how
humans differ from other organisms? Many of thadaseds proposed by these various
theories could easily be characteristic of othexcsgs as well. For example, basic
attachment processes may not be uniquely humamenbaps are needs related to living
in social groups, so in that sense we may not haade much progress in learning what
is distinctive about human beings. Terror Managdri@eory is based on what may be a
unique, or if not unique at least unusual abiltyuhderstand the concept of mortality,
and to deal with it through defensive symbolisnsdff-reflexive consciousness is
uniquely human (Higgins, 2005; Terrace & Metcaff@Q5), then the rational-
experiential distinction of Cognitive-Experientilf-Theory may also be uniquely
human. If self-reflexive self-regulation is uniguéluman, then the complex relations
among autonomy, competence and relatedness tlyabyian the extent to which
reasons for task engagement are external, intemjetitegrated, or internal (SDT) may

be a uniquely human issue. It is an interestingagah question to ask more generally if
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self-actualization and the desire for autonomy esmdpetence are uniquely human. The
guestion of whether the best way, or even a good teaunderstand what is uniquely
human is through understanding basic human need# ispen.

Is the specification of basic human needs a ugsfgthological approach? On
their own, several theories based on such spetititahave led to extensive programs of
empirical research, most notably Self-Determinafibeory and Terror Management
Theory. Although there is at this time considerabsagreement among the various
theories of basic human needs, this disagreemsmthals had a generative impact on
theory and research. Much work remains to be ddiflerences in theoretical structure,
levels of analysis, and the set of basic humansiedtineed to be addressed. But it

seems likely that this first Handbook reviewB#sic Human Needsill not be the last.
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Figure Captions
Figure 1. Murray's (1938) manifest needs represesenesting boxes: Twenty, nine, or
four?
Figure 2. Structural form of six theories of basionan needs. Shadowing indicates the
needs that have generated the most empirical idsear
Figure 3. Levels of analysis of six theories ofibdmiman needs. Shadowing indicates

the needs that have generated the most empirsadureh.
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MURRAY’S 20 MANI- MURRAY’S 9 CATEGORIES OF MURRAY'S 4 MANIFEST SOCIAL
FEST NEEDS MANIFEST NEEDS REACTION SYSTEMS
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