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Group meabers tend to like other members of their

own ¢ -oup more than members of groups to which they do not belong.
This paper focuses on some of the initial determinants uf this
own-group preference and on the isolation of factors which increase
or decrease it. The rmajor Yinding appears to be that the mere
anticipation of cooperation or competition can atfect "own group
bias" (0GB). The finding that those subjects in groups anticipating
cooparation also showed a significani. OGER effect ofters further
support for the baiance theory interpretation that classification as
a member of one group along with exclusion from another is sufficient
to produce 0GB. Hovever, this study deces not lend iusight into Rabbie
apd Horwitz's (1969) failure to find 2GB as a fuunction of
classification along, and their explanation that it may be due to the
failure to provide justification for the divisior into groups reamains

plausible.
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Perhaps cne of the most well-founded generalizaticne in social psychology
is that people who are physicelly close to one another and have an opportunity
to interact tend to like ons another more than others who are physically dis-
tant and for whom interaction is rare. Such find‘ings ar3 easily generated from
a numbaz-;of theoriea,‘ su~h as the consisztancy modsls of Heider (19358) and Ncho.b
(1953) and the exohange framework of Thibaut and Keiley (1959). A similar
tendency ia found for groups. Group membars tend to like othar members of
thair own group wore than memberc of groups to which they do not belong. This
paper focuses on gome of the initial determinants of this own-group bp'refep
ence, and the isolation of facbors which increase or decrease it. We have
labaled this phenamenon "own-group biau" (OnR) and define it as "a tendoncy for
groap membsis to evaluate thair own group, other mermbers of their group, and
products of their group positively: while eveluating other groups, their msm-
Lors and products, unfavorably" (Ryen & Kahn, 1970).

Minimal Conditicns for OGB

Reseuxrch oy a rumber of investigators h.avo found the: u.2 mere act of
clusifyin" people as a mmboz of! a yroup is sufficinni %0 produce OGB (Mann,
19815y Ryen, 1970, Ryon & ¥ann, 1970: Sauple & Botto, 1969). FPor example,
Sample and Botto found *hat while interaction with own-grcup membors incrasazed
0GB, & significant 0GB effect occurred prior to interpersonzl contact with
either own-or other-gmmup members. That i3, a prxeference tor one's own gror

occurxred atdor a parson had been placed in a group, but prior to interaction
with other wembers of his group. Similariy, Ryen and XKaha found that while
OWh-gYOUp Buccess inoreated OG22 and own-group failure decreaced it, a signi-
ficeut OGB effecﬁ ocoLrred prior to hctually playing the gane and prioxr to
‘ever viswsil identification of own and other grevp nembers.

The finding that claseifiocation as a group member is sufficient to pro-
ducs OGB can be axpleined by Heider's (1958) balance theory. Asguning that
2 person avaluiates himgelf positively, and aer-wung that classification into
= particular group implies a pbsitive unit relation, then the situation can
culy be balanced if the person forms & positive sentiment rolau.c;n with tche
group {ie., likes the group). Likovin; not beirg a member of a g-oup would

- imply eithax the abrence of a unit relation or a negative unit relation, and
the utuauon would only be balanced it thc pereon evaluated that group nega-
tively or neut:uly.

Recently, however, Rabbie and uotwu.z {1259) have produced evidence incon-
sistent with the clnuinonuen hypothuis. When Dutch high school boys were
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arbitrarily formed into groups no evidence for an own-group preference was
found, but when one group was rewar lad and the other group not, the OGB ef-
fect emerged. They suggest that hoth classification and diffarential vutcome
are necessary %o produce 0(58.

One diffesence bets.zaen those studies supporting ‘he classification hypothe-
sils and the Rabbie and }lorwi.tz study is that in all but the Rabble and Horxwitz
study the implication that groups would be compating was present. 1in the Sample
and Botto studf subjects were told the task would iuvolve the formation of
strategies, while in the Ryen, and Ryen and Kahn studies subjects were told
they would be competing with the other qrbup. Rabbie and Horwitz, however,
in no way suguested even interaction with the other groups "In oxder to dimin-~
ieh any expectation that subjeci; would interact with one ansther, the experi-
menter statad that he had divided *hem i tr groups for ‘administrative reasons
only' that subjects would not work together in any way" (Rabbie and Horwitz,
1969, p.270). Thus, while subjects were distinctly identified as being either
one group or another, the abaéme of potential intexraction between groups and
the meaningleisnass cf the division (from the subject's perspective) may have
been sufficient to countsrgct the cffacts of classificatior.. One purpose of
the ﬁxasent study was to determine whether anticipation of ooupatition is
necessary for the occurrence of 0GB, Half of the subjects in the preusent atudy

' were tharafore 1nd to expect competition bctween the groups, while the other
haif of the subjects anticipated cooperavion.

In the studies cited thus far subjects had no choica as tb which group
\,  they vere in, or for that matter, had no choice whether or not to be in a
\ group. However, there is a large litaratre suggesting that a person's free-

\ Freedom of Ciwice and Group Identity

dom of chnice influano_o’l subsequent evaluations nf choice alternatives (cf.,
Brehm _&’cohan; 1962). To the extent a parson is free to choose which group
" he will be a member of, the mcre he should come to enhance any positive fea-
tures of his own group and degrade any positive features of a group of which
" he is not a member. In the present study three shoice conditions were pre-
sent: free choice, no choice, and choivs denfed. It was predicted that free
cholce would lead to yreatest 0GB, while having one’s choice denied and baing
placed in the non-chosen group would lead to least 0OGB.
It was further axpected that the more w)ll-defined the cholce alterna-
tives the moxe impact the freedon ot choioe varlable would have, Thus, if
Q the twe groups were ideantical it would »ma.ko 1ittle 4ifference vhether ons
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had free choice or no choice as to which group he was a member, but if the
two groups had dirtincf-ive characteristics then the choice becomes non-trivisl. j

MKETHOD

Subi=ote & Dea!_.ml

‘ The subjecte were 96 male undergraduate volunteers from introductory
psychology courses at lowa State Univorsity who received credit for their
participation. The study oomprised & 3 x 2 x 2 fastorial des’gn with eight

‘ S8 pexr cell, Independent variables were freedom »f choice of group member-~
ship (free choice, no choice, and choice denied), type of intergroup inter-
action. anticipated (cooperaiion or compatition), and degree of group idantity

{high or low}.

Overviuw )

As 8 arrived he was sent to a waiting room where an assistant E in-
structed him te remain quiet while comrletinyg information cards. The experi-
ment was begun vien six ££ arrived. They were divided into two triads such
that one mauber froS-group wis placed in cne of three choice conditions.
he entire triad served in one of two anticipation conditions and in one of
the two group identity conditdons. Bach § was then administered the depen~
der: moasuzre, an eievun-itzn semantic differential scale, on which he evalu-
atsd both his own and the other groﬁp.

Divieion into Groups and Identity Manipulation
From the six §s, individuals were taken one at a time and given the

choice and mnﬂ.ty manipulations. The first two B8s were allows] to choose ‘
- theix group and placed in the gronp of their choice (free choice condition);
the second two f2 were asked 0 make u selection but the choive was denied,
with the erplaration that upon checking his records E dieac 7ered that parti-
cular group was already filled (choice denied condition); the final two Ss
~ were assigned to a roou and wera given nu choice in the matter (no rhoics
vondition). Both rooms were illed at the same time, and by giving the last
twgumobi«numablabq}nmﬂmogsmqrwp.
“he dooxs to each of the two experimental rooms were either identical
and oomplotely troo: of any distinctive colors, symbols, or markings (low i
group identity condition) or distinotively labeled (high group identity oon-
dl:luon) either "Civilians” or "Retailers.” These labels were chosen after
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a list of potential labels had bsen rated hy male sttgdcntu not involved in the
present experiment. Ratings were made in terms of prefersnce and success of
groups so labeled. The labels ehoson, for this stuly were equal c¢n the success
faotor but were dAifferontially preferred.

Anticipation Manipulation
Competition:

£8 were told that the experiment dealt with game behavior in a ocompetitive
situation. 1In order to make anticipation of playing the game more involving,
it wus fashioned on the ordex of a simulated foothall came. 'ithe two triads
would be playing against each other, with the team winning the most James or
outscoring the opposition Ly twelve total po:lnti was to be declared the winner.
Cooperation: ' _ :

s wora told that tha experimert dealt with qane behavior in a cooperestive -
sitution. Again, they were informed thay would be playing a simulated foot-
ball game, ut were informed to work with the other-team (i.e., cooperate in
the same way as tha offe;xsive and dofensive squads work on the sarme teanm).
Experimental Rooms :

The two cxperimental rooms in which the tricds were housed were partitioned
into three compartments by ourtains which prevented 8s from seeing anyone eanter-
ing or leaving the room. Thus Ss did not know the identity of the other membexs
of their q:oup 88 were seatel at tables such that each had easy access to the
fake experimental apparatus, while still prcserving anonymity. Instxuctions
to both groups were given simuitanecusly by means of a micwrophone in a thi:d
room.

Dep~ndent Measurs

Following the anticipetion manigulation the OGB measuce was distributed.

g-mc:oqmctodhoraubothtmi:mmandthootmgq:oupudngtho

‘ fo_l:lowing eight-point remantic differential ucales=: fricndly-unfriondly; good-

" bad; unentlmsiastic-enthusiastic; fair-unfair; insinoere-wincere; close-diztant;
cold-warm; pleasant-unplsasant; flexible-rigid) supportive-hostile; «nd cheer-

> ful-glocmy. These bipolar adjective pairs were obtained from Osgood'. svaluative

" dimension (Oegood, Suol, & Taamenbaum, 1957). Tho eleven itexe were susmed
separately for own-group and othomnp evaluation. Sinoe identical acales
were employed in detarmining ovn-group and cthéx-group ratings, the 0GB acore
was obtainsd by subtracting the other-group score from the owi-group socrs.
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RESULTS

As a check on the unticipation munipulation, S8e ware asked at the end
of the study tc x~te to what extant their yoal had baen cooperation or com-
petition. An ANOVA on xesponses to this measure showed the manipulations to
ts effective (F = 22,88, df = 1/84, p<.001). The results chowed that anti-
cipation of cooperation with members of the other group significantly re-
diced OGB (F = 4.42, 4f = 1/84, p <.05); howevsr, evin those Ss in the anti-
cipated cooperation condition dimplayed a significant OGB effect, {t = 4.73,
at = 47, pL.001).

Although a check on the freedom of choice manipulation revealed that
the manipulation was successful (P = 35.6Z2, &f = 2/84, p £.001), no effects
were found for thim variable. The group distinctivunes:: manipulation proved
insucceastul. |

DISCUSSION

The major £inding appears to ba that the mers anticipation of coopecs~
tion or canpet..tion can affect OGB. The literature ig well-documented with
studies demonstrating how actual nompetition increases ovm-group prafaerences
(cf., Sherif, 1967) mid this stuly gives avidence that anticipation of com-
petition is sufficleat for such an increase, even in oxtrimuly weak and ill-
defined groups. The finding that those subiscts in groups anticipatiig
ooopout:l.on‘aho showed a significant (although reduced) OGB affect offers
further support €or tha balance theory intexpretition that classification
a3 a member of one group while exclusion from another group ia sufficlent to
Produce 0GB #nd provides furthexr vupport for Heider's theory. This study
does not lend insight in Rabbie and Borwits's (1969) failure to £ini OGB as
a function of mere classification. However, Rabbie and Herwitz's failure
to provide justification for tie division into groups remains a plausible
explanation. o

Wiils a literaturs is being developed dealing vith the initiating
causes and minimal conditions for OGH, it is infortunate to rote that very
little has been done in the ared-of sliminating 0GB. It is in this direo-
tlm*rut!ummmhwmmbm should be aimed. m:.ehtion
of 0GB “o the sccial problems of ethuooentrimm, gu,crhx.nauon, and pre~
julice seems to be direct and worthy of intensive investigation.
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