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Absgtract

The present study investigated‘the conditions that determine when inter-
group éséperation will result in increased intergroup attraction. In the
first‘phase of the study groups were led to believe that they were elthar
competing, cooperating, or having no interaction with a second'group. The
results indicated that competition led to the least intergroup attraction,

In the second phase of the study, the two groups were combined and worked
cooperatively on two tasks. They recelived feedback tﬁét their combined effort
had either succeeded or failed. Intergroué attractionyscorea were taken :after
the second phase of the study. When groups had previously competed, failure
on thé combined effort resulted in decreased intergroﬁp attraction while suc-
cess yielded increased attraction., However, for groups that had previously
cooperated, both success and fajlure on the combined effort increased inter-
mw;gfbup attraction, The results were interpreted as showing that both previous
interaction and success of combined effort are important variables in deter—

mining when intergroup cooperation will increase intergroup attrantion.




Intergroup Cooperation and Intergroup Attraction: The Effect of

. Previous Interaction and Outcome of Combined Effortl

Intergroup cooperation as a means of reducing conflict and increasing
attfaction beeween groups has been widely espoused and practiced (e.g.,
Filley, 1975). The assumption behind this method of conflict'reduction is
;hgf by working together differences between groups will be minimized and
intergroup acceptanee will be fostered (Sherif and She;%fﬁwl969). There ﬁave
been demonstrations that intergroup cooperation does increase intergroup
attraction. In a classic study, Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood and Sherif (1961)
'first created conflict between two groups‘bf children at a summer camp by
having the groups compete on a series of events. Tﬂis competition led to
antagonism and hostility.between the groups. Following this phase of the
study, the groups cooperated on a series of superordinate goal tasks} These
tasks were designed so that oma group by itself could not achieve the goals
but.if the two groups worked together ehe goals could be obtained. Ceop-
eration for these.superordinate goals resulted in increased attraction between
"the two groups.‘

While there is empirical evidence showlng that ceoperetion can increase
intergroup attraction, there are cases ﬁﬁere coopefatien elither failed to
increase intergroup attraction or actually resulted in increased antagonism
(e.g., Deutsch, 1973; Sherif & Sherif 1969; Filley, 1975). Simple coop-
eration thqs is not sufficient to increase attractiop. However, there has
lbeen'surprisingly little inves;igation of the conditions that will determine
the effect of cooperation on intergroup relations (Deutsch, 1973).

The aim of the presedt researeh was to identif;weenditione under which'
intergroup cooperatiou increases attraction and some conditions under which it

does not., One variable that seems of critical importance, but which has



iargely been ignored in prefious @eseatch, is the outcome of the cocperation.
That 1is, 15 the cooperative venture guccessful or does it result in failure?
There are numerous t@eoretical positions‘coﬁtending that successful
cooperative encounters should eqhance intergréup a&traction. According to bal-
ance theory (Heider, 1958) coéperating groups would share a common experience
(éommon positive unit relationship) and should, therefore, be ateracted to
each other. From reinforcement theory (e.g., Lott and Lott, 1968) it could
be hypcﬁheaized that groﬁps who experience a positive outcéme folldwiﬁg
cooperation would be reinforced for their joint efforts and hence become
more attracﬁéd to one another. Thus cooperation resulting in succesgsful
outcome should enhance intérgroup attraction. |
- The more interesting question, however, is how failure on thé coopera~
tive venture will effect intergroup relations. On one Hénd, failure,‘like
success, should enhance attraction. In this case, the two groups also Share
a ;ommon»experience (positiVebunit relationship), should see themselveg as
similar, and hence should become ﬁore attracted to each other (e.g., Helder,
1958; Byfne, 1971). The same p;edictibn can be derived from cognitive dis-~
gonance theory (Festinger, 1957). Individuals should come to like that
for which they have suffgred and presumably thosge with whom they have guf-
fered (e.g., Aronson & Mills, 1959). o
On the other hand, it can be predicted thaﬁ failure‘should result'in a
deterioration of intergroup relations. The negative reinforcement for work-
ing together could lead toc decreased attractionm. Also, failure should be ez~
périenced as frustratiﬁg by each group and this frustration could insite
ihtergroup aggfeasion ( Dollard, et al., 1939). , " Each
_ group may blame the other as the cause of the failure and this scapgoating

shouid result in greater intergroup discrimination and decreased intergroup

attraction. -
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Given that, theoretically,failure could lead to either increased or de~
creased intergroup attraction, it 1is important to ldentify those conditions
that lead to one result as opposed to the other. There are numerous variables
that coyld affect the result of.failure on & cooperative effort but ome im-

¥,

portant variable should be the type of interaction th;t existed between the
groups pflor to cooperation, T

Thefe have been demonstrations that the type of interaction in which
groups eftRage sets the tenor for 1ntérgroup-actraction and tends to e;ect
distincr group boundaries. Blake and Mouton (1961),.Sherif et al. (1961) and
Worchel, Lind, and Kaufman (1975) found that competition between groups
ieads ty tecreased 1£Eing bétween the groups and a strong demarcation along
the "we-they" dimensibﬁl Cooperation or inaepeﬁdent action by two groups
does not have . this centrifuging ‘effect.

Following this reasoning if the two gréups entered the cooperative ven~
ture on frieﬁdly terms with a téndency to 1ike each other, there should be 'a
degire 0 iniorporate into one group and avoid recrgating old group boundaries.
Thishfeeliné shoﬁl;“mitiga:e againat-séapégoating and thus, it could.be
predicted that failure on the cooperative effort would not lead to a deteri-
oration iu r&laticns between the two groups. They should, in a sense, see
themselv&s g2 ""all in the same poat" and as suffering together. The situa-
tion showld be different for groups who enter the cooperative endeavor with
a‘past plgtory of strong group poundaries and little attraction between
memberg Of the £wo ‘groups. In this case, the strongest tendenéy would be
not for Intergroup incorporation but for intergroup distinction. Disrup-
tions th&t otcurred during Lhe cooperatiVe.period should exacerbate the
"ye-they ' diatinction aﬂd iesd to decreased liking for the outgroup. Thus,

failure ndeX such clrcumstances should lead to decreased intergroup attraction,

o



It could thus be predicted thst the effect of intergroup cooperation on
intergroup attraction is dependent on both outcome of c¢coperation and the
nature of the past interaction between groups. Specifically, the two varia-
‘bles should interact so that success will lead to increased attraction regard-
less of previous interaction but failure should result in increased attraction
only if the previous interaction has been cooperative. The presect study
tested this prediction by varyiﬁg the cype of previous interaction between
the groups (competitive, cooperative, independent) and the outcome of rhe
later cocperative venture (success, fqilure);f

‘Methoc |
Subjects

Four hundred and nimety-four male and female undergraduate students
participated in the experiment in partiai fulfiliment of introductory psy-
chology course requiremeuts. Each experimantal session involved mix~sexed
groups of eight to twelve subjecte. Data from two sessions were omitted
from the analysis because some or all of the groué members expressed sus-
picion con-erning the true nature of the axperimenc. One male and one female
graduate student served as experimentera for the sessions and each conducted
at least four sessions in every condition.

"Procedure

When a group of ~ubjects arrived at the e'xperinental'sessioﬁ,-rﬁeyw
were ughered into the experimental room eqd seated areund‘a_large table. Sub~
jectg were told, they would participate in an'industrial simulation which

~

consisted of working on a series of business-like tasks under.barious kinds

of pressure. The subjects were told that each task must be completed within
a certain time period.  If the product of the task met specified standards
subjects would receive a monetary reward for their work;‘ They were also

\
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told to expect to complete some reports;concerning the tasks periodically
throughout the experiment,

The ekperimenter then stated that since the simulation was concerned
with the pérformance of small_gpoups; the large group would be dividgd into
two small ones. Subjects drew slips of colored paper from a Box and were
placed in two groups based on the color ¢f paper fhey drew. It was prearranged

that there would be an equal number of people inyeach group and the groups

wereléontrolled so that similar numbers of males and females would be in
each of the smzll groups.

Manipulation of Type of Groﬁp. At this point the type of interaction

between the two groups was manipulated., In Fhe cooge;g;;ve conditions,
subjects were told that cooperation between groups within an industry was
an important aspect of the work situation., Therefore, in order to simulate
this, the two groups wéuld cooperate 6n the tasks.. The experimenter ex-~
piained that the product of each group would be combined and oqu if this
combined product metlthe standard would both groups earn the monetary prize
availablg for the task, However, if it did not.meet the etandard, neither
group would.receive the rewéfd.

The aubjects'in the‘competitive condition were idforméd that they would .

p
be_competing against each other for the reward available for each task. The
-

s pa

experimenter stated that thé‘pruducts of the tﬁo groups would be compared
to each other as wéll as to a rcandard and that the‘grodp who came closest
{o meeting Ehé‘standard would be awarded the prize for the‘taek. It was

stressed that only one ‘group could win. .

In ﬁhe individualistic condition, the experiménter explained that two

grbupé had been formed simply because it was easler and faster to usevtwo,"

groups in one session. He stressed that the two groups would work inde-
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pendently and thét the outcome of ome group in no way affected or.iﬁterfefed
with the other group. He‘pointed out that it would be‘poséible for both
groupa to win the prize for the task. |

On the first task,isubjects were told they would be given the‘caée
history of.Johnny Roceo, a young boy who required psychological counseling.
The group's task was to design a treatment proéram for him. Subjects in the
cooperative condition were informed that the two programs would be combined
and analyzed by a computer. 1f this final program was as effective as a
standard program, then tﬂey were tdld that each person in both groups would
earﬁ 50¢. In the competitive condition each program would be analyzed by
the computer and the members of the group that had the most effective prdgram

would each win 50¢, In the individualistic condition, the Bﬁbjects were -

told that 1f their group‘s program met the standard level of effectiveness,
each member would receive 50¢. |

The experimenter.then explained that sincé the>solutions té this and
the remaining task in the first series would require some tiﬁé to anpalyze,
thg'resulcs would noﬁ be ade avﬁilaﬁle until‘the énd of‘the‘experiment.
In actualiﬁy, there waé no standard ndr were the subjecté ever informed of
their ougcéme on the first series of’tasksf

The.groups were then led to separéte rooms and given the material neces-
sary to completa‘tha task, After twenty miuutes had eiapsed, the aolﬁtions
were collectéd. The groups then returne& to ;he.large oute:‘room, where
instructions for the second task were giveh. The task invoived genérating,
" within a ten minute~time period, as‘many words as poasible‘from ﬁﬁé létters
of the word "industriously.” The method employed to determine who would
eérn the 50¢ brize was similar to the one described to the groups for the

first task. In the ccoperative condition, the product would be combined.

9



In the competitive condition;* the groups' products would be compared while

4n the individualistic condition, the groups would simply work separately

for their own benefit, The groupe then returned to their indivldual rooms.,

Following completion of the word task, the two groups. were brought
together and were given the first questionnaire. . The questionnaire first
askad eubjecte to indicate the three people 'whoﬁ they wouid most likef
ae friends and the three whom they would 1eaet-iike'ae friends. They were
then asked to rate how attracted they were to eeCh mewber of the two groups,
Finally, they were asked to identify leaders in theilr own group and to indi~
cate their evaluatione of the tasks. When all the subjects had completedi
the questionnaire, the experimenter stated that the groups‘would'be combined‘
and would work together as one group to produce one solution for each of the
rematning tasks, It was emphasized that if the group solution met the stan-
dard, everyome would receive the money.

Subjects~were given a'brief description of =& toothpaste product and
. asked to“write a slogan for it, Ten minutes were allotted for this tesk;
The experimenter added that due to the ease with which the remaining solu-
tions could be analyzed, the groups wduld‘khow‘immediately whether_they'had
aucceeded'on the-task. ' |

Manipulation of Outcome, Upon completion of the slogan taek‘nthe experi-

menter typed the elogan solution into the teletype and appeared to receive
a're,ly almost‘immediateiy.: It was at this point that the experimenter mani-
puiated the outcome'variable according to a specified random schedule. The
experimenter was unaware in which outcome condition the group would be until
thia poiht. In the success condition, the experimenter announced that the
'gtoup had\been successful in meeting the task requirements. He'then placed,

50¢ for each group member into 8 box, stating that he would let the group
i .
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work on‘the second task and then distribute thejmoneylto the individval mem-
berg. In the fajlure condition, he simply said that the group solublon had
not met the standard. |

| For the second task, subjects were given information about several
trucks and truck drivers and asked to allocate the trucks to the drivers
to ensure that everyone would be satisfied (adapted from Maier 1955). - After“
the group-had worked on the problem for twenty minutes, -the experimenter
typed the aoiution into the teletype and again announced the outcome of the
task. ‘All groups were given the same feedback that they had received on the -
first task in this sexics. Thus, each group was»inrorued tﬂatlthey had
either succeeded at both tasks or failed at both.

Folloging completion of all of the tasks, the experimenter again
reguegted that each member of the group complete a questionnaire., Subjects
were then thoroughly'dcbriefed.

Resgults

411 the results were first analyzed by a multivariate program fo test
for an experimenter etfect. hone appcared on any of the variables, so the
data were‘collapsed over experimenter. This resulted in a 3 (Type‘of Group)
x 2 (Ootcomejydesign, 8ince subjects were‘run'io groups, the results are
computed and aoalyzed according to the group averages.

| Subjects coﬁpleted the firetﬁquestionneire after Working on the first
two tasks. The first and second questionnaires were the same with the excep~
: ‘~tion of the cooperation manipulation check that appeared only on the first
‘questionnaire.

Manipulation check. Subjects were asked "How cooperative did you feel to-

‘ward members of the other group?" (luVery cooperative '31;Ver§“coﬁpetitive)

P T IVIORN

The means for ‘each of the: cooperative, competitive and individualistic condi- -
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conditions (4.77, 18. 95 and 11.36, respectively) indicate that the coopera-
‘ tive—competitive manipulation was successful Subjects in the cooperative

conditiona felt significnntly mre cooperative than subjects in the individual—

istic groups (F (1,44) = l7l,87, p< .002) who felt significantly more coop-

erative than subjects in the competitive conditions (F(1,44) = 242,25, p< ,001).
There were no other significant effects for this variable. |

Attraction Measures K r | -

The most direct measure of attraction asked subjects to rate each member
of the groups as to how much he was liked (1»Like very much, 3l=Dislike
very much). This question was ssked after both the conpetitive and coopera-
tive phases‘and the resnlts of these two measures slong with the difference 1

score are presented in stle 2.

- g

Insert Table 1 here .

As can be seen from the mesns‘ cooperation in the.first phase led to the
greatest outgroup sttrsction while competition resulted in the least attrac—
tion for the outgroup (main effect F(2,44) = 181.91 E.< 001). Interestingly
enough,.there‘wss’s‘main effect for Type of Group on the ingroun“ratings (F
(2,44) = 3.64, p <.05). _‘Subjects in the comggtitive groups were .more
‘attracted to members of their own group tnan were subjects in the . coogerstive
‘gronps (x(1, 44) = 7,23, 2_< 05).

Looking next st the attraction scoras following the 1ntergroup coopera-.
tive phsse, it can be seen that cooperation had essentially no. effect on‘r Qi,
the attraction for ingroup members. " The mean ratings following the second
‘phase are nearly identical to those obtsined after the first phase of the '

'study and the success—fsilure manipulat‘an had no effect on ingroup ratings.

12
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The’manipulations of the aecond phase, hdwever had a‘marked effect on
the ratings of the outgroup members, - While there were main effecta for the
Type of Group (F (2,44) = 3,21, p <.05) and Outcome" (F (1,33) = 105. 72
p <.001) uunipulations, both of these effects were qualified by the significant
interactionjggp(2,44) = 67.41, Eﬁ .001). Success on the combined effort
produced increased attraction for the outgroup regardleea of the type of
'previoua interaction that had taken place, In fact, the aucceaa completelp.
wiped out the differencea-in‘outgroup attraction that had‘eristed between -
groups in the cooperattve condition and those in the competitive condition.'

. Failure on the combined effort, however, did not have a unidirectional effect.
The failure increased the attraction for the’ outgroup in the cooperative and

individualistic conditions but led to a decreased attraction when the groups.

had previously competed., Thus, both type of previoua interaction ‘and outcome
of‘the cooperative venture interacted to determine whether intergroup
cooperation increased or decreaaed intergroup attraction.

A second measure of intergroup‘attraction was assessed by asking sub-
jecta to name the three people with whom they won}d nbst like to be friends
and the three whom thevaould least like‘todhape as friends. When the rela-
tive preference of ingroup vs. outgroup members was conpared (i;e., number

 of outgroup members named as least desired friends), the pattern of reaulta

Insert Table 2 about here

; waa:identical to those obtained on the other attraction scores, After the
first phase, there was a stronger bias against outgroup membera‘in'the cogpef
titive groups than‘infthe other groups (F (2,44) = 21.77, p;<.001). Success

on the comhined effort decreased this bias in all conditione so that there

13
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was esgentially no difference between the preferences of the previously com~
petitive and cooperative groups\(Eg 1). Failure, on the other‘hand; resulted

in a decreased bias against outgroup members only in the cooperative and

individualistic groups. But in groups who have previously competed and fail-
ed on the subsequent combined efforts there was actually a tendency for greater
.bias againat the outgroup memhers.

ATask;Ratings

Subjects were . asked to rate how difficult and enjoyable . they found the
tasks and how satisfied they were with their performance. There were no
differences on any of these ratings after the first phase., After the second
phase, subjects in the success conditions reported that the tasks were less
‘difficult, more enjoyable, and they were -more satisfied with their perfor-
mance than subjects in‘the‘lgse conditions.

The interactions that did reach significance were caused by the fact
that in the failure condition, the competitive group felt they enjoyed work-

ing on the two tasks less than subjects'in the cooperative or individualistic

conditions’(Firstheah: g;(l,éé) = 37;25, P <.00L; Second Task: F(1,44) =
26.59, p <.001) and were less satisfied with their performance on the two
. tasks (First Task: F (1,44) = 24.01, p. <.01; Second Task:v'g.(l,éd) =
6.48, 2_4.01>. There were no significant differences on these ratings for
gronp:in the success conditions,. | o
Discussion

The results obtained in the present study are relatively straightforward
Competition between groups lerls to decreased attraction between the groups.
This finding is similar to that obtained by Sherif et al, (1961) who found
open hostility and aggression between groups who c0upeted with each . other over
a number of days. The results of the present study were not as dramatic as

those of the Sherif et al. but the intensity and the qusntity of the competi-
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tion were also less in the present study.

The second effect that 1s clearly demonstrated in the present data 1s that
whether or not intergroup cooperation increases intergroup attraction is Jepen~
dent on the type of interaction that previousiy existed before the oooperation
and the outcome of the cooperation. Specifically, coOperation will increase
intergroup attraction if 1t is successful regardless of the previous interaction.
However, cooperation that results in failure will lead to decreased intergroup
attraction 1if the groups\had previously competed, If the groups had a historp
of cooperation or of individualistic activity, failure on a joint endeavor
will still increase attraction between the two groups. It is interesting to
note that the effect of the manipulations was totally on attraction for the
outgroup. Attraction for the ingroup was not affected by either the type of
previous interaction or the outcome of the combined effort.

While the results seem quite clear, the explanation for them is not so
clear. For example, the question can be asked as to why the effects were
almost completely confined to ratings of the outgroup‘rather than affecting
the ingroup ratings?’ It is possible that this was duesto a ceilding effect'u
on theﬂingroup ratings. That is, there simply wasnft reom for the ingroup
ratings to move. This is not a particularly convincing explanation given
that while the ingroup ratings were positive, there was still about 25%
of the scale open to accommodate more positive ratings. The second explana-

tion is that the attention of the group members turns to that which is

; strange (i e., the members of . the outgroup) The behavior of those "new"

members becomes closely scrutinized. Thus, any changes in attraction for

group members is reflected in the ratings of the outgroup members rather than

15
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in ratings of tﬁe ingroup members because of this attention factor. Addi-
tional research is needed to test this attention hypothesis, but it can be |
used to”explain‘some of the present data.

A second question concerns why failure had a differentiai effect on
atﬁraction while success always resulted in increased intergroup attraction?

‘Balence,‘reinforcement or simple contact are possible explanations for the

guccess results. Balence and reinforcement theories would‘suggest that groups

who share positive experiences should become more attracted to each other. 1In
addition, it may be that simple contact between the groups ?ielded the in- .
creaeed sttraction. While these theories coﬁld explain the success results,
they could not account for the data obtained in the failure conditions. An
explanation that could account for both the success and failure results would
be nbre satisfayiry. Returning to the explanation suggested earlier, it is
possible thac the early competition initiated a strong intergroup distinction

while the early cooperation did not. In the case of competition, it is

possible that the later success helped to erase this distinction, Failure, on

the other hand, could have set into metion 2 desire to blame the other group
fof the poor outcome and this would lead to an increase in the intergroup
distinction The increased discrimination between groups should be reflected
p P acreased attraction for the cut group. -In the case of success, there
would be no tendency to blame the outgroup for the failure since the previous
interacition did not create strong ingroup-outgroup linee. This explanation
would explain why success resulted in increased intergroup attraction in all

| cases and why there was a differential effect in the failure conditions.

Another alternative, along the same lines, is that subjects in the competitiﬁe

conditions came to‘view their group as having superior ability compared to the

outgroup. This perception would make the outgroup an easy target on which to

¥
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blame the failure in the combined effort. This reaéoning assumes, of coursé;
that such a sgperior~iﬁfefior Bias in perteptiéﬁ was not present in the coop~
erative or individualistic conditions since there was little need to make
intergroup éomparisons in these conditions. While this reasoning is akin te
the group distinction reasoning there is less déﬁa to support ‘this latter
line, There were no differences in the task rating§ by subjects in the vari-
ous conditions on thé enjoyatieness, satisfaction,'or difficulty dimensions.
It might be expected that 1f subjects thought their group'was very superior .
to the outgroup in the competitive condition, their ratings on the taské would
vary from subjects in the cooperative and individualistic conditicns. What-
ever :hehpérficular dynamics, the present‘stgdy demonstrated that simple

cooperation will not necegsarily increase intergroup attraction between

groups who have previously competed.

17
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Table 1

‘Means of Liking mnonmmwmon.Hnmnocu and Outgroup

INGROUP

m
Type of Previous ‘Interaction |
ocommnmﬁ»<m ooammwwnw<m. Individualistic m @
First Second First Second . First  Second ,, ‘ : L
Question- Question- Difference| Question- Question- Difference'| Questicn- Question- Difference [
naire naire : naire naire naire - naire ‘ : ‘ !
|
Success | 6.85% 6.50 .35 6.18 5.97 21 6.50 6.25 L.25 g
. . o -
Failure | 6.98 6.92 .06 6.38+ | 5.90 48 ]6.73 6.58 15 :
H 1
OUTGROUP oI
Cooperative Competitive Individualistic
First Second First . Second ‘First .- Second C .
Question~  Question- Difference! Question- Question- Difference Question- Question-  Difference
naire naire naire naire naire naire
Success | 12,22 9.41 2.81 16.52 10.29 6.23  -|12.89 9,93 2.86
Failure | 11.68 8.96 2.72 16.89 19.35 ~2.46 12.33  |10.44 1.89

AResponse to question "How much do you like the following people? (l=Like very much, 31=Dislike
very much) , , S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.
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