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"The research activities of g group of European and American social psycholo-
gists are reported. Within the general area of the origins and resolution of
social conflict, specific investigations are summarized for the following
topics: (1) the acquisition of information in g camflict relatiouship; (2) the

importance of the stakes, asymmetrical dependence, and
4) the efrect of within-group conflict upon intergroup conflict, (5) methods of
influence between the majority within a group and g disaffected subgroup, (6)

dence relationships involving both cooperative and competitive components, (8)
reactions to prior help received from another person, and (9) factors affecting
the perceived magnitude of conflict, Unanticipated results rertaining to
individusl differences in conceptions of and orientations to conflict inter-
actions are also Summarized. The meetings of this group of scientists gre
reported together with their self-evaluation and recommendations for similar
transnational working groups.

~

1. PURPOSES AND BACKGROUND OF THE WORKING GROUP

In the last fifteen years an important area of investigation in social
bsychology has become the dynamics of conflict. Both theoretical analysis and
experimental research have been conducted on the Processes involved in
negotiation, bargaining, coalition formation, the resolution of cognitive
differences, and intergroup conflict. In this work, social pPsychologists have
drawn upon the knowledge of other disciplines such as political science and
sociology and have attempted to supplement the body of knowledge about conflict
Processes with the empirical evidence they are able to derive from their

field. There are Several reasons why such contact and collaboration appear to
be particularly important in the study of conflict:

(1) Theoretical diversity. The theoretical approaches to the analysis of
conflict are sufficiently different between European and American bsychologists
as to make the exchange of ideas between them potentially very fruitful.

(2) Comparative experimental studies, Research collaboration between
Americans and Europeans provides an opportunity for identifying and understanding
possible national or cultural differences in conflict processes,

(3) The relevance of experimental studies to natural conflict Phenomena .
The transnational contacts were thought tc promote attention to particular
tatural conflicts such as those involved in ceross-cultural and international
relations,



Provided with the stroug rationale for transnational contact and
collaboration that these reasons afford, & proposal for a working group vwas
developed in the winter of 1965 and the group of thirteen interested

jndividaale «es foroed,

ALL thirtocn are puychologhists whic Were slrealy

engaged in experimental research on some aspect of conflict or who hed
{udicated strong interest in such research, and expressed an interest in
transnational collaborative research and discussions on problems of conflict,
The thirteen mempers of the Working Group are as follows:

1. Morton Deutsch
z, theute Fasehoux

3. Claude Flament

4, Harold Kelley

5. John Lanzetts

6. Serge Moscovici
7. Mauk Mulder

8. Jozef Nuttin, Jr.
9. Dean Pruitt

10. Jaap Rebbie

11. Gerald Shure

12. Henri Tajfel

13, John Thibaut

Teachers College, Columbia yniversity,
New York, New York

tratitut Buropeen 4'Administration des
Affaires, Montrouge (seine), France

Laboratoive de Psychologie Sociale,
Faculte des Lettres et Sclences
Humaines d'Alx, Adix-en-Provence, France

University of california, los Angeles
Ccalifornia

partmouth College, Hanover, New Hampshire

Laboratoire de Psychologie Sociale, Malson
des Sciences de 1'homme, Paris, France
Institute for Social Psychology, Universlty
of Utrecht, ytrecht, The Netherlands

Universiteit te {euven, Leuvea, Belgium

State University of New York at Buffalo,
puffalo, New York

Institute for Social Psychology, University
of Utrecht, Utrecht, The Netherlands

University of Celifornia, Los Angeles,
Californis

University of Bristol, Bristol, England

University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill,
North Carolina

The initiel activities of the Working Group were supported primerily by
the Group Psychology Branch, Office of Naval Research, and secondarily by
Systems Development Corporation, senta Monice, The University of California,

Los Angeles and the Lincoln Filene Endowment at Dartmouth College.

Three

conferences were held: Dartmouth College, August 2B-September 1, 1965; Nice,

January 2-7, 1966; and Santa Monice, November 12-23, 1

At these working

sessions, the members of the Group first were apprised of each other's

interests relating to conflict dynamics.
abuns cf time wWEE Javoted O rosesrol sumArias of individual work relevant
terest.

to the field of common in
Jevoted Lo srecreriosl diseunsiong and sumll grovg

fevels, geueral SESLOGS

sessgions devoted to planning joint research.

At each conference, & certaln
Then, the work npoved to two different

Three projects were begun,

though not completed, during these first thirteen months' activities of the

Working Group.

At the Dartmouth meeting were planned studies on information
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acquisition under conflict and on orders of presentation of "contract packages"

in the course of negotiation. At Nice, a large general bargaining experiment
was planned, Data were gathered for each of these topics and initial analyses
were made of the results. Support for the Working Group was sought and
received from the Advanced Research Projects Agency in tle fall of 1967. Under
this support, the three initial projects were completed and others to be
described below were also planned and carried out.

In the sections of this report that follow, the accomplishments of the
Working Group made under the ARPA grant are summarized. It must be emphasized
that the grant support had an effect upon the activities of the members of the
Working Group at a variety of different levels. The grant, of course, made
possible a number of investigations that would not otherwise have been con-
ducted. Additionally, through its provision for meetings of the members of
the Working Group, the grant contributed iu many direct and indirect ways to
the directions that their individual vork has taken. Thus, in what follows,
we will identify projects that have been directly supported by the grant,
joint projects that are direct outgrowths of the Working Group's activities
but were not supported by the grant, and individual projects that gained much
of their direction from the Working Group's discussions.

II. THE WORKING CONFERENCES

A brief resume for each of the general meetings of the entire Working
Group is given below.

1. Sorrento, September 7-12, 1967. The topics of the general discussions
were first, methodology of research on conflict. The discussion centered on
the problem of interpreting differences between samples studied in different
laboratories and obtained from different populations, the detection and
elimination of spurious differences, the theoretical basis of hypotheses about
cross-cultural differences in bargaining behavior, and the relative merits of
studyigg"particular kinds of conflict vs. attempting to study "conflict in
general.

A major portion of the discussion centered on ¢onflict limiting norms.
Proceeding from a theoretical paper on the topic prepared by Dean Pruitt
especially for the meeting, the discussion concerned behavioral vs.
subjective definition of norms, the relation between norms and views of
reglity, the role of norms in the resolution of conflict (as in Thibaut and
Faucheux's work, 1965, and the Working Group's "international" bargaining
study), and the special difficulties of resolving conflicts which involve a
clash uLetween different 'world views."

A third topic concerned leadership in social change. The problem has to
dowith conflict between a leader (or minority) and the majority of a group.
The discussion centered on variables affecting the ultimate acceptance of the
minority view by the entire group, an important such variable appearing to be
the consistency of the minority. (This problem of the consistent minority
has figured prominently in Serge Moscovici's subsequent research and writings
and is the topic of consideration of an NSF supported seminar held at
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Dartmouth in August, 1971. This is one of many examples where discussions within
the Working Group have stimulated an individual's further activities on a given
topic.)

A fourth topic was minority group conflict, tonsisting of an analysis of
conflict between subgroups within a larger group. The specific items here
concerned the encouragement of conflict by subgrowp s in order to improve their
internal organization and strength, the conditions under which a majority or
more powerful group yields up some of its power to a weaker minority, and
conditions affecting the amount of open conflict surrounding this redistribution
of power.

Closely related to the preceding topic was that of intergroup relations and
group structure. This concerned the effect of intergroup conflict upon internal
group cohesiveness, the differential effect of such conflict upon high vs. low
status members, the effect of conflict-induced perceptions of similarity and
interdependence upon internal cohesiveness, and multiple membership and inter-
group contacts as they relate to the loyalty felt toward one's primary groups
and nation.

2. Timber Cove, September 3-7, 1968. During the meeting at Timber Cove
Lodge, Fort Ross, California, discussions centercd on research projects underway
and additionally, there were further discussions of (a) the methodology of
cross-national research, (b) development of a different procedure for the
experimental study of the effect of intergroup relations upon intergroup
attitudes and behavior, and (c) a lengthy theoretical analysis of the relation-
ship between ingroups and outgroups. At this point the Group was examining a
pilot study on ingroup-outgroup relations and this afforded the basis for both
the discussion of specific experimental procedures and for the general
theoretical discussion. The latter constituted an attempt to outline the
various ways in which relationships among subgroups within a given system
affect the interaction between that system and other competing outgroups.

A highlight of the Timber Cove meeting was a presentation by Thomas C.
Schelling entitled "Ingredients for an Ec. >gical Segregation Theory." This
was a thoughtful examination of the consequences of variations in individual
preferences for the resulting pattern of segregation within a population. The
discussion of this paper afforded another theoretical perspective on the
problem of intergroup conflict.

3. Cumberland Lodge, July 18-24, 1969. This meeting at Cumberland Lodge
in the Royal Park, Windsor, England, was divided about equally between
discussions of specific ongoing studies, general discussions of theory and
methods, and reports of individual members' research on conflict. One highlight
of the meeting was John Thibaut's description cf his new experimental research
testing an hypothesis about the conditions under which the disadvantaged
members of a group will revolt and take action against the dominant members.
(This work has recently been published by Ross, Thibaut and Evenbeck, 1971.)

There was also a lively discussion of "the triangle hypothesis" recently
proposed by Kelley and Stahelski (1970). Put briefly, this hypothesis is that



cooperative individuals, as compared with competitive ones, have different
beliefs about what other people are like with respect to cooperativeness and
competitiveness. Cooperators believe that other persons are heterogeneous in
this respect whereas competitors believe other persons are uniformly competitive.
Kelley and Stahelski's evidence suggests that these different beliefs, of obvious
importance in the way people approach conflict situations, evolve out of the
different experiences that cooperative and competitive persons have in so-called
"mixed-motive" relationships, that is, relationships such as the laboratory
Prisoner's Dilemma Game which are ambiguous with respect to the desirability cf
cooperativeness vs. competitiveness. As noted below, an important part of the
data bearing on the hypothesis had been derived from the "international"
bargaining study conducted by the Working Group. The discussion covered
alternative explanations for the results and consideration of the limiting
conditions under which the hypothesis would be expected to apply. As a conse-
quence of this discussion, further investigations of the triangle hypothesis
have been carried out by Claude Flament in his laboratory at Aix-en-Provence as
well as by Erika Apfelbaum, Laboratorie de Psychologie Sociale, CNR, in Paris.
(This is an instance in which the Working Group's discussions had a direct
influence upon the research of one of the members or of another social
psychologist.)

Finally, at this meeting, a lengthy discussion was devoted to the theory
and methodology of the experimental study of conflict, led by Moscovici and
Shure. There was also a very interesting theoretical exchange between Tajfel
and Deutsch regarding the possible theoretical interpretations to be made of
their investigations of the minimal conditions under which ingroup preferences
develop.

L. Cuernavaca, October 21-28, 1970. In addition to reports of individual
research and consideration of work completed by the Transnaticnal Working Group,
there were three important topics at this last meeting. First, there was a
consideration of chapters from Morton Deutsch's forthcoming book entitled "The
Resolution of Conflict." This work, which reports Professor Deutsch's research
in the conflict area and reflects his theoretical analysis of the field,
renres2nts one of the major integrative summaries of the conflict dynamics
fi+~id. Brief critiques were made by Kelley, Lanzetta, and Tajfel of the
chapters then available. The ensuing discussion served to bring out clearly
the different approaches to theory, and to the relation between the empirical
work and theory development, characteris.ic of various members in the
Transnational Group.

Second, there was a discussion of the experimental approach to the study
of conflict processes, the question being raised as to how fully understood
are the social psychological properties of the experimental situation as they
relate to the operationalization of the concepts underlying the research.
Shure proposed a procedure for defining the subjective environment of the
conflict interaction. He emphasized that systematic assessments are necessary
to provide a parameter context for each experiment and thereby, to enable cross-
study comparisons.



A report by Flarent and Tajfel on a recent conference sponsored by the
European Association of Experimental Social Psychology concerned the unique
approach to the study of social phenomena characteristic of "radical" social
scientists as they contrast themselves to the more traditional practices in
social science., Because these contrasts also partially characterize the
difference between the European and United States approaches to social
research, the discursion served once again to remind us of the importance of
active and close collaboration between scientists from different cultural and
intellectual traditions. As some members had observed early in the discussions
of the Working Group, for reasons that mcy be partially traced to the history
and social organization of the United States, social scientists there tend to
emphasize resolution and reduction in their studies of conflict. In contrast,
the European social scientists, with a background of social organization and
problems more characteristic of European nations, have tended to think more in
terms of the generation and encouragement of productive conflict. The parallel
here to the more recent schisms between the radical and traditional social
scientists are rather marked, the former emphasizing the effect on the
investigator's work of his implicit assumptions about social processes and
suggesting that the topics he investigates are biased by his basic beliefs in
the desirability of equilibrium and stability and his optimistic assumptions
about inevitable social progress.

Finally, several important sessions of the last meeting were devoted to
an evaluation of the Transnational Working Group. The report of a special
Evaluation Committee, as given by Morton Deutsch, was roughly as follows:

"Several points stand out in the past of our group. 1) It is
a heterogeneous group in interests and background. 2) Many of the
values realized from meetings came from getting to know one another
as individuals and in sub-groups. This was probably our most
successful approach. 3) The major area of discontent and inadequate
function was as a total group. The reasons for this appeared to be
heterogeneity and that the group really didn't develop clear
organizational structures responsible for keeping the total group
functioning well together. We prcoably prematurely focussed on
certain collective endeavors because of felt pressure for visible
products.

"Advice for future similar groups would include the following
points: 1) Such a group should not form its.lf with the objective of
developing definite products but these should emerge. Active
efforts should be made to resist the temptation to form premature
product goals. 2) The first order of business is to get to know one
another and one another's interests (this was satisfactorily done
at the Dartmouth meeting). 3) The next order of business should be
to identify the central differences among the participants and
articulate these through formal discussion, thereby opening up the
issues and sharpening them. The issues then could become the basis
for further discussion and either sub-group activity or possibly
activity by the whole btody. At least a significant agenda for the
whole body might develop out of the articulation of such differences.



Furthermore, if such confrontation between members of the group is
delayed as it was in this group, it becomes a matter of hidden
agenda manifested in asides and degressions and becoming a
continuing distraction to the group discussion.

"Another problem that might be alluded to is the hidden problem
of anxiety about self revelation and status barriers. It is necessary
to anticipate such problems and to devise policies to deal with them.
A more formel approach to organizing, which we did not allow our-
selves, might help avoid some of these problems. If interpersonal
difficulties cannot be aired in public then it should be possible for
some one member of the group to go to dissatisfied and inarticulate
people in order to find out what their problems are and engage in
some form of problem solving.

"In articulating differences between members and thereby
identifying the issues in a field, the method of having one person
present his ideas and having one or two others as discussants seems
a good one, This was successfully done in the present meeting with
Deutsch's theoretical paper and might have been done with the
American-European theoretical differences that we brought out, if
there had been more careful preparation. But even in the case of this
issue we did not have discussants who could have highlighted the
problem. Again, if the group had allowed itself a stronger leader,
he could have gone around and sensed issues and brought them to the
group. This is not a criticism of any particular members here,
because the group did not assign anyone these roles."

In the discussion of the Committee's report, it was argued that debates of
the kind recommended by the Committee might have led to breaking up on to
less cohesiveness than we had. This argument was answered by the suggestion
that a formal group structure can legitimize debate and put it into a
relatively nonthreatening context. Another criticism of the Committee report
was that it implied it was possible to develop a general theory of conflict.
Doubts were expressed as to whether such development is possible for a group
of this size and heterogeneity. 'T[he reply to this criticism was that the
Evaluation Committee was recommending not a method to evolve a general theory
but a method of use in articulating issues, A related criticism was that the
Evaluation Committee misconstrued the direction in which intellectual progress
can be made., According to this view, focusing on differences and attempting
to articulate issues is not as productive as (a) taking an idea and irying to
see where it leads, or (b) developing a set of data relevant to an idea,
refining the idea on the basis of these data, and then proceeding to the
gathering of more data.

III. RESEARCH AND THEORETICAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS

1. Information Acquisition under Conflict.

Research using mixed-motive bargaining gemes has generally provided
subjects with full information about costs and payoffs associated with the
bargaining alternatives. In many regl-life bargaining situations. however
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one subject is not fully informed of the costs to his opponent of the latter's
offers, and the utility to the opponent of one's own offers. In such
situations it is of interest to know under what conditions subjects will be
motivated to gain the missing information. The question of the determinants
of information-seeking behavior, of interest in its own right, also has indirect
implications for understanding the bargaining process. What aspects of the
bargaining situation does the subject wish information about? Does bargaining
behavior vary as a function of a degree of knowledge of relevant parameters?
Permitting the subject to control the amount of information available to him,
and comparing the behavior of subjects wko differ in the amount of information
taken, might contribute to our underctanding of such questions.

One subgroup (Nuttin, Flament, Tajfel, Kelley, and Lanzetta) designed an
exploratory study to examine behavior in bargaining situations characterized
by incomplete information. The effects of two variables were of special
interest: the expectations of hostile or friendly orientatim from the other
party, and the magnitude of the incentive for obtaining high profit.

On the basis of ad hoc reasoning it was predicted that the motivation for
addi*ional information would be higher under threatening (hostile) circum-
stances, and under high incentive conditions than under friendly and low
incentive cenditions. 1In addition, other dependent measures assessing degree
of cooperation, "generosity," reasons for information seeking, etc., were
obtained.

The bargaining task, designed after one used by Daniels (1967), required
two persons to exchange "tokens" on each of a number of trials. Each one was
aware of the costs to himself of sending a particular token, and of the value
~0 him of a token received from the other party, but initially he did not know
the value of a token to the other party or the costs to the other of a token
received. He was permitted to purchase, at a fixed cost, the information he
lacked.

Although two subjects were physically present, unknown to them an
experirenter actually played the role of the other party for both subjects,
delive ing a standard series of tokens to each. The independent experimental
varial .es were (1) whether the partner (in reality, the experimenter) behaved
in a 1:iendly or hostile manner on early trials, and (2) whether the
instructions emphasized the importance of the task or not. This experiment
with minor variations was ccmpicted at four different laboratories: Louvain,
Aix-en-Provence, UCLIA, and Dartmouth. A total of 192 subjects were run.

A fifth study on th. .ame problem was completed by Tajfel at Oxford
University. It differed from the others in the means used for manipulating
incentives, in the values and costs of the tokens, and the cost assessed for
obtaining information. It also did not examine the effects of a hostile-
friendly prebargaining induction. A report of this study is available from
Tajfel (Eiser and Tajfel, no date).

Analyses were made of the results from the four comparable experiments
and comparisons were made between the sets of data. Apparently, the procedures
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were not as comparable as had veen hoped because although there were marginally
significant effects of the experimental variables within each of the four
samples, it was possible to interpret in any simple terms the entire set of
results,

However, this experiment did yield an important insight into the
possibility of different individual differences in the various samples of
subjects. (The between-site differences obtained here were later found to
have suggestive parallels to sample differences found in the "international"
bargaining study.) During the experimer:, subjects were asked to explain theiv
actions toward the other party, i.e., why they sent the particular tokens they
did. Claude Flament subjected the answers to these questions to scale analysis,
using a particular type of analysis he had developed. He discovered consistent
trends within the questionnaire data which were related to the tokens the
subjects chose to send and which cut across the several experimental conditions.
Both the questionnaire and behavioral data differentiated between the Aix and
UCIA data, on the one hand, and the Louvain and Dartmouth data, on the other.
At the former sites (Aix and UCLA) subjects were differentiated by the
questionnaire items with respect to their degree of "social interaction"
orientation to the relationship. By this is meant their intending to use
their tokens in a contingent manner, depending upon what the other party gave
them. Subjects who described their orientation in these terms were found
indeed to use their tokens in this manner, sending ones of high value after
receiving tokens of high value and returning low value tokens in exchange for
low ones received. At the opposite end of the scale were subjects who
reported little interest in returning what the other person gave them and who,
in fact, gave tokens of low value each time without regard for what they had
received. At the other two sites, subjects were not consistently differentiated
with respect to a contingent '"social interaction" approach. They all tended to
endorse the idea of "tit-for-tat' and to use their resources in that manner.
However, they were differentiated with respect to their generosity toward the
other subject, i.e., the value of token they were willing to give him (though
they were generally more generous than the Aix and UCLA subjects).

The report of the above analysis has been published by Flament (1967).
We can suggest here several implications of his findings that are of
considerable importance for comparative research and theory on conflict

dynamics.

(a) Our samples of university students differed in the factors
(personality predispositions), relevant to social interaction, with respect to
which there was within-sample variance. We had fully expected differences in
mean levels (which also appear in these data) but had not expected differences
in variances (or in "factorial structure," so to speak). The differences may
be interpretable in terms of different recruitment and selection policies at
the several institutions (so that, for some reason, Aix and UCLA tap a broader
range of the population on the "social interaction" variable). In any case,
these differences indicate the importance of analyzing co-variation of
attitudes and behavior within-sampies as a basis for interpreting between-
sample differences. This methodological "moral" of our cross-national
research was emphasized again in the analysis of the results from the larger
"international" bargaining study.
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(b) The data suggest a correlation between (1) degree of contingent
orientation toward the other player, making one's own behavioral choices in
the light of his, and (2) degree of generosity in actions taken toward the
other. This correlation appears within the Aix and UCIA samples and as a
between-sample correlation comparing the Aix-UCIA pair with the Dartmouth-
Louvain pair. (The pattern of results, which cuts across United States and
Buropean sites, does much to eliminate translation and other spurious
methodological interpretations of the relationship.) The first variable
would seem to indicate a person's readiness to adopt a controlling approach
to the partner, attempting to shape or train him by contingent use of one's
own power to rewerd to punish him, Interpreted in these terms, the correlation
suggests there to be a general positive correlation between attempted control
and willingness to be generous to the person over whom the control is exercised.
This, in turn, brings to mind the Locus of Control Scale, constructed and
used by Jules Rotter, Melvin Seeman (1963), and others. In this scale, there is
assuned to be a correlation of this sort, specifically between feelings of
control over one's fate and optimism about the quality of outcomes one can
expect to receive from one's environment. Whichever of these variations in
interpretation are placed upon our results, then generalization, if proven to
be sound, is of great importance for theories of conflict. Conflicts are not
resolved between parties who do not try to exercise their respective means of
control over one another., If such attempts are also generally made by persons
with optimistic expectations, the possibilities of successful resolution are
greatly heightened. Thus, the degree to which a person's orientation to a
relationship involves the contingent use of his control may be doubly
predictive of the outcomes. One should hasten to add (to underline the tenta-
tiveness of this interpretation) that the Locus of Control Scale has not been
a successful predictor of individual or pair negotiation behavior in the few
studies where it has been used (e.g., Shure and Meei>r, 1967), although the
interaction settings have differed in significant respects from the present
one.

In April, 1968, Flament and Kelley, along with one of Flament's young
colleagues at Aix-en-Provence, Jean-Claude Abric, planned a further experiment
on the topic of orientation to the conflict situation. This experiment was
planned to vary experimentaliy the major dimensions of individual difference
in approach to the conflict interaction. Thus, one set of subjects were to
be induced to view the relationship in terms of a contingent or non-contingent
orientation and another, to view it in terms of high profit or low profit
(generosity). This was to be attempted first with subjects at Aix, where the
typical orientation is the former. If successful, the procedure was to be
replicated at Darimouth or Louvain where the typical stance is the latter.

The purpose of this study was to gain insight into the different orientations
by means of attempting experimentally to control them. Unfortunately the
"events of May' intervened in France at that time with the consequence that
the University was closed and it was not possible to conduct the study.

Since then, Flament has been able to perform this type of study. Working
with a sample of subjects at Aix, he attempted to shift their thinking about
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the situation from their normal mode (contingent vs. non-conting. , to the
alternative mode of profit vs. generosity. The manipulation was carried out

by a deseription of how most people think about the token exchange situation---
what they see as the choice or conflict there. The results reveel that this
attempt was largely unsuccessful, many subjects continuing to vi:w it in

their usual terms and others shifting to a mixed contingency and profit
orientation. From his experience in this situation, Flament's informal con-
clusion is that it is quite difficult to shift persons away from their usual
orientations to these social situations.

2. The Order of Consideration of Bargaining Contracts.

In the course of ordinary bargaining, the contracts or nffers each
person receives from the other party are ordinarily presented to him in an
ascending sequence, That is, he is first asked by the opponent to give his
consideration to a very poor package, but as the negotiations proceed the
contracts he is asked to consider become increasingly good. It is not
inevitable, however, that the order in which contracts are considered follows
exactly an ascending sequence. One possible function of a mediator in a
bargaining relaticnship is to induce the parties to consider various cortracts
"out of order," so to speak. In the extreme case, the mediator may even
induce each party to consider the contracts in a descending order, that is, to
first give their primary attention to possible settlements that would be
extremely good from their point of view and then later, direct their attention
to less profitable contracts. This problem of the order in which the bar-
gaining contracts are considered relates to scme basic judgmental phenomena
that have been frequently studied in psychology, having to do with judgments
made of stimuli presented in ascending vs. descending scries. Accordingly, a
subgroup of the Working Group interested in the role of the mediator in
conflict, directed their attention to this order problem.

One such experiment was completed at the University of Utrecht. Each
subject was asked to barg.in, by telephone, with gnother person. The other
person followed a standard sequence in presenting possible contracts to the
subject and for each one, the subject was required to make an evaluation. For
some subjects the alternative packages were presented in a steadily improving
order (the ascending condition) and for others, in a steadily worsening
order (the descending condition). The results of this study indicate that,
as was expected from earlier psychological research, equivalent mid-range
offers a) e more favorably evaluated if they are presented in the ascending
series rather than in the descending series. Attitudes toward “he bargaining
situation were found to be similarly affected. On the basis of this study,
Mauk Mulder, Joseph Allegro, and Henk Wilke, have prepared a report entitled
"Attributing judgments to stimuli in ascending and descending order" and
have submitted it for publication to Sociometry. A preliminary report of the
study is available from Professor Mulder.

A number of studies on the effects of the two orders of presentation of
"contract packages" on their acceptability have been completed by John
Thibaut at the University of North Carolina. 1In these experiments, the
situation has been a simulation of the interaction within a business
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organization between the research and development division and a planning
committee. The subject represents the R and D division which is undergoing
reorganization. He receives offers, consisting of space allocations, budget
provisions, personnel, etc., from a planning committee and these offers are
presented to him either in an improving sequence or in the reverse order. After
receiving each offer, the subject either accepted or rejected it and rates its
"goodness" on a 50-point scale. After reacting to &ll 20 offers, the subject
finally cospleted a brief questionnaire indicating his satisfaction with various
aspects of the task., The results, as in the Utrecht study, clearly supports the
prediction that equivalent offrrs are more favorably evaluated and have a higher
probability of acceptance if they are presented in the ascending rather than in
the descending order. The effect also includes a more positive evaluation of
the source of the offers (the planning committee) in the ascending case. This
result is interpreted as being at least in part due to the lower comparison
level established by the ascending series. A report of this study has been
rublished by Thibaut and Ross (1969). A series of further studies have been
completed by Professor Thibaut. In some of these, subjects were presented with
contract packages previaisly scaled by the method of successive intervals. Not
only was the order of presentation varied but the presence-absence and degree of
remoteness of anchoring packages was also varied. In another study, in

addition to varying the order of presentation, the nature of the relationship
with the planning committee was varied, half of the subjects being told they
are in competition with the planning committee (that the success of the R and

D division and of their own careers rests on their ability to get a good deal
for R and D in the negotiation) and the other half being told that the

company's overall interests are paras:ount and that they are in effect to work
collaboratively with the planning committee to achieve the best for the company.

This line of work provides important insights into some of the less
obvious psychological bases on which a negotiator evaluates the offers he
receives, It is difficult to know how far to generalize the work but at least
there is a strong suggestion here that the psychological value of bargaining
offers is markedly affected by earlier offers the bargainer has seriously
considered. It is interesting to note that in the usual process of offer and
counteroffer, insofar as each bargainer gives most serious consideraticn to
offers made by the opponent, these offers tend to be presented to him in the
optimal order, namely, the ascending order in which mid-range and later contracts
in the series are more favorably evaluated. In other words, the psychological
Judgmental process identified in this work indicates that the usual course of
burgaining “ends to facilitate uutual agreement by inducing later offers in the
series, wnen considered in the light of the early unfavorably ones, to be
highly valued psychologically.

3. "International" Bargaining Experiment.

"Internatiunal” is probably a misnomer but it refers to the fact that this
large bargaining study was conducted in eight of the laboratories represented
within the Working Group and therefore affords some cross-national comparisons
of bargaining behavicr., It constitutes one of the largest and most successful
studies in the ccmparative literature., It has been published by Kelley, Shure,
Deutsch, Faucheux, Lanzetta, Moscovici, Nuttin, and Rabbie (1970A). A somewhat
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more complete report of the study is also available in the mimeographed paper
by Kelley, et al. (1970B). Because the experiment is fully reported in those
two papers, only the highlights of the work will be summarized here.

The experimental task employed in this study involves two persons in a
typical mixed-motive bargaining situation where each one's informetion is
limited only to his own payoffs. On each of 30 trials, the pair is given a
point value (a contract) which they can have if they can agree on how to divide
it between themselves. Each one is also assigned an indepe ndent value which
specifies what he receives if they fail to reach agreement about a division of
the contract. The contract values and independent values vary ungredictably from
trial to trial, so each time each person does not know what the other's
independent value is. It is to their mutual benefit to agree on a division of
each contract because after an uninterrupted succession of such agreements (and
as long as they sustain it), the entire set of values increases for them both.
On the other hand, it is often in a person's short term individual interest to
take his independent value inasmuch as it represents more than he can possibly
hope to gain fromthe contract. In any event, a person with e high independent
value (or who can convince his opponent it is high) will be tempted to use it
as a basis for obtaining a lion's share of the contract, as his price for
agreeing to a division. This fact means that the relationship may be subjected
repeatedly to stress by the threat of non-agreement and by problems arising
from misrepresentation and distrust.

From this brief description, it can be seen that participants may deal
with the relationship in a variety of ways ranging from active, trial-by-
trial bargaining, to the development of norms or rules for making contracts, to
avoiding confrontation by repeatedly opting for the independent values. 1In
the course of active bargaining, a range of tactics is available including
threats, promises, honest sharing of information, deceit and misrepresentation,
and appeals to the future. The task was designed particularly for the purpose
of revealing different orientations toward bargaining relationships and
aifferent patterns of tactics employed in the course of bargaining.

This task was used at eight sites: Louvain (Belgium), Paris (France),
Utrecht (Holland), Chapel Hill (University of North Carolina), Los Angeles
(UCLA), Hanover, New Hampshire gnartmouth Collcge), New York (Columbia
University), and Santa Monica (System Development Corporation) with 10 dyads
per cell in a 2x2 experimental design (high vs. lov incentive---money vs.
points, and equal vs. unequal dependence---average independent values that
are equal or unequal for members of a dyad),

(a) Effects of Difficulty of Bergaining Problem. Consistent with results
from other experiments (Kahan, 1968), increasing the difficulty of the bargaining
problem (that is, narrowing the "bargaining range") was found to increase time
required to reach agreement and reduce the frequency of agreement. Because with
the present procedure, the value of agreement is derived in part from its
cunulative effect over trials, these relationships were different for pairs of
bargainers who had long vs. short histories of prior agreement.
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(b) Effects of Equal vs. Unequal Dependence. The creation in one condition
of an unequal dependence of the two parties upon agreement did not have the
anticipated disruptive ¢ffect upon the interaction. However, an incidental
finding with respect to the independent values is important and consistent with
results from other investigations. This is the fact that the independent values
(the values each bargainer would obtain if they failed to agree) were consistently
underestimated at the end of the bargaining. That is to say, when subjects were
asked at the end of each trial to estimate the independent value their opponent
had had that trial, their estimates tended to be smaller than the true values,
This is similar to results obtained by Pruitt and Drews (1969) and, as they
suggest, may reflect a tcndency for wishful thinking., Or it may indicate that
a moderate degree of distrust existed in these relationships which would be
consistent with the occasional occurrence of misrepresentation of the independent
value. A similar result but for a very different situation is reported by Shure
and Meeker (1968). The game required two persons to work out a division of a set
of territories, some of which were especieslly valuable to one party or the other.
The degree of conflict was varied by varying the number of areas of high value
for each person. Post-game questions revealed that players tended to under-
estimate by about 25 percent the number of areas that were of high value to the
other player. Thus, in effect, the subjects underestimated the degree of conflict
inherent in their relationship. These several instances of such underestimation
suggest the following important hypothesis: When persons interacting in a mixed-
motive relationship allocate responsibility for the conflict they experience,
they underestimate the contribution of the common external situation (the
bargaining problem) and overestimate the contribution of the other party. The
data summarized above would indicate the truth of the first part of the
hypothesis, an underestimation of the degree of conflict due to the common
external situation. There is, of course, a third agent possibly responsible
for the experienced conflict, namely the person himself. The hypothesis
asserts that the underestimation of the external situation's causal role in
their conflict is accompanied not by an cverestimatim of their own contribution
but of that of the opposing party.

(c) The Effects of High vs. Low Incentives. The experiment provides
important results on the question of how bargaining behavior is effected by
the level of incentive or the importance of the resources at issue. This is
a very important matter in the experimental study of negotiation and cnnflict
resolution: the results bear on the question of the possibility of generalizing
from laboratory results to natural situations, and the laboratory results to
date have been highly contradictory.

In the present experiment, subjects in the high incentive condition
bargained for money and tubjects in the low condition, for point scores as in a
bridge game. The value of the money can be indicated by the fact that in the
United States laboratories, subjects in the high incentive condition were able
to accumulate approximately $4.25 each. (The amounts in the three European
laboratories were smaller in terms of standard conversion rates but were
probably equivalent to this amount psychologically.) The overall effects of
the high incentive condition, as compared with the low incentive condition,
were to increase the rate of agreement (79% vs. 66%, p <.001) and to decrease
the time required to reach agreement (44.5 seconds vs. 52.5 seconds, p <.005).
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However, closer analysis of the data showed that the high incentive effects

were selective, An important fact is that the high incentive bargainers
actually required somewhat more time to reach agreement on early trials,
presumably as they dealt with the more important problem by formulating norms

or agreements which were then effective on later trials. Also, the money
condition was particularly effective in increasing the frequency of agreement
under what were otherwise the most difficult conditions., Thus, the money
conditions were greatly superior to the point conditions on the more difficult
problems, that is when agreement required one or both of tle subjects to make a
temporary sacrifice. Also, types of pairs that were found to experience the
greatest difficulty in the low incentive condition were particularly improved
under the high incentive condition. Pairs which included a cooperative and a
competitive person. and pairs which included two persons each halfway between
cooperative and competitive in his stance, were found to do especially poorly
under low incentive conditions. However, under the high incentive, these pairs
were greatly improved in the frequency with which they resolved their conflicts,
and took their expected place intermediate between pairs in which both members
were either cooperative or campetitive, Tuis provides another instance in which
the high incentive condition seemed to introduce its advantages particularly for
circumstances which under low incentive conditions were particularly difficult.

The monetary incentive was found to have an effect upon orientations to
the relationship even before the interaction began. Subjects in the money
condition characterized themselves and the typical player as more cooperative
in their pre-interaction ratings. This result raised the question of whether
the high incentive has a positive effect on the interaction and its outcomes
over and beyond its favorable effect upon initial attitudes and orientations.
Internal analyses made it clear that it does have an additional effect. This
analysis was made by classifying, within each incentive condition, the various
dyads as to the pre-game orientations of the two players., Then, high and low
incentive dyads are compared for each type. The results show quite clearly
that no matter what type of dyad exists before the game (whether both members
are cooperative, both competitive, one cooperative and the other competitive,
etc.), those playing under high incentives then proceed more frequently and
quickly to resolve the conflict component in their relationships.

Further insight into the effects of incentives is provided below in the
analysis of differences in defiritions of the bargaining situation. As will
be noted there, apparently this definition is affected by the kina of
incentive involved.

(d) Individual Differences in Orientations to the Bargaining Situation.
A factor analysis of the pre-game ratings were reported in a working paper by
Gerald Shure and John Barefoot entitled "Individual and site differences in the
Nice experiment" (inasmuch as this experiment was planned at our Nice meeting
some years ago, it is referred to within the Group as the Nice experiment).
This factor analysis yielded an important result concerning the meaning or
definition of the cooperation-competition dimension within the different
samples. In some cases (most clearly exemplified by the Paris and Dartmouth
samples) it was equivalent to a "good-bad" or evaluative dimension. In others
(vest illustrated by the Columbia and North Carolina samples), it c