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This report dlscusses the results of several experiments
conductel in"cooperativé and competi}.ive(behaviour e.long‘ with the.
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of Psychology, M'egler University of Canada stimulated our Interest in
the subject, and providsed the equipment used in these experiments, We
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Variqus papers growing out of the studies have been published
in sev~ral journmals and t‘hése are mentioned in the references, Resulfs
:_are‘ not reproduced here. Howaver, the results are discussed to indicate
the general patterns, and finally a tenﬁative theory of cocperative.
behaviour has been attemptod. Comments on this draft will be most
;leléomeo

I would also like to %:hank the Director of the Indian Imstitute
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continue thie work aftsr I joinad the Tngtitute. In the end, T Wwould
‘1ike to appreciate the ungrudging and able work done from the messy
meruscript by my secrstary Shri Padéxa.nabhar;. -
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About the Study

The monograph is based on some experimental studies in
cooperative and competitive behaviour. The pl;oj ect was financed
by the Indian Council of Social Science Research, and parts of the
gra‘nt;‘were used to finance one doctoral (Banérj ee, 1973) and one
‘master-level research (Dixit, 1973) students employed on the
project, Foﬁr different studles were c.onducted. Detailed rt;sults

of these studies have been reportéd in professional journals, and
these will be referred to in this monogranh, The monograph attempts
to éyﬁfhesise 51l these studies to present an integrated understanding

about cooperative and competitive behaviour, Some infommation about

the samples and methodolngy are given in Tebles 1, 2, 3 and 4.
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Samples
Information about the s amples used in the four studies

are given in Table 1. Datails are given In Tables 2,3 ard 4,

Study

Location

Table 1

Sub-cultural
groups

Sample
size

Age levels

(Grades)

Variables
studied

Delhi

Udainur

Udaipur

Ahmedabad

Hindus
Bohras
Minag
Tribals

Hindu
Jain
Bohra
Tribals

240

214

150

160

Unden-
graduate
students

Cooperative=-
competitive
behaviour,
achievement
mnotivetion,
socloeconomic
status

Above variables
plus agdjustment,
dependency,

classroom trusf

Above variables
plus cooparative
Dronaness,
competitive
proneness,
coopzrative
dispositiong
cormpetitive
disposition,

Cooperative ~
comp etitive
behaviour in
dyad and 3
member groups
and uner
various
experimental
conditlons
of communi-
cation and
partner
Tespohses




Tatle P

Sample Details of Study 1

School Grads  Bovs 'Gi_rls Mixed Toﬁal
4 Q0 20 40 80
6 20 20 40 80
8 B 1 .8
Total 80 80 120 240
Tab,le 3
Sample Details of Study 2
Schopl Grade Groups: Hindu Bohra Tribalg Igﬁal
4 Boys 10 10 - 0
GErls 10 10 - 20
Mixed 20 © - - 20
6 : Boys 10 10 - 0
- Girls 10 10 .y} 0
Mxed D - - 20
8 Boys ° 10 10 - - 20
Girls 10 10 14 34
1 xed 2 - - o0
Total 120 80 34 314
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Table 4
Sa.*;aple Details of Study 3
Hindu ainp . .Bohra . Iribals Total
Boys 0 20 20 10 70
Girls 0 20 0 . R0 80
Total 40

40 40 30 150

Instruments Used

The variables studied are mentioned in Téble 1. Since cooﬁerative
and ¢ ompetitive behaviour was the main variable studied, the instrument
used for its study is described in details. The instruments used for
measuring cther variables are only mentioned with references where

details are available,

Cooperative and Comprtitive behaviour

In thése studies Maximizing Difference Géme (McClintock and
Nuttin, 1969) was used. Tt is basically a mixed motive game, because
cooperative motive and conpetitive motive are combined in the different
alternatives of the game. It 1s a two-person game where S either wants
to maximize the difference in gain between the partner and himgelf
(reveals competitive motive), or wants to facilitate his partner also to

get equal points in each trial (shown couperative motive).
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'i’o conduct this game, an electrical epparatus was used, which
was developed in }“icl‘-*hstgrﬁniversi‘ty, Canéd&*; The é,poaratué éon.sists
of two parte : (1) the game boart'_iy and (2)‘ fhe control panel, TWo
persong can play the game, A card board -screen (with the help of
stands) was placed on a table, Two é;lass screens were fixed on hath
the sides of that cardboard (zame board). The payoff matrix of this

game was pregsented on the panel as follovss

M izl iff erence Geme Matr
" Persgn ¥

Black
A B

Person X C B 0
] 5
Red D 5 o) )
0 0

There aTe two red swiches on one sie and two black switches
on the other side of the board, The permn having two red switches
front of him reads red scores bn the board as his scores and hlack
scores as his partner's scores, and the person having black switches
raads black scores as his points and the red scores as his partner's
points. This 'part of the instrument is asperated with the help »f

controller used by the Experimenter. When both the subjects push

* The apparatus was available through the courtesy of Professor
B, Carmenta .
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their switches E would get lthe information automatically on the
contrpol panel, and based c;n this infomation, he would feed back
the playeréby lighting up the cell wh_ere both the Ss gave their
choices, This game has been used for such stﬁdies in Caprada, U.S.A
and Belgium (Mc(ilintéck & Nutin, 1969). 6aﬁent (1971) used the same
game for Canzdian as well as Ir;dian students,

Procedure of Data Collection

45 it was not possible to bring Ss in the laboratory, data
were collected in different schools. In each school, a separate
room Wwas arranged for this purpose-and a special care was taken to
maintain a laboratory atmosphere in that room, so that Ss did not
feel any disturbance, When the apparatus was fixed in the testing room,
then two Ss were called at = time (from each group, as it was matched
according to the experimental design mentioned earlier) for the

\
Maximizing Difference Game. Two Ss were seated comfortably at both
the sides of the apnaratus (game board) and B fixed the controller in
such a way that Ss ‘could not see that, The Ss were given peﬁcils

and record sheets and were instructed as follows:

Instructions

miow T will show you how this new game is played.
Please listen carefully t- whatever I say and do not
forget to tell me, whenever you don't follow it. Both

of you have two buttons in front of you and a sereén on
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whichk some figures are written, First, T will
tall you about these buttons. One of yoﬁ have the
red button, while the otherone haé got the black
one. FTom now onwards the one who has the red
buttons will be called 'Hed' and the one who has the
black buttecnwill be called !Black!,
tYou can press the buttons with your finzers, please
try it, but remenbsr to release th= hutton richt
after pressing it {very good)s well done. You can
use these buttons at your free will, but first look
where they.are fixed, The red buttons are fixed on
the side and the Llack buttons are at the -bottom (let
8s be allowed to see both sides).
Well, now look at the figures written on the scireen
in front of you., The screer is divided into four parts,
Bach part (cell) has two figures, Out of these tuo
- figures one figure is red and the other one is black,
These figures are the scores of this game. To ern
these scores one will have o &ecide which button to
press, the Red one will earn the scores written in red |
and the Black none will eamn the scores written in black,
You will earn the score in following manners
Red — pressing of the upper button will mean that you

are selecting the upper row and this will earn you the



score of six or zero. Which of the two scores

i.e. six or zero you earn will depend upon the

button the ]Slack presses. ¢ you choose the lower

button you will earn five 01." zero (irrespective -

of what Black does).-

Black - presging of the butfon fixed at your right

side will mean that you are selecting the right .side

row and this will eam you the Score‘ of six or zero.

But this also depends upon the selection of Red, Jf

vou choose to press the button situated on your left
(irrespective of what Red does\y_ibu will earn the

score of five or zero, -

After your selection by pressing the button, one of the
four cells will be lighted (demonstrate), and you will
know how many marks you have scpred. Nov see how every
cell is lighted,

Now let us assume that the Red preésed the upper botton and
the Black pressed the right-side button. Now if Red

draws a hypothetical horizontal line from his button

and Black draws a hypothetical vertical line from his
but't.on; yvou will see the line will meet the top right cell
from Black and top left cell from the Reds This is the cell
which will be lighted and you willl earn the number written
on that cell, Like this, in whatever cell the hypotheticai

line will meet, the light will come up.
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Yow let us try it for-few trials, and see whether you
followed it or not, 'Red? ..... If Black presses the
button and you préss the lower button which gell will
be lighted?.... and what will be your score?, ..., Well
done, Black.... If Red presses the upper button and
you press the right buttorn which cell will be lizhtea? ....
What will be your score?.... Jow muc.:h will the Red earn?,...
Very good [practice, if necessary for few mors trials),
Yow loock at the’yz'é/;t of paper vlaced before you. You
have to use these papers to write down your scores, You
have t o do this mamy times and have to write every time
you score after earning it, and also the score the othar
one has earned, After every five trials, T will ask you
to to*al the score and this will give your total score,
Please do not talk between yourselves and begin your work
when I say 'start!, #very time after the light in the
cell goes off, press the button of your choice, without
any signal, Press the button fully inside with care and
do not keep the button pressed for long, and at 2 time do
not press more than one button,
Do you likc toffees? Well, T will tell you a way to earmn
few toffees, Please listen carefully Lo whatever I say
;1nd do not forget tn tell me if you do not follow. Total

your score and this 17111 tell you, how you aTe doing. In
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the end you can get toffees according to your score.

T will give you one toffee for every twenty points you

carn,

ﬁhen Ss understood the instructions properly then

actual game was started, In each trial Ss weTre shown their pay-offs
and asked to ﬁote it on their record sheets, and at the same time
E also noted those pay;offs on a record sheet., After each 5
trials sh~ announced the total scores for both the Ss. In this
manner, euch pair nlayed this game for 100 trials, and on the basis
" of total scores of each S, they were given incentives, as they were
instructed.

Scoring of Maximizing Difference Game

Those recorded “sheets wers scored on the baéis of two
major types of responses-Coopecrative (C) and Defecting (competing)
(D) responses., The pay-off of (a) 6-8 shows cooper=ting-C responses
for both the Ss (b) 0=0 shows defecting = D responses for both the
S8 (c) 5-0 or O=5 shows one S defecting (getting a score of 5) and
other subject cooperating (metting —0). Other than these two
variables, six other variables were also qualitatively ana'ysed on
the basis of the sequence of interaction between two Ss. Those
variables were Trust, Trustwdprthiness, Repentance, Retaliation,
Forgiveness, and Exploitation, These variableé were defined by

Rapoport and Chammah (Tedeschl et al, 1968) as follows:
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1. Trust (T - *At choosing T after both he and 'B' chose D.

2. Trustworthinese (Tr)- If both players chonse cooperatively
C on the firgt intercction and fA' chooses € on the second interaction,
then 'A' demonstrates trustworthiness, ‘

3. Forgiveness (F) — If 4! chooses € after he chose C al.nd
’é) choses D, then A deronrstrates forgiveness, |

4, Repentence (9R) - If '35t chooses C after having chosen
D when fB! chose C, then 'At shows repentence,

5. Reteliation (Re)= I7 At chooses D after having chosen C
when !B' chose D, then !'4! shows retaliation.

6. Exploitation (%) — If 'A! defects in the second trial after
both chogse C in the first trial, 'A! demonstrates exploitation,

Two noTe variables were added to this list. These are defined
as below,

7. Obduracy (0) — If '4' defects after he chese D and 'BY chose
c, hg shows obduracy,

8¢ Mistrust (M) = If 'A! chooses D after both players had cho8?n
D in the first trial, 'A' demonstirates mistrust.

The scoring system is sumrarised in Figure 1,

Figure 1
Scoring Svstem for Mme Behaviour

Response pattern‘in the last move
(First move by A, second by B)
).4)

n 2D
Response

the present e -

nove,

D B Re 0 M




otheér variables
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The instruments used for measurement of other +variables

are mentioned below, along with references,

1. Achievement motive

o
Ce

Socioeconomic status

Beu.ijustment (PAAS)

4,

Dependency (PADS)

. Classroom Trist (PACTS)

Competitive disposition

. (D Comp)

e

1o.

11.

Cooperative disposition
(D coop)

" Competitive vroneness

(D comp)

Cooperative proneness
(D .coop)

Extemsion disposition
(D ext)

Mehta (1969)

Kup >uswamy (1962)

Parcel et al(1970)

Pareek et al (1970)

Pareek ¢t al (1970)

- Pareek and Dixit (1974a)

Pareelr and Dixit (1974a)
Pareek and Dixit (1974a)
Pareek and Dixit (1974a)

Parecek and Dixit (1976)

Extension proneness (Ext,P)Pareek and Dixit (1976)

(P Ext) ‘
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About Sharing and Fi~hting
Social life of human beings is ar interplay between
cooperation and competition, Social groups are formed when'
individuals coming together ‘have some common goals, The
relationship between two individuals (and amongst several) may
depend on how they apprnach the goal., Tf the goal is perceived
as unsharable, and can be attained only by one of them, they may
compete (fight) for the goal. 41l zero-sum games are situations
of this kinc.;. 1 football match is an example of such a situation.
‘The two teams playing thé match are related to each other around the
unsharable goal of winning the match; one musf win, and the other
‘must lose (of course, unless even after repeated attempts the mateh
is drawn without either one scoring the victory over the other - a
rare hapoening)., However, if the goal is seen as sharable, the
individwals or teams work togsther to achieve the goal and share 1t,
Situations of external threats to the groups, or those involving supemr
ordimate - goals are examples of this category. Indiwiduals or teams
cooperate and share in such situations, There may be a“third type of
situation. Even when the goal is perceived as cormon to all involved,
it may be perceived as achievable with onets effort and without the\»
other(sj coming in the way of its achievement., Others, then, ar; not
Iiel_evant for achievement or nonachicvement of the goal. Striving to -
get first division in the examination is an example of such a situation,
Several students can get first division and yrt they do not work

jointly for attaimment of this goal.
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The dynamics of these stratogies of workine for the
achievement of goals-sharing (cooperating),'fighting (competing),
or striving ind:ijidually for the goal have important social
implicationé.. On a larger scale, larger international issues
like war, tension and new scientific advancements by human beings
can be analysed, and str;tegies can be planned in temms of an
optimal use of these tendencies. IMach work has been done by
economists and sociologists on cooperative effort, Bult the studies
to understand these processes at the micro-level in individuals- are
in theig infancy. Thé present monograph is an attempt in discussing
various. aspects of cooperative and competitive behavidur, and the
imnlications of the findings for larger social problens.

The concepts of cooperation and competition

These three types of behaviour can be studied as motives
also. "™\ cooperative motive 1s a mutual or shared one; a person
e e s ,

who possasses a cooperative motive seeks the outcore that is most

beneficial to all participants, In contrast, a competitive motive
séeks an outcome that 1s most beneficial to oneself and most
deterimental to the otheg participants, In other words, a coﬁpetitive
notive seeks not only to achieve fersonal success but also to cause
other participants to fail. A pereon with the third type of motivation,

an individualistic motive, seeks an outeome that is the best for

himself, regardless of whether others achieve their goals" (Smead, 1972,

e 133).
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0ften cooperation and competition are regarded dischotomous,
However, there is emough evidence to show that these coexist in the-
sane situation (Phillips and Detault, 1957), 'There are probably very
few life situations in which exclusive coopération or competition are
involved. As Deutsch (1968) proposes most situations in eve‘ryda;y 1life
dnvolve a complex set of goals apd subgoals. . (
Cooperation and competition have been defined by psychologists
'to emphasise various aspects. According to Anderson and Parker (1964),
cooperation is a form of social action in which tuo or more ind:l‘.vid\uals -
or groups work together jointly to achieve comron godals. Cooperation
is the form of interaction which makes unified social achievement poasible
because 1t is o fom of social action in which all paz"bicifpant\s benefit
by attaining their goals. Fnglish and English (1958) define cooperation .
ag '"the working together of two or more units, to produce smne:.mnmon
or joint effect, The units may be bodily organs (such as muscles);
individuals in a social group, or forces operating together" (p, 122),
Zajone!s defin..ition (1968) is cimilars a cooperative response is defined
as one Mhich enhances the likelihood that the other as well as oneself,
will be rewarded." Cooperation usually refers to a style of beha\viour
characterized by fairness, equality and sharing. According to Deutsch (1953
ir a cooperative social situation the goal regions for each of the indivie
duals or subunits in the situation are defined so that a goal regior;

.can be entered (to some degree) by any given individual or subunit, only

if all the individuals or subunits under consideration can alss entet
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their respective gral regions, 1.e. the goals for the individuals
-ai‘e-‘proxaotively interdependent” - in which individuals are also
1inked together that there is a posi‘tive correlation between their
goal attainments, The initiation of cooperation requires trust
whenever the individual, by hie choice to cooperate, places hic fate
partly in the hends of others (Deutsch, 1960).

On the other hand, competition is that form of social action
in #hich members strive against each other for the pogseasion or use of
some limited material or non-material mod. I% ezn be defined as
¥a striving on the part of two or more persons for the same object,
sapacially f£or the goal of baing superior® (Tnglish & Wnglish, 1958).
A competitive choice implies an attempt to block the other person from

“achi~ving a positive outeome. Competition refers to action patterns
characteriged by varties striving towards an unshareble goal,

Competition gets its strength from the eg» and social needs
of the individual who comes to value his place in a particular group or
groups, and who strives to maintain that place or better it (Blair,
Jones & Simpson, 1962, pp. [00~202}.

Roughly spealkinr, compstition implies a reward that can be
obtained only by one social unit { a person, a segment of group, ol an
entire group) whereas cooperation signifies a reward to be shared among
all participants, according to some agreement, Tn competition the
resources of one participant are hoarded and opposed to those of other
participants, but in cooperation available resources are pooled and

redistributed according to need (Vinacke, Wilson & Meredith, 1969, p. 385!
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1In 2 compatitive sncial sit¢ation,‘thé»goal regions for each of
the incividuals or subunits in the situation are defined so that, if
a goal region 1s entered Ly any indivigual or subunit, the other
individuals or subunits will, to ome degree, be umable to reach
thelr regpective goals in the social sitration under consideration,
(Deutsch, 1953). Tn thls siﬁ;ation, the goﬁls for the individuals are
enntriently interdepeﬁdeﬁt ~ in wiich individuals are so linked
together that there is a negative correlétion between their gral
attaiments (Deutsch, 1949).

Competition appears to be a higﬁer form of human bashéviour,
While animels fight and carmpete for the godls — and certainly cooperate
tg face external threats - cooperation in the fomm of sharing goals
is épecifically human phenomenon. Bigelow (1972) vostulates hunan
evolution baged on cooneraticn within groups as a patrral outgrowth
of intel igent sclf-control in d~aling with huan c-mpotitors and
nontuman predators. He suggests that the effsctiveness of agpreésive
group response to external threats was due to the effectiveness of
selfwcontrol within the group.

The physinlogical basis of cooperative or conpetitive behaviour
15 not clear, Terada and *asur (1973} lave explored the rsle piéyed
by Catecholamines on competitive behaviour, ané-found the nossibility
that opmmorphine and dextrcamphetamine, which increased competition;
may have direct effect on central dovamine receptors releasing
dopamine from thé»storage sites, More systematic work needs tn be

dore in this area,
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Measuring cooperation as compotition

Farlier studies of cooperative-competitive behavicur used
obServafion and simple game behaviour (Wasik, Senn & Epanchin, 1969
Harford, 1966), Same, however, used experimentelly designed games
to study the behaviour more sgcientifically and systematically (Ioomis,
1959).: R.zre‘ laboratory testings were done (Aori, 1968; Schmitt &
Marwell, 1970; Roberts, 1971; and Marwell, Sclmitt & Shotola, 1671)
to atudy the effect of rewa-.rd and signs in the human relations Qrobiem
and individual functions, The rei;tionship between cooperation,
competition and interpersonal attraction was ‘studied by Sha‘rif, Harvey,
White, Hood and Sherif (1961)., They conducted ar obServatiomal study

“in a sumier camp. With the emergonce of experimental sncial psychology

: \
more s»ohisticated experiments were planned, includire the use of games,
Ons» gf the most popular non-zero-sum garie and most extensively used is
Prisonerts Milemna “ave (PDG). Rapoport and Chammh (1965} have described
in some detzails, |

A cartain class of non—zero-sum games have been called mixed=motiva
games, ( Schelling, 1960) becausc the player has %> choose between
increasing his own immediate gain oT increasing the total gsin of both
players,

' It may be necessafy here to sesk a 1ittle more clarity about
the concept of guwes in this context., Rapoport (1970) states that two
theoretical framewnrks of recent origins have provided additional
vantege points for the development of theories of conflict. Both view

conflict as a phenomenon sui seneris, regardless of its origin or



$19:

content, Qo is system theorf, which, applied to the study of
large organised social aggregates, views conflict as an interplayA
of forces, nressures, or stresses inherent in the structure and
dynamics of such aggrepates, The other is game theoTy, concerned
wlth strategic aspects of conflict, 8ystan theory according to
Rapopnort abstracts completely from the long term gnals of the

actors ir conflicts, in fact, ignores actors as cirnscious agcnts{
Gare thesry, on the contrery, focusses attention on the actor, a
perticipant in a confliet, his Interests, and his evaluvations of the
situations in which he finds himself. Gaem@ thcory is concerned only
with rationally conducted confliects, Rationality in this comtext
implies, first of all, the existence of well defined interests
pursued by the canflicting parties {who are called players) and
séCOnd, the existence of alternative courses of action among which
players can choose, according Lo Rapovort, the name M"game theoryM

derives from its original preoccupation with games of strategy,

These are & stinguished from games of pure chance or from games of
skill. i strategy involves a player's conditional choieces, comditiomal,
that 1s, on the choice mad= by other players., GCames of strategy so
defined are classified‘ in game treory in various ways. The most
important distinctions are those between games with only two.players
(tvo parson game), and thosewith more than two players {(n-person
games); a2lso between two-person games in which the interests of the

‘pleyers are diametrically sprosed {constant-sum-gemes) and thosge
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where the interests are partially opposed and partially coincident
(noneconstant-sun—ganes). Constant-sum~games are so called because
in them the sum of the pay offs to t.he two p.layers is the game
.regardless of how the game ends, In varticular, if this sum is gzero,
the game is called zero-sum, In all CDnstant-.sum ganes, the larger
thé pay off to one player, the smaller the pay off to the other
player,- Tn this sense the players have diemetrically opposad
interests. Tn the non-constant-sum games, the players have, in genewal,
partizlly c-mmon and partially opposed interests. Such games are
gonetimes called mixed motive games,

PDG is the most widely used non—zero-sum garie. EBach of the
two players 1s presented with the task of choosing between two
alternatives., Tv is based on the dilemma of a prisoner who, aleng with
his companion is ‘.caught, and is kept in a cell aw2y from hls friend,

He faces the dilemma whether he- should ,‘confess the crine or not to
confess, ‘If neither he nor his friend corfess then they will be locked
up on some very ninor trumped-up charge and they ﬁould both receive
minor punishments if they both confess they wil! be prosecuted; but if
one confesses and the other does not, then the confessor will receive
lenient treatment wheress the latter will get heavier punishment,

The main important property of the dilemma is that while neither
prisoner is aware of the ntherfs decicion it is clear that one prisonerts |
decision will be very much affected by his prédiction of what the other

will do. Specifically, it will be very much affected by the extent to which
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the trudts the other prisoner not to confess, Piiscner's Dilemma
Ga&me is a non-zero-sum game in which the winnings or losses of o ne
when added to the pay-offs of the other player
—player/do not necessarily come to zero. The following matrix values

do show that cooperation is reduced by increases in the temptation (T)

value, and increased by a4 rise in the value of the reward parameter (R).

\ Playor i
\

1

Player B | ——
m e |
|

Where R - represents reward, S = suckAer’s payoff, T = temptat'ibn,
P = punishment,. | |

Tn the mixed motive pames it is oossidle to manipulate the
payoff matrix in stch a way that the player has the alternative choices
of (a) maximising his gains and that of his partner, or (b) maximising
the differrnce of pay-off with his partner, Games which provide an
alternative of maximising th~ difference in pay-off W;'i.‘l';h other player-
is referred to as Meximising Difference Ghme (MDG),

As mentioned in Chapter 1, one of the MDGs is that by MeClintack
and Futtin (1969), The details of thec game have Aalready been given
there. This game was used as the mé.in method for sfudyihg cooperative

and compotitive ‘Er‘),éhaviour, and their several dimenSions,



$21y
the trusts the other prisoner not to confess. Priscner's Dilemma
Game ig & non—-zero-swn geme in which the winnings or losses of » ne
when added to the pay-offs of the other player
player/do not necesgarily c¢ome to zero, The following metrix values

do shaw that cooneration is reduced by increases in the temptation (T)

value, snd Iincreaged by a rise in the value of the reward perameter (R)

Playor 4
AY

Player B

Where.R represents reward, S = suckér's payoff, T = temptation,
P = punishment.. | |

In thz mixed motive games it is nossible to manipulate the
payoff matrix in such a way thuat the‘ player hag the altcrmtive choices
of (a) maxdmising his gains and that of his partner, or (b) maximising
the differmnce of pay-off with his parbtner, Games which provide an
alternative of maximising th» difference in pay-off wiﬁh othar player-
is referred to as Maximising Differsnce Gae (MDG),

As mentioned in Chapter 1, one of the MDis is that by MeSlintack
and Fattin (1969), The details of the game have :already been given
- there. This game was used as the m;.in method for si;udyihg conperative

and comprtitive behaviour, and their several dimerSions,
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Van eymbeeck (1972) has prepared an inventory for
measuring 'sense of cooperation! which includes nonselective
- acceptance of others on the basis of a belief in th~ir constructiveness,
empathy, or ability to understand ideas and actions and readiness to
engage in democratic group functioning.

Game behaviour uses coop “ration and comp~tition conceived on a
continuum, Although the game instructions force a subject tn use
cooperation and competition as dichotomous, the correlations obtained
betuween the two, even thoush in the negative directior, are not very
significant. Ths valuc of coefficient of correlation based on the
combined samples of Study 1 and Study 2 (r=454) is -,289 (Parecek and
Banerjee, 1974). .ilthough the value is sipnificant at .01 level (because
of large:sample size), 1t is not very high., The value of correlation
in Study 4 (Pereck and Dixit, 19748) was almost zero (-.018)., Perry (1975)
has stresced this point in a philosophical note, It is, therefore,
doubtful if the two variables are dichotomous, Perry (1975) has stressed

'thié point in a philosbphica.l note. In order to probe further fou¥ other
me&sures were used. Short instruments were vrepared (Paree and Dixit,
1974a) to measure the variables as d~fined below. |

Cooperative disposition ( D Coop): A tendency to

share the attaimment of a goal and its rewards

(self descriptive statement)

Compctitive disposition (D Comp): 4 tendency to

achieve the goal without anyone's help (self descriptive
statement)
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Cooberative proneness (P Coop): An orientation

. to share the attaimment of a gpal and its

- Tewards (projective statement)
Competitive proheneés (P Comp): in orientation
to achieve the goal and deprive the other of its
attaimment (projective statement)

The values of correlations amongst game behaviour and
dispositior and pronenesg are both interesting and baffling,

Competitive disposition was found to have significantly positive
correlation with competitive pron~ness (r=4269) but the same was not true
of cooperative d isposition and proneness (r= .082). It seems that
éompetition as revealed in the disposition and proneness items has
something common, but this is not so with cooperation, .gain, there is a

-hegative\and significant correlation between P Camp and P Coop (-.423),
showing that competitive and cooperative pronness, as reveialed in the
projective statements, arc opposite of each other.

Competitive game bohaviour has a significant negative relation-
ship with P Coop (-.218). In sunwary, it appears that while competition
and'coéperation are not dichotomous, P Coon as measuféd by the instrument
Aéeans to reveal cooperative behaviour, and that both D Comp. and P Comp
Beores show a differert kind of compeiition than that revealed in the
gane behaviour, Defection in game behavio?r shows a tendency to gain
at the cost of (or, more appropriately even not sain but cause loss
‘t0) the partner in the game., On the other hand, the competition implied

in the two tests of dispositicn and proneness is of & different kind,
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The role of cooperation

Coop=ration has been reported to influence several agpects
of behaviour . There is evidence to show that cocveration reduces
prejudice (Fulcher and Perry, 1973; Silverthorne, Chelune and Imadz,
1974). Both introduction to-the activit& and intention to cooperate
with the group have been found to be important in forming 'diseiplined
cooperational behaviour! (Wolf, 1972). Cooperation (collaboration and
coordination) was found to interact in influencing group productivity
(Hewett; O'Brien and Hornick, 1974). Cooperative students liked,
significantly more than competitive students, social studies class,
sharing information, woTking togeth-r, receiving group-vs-individual
grades (Wheerler and Ryan, 1973). Positive effects of cooprration on
student-peer tutering, normative climate, students' friendship circles
and mutual concerns have been reported (DeVries; Tdwards aﬁdﬁﬂells, 1974).
Cooperative group was found to have less hostile attitude and paid more
attention to socioemotional as ‘contrasted with task aspects, although it
felt more-positive about their own group when they had a weak bargaining
position (Rabbie, et al, 1974). Cooperative group Was found to be more
productive both in the intragroup and intergroup cooperation condition
(Workie, 1974). Dickstein and Brown (1974) found that low-roles
(acceptance of sex roles) perfolmkﬂ better under competition and high-roles:
under controlled condition. Under crowded conditions prisoners performed
better under competition, an? in uncrowded condition better under
.copperation (Valins and Boum, 1973).

Cooperative treatment has been found to result in a close

personal space (Tedesco and Fromme, 1974). TFaroqud (1958) found
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cooperative group ag more intfagrated than the competitive group,
Compared with the cnmp«%itiva groud, the cooperative group had greater
emotional expensiveness, showins greater émount of overlap in the life
spaces of members,

In a comperative study of coopemiors and corpetitors,
Peutsch (1949b, 1953) found tﬁat individual- coosoemators perceivea
themselves to be more promotively interdeoend=nt, anﬁ individual
competitors perceive themselves to be more contriently interdependent;
there was grezter substitutebility for similarly intended actfons among
individual cooperation than individqual competition: individual
cooperation exhibited more helpfulness ard indi_v‘ dual competition exhibited
more obstructiveness, Coordination of eforts, diversity in amount of
contribution per membef, subdivision of activity, achievement pressure,
productiono f signs in the nuzzle problem, atten’givenpss to .fellow
menbers, mutual comprehsrsion of communication, comnon apnraisals of
communica.ion, arientat on and ordorliress, productivity per-unit time,
‘quality of product and discussisns, friendliness during discussinns,
favourable evaluation of the sraup and its oroducts, perception of
favourable efforts upon fellow members, etec were Tound to be more
important characteristics of indgivigua} cooperation,
aniing, Sommer & Jonas (1966) discussed the motivational effects

of cooperatior and competition., They commeﬁted that R&ven and Bachus
extended_Deutsch‘s Tormulations, *o i»clude those conditions um‘ier
which coﬁpetitions misht motivste individuals more highly than cooperation,
Bpecifically, those auwthors suzgected that if the solution of the experi-
mental task recuired the vooling of information or skills (means inter-

'tiep'\ndehee) then due to increased task epjnvment and frisndliness,
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motivation will be higher in the cooperztive situation, However, if

the nature of the experimertal task is such that no interaction or
pooling of infomai:ion iras necessary (means indeoencience), motivation
will probably be higher in the competitive than in the cooperative
situations. ' As cuoted by Bruning et al the means independent situation
was previous]y‘used by Shav but his findings were inconclusive, becaL:Lse
perforiance was better under cooperative situatiorn. According to

Bruning et al it is important to note that Shaw recvired his 5s to perfom
relatively difficult evperimental task, he;nce the competitive Ss misht
have been highly motivated,‘but‘the occurrance of competing responses

~

repaired their perforwance.

The effect of cooperation and compstition will depend on several
factors, Whrn competition is used in the sense of strivine for ercellence,
it has been found that it results in more work, whether the competiﬁion is
with self or others, and that when it is with self there are less errors in
clagssroom "ork (Rudow and Jantalua i, 1975). The bel ivioural effects of
cooperation and competition conditions depend upon the reinforcement
conditions in effect (Scott and Cherrington, 1974). Rabbie (1974) studying
the effects of cooperative-comgetitive orientation provided explanation
for the absence of any Sifferenco.s in terms of "mind sets® of members;
the group to which one is affiliated becomes more valuable,

Tnstead of considering dichotamous categories of cooperative
and opmpetitive orientation, we may consider & triad paradigm of competitive
cooperative, and individualistic orientations. While cooperative orientatio

wou].‘d mean sharing a goal and the rewards of the gnal with othors,
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competitive orientation would mean gebtting tﬁé gains alone at the
cost of sthers, An individualictic orientation would mean
attaimment of the gnal without any reference to others, These three
»ori.,entations may be prnduced uvnder diff-rent reinforcement conditions.
.'ir} e;réluation system emphasising maintaining a given curve of distribution

80 that only a few individuals can sttain grade A would stimulate
competitive orientation; as a~particu1ar student ma& not be able to
get the A unless others are deprived of it, even if many work equally
hard, On the other hand, if the system provides that all those who
;erfom well (using some criteria) would get A grade, irrespective of

the numbers - a few or many - would stimulate individualistic orlentation,
The system of evaluating group proﬁects will stimulate cooperative
orientation, The three orientations may have différent.effect on individual
behaviour, |

Deutsch (1960) has reported the effect of these three motivational

orientation - cooperative, individuslistic, and competitive, upon trust

and suspicion. In all experimental conditions, a cooperative orientation
4Primarily led the irdividual to make a coopemative choice which resulted

in mutual gain, whereas, a competitive orientation primarily led the
Individual to make a non-coopcrative ahbice which resulted ir mutual loss,
For the individualistic orientation the cholce to cooperate or not, was
very much a function of the specific expcrimental treatments. Theoretically,
cooperative orientation would lead to highly predictable trusting and
trustworthy behaviour, whereas,‘a competitive orientation would lead to

highly predictable suspicious and untrustworthy behaviour, On the other

hand, it was expected that an individualistic orientation would
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under certiin conditions lead t bevieur similar to that characterising
the cooperatively oriented, and un er certain conditions as competitively
oriented., Deutsch's experiments-confirmed these theoretical assumptions.
Arnstein & Feigenbum (1967) studied the relationship of three motives

té choice in the PDG. Cofrolations between response measures indicated

that responses allowing maximum joint earnings were sirongly influenced

by both cooperativ-n-=ss and trust, but responses zllowing masximum

individual earnirgs diéd not have as strong a relation to competitivéness.

The study suggests that such 2-response dichotomy may not always be coincideﬁ
with a cooperative-compstitive or trust-m!strust-dichotomy,

Variables influencing coopcration and compstition

Tt is interesting tn f{nd what makes an individual cnonerate
or compete in a given situation, Tn an exverimental situation it is
possible to contipl and isoluate variables, Based on the experiments
conducted, and drawing upon results of other ressarches reported in recent
years, explanation of this curstion will be attempted in this mompgraph,

The individuul responding to a situation is cortainly: immortant.
The individuval variables covld either be demographic (are, sex, parity
etc) or psychological (persorality characteristics). The culturel
backgroﬁnd is another important wvarisble, Thé sitvation, as perceived by
the individual plays an dmnortant rolé. This would consist of the person
(hiz behaviour) with whom the individual interacts (his behaviour),

reward for cooperation or competition, and the sit ation bsing perceived
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as d emanding cooperative or cﬁpe‘bit-ive response for the individwal
to be effective, Strategy formulation is another significant variable,
as also the possibility of his interacting and communicating witlh one
to whan he is responding. In the following chapters these will be

discussed in s-me details. "erewe shall discuss only one factor,

1.e. sex of the individual,
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Who Shares ard Who Fights?

There are individual differences in cooperative and competitive
behaviour. "Pwever, one significant qﬁestion is whetrer there ig a pattern
in such differsrces. Ib persons differ on the besis of their sex, or
personality, or motivation? dAgain, these may also bs cultural differences,
Sex Diff~rences

*ales have generally be~n reported to show more cocprrative
behiviour than females (Bedell and Sistraunk, 1973; r‘rregsvitch’, 1969,
Roromita, 1965; 'adsen and Shapira, 1970; Owens (1970); Rapoport and
Chamnah, 1965). Females have bean reported to behave more cooperatively -
while playing with male partaers (Bedcll and Sistrunk, 1973; Oregovich, 1969
Larsen {1972) has further reinforced these findings : men hish on attributed
power were found to be more cooperativo in an invari&ble ‘cooperative game
whereas high scorirg women wers more competitive in an invariabls pgame,

Me expli~ation of higher competitive behaviour of fémales may be that threy
are less gain oricnted. A study (McNeel, YeClintock, and Nuttin, 1972)
found that while women were consistently less relative goin oriented than
men, the difference was not significant and so the hypothesis that ;i‘emales
are more individualistically oriomted than corpstitive was not strongly
suprorted., HWowever, the resultes g howed that for males, but not ferales,
differentiation of sex rolzz in mixed sex-interaction, redress the likeli-~
hond and/or impact of comparison of outcomes, Komorita (1965) fo:nd that
males rqciprocated coopcrative choice more than fénales when such behavisur.

maximised gain, but reciprocated less when such bohaviour was non-ootiml,
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I'ceel gt al (1972) predicted that female dvads would be
more cooperative than male dyads and that mixed%-sex dyads would be more
cooperative than like-gex dyads., Cemont {1974) replicated the study in
ganadda and found that the like-sex female dymds were most competitive,
followed by the like-sex male dyads, Iiales and females in ‘Siue nmixed-sex
dyads were least competitive and not different fram one another,

Carment (1974) suggests that the most likely factor accountine for the
Tesults was the greater use of Mit-for-tat! responding by the males,

In our first three studies, sex differences in competitive-caoperative
behav:{our wera calculated, Out of the 7 sub-samples, girls showed nore
competitive behaviour than bovs, although the differences were significant
only in two cases (Pareck and Dixit, 1974a). Tn one sub-semple fof Delhi)
boys were found to be more competitive, the differenrs being significant
(Baneriee and Pareek, 1974).

When data were analysed for both boys and eirls playing with an
‘Individual of their own sex and of opnosite sex, It was found that in
Simple 2 Hindu students boys_of different classes were less c-mpetitive
"Ehan those boys who nlayed with girls. IWo t values were found t» be
significant at ,05 and .01 level for class 4 and 8 respectively. However,
classes B and § pure girls! groups were less competitive than girls played
in mixed pairs. But only class 8 girls differed from the other girls of
rixed grovp significantly (p < .01). Class 4 girls groups showed 3 reverse
result than other two classes. Tn this class pure girls! group was found
to be more gompetitive than girls of the mixed group, and mean difference

was found to be statistically significant at .05 level. Boys of sarpie 1
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perspective of gams, !Bles hdve a tendercy to view the game over
a reasonably long time wrizon and therefore ten-d tn use play to
communicate to the other party; Famales appear t- play a ssries
of l-shot games and thus »optimize strictly over the short run,

Cooperation usually refers to a style of Eehaviour characteriesd
by falirness, eauality and sharing, while in the‘PDG it refers to one of
two 2ltermative choices. Hottes & DBvis (1971) found males as moTe
likely than females to wake the optimal choice, while females were
nore likelf to vary their chnices as a function of the sex and
attractiveness of their nartners, The findinrgs suggested that males
end Temalss &d not have differential motlves to cooperate, bﬁt respord
to different cues,

Rapoport & Charmah (1965) studied sex differences in factors

7contributing’ to the level of cooperation in the PﬁG. Large differerces
were obsarved b-tween male pairs and female pairs, the nrincipal difference
being in he considerably greater overall frequency of cooperative choices
by men, but in combined pairs thege differetces were erased, loreover,

‘ho differences in the frequencies of cooperative choice were ohserved in
the first ﬁwo players of the sequence, which suggested trat the overall
differcnces were results of different int-raction pattoms in men and women
rather than of different 'a priori' nropensities to cooperate, Sex
differences in the PDG was also examines by Gregovich {1969). Tt was
concluded from the result that male-male and female-female pairs tended

to cooperate somewhat less than Ss of mixed pairs, Ss wﬁo believed

thelir paftnfr to be of the opposite sex cooperated more than did Ss who

believed their partner to bz of the same sex,
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Persenaliiy Differences

Cooperative apd competitive behaviour, .as individual behaviour,
could be influenced by pﬂzsonality of the individuals, Not much work
has been done on the relationship of persorality with competitive- cooverati
behaviour,

One relevant persnality variable in this regard is the locus
of control (Rotter,1066). It may be hypothesised that individuals high
on internal locus of cortrol will cooperate more. Schonpflog (1972)
perfomed 3 experiments to test 8 hypotheses whether persons beli'év‘ing
in intemal control tend to be readier to cooperate than persons believing
in external control, in order tp infom themselves about the methods
conforing consecuences of own behaviour, The tendency to cooperate is
assumed- to decrease after an orientation phase. Persons left uncertain
about the locus of control should show a stronger tendency to cooperate
compared to perrons who expect a definite locus of control. When
cooperation is required, persons believing in inpernal control as comnared
to those believing in chance contml show more frecuent and longer phase
of contact, a greater part of which is concerned with tas oriented
information seeking and antagonistic irteractions. The belief in internal
control is expected to lend t-~ less steady patterns of role behavioér
during conn~ration than that expected of chance control. Under cooperation
thebelief in internal control is also assumed to be weaker than under
solitary condition. Results confirmed most of the assumptions. Ryeckman
and Sherman (1974) found that intermals were willing to relinquish much
of their persohal control over their outcomes by selecting superior

P :
partners for cooperative véntures, but only after they had become thoroughl
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convinced of their lack of abilit- on the task, Same externals selected
inferior ability partnsrs, thus virtually ensuring defeate -
Another relevant personality variable is machiavellianism (Christie,1970)
Roberts (1971) found that high m&chiavellians preferred menipulative
competitive games while those with’high_scofes in social des;rability
preferrsd non-manipulative-cooperetive games. 0Oreater httpmnts Wereﬂ
exerted by high machiavellians for cooperation for personal ends,

Marwell, Scimitt & Shotola (1971)'investigated the axtent tn which
the existence of interpersonal risk may disrupt cooperative behaviour in a
sitvation where cooperation is the most effective behavicur for the
échiévement of the desired wmal,., Cooperation was digruptad by the iptdeHCtiD”
of interpersonal risk substantially when the risk was small and almost
totally when the risk was large. Tf the abitity to commnicate was permitted
following disruption of cooperation by risk, it eventwally led to the
emergence of cooperatisn for a majority of groups. Very little work has been
reported with preadolescents and adslescents. Moore and Mack {1972) selected
72 undersraduates with high or low domirance scores on the A-3 réactioﬁ
study. They were then divided into high-low or mixed dominance pairs of the
sane sex and played 300 trials of PDG., I wes found that high-dominance
pairs, bul not low-dominance pairs, looked in sooner than mixed pairs., In
addition, high duﬁinance pair had a larger proporti?n of D- respcnée, D-D
joint responses and looks in on D-D,

In order to situdy the relationship of some personality variables
with cooperative-competitive game behaviour, the followirz variables were
selected, Det;iled fird‘ngs about these personality variables have bsen

reported elsewhere: (Banerjde and Pareck, 1973).
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The instruments used t» measure these are also mentioned against them,
1. Socioeconomic status (S¥S), measured by Kuphuswamy (1962)
2. Adjustment : Home (HA)
| 3. Adjustment : School (SA)
4. Adjustment : Peers (PA)

5. Adjustment : Teacher (TA)

6. Adjustment : General (GA)

7. Adjustment : Overall (OA)

»

-

A1l variables from 3 to 7 were measured by Pre-adolescent
Adjustment Scale (PAAS) developed by Pareek and associates (1970).

8. Dependence (D) : "the tende-cy to ses™ the help of others in making
dégisions or in carrying out difficult actions" (Tnplish and Thglish, 1958),
measured by Pre-adolescent Nependency Scale (PADS), Form B, developed by
Pareek and assnciates (1970).

9. Classroom Trust (CT): Pupil's feeling free to interact with the
teacher, ~,7, to discﬁss with him day-to-day c1§53r0~m problems, and Tving
volunfary‘help t~» the teacher for some classroom problem (Pareek and Rao,
1971), measured by Preadolecent Classronm T ust Scale (PACTS), developed
by Pareek and aseociates (1970).

Intercorrelations between personality variables and all the

dimersions of the game behaviour were worked out for sample 2 and savple 3,

P

In both casces the intercorrelations were found to be v-ry low (Parse: and
Banerjee, 1974; Parcek and Dixit, 1974). In sample 2 differences wefe studie
according to 3 subcultures: Hindus,Bohras ard tribals. For 'findus
socioeconomic status was foﬁnd to have significant correlation (at .05 leveli

positive with competition and negotive with cooperation. This was also
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Pound for tribal group, although the value is not significant due to
small n. Although the relationship was in the same direction for

gample 3 (Parerk énd Dirit, 1974) it was not significant. This may

show that in Hindus (and tribals also) highef value is given to
competitive behaviour in the highsr strata of the society. Tn the lower
socioeconomic status érbup, cooperation seems to have a higher value.
The home would socialise children in the eculture of cooneration or
ecompetition,

Tn sample 2,general adjustment was found to have positive
correclation (significant at .bsflevel) with competition for the Hindu
group; the same trend is shown for the Bohra and tiw tméba) groups, There
are some other differences which will be discussed while discussing cultural
differences in a subseguent chapter,

In sample 3 trust was fouqd to have positive significant
correlation with home adjustment, indicating the r-le of home adjustment
in trust behaviour. Although most of the correlations wers low, When
Tegression analysis was run for sample 3 school adjustment and dependency
were found to have contributed significantly to game behaviour,

It has generally been reported that personzlity as a variable is
Influencial as long as the situation is not very complex. When the threat
1s too high, or the situation is too complex, personality may not have

much influence or behaviour (Terhune, 1970).
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Motivation and competition and cooperstion

Achievement motivation has been ass-sciated with competition,
and extension motivation is expected to be related to cooperation,
Competition with others has been used as one of the four criteria to
deterine whether the story written in response to a TAT card can be
classified as an achievement-motivation story (Atkinson, 1958). Anotrer
of the four criteria is comp~tition with self, i.e. better perfor-ance
by the ‘ndividual each time, ™owever, the evidence of the relatinnship
of achievement motivation with performance is conflicting, Soma studies
have been reported significant relationship between n Ach and better
performance (French, 1955: Klauer, 1961, Atkinson and Reitman, 1956), and
some others do not find this (Miller and Worchel, 1956: Atkinson & Reitman,
1956, and Reitman, 1960)., Failure tn find significant positive correlations
may be due to a number of factnrrs such as unreliability of the n_ achievemeni
measure and the nature of the incentives in the task sitwa tion, but one
finding‘seems to be consistent amnngst the apnarently contradictorv results
to suggest that in general, p Achievement appears less likely to be
positively related to performance when that performance is routine or
almost mechanical, On the other hand, high n ichievement appears ﬁore
likely to Ee associated with better perfomance on tasks requiring some
imagination or creativity or some personal initiative (McClelland, 1961,
p. 216).

Results of the stud§'with_g Ach are reported elsewhere (Pareeck
and Bnerje~, 1978). n Achievement was fn nd to have nositive relatisnship
with compstitinon in almost 111 gr-oups or communities except in Windu

community in which case the relationship was found to be negative, although



$39s
very low. In oniy'one sample {Bohra), relationship between_n ichievement:
and compstition was found to be significant at .05 l»vel, but other r
values were not statistically significant; However, the gerneral trend
-of relationship ié in the nositive direction,
Relationships of'g"Achieveﬁent with repentence, exnloitation, and
forziveness were found to be.negative in all the groups,
Tt is gisnificant that in case of Bohra, the relationship bstween
p Ach and competition was sionificantly positive, Bohra is a business
community. This may indicate that increased achievement rotivation in a
business community may lead to an jncrease ir competitive behaviour,
|
McClelland (1961) showed that ecoromic gr-wth.of an individual was positively
‘related with n Achicevement. Similar results have Been raported by Ryan and
Lakie (1965), that incividuals who scored high on_n Ac'iievem=nt (motive to
succeed) perfommed.better in cémpﬂtitive situations. The theory of
glgghagg;ment pradicts t'ot a person with high n Achievement should be
immediately cancerned with direct crantitative measure of how well he is
doing (McClelland and Winter, 1969, p. 14). According to this, doing well
is a sense of competition and in Maximising Difference G2me wbeé an individual
knew his own, as well as his partner's payoffs, it was very easy to know
" how well he was doing, and this in turn, would increase the iendency of
comp~tition, provided the individual was highly achievement motivated,
fmonest the other variables r Achivement was found to be poéitively

related with trust and retaliation only ( r values were not found significant)

for the total sample, Trust and retaliation themsclves had very high
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positive correlation., On the oti~r hand, there wers positive inter-
correlations a*m;.r\gst repentence, exnloitation, forgivensss and trust-
worthiness (Pareek and Banerjee, 1974). These variables have showed a
similar type of relationship with n Achievement. Although this relation-
ship was found, ' the hypothesis that achievement motivated persor will
show more comp~tition, seems to be untenables because r values were found
to be statistically insignificant for the total sample,
However, Tirdus had shown relationship in the negative direction.
Though r values»btained in this samle sroup were not significant yet
it was observed that irdividuals with comparatively hish n Achievement
cooperated. in a game situation rather than competing., It was also observed
that r values found betwecn p ‘chievement and other aspects of game
behaviou_r were lowe~ in comparison to the r values of the othér groups,
Terhune's results (1968) are very interesting., Y= found .that
achlievement-oriented personality types were more cooperative than th»
other types. They were found to chonse cooperatively, while simultaneously
expecting cooperation from their nartpers. The affitiation oriented Ss
- were most dofansive, in that they defected, and the power oriented Ss
were more exploitative. Terhune (1970) has summgrised these findinés
and has also reported a significant result\that these differences <ccording
to motive types were shown as long as the situation was not threatening.
The more tlreatening the game became (with a greater temptation to double
cross and having higher pay-off), the smaller were the differerces among
the notive types.A Kelly et al (1973) have also reported similar rosults.
Matched dyads of 18 high p Ach and 18 low p Ach subjects completed a

complex motor task under cooperative, competitive or individual conditions,
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Results indicated that low n Ach dyads performed bett~r in a competitive
situation than in 'a’.”cooperative situation, while reverse was the case
for ﬁigh‘g_ Ach dyadé.‘
| Sir;ce the basic consideration of‘ a highn Achievament person
is his self—inte:l‘est {Terhune, 1968), his strat!egy'wi'll be determinad
by his pgr}:eption of the way his self-interests can be madimally served.
Terhune sugrested that if trust and cooperation have the highest pay off
,x;alﬁes, they will show trust and cooperation: but p Achievement peobls are
not espe'c'ia;l]-_y trusting in absence’of evidence to supnort that trust will help
them é,;:hieve their goal.
Teérlune has sugeested that achievement motivated people will
coop>rate or show trust if it is more payine to their total score. Tt may
be interesting t» find out which strategy, coopsration or competition is
perceivr;d as more paying. T% is simple to understand that cooperation brings
Athe 'highest payoff provided there is mutual and implicit understanding
between the two members of the pairs as in this game situaticn an indivs fualts
behaviour is not »nly conditioned from his within but also by the behaviour
of the other ;manber and his interpratation of the intention of the other
member from the feedback he received in the earlier trial. Tf somehow the
mutual understanding is brol;en , cooperation may not be more paying.
rSinha (1968) studied p Ach and n cooperation under limited/unlimited |
» resource conditions. 'Findings revealed that high n Ach leads to ma st rrum
group out;gut only Qhen resources are unij;'Lted , and when rrsources are’
ﬁmtea, perso.ns with higher n cgc;peration did better in cube construction
test, »Concept.ually, competition is related to achievément/motivation-
since the basis of achievement motivation is competition. However,

while some studies have found correlation betweer achievement motivation
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and comprhition in the game behaviowr, some othsr studies have found a
significant relationship between ~chievement motivation and croperation,
These results are baf ling, 'ell plarned studies to resolve this issue

are lacking. Sinha's (1928) is one of the most systematic studies, Sinha
has contrasted achievement motivatinn with cooperation, eguating

achieving motivation with competition., liccordirg t» the theory, person with
high p Ach will be morce interested in maximising his gain, and he wonld not
be interested in compatition for its own sake. 'There cooperationis more
functional, such an individval may resort to coopcration., One qf the
characteristics of a person with high achievement motivation is creativity.
Instead of being bound to available means to solve a problem, such an
individual searches altorrate ways of apsroiching the problem., 1In tris
sense, a person with high n Ach also creates resources, in addition to using
available resources in compcting with others, 'hile it is true, as proposed
by Sinha (1968), that a person with high n ich is likely to compete in the
use of available limited resources, and in this sensc he is likely to

cause loss to others in compotition with him, he will also tend to generate
resources, This is the idea bchind achievement motivotion trairineg for
'entrepr=neurs. Therefor-, the relationship is much more c-mplex thaﬁ a
simnle one. As discussed clsewbers (Parcek and Binerjec, 19763 Parnck,
Banerjc~ and Chattopadhyay, 1976; Pareek and Dixit, 1976) cooperation can
be developed along with the development of achicvement motivation also,
These two arc not in contradiction. A4 the~ry of cooperative behaviour,
tﬁerefére, should not cxclude achievement motivation but may use it for

promoting more effective cooperations
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‘Le% us consider the relationship between extension motivation
and caopérative behavioury The cbncept of extension motivgtion has been
proposed by Pareck (1967, 1§68) for concern for others —- indicating the
individuals need to extepd the-sélf dr the ego and relate t-> a largsr
group and its goals. Tncreasing attention is being paid to the study of -
altruism, a term Sorokin (1954) used first to make a serious attempt tn
,stﬁdy snciological aspects of a pro-social behaviour, WMeClelland (1985)
hgs acknowledged the immortance of this motive —— what he calls the
fconcern for the éommon welfare for all®? — for economic growth: "This theme
éf concern for tho common gnod was also found more often im the children's
textbooks used by those cuuntr&es that subsequently davelop more raonidly,
That is, these stories frequently described people being influenced by the
wishes and needs of others ... Furthermors, it is probably in this way that
one 1y most easily explain the correlations that have been found between
investments in health and education and subsequent rates of cconomic growth,®

Ddension motivation is r»flcected in rogard for other persons,
cooperation with otheors for achievement of a common goal, faith and trust
in member of a group, and involvament in goals which‘concern not orly oneself,
but large groupms, with the commnity or the society (Pareck, 1968). Various
dimensions of extension motivation may be : hclping, ceollaborating, sympathy,
risking one'!® comfort, rigkine safety for nthers, sacrifice, patriotism,
hospitality, peace, ete, i comparative concept of several motives on
seven dimensions has been proposed to indicazte the possibility of develoning
a comparative scoring system for stories from TAT (Pareek, 1976). waever,>
in the absence of a good ;;d valid measure of extension motivation, two

short instruments wer~ prepared, and wed, as mentioned earlier, These are
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discussed elsewhere (Pareek and Divit, 1976), as also the results, ‘The
results did not reveal any sienificant relationship betweeﬁ measures of )
extensioh motivation and game behavioar. Not. a single correlation was
significant, The two measures used had alriost zero cofrelations betwéen

them. One was more a measure of verbal behaviour, whereas the other, using a |
semi-projective technioue, nrobably measured the concern ag a deeper level,

It has been concluded from the results that variables reoresenting responsés
at three levels-verbal (surface), projective (deeper),and nerformance (action)

levels — are quite different from one another, and the results obbtained

should be compared after careful consideration. (Pareek and Dixit, 1978).



Crowing .Uh to Share and Fivht

Chi idren learn both tr; compeate and to c:ompeice. Tt may be both ‘
a develommental phenﬂmenog, as well ‘as the influence of culture. Tt is
difficult to isolate maturatiny proceds from socialisation. The influrnce
of agewill indigafe maturational nrscess, but this may differ from culture
to culture. In socisl behaviour the influence of culture i; very Iimoortant,

Here wriz shall discuss the influence of age as well as cr:'iure;

Develoomental Trends

In gene-al, literature has reported the development of competifive
behaviour with age. Se€cond graders were found to be more competitive than
first graders (Richmord and Weiner, 1973). Owens (1970) has repofted increase
in competition as a function of age from 2 to 8 years. Hirota (1951) found
that children did not understand competitive behaviou; before the age of 4,
children at the age of 5 understood it after repeated instrﬁctions, and
those of € 2nd 7 yeérs understood competitive group work. Kagan and
Madsen (1§71j found 4-5 years old more cooperative than 7-9 years old.
McClintockq(l9?4} has also reported increase in competition with age.
McClintock and Muttin (1969) found a line:r incresse for all the children
in competitive responses from the second to the sixth gra‘e, Iﬁ the fourth
and sixth grade frequency of cooperatior was the lowest,

» Nelson (1971) revorts that when = situation was characterised
by the presence of cues fnr cnopemtion and the ab%éqce of cues for
competition, childrenof ill ages were cooperative, ’qbwever, the older
¢hildren were more efficiont in cooperating when a situation was characterised
by campetitive cues and the a’_tnsence of cues for coopzratior. Older |

children were far morc competitive than five year olds. “hen cues for



£463
cooperation and competition were presented, interaction was senerally
non-cooperative, and equally so for all age levels. However, when the
mixed cue situation was designed in -ne case to make the need for mutual
assistance pérticularly obvious and in anotherucase to make possibility of
an equitable ogtcome particularly obvious, 5-year olds were more cooperaiive
than older éhildren. For older children, the prior experience of cooperation
léd to greater cooperation than for groups having either no prior game
experience or t;he prior experience of competing., Also, following the orior
game experience of cooperating in experiment, older boys wererm;re
cooperative than older girls, and younger «irls weré more cooperative than
younger boys.

The various studies showing increase inlcompgtition with age may
indicate both the influence of maturation and of sncialisation in the enlture
_probably more the latter, Sirce most researches renort children and adults
from the Western culture to be more competitive, the socialising influence
would tend to increase with age, resulting in higher competition behaviour
with age, Some good rigourous comparative studies in different cul tures,
those which emphasise competiton (say, USA) and those which emphasise
cooperation (e.g. Chinese or Vitanamese societies), may throw more light
on this phenomenon,

Developmental trends in cooperative and competitive behaviour
have beeﬁ studied for 3 age groups, ancd have beer reported in great details
(Pareek and Bonerjee,1974a). Age was found to have significant correlation
(at .01 level) with competition (positive) and cooperatior (negative). So,
iq general competition was f ~und to Increase with age, The other values

of correlation with age significant at ,01 level were those with repentence
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and e xploitation (both negative). T% appears that efen though competition
increases with age, the tendency to exploit' (and repent) decreases,. This
may show maturational trend.

When t values for variables of cooperative-competitive game
behaviour for various age-pairs (4-6, 4-8 and 6-8), it was found that in some.
sub-cultural grovps  the trend was significant, Table 4 gives the levels
of sigrificance found for the combined groups (boys and girls). Tn all
cases, Wherever the values were sigqificant, the sa~e trend was.showr : increase
in trust and retaliation, and decrease in repentence, exploitaﬁion and trust—:
worthiness. Tt can be concluded that with age there. is highsr comp-~titive
behaviour, with tendency to build trust through reFaliation, and-the
tendency of implicit trust, exploitation and reppnfence decreases. The.
dynamics of these patterns of relationship will be discussed later also.

- Level of significance for t walues for various
" ' groups according to_age

Sample 1 (Delhi) Sample 2 - Sample 2 Sample 2
(Hindu) (Bohra) - (Tribal)
-6 14-8 | 68 4-6 | 485 6-8 | 46| 4-8 6-8 ' | 46| 4-8] 6-8 ;
Trust ' .05 .01
Renentence .05 ! .05 | .05 | .05 »
Retalia~ LO5 ' .05 ' 01
tion
Exploita.— 3.05 005
tion :
Triste 1057 ' .05 .05 | . .01
’Worthi-‘-‘ .

ness |




Sub—cultural Diffsrences

Culture hag s great deal of influence on cooperative-competitive
behaviour of an individual, probably much more than is generally recognised,
Several aspects of culture may be sign*fica?t in this regard. A person is a
member of ; society, and s~ the social culture has the greatest influence on
his behaviour. 'owever, the culture of the grmup, the geneval setting inm .
which the experiment is conducted, and the nature of the sroup also influence
game behaviour, We shall consider these factors here,

Group characterisgtics

It has besn revorted th-.t small»r groups are more coonerative

than larger groupe (marmburger, Guyer and Fox, 1975). Bell (1970) found

that singles were gimificently less coopetative and more competitive than
dyads and, triuds; and dyads were the most croperdtive and least competitive
of the thras conditions. Dyeds ap.peared. to become more cooperative in the
second half while triads apneared to become more campetitive, Theven dyads
have been found to cooperate faster (Jancsek, 1973), Integrated scho-ls
showsd more cooperation than separate schools'(?’fill‘er, 1973), ‘{igher level
of coolierafion is also reported In boye from Mown homes® compared with
institutionalised boy*s‘ (Bzn-T and Krinohlang, 1974). TInstituationalisation
produced more resistance to chinse to cooperation. Shapira (1970, 1974)
has reported Kibbutz boyes from Israle to be more coopverative than city bays.
Fducatiorel background may also have sone irnfluence on cooperative behaviour,
Woland and Cattron (1969) has reported that art group of students was found -
to be significantly less cooparative than the ordinary students, This WaS
accordinz to expectation, as competition is 2 characteristic of the performi

art cultore.
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Tt has heen suggested tHat the situatinnal meaning which
~ subjects attribute to the game could substantially affect their level
of cgoperation, even when other factory =.z. communication ovvortunities,
rewzrd maenitudes and partnzr!s strotegy, are held constant. Riser and
Bhavani [(1974) found this in their experimental investiration.

Results of an experiment by Smith (1985) desipgned to find the
effects of varyin? sst, in trrms of differant degrees of competition and
cooperation, unon conformity showed thzt peonlz in cooperative sroup
setting will enrform more than people ir a competitive group seiting,
Wedron {1971) fo:nd that when a s ituation was characterised by the presence
of cues fsr cooprration and the absence of cues for competition, children
of all ages were cooperative. Some develovmentil variations were nbserved,
as discussed in the provious chapter,

Cult ral Dilferences

¥ost studies report Western cultures to show high competition
compared with non-Westarn cultures. Anglo-limericans have been reported
to be more competitive than Maxicans (Kagan and thdsen, 1371, McClintock, 1974),
Belgians at the IT prade, although this Jdistinctinn disamwearad at VI grade
(McClintack and Muttin, 1969), Cuban-. crican (Concha, 1975), Tndian (ilcock,
1974). However, Mahler and 121l (1964) translated Turner's two scales, Scale 4
{social acesptance) and Scale C (comp-tition scale), and compared their
reslte with Turner's result on both variables. " They repmortad that Indian
college students anpeared to be both more covpetitive and more in need of
goclial acceptance than: imevican collcee students, Meeker (19_70)'s.pp1ied
PDG and Maxinizing Diffe;‘ence'Pﬂme (¥*G) to adult tribal \fricans of

varyine degrees of westernization., Westemised Ss showed less conpzation



than tradivional Ss in the PD5 bui not in MDG. Traditional and
westebnized §s manifested preate~ similarity to their partners in the
VDG than in the PIG.

Richmond and Weiner (1973) found that Black 85 working together
were more cooperaﬁiv@ and less compatitive than pairs of Whites, while blacks
and Whites working together were less cmpetitive than palrs of whites but
more competitive than pairs of blacks. ladsen (1967) studied three “exican
subcultures to assess cooperative and competitive motivatinn in Ss, waryirg
in urban-rural and socio-ecoromic status under following conditionsz
(a) simdle altrulsm, (b) work outout, (c¢) solution of a problem in which
competition minimized individual reward, and (d) solution of a problex
in which competition maxim%zed indiv%ggééiigyarﬂ. Significant differences
between grownswere obtaired with the urban middle class children proving
to be much more competitive than their urban poor and rural counterparts,
Later on, Madsen & Shapira (1970) corducted a cross—cultural research on
cooperation and competition., Tn first experiment, they found that Mexican-
American boys were more competitive than Mexican-imerican girls, an® 4fro
and Anglo—imericané of both sexes,

Harford (1966) founé that Wegro boys were significantly less
cooperative than ¥Wegrp girls, White girls and boys were intermediate betwes
the Negro boys and girls, but not significantly different fmm each other,
The develonmment of cooperative behaviour of cult rally deprived Wegro and
‘White kindergarten was devwonstrated in a gwme situation by Wasik, Senn ¢
Epanchin (1269).

Bethlehem (1973) did not find any significant differsnce b-tween

Whites and ifrican children, and suggests trat the 78mblan philosovhy



mav be revised when these children grow nider,

Meeker (1950) concducted his reseirch on Koelle males of
‘westernized and traditional residente and ocowpatinns, e found that
westernized Kpelle were competitive in more situations,but not in all
sitvations, . Competition was mot associcied morve with =ducation thaﬁ with
particination in the wage earning part of the economy.

Albert (1971) investicated the motivational implicatisng of
competition. A preference for competitive vs non-competitive choice was
documented and attributed to the activation of a set of cultural values that
selectively ?einforced certain kinds of choices and not otkers,

From the data ovraesented in details (Banerjer and Pareek, 1974b;
Paree and Bancries, 1974a) the diffcrences amongst the sub-cultural proups
significant at .05 or .01 level are s*own in Table 5, Tribal ~roup was
foundto be significantly highar on cooperation if one age level (crade 6)
‘comparad with tha Bohra erown. Similarly, tribal children were higher on
cooperation as cormara? with children frnm D lhi. It is obvious fram the
results thit high~r cooperation is shown by tribal children. This is true
of 6th grede children. Tn ot-~r cases, the differ-nces are not significant.
When we study the c¢ifferences on othier variables of game beh.viour, we
find that tribal children are low on tr.st ané on retaliation., Boith thess
involve taking injtiative. It apvenrs that in interversonal behaviour, the
tribal children respond according to the prevaiiing norms, and there is a
lower tendrney in ther %o take initiitive for changing patterns of intor~
‘pmsmmlrdﬁﬁom..

Children from Bohra comunity were lover on repentance, exploitatinsn

and Targiveness. Tho differcnces sre gignificart in some groups, as
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revealed in Table 5. Repentance and exploitation go together, However, --
the ini':eresting finding is that these differences are mors evident
in 4th and 6th grade children and much less in 8th grade children. Pfobably,
the influence of the culture is much more evident in younger age, Details
of such cultural @differences are d7scussed elsevherc (Pareck and Banerjen,
1974; Pareck arnd Dixit, 1974).

Sex differences found may reflect the cultural differrnces much
morc, Table 6 sumarises the findings of 3 other studies as well as those
from the various samnles fram the studies reported here. The average
proportions ni compctitive responses are given for 4 groups in the table,

As already discussed, Cirment (1974) has reported that competition was
higher amongst ziris when they played the game with members of their own sex
followed by boys when they played thc game with the members of /their oWn Sexe
The conclusion Carment arrived at were that the females are more-compctitive,
and subjects; were more competitive when they played the game with the members
of thrir own sex., Karabenick (1972) has sugeested femnles! fear of success
as the bacis for explaining sex b:haviour. According t~ this hypothesis,‘
fear of success in females is higher when competing against males, and,
therofore, it is predicted that perfommance w-uld be lower for females when
opnonents were males, Resultés showed improvement in performance folloWipg
success greater when females competed against males than against femlesy . .«

The table reveals that the results from these studics are
contr;ry to what have been reported by Carment (1974)3 and by oth-rs, but is
nearer fco the results reported by McNeel et al (1972). The table showa
that in,all the groups, boys were higher in competitive behaviour eom;;ared

to girls and only in -one case this competitiveness was high_gr when -boys
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Average Proportion of Compotitive Resoonges

1 2 3 4

Tl FF T F
Raéoport and Chamman (19€5) PDG .41 .66 .50 .52
HelNeel gt al (1972) MDG .79 .68 .54 .80
Camment (19'74)8~ MDY .38 .52 .25 .26
Class 4 Sample ) «55 44 55 46
A ndu .46 .50 54 43
g Sample 1 61 .52 .66 53
Hindu _ 53 2 41 .58 58
8 Sample 1 .64 » 20 .62 59

Hirdu +56 «59 «70 61



3552
played with membors of thodr own sex; otherwise, boys showed greater
éompetitiveﬁess when they played with girls, This differance briween the
€indings from Indian cultural groups and the Westorn grouos can, probahly,
be explaired by the cultural differ-~rces of sex role. Tn the Tndian
culture, girls accopt thair sex role without much confliet, and in the
culture competitivencss by males is seen as much nore appropriate than
competitiyeness by girls, Sucﬁ a value may be internalised through the
progess 'of Socialisation, Suchla difference has, however; to be tested
further,

Some studies using MDG have macde s~me comments about cultural
characteristies in India. alcock (1974) has reported that Tndian subjects
of both sexes were very cocperative, althovgh females were nore passive,
When compared to Inéian subjects, Cinadian males reactad to iImposition of
time 1imit by becoming more competitive and by resisting ylelding, Carment
and Jodkin (1973) havc reported that Indian subjects were less conscious
of the presence of » ecoarto¥ , they ovorformsd much mere rapidly and showed
much larger intradvadic differenccc in perfarmarcges compared with thc‘
Canadiars. They alse paid less attertion to thc quality of their nerformance,
Camment has sugerested thot adaptatinn or rriuced arousal jin the prescnce
of a coactor may be due to smzll perser2l space available t5 Tndiens, .and
’g-iuair erowded envirorm~nt, Iaclk of conccrn avout the actual prrf~rmence
of the coactor has also h-on sugrested o8 an exslanation. Corment [1074)
has reported that Indian subj ects werc more conservative in risk taking,

and showed behawiour which =ay be charicterised with high fear of failure

- J

and a belief in the extcrnal eontrol of roinforcenent,
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Do Not Talk if You Wanf to Fight

The role of communication in buildingy cooderation 18 crucial,
Under some conditions, communication may lead to increase in competition.
Deutsch and Krauss (1960, 1962) found thet communication in the sbsence
of nower to retaliate may lead to comdetition., However, communication is
open way to c&operation} Communication was found to result in the

increase in the frequency of choi%es in PDG (CGrezelsk and Tyszk, 1974).
McClintockt gt gl (1963) found isolationists high on competition.,

The result were inmterpreted to mean that isolationists ‘emploved
stratesies to meximize thair oun galﬁs and their oppoments losses; and/or
isolationists hag a wenerslized tendency to compete, Wichaman (1970) con-
cluded that the high degree of competitiveness typically found in ¥DG
studies mav be larsely a functioﬁ of the isolation imposed on the Ss'by
the J, iley (1989) found that ~oth males and femcles wers considerably
more- cooperative wihen ~~mmnication was possibls than under non-communi-

cation gcuditici. %

Comrmnication has been found to be significant in producing
cooveration, Greenwood {1974) has reported that agreement was reached
significant}y when cooperative sociszl orientation and unrgstricted communi-
cation were combined., Jdowever, Merin, Mejia and De Overle (1975) did not
find any influence of commnication on cooperation; rural children wers
found to cooperzte more, Wiley (197%) also did not find much difference

due to communicstion,
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~The standard PDG or DG doos not permit communication between S,
When thic restriction is removed cooperation level often increases (Gallo
and ‘inchell, 1970), Loomis (1959) studied the effect of commmication
on frequency of coopacative'piay. Half of this Ss sent, and the other half
received standardized notes expressing expectation, intension, reteliation
and (or) absolution. Five levels of communication were used, from expec'b—_
ation alone toA all of them in combination, Nonreceivers 'yere someuwhat
more cooperative than notesenders, but both groups averaged over 50% co- (
oparative play, Deutsch (1960) also rejorts increased cooperation when
comminication was alloweds This was truc only when the Ss had been given
an.individualistic motivational set and did hold true when the Ss had been
given cooperative or competitive instructions., Other studies (Durkin, 1967,
dichman, 1970) confirm this fi»ding, that commnication facilitates co-
operation. Fhzle and Horris - (1974) rejorted that communication oppor-

tunitice and availability of nower mitigated competition.

In an experiment (using economic) Hoggat (1967) concluded that in
the experimental markets in which Ss played with behaviourally stable robots
. there was a tendency toward stability of behaviour in the lmuman player and
there was a tendency for Ss to be imore cooperative with cooperative robots

than they were with non-cooperative robots,

Very little work hss been done to find out how commmnication in-
crease cooperation, Durkin (1967) believes that very trief oyewto-aye
contact facilitates an encountering process, which changes the orientation

| of the subject. HNowever, verbal Garden et gl (1973) investigated the qfﬁects

of 2 proxemic factors ( seating arrangements and availability of eye contact)
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on the cooperetion, interpersonal attitude and aparoach avaidance tendencies
shown by 50 male undergraduates engaged in 2 persons PDG;-'&?;nificant inter-
actions emerged between these two proxe:sic factors on gll 3 qffthe above oub-
comes, OConsistent with role play findings, more positive cooperation and
attitudinal ocutcomes tended to be associated with.the mare proximal, side-by-
side seating arrangements when in?erplayar eye contact was«blocked;:;No trend
emerged for approach avoidance data in this condition. ‘lien eye contact was
available, the opposite pattern emerged. The more positive outcomes for all.
%2 dependent measures were associafed with the.less.p;oximal across-table
seating arrangements., However, varbal commnications (or even non verbal
frowns or smiles) can have either a threatening or a conciliatory tone.

For example when one participant has the opportunity to threateq the
second, and second has got no means to retaliate, thg'degree of ‘cooperation

is less than if nocommunication were possible at all.(Deutsch and Krauss,

1960, 1962).

To find out the effect cf commnication on game behaviour, two ex-
perimental conditions (no-communication and comminicetion) were used. Under
no-communication condition, the subjects were not zllowed to see or talk to
"each other throughout the experiment, and they played under normal in-
structions. Gommuni&ation conditions were both used in dyad groups and in
3-member groups. In dyad situation, both the partners were allowed to see
and communicate to sach other after avery 10th trial. But they were not
introduced té each other in the beginning of the game. Instructions were
modified accordingly. In groups (of 3 members cach) the effect of communi-

cation was measured in two conditions. In the first condition, both the
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nominated one representative each, who met after every 10th trial for dis-
eussion, while in the second condition the entire groups were permitted to

meet and comminicate after ¢very 10th trial

The results of these experiments arec reported elsewhers (Pareek
and Dixit, submitted). The results ;showed comminication to b; quite
effective in producing cooperative behaviour, It is much mors true in the
case of groups than in the case of individuals, uhile in the case of indi-
viduals, a positive trend was fouﬁa, the fesults were sbatistically signi-

ficant in the case of groups.

Regerding groups there is not much difference how communication is
conducted, whether between two groups by all members taking part in 1%, or
through group representatives. Jowever, it appeafs that when individuals
representing the groups discuss together, there are more chances for their
understanding the problems which require collaboration and for fhem to stick
to the collaborative arrangement. Such a trend is chown, although the
difference was not found significant, The difference was signi‘ficant at
oG5 level, indicating that when communication takes place between groups
in which all members of both the groups participate, there is a greater
tendency to exploit i.e. to take advantege of the trust belng generated.
This is less so in case of decisions arrived at when representatives mest
and negotiate, It appears that the commitment made by individuel represen—
tatives is much more binding than comitment generated in the total groups
meeting together. Inter%iews with somc of group representatives revealed

‘that the group representatives not only felt committed to the decision they
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Coopérative or competitive behaviour of an individual would be
influenced by the behaviour of his partner (or the opponent or the ;oplayer).
Gryzlak end Tyszka (1974) found cooperation higher in groups'in subjects
favourably disposed to oach other, Airic and Kehan (1972) found that in an
experimental game it is the perception of an actual relationship of an inter-
action with the other person more than the nature of the game which croeates
a c}imate in which cooperative responses can be established, Cooperative
sets can be induced through the rep;esentation of the partner - a reactive
partner promoting cooperation and a rigour one promoting compgtition, In
order to understand tihe reaction induced by the partners! beh;viour, the
behaviour itself is not sufficient, It is interpreted and understood inﬁ
terms of_the ;nitiallrepresentations. The analysis of a person's behavi;ur
when in relation with another is based on a joint study of the existiﬁg

representatioﬂs and of the actual behaviour observed,

Bmpathy between the subject and the paritner is also an ilmportant
factar in cooperation, Garner and Deutsch (1974) found decrease in the
amount of cooperation whon subject believed that their (dissimilarly movi-

vated) partners hed the same orientation as they had.

;. The effect of the partner's sprategy_also“dppends on the accuracy
_of the pereeption of his strategy.Summers,. gt al, (1972) experimented with
72 male undergraduates in a PDG involving 9 levels of cooperation by a

simulated other. It was found that Ss ware quite accurate in detecting the
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other's overall leVel of cooperation as well as the other's reciprocation
of Ss noncooperative choices. Howe&er, detection of the other's recipro—
cation of cooperative choices were frequently inaccurate, wWith regard to
the latter,. Ss own reciprocation of the others cooperative cholces was

significantly related to Ss perception of the other strategy.

Generally, cooperative|responsé will elicit cooperation. " Mack and

Knight (1974) have renorted hisher cooneration under tie condition of the
partﬁer's cooperation. Lewicki (1970) found the subject-partner relation-
ghip as an iﬁﬁortant factor. Significantly more«cooperativé and indi-
vidpalistic choices were made following cooverative relationship. The
lérgest cooﬁeqative’moves‘wefe made when the S had previously'been CcO-
operative and the other perfon was pérceived as similar to the S, McNesl
et al (1974) found thet individualistie - oriéntation (own gain) led to -

cooperation compared to competitive orientation (relative géin).

n a study of dyadic negotiation Larmm and Rossch (1972) found that
subject's copperative negotiation (negotiating together) was more under
compeﬁitiveuthan uaaer(hbd;competitive conditions. A4nother important faci-

litating factor was full reliable information on the vay off structure.

Quite a few studies have employed a simulated rather than a real
other pleyer, That 1s, each 8 played against a preprogrammed set of res-
}wnses sent to hlm by “the exoerlmenter, while oeliev1ng that he was actually
playlng agalnst a reeﬁ ooponent. Etxenstine, Pbtash and Jilsons (1983 ) used

a random strategy of 81% cooperatlvu responses for one group and 83% for

competitive responses far another group, followed in all grouéé by’ an~83%
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MmaLe g strategy. McClintook, Strend and Gallo’ (3:965 ) used random
strategies of85%, £0%, and 15% cooperative respoz:nses for their threce
groups. Neither of the experiments showed any effect of the other's stra-
tegy on the choice behaviour ol the Ss. Oskamp (1974) used 10%, 20% free
olay and tit-for lﬁat strategles., DBPixenstine snd +ilson (1963) demonstrated
that when the stra‘b.ogy of the 'other! rcaches ‘as high as 95% cooperative
or competitive and is systematicall;} varied over trials the Ss do tend to

respond in kind,

A rolevant aspect of the pertner's strategy is ﬁhe trust between
the subject and th:e. par‘t.nez;, trd the partner's oredibdility with the subject.
‘This may partly depénd on m..u‘e pr.omises made by the par-tx;er;' ﬁonouring thoge
pr;omises, anc-i the demonstration of honesty, Lindskold and Horai (1974) with
honest commnication subjects sent nore messages, ware more ;:ocperative, ang
uBed more the messages. -Bonana gt al {1974) found that subjects sent more
promises to the cooperative than competitive partner and kept promises vhen these
these were reciprocated, Schlenker et gl (1973) found that subjects who

scored high on trust would believe the promises of simlated player and
| cooperats with her more than those who scored low; subjects relied on
the promises and coopersted more, the greater the actual probability of
proerises and coojerated more, the greate‘r the actual mrohability of pfomise
fulfilment. The sit.ue.tiﬁnal varichle of promise creci”l ity produced much
stronger éi‘fects on subjects! cooperation with the promisor than did the
personality variable of trust, which produced only marginal eigrificant
effectss Tho independent variables also affected the subjects own use of

comrunication and,their perception of promiac;i'.
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hyers et al (1973) induced high or low attraction for a simulated
olayer (SP) in 40 fenale undergraduates in a 2x2 factorial design study.
During a m:i.-xed motive interaction, the SP sent intermiftent promises of
cooperation to Ss, the promises warc either 10% or 90% credible, Results
indicate 2 main effect of promise crcdibilitj on subj ects! cooperativeness
on x;xessego-relevant trials, Liking for and evéluati,'c;r: of the SP were in-
versely related to perceived potency. OChanges in attraction from pre-to
post measures sﬁpport an expectancy theory of attraction. In an experimén‘t
by Hogan et al (1973) opponent was prograimed as coopergfive/ competitive and
as honest/dishonest. Heo was, however, perceived as competitive and honest,
irrespective of nis behav_iourf Percep‘l";ion accurécy was correlated with
non competitivencss. In a PDG the I;-ionterord;e et al (1974) present simulated
target as honest-eonli-nt, honestedefiant, dishonest-conlidnt, and dis~
honest-defiant. -Subjccts sent more threats to a co »1i.rt than a defiant
target. - When the target was honest- compliant, s converted the subject into

mutual cooperator, btut when hc was dishonest eoxpliint, subjects exploited hinm,

To study whether the choice of the other player (or the group) in-
fluenced one's degree of cooperation or competition in game be¢haviour, the
strategy of the other player was varied, This was done by pre-programiing
the choices of the other player. The following strategies wére used and the

game was played under usual instructions of MDG,

(2) Unilaterally cooperative: The other pleyer (or group) chooses co-

operative response on every trial regerdless of the subject's choice.

7

(b) Unilaterally competitive: The other player (or group) chooses compe-

titive trial on every trial regardless of the subject's choice,
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(e} Recivrocating (or metching): The other player chooses the response the

subject gawve on the previous response,

{(d) Opposite: The other plaver chooses_ﬁhé response opposite of the pre-
vious response ol the subject. Conditions ¢ and d were not tried out on

groups,

Rasults of these experiments are given in some details elsevhere
(Pareek ond Dixit, submitted). The results did not reveal any difference
in the Ss response when the other (partner) reciprocated (i.e. made the same
move the subject dld) or was opposite {i.e. made a move opposite of
the subject). &4lthough a trend is visible to show that reciprocal moves
7produce more cooperation and more trustworthiness, but the differences
were so small that thie trond seems to be very weak., Nagoto (1973) found
reciprocating tendency significant. Soloman (1960) found thst more coopera-
tive responses werc made by the Ss when they played against a matching
strategy than against either an unconditionally cocperative or an uncondi-

tional competitive strategy.

There is a clear indication that cooperative behaviour of the other
agroup leads to cooperatiwve behavicuf of the first group alsc. If both
groups are cooperative, cooperetive behaviour will increase cooperation and
trustworthiness, However, unconditional cooperation may also lead to and

increase exploitation.

Unconditional cooperation by the other {partner) produces repen~
tence, but in the case of groups, 1t is interesting that when the other

group is continucusly unconditiona.' cooparative, the level of repentence
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is not significantly high, Tt would mean that~the guilt produced becausé
of exploitation making defecting moves aven when Fhe other group continues
to cooperate gets absolved in the group, since the responsibility of such

competitive behaviour cannot be fixed on a single or a few indi;i&uals.

The guilt seems to persist when the individuals. as individusals are>involvsd,

and therefore, it may lead to repentences

Unconditional cooperation by the partner also produces-obduracy i.e.
continmious defection, but this is not so in the case of a group, It appears
that if an individual is able to overcome the guilt of being combetifive,
when the partner is ccoperative, the competitive behaviour seems t& iﬁcreaée.
hfter crossing the border of guilt, there seems to be no cheék on tho com-

petifive behaviour,

Although HMaruell gt gl (1973) report an experiment with American
and Norweglan subjects showing‘that unconditional cooperation led to co~
oparation and suggesting that pacifism can produce substantial cooperation
our experiment (Pareek and Dixit, submitted) showed that unconditional co-
operation leads to exploitation and this was true both for groups as well
as individuals. ‘hen the other (partncr) individual or group uncondi-
tionally cooperates, tais may be seen as a sign of weakness on the part
of the other group or the partner, and this is likely to be exploited, In
this scnse unconditional cooneration tends wo increase exploitation and
decrease fhe chances ol a real cooperative relationship. If the partner
retaliates with competitive behaviour, the tendency to exploit may decrease.
This is contrary to beliefs of some people who advocate unconditional co-

operation in the hope that unconditional cooperation would result in the
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change of heesrt of tue oppoéite party. This experimental évidenc‘e, how-

ever, ir 'fcates that ﬁhconditional cooperation may lead to exploitation,

and this may be morec so once the person is able to cope with the guilt
Once this happens, the door to exploitation is fully opened,

aroused for some time,/ The mord effcctive way, thercfore, for producing

cooperative behaviour is through a strategy of cooperation interspersed

with retaliation to indicate to the partner (or the group) the strength

and power one has,

Cooperation is possible only between or amonst persons of mors or ‘
-less equal power. Unlcss the power of the partner or the opponent is par-
ceived, cooperation cannot emerge. quonditional cooperation does not allow
this to happen,, As discussed elscewhere (Pareek, 1976) cooperation is possible
under t@p conditions - trust and wmutually perccived power of each other,

Figure summerises this concepte.

Results also show that continuous and unconditional competition
leads both in the individuals and the group forgiveness and retaliation
‘as well as trust and mistrust. Althoush these are pairs with opposite

traits, this seems to be so.

If the other (partner) reciprocates and is not competitive, it will
lead to trqstworthiness as well as repentences On the other hand, if the
partner is cooperative, and does not—reoiprocate, it leads to exploitation

as well os repentence,

Another important factor influencing cooperative behaviour is the
iewarﬁ,sattachad to ﬁhe'ouﬁcome. The reward structure is best reflscted

in the matrix used for the game. The matrix can be manipulated in such a
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way that cooperative behaviour, or competitive behaviour can be rewarded,

The typical PDG creates a conflict_between cooperative and competitive

. behaviour, The reward pattern in what is known as "chicken" matrix punishes
double defection severely, Sermat (1967) found the rate of coobenatién

higher in such a matrix compared with PDG., However, Katz (1974) found
competition as the dminant motivation in chicken game, Sleusher é_’g al (1974),
using business undergraduates, found that with future orientation, Mmon-conflict?
situation produced a greater propensity to cooperate and in PDG verbal
commitment led to more croperation.

The value of pay off also has significant effect on cooperation or
competitién. Gallo and McClintock (1965) have reported the dilema resulting
out of miniscule payments per trial. The pay off for cooperatién:is rather
low, Héwever, it is interesting to find that even with a manifold increase
in the psy off, there was no significant increase in cooperation (Oskamp andA
Klineks, 1970). Frieedland, Arnold and Thibaut (1974) found the magrnitude
of reward relative to comparison level (CL); supra-Cl, outcomes produced
cooperation,

Rewards need not be monetary; these could be symbolic also., Radlow,
Weidner and Hurst (1968) studied the effect of incentive magnitude and
motivational orientation upon choice behaviour, in a two-person non-zero—sum
game, Théy;fdund that Ss who played for real money made a gre&ter number of
cooperative choices than did Ss who played for imaginery money. Reward
size, method of presentation and number of alternatives in a PDG was studied
by Gello, Funk & Lovine (1969). Results indicated that Ss playine for money -
were more cooperative than Ss playing for points. It was concluded that
the number of altemative responses available in a conflict situation may
affect the nature of the resolution of that conflict, Gallo &QSheposh(197l)

studied effect of incentive magnitude on cooperation. With the help of this
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study they tried to reconcile their findings with those of
Gumpert, Deutsch & Epstein (1969), who had observed that the Ss
played the PDG more cooperatively when imaginary money rather

than real —oney was used, whereas G1llo and Sheposh obtained the

opposite result,
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“oward a Theory of Cooperative Behayiour

Connerative behaviour, like any oth~r behavdour, is a complex
phenomenon. It is influenced both by the situational factors, as well as
persoral (and personality) variables, includin<' int-~rpersonal ones.

Ware (1970) found that coopsration increased as the payoffs for mutuval
cooperation increased,

Situation factors are certaiily important, The nerceived vayoff
from cooperation may be an overriding factor. Richman's YlQ?l) analysis
of the concept of cooperation indicated that the perception of ﬂﬁman
nature is independent of behaviour ir a number of situations involving the
making of !cooperative! or 'non-cooperative! responses. The resuits of
the multiole regression aralysis and the cross validation procedure showed
that no stable relationshins —ppeardéd to exist between need structure and
behaviour in a nmumber of task situations traditionally believed to elicit
cooperative or non-cooperative behaviour, indicating that situational
variability may be more important than personal dimensions of need or
attitude i deteminine behaviour ir those situations,

The experiment of Sherif et al (1961 ) have demonstrated the r-le
of superordinate goal in coopcratior. Superordinate goal can be defined by
two dimensions -~ dciree of attractiveness of the goal t» the persons or teams
concerned, and their realisation that the pmal cannot be achieve? by an
effort by a sintle individual or team,

Ware (1970) durinz the developmental study of cooperation, using
PDG, found that opreferred game produced twice as many cooperative resporsecs
as the non-preferred gawe, and the Ss playing the preferred garme also

cooperated sooner than those playing the non—preferred game, indicating
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that the attractiveness of the task 4id affsct cooperation,

In z:iddi‘tion to attractiveness of goal, the »ther important, and
probably more significant d;_-mhension of arsuperordinate goal, is the
realis;tion on the part of ;c,hc individurls or teams concernad that the goal
cannot be attained By a single’individual »r group. This would imply two
main things. The goal should be seen as sharable, that both (or more) persons
or goups invelvad con s;hare the benefits of the attaimment of the.goa'l.. It
the gnal is seen as unsharable, only to be attatned by ~ne individual or a
groun, cooperation cannot emerge. All gpero-sum games (like traditionst
sports games) have unsharable goals., Tn the second nlace, the individuals
or sroups involved should realise their own and other individuals'! or groups'
power, -capability of attaining, or helnin= er:ﬁindering'in the atteiment of
the gmal. Without such a realisation, cooperative behavieur cannot develope

|
The .demonstration of ths others! power is through his power to punish the
subject when the lattor dofects,

The effects of threats or PDG was studied by Ceiwits (1967). Ho
compafed tic data from threa groups - NT {non threat), TC ( threat witn
eostly peraltics) and TC (threat without costly penaltics). Results
Indicated a clear sup~riority for thc threat group owl;er mmn-threat group.

. To deternine the effcets of two variablos oﬁ cooperative choice: (a) power

to punish under unilateral and bilatoral conditions, and (b) how the power

“is used - a nodificd PD, game was designed by Xomorite, Sheposh & Brauer (1968).
The preatest amount of cooperative belaviour was obtained in the bencwolent
eondition; least in the manevolent condition. Tnwelving bilateral power,

the benevolent condition resulted in the greﬁtest amount of conperative

choice, then the other thres c-mditions (passive, matchine and a control);

the contrgl conditions produced the least cooperation,
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fsoperation can, then be produced if the other is perceived as
powerful, but %g¢ does not use the power much, This raises another
important point.. If the other is seen as powerfﬁl, and there is a minimum
level of trust, cooperatip'n' cah be developed fas‘t. Trust 1s indicative of
the high probabllity thai.: the power the other has will not be used in a
menevolent way. This has bcen disc{zs:sed elsewhere (Parcek, 1976). s shown

in Figure 1, cooperation results from a combination of perceived power of

both and trust in each other,

Figure 1
Coopcration as a2 function of perceived power and trust

Perceived Power (dho has power?)

Oonly I Only Ho Neither Both
Low Coercion Submission Indifference | Competition
Exploitation; Campliance Individualistic
task
Trust
High  |Nurturance Depcndence | Mutual Coopecration '
sympa thy

Tn low trust condition, therec may be coercion and exploitation
if the other person is secen as weak; or submission and compliance, if he is
seen as having powers If the perception is that neither have power, there
may be indiffcrence to ecach other, Perception that both have power may 1ead
to elther competition or individualistic behaviour, Under condition of high
trust, perception of the partner having low power may 1ead to nurturance-
patermalistic attitude; perception that he has power may result in-dependency;
and the perception that neither have power may generate mutual sympathy., Tt |
is only when both perceive and also it 1s demonstrated that both have power,

and there is enough trust in each otfler, coopemtion can emerge,
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Figurelz shows that cooperation results from three main
factors = the percention of goal as sha.ra.ble,' thﬁ perception that both
(or all) involved have power, and a minimum ievel of trust prewailing
amongst those involved in the tas. Absence of any one of these may
résult in low level (or absence)‘ of cooperation,

JFicure 2

Cooperation ag a function of Shmrable Goal, Perceived Power and Trust

Perceived
power of both:
/,]
P j
|
N
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Cocpg,?ration ‘\
//" ’ ' \ \\‘7"\
- S AN

é/ SN
/ T
e ~,

Sharable ) TN\ Trust
Goal

Coopcration results from initiative taken By a person to
cooperate. This is a kind of risk the individual takes, Th a non-zero
sungme, the individual who makes the cooperative move runs the risk of
“losing a great deal, and the pay off even if both coopemte is not very
high, This rigk, the initiative, token by en individual or a group iskey to
the develoomment of cooperation. Tn éssence, the ecombination of 2 relatinnship
of trust, and percection of each nth=r!s powver is in the willin-ness t-teke
risk or initjative. Thus coop=rition may be seen as resultirg from the risk
‘ta.‘r.en by an individqual in this cmte)'_tl. As shown in Figure 3, both mutual

trust and percention of mutual power lead to risk taking tendency, but not
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the other way round. And only the risk move leads to cooperation,

Figure 3
Cooperation as a Punction of Individual Risk Teking

Perception
of mutwal
powg;h

A
\\& %\ \
“yRisk taking

The results of the researches with games has many interesting
implicaticns for the understandinv/€§; dynamice and nlanning the develonment
of cooperation. Donacich (1972) argues that the POG is a prototype of
the problems of osrder and collective action, which are both types of conflict
between individvual and collective grals. He discusses an index ts
characterize situations with respect to the degree of conflict between
individual and cblleétive gnals, Results of a S5-person PN ga=e
with 120 bollegp students as Ss showed that an increase in D leads to an
increase in group friendliness and in atterpts by group members to define
the potehtial noncooperator as immoral and untrustworthy, Thus an

increase in the potential for conflict within groups can lead to strength-

éned group norms and cohesion if this conflict is of the sort deacribed
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by the PD., This is contrary to the prewvalent conception that nomms
arise from an identity of interestc between group membe-s.

In ovder to understand the t"cory of conperative behaviour,
it is important to know the intemal structure of cooperative and
conpetitive beharinur, Data from study 1 and 2, £f rom study 3, and from
study 4 were factor analysed, The factor amalysis gives the dynamic
» pictura of the interml structére of the variables. Centroid method of»
factor an2lysis was used, and the factors werr rotated with verimax method,
The factor loadings on the several wmriables “~r varinus facto;s are gliven
in Tables 7,8 and 9 resnectively for the three studies, A7 may be recalled,
for samples 1 and 2 and for sample 3, only 8 variables were used, while
for sample 4, 10 variables were useds The results sre very interesting.
As it may be ge=n, the thre~ factors come out very clearly. Tnrn tables
only three factors were corsidered and the foqrth factor was droppned, The
three factors jointly\explain a large variance and the fourth factor
explains only a small percentago of variance., Tt wag intcre:sting t-> fingd
that in ¢'1 cases three factors ¢ ierged which are discussed below:-

Factor I : QOooperative ITnitiative:s This factor consigts of trust and

retaliation. In the first faclor analysis {ﬁable 1) the loadings of trust
and retaliation are .7 and .9, in the second factor analysis, these were
<9 and .9, whereas in the third factor amalysis, these werc 1,1 and ,7.
These are very high loadings. Thzrefore, consistontly, these two
variables have high loadings. Trust is an initiztive on the nart of

the ini*vidual after both he ard his partner have given moves of
defection, After this kind of tableaun, the individual makino a
cooparative move, takes maior initiative as well ag risk, T™owever, the

loadirg of r-taliation is also high in this factor. After both the
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partners’have made cooperative moves, if the oth~r partnecr exploits

the situation, the subject makes a move of defectior, ani thereby,
take a retaliation for breaking such a relationship, This again is
initiative for Buildine cooperation. Since initiitive is the main
charact-ristic of this behawvisur, we can cal) it as conpeative
initiative,

s

“Factor 71 : Compensatory cooperatinn: The s~c-ond factor has high loadings

of exnloitation and reoentence, These loidings are .8 and .8 in the

first factor analysis, .8 and .7 in the second factor analysis, and

almost 1 and ,9 in the third factor analysis. Again, the loadings arc
congistently high. The main charact Tistic of coovocration as far as this
factor is cancerned is that it cones out of the compensation a nerson
makes for having acccpted the sitvation of mutual croveration. ®xmloitation
and repentence go togethsr, However, the factor does not show a tondency
" to continunusly ex>loit, but shows a tendency to make conp~rative moves
not as &1 initiative and as a rigsk taking behaviour, bubt as making up for
the exploitation of the sitvatinn, Therefore, this factor can bo,called
compensatory cooperation,

Factor TIT s Unconditinnal cooperztions The third factor has high loadings

of forgivencss and trustworthiness. Thes~ loadinge are .8 and .9 for
first factor amavysis, .68 and .2 for secHynd factor andlysis and about O
and 1.9 in the third factor analysis respectivelv., T- may'be seen that

it is not as ennsistent as the other tun factors. owasver, thcese loadings
are v~ry high, Both these show unconditiomal coop-ration on the nart

of the subject. Forgivencss is a cooprrative move even when the nther
partner made 2 move of defcction although the subject had made a

cosperative move, and trustwsr thiness is respondiny to the continued tr.st



of the partner. Tn both cascs, there is consiat-ney in the

cooperative behaviour. Giving conpsrative meve in spite of

the other nmartrer making 2 move of‘éefection would show unconditional
cooperation, and, therefore, this factor has been named as such., Tn the
third factor ara'ysis, another factor expléiﬁ;ng abrut’ 18 variances
was found t~ indicatz very high loading of cooperation on almost 1, and
alrly high loadings of forgiveness and trust. This factor may 1so

be record~d as a similar one, although this is a little different from

the factor of unconditionzl cHopcration.

Factor IV 3 Chronic cametition: In the first two factor analysis, only

thres factors have been idontified. waever, in the third factor analysis,
in which two more variables of 0 and M were added, one factor ewvlaining
almdét 25% variinces has come out of this factor as high loadings of
competition obduracy and mistrust., 411 these variances are variables of
comp2tition without ary consideration. The factor has almost 0 ioédingg

of explo*tation, and, ther~fore, has noéhinv to do with explo‘tatior nor se,

It is the general comprtition feeling which is stron- in this facte *. and,

<«

ther~fora, this has be-n named as chronic comn~tition.
The digcussiors of various results in the provious chanters

as well ag those of the factor anilysls presented h~re can be used both

\
7

to understand the t™eory of cooperativs behaviour as w-ll asz its use
for various nurposes,
The varinus researches have implications f£»r vlanning of

cooperation., For effeetive coonerative behivio.r the percention of the

power of both is essential. if seen in the results reported in this
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monogravh, uncorditional cooperation may result in exploitation rather
than coopmeration. This was dramatically demonstrated in an experiment in

which four groups composed of educationalists from six isian countries

played m As Much As You Can (Pfelffer and Jor;es, 1970 ).. The game
consisted ;pi‘ 10 moves, One of the four groups consistently made_ 4coo,pger,a3:ive
move, and, asg wag reveéaled in a later interview and kdis(,c;us_,sion, vas fully
convineced ,th.at anly coop.n.rat;'g_jce ,b,'qhax_r‘ilqyr__‘,cg:u]?d? ;.’f?%ll?-,;?:lglvﬁhe groups get
maxdimup Points,. , However, their unconditloral cooperafion plocked, the . -
-emergepee of copperation amonest, the groun, and the group sms exploited
by the other three groups. The final result of the game was that this
cooperating sroup snapped communication with the othe:f' three groups, and
the . other groups also refused to come for neghtiation, as they saw themsclves”
in nore powerfiLl and advantageous position which co:ld be threatened by
negoliation., Tindbom (1969) found that children exhibited cooperation
after initial defectinn,

One who cooperates unconditinnally and continuously behaves like
a martyr. Martyr behaviour has been defined in terms of both an
unreciprocat~d cooparation and the reward of coop ~ration at the cost to
oneself (Wood, Pilisuk ard Wren, 1973). !easuring both the covert
behaviour of the subjrcts, and the overt behaviour as reflected in the -
game, Wood gt al (1973) found. that the individualts egoi-idenl was more
important than the suner egn as a factor predicting his-tehdency to be .
‘positively dinflienced by martyrdom. Wo relatipnship was fpund between -

this behaviour and authoritarianiam,



Table 7

Factor Analysis of Resulté of ngpleé )l and 2

——r——n W ot . oS Anmetn

FACTOR LOADINGS

- --

Variables Factor I Factor I . Factor TIT Factor TV Commﬁnali—
Cooperative Compensatory Unconditional  DYropped ties
initiative cooperation cooperation

Coop J1%L ©.185 .295 . 266 202

Comp. 188 .027 20.031 727 566

Fo .08 210847 -.016 773

R e - .819 T L2 0004 .78

T 732 .08 -.136  —.085 560

Ir .80  .z2iz T .803

Re . R T

% 045 790 165 0352 .655

Veriance 17,467 17751 21,584 7,908




Table 8

Factor Analysis of Resulls of S2mple 3

Factor Loadings

£0 ¢

Tariables Factor T Factor TT Factor TTT = Factor TV  Comvuna-
—Aefop'»‘t‘ative Compensatnry Unconditional Compatition litied
initi.tive- cooperation cooperation

Coop -.075 .181 244 -.622 .483

Comp o144 -.006 | —¢491 <337 .375

F .108 -0 .599 -.121 .386

R .011 e -a2 - 117 547

o .865_ _ .12;3' -+003 .176 .796

Tr _-—.'316 - ”“-.014" o 175 o -.806 781

-Re o .85§ S -.021 | 1,039 J144 | .760
r 080 .31 .04 =018 708
:ra;;;;; o 20 344 B 15.752 8 .9.70 15.394
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8
It has alsc been found that a-long stalemate as a res.lt of
competitive acts may be effsctive ag:inst a competitive person (Komorita,l973),
This was not found to be effective against a cooperative pers->n, This again
shows that perception of power the other perscn holds is an important
element in making'a competitive person move towards cooperation, In the

same study, it was found that conciliatory acts which are cHstly may

—

.

facilitate communication and perception of cooperation intent, and thereby
a mutually coroperative solution.

One imnortant gquestion is how cooperation can be develoved? One
research with the famous Sesame Street series showed influence »nly »n
cognitive leaming of cooperation and no evidence was available of tﬂe
transfer of this learning in behaviour (Paulson, 1974). It is ~nly through
behavinural trainines that coopera@ion can be taught and reinforveed.
Probably, participation in creative activities influences cooperative
tendency. For example, Chertok (1974) found that in .6 to 9 year old
children, non-cooverative behavic ' was greatly reduced under music and
- mod music than undsr either reading or in experimental group. Creating a
cliﬁ;tn for cooperative bohaviour is important., Wodaraski et al (1974)
found in 5th grade children that group contingency consistently produced
the higher incidence of cooperative behaviour both within and betwcen
groups. The reinforcement conditions tried out consisted of 100%
individual, 67% individual and 33% group, 33% individuals and 674 pgroup,
and 10DZ group. The 1009 group contingency was the most effectivn, These
results suggest that a group contingency may be useful in creating
cooprrative work. patt?rns\inlclass room settings, Children can be taught
to cooperate by rewardinc them for cooperative rosponse (Azrin and

Lindslay, 1956). They were able to teach, eliminate and then remstablish
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cooperation thrnggh revard system., If cooperative behaviour zan. be
made more éatisfying, it will be reinforced faster., Cherrington (1973)
his concluded that the effects of comp étition on satiéfaction-can’ best
be predicted from a2 reinforcement analy.sis. Competition in itself
does not influence choice of tasks. Sattler &t g_l_ (1973) found that
contrived infomation concarning conpetition success did not make people
shift their preferences for the t:-ZLS‘CS.

These various researches indicate i:hat ecooperative behavisur
15 the result of relatinuship existing between two ir*ividuals or two
groups in which both have njnimvm lev“lof tmsf, and seec cach pther
as. hawving power. A'Fui'@hérmora',' e rewa.rd “a,‘b’c.a;rhad.to,_ coop;arative
benaviour in shar:mr 1 goal and 1n wnrking together for the attainment
of the gnal, will sigmficantly detc,mnc tre Behavioural mattern, These
findings have mlwcatlsns’ﬂfnr dgsiqning of educgfion. "Tf education helps
to ircrease intr::r‘éction amongst pupils and emphasises the pércention of
the stren'gthé_of each other, at+the same time creating condn;_t,ions_‘. for
uorl:ing for superwrdinate goals, the c‘mir;cés of incréef.sing enonerative
behaviour arc fairiy«- gocd. The rcinforcement system will play an
Imoorbant rols. The more'cdopemt}lve aésignments are revardéd, and the
ﬁore evaluation system emphasises wor king togeth v without sacrificing
competition in trms& of mﬂ:inn for excellcones, the more cooperative
behaviour. can be .rencrated, Researches have similar j:npiicatiang for

organisational designing and designing of systows, inel dine rural areas,
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