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ABSTRACT
Participation in intergroup conflict often involves helping the ingroup
and harming the outgroup.

Why do individuals participate in intergroup conflict: ingroup love or
outgroup hate?

Common finding (past): ingroup love

We critically examine this result by framing (the same objective)
experimental intergroup conflict at the individual and group level.

Main findings (current):
* When conflict is framed at the individual level: ingroup love

* When conflict is framed at the group level: ingroup love AND
outgroup hate

The “conflict-cohesion” hypothesis: “The exigencies of war with
outsiders are what make peace inside” (Sumner, 1906)

Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD) — within-group collective action problem;
choice between selfishness and helping the group

Intergroup Prisoner’s Dilemma (IPD; Bornstein, 1992): same as PD, but
helping the ingroup also harms the outgroup

Contributions in IPD > contributions in PD (Bornstein and Ben-Yossef,
1994)

Strong support for conflict cohesion hypothesis
Used Group Frame (see Framing Intergroup Conflict)

However: Under an individual frame, contributions in IPD <
contributions in PD (Weisel and Zultan, 2016)

INGROUP LOVE VS. OUTGROUP HATE
e Contributions in the IPD (also in many real-world conflicts) can be
due to ingroup love or outgroup hate

The IPD-MD (Halevy et al., 2008) disentangles by adding an option to
help the ingroup without harming the outgroup

Ingroup love > Outgroup hate (Halevy et al, 2008; De Dreu, 2010; De Dreu et
al., 2010; Halevy et al., 2012; Israel et al., 2012; Balliet et al., 2014; Buttelmann &
Bohm, 2014; Weisel and B6hm, 2015; Weisel, 2015; Thielmann & Béhm, 2016;
Aaldering et al., 2018)

Used Individual Frame (see Framing Intergroup Conflict)

Also: within-group communication, social value orientation (SVO)

associated with ingroup love, not with outgroup hate (Halevy et al,
2008; De Dreu, 2010)

Strong support for ingroup love as main motivation

Individual Frame Group Frame

For each token you keep for For each token you keep for
yourself, you willreceive 5 ECU yourself, you willreceive 5 ECU

The number of tokens invested in
Pool X by all members of your group
willbe counted. You and each
member of your group willreceive 3
ECU for each token in this pool.

For each token you investin Pool X,
each person in your group,
including yourself, willreceive 3
ECU.

The number of fokens invested in
Pool Y by all members of your group
willbe compared to the number of
tokensinvestedin Pool Y by all
members of the other group.

Each member of the group that
invested more in Pool Y willreceive
3 ECU for each token they invested
more.

Each member of the group that
invested less in Pool Y will lose 3 ECU
for each token they invested less.

For each token you investin Pool Y,
Between- each person in your group,
group including yourself, willreceive 3
pool ECU. In addition, each person in the
other group willlose 3 ECU.

THE EXPERIMENT
Games: IPD vs. IPD-MD (between-subjects)
Within-group communication: without vs. with (between-subject)
Frame: individual vs. group (between-subjects)
3-person groups
Each group matched with another group
Each person endowed with 10 tokens
Allocation between keeping, between-group pool, within-group pool
(only in IPD-MD)

RESULTS — INGROUP LOVE, OUTGROUP HATE, COMMUNICATION

Small symbols: each individual’s token
wihout commanication allocation to ingroup love and outgroup
Indvicusl et hate. The position of the symbols is
roup threat jittered.

:‘hptm:tmt Large symbols: mean values for each

wilh communication combination of frame and
communication.

Significance indicators: differences
between the IF and GF conditions (solid
segments) and between the without and
with communication conditions (dashed
: ; = h segments).

o [y e (*p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **p <
Seifishness 0.001).

Tokens to ingroup love

Tokens fo outgroup hate

* |In GF there is more outgroup hate and less ingroup love than in IF.
« Communication increases ingroup love in both frames, and
outgroup hate only (marginally) in GF.

Group level framing
- WEGC: Weisel and Zultan 2020, group threat, comm., {current data)
Individual threat Group threat WEZGN: Weisel and Zultan 2020, group threat, no comm., (current data)
Individual level framing
@ WZIC: Weisel and Zultan 2020, individual threat, comm., {current data)
@ WEIN: Weisel and Zultan 2020. indivdual threat, no comm.. (current ¢
@ HEAC: Halevy et al. 2008, comm.,
@ HEAN: Halevy et al. 2008, no comm.,
BEA: Bohm et al. 2018, SIM,
BSB: Boulu—Reshef and Schulhofer-VWaohl 2019, baseline,
BSS: Boulu—Reshef and Schulhofer—Wohl 2018, social |
DDE: De Dreu 2010, pro-selves,
DDO: De Dreu 2010, pro-socials,
DEAA: Dang et al. 2020, sadness,
DEAN: Dang et al. 2020, neutral,
DEAS: Dang et al. 2020, anger,
T8: Thielman and Bahm 2016, ipd-md,
TEAC: Thomae et al. 2018, comm..
TEANC: Thomae et al. 2016, no co
W: Weisel 2015, ipd-md, 1st,
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Selfishneds
Ingroup love == Qutgroup hate

Individual frame — SVO * Individual frame — our
associated only with results are representative
ingroup love of existing literature
Group frame — SVO Group frame - outgroup
associated with ingroup hate higher than in all
love and outgroup hate other experiments.

Past work:

* Group framing: more cooperation in intergroup conflict than
in single group settings (e.g., Bornstein and Ben-Yossef, 1994)

* Individual framing: ingroup love the main motivations (e.g.,
Halevy et al., 2008)

We show that these results are qualified by the particular framing
that was used

In the current work: under group framing, outgroup hate and
ingroup love are equally salient motivations; both are related to
communication; both are related to SVO.

Conflict resolution a bigger challenge than implied by early work
on IPD-MD

Perception of conflict crucial for understanding motives for
participation

REFERENCES

1. Bornstein, G., & Ben-Yossef, M. (1994). Cooperation in intergroup and single-group
social dilemmas. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 30(1), 52-67.
Halevy, N., Bornstein, G., & Sagiv, L. (2008). “In-group love” and “out-group hate” as
motives for individual participation in intergroup conflict: A new game
paradigm. Psychological science, 19(4), 405-411.
de Dreu, C. K. (2010). Social value orientation moderates ingroup love but not outgroup
hate in competitive intergroup conflict. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 13(6),
701-713.
Sumner, W. G. (1906). Folkways: A study of the sociological importance of usages,
manners, customs, mores, and morals. Ginn.
Weisel, O., & Zultan, R. (2016). Social motives in intergroup conflict: Group identity and
perceived target of threat. European Economic Review, 90, 122-133.



https://us02web.zoom.us/j/2244596919

