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For some twenty years the experimental study of coalition
formation has been largely directed to critical examination
of the predictions derived from the theoretical perspectives
of Shapley & Shubik (1953), Caplow (1956) and Gamson (1961).
A substantial body of this research has offered empirical
support for Gamson's (1961) Minimum Resource Theory (MRT)?

Camson's theory consists essentially of two axioms and one
proposition.
The assumptions specify that:

1. Participants in coalition situations will
expect others in the same situation to hold a
"parity norm" -- a belief that payoffs should
be distributed in a manner proportional to in-
dividual member contributions to a coalition's

joint resources.

and

2. Participants in coalition situations will
attempt to maximize their anticipated share of

the coalition outcome.

The consequence of these two assumptions is the prediction
that the coalitions which form will be those with the smallest
amount of agaregate resources sufficient to control the com-
petitive decision.

Within the supporting research, however, Gamson (1961, 1964),
Chertkoff (1966), Nitz and Phillips (1969) and Cole (1969)
have identified anomalous coalition strategies. These obser-
vations have been explained by reference to particular con-
ditions of the competitive environment in which the goal as-
sumption of Minimum Resource Theory appears to be inadequate.
The consequence has been the generation of a number

of "competing” theories, all, however, incorporating the

parity norm. Psathas and Stryker (1965) and Komorita and

1 This research has been reviewed by Gamson (1964), Psathas
and Stryker (1965) and Chertkoff (1970). A review of a some-
what broader set of games is found in Selten's (1972) re-
cent theoretical paper.



Chertkoff (1973) note the existence of contradictory explana-
tions of experimental outcomes, but attribute deviations from
the predictions of Minimum Resource Theory to differences

in the expectancy norms held by competitors in different re-

source positions.

On the surface such arguments portend starkly conflicting
streams of thought. The distinction between these two po-
sitions in terms of observable behaviors under identifiable
conditions, however, has not been clearly articulated. The
present study attempts to develop initial grounds for distin-
guishing among behaviors which differ in decision rule under
a constant expectancy norm. The results of this formulation
are discussed in light of a alternative multiple expectancy

norm formulation of Minimum Resource Theory.

An important methodological contribution stemming from

Psathas and Stryker (1965A). Chertkoff (1966) and Shelley
and Phillips (1966) is the partition of the coalition pro-
cess into conceptually distinct phases. The identification

of a pre-negotiation or social contact phase, prior to the

selection of a potential bargaining partner or target, and
a negotiation phase made possible levels of statistical

and experimental control not readily achievable in analyses
of coalition outcomes alone.

Particular attention has thus been focussed on the manu-
pulation of conditions in the competitive environment which
appear to elicit social contact choices inconsistent with
the predictions of MRT. Gamson (1964) first designated
situations in which game participants chose to form

larger than minimal winning coalitions or accepted payoffs
smaller than were due them under the MRT parity norm as
anticompetitive. Chertkoff (1966) identified behavior of

this sort as a strategy for avoiding the risk of failure

associated with forming alliances leading to uncertain
outcomes. Cole (1969) attributed the elicitation of

"security" strategies in a three person attack game to



uncertainty of the payoff. Subjects in his "truel”
were seen to seek coalitions appreciably larger than
those needed to maximize expected payoff under condi-

tions of uncertain outcome.

Phillips and Nitz (1968) argued that variations in
patterns of social contacts from the predicitons of

MRT could not be adequately explained by a "strong"
anticompetitive theory. The strong theory held that

when the coalition payoff is relatively indivisible

(such as nominations to political offices of differing
rank), participants would minimize competition over

payoff shares which could not be guided by the parity
norm by seeking to form coalitions with partners ,
different in level of resources rather than with partners
possessing resources equal to their own. Nitz and Phillips
(1969) demonstrated a weaker form of anticompetitive
hypothesis, namely that some identifiable minority of
coalition participants would deviate from MRT choices

with changes in payoff divisibility. Since this variation
~in contact strategy occurred only under circumstances

in which the divisibility of outcome could serve as a cue
for selecting a coalition with payoff shares to the
members compatible with the parity norm, the behavior

was labeled an Intra-coalition compatibility strategy.

A third observation of coalition seeking behavior somewhat
incongruous with MRT predictions has been offered by
Psathas and Stryker (1965). 1In a three person coalition
bargaining simulation, two players took strong resource
positions and one took a weaker resource position. They
noted that strong players appeared to be responsive to

changes in the resources of the weaker player, adjusting



counter-offers downward as the weaker player's resources
increased from 1 (in the distribution 6-6-1) to 5 (in
the distribution 6-6-5). Weaker players, however, were
not seen to make such adjustments, but were more likely
to retain the same counter-offer even as their own
resource position changed. This would not be expected
under MRT. Komorita and Chertkoff (1973) interpret
this apparent difference in orientations of weak and
strong resource positions as suggesting that the weak
resource players operate under an equality norm, and
that the strong resource players operate under the par-

ity norm.

This interpretation seems at first to justify Komorita
and Chertkoff's axiomatization of normative criteria
by which players identify payoff maximizing coalitions
in the coalition bargining process. The argument is
also consistent with the observations of Phillips and
Nitz (1968) that preference for contacting a weaker
potential coalition partner is apparently weaker in
low than in high resource conditions. The "equality
norm for the weaker man" argument, though, is incon-
sistent with the observation of the Nitz and Phillips
(1969) study that subjects showed no preference for
equality-, as opposed to parity-consistent coalitions

when the possibility of equal division was clear.

Each of the three interpretations above contributes
propositions which explain reasonably easily rational-
ized coalition behaviors found to be incongruent with
MRT. Thes contributions, though, are somewhat

problematic, since each calls upon a different theoretical



mechanism. The effects of uncertainty and indivisi-
bility of outcome on the contact process have not been
jointly examined. And the interpretations of Psathas
and Stryker's (1965) study attend to observations

of the bargaining (payoff offers), not the contact
process (partner choices). If we refer to the conditions
of the latter study most comparable to the situations:
used by Chertkoff (1966) and Nitz and Phillips (1969)
in which no coalitions were prevented ( Psathas and
Stryker's "unrestricted condition"), we can note two
distinctive features of the social contact choices
reported there. First, the resource distributions
6-6-1, 6-6-2, and 6-6-5 offer no informative social
contact choice based on resources for the weak man.
Only the two strong actors can conceivably make choices
in which a choice of bargaining partner conveys
information about resoﬁrce preferences. Second, when
the data are partitioned by the resources of the weak
man, the payoff offer received, and the source of
offer, the strong man's contact choices are constant
for changes in resources of the weak man within
categories of offers received; differences in the
strong man's contacts are observed across the classes

of offers received.

While the Psathas and Stryker experimental conditions
are not wholly comparable with those of the contact
studies cited above, this re-examination of their
findings raises the question of whether the experiment
provides an adequate justification for assuming

the utilization of specific equity norms to be condi-

tional only upon resource position.

A fourth issue which arises out of the analysis cited above
and is noted in the studies by Geis (1963) and Nitz, Dawson




and Phillips (1975) is the prospect that departures from MRT
predicted choices may not be simply the consequence of errors
or instances supporting competing theoretical formulations.
The deviations from MRT observed, for example, by Cole (1969)
might be plausibly explained as manifestations of strategies
more complex than those identifiable through single binary
choices in a single competitive situation. These might be
strategies selected by persons with particular normative
orientations which are activated under different competitive
conditions or strategy preferences predicated on a number of
contingent conditions in the competitive environment.

Both person-specific and more complex situationally depen-
dent stragegy forms may well go undetected in the analysis
of choice or bargaining data at the group or controlled
condition level. In many cases the experimenter may actual-
ly control a smaller range of circumstances than those re-

quired to identify such strategies.

vAnalysis of treatment conditions in the studies by Gamson
(1961b), Chertkoff (1966), Cole (1969) and Phillips and.

Nitz (1969), among ofhers, have been predicated upon com-
parisons of differences among means or frequencies across
independent treatment groups. Thus particular subjects

were often ngt exposed to more than one of the controlled
conditions. Notable in studies in which subjects reacted

to several competitive environments (e.g. Geis, 1963; Riker,1965)
has been the practice of rotating a group'of 9 or 12 parti-
cipants over each of 3 different three-person coalition games.
While this method economically provides measures on each subject
under three known experimental conditions, it randomizes
experience of the subject (prior success or failure) and that

of his opponents across the known experimental manipulations.
Thus the behavior of the subject in later steps of a sequence

of plays is confounded with his success and that of his
opponents in prior stages. Acceptable formulations for more

complex strategies have heretofore been limited in the ex-



perimental literéture.2

While the studies cited above demonstrate the utility of speci-
fic competitive conditions as predictors of varying strate-
gic behaviors across treatment populations, conditionally nor-
mative or multiply contingent stfategies of individuals are
not thereby explained or excluded.

Finally, the possibility that strategic behavior in uncon-
trolled interactive games may differ from that in simula-
tions or non-interactive coalition situations must not be
overlooked. Although the social contact and bargaining si-
mulation studies have replicated clearly distinct segments of
coalition processes, the comparability of the simulation

data to that of the corresponding segments of played-out

games has not been systematically examined.

The present study attempts to donfront the issues of the re-
lative weight of uncertainty and divisibility of outcome on
the selection of MRT inconsistent social contact strategies.
The study, moreover, seeks to determine these effects across
the interactive/non-interactive forms of coalition situations.
It provides further for the identification of individual stra-
tegies conditional upon the status of two variables in the
competitive environment, certainty and divisibility of pay-
off.

The four alternate individual goals suggested by Nitz and
Phillips (1969) as supported or plausibly conjectured ex-
tensions of MRT to a more general resource theory are taken
here as a starting point for the definition of distinct in-
dividual strategies.

1. MAXIMIZATION. Subjects seek to maximize their
own share of the payoffs with respect to that
of their coalition partners.

2. INTRACOALITION COMPATIBILITY. Subjects will seek
to form coalitions in which the division of the

Selten (1972) lays out the conceptual foundations for a
game theoretic notion of solution which is clearly open
to interpretation as a basis for definition of complex
strategies in the sense noted above.
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payoff can be negotiated with a minimum of intra-
coalition conflict over the division norm.

3. SECURITY. Subjects will seek to maximize their
chances of winning by forming the largest coali-
tion possible.

4. COMPETITION. Subjects will seek to form coalitions
that allow maximum grounds for intracoalition con-

flict over the norms of division.

To most efficiently discriminate a subject's presumed goal or
strateqgy from among these four would require two independent
binary choices from the subject. That is, if subjects were given
choice options of (a or b) and{c or d), then knowing the out-
come of the first and second choice options permits the con-
struction of four distinct joint outcomes (ac, ad, bc, bd).
Selection of coalition situations appropriate for such discri-
mination is suggested by the results reported by Psathas and
Stryker (1965) and Nitz and Phillips (1969). In the former study
the resource distributions of the several conditions correspond
to the Type 3 triad according to Caplow's (1956) designation.

In this situation, the quantities of resources assigned to
players X, Y and Z follow the inequality n(X) = n(Y)) n(Z).

In the latter studies Caplow's Type 2 triad was used in addition.

Its resource distribution may be expressed by n(x) = n(Y)<{ n(2).

Given these resource distributions, the four possible joint
contact choices by subjects making decisions in both resource
situations may be identified with the choice of a weaker (W),
equal (E) or stronger (S) opponent. Thus the possible choices
of a player are EW, EE, SW and SE, where the situations are
represented in the order (Type 2, Type 3). The strategic signi-
ficance of these four choice patterns will be examined here

in terms of the divisibility of the payoff as outlined in Figure
The effects of uncertainty of payoff and nature of interaction

is discussed in the design which follows this section.
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Figure 1

Theoretical Strategies by Divisibility Condition
: Evenly Unequally
Ehasge Divisible Divisible
Pattern
(1) EW Maximization Maximization
(2) EE Intra-coalition Competition
compatibility
(3) SwW Competition Intra-coalition
compatibility
(4) SE Security Security
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Choice pattern EW ("E" in the Type 2 situation and "W" in the
Type 3 situation) suggests an unambiguous individual strategy.
Under a parity norm, choosing the weaker contender in both the
Type 2 and Type 3 triads would indicate a maximization strate-
gy. This choice pattern indicates the same strategy regardless of
the payoff condition. In the Type 3 triad a choice of the weaker
contender promises the highest payoff, while in the Type 2 si-
tuation, choice of the weaker contender promises either an equal
payoff or at least an equal chance for the higher of the indi-

visible payoffs.

Two different strategies may be inferred from choice pattern EE,
the choice of the equal contender in both Type 2 and 3. triads.
Under conditions of easily divisible payoff choosing the equal-
resource competitor suggests an explicit payoff division: an
equal split. This sort of division might be preferred because

of a preference for equalitarianism, a dislike of negotiation

a desire to avoid intra-coalition conflict. Under unequally di-
visible conditions, though, choice of the equal contender would
not take advantage of the strategy suggested by the unequal di-
vision of the payoff. Thus, such a choice, inconsistent with
apparent guidelines fof negotiation and with simple maximiza-
tion strategy suggests competitive motivation. Figure 1 designates
the alternative interpretations of this choice pattern in terms
of the divisibility payoff conditions.

Choice pattern SW also suggests two different strategies.

In the easily divisible condition, choosing the different,
rather than the equal opponent does not take advantage of the
obvious payoff division suggested by the situation. Choice of
the unequal competitor suggests a willingness to compete over
the division of the payoff. Under unequally divisible pay-

offs choosing the unequal resource contender is consistent with
the cue value of the payoffs and leads to minimal intracoali-

tion conflict, in accord with the parity norm.

The fourth choice pattern, SE, suggests a gecurity strategy
under both certain and uncertain outcome conditions.
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In each case the subject selects the coalition in which, under
the parity norm, he would take the smallest payoff share of
those predicated by the norm in the two possible coalitions.

Under Minimum Resource Theory only one of the four strategy

types defined above would be predicated the maximization

strategy.

Hypotheses and Design

If the preceeding operationalization of contingent individual
strategies is coherent theoretical extension of the forego-

ing findings, four distinct observations should be experimen-
tally demonstrated. Three may appropriately be taken as hypo-

theses.

Hypothesis 1. The maximization strategy will be the most
frequently selected strategy under all experimental conditions.
This hypothesis states that the principle result of all exa-
minations of MRT cited above will be replicated. The second
and third hypotheses, suggested by the proposed explanations
of MRT-inconsistent strategies addréss the independent ef-
fects of divisibility and certainty of payoff on strategy

choice.

Hypothesis 2. ,Intracoalition Compatibility strategies will
be more frequently chosen under conditions or relatively
divisible (unevenly divisible) coalition outcomes than under

conditions of easily divisible outcomes.

Hypothesis 3. Security strategiles will be more frequently
chosen under conditions of uncertain outcome than under con-

ditions of certain outcome.

The fourth observation that must be demonstrated is more pro-
perly a condition upon Hypotheses 2 and 3 rather than an
independent hypothesis: The predicted results should be found
whether the coalition situation is interactive or non-inter-

active in character.
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METHOD

Subjects: One hundred-sixty-two male Michigan State University
undergraduate psychology students participated in an inter-
active three person "political convention" game. Two hundred
twenty-six other undergraduate students from the social sciences,
all males, participated in a non-interactive coalition game

with identical substantive format to the first game.

Procedure: The interactive coalition game was patterned after
the political convention paradigm used by Chertkoff (1966).
Subjects in groups of three were seated at three sides of a
partitioned rectangular table,the experimenter occupied the
fourth side. The partitions were built with communication

slots from each subject to the experimenter. Subjects were
randomly assigned to each of the three resource positions X,Y,2
of a Type.2 [n(X) = n(Y)g;n(Z)] resource distribution. In-
structions and game information were read to the subjects.
Subjecté were then asked to chose the player with whom they
wished to begin negotiations, and to estimate what their
initial offer would be. This information was communicated
privately in writing to the experimenter. If two subjects

made reciprocal choices, the experimenter informed these sub-
jects-that they could begin a three minute bargaining period.
The third subject waited in another room during the bargaining
session. If there were no reciprocal choices or if no agree-
ment was reached in the bargaining phase, a new round of
contacts was initiated. ( In this study only the initial
partner choice is of interest. ) _

Upon agreement or default, the experimenter announced the out-
come and placed the subjects in separate rooms to complete the
experiment. Subjects received a questionnaire which contained
an attitude scale as a buffer item followed by a non-interactive
version (The golitical Decision Questionnaire) of the same game,
using the Type 3 resource distribution [n(X) = n(Y))»n(Z)j "
This PDQ contained instructions to treat the players represent-
ed as persons distinct from those encountered in the previous

interaction game.
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In the non-interactive game subjects played the roles of the
participants having equal resources in one of the resource con-
ditions of the game described above but made only the social
contact choice on a form of the PDO. The first PDQ was follow-

ed by the attitude scale and then by a second PDQ with the alter-

nate resource distribution.

The manipulation of payoff divisibility certainty conditions
was achieved through an incomplete factorial design which

completely crossed the interactive/hon—interactive condition.

Three payoff combinations, pDivisible-Certain, Unevenly Divi-
sible-Certain and Unevenly pivisible-Uncertain, thus produced

six experimental cells.3

Eighteen groups of three persons previously unknown to each
other were run in each of the three divisibility-certainty
conditions. In each triad the player with the singular re-
source weight had no meaningful strategic choice but was
necessary to complete the group. Fifty-four such subjects

were thus excluded from the analysis, leaving 108 subjects

in the interactive game. An additional nine triads in each
payoff condition were given test-retest versions of the Type 2
resource distribution to provide the basis for statistical

control of order effects.

§

The content of the political convention game for both inter-
active and non-interactive conditions can be summarized as

follows.

Subjects in all three conditions received the following in-

formation in each PDQ instrument:

8 No Divisibility-Uncertain condition was used since no per-

suasive expectations of the deviations of subjects' behavior
in this condition from MRT had been formed.

This control was selected over complete counterbalancing as
an economy measure due to shortage of subjects.

Since the data of interest here are discrete pairs of binary
social contact choices, rather than informationally richer
bargaining behaviors, such useful controls as regression

correction of cell means cannot be applied iR the followi
.analysis. e
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" A state political party is divided into three strong factions
or groups. These groups are designated Faction X, Faction Y and
Faction Z. The party is having a convention. Assume that you are
the representative, that is, the floor leader of one of the
three factions in the convention.

" There are 350 delegates to the convention and each delegate
has one vote. Since the factions in this party are quite strong
all of the delegates in each faction have pledged their votes
to the faction leadership. This enables the floor leader of
each faction to bargain as the representative of his entire

faction.

The faction will then vote as a bloc, in line with whatever
agreement its floor leader may make. Faction X has dele-
gates ( j.,e, votes), Faction Y has ___ delegates (votes) and
Faction Z has ____ delegates (votes)."

Subjects in the Divisible-Certain condltion received the fol-
lowing information:

" The major purpose of this convention is to decide how many
of 100 political jobs each faction will receive. Each faction
would like to get as many of these jobs as possible."

" It is standard procedure for two factions to get together

and agree on the division of the jobs. If these two factions
control a majority of the votes of the convention, that is,

176 votes, then the jobs are divided according to their

agreement.,"

The following induction was substituted for the preceeding
paragraphs for subjects in the Unevenly Div151ble =Uncertain

conditions to establish a payoff of unequal divisibility:

" The major purpose of this convention is to nominate a can-
didate to run for the office of governor and a candidate for

the office of lieutgnant governor. Each faction would like

its man to receive the nomination for the governorship but would
not be extremely dissatisfied if its man received only the
lieutenant governor's place on the ballot.




"It is standard procedure for two factions to get together
and agree on the division of the nominations. If these

two factions have a majority of the votes of the convention,
that is, 176 votes then the nominations are divided according

to their agreement."”

The Unevenly Divisible-Certain condition added the information
that the convention was held in a one-party state in which
the party's gubernatorial nominee was also the effective win-

ner of the post in the general election.

All three conditions spelled out the combined strengths of
the three possible coalitions: "An alliance between Faction X
and Faction Y would have ____votes. An alliance between
Faction X and Faction Z would have ____votes, and an alliance
between Faction Y and Faction Z would have ____votes."

The forms concluded with the appropriate variant of the
instruction: " ... Assume that you are the floor leader of
Faction X ( ____ votes). Which of the other two factions, Y or Z y
will you contact first to try to make a deal for the division
of the [jobé/nominations]'Faction Y Faction 2Z"

(___ votes) (__ .votes).

Resource distributions for the three experimental conditions

were counterbalanced over player labels and position. Vote
distributions used for the Type 2 and Type 3 conventions are given
in Table 1. Forms for each subject were matched on the difference
between own (Faction X) votes and those of the player with a

different vote assignment.




Table 1

Resource DiStribution by Player Label

Type 2 Triad Type 3 Triad
LABEL LABEL
Form X ¥ oz x ¥ oz
1 100 150 100 134 134 82
2 100 100 150 134 82 134
3 113 124 113 . 120 120 110
4 113 113 124 120 110 120

RESULTS

Three subjects in the non-interactive condition and one subject
in the interactive condition were dropped from the analysis due
to incomplete protocols.
‘

Hypothesis 1 specifies that Maximization strategies will
be the most freaquently chosen under all payoff conditions. The
most conservative test of Hypothesis 2 is provided by the sign
test of the difference between the frequency of Maximization
choices and the most frequently chosen of the remaining stra-
tegies over all six experiméntal conditions. Inspection of
Table 2 indicates that in one of the six experimental conditions
the prediction of greater freguency of Maximization responses is
not supported. The binominal probability of one or zero failures
is 6 trials is p=.109. Since this exceeds conventional con-

fidence levels, Hypothesis 2 cannot be confirmed.
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Hypothesis 2 and 3, as understood in the context of the
condition that the effects observed be independent of the
Interactive Non-interactive condition, specify particular
factorial analyses of the responses. In view of the fact
that the design was apriori incomplete, the form of analysis
used must be an adaptation of Goodman's (1970) methods for
the partition of the effects in contingency tables to the case
in which the null hypothesis model can at>best represent guasi-
independence (See Goodman, 1968). Table 3 presents the fre-
quency of Compatibility choices by Interaction, Uncertainty
and Divisibility conditions. The test of Hypothesis 2 is straight-
forward,the hypothesis is consistent with the finding that in
Table 3 the conditional interaction effect Divisibility x Stra-
tegy, given the joint levels of Interaction and Uncertainty
significantly differs from quasi-independence.

The plausible counterhypothesis, that the Uncertainty xx Stra-
tegy conditional interaction, given Interactive%Group and
Divisibility may also be appropriately posed. Both effects

are illustrated in Figure 2. Table 3 presents the appropriate
Corresponding tests of»quasi—independence. Only the Divisibi-

lity x Strategy effect stated in Hypothesis 2 is supported.

Hypothesis 3 is properly examined in the same fashion but
an examination of Table 2 indicates that the frequency of
Security strateay choices in several cells is insufficient
for stable chi-sguared statistics. Rather than permitting the
paucity of Security strateqgies as originallv conceived to
disconfirm the hypothesized Uncertainty x Strategy conditional

effect by default, an a posteriori test seems appropriate,

The parallelism of the Security and Comnatibility choices

in the non-interactive group might suagest that, at least in
this condition, Security and Compatibility strategies in fact
constitute a pair of choices in the competitive environment
which are not psychologically distinct. ()(2 for goodness

of fit, .59,2df; .80 »p>.70). It might thus be reasonable to

combine Security and Compatibility responses as in Table 5.
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The effect predictéd by Hypothesis 3, that the Uncertainty x Strate-
gy interaction given levels of Interactive Group and Divisibility
will depart significantly from quasi-independence is illustrat-

ed in the left-hand diaqgram of Figure 3. The analysis presented

in Table 6 does not support the hypothesical interaction.
Conversely, the Divisibility x Strategy conditional effect

is only slightly weakened by the inclusion of Security along

with the Compatibility strategies.

DISCUSSION

The present experiment fails to substantiate the unconditional
Minimum Resource Theory expectation of Hypothesis 1 that social
contact choices in coalition bargaining situations will be
predominantly choices of the pertner at hand. This result was
not heretofore anticipated. To be sure, the binominal test of
Hypothesis 1 is not a powerful measure and the corresponding
pP=.109 is not especially decisive as a criterion of rejection.
The fact that prior studies, particularly those of Chertkoff
(1966), Cole (1969) and Nitz and Phillips (1969) point to
conditions in which choice of the MRT strategy is not as pre-
dominant as in other conditions should not necessarily lead

us to expect the occurrence here of a condition in which pre-

ferences are strictly reverse.

The implications of the failure to replicate earlier confirmatory
findings that MRT strategies predominate choice patterns must

be examined in the context of the strategic paradigm used in
this instance. Here the choice patterns designated as strate-
gies are compositions of individual behaviors in digtinct re-
source roles. The datum, then is a record of what an individual
has done in two different situations. In the great body of
coalition experimentation, however, specifically in the studies
cited in the previous paragraph, the datum of interest

was taken to be an individual's choice in single decision si-
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tuations. Thus it is possible to raise the question of whether
the coalition strategy behavior observed in the experiment is
contingent upon the subjects resource position, on the ad-

ditional experimental conditions or on both. Hypotheses 2 and

3 speak to these issues.

The test of Hypotheses 2 and 3 examine the first order relation-
ships between one experimentally manipulated factor and subjects'
choice of a single strategy given the conditions of the two
remaining experimentally manipulated factors. The test of
Hypothesis 2, even when taken by the conservative degrees of
freedom of guasi independence ( 1 df is lost for each inde-
pendent missing cell, here 2 df) clearly demonstrates the
dependence of the intracolation compatibility strategy on the
divisibility of the coalition payoff: Only in the unevenly
divisible payoff situation is there a high overall frequency

of compatibility choices. The other possible counter-hypothesis
which tests for the independence of strategy choice and cer-
tainty of payoff, conditional upon divisibility and interaction

group is not supported by the data.

Closer examination of the independent subtables for each of
the 2 levels of interactions suggests that the effect observed
may also be dependent upon this variable. Because of the in-
complete certainty diwvisibility crossing in the experimental

design, though one can say nothinag about the further dependence of

this effect upon the uncertainty manipulation.

A test of the dependence of Security strateqgy selection upon
uncertainty of payoff could not be formulated so as to be inde-

pendent of the test of Hypothesis 2 because of the paucity of

‘Security strategies in the interactive experimental condition.

The post hoc formulation of the test for Hypothesis 3 used here

is, however, particularly illustrative. The prediction that
Security (in this case Security + Compatibility) strategies

would be conditionally dependent upon uncertainty of the payoff

is unsubstantiated. The effect observed, however, the conditional
dependence of the combined strateqgies solely on divisibility is

not expected as a consequence of the Chertkoff (1966) and Cole (1971)
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observations of security seeking behavior. This effect, as

seen in the right hand illustration of Figure 3 is appreciably
more uniform across interaction groups than is that observed in
the corresponding diagrém of Figure 2 which illustrates effects
under the compatibility hypothesis.

An initial interpretation of the conditional dependence of Se-
curity strategies observed here is that both Security and Compa-

tibility choices seen in the non-interactive group are responses

to the manipulation of payoff divisibility which are indistinguish-

able on the basis of the highly restrictive cue value of the si-
tuation manipulated. The interactive condition must then be

seen as having been inadequately replicated in subtle psycho-
ligical or sociological characteristics by the non-interactive
condition. This argument, though, suffers from its inability to
persuasively explain the appearance of Security strategies in
only one of the interaction conditions, specifically, in the

condition with the least interactional information content.

Because the effect observed is conditional upon the interaction
manipulation which due to the time restrictions of this experi-
ment is partially confounded with the order of presentation,
the possibility that an order effect underlies the abpearance
of Security strategies must be examined. In a choice experiment
in which subjects' opinions and the data derived therefrom are
binary, the order of presentation is known to have a clear ef-
fect on results, particularly on those expressed as propor-
tions. In an experiment in which the choice option of interest
to the experimenter is gquaternary it is not at all clear that
changing the order of presentation would affect the distribu-
tion of the data. Such doubts should be entertained when it is
suspected that such an effect is in evidence in only one of the

choice options.

An order effect explanation of the emergence of Security Strate-
gies in the fully counterbalanced non-interactive condition can

be offered by constructing plausible "learning" effects.

four
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The non-intéractive situation utilizes 2 orders of presen-
tation of resource distributions (Type 2, Type 3) and (Type 3,
Type 2), whereas the interactive condition uses only the
former. Only two such "learning" effects are reasonable in

the reversed (Type 3, Type 2) situation. In the second de-
cision the subject "learns" to choose either the smaller (in
the Type 2 distribution the equal) partner or the larger (the
unequal) partner. Both possible order-effect induced changes
in the four choice patterns can be easily described for the
unequally divisible condition under discussion here. If sub-
jects after the first decision opted to choose the weaker

man on the second decision, then the original choice patterns
EW, EE, SW and SE would appear EW, EE, EW, EE, respectively.

[ The order of presentation in the second set is reversed
(Type 3, type 2) although the choice designations are here
written to conform to those of the (Type 2, Type 3) order

used throughout this discussion. ] None of the changes under
the "choose the weaker man" strategy results in the generation
of Choice pattern SE which has been nominally designated the
security strategy. The second possibility that the subject
prefers to choose the stronger partner in the second decision
situation results in the pattern SW, SE, SW and SE. Here Maxi-
mization (mw; choices disappear completely, being replaced

by compatibility and Security choices alone. A restriction of
the hypothesized order effect to only those subjects who chose
a stronger pa}tner in the first decision would clearly be more
compatible with the data. Such a restriction, however, renders
é post-hoc hypothesis distinctly different from what would
normally be understood to be a simple order effect.

The security strategies found in the non-interactive condition
can be accounted for in terms of an easily describable order
effect. The effect necessary for this explanation, however,
does not seriously compromise the observed choice patterns'’

plausibility as a coherent goal directed strategy of coalition
formation. The proposal’ that after the experience of one

decision subjects will choose the partner with the largest re-

source bhase must be taken as a security argument.
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The fact that this potential order effect appears and the

failure to induce strategic consequences with the uncertainty
manipulation in a political coalition paradigm suggest the need
for serious reconsideration of the adequacy of such manipulations
in this particular experimental scenario. It may not be possible
to effectively manipulate subjects' expectations about the un-
certainty of events without proceeding through an informational-

ly rich play-through of the risk element of the situation.

The positive findings of the present study, namely that the
induction of relatively indivisible pavoffs predicates the emer-
gence of a strategic choice pattern not found under similar con-
ditions with easily divisible payoffs, suggests the strong
situational dependence of coalition choices under a resource
theory. It is this situational dependence, though, that makes the
appreciably simpler theoretical formulations such as the small-
man-equality-norm/large-man-parity-norm proposed by Komorita

and Chertkoff (1973) more difficult to justify by experimental
observations. There is little guestion that these norms of plav
are especially useful bargaining entrées. But for the subject

to use such norms optimally they must be taken as expectations
about the demands of potential partners. If this is done, then
in the present study the only choice pattern one should expect
is EW, the Maximization choice. Here the subject is choosing

in each resource distribution the partner whose likely demand is
the smaller of the two. The choices of subjects in the present
experiment clearly do not support this expectation. Thus for

all their merits as a predictor of offer behavior in a plausible
bargaining theory, the Kormorita-Chertkoff norm hypotheses do
not seem to adequately capture the perceptual or expectation for-

mation processes underlying the selection of such bidding tactics.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

References

caplow, A theory of coalitions in the triad. American Socio-
logical Review, 1956, 21, op. 484-493,.

Chertkoff, J.M. The effects of probability of future success on
coalition formation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
1966, 2, pp. 265-277.

Social Psychological Theories on Coalition Formation.
in S. Groenninas, F.W. Kelley and M. Leiserson (eds): The Study.

of Coalition Behavior. New York, Holt, Rinehart Winston, 1970.

' Christie,R. and Geis, F. : Studies in Machiavellianism. New

York: Academic pPress, 1370

Cole, G. An examination of the power inversion effect in three per-
son mixed-motive games. Journal of Personality and Social Psyvcho-
logy, 1969, 11, pp. 50-68.

Coalition preference as a function of vote commitment
in some dictatorial "political convention" situations. Behavioral
Science, 1971, 16, vp. 436-441.

and J.L. Phillips. A note on verbalized strategies

in a three-person political convention situation. East Lansing:
Human Learning Research Institute, Michigan State University, Report
No. 10, May 1967.

Crosbie, V. and Kullberg, v.K. Minimum Resource or Balance in
Coalition Formation? Sociometry 1973, 36, pp. 476-493.

Gamson, A. A theory of coalition formation. American Sociologi-
cal Review, 1961 (a), 26, pp. 373-382.

An experimental test of a theory of coalition
formation. American Sociological Review, 1961 (b), 26, pp. 565-573.

Experimental studies of coalition formation.
in Leonard Berkowitz (ed.), Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology, Vol. I. New York: Academic Press, 1964.

Goodman, L. The Analysis of Cross Classifified Data:Independence
Quasi-Independence and Interactions in Contingency Tables with or
without Missing Entries. Journal of the American Statistical
Association., 1968, 63, pp.1091-1131.

The Multivariate Analysis of Qualitative Data:
Interactions among multiple classifications. Journal of the
Mmerican Statistical Association, 1970, 65, pp. 226-256.

Kelly, H.N. and Arrowwood, A.J. Coalitions in the triad:
Critique and Experiment. Sociometry, 1960, 23, pp. 231-244.

Komorita, S.S. and Chertkoff, J.M. A bargaining theory of
coalition formation. Pschological Review, 1973, 80, pp.149-162.




15.

17.

18‘

19.

20.

21.

22

23.

+ Dawson J. & Phillips, J.L. .
Machiavellianism and manipulative stratecgies in a mock political

convention. Working Paper No.29 . Institute of Mathematical
Fconomics, University of Bielefeld, West Germany, 1975.

Nitz, L.H. and Phillips J.L. The effects of divisibility of
payoff on confederative behavior. Journal of Conflict Reso-
lution, 1969, 13, op. 381-387.

Ofshe, L. and Ofshe, R. Utility and choice in social inter-

action. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1970.

Phillips J.L. and Nitz L.H. Social contracts in a three=
person "political convention® situation. Journal of Conflict
Resolution. 1968, 12, pp. 381-387.

Psathas, G. and Stryker, S. Bargaining kehavioral orienta-
tion in coalition formation.Sociometry, 1965, 28, pp.124-144.

Selten, R. FEqual share analysis of characteristic function
experiments. In H. Sauermann (ed.) Contributions to Experi-
mental Economics, V. III, Tibingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck),

1972

Shapley, L.S. A value for n-person games. Annals of Mathema-
tical Studies, 28, 1953, pp. 307-317.

Shelley R. and Phillips, J.L. A social contact model for
coalition formation. lleport No. 6 of the Human Learning

Research Institute, Michigan State University, September,
1966.

Vinacke, W.E., Crowell, D,C.,Dien , D. and Young, V.
The effect of information about strategy on a three person
game. Behavioral Science, 1966, 11, pp. 180-189.




I |

W UTe3I90UN/OTYTS
LL = L W Gl -TATQ ATUu24A8UN
” ! ute3IeD/91qIs
! 8l L 4 : Ll -TATQ ATudAdug
: w utelIan
S € L ! Lz /OTYTISTATQ ATuSAX
! :
W _— +_ —
w ute3lIo0UN/STYTIS
| zL zL L Zs -TATQ ATusAsun
w ; utejaa)/a1qTs
w 6l €1 v w Sy -IATQ aTusA8upn
W W ute3lxs)
| 6 9 9 ; 8¢ - /BTATSTATA ATudAa™
: - ’ o |
i UOT3TPUOD
A3TTTIQTIIRCWOD AJTINDSG coﬂUﬂmeEOU.maoﬂummﬂﬁﬁxmﬁ JJolkedg

auhy Abozexas

SUOT3}TpuUOos FJoAed pue

UOT30BIDJUI AQ UOTIDDTOS Abdjeals JoO Apusnbaig

¢ °149eL

anoas;
SDAT3ORI3[qUL

dnois satjoe
~I23UI-UON

UOT3ITPUOD
uoT3lorIdIUT



JJ0Aed OSTAISTIAT( ATuaasun = dn
J3onaed STYISTATQ aATudAd = Q4
S
!
LL m zze an
| Te3I90u
_ | _ qg UTel n
8l M 0z an
! utelad
S w Le ad B0
zi M Ll 4 yreqasoun
- : - ad
61 W Z9 an EERTAS
6 0S ad
m |
M |
AFTTIGIIBUWOD 18430 90T0D Abojeizsg

-U0) AJITTIQISIATIU PuR ajurelxasun ‘uolljoeasjul Aq

SDOTOYD AbB3RIIS IBYI0

SUOTITP

oa AJTITTGTIRAWOD JO Adusnbeig

€ °7qeL

dnoixp
2AT3O®RIS3U]L

anoion
aaT3oRID]UI
~UON

g RO EA FRE00
TejuswWTISGXT



1120 Azdws
TI0TId B jUSpPULdOPUT ydee IO0J 3ISOT ST WOpPasalJ JO 93Ib9p SUO SI9H °*(8961) URWPOOH I933IV o

[T

*1 X3puT PS33TWO SY3l IDA0 UOTJRUNINS S3I0UIP J 3draosqns 9yl UT 30p 9yl aIsH q

*(0OL6l) uBWPOOYH IBJFY ®

—
.
: | ML 15 U -
Ol <d<gz: A2 2 | AT, ..xﬁﬂw L A3TTIGTISTATQ §) 4noay
i ; /Ab®3ea3s X AjuTlejaLoun
! M
| w S
W 3 _ TAET ) o
S00° % WANNY 4 W a.mﬂw..xﬂwm o _ &3uTte3asoup;/ dnoin
. ! /Ab93eI3S X AJITTITGTISTIATA
i ! : ;
_ setousnboag |
| J,\ q L ol
d m £y, *Ip peioadxy Jo 93ewilsd | sTsayloedAH TINN
! i

o€ oTdRl 3O souspuadapuI-TIsen) JO SISATeUY [eTIIOo3ded

b =214l



Table 5

Frequency of Compatibility am@ Security V. Other Strategy
Choice by Interaction and Divisitility Conditions

Experimental Strategy Maximization Security

a or or

KT R Cholee Competition Compatibility
Certain 5D 44 13
Non-Interactive UuD 49 32
Group ED - _
Uncertain UD 59 24
ED 28 8
Interactive Certain 19 19
Group ED - -
Uncertain UD 20 13
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