Study in detail: Sherif (1961)

Make sure you can describe the aim (2 marks), procedure (6 marks), results (4 marks) and conclusions (4 marks). Make sure you can give two strengths and two weaknesses ( 2 marks each) and evaluate the study (6 marks).

	Aim 

To investigate whether:

· strangers will from cohesive groups (with characteristic norms,  values, roles and a social hierarchy and leader) when introduced to each other and set a shared goal

· group membership will affect judgements and perception of in and out group members, including in group favouritism and out group hostility

· prejudice in the form of inter-group conflict will arise from creation of in and out groups

· resultant prejudice can be reduced through cooperation through creation of super-ordinate goals (only achievable when groups work together)


	Procedure

Research method: Field experiment

Participants: 22 middle-class, American eleven year old boys, who did not know each other beforehand, from Protestant homes in Oklahoma, all socially and emotionally well adjusted and not from broken homes 

Procedure: Two matched groups were created, ensuring that each group included boys with equivalent sporting ability and IQ for example

Pps were not informed that they were in a study and were therefore unaware of the aims or hypotheses; Parents were charged small fee for the camp and asked not to visit (could be disruptive to research aims)

Qualitative and quantitative data was collected using 

· observation (a member of camp staff/ ‘under-cover experimenter ‘ observed the boys from within the camp for 12 hours a day)

· sociometric analysis (creating diagrams which indicate how much each boy is liked and by whom, reveals friendships and popularity) 

· standardised tasks (boys asked to collect beans and estimate how many each boy has found)

· tape recordings of the boys language about each other

Stage 1: two groups are established; they create their own norms and hierarchies (this was to allow Sherif to observe how in-groups are formed)

· two groups taken to different areas of the park on separate buses and at different time

· kept apart for one week to establish themselves

· each had bunkhouse, hide-out, and swimming place of its own

· had to work together on common goals to help group bonding; taking canoes to the swimming place, preparing a meal); division of labour and status.

· emergent norms, roles, status hierarchies, relationships observed and monitored

Stage 2: The two groups are introduced and a tournament was set up to create a sense of competition (this was to explore in-group favouritism and out-group hostility)

· Told about the other group and the tournament; points could be earned for the group and there were going to prizes for the winners

· Various contest were set up, e.g. tug of war

· The experimenters did various things to create frustration, e.g. inviting one group late to a picnic so there was little food left

· Tape recordings were made to analyse any derogatory language about out-group boys 

· Observations continued

· Boys were set a task to collect beans and then asked to estimate how many were collected by the in-group and then out-group- this was to see whether they would overestimate in-group achievement and underestimate out-group achievement 

Stage 3: Super ordinate goals (only achievable when the 2 groups work together) were introduced to see whether cooperation would reduce prejudice

· Initially tasks simply involved the two groups communicating together; increased social contact with little obvious staff supervision, e.g. eating together, watching a movie together, and shooting firecrackers together

· Next the super-ordinate goals were introduced, e.g. fixing broken water tank and pump, broken down truck needed a push to start; pooling tokens to pay for a film they all wanted to see; each task required interdependent working towards an urgent goal


	Results

Stage 1: 

· Boys gave themselves group names: Rattlers and Eagles and put these on flags and t-shirts

· Boys established hierarchies and leaders towards end of week 1 

· Once told about the other group, rattlers started to become derogatory, eagles became more competitive 

· when they heard of the tournament; boys wanted to challenge each other to a baseball match; stage 2 was naturally occurring due to boys growing hostility

Stage 2

· rattlers excited; discussed protection of the flag

· eagles less interested but talked about beating the other team

· name calling when they first came into contact

· negative attitudes and behaviours were recorded including one team burning the others flag, physical scuffles, unfavourable stereotypes, increased in-group solidarity, friendship patterns were consistent with group membership and ratings of in-group members were more favourable than for out-group members; out-group only chosen as friends 6.4% of time by rattlers and 7.5% by eagles.

Stage 3

· Increasing social contacts did not result in positive social interactions or reduced intergroup friction but were used as opportunities for name-calling and conflict (e.g., food fights). 

· Interaction to achieve super-ordinate goals; 

· following fixing the water supply, boys were observed to be pleased with their accomplishment. However, an hour later at dinner, there was an exchange of abusive language between the groups.

· pooled tokens to get the much-wanted movie: when the film was shown, boys sat in their groups on opposite sides of the aisle.

· The broken down truck: with considerable effort, the boys used a rope to pull the truck around so it could be pushed to start, which it did. When the truck returned with food, the boys prepared the meal together.

· In the closing hours of the camp, on their own initiative the two groups decided to entertain each other with skits and songs at a campfire, and they asked to leave the camp together in one bus. 

· The two groups parted as friends. 

· While friendship choices were still largely for in-group members, at the end of Stage III there was a substantial increase in choice of out-group members as friends and a reduction in rejection of out-group members as disliked, (out-group friends chosen 36.4% by Rattlers and 23.2% by Eagles)

· sharp decrease in name-calling and in-group adulation. 

· increased similarity in ratings of in-group and out-group resulted from the significant increases in favourable ratings of the out-group. 


	Conclusions

· In group favouritism and out group hostility could not be explained through pre-existing attitudes as matching for background and individual traits was careful
· Solving problems together leads to formation of status hierarchies and leadership choices 

· Social structure of a group is fairly stable although may change as individual characters’ strengths become revealed

· Frustration leads to increased in-group favouritism, cooperation and solidarity but also to out-group hostility

· There is a tendency to over-estimate abilities of in-group members and under-estimate abilities of out-group members

· Increased social contact is not enough to reduce prejudice

· Working towards super-ordinate goals can reduce prejudice but a series of goals are required for this to be effective


	Strengths

· Data can be considered to be internally valid as a number of different data collection techniques were used and all produced findings which supported in-group favouritism and out-group hostility, i.e. the bean collection standardised task showed under estimation of out-group achievement, while derogatory language and name calling also supported out group prejudice.

· Conclusions are also deemed to be internally valid since there was careful matching of groups. This meant that individual differences in the boys could not be said to have affected the judgements and behaviours observed. 

· Results can be considered reliable since a number of replications have demonstrated similar findings.

· The validity of the study is improved by the use of participant observation. This meant that the boys behaviour was more natural since the observer was familiar to them.

· The conclusions are useful as they go some way to explaining real world atrocities such as the genocide in Rwanda, whereby antagonism between Hutus and Tutsis is rooted in social-economic differences which go back for generations, causing hostility and conflict. 

· The implications of study regarding reduction of prejudice may be useful to society at least with regards small scale group situations such as the classroom or workplace


	Weaknesses

· The study was unethical and this reduces the validity of the findings; The boys did not know they were in a study so there was no informed consent or right to withdraw and although the parent knew a bit more about the research they were asked not to visit and so could not withdraw the boys if they felt they were unhappy. This was particularly sensitive since the experimenters were deliberately setting out to create situation which could lead to conflict and bullying which can affect self esteem.

· Cross cultural replications have led to different outcomes suggesting the findings may lack external validity. For example a replication in the UK with British Boy Scouts was not able to create inter group hostility, suggesting that the well-established scouts' social norm of cooperation was largely unaffected by the manipulations. (Tyerman and Spencer, 1983) 

· External validity may be affected by the fact that there were so many criteria used in the matching of the boys; the results may not be generalisable to adults since only 11 year olds were used; or girls; or those with lesser IQs or sporting prowess; and this means that it may not be appropriate to extend the conclusions to explain formation and reduction of prejudice with adults or in different sub-cultures or nations.


