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THESIS SUMMARY

This thesis begins with a review of the conflict literature. It continues with an illustration of
the nature of intergroup conflict between British health care teams, by presenting results from
an interview study using the critical incident technique. Within the theory testing part,
drawing upon a sample of 53 British health care teams from five organisations, an empirical
test of both intergroup contact and social identity theory is provided. In a next step, a measure
of intergroup effectiveness, the effectiveness with which dyads of groups perform on
collaborative tasks, is developed. Finally, the moderating role of both resource
interdependence and group boundary spanners” negotiation style for the relationship between
intergroup competition and longitudinal change in group and intergroup effectivencss is
examined.
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INTRODUCTION

Conflict between groups is an unavoidable reality for team based organisations. While
it is widely acknowledged that the potential of organisational intergroup conflict is rooted in
structural characteristics such as the diversification of work force (Bums & Stalker, 1968;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967), social psychological factors, such as the categorisation of
individuals into social groups, have more recently been discussed as triggers of intergroup
rivalry and competition (e.g., Hogg & Terry, 2000; Kramer, 1991). Social psychological
theories have received strong support as predictors of intergroup conflict in experimental
settings, predominantly based on student ad-hoc groups (see Brewer & Brown, 1998; Brown
& Hewstone, 2005, for overviews). Yet their validity and usefulness may be over-estimated in
terms of power in predicting conflict between organizational groups sharing a past and a
future. What contributions can social psychology make to the understanding of organizational
intergroup conflict beyond structural characteristics? And to what extent may social
psychological theories represent a useful guide for the management of the psychological side
of intergroup conflict? One part of this thesis is an attempt to answer these questions.

On another front, theoretical and empirical work has discussed conflict and
competition between groups as a pitfall for team based organisations (e.g., Schein, 1988;
Tjosvold, 1991). Intergroup conflict can cost time and money: Groups compete with each
other for limited organizational resources (Kramer, 1991); they fail to integrate their diverse
activities into overarching organizational strategies (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967); and
departmental heads spend too much time negotiating conflicts of interest at the interface
between groups (cf. Blake, Shepard, & Mouton, 1964). Conversely, researchers have also
suggested that conflict may have beneficial effects for organisations: Competition between

groups may stimulate motivation and enhance group performance (Erev, Bornstein, & Galili,
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1993); conflict channels activities (Walton & Dutton, 1969); and dissent between and among
groups may result in organizational change and innovation (Richter, Sacramento, & West,
2005). Yet beyond these theoretical considerations, empirical evidence systematically
investigating the role of intergroup competition and how it affects aspects of organizational
effectiveness is much needed (Guzzo & Shea, 1992; Rahim, 2001). How is competition
between groups related to the effectiveness with which groups perform their tasks? And what
can organisations do in order to manage conflict constructively to enhance team working

effectiveness? Another part of this thesis provides an attempt to answer these questions,

Contribution to Knowledge

In summary, the thesis addresses two sets of questions: First, factors predicting and
explaining conflict between organizational groups are identified; and second, the relationship

between intergroup competition and change in team working effectiveness is examined.

Thesis Overview

This thesis has four parts. Part A aims to acquaint the reader with the phenomenon of
organizational conflict between groups, as well as to provide an overview of this research
project. It is subdivided into four chapters. Chapter 1 outlines a process model of the conflict
episode, as an attempt of a definition of conflict; provides a literature review about conflict
concepts and typologies commonly used in organizational research; and illustrates how the
organizational context may shape conflict between work groups. Chapter 2 presents results
from an interview study focusing on critical conflict incidents, in order to describe and
illustrate what conflict between health care groups in this research sample actually looks like.

As intergroup conflict is an aspect of intergroup relations, chapter 3 provides an overview of
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intergroup relations theories relevant for organisations. The chapter continues by explicating
and evaluating theories of intergroup conflict, grouped into theories that either predict
intergroup conflict, or view intergroup conflict as a condition. Thereby the stage is set for the
theory testing parts B and C of this thesis, which investigate intergroup conflict as either an
outcome variable or a predictor. Before the theory testing part begins, chapter 4 provides an
outline of the research project’s design, procedure, sample, and the methodological strategies
employed.

Part B is an attempt to revert to social psychological theories, such as social identity
theory, in order to develop and test a theoretical model explaining how group representatives
affect the amount of conflict between organizational groups (chapter 5).

Part C is concerned with the question of how intergroup competition may affect team
working effectiveness. I posit that team working effectiveness embraces two aspects, first
how well team members work together as a group (group effectiveness); and second how well
different teams work jointly together as a group dyad in pursuit of common goals (intergroup
effectiveness). Therefore I first develop a scale of intergroup effectiveness, and examine its
psychometric properties (chapter 6). I continue by developing and testing a theoretical model
of the relationship between intergroup competition and longitudinal change in group and
intergroup effectiveness (chapter 7).

Part D aims to integrate and discuss the findings of this thesis (chapter 8). It starts by
presenting refined models for predicting intergroup conflict, as well as the effect of intergroup
competition on team working effectiveness. Study implications for theory and practice are
discussed. The chapter concludes with study limitations, and how these may be addressed by

future research.
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Part A: INTERGROUP CONFLICT: THEORIES, CONCEPTS, AND

METHODOLOGY

Chapter 1: Intergroup conflict in organisations

1.0 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a review of the theoretical and empirical
conflict literature, in order to acquaint the reader with the phenomenon of organizational
conflict. The chapter has three parts. In the first part, definitional aspects of conflict, and a
process model of the conflict episode are presented. The second part is concerned with
attributes of intergroup conflict used within the literature, and an attempt is made to integrate
those attributes into the conflict process. The third part outlines the role of the organizational

context for intergroup conflict.

1.1 TOWARD A DEFINITION OF CONFLICT?

Conflict in organisations can emerge at different levels. Rahim (1986) distinguishes
intergroup conflict from intrapersonal, interpersonal, and intragroup conflict. Intergroup
conflict in particular can occur between vertical (e.g., labour management conflict) or
horizontal levels (e.g., conflict between functional groups like sales and marketing). This
raises the question of whether the conflict construct is the same at different layers.
Experimental research on the “group discontinuity effect” suggests that, under equal
interdependence conditions, groups behave more competitively than individuals do (see

Schopler et al., 2001, for an overview). Similarly, conflict generating factors such as social
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categorisation and interdependence over a pool of limited resources appear to be more
pronounced for the emergence of intergroup than interpersonal conflict (cf. Kramer, 1991).
Thus, research supports the view that interpersonal and intergroup conflict vary regarding
both their intensity and conflict generating factors; yet conflict appears to be the same
phenomenon irrespective of whether it occurs between individuals or groups. Analogously,
reviews of organizational conflict do discuss different conflict generating factors, but do not
distinguish interpersonal from intergroup conflict (e.g., De Dreu, Harinck, & van Vianen,
1999; Thomas, 1992; Wall & Callister, 1995). Therefore definitions and concepts of
intrapersonal, interpersonal, and intragroup conflict are deemed relevant for an understanding

of intergroup conflict.

1.1.1 Definitions of Conflict

The starting point for understanding intergroup conflict often varies across different
social science disciplines like anthropology, political science, sociology, or psychology
(Jussim, Ashmore & Wilder, 2001). Definitions of conflict depend on the theoretical
framework the research is embedded in. Within social psychology, conflict is often defined as
some sort of incompatibility of goals, beliefs, attitudes, and/or behaviour (e.g., Myers, 1999;
Jussim et al., 2001), and individual-level explanations are provided with laboratory
experimentation as the method of choice. Based on social identity and self categorisation
theory, social psychologists often refer to conflict between groups in terms of intergroup bias
(Hewstone & Greenland, 2000; Tajfel & Tumer, 2001). Conversely, based on the theory of
cooperation and competition, Tjosvold (1998) and Deutsch (1969) define conflict as
incompatible activities between parties, thereby separating conflict explicitly from goal
interdependence, and challenging the common assumption that cooperation and conflict are

opposites. Similarly, Putnam and Poole (1987) describe three general propertics among more
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inclusive definitions of conflict, being means interdependence between parties (such that one
can interfere with the other), perceptions of incompatibility of goals or concerns, and
interaction.

De Dreu et al. (1999) conclude that despite many attempts to define conflict, an
academic definition of conflict does not exist. Instead, they describe conflict as a tension an
individual or group experiences because of perceived differences with another party. Instead
of attempting to define conflict more precisely, researchers reverted to describing the conflict
episode or process, and defining elements thereof (e.g., De Dreu et al., 1999; Pondy, 1967,

Thomas, 1992).

1.1.2 The Conflict Process

Thomas (1992) describes the conflict episode as a process that starts with one party’s
awareness of a conflict (Figure 1). This awareness may involve a variety of concems or
issues, e.g. a threat of a party’s interest, or perceived goal differences. This awareness leads to
diverse cognitions and emotions, which result in behavioural intentions regarding how to
cope with the conflict (these are referred to as motivation by De Dreu et al., 1999). These
intentions are the combined motivational forces produced by cognitions and emotions.
Behavioural intentions in tum lead to observable behaviour, reacted upon by the other party.
This reaction is represented by the loop in Figure 1, which affects and reshapes the thoughts
and emotions. Finally, behaviour results in conflict outcomes. These outcomes may in tum set

the stage on a subsequent episode about the same issue.
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FIGURE1

The Conflict Process (Adapted from Thomas, 1992, p. 658)

v

Aston University

lustration removed for copyright restrictions

1.2 CONFLICT TYPOLOGIES

Researchers have used a variety of different conceptualisations and typologies of
conflict. In the remainder of this chapter, I attempt to integrate most frequently used

typologies into Thomas’s model of the conflict process.
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1.2.1. Conflict Awareness

Many conceptualisations of what conflict is about exist. The most commonly used
may be conflict over issues, goals, and means.

Conflict over issues. De Dreu et al. (1999) argue that both an advantage and a problem
pertain to classifying conflict as a function of the conflict issue. While the advantage is
analytical, helping one to focus on and analyse specific process features, the drawback is that
conflict issues normally both do not come alone and are quickly joined by others (Rubin,
Pruitt, & Kim, 1994). A related drawback may be that focusing on a particular conflict issue
might be deficient in describing and analysing the complex relationship between two parties
sharing a past and a future. Several conflict typologies distinguished substantive or realistic
conflicts rooted in divergence of interests from conflict concerned with affective or cognitive
aspects. For example, Guetzkow and Gyr (1954) distinguished substantive conflict from
affective conflict. While the former is concerned with the substance of the task a group is
performing, the latter is concerned with the emotional aspects of interpersonal relationships
(Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). Similarly, De Dreu et al. (1999) distinguish conflict over
resources or interests from conflict over information. The former involves access to and
distribution of resources. Examples may include a dispute between two team leaders about
which health care team should cover a patient, or whether or not a nurse should take on
patient treatment duties of another team. The latter contains both intellective and evaluative
issues. Intellective issues have factual solutions according to commonly accepted standards,
such as what is the most cost-efficient PC equipment. For intellective issues, the task is to find
the true or correct solution, and accuracy of resolution has priority over agreement (Brehmer,
1976). An example would be a disagreement about the solution to a statistical problem.
Pinkley (1990) supported this_dimcnsion in his multidimensional scaling study, and found that

intellective cognitive frames define whether the conflict is about intellective issues or about
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emotional issues. On the other hand, evaluative or judgmental issues may involve ethical or
aesthetic judgements for which there are no demonstrably correct answers (Kaplan & Miller,
1987). Thus, for evaluative issues, the “right” answer is achieved by reaching consensus. An
example might be a conflict between two employees about what colour to choose for painting
the office wall, a disagreement about behavioural norms within a Business School, or a
dispute about the dressing code within a consultancy company.

Further aspects by which a conflict issue may be characterised are its scope and
integrative potential. The scope of the incident assessed whether conflicts are perceived as
more serious, i.e. involve larger numbers of people, more events, or greater influence over
future interactions (cf. Thomas, 1992; Jehn, 1997). Thomas (1992) concludes that very large
issues raise the motivation to make integrative outcomes seem impossible, to raise the stakes
dramatically, and to generate high levels of threat and defensiveness. The integrative potential
measures the capability of a situation to integrate the interests of both parties (i.e., both parties
could potentially reach a win-win situation; Pruitt & Carevale, 1993). If an incident has high
integrative potential, it would be possible to integrate the interests of both parties. If
integrative potential is low, it is hardly possible to integrate the interests of both parties.

Confflict over goals. Cosier and Rose (1977) distinguish goal conflict from cognitive
conflict, the former involving disagreements that focus on competition for rewards or status.
Klar, Bar-Tal and Kruglanski (1987; in Pinkley, 1990) even suggested that the core of the
conflict schema is the belief that the parties involved have incompatible goals. Using
Multidimensional Scaling, Pinkley (1990) supported a related dimension which he labelled
cooperate vs. win, and concluded that people make different attributions regarding blame for
the conflict. Some disputants see both parties responsible for the conflict and therefore seek a
compromise solution. Others assign blame to the other party while expecting to be

compensated for their victimisation, therefore maximising their own gains even at the expense

of the other party.
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Studies examining the roots of individuals’ conclusions about conflicting goals
between groups and departments identified both a structural and psychological basis. For
instance, Tjosvold’s (1988a) critical incident study with managers and employees of an
engineering consulting firm showed that reasons for employees’ perceptions of competitive
goals were a party’s lack of concem for each other's interests, conflict defined as win lose
contests, and competition over scarce resources between departments. Similarly, Tjosvold
(1988b) found in a public health agency that reasons for cooperative goals between groups
were predominantly employees’ perceptions of a shared purpose and common tasks.

Conflict over means. Two issues question whether incompatible goal approaches fully
explain the dynamics of intergroup conflict. First, individuals sharing cooperative goals can
be, and often are in conflict (Deutsch, 1969, p. 8; Tjosvold, 1998, p. 287). Second, altemative
factors unrelated to the perceived goal structure, such as status differences (Terry & O’Brien,
2001), social categorisation (Insko & Schopler, 1998; Kramer, 1991), and group identification
(e.g., Brown, Connor, Mathews, Wade, & Williams, 1986), appear to operate as conflict
generating factors.

Jehn examined intragroup conflict in organisational groups using multiple methods
(Jehn, 1994; 1995; 1997). Confirming Pinkley’s task vs. relationship dimension for work
groups, she distinguishes relationship conflict from task conflict. Relationship conflict mainly
includes affective components, such as dislike and feelings of annoyance and irritations. Task
conflict is characterised as an awareness of differences in viewpoints and opinions pertaining
to a task without the personal animosities germane to relationship conflict. It may coincide
with animated discussions and personal excitement, but is void of the intense interpersonal
negative emotions associated with relationship conflict. Jehn’s concept of task conflict
displays some conceptual overlap with concepts such as cognitive conflict (Brehmer, 1976;
Cosier & Rose, 1977), devil’s advocacy (see Schwenk, 1990; Schweiger, Sandberg, & Ragan,

1986), constructive controversy (Tjosvold & Deemer, 1980), or minority dissent (see De Dreu
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& De Vries, 1997, for an overview). In concordance with these concepts, task conflict refers
to a form of constructive disagreement or controversy, proposed to have beneficial effects on
the quality of team decision making. These differences in viewpoints may facilitate
dialectically styled discussions which prevent group think. The controversy may also enhance
the scrutinization and utilisation of different perspectives, which is considered pivotal for the
quality of strategic decision-making and innovation (cf. Tjosvold, 1998).

In addition to these two dimensions, Jehn discovered a third dimension, labelled
process conflict (Jehn, 1997; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Process
conflict is the least examined type of conflict in the literature and refers to how task
accomplishment should be proceeded. It might be best marked by issues of duty and resource
delegation, such as “who should do what and how much responsibility different people should

get” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001).
1.2.3 Thoughts and Emotions

A strong contribution toward understanding conflict has been made by studies that
investigated how individuals cognitively frame and make sense of the conflict they
experience. Frames can be described as thematic perceptual dispositions that increase the
salience of frame-irrelevant information, and are related to both cognitions and emotions (De
Dreu et al., 1999). Frames are perceptual sets of orientations that are pre- or meta-schematic
and serve to guide how information is perceived and interpreted in terms of these schemata
(Pinkley & Northcraft, 1994). Research has identified outcome frames, which refer to whether
outcomes are coded as gains or losses (e.g., De Dreu & McCusker, 1997), and conflict
frames, which refer to how people cognitively frame everyday conflict they are involved in,
the latter being of interestlfor this thesis. Using Multidimensional Scaling, Pinkley (1990)

revealed three dimensions of conflict frames: The task vs. relationship dimension illustrates
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that people differ in the extent to which they attribute the conflict to problems in the
relationship and, consequently, how concemed they are about the other party and maintaining
the relationship. While disputants with a task orientation focus more on material aspects of a
dispute, such as money or property settlements, relationship oriented disputants rather focus
on interpersonal concems and the relationship involved. The second dimension was labelled
cooperate vs. win, and implied that a discrepancy exists in the attributions made regarding
blame for the conflict. Some disputants attribute blame to both parties and seek a compromise
solution. Others concentrate on winning the conflict, as the other party is to blame. The third
dimension was labelled emotional vs. intellectual, and emphasises the variance in degree of
attention paid to the affective component of conflict. Although some disputants focus on the
feelings involved (e.g., anger and frustration), others seem to attend only to the specific
behaviour and thoughts involved. Disputants’ conflict frames interestingly tend to converge
during negotiation toward a consensual perspective (Pinkley & Northcraft, 1994).

Related to Pinkley’s last dimension is the concept of emotionality of the incident,
which refers to the extent that individuals have feelings such as jealousy, hatred, anger, and
frustration, Jehn and Bendersky’s (2003) review and comprehensive model identify
emotionality as a separate dimension that moderates the conflict-outcome relationship for
within group conflict. Conflict is often associated with stress and threat, which increase

emotional responses and negative arousal (Jehn, 1997).

1.2.4 Intentions (Motivation)

De Dreu et al. (1999) describe that motivation is frequently concerned with the desired
contribution of outcomes between the parties involved. The authors distinguish three
motivations (cf. Deutsch, 1949, 1973). A disputant’s competitive motivation is characterised

by reaching a relative advantage over the other party. Individualistic motivation is
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characterised by an ignorance of the other party’s outcome, and disputants are concerned with
their own outcome. Finally, prosocial motivation is characterised by disputants concem for
both the own and the other party. De Dreu et al. (1999) outline that social motives are
partially rooted in individual differences, but may also be triggered by features of the
situation, or may be adopted for genuine or instrumental reasons (cf. Steinel & De Dreu,
2004). Similarly, negotiators’ motivation to consider opponent’s emotions can affect whether

or not they are influenced by them (van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004).

1.2.5 Conflict Behaviour

Conflict behaviour is a core aspect of the conflict episode (Thomas, 1992), as captured
by dual concem theory (Blake & Mouton, 1964; Deutsch, 1973; Pruitt & Rubin, 1986), which
represents an extension of Blake and Mouton’s (1964) Managerial Grid.

The theory considers negotiation style as a function of the two motivations high or low
concemn for the own, combined with high or low concem for the other party. It suggests
individuals’ and groups’ negotiation behaviour can be characterised by combinations of both
concemns yielding five negotiation styles, which have been confirmed empirically in a number
of studies (see Van de Vliert & Kabanoff, 1990; Pruitt & Camevale, 1993, for an overview;
see Figure 2). The strategies were used empirically to assess the way people most commonly
deal with conflict (e.g., De Dreu & Van Vianen, 2001) as well as how people handle
particular conflict incidents (Van de Vliert & Kabanoff, 1990; Callister & Wall, 2001). The
strategies were found empirically relevant for negotiation between individuals (e.g., De Dreu

& Van Vianen, 2001) and also between groups (Nauta & Sanders, 2000; Lawrence & Lorsch,
1967).
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FIGURE 2

The Dual Concern Model
Yielding Integrating
Concem for %
other (Compromising)

Inaction Contending

Concern for self

Contending refers to imposing ones will on the other party. Alternative terms used are
competing, win-lose, dominating, and forcing. Thomas (1992) explains that in goal conflicts
the intention is to achieve one’s goal at the sacrifice of the other’s goal. In intellective
conflicts, an attempt is made to convince the other party that one’s conclusion is right and the
other is wrong. During evaluative conflict, Thomas describes that “one trics to make the
offending party accept blame for some perceived transgression, together with any
responsibilitics attached to blame (guilt, punishment, restitution, etc.)”. The flip side of
contending is yielding, which refers to accepting and incorporating the other’s will.
Altemative terms are accommodating, obliging, smoothing over, and yielding-losing. Thomas
describes that in goal conflicts this intention may represent “an attempt to attain the other’s
goals at the sacrifice of the own goals, and in intellective and evaluative conflict to support
the other’s opinion despite one’s own reservations, or to forgive the other for a perceived
transgression and to allow subsequent ones.” Avoiding involves active withdrawal and passive
avoidance. Other expressions used within the literature are withdrawing, lose-leave, and
inaction. By using this technique, “one tries to avoid involving oneself in an issue, allowing

events to take their own course without attempting to steer the outcome toward the concem of
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either party.” Problem solving is characterised by an attempt of a party to achieve a settlement
that satisfies the concerns of both parties. Other terms used have been collaborating, synergy,
integrating, and confronting, i.e. confrontation in order to work the conflict through (Thomas,
1992). While during goal conflicts one attempts to find a win-win solution that allows both
parties’ goals to be completely achieved, in intellective conflicts the goal is to achieve a
synthesis (Hegel, 1964), a new conclusion or idea that incorporates the valid insights of both
parties. In evaluative conflict one might try to arrive at a shared set of expectations and an
interpretation of the transgression in question that meets both parties’ standards of what is
proper in a given situation (De Dreu et al., 1999). There is some disagreement in the literature
as to whether compromising reflects a fifth negotiation style, or rather a form of tentative
problem solving (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986). Compromising is also referred to as splitting the
difference, or sharing, as it is intended to seek an outcome between the preferred outcomes
and positions of both parties. It involves attaining moderate but incomplete satisfaction of
both parties’ concems.

Alternative conceptualisations of conflict management include the use of Deutsch's
(1949, 1973) one-dimensional dichotomy of cooperation and competition, or Homey's (1945)
trichotomy of moving away, moving toward, and moving against (for an overview of
taxonomies, see Van de Vliert & Euwemaa, 1994).

Additionally, Walton and McKersie (1965) have made a crucial distinction between
integrative and distributive dimensions. The distributive dimension seeks a particular
allocation of outcomes, and includes dominating, compromising, and yielding. The integrative
dimension seeks the amount of integration of the two parties’ joint outcome, and embraces
collaborating, compromising, and avoiding.

Another influential distinction being made is that of activeness vs. agreeablenees. Van
de Vliert and Euwemaa (1994) describe agreeableness and activeness as taxonomies of

conflict behavior that, in contrast to others, do not confound independent and dependent
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variables. The taxonomy allows both the examination of conflict behaviour along a
continuum, and the integration of research findings, thereby enhancing comparability
(DeChurch & Marks, 2001). The authors integrate Blake and Mouton’s (1964) factors in
order of increasing activeness: avoiding, yielding, contending, compromising, problem
solving; and in order of increasing agreeableness: contending, compromising, avoiding,

yielding, and collaborating (DeChurch & Marks, 2001; cf. Nauta & Sanders, 2000).
1.2.6 Conflict Qutcome

Thomas (1992) concludes that consideration of conflict outcomes is largely depending
on the respective evaluation criteria, which are widespread and complex. The author describes
that the most obvious outcome of a conflict issue may be the decision (or lack of decision)
that has been reached regarding the conflict issue. De Dreu et al. (1999) describe four types of
such outcomes; integrative settlements, compromise, victory to one, and impasse. Integrative
settlement refer to solutions that satisfy and embrace the interests of both parties. Integrative
agreements have been assumed to be optimal outcomes, as they are more enduring and
satisfying for the parties involved (Thomas, 1992), even though this assumption has been
questioned for information conflict (De Dreu et al., 1999).

Irrespective of the outcome of the conflict episode, each aspect of the conflict episode
separately can be theoretically linked to organizational performance and effectiveness as
alternative outcome variables (a more detailed review of the related literature is presented in

chapter 7).
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1.3 ORGANISATIONAL CONTEXT AND INTERGROUP CONFLICT

In organisations, intergroup relations do not happen in a vacuum, but are embedded
within the organizational context, a complex network of interdependent vertical and
horizontal relationships. And the context itself may shape relationships between groups.
Guzzo and Shea (1992, p. 305) review several features of the organisational context,
including the organizational reward system (Shea & Guzzo, 1987), organisational structure
(Gladstein, 1984), human resource support systems (Hackman, 1987), managerial support
(Pearson & Ravin, 1987), and leadership (Kolodny & Kiggundu, 1980), that may impact on
group processes and effectiveness. Management theorists have pointed out that increased
levels of differentiation may lead to problems of integration of subunits in pursuit of
organizational goals (Bums & Stalker, 1968; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). Others have argued
that functional interdependencies between and among groups, such as power relationships,
need to be diagnosed, to allow an understanding of intergroup relations (Brett & Rognes,
1986). Additionally, researchers have pointed out that an organisation’s reward structure is
frequently set up such as group performance is rewarded, rather than the quality and
effectiveness of lateral relationships (Hartley, 1996). Finally, researchers have outlined how
groups in organisations are generally competing over a pool of scarce resources, such as staff,
status, or finances (Hartley, 1996; Kramer, 1991).

These organisation specific factors imply the need of adapting general theories of
intergroup conflict to the organizational context, as well as to incorporate them into

organisation specific concepts and models of intergroup conflict.

1.3.1 Models of Organizational Intergroup Conflict
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Coser (1958) distinguishes between rational and irrational intergroup conflict.
Whereas rational conflict represents competition over real, diverging interests, irrational
intergroup conflict serves to release accumulated emotional tensions. Similarly to the latter
concept, Alderfer (1987) posits that organizational groups may project psychological tensions
from their own group onto other groups, in order to prevent instability and distortion within
the group. It may in practice be nearly impossible in most natural social situations to
distinguish between discriminatory intergroup behaviour based on real or perceived conflict
of “objective” interests between the groups, and “subjective” aspects of conflict based on
attempts to establish a positively valued distinctiveness for one’s own group (Tajfel & Tumer,
2001; cf. chapter 3, discussion). However, this distinction between objective and subjective
conflict determinants is well reflected in social psychological theories of intergroup conflict,
such as realistic conflict theory (Sherif, 1966) and social identity theory (Tajfel & Tumer,
1979; see chapter 3 for details).

Pondy (1967) provides a theoretical framework for conflict among organizational
subunits by designing three conceptual models in order to integrate the major classes of
conflict phenomena in organisations: The bargaining model describes the potential for
conflict among a set of interest groups, as rooted in a discrepancy between demands of the
competing parties and the available resources. This model refers to the “commons dilemma™
of organizational groups who share a limited and scarce organizational resource pool amongst
each other (Kramer, 1991). The bureaucratic model describes conflict along the vertical
dimension of a hierarchy, and may emerge between superiors and subordinates. It may best be
described by labour-management strikes over issues such as wage differentials (e.g., Hartley,
Kelly, & Nicholson, 1983). The system model describes lateral conflicts among persons at the
same hierarchical level, which is mainly concemed with problems of coordination. A classical
example may be conflict between sales and manufacturing departments in industry (e.g.,

Dutton & Walton, 1966). The fundamental source of conflict in this model arises out of
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pressures toward sub optimisation. Pondy (1967) noted that the system model is prone for
conflict, because with the absence of bureaucracy a regulating instance of intergroup relations
disappears. So may the subunits in a goal-oriented system have, for various reasons, different
sets of active goals, or different preference orderings for the same set of goals. If in turn two
subunits wiﬁh differentiated goals are functionally interdependent, conditions exist for
intergroup conflict. According to Pondy, three implicit orientations are running as common
threads through the three models: First, each conflict relationship is made up of a sequence of
interlocking conflict episodes. Second, conflict is intermittently tied up with the stability of
the organisation in a complex fashion. And finally, conflict may be functional as well as
dysfunctional for the individual and the organisation.

Walton and Dutton’s (1969) model of interunit conflict summarises and integrates
attnibutes of conflictual lateral relationships resulting from early studies. Attributes of
conflictual relationships and their potential consequences are illustrated in Table 1. Attributes
embrace a wide range of aspects, some of which are merely dysfunctional (e.g. concealment
and distortion), while others may embrace both functional and dysfunctional aspects (e.g.,

competition in general).
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TABLE 1

Consequences of Interunit Conflict (Adapted from Walton & Dutton, 1969)

Aston University

llustration removed for copyright restrictions

1.3.2 Functional vs. Dysfunctional Conflict

The acknowledgement that conflict does not necessarily have to be dysfunctional, but
may also contain functional aspects (or combinations of both), has a longstanding history in

conflict research (Coser, 1956, Deutsch, 1969; Pondy, 1967). So was conflict within top
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management teams found to be a constructive and creative resource for enhancing the quality
of decision making (Amason, 1996). Similarly, little or no organizational conflict may result
in stagnation, poor decisions, and ineffectiveness (Rahim, 2001; p. 12).

Despite some evidence of functional intergroup conflict, this layer of conflict in
particular is predominantly regarded as a destructive force in organizational life (Putnam,
1997). Similarly, qualitative descriptions of intergroup conflict illustrate how intergroup
relations can be characterised by hostile attitudes and bargaining behaviour (Dutton &
Walton, 1966; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Blake et al., 1964). Other examples of
dysfunctional effects are summarised in Table 1 above, including low levels trust, suspicion,
and decreased rates of interunit interaction.

Yet functional aspects have been reported as well. Inspection of Table 1 shows that
conflict may result in enhanced system stability through channelled interunit contact, and
motivation may be enhanced through intergroup competition (Walton & Dutton, 1969).
Further functional aspects include the enhancement of within group processes, such as group
cohesion (Coser, 1956), group motivation (Erev et al., 1993), and the fostering of a group’s

identity (Putnam, 1997; see chapter 7 for a more thorough discourse of these effects).
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Chapter 2:
The Nature of Organisational Intergroup Conflict: An Interview Study Using the

Critical Incident Technique

2.0 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The interview study presented aims to classify and illustrate the nature of conflict
between health care groups in an exploratory manner. By reverting to the conflict typologies
introduced in the previous chapter, I will assess to what extent intergroup conflict can be
characterised in terms of conflict issue, competition, conflict over means, conflict behaviour,
and further characteristics of conflict, Moreover, I use correlational analysis to explore how
aspects of conflict are related among each other. Qualitative examples are provided to further
illustrate the nature of conflict.

Results revealed that, across incidents, conflicts were characterised as high on
resource issues and process conflict, but moderate on task conflict, relationship conflict, and
competition. In particular, conflict rooted in resource issues was positively related to
competition and relationship conflict, but negatively related to task conflict, and was of large
scope. Conflict over evaluative issues was positively related to competition, task conflict, and
relationship conflict, and of high emotionality. Conflict over intellective issues, however,
revealed a remarkably different pattern, being negatively related to competition, relationship
conflict and process conflict, but positively related to task conflict; furthermore, intellective
issues were negatively related to emotionality. Qualitative examples are provided to further

illustrate the nature of conflict.
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2.1 THE INTERVIEW STUDY

2.1.1 Procedure

Within the study survey (see chapter 4 for details), participants of the sample of 53
teams were asked for participation in the interview. The item stated, “If you are a person
involved in interaction with members of team (name of the other team inserted), would you
be interested in participating in a one-time interview about this topic?” (Appendix 7)
Response choices were “yes” and “no”, and free space was provided for participants to jot
down contact details (i.e., e-mail, phone number, or address, as convenient) to enable the
researcher approaching those interested. Out of 277 returned surveys, 40 interested employees
were contacted, of which 31 participated in the interview. Volunteers were slightly older than
non-volunteers (¢ = -2.54, p < .05), but did not differ in terms of gender, the time they spent in
their position, or the time they had been members of their team. In total, volunteers therefore

appear representative for the study sample.

2.1.2 The Interview

The interview itself followed three parts. In part (A), rapport was established, the
purpose of the interview was introduced, and the critical incident technique explained. In part
(B), the critical incident technique was used in order to identify and explore the most critical
conflict incident. Part (C) contained structured questions that focused on descriptive,
behavioural, and emotional aspects of the incident, as well as a number of questions unrelated
to the purpose of this chapter.

Part A: Introduction. Afier greeting the participant, the purpose of the interview and

its ethical background were explained. Participants were not told about the research questions,
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but rather that the interview aimed to examine factors that facilitate or hamper cross group
working, and in doing so, attempts to complement the questionnaire by an in-depth
exploration of particular situations. I continued with assuring participants that the information
they provide will be treated with complete confidentiality, and individuals® anonymity would
be protected at any time. The interview technique followed a funnel design (Bouchard, 1976;
Callister & Wall, 2001), asking first general questions about the nature of the tasks and the
relationship between both groups. As conflict is a delicate and sensitive issue, this was
deemed necessary in order to establish rapport. The interview guide is enclosed in Appendix
1.

Part B: The Critical Incident Technique. Since inter-group relations theory proposes
that conflict between groups can be expressed by group representatives acting on behalf of
their group (Sherif, 1966), critical conflict incidents that occurred between group
representatives are considered a suitable conceptualisation of inter-group conflict. The critical
incident technique has been used originally in order to develop aptitude tests for pilots of the
US airforce (Flanagan, 1954). However, it has also been successfully applied to describe
conflict incidents between groups in organisations (e.g., Tjosvold, 1988a).

Through the course of the interviews, I avoided expressions like “conflict”, because of
both its delicate nature which may have prevented participants to report incidents (cf.
Tjosvold, Dann, & Wong, 1992; Jehn, 1997), and its negative implications which otherwise
may have distracted attention from functional and positive aspects of conflict. Instead, similar
to Jehn (1997) and Tjosvold et al. (1992), participants were asked to describe two recent,
significant incidents in which they discussed a disagreement or problem with a member of the
other team that was relevant for their team'’s task accomplishment. Thereby I attempted to
focus on task and work related incidents (rather than those unrelated to the work setting).
These general questions aimed to elicit a series of issues of varying relevance. 1 continued

asking which of these incidents were of most relevance, in order to identify the most relevant
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ones. Facilitating questioning techniques were used to elicit responses. For example, I asked
participants to think of everyday problems, or typical difficulties that go along with everyday
work (cf. Jehn, 1997), provided examples of work related issues people in general or I myself
encounter in everyday work, or continued asking questions about what kind of problems were
germane to cross-group working between teams,

Part C: Structured and open questions. Verbally administered questionnaire items
followed that assessed conflict management strategies, using the Dutch Scale of Conflict
Handling (De Dreu et al., 2001; van de Vliert, 1997). For purposes other than this theses, the

interview continued with a series of other questions (Appendix 1)

2.1.3 External Ratings of Incidents

Interviews were then rated by two trained research assistants and myself.

The rater training. Two female Masters students with prior research experience
through their thesis and research assistance rated the incidents. Research questions were not
revealed, in order to keep both raters naive to the questions of interest. Theoretical concepts
were explained based on the rationale provided by key theoretical papers (i.e. Jehn, 1995;
1997; De Dreu et al., 1999; Thomas, 1992; and Tjosvold, 1998). Conflict dimensions and
concepts were discussed, elaborated, and questions were answered. In a next step,
descriptions of fictive conflict incidents were generated and used for trial application and
rating. Examples are provided in Appendix 2. Thereafter, five real incidents from three
interviews, which were considered ambiguous or difficult to rate, were selected to further
practice rating the conflict concepts. (As to confidentiality reasons, an example is not
provided.) Disagreements were discussed and resolved until consensus was reached.
Saturation was taken as a criterion under which a shared understanding about the concepts

among the researcher and both raters was achieved. The remaining 37 incidents included in
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this study were then rated as to their extent of competition (Alper, Tjosvold, & Law, 1998),
conflict over means (Jehn, 1995), issues (De Dreu et al., 1999), as well as additional

characteristics (i.e., emotionality, scope, and integrative potential).

2.2 METHOD

2.2.1 Sample

The study sample comprises 31 participants who reported a total of 42 incidents.
Participants belonged to 24 health care groups of four health care organisations (see chapter 4,
for details about the organizational context). Five participants (16%) were male. 19
participants (61%) were team leaders. All participants were full time employees. Interviews
ranged from 25 to 90 minutes. Five incidents were incomplete or very ambiguous, and
therefore have not been included in the analysis, but have been used for the rater training

instead. 37 incidents remained for the analysis.

2.2.2 Measures

Cronbach’s alpha of all measures exceeded .70 (see Table 2). All rating scales are

enclosed in Appendix 3, all self-report scales within the interview guide in Appendix 1.

2.2.2.1 Ratings

Conflict over issues. 1 developed 4-item scales based on the theoretical rationale

provided by De Dreu and colleagues (De Dreu et al., 1999; Harinck, De Dreu, & van Vianen,
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2000) in order to measure resource, evaluative, and informational conflict. An example item
of resource conflict was “The issue both are arguing about is rooted in time, money,
manpower, or other resources both share or provide each other with.“ An example item of
evaluative conflict was ,,This conflict is about different styles and ways of doing things, rather
than the truth. An example item of intellective conflict was ,, This conflict is about finding
the correct solution according to commonly accepted standards.” Items ranged from 1 (to no
extent) to 5 (to a great extent).

Contfflict over ends. Competition was measured with a 5-item scale adapted from Alper
et al. (1998). An example item was “The goals of both teams are not reconcilable with each
other.” Items ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Conflict over means. Task conflict was measured with a 7-item scale by Janssen, van
de Vliert and Veenstra (1999) adapted from Jehn (1995), ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5
(completely). An example item was “Diverse perspectives on important issues are the rule
rather than the exception.” Relationship conflict was measured with a 6-item measure adapted
from Jehn’s (1995) intragroup conflict scale (Janssen et al., 1999), ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 5 (completely). An example item was “The encounter between both teams is frustrating.”.
Process conflict was measured with a 3-item scale adapted from Jehn and Mannix (2001),
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (completely), for example, “There is conflict about task
responsibilities between both.“

Additionally, the following constructs were rated with single items: The emotionality
of the incident measured if individuals have feelings such as jealousy, hatred, anger, and
frustration. Conflict is often associated with stress and threat, which increase emotional
responses and negative arousal (Jehn, 1997). Emotionality was rated from 1 (to no extent) to 5
(to a great extent). The scope of the incident assessed whether conflicts are perceived as more
serious, i.e. when they involve larger numbers of people, more events, or greater influence

over future interactions (cf. Thomas, 1992; Jehn, 1997). The scope was rated from 1 (of no
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relevance) to 5 (of great relevance). The integrative potential measured the potential that
mutually beneficial options exist (i.e., both parties could potentially reach a win-win situation;
Pruitt & Camevale, 1993). High integrative potential is indicative of the possibility to
integrate the interests of both parties, while low integrative potential suggests it is hardly
possible to integrate the interests of both parties. Integrative potential was rated from 1 (no

integrative potential) to 5 (great integrative potential).
2.2.2.2 Self-report data

Negotiation style. 'fhc Dutch scale of conflict handling was used to measure conflict
behaviour (De Dreu, Evers et al., 2001; van de Vliert, 1997). The 16 item measure is based on
dual concem theory (Blake and Mouton, 1964; Deutsch, 1973), and assesses four conflict
management styles with four items each, ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). An
example for problem solving was “I stood up for my own and other’s goals and interests™; for
yielding, “I adapted to the other party’s goals and interests”; for contending, “I fought for a

good outcome for myself”; and for avoiding, “I avoided confrontation about our differences”.
2.3 RESULTS

2.3.1 Treatment of Data
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I gauged interrater agreement by calculating Rwg(j)s among the three raters across the 42
incidents for all rating scales. Table 2 reveals that interrater reliabilities among the researcher and
the two trained research assistants exceed .70 across scales, suggesting reliabilities were
sufficient to good (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). Intergroup relations theory suggests that
group representatives represent their groups’ interests, not their own, on behalf of their group
(Brett & Rognes, 1986). Therefore scale variables should vary across groups (and thus across
critical incidents). Hence, I examined whether variance between incidents exceeded variance
among the three raters within incidents. I calculated F-statistics of intraclass correlation
coefficients (ICC1) to demonstrate discriminant validity (cf. Bliese, 2000). F-values were greater
than 1 for all scales, suggesting that variance between incidents exceeded variance within

incidents. F-statistics were significant for all scales but the evaluative conflict scale (Table 2).



2.3.2 Comparisons among Conflict Types

TABLE 3

Paired Samples T-Test

t s.d. p - level

Comparisons among conflict issues*

Resource Conflict - Evaluative Conflict 4.28%* 1.64 000

Resource Conflict - Intellective Conflict 4.55%* 1.50 .000

Evaluative Conflict - Intellective Conflict -.14 1.21 893
Comparisons among conflict over means*

Task Conflict - Relationship Conflict A3 96 9500

Task Conflict — Process Conflict -2.69* 1.03 011

Relationship Conflict — Process Conflict -3.04* 95 004
Comparisons among conflict behaviour ®

Forcing — Avoiding 214 1.21 040

Forcing ~ Problem Solving 21 1.23 .838

Forcing - Yielding 3.51%* 139 .001

Avoiding — Problem Solving -2.46 95 .020

Avoiding - Yielding 238 .96 024

Problem Solving — Yielding 4.14** 1.11 .000

Note.  **5% alpha <.0167; **1% alpha < .0033 (Bonferoni adjusted)

P #5% alpha <.0083; **1% alpha < .0017 (Bonferoni adjusted)
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Examination of incident ratings revealed that conflicts were not exclusively rooted in
either resource or informational issues, but rather embraced to varying degrees aspects of either.
T-tests were conducted to examine differences between conflict scales (Table 3). As a-priori
hypotheses were not formulated, alpha levels were Bonferoni-adjusted for each of the three or
five respective comparisons made (Bortz, 1993). Comparisons among resource issues show that
incidents were significantly stronger rooted in resource than evaluative issues (f = 4.28, p = .000),
as well as resource than intellective issues (1 = 4.55; p = .000; Table 3). This supports the view
that intergroup relations in organisations are characterised by competition over scarce resources
(Kramer, 1991), and exchange and use of resources are a main reason for relationships between
groups (Brett & Rognes, 1986). Themes underlying resource issues frequently represented a
shortage of staff resulting in work pressure that had to be covered up by another team. So did one
health care professional report how their team had to cover for patients the other team couldn’t
manage to treat. In another case, a ward wanted to forward a patient to a neighbour ward, in order
to frec a bed which was already reserved for another incoming patient. Yet the other ward could
only cover this patient to a much later point in time. This issue caused conflict between groups as
due to limited space.

Comparisons among conflict over means reveal that incidents are characterised by
significantly higher levels of process conflict than task conflict (t =-2.69, p = .011) as well as
relationship conflict (f = -3.04, p < .004; Table 3). An example of process conflict was where two
teams disagreed about which team should take over the patient. Themes underlying process
conflict frequently represented disagreements about who should cover which patient, Indeed,
some clinical diagnostic criteria appear somewhat fluent and ambiguous, and would justify cover
and treatment of a patient by different health care groups. In one example, treatment of a patient

would have been justified by two different nursing teams, one dealing with severe mental issues,
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whilst the other team was only trained for treatment of minor mental issues, As the patient’
condition was borderline, justification was given for both teams to argue not to take over the
patient. As illustrated in this case, process conflict frequently goes along with issues rooted in
resource scarcity. Not surprisingly, both scales were highly intercorrelated (r = .67; p <.001;
Table 2).

Examination of self-report data revealed that the active negotiation styles problem solving
and forcing were used predominantly over the passive styles avoiding and yielding (see Table 3,
for details). Active management of interface issues between groups has been advocated within
the intergroup conflict literature to result in effective conflict resolutions (cf. Blake et al., 1964;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967).

Figure 3 summarises the means across conflict types and incidents illustrating the

predominance of resource conflict, process conflict, and competition, over other aspects of

conflict.
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FIGURE 3

Profile of Aspects of Intergroup Conflict

Resource Conflict

Task Conflict

Yielding

2.3.3 Intercorrelations

In order to reveal conflict configurations, I continued exploring which conflict types were
related within and across typologies. Inspection of Table 2 shows that, within typologies,
resource conflict was negatively related with informational conflict (7 resource conflicvintelicctive conflict =
-.33; p <.05; I resource conflictievaluative conflict = =.39; p < .001), supporting this basic distinction
between issues rooted in resources, and issues rooted in cognitive disagreements. Surprisingly,

intercorrelations among scales measuring conflict over means are rather low in comparison to the
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existing literature (cf. De Dreu & Weingart, 2003), in particular the relationship between task and
relationship conflict (» = .06, Table 2). One reason for this may be that the use of external ratings
prevented inflation of correlations of self report data by elimination of biases such as self-serving
bias (cf. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & PodsakofT, 2003).

Correlations across typologies reveal that conflicts rooted in resource issues were
positively related to competition (r = .28, p <.10), process conflict (» = .67, p <.001), but
negatively to task conflict (» =-.41 p < .05, Table 2); additionally, resource issues were of large
scope (» = .38, p <.05). As competition and relationship conflict have been predominantly
discussed as dysfunctional aspects of conflict (cf. Tjosvold, 1998; Jehn, 1995), I consider this
conflict pattern to be detrimental. To illustrate this conflict configuration, a median split was
conducted in order to build groups of high and low resource conflict. Figure 4 and 5 illustrate the

profiles for high and low resource issues.
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FIGURE 4

rce Conflict

Profile of High Resou
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FIGURE 5

Profile of Low Resource Conflict

Resource Conflict

Yielding

Table 2 displays that conflict over evaluative issues was positively related to competition (r=.34,
p <.03), task conflict (= .43, p <.05), and relationship conflict (» = .47, p <.01); evaluative issues were
also related to high emotionality (= .39, p <.05). Similar to resource conflict, this configuration
(especially the high correlation with competition and relationship conflict) suggest a dysfunctional conflict

pattern. Figure 6 and 7 illustrate the profile for high and low evaluative conflict.
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FIGURE 6
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FIGURE 7

Profile of Low Evaluative Conflict

Resource Conflict

Evaluative Conflict

Conflict over intellective issues, however, revealed a remarkably different pattern: here,
relationships were negatively related with competition (r = -.59, p <.001), relationship conflict (r
=-.62, p <.001), and process conflict (r = -.43, p < .01), but positively with task conflict (r = .42,
p <.01, Table 2); also, intellective issues were negatively related to emotionality (r = -.64, p <
.01). These correlations suggest this kind of conflict to be rather functional than dysfunctional.

Figure 8 and 9 illustrate the profile for high and low intellective conflict.
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FIGURE 8

Profile of High Intellective Conflict
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FIGURE 9

Profile of Low Intellective Conflict

Resource Conflict

2.4 CONCLUDING DISCUSSION

This chapter was set out to illustrate the nature of conflict between member of different
health care teams. Comparisons of conflict types revealed a predominance of resource conflict,
process conflict, and active negotiation styles. Intercorrelations revealed that conflict issues were
related to competition and conflict over means, yielding dysfunctional or functional conflict
patterns.

In support of the position that organizational intergroup relations are characterised by a

“commons dilemma” of a shared but scarce pool of resources (Kramer, 1991), intergroup conflict
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in health care is predominantly rooted in resource issues. This appears especially plausible, given
the financial situation of the NHS, a publicly funded service body with problems to attract staff
and equip teams with the needed resources. These problems appear to reflect upon the quality of
cross group working. Some teams might struggle to meet their team objectives, therefore
dedicating little resources to cross group activities.

Conflict over resources were perceived as large in scope, went along with competition and
relationship conflict, but reduced levels of task conflict. This correlational pattern suggests a
rather dysfunctional configuration of relationships; while conflict over resources may to a certain
extent be beyond the control of disputants, the amount of competition and relationship conflict
may have a strong psychological component. Thus, subjective aspects of conflict may have
ameliorated (more) objective aspects of conflict rooted in resource scarcity (cf. chapter 3).
Contagious effects of conflict have been discussed in the literature before. Following Tajfel and
Turner (2001), both rather “objective” resource conflict and more “subjective” psychological
conflict may reinforce each other, and one may be a trigger for the other. Similarly, Henley and
Price (2004) revealed that relationship conflict early in the life cycle of 146 student groups was
related with task conflict late in the life of a group (yet not vice versa), suggesting that existing
conflict issues may quickly be joined by others.

Another dysfunctional pattern emerged for conflict over evaluative issues, which was
related to competition, both task and relationship conflict, and high emotionality. The relative
subjectivity of evaluative issues, being a matter of taste and personal style rather than truth, may
explain why these conflicts are aligned with high levels of means conflict, and in particular
emotionality. Disputants may disagree on such issues, yet finding a solution may depend more on
power issues than the truth, resulting in high emotionality. Perhaps conflict escalation might be

one result of decisions about such obviously subjective issues.
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A rather functional pattern emerged for conflict rooted in intellective issues, with negative
correlations to competition, relationship conflict, process conflict, and emotionality, but positive
correlations with task conflict. This would be at odds with recent meta-analytical evidence (De
Dreu & Weingart, 2003), which found that task conflict within groups was negatively related to
group effectiveness, questioning the claim that cognitive forms of conflict would be beneficial for
groups. In contrast to evaluative issues, intellective issues have a right solution, and are rather a
question of finding the truth than personal style or taste. This may explain why emotionality,
process and relationship conflict are low, yet task conflict is high. However, results presented
here suggest that disputants are concerned about finding better ways of patient care, and these
shared goals may provide a basis to endure and allow disagreements on viewpoints.

In conclusion, this chapter showed that conflict between group representatives in this
sample of health care teams is predominantly rooted in resource issues, and high on process
conflict. Furthermore, patterns of both dysfunctional conflict as rooted in resource and evaluative

issues, and functional conflict, as rooted in intellective issues, were illustrated.
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Chapter 3: Theories of intergroup relations and intergroup conflict

3.0 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter is to clarify and illustrate conceptual issues relevant for the
study of intergroup relations, as well as to outline theories of both intergroup relations and
intergroup conflict. The chapter follows a tripartite structure. First, conceptual issues and
definitions are discussed and provided. Second, theories of intergroup relations are outlined. And

third, theories of intergroup conflict are presented and discussed.

3.1 CONCEPTUAL ISSUES AND DEFINITIONS

3.1.1 The Group in Intergroup Relations

Alderfer (1987) distinguishes two forms of groups in organisations, identity groups and
organizational groups. While the former characterise members who share some common
biological characteristics (such as gender), have participated in equal historical experiences (such
as migration), or are subjected to similar social forces (such as unemployment), the latter refer to
employees structured according to organizational tasks or hierarchy of authority (such as a
marketing or sales departments). Alderfer notes that each individual in an organisation is likely a
member of several groups simultaneously, and that the group which is made focal at a particular
moment will depend on the representation from other groups, and what issues are critical in the
current intergroup exchange (cf. the concept of category salience; Turner, 1985). Definitions of

organizational groups have focused on many defining characteristics (e.g., Alderfer, 1987;
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Guzzo, 1996; Hackman, 1987; 2002). Guzzo (1996) suggests that groups are characterised by the
following attributes: 1) they are social entities embedded in larger social systems (i.e.,
organisations); 2) they perform one or more tasks relevant to their organisation’s mission; 3) their
task performance has consequences that affect others inside or outside the organisation; 4) they
are made up of individuals whose work roles require them to be, to some appreciable degree,
interdependent; and 5) they have membership that is identifiable not only to those in the group
but also to those outside it. Similarly, in a more recent altemative development, Hackman (2002)
explicitly distinguishes “real organizational teams” from alternative forms of sets of individuals,
because real teams display clear group boundaries, work interdependently together, are stable
over time, and have authority over their decisions.

Despite the usefulness of such conceptualisations containing a number of structural
characteristics for both the comprehension of organizational groups and the integration of
research on work group, these definitions bear limitations if the group in intergroup relations is
the focus of interest, and intergroup behaviour and attitudes are to be explained. A growing body
of research and theory suggests that central to intergroup dynamics and processes may rather be
individuals” social-cognitive constructions and perceptions of social groups, than “objective”
characteristics defining a group (e.g., Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Hogg & Terry, 2000). For
example, social categorisation into social groups, irrespective of criteria such as task
interdependence, has been found to elicit intergroup behaviour and attitudes (Tajfel, Billig,
Bundy, & Flament, 1971).

A complementary approach has been adopted by social identity theorists, who provided a
cognitive definition of the social group. Turner (1982, p. 15) defines a group as “two or more
individuals... perceive themselves to be members of the same social category”

Even though this definition bears the advantage of focusing on the social-cognitive
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aspects of social groups found to elicit a range of intergroup phenomena including intergroup
discrimination and competition (c.g., Tajfel et al., 1971), it bears two drawbacks. First, the
theory’s focus on self-categorisation as an essential element for intergroup relations to occur does
not acknowledge that a group can be defined (and an intergroup relation started) by non-members
rather than meﬁbcm. Thus, the theory ignores the public and intergroup nature of classification,
which has been challenged as an opposed boundary condition rather than an identifiable criterion
(Hartley, 1996). For instance, gender or ethnic minorities may not define themselves as a group,
but be treated by non-members of that social category as constituting a group (cf. Lewin, 1948).
This suggests self-categorisation not to be a necessary condition for group existence (Hartley,
1996). Second, giving priority to group members’ self-categorisation rather than to whether
members of other groups recognise the group as a group may be problematic if intergroup
performance outcomes are to be investigated, an aspect which is at the heart of this thesis.
Recognition and awareness of members of two groups is a precondition for the emergence and
assessment of intergroup performance outcomes.

I therefore revert to a definition of an organisational group in intergroup relations, that is
based on the social definition of a group, but takes into consideration that groups need to be
perceived from both group members and outgroup member. Brett and Rognes (1986) have
defined an organizational group as a set of individuals, who perceive themselves and whom non-
members perceive as constituting an identifiable social aggregate within an organization. This
minimalist group definition bears a number of advantages. First, it realises the social constructive
nature of the group in intergroup relations; second, it provides a basis for the assessment of
cooperative intergroup performance outcomes by explicating reciprocal awareness between

groups; and third, it does not impose any additional boundary conditions, such as group
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interdependence (Guzzo, 1996) or group stability (Hackman, 2002), which were found not to be

essential conditions for the elicitation of intergroup behaviour (Tajfel et al., 1971).

3.1.2 Do Intergroup Relations Differ from Interpersonal Relations?

An important issue for the study of intergroup relations is the discussion of whether an
intergroup relations theory is essential for the explanation and comprehension of intergroup
phenomena, or whether these phenomena may rather be sufficiently explained by general theories
of intra- and interpersonal behaviour. For instance, Mackie and Smith (1998) voice scepticism
whether there is anything unique and special about intergroup relations, instead advocating an
integrative social psychological approach to the topic of intergroup relations. The authors argue
that processes fundamental to social perception, processing principles, and motivational
principles underlie the vast surface diversity of all forms of social behaviour, including various
phenomena related to intergroup relations. Indeed, some research on individual relationships
within and between groups support the view that interpersonal relationships may be sufficient, or
at least play a crucial role to explain intergroup phenomena. So did processes like distrust, third
party gossip, and conflict spread throughout organisations across group boundaries by means of
interpersonal conduits (Burt & Knez, 1996; Smith, 1989). Similarly, perceptions of intergroup
conflict were directly related to negative interpersonal relationships across groups, as well as to
indirect relationships through friends in a health care organisation (Labianca, Brass, & Gray,
1998).

This position is challenged by the work of intergroup researchers like Alderfer, Tajfel,
and Sherif. Alderfer (1987) claims that whenever individuals of different groups interact, their

behaviour is, to varying degrees, a function of intrapersonal, intragroup, and intergroup forces.
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Which of these forces at a given time may be most influential depends on the salience of the
respective issues the representatives deal with. Several researchers discussed under which
conditions intra- and intergroup forces are most salient and dominate interpersonal behaviour.
Sherif (1966; p. 9), e.g., states that intergroup transaction occurs “whenever individuals
belonging to one group interact collectively or individually with another group or its members in
terms of their group identification,”” Empirical results strongly support that once group
membership is made salient, intergroup relations have a pivotal influence on interpersonal
relations and behaviour across groups (e.g., Tajfel et al., 1971). Several psychological variables,
such as a need for distinctiveness and belongingness (e.g., Brewer, 1991; Hormnsey & Hogg,
1999), superordinate goals (Sherif, 1966), or the amount of intergroup contact (Nelson, 1989,
Pettigrew, 1998) appear to elicit intergroup processes that affect interpersonal cross-group
behaviour and attitudes. Apart from these psychological, intergroup-specific processes, Brett and
Rognes (1986) suggest a more pragmatic reason why an intergroup theory is a necessity for
organisational groups; even though groups may interact through their representatives, these
representatives represent their group’s, not their own interests, on inferface issues that exist at the
group level, not the individual level. The authors argue that even though in theory this suggests
that any individual would be an equally viable representative of a group’s interests, in practice
group members frequently do not have homogenous values and interests, and are therefore not
fully interchangeable in the role of group representatives. Brett and Rognes (1986) conclude,
however, that two factors serve to reduce variability in representative behaviour: First, the role of
a group representative carries with it strong expectations about appropriate role enactment. The
reward contingencies are such that they are better off representing their group, not themselves,
for they are ultimately accountable to their group. And second, these expectations are shared by

the role incumbent, group members, and members of the other group. Thus, even when group
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representatives were representing their personal interests rather than those of their group,
members of the other group believe they are representing their group’s interests, and treat them
accordingly.

[ define intergroup relations in this thesis as “any aspect of human interaction that
involves individuals perceiving themselves as members of a social category, or being perceived
by others as belonging to a social category” (Taylor & Moggadham, 1994; p. 6). This definition
reflects the social-cognitive approach to intergroup relations (e.g., Tumer, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher,
& Wetherell, 1987), and bears two advantages. First, it allows integrating a broad range of
phenomena, such as intergroup attitudes, emotions, collaboration, group mobility, and conflict.
Second, the definition illustrates that an individual does not have to be a member of a group (but
only perceived to be a member by others), in order for intergroup relations to operate (Hartley,
1996). Third, the definition allows to integrate that intergroup relations may forgo group
relations, as discussed in the preceding section,

In conclusion, both psychological and structural reasons strongly support the need for a
unique intergroup relations theories to explain intergroup phenomena in organisations not
sufficiently covered by theories of interpersonal behaviour.

The remainder of this chapter is structured as follows. First, as intergroup conflict is an
aspect of intergroup relations, I will review theories of intergroup relations before addressing
specific theories of intergroup conflict. I begin this section with a review of early developments
of intergroup relations theories, and continue with integrative theories of hierarchical and lateral
relationships between groups. Second, I review theories of intergroup conflict. These are grouped
into theories that view intergroup conflict either as the dependent variable, or as a condition. As
outlined in the preceding section, theories of interpersonal behaviour do not allow a sufficient

explanation of intergroup processes. Following Hartley’s (1996) approach, the theoretical

67




overview in this chapter therefore excludes, with the exception of the very influential work by
Freud (1921), those theories considering individual rather than group processes as explanations of
intergroup phenomena (e.g., equity theory, frustration aggression hypothesis, uncertainty

reduction theory).
3.2 THEORIES OF INTERGROUP RELATIONS
3.2.1 Early developments

During the nineteenth and early twentieth century, a tradition prevailed that saw the
collective in a negative light (Taylor & Moggadham, 1994; p. 18). This tradition is reflected in
the theoretical work of Le Bon, Sumner, and Freud. Those theories’ value may not be assessed
based on the empirical support they have received; rather they bear enormous heuristic and
developmental value through their influence on contemporary thinking and the development of
later intergroup relations theories and concepts.

Le Bon’s (1895) theory of the crowd. Le Bon used political events of nineteenth century
France as the basis of his propositions about individual and crowd behaviour. He summarised
mobs and juries, mass demonstrations and parliaments, criminal as well as religious aggregations,
all under the umbrella of crowds (Héwstone & Stroebe, 2001). Le Bon tried to explain why
“normal” individuals became deviating and abnormal as a crowd. He posited that individuals lose
their sense of conscious personality in the anonymity, contagion and suggestibility provided by a
crowd. The formation of a psychological crowd results in the replacement of the individual’s
personal consciousness by a “collective mind”, which can result in a loss of self-control and

violation of social norms. Alderfer (1987) summarises some of the issues that remain central to
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the study of intergroup relations today, including the tension between clites and masses, and the
substitution of unconscious action by groups for the conscious action of individuals. Le Bon’s
work strongly influenced Freud’s (1921) theorising about groups.

Sumner’s (1906) concept of ethnocentrism. Central to the understanding of
ethnocentrism are the concepts of ingroup and outgroup. Whereas the ingroup is one’s own
group, the outgroup is regarded as any group with which one is in conflict (Alderfer, 1987). The
feature characteristics of the ethnocentrism syndrome include negative attitudes toward outgroups
as well as positive feelings and evaluations of the ingroup. Further, an explicit negative
correlation between ingroup and outgroup attitudes is postulated: the greater the attachment and
solidarity within the ingroup, the greater the hostility and contempt directed towards outgroups.
As Brewer (2001) notes, field studies assessing the relationship between identification with
ingroups and discrimination against outgroups have so far failed to find any straightforward
negative correlations between ingroup positivity and intergroup attitudes (see Hinkle & Brown,
1990), suggesting further investigations on the question when and how ingroup identification is
related to outgroup hostility.

In an attempt to decompose Sumner’s concept of ethnocentrism, Brewer (2001) identified
four separate propositions related to contemporary concepts of intergroup relations: The social
categorisation principle refers to the organisation of human social groups into discrete ingroup-
outgroup categories; the ingroup positivity principle indicates that individuals value their
ingroups positively and maintain positive, cooperative relationships with members of the
ingroup; the intergroup comparison principle signifies that ingroup positivity is enhanced by
social comparison with outgroups, in which ingroup attributes and outcomes are evaluated as

better than or superior to those outgroups; and the outgroup hostility principle refers to the
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characterisation of relationships between ingroup and outgroups by antagonism, conflict, and
mutual contempt.

Freud (1921). Freud’s influence on both theory and research on intergroup relations was
significant, as he introduced concepts like identification and projected aggression as outgroup
hostility. Nevertheless, he did not deal with relationships between groups per se, but rather
focused on within-group dynamics to explain relationships between groups (Freud 1921). Freud
did not develop a model of intergroup processes as such, but assumed that individuals’
unconscious processes operated at the group level. He claimed that outgroup hostility was a
necessary condition for harmony within the ingroup. If hostile feelings were not displaced onto
an outgroup, they could turn inward and destroy the ingroup. His ideas of projection have been
highly influential for the work of other theorists (e.g., Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears,
1939; Alderfer, 1987; Smith, 1989; Sherif, 1966). Among the most relevant criticism on Freud’s
theoretical ideas may be that the assumption of unconscious processes is unproven, the influential
part of the minority ignored, and a purely psychological perspective on intergroup hostility is
offered, thereby ignoring more objective aspects of conflict, such as conflicting interests (see
Hartley, 1996; Taylor & Moggadham, 1994).

Lewin (1948). Having been a German-Jewish refugee, Kurt Lewin was one of the first
who addressed the issues of multiple group memberships and the importance of salience on the
background of the discrimination of Jews during and prior to the Second World War, He outlined
that during the course of a life, the adult acts not purely as an individual, but as a member of a
social group. Furthermore, he outlines that the different groups a person belongs to are not all
equally important at a given moment. Sometimes the individuals’ belonging to one group is
dominant, yet at other times his belonging to another group. In extending the work of Freud,

Lewin switched the focus from majoritics toward minorities, and discussed the influence of status
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and boundary stability between groups. He explicated that every underprivileged minority group
is kept together not only by cohesive forces among its members, but also by the boundary which

the majority erects against the crossing of an individual from the minority to the majority group.

3.2.2 Integrative Theories of Hierarchical Relationships between Groups in Organisations

The five-stage model of intergroup relations (Taylor & Mogghadam, 1994). Taylor and
Moggadham provide a theory primarily concerned with the development of intergroup relations
and intergroup behaviour over time, as well as intergroup mobility, i.e. how and why individuals
are attracted to groups and move from one group to another group. The five-stage model of
intergroup relations is meant to be applicable to any intergroup situation, even though its
developmental perspective and terminology may make it more applicable for societal rather than
organisational model (cf. Hartley, 1996), the latter frequently being restrained from voluntary
movement across groups. The model rests on the two basic social psychological processes of
causal attribution and social comparison, which can be summarised in a developmental process of
five stages (Taylor & Mogghadam, 1994).

The theory has received limited empirical support from experimental research
summarised (and conduced) by the authors themselves (Taylor & Mogghadam, 1994). Yet
empirical evidence from field settings has to my knowledge not been provided so far.

The incorporation of a macro and micro perspective by integrating both individual and
group processes to explain intergroup phenomena represents a major advantage of the theory;
furthermore, the model provides a historical developmental perspective on intergroup relations by
placing intergroup behaviour in a historical context (Taylor & Mogghadam, 1994). With the

exception of social identity theory, other intergroup relations theories are (to my knowledge) void
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of these aspects'. Thus, the model is highly integrative as it allows integration and explanation of
anumber of group processes.

Conversely, disadvantages may chiefly be related to its lack of specification, the theory’s
universality claim, and applicability to organizational groups. For instance, specific intergroup
relations, such as those between identity groups, may wéll differ from societal intergroup
relations, and therefore require consideration and explication of a number of specific factors;
ethnical or gender groups may have impenetrable group boundaries, thereby questioning the
theory’s mobility component at least for some groups. Similarly, it may be difficult to apply the
theory to organisational contexts. Even though individuals belonging to organizational groups
may be able to move to more advantaged groups based on their achievement, group mobility in
organisations may likely be influenced by a number of other organisation-specific factors, such as
a group’s functionality, individuals’ profession, power issues, and organizational support and
policies. None of those aspects of the organizational context is included in the model. Another
critical issue may be the group’s restricted practical utility for organizational intergroup relations,
as developmental processes may be of less interest than, e.g., aspects of intergroup performance.

Walton and McKersy’s (1965) behavioural theory of labour negotiations. Since the
seminal work of Walton and McKersy (1965), people think about negotiation as a way of
thinking about how transaction takes place in complex organisations. The behavioural theory of
labour negotiations provides both a theoretical framework as a way of thinking, and an exposition
of related dilemmas. As Walton and McKersy (1992) outline, the theory is not a classical theory,
as it sits between the two poles of being purely theoretical and being a recipe book for
negotiation. The purpose of the theory was to give the negotiator and the student of negotiations a

framework to understand negotiation processes (Walton and McKersy, 1992).
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The analytical framework presented states that, irrespective of the details, all negotiations
between social entities (i.e., groups, individuals, etc.) contain four sub processes and associated
dilemmas: distributive and integrative bargaining, attitudinal structuring, and intraorganisational
bargaining (Walton and McKersy, 1992).

Distributive bargaining refers to the complex system of activities instrumental to the
attainment of a party’s goals when this party is in basic conflict with another party. The authors
outline that this goal conflict refers to what game theorists call fixed-sum games, i.e. negative
interdependence such that one party’s gain is the other party’s loss. The function and purpose of
this process is to resolve conflicts of interests.

Integrative bargaining embraces a system of activities targeting at the attainment of
objectives which do not represent fundamental conflicts of interest with the other party, and
therefore can be integrated at least to a certain extent. As opposed to distributive bargaining, the
issues at stake represent problems of concem, rather than mutually exclusive goals. Successful
problem solving depends on the extent to which integrative potential exists, i.¢. the nature of the
issue allows solutions that are potentially satisfying the needs of both parties. Integrative
bargaining has the function of finding common or complementary interests and problem solving.

While the first two processes represent joint decision making processes, the third process,
attitudinal structuring, refers to a socio-emotional process that aims to change attitudes and
relationships. The purpose of attitudinal structuring is to affect the attitudes of the negotiators
toward each other, in order to influence the bonds relating both negotiation parties.

The fourth process, intraorganisational bargaining, aims to achieve consensus within the
union and within the company. It includes the set of activities that aligns the expectations of
principals with those of the chief negotiator. Adams (1976) refers to this as the boundary role

conflict of a boundary spanner. Walton and McKersy (1965) illustrate that the chief negotiator is
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the recipient of two sets of demands, one coming from the own interest party, while the other
stems from the opposite party. The negotiator’s dilemma consequently involves the conflict of
both differing aspirations about the issues on stake, and differing expectations about the
behaviour related to those issues. Thus, the purpose of this subprocess is to achieve consensus
within each of the negotiating groups.

The behavioural theory of labour negotiations has been very influential of the
understanding of negotiation between hierarchical groups. Walton and McKersy (1965) extended
previous research not necessarily regarding the introduction and examination of the four sub
processes, but rather regarding the thorough treatment of the internal dynamics of each of the
processes in a comprehensive way. Additionally, the theory was the first that treated these
simultaneously ongoing processes in an interrelated, interactive way. Another strength of the
theory is that, even though being highly integrative and global, the theory contains hypotheses

that can be tested empirically.

3.2.3 Integrative Theories of Lateral Relationships between Groups in Organisations

Boundary spanning theory (Adams, 1976; Aldrich & Herker, 1977). In its original
version, boundary spanning theory aims to explain how boundary spanners can effectively
facilitate organisational transactions. Similarly, both theoretical and empirical work suggest
boundary activities become more relevant for group performance, because organisational
functions are more and more taken over by work units (Yan & Louis, 1999; see Ancona, 1990;
Ancona & Caldwell, 1992, for the importance of work groups’ external activities). The theory

also notes that conflicts between organisations are most often managed by a boundary spanner

(cf. Callister & Wall, 2001). Thus, the theory similarly provides a suitable framework for
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intergroup relations within organisations, as the boundary spanner represents the vehicle for
communication and dispute resolution in negotiations, interfunctional relations, joint ventures, or
other organizational cross-group ties (Friedman & Podolny, 1992).

Boundary spanning theory posits that a boundary spanner’s behaviour in intergroup
negotiations (as well as the behaviour of the boundary spanner of the outsider group) is a function
of factors influencing a.) the nature of the boundary spanner’s relationship with the own unit; b.)
the boundary spanner - outsider interaction; c.) the boundary role person’s personal
characteristics; and d.) the relationship between the boundary role person’s unit and the outsider
(Adams, 1976; Callister & Wall, 2001).

As the theory represents an integrative, overarching framework, it is hard to empirically
support the myriad of its potential propositions. Yet some empirical support has been provided
for each of the four categories (see Callister & Wall, 2001, for an overview), supporting its utility
for organizational research.

Embedded intergroup relations theory (Alderfer, 1987). Embedded intergll‘oup relations
theory is a unique approach to intergroup relations, inasmuch as it put a focus on the
organizational context, includes psychodynamic concepts such as projection, and uses “clinical”
methodologies, such as organic questionnaires and microcosm groups. Alderfer stresses that
intergroup behaviour takes place whenever individuals of two groups are interacting (cf. Sherif,
1966). Analogous to boundary spanning theory, Alderfer proposes that any interactions between
people of different groups are subject to (1) intra-personal, (2) intra-group and (3) intergroup
dynamics (Alderfer, 1987).

Figure 10 integrates variables relevant for both boundary spanning theory and embedded

intergroup relations theory.
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FIGURE 10
Summary of Four Categories Determining Boundary Spanner’s Behaviour as Suggested by Boundary

Spanning Theory and Embedded Intergroup Relations Theory

d.)

Group A 5 Group B

A
y

Note.  C = constituents of group; BS = boundary spanner
a.) the nature of the boundary spanner’s relationship with his or her unit (cf. Alderfer’s intragroup
dynamics)
b.) the boundary spanner - outsider interaction (cf. Alderfer’s intergroup behaviour)
¢.) the boundary spanner’s personal characteristics (cf. Alderfer’s intrapersonal dynamics)
d.) the relationship between the boundary spanner’s unit and the outsider (cf. Alderfer’s intergroup

dynamics)

With relevance to organisations, embedded intergroup relations theory might have been
most influential in stressing the organisational context in which groups are embedded. The theory
proposes a distinction between identity groups, to which individuals belong to by virtue of birth,
biology and socialisation (e.g., gender and race), and organisational groups, representing
hierarchical and functional groupings (e.g., marketing and sales departments). Consequently,

Alderfer concludes that individuals have at any given time simultaneously multiple group
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memberships, as indicated by the notion “embedded”. Alderfer (1987) advocates four properties
of intergroup relations, which allow for a specification of the nature of the intergroup
relationship: Group boundaries may be both physical and psychological and determine group
membership, as well as regulated intergroup transactions, by variations in boundary permeability,
i.e. the ease with which boundaries can be crossed. Power differences include differences in
resources that groups can obtain and use. Power differences in part affect boundary permeability,
but also strategies of intergroup relations (Hartley, 1996). Affective patterns refer to the
polarisation of feelings, such that positive feelings are associated with the own group, and mainly
negative feelings are projected onto the outgroup (cf. Sumner, 1906). Cognitive formations,
including distortions, refer to the development of a group’s own language, conditioning of
members’ perceptions of objective and subjective phenomena, and transmission of sets of
propositions, such as theories and ideologies. Leadership behaviour of leaders and group
representatives reflects the aforementioned four properties of groups in relation to other groups,
and is both cause and effect of the total pattern of intergroup behaviour.

Additionally, Alderfer’s (1987) theory incorporates a number of psychodynamic concepts,
such as the projection onto outgroups, unconscious processes, and parallel processes. Parallel
processing, for instance, describes that group members’ experience after interaction with
outgroup members may affect their roles and subgroups such that the outgroup’s roles are
adapted by the ingroup.

The methodology suggested by Alderfer is organic, reflexive, and clinical. Embedded
intergroup relations theory stresses that research must take into consideration that group
membership has an effect on individuals, groups, and the entire organization (see Alderfer &
Smith, 1982), suggesting to assess outcome variables at multiple levels throughout the

organisation. This might be achieved, for instance, by use of organic questionnaires, including
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questions that are adapted flexibly according to changes of the group that is under study.
Similarly, Alderfer advocates that the researcher himself plays an active part in the research
process, both reciprocally interacting with and influencing the research object. Consequently, the
theory argues that those processes require the attention and analysis of the researcher, as they are
crucial for an understanding of the research process. For functional intergroup relations in
particular, Alderfer suggests the use of microcosm groups, consisting of representatives from all
groups involved in the intergroup relations of interest. Intergroup interventions can be developed
and applied to this microcosm group, and thereby relationships between groups as a whole
improved and affected throughout the organisation.

Empirical support for the theory is limited, with a focus on interracial relationships in
organisations (e.g., Alderfer & Tucker, 1996). Yet, as Hartley (1996) notes, the theory does not
make particular predictions about the course and quality of intergroup relations, thereby making
an empirical verification difficult. In one study on intergroup relations of functional,
organizational groups, Alderfer and Smith (1982) illustrated how the analysis of multiple group
membership embedded within the organizational system could be used to explain the quality of
relationships between functional groups. An interpretation of the complex interaction processes
was offered by careful uncovering of the layers of embeddedness.

Embedded intergroup relations theory may have its strongest advantages in the fact that it
proposes a set of alternative propositions and methods not covered by other intergroup relations
theories, as well as by explicitly incorporating and focusing on the organizational context.

Yet, as the theory has a strong focus on being integrative rather than predictive, it may be
of limited use to predict how particular variables and constructs affect the quality or outcome of

intergroup relations.
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In conclusion, both embedded intergroup relations theory and boundary spanning theory
do not make specific predictions about the quality of intergroup relations. Yet they make highly
comparable statements about the nature of intergroup transactions. Both frameworks suggest that
intergroup relations affect different levels of analysis throughout the organisation; intergroup
relations are negotiated by group representatives; inter-personal interaction between group
members of different groups represent an aspect of intergroup relations; and variables that
influence the way intergroup relations are negotiated belong to predefined categories (see Figure
10). A limitation of both theories is that they do not make predictions about the option that
boundary spanners (e.g., group leaders) may affect the relationship between two groups as a
whole. Brett and Rognes (1986) describe that group representatives represent their group’s
interests on interface issues that concern both groups. Outcomes of these negotiations are
constraints (i.e., limits placed) on the groups, as well as coordinated action between groups.
Consequently, characteristics and behaviour of group leaders or representatives may affect the
relationship between two groups as a whole. Alderfer (1987, p. 204) does, however, acknowledge
this possibility, stating that “the behaviour of group representatives, including formally
designated team leaders, is both cause and effect of the total pattern of intergroup behaviourin a

particular situation”,

3.2.4 Overall Evaluation with Respect to this Research

The theories introduced in the preceding section stress different aspects of relevance for
the understanding of intergroup relations. The outlined carly developments have primary
importance and value in the development and elaboration of concepts and more refined theories,

including concepts such as depersonalisation (Le Bon, 1909), identification and outgroup
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projection (Freud, 1921), in- and outgroups (Sumner, 1906), and salience and permeability of
group boundaries (Lewin, 1948).

Taylor and Moggadham’s 5-stage model of intergroup relations is of little relevance for
this research, because it does neither provide a view on factors that allow predictions about the
quality of intergroup relations (except statements on collective behaviour adopted from Tajfel
and Turner, 1979), nor does it make any predictions about how aspects of intergroup relations
may affect the effectiveness with which groups perform their individual or collective tasks.
Walton and McKersy’s theory of labour negotiations may not be directly related to this research,
as it aims to explain hierarchical rather than lateral relationships between groups; however, the
four subprocesses outlined (integrative vs. distributive bargaining, attitudinal restructuring, and
intraorganisational bargaining) are relevant for the understanding of lateral relationships between
groups, and display parallels to other theoretical frameworks, such as interdependence theory
(Deutsch, 1949; 1969; 1973) and social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

Both embedded intergroup relations theory as well as boundary spanning theory are of
greater relevance for organisational intergroup relations in this research, as both explicate how
intergroup transactions take place, as well as allow a broad variety of factors (e.g., boundary
spanners’ self-concept and behaviour) to be integrated into an overall framework predicting the

effectiveness of intergroup transactions,

3.3 THEORIES OF INTERGROUP CONFLICT

In the remainder of this chapter, I will present theories of intergroup conflict in
organisations. A selection is made of those theories most commonly applied to organizational

intergroup conflict, and which I judged most relevant for the research questions dealt with in this
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thesis. Thus, I excluded approaches such as terror management theory (Solomon, Greenberg, &

Pyszczynski, 1991), or social dominance theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) from this review.

Further, the ingroup projection model (Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999) has not been outlined,

because its theoretical predictions are both less relevant for this thesis, and not testable with the

scales that were employed. As this thesis treats intergroup conflict as both predictor and outcome

variable, the theories presented will be structured accordingly (see Figure 11). As to its relevance

for this thesis, a focus will be put on social identity theory.

FIGURE 11
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3.3.1 CONFLICT AS OUTCOME VARIABLE

3.3.1.1 Realistic Conflict Theory (Sherif, 1966)

In a review of conflict theories in sociology, anthropology, and social psychology,
Campbell (1965) concluded that the common thread running through those theories was that
group conflict has a realistic or rationale basis, as represented by antagonistic interests. He
labelled this perspective the “realistic conflict theory”, which reflects that hostile attitudes and
behaviour between groups represent conflicts of interest, rather than psychological factors,
According to the theory, intergroup behaviour and attitudes are likely to be hostile and
competitive if group interests are in conflict. Conversely, if these interests are cooperatively
interlinked, intergroup behaviour and attitudes are likely to be friendly and cooperative. In their
seminal summer camp studies, Sherif and colleagues (Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif;,
1961) conducted a series of experiments, where they experimentally introduced competition
between schoolboys previously randomly assigned into groups. Competition was introduced by a
number of means and activities (e.g., tuck-of-war games) characterised by a zero sum context,
such that one group’s gain was the other group’s loss. Despite pre-existing friendships, boys in
different groups developed hostile attitudes and behaviour toward each other. The subsequent
introduction of a series of cooperative tasks, which required the concerted efforts of both groups
(c.g., the joint pulling of a truck), eventually resulted in cooperative behaviour and positive
attitudes toward the outgroup.

Empirical evidence for the theory has been provided in both laboratory and field settings

(e.g., Blake & Mouton, 1964; Brown et al., 1986; Mohrman et al., 1995, Sherif, 1966; Worchel,
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Andreoli, & Folger, 1977). For instance, Brown et al. (1986) found that perceptions of conflicting
goals predicted intergroup bias among workers of different departments in a manufacturing
company.

Despite supportive evidence, the theory has been criticised as it falls short to explain a
number of intergroup phenomena that occurred irrespective of the goal structure of two groups
(cf. Tajfel & Turner, 2001). So did random categorisation of individuals into ad hoc groups in the
absence of conflicting interests and strong ingroup affiliation, previous hostility between groups,
as well as during anonymity of group membership, result in intergroup discrimination and
preferential treatment of ingroup members (Tajfel et al., 1971). Similarly, mere categorisation by
default appears to be associated with cognitive schemata of “outgroup distrust”, as indicated by
more competitive behaviour toward outgroups by groups relative to individuals (Insko &
Schopler, 1998). Finally, despite the presence of cooperative goals, organizational groups

frequently find themselves in conflict (Tjosvold, 1991; cf. Jehn, 1995).

3.3.1.2 The Social Identity Perspective

An alternative framework explaining some of the aforementioned, still outstanding issues
and grounded in cognitive-motivational factors, is represented by social identity theory and self-
categorization theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Tumer, 1987). Both theories have
been subsumed to one social identity approach, as the latter complements the former by detailing
the cognitive mechanisms that explain intergroup behaviour and attitudes (e.g., Haslam, 2001,
2004). Thus, social identity theory’s self-categorisation element is elaborated by the cognitive
processes representing a compatible, new conceptual component of social identity theory. These

processes are complementary with social identity’s motivational-affective proposition. Even
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though both theorics were originally conceptualised as intergroup relations theories, they have
been applied to a wide range of organizational phenomena, including cohesion and deviance
(Hogg & Terry, 2000), diversity (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004; Williams &
O’Reilly, 1998), and leadership (van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003).

The social identity approach considers both group and individual level variables as
predictors of intergroup conflict. According to this perspective, a person can have several social
identities, which influence the individual’s behaviour and attitudes. A social identity has been
defined as an individual’s knowledge that a person belongs to certain social groups, combined
with some emotional and value significance of this group membership (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). A
person’s behaviour can vary on a continuum from interpersonal toward intergroup, where a social
identity may be most striking at the intergroup pool (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The theory further
proposes that people seek to establish a positive social identity by means of social comparison
processes (Festinger, 1954) with relevant outgroups; these comparisons aim to result in
favourable rather than correct conclusions for the ingroup relative to the outgroup, in order to
enhance group members’ status. Creation of such a positive social identity serves individuals to
preserve or enhance their self-esteem, which displays the motivational basis for a variety of
strategies individuals may choose, subject to the particular context of the intergroup relationship.
For example, group members may try to leave the disadvantaged group and join the advantaged
group (social mobility). Since social mobility may frequently be impossible (i.e., group
boundaries are impermeable), members of disadvantaged groups may revert to alternative
strategies, such as social creativity (i.e. group members change or newly create the dimension on
which comparisons with outgroups are made toward dimensions that allow more favourable
comparisons), social competition (i.e., competition over status rather than resources), or display

intergroup bias, a strategy comprising both ingroup favouritism (a systematic tendency to
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evaluate the own ingroup more favourably than outgroups), and outgroup derogation (a tendency
to derogate outgroup members; Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002). The theory further predicts
that intergroup bias is related to intergroup conflict (see Haslam, 2001; Hartley, 1996), but does
not specify in which particular way (cf. chapter 5).

Self-categorization theory (Turner, 1987) represents an extension of social identity theory,
which details the social cognitive processes that generate social identity effects, rather than the
motivational and affective factors that cause group behaviour (e.g., Hogg & Terry, 2000; Turner,
1987). Under conditions of salient group membership, cognition is guided by both ingroup and
outgroup prototypicality (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Prototypes are cognitive representations which
embody all those attributes that characterise ingroups and outgroups (Hogg & Terry, 2000). As a
consequence, ingroup and outgroup members are no longer represented as individuals, but rather
seen as prototypes, and attitude and behaviour are directed by such prototypes. This
depersonalisation, i.c. transformation of the self toward a group member who acts according to
prototypical cognitions and behaviour, is the process that explains intergroup behaviour and

attitudes, such as stereotyping, ethnocentrism, and intergroup discrimination.

3.3.1.3 Motivational Extensions of the Social Identity Perspective

Theoretical and empirical advances of the theory have focused on the motivational basis
of intergroup bias. In particular, researchers have questioned self-esteem as a trigger for
intergroup bias, and suggested alternative approaches. The uncertainty reduction thesis proposes
that persons identify with social groups because of their need to reduce subjective uncertainty
(Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Hogg & Abrams, 1993). According to this perspective, intergroup

differentiation serves as a means to reduce uncertainty, which is experienced as negative valence.
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Some expe;rimental support for this position has been found in a study by Grieve and Hogg
(1999), where manipulated uncertainty was found to influence both ingroup identification and
intergroup bias. Those participants complementing practice trials (low uncertainty) prior to
participating in minimal group experiments showed lower group identification and intergroup
bias relative to those without practice trials (high uncertainty).

A second alternative motivational explanation has been provided by optimal
distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991), which views the needs for belonging and differentiation at
the heart of intergroup discrimination. The theory proposes that individuals have two powerful,
though opposing, social motives: the need for belonging, as satisfied by inclusion into a group,
and the need for differentiation, as satisfied by standing out from others (Brewer 1991). Groups
that are exclusive (e.g., work groups) rather than inclusive (e.g., the organisation as a whole)
engage more attachment and identification, because these groups satisfy both needs
simultaneously (Brewer & Brown, 1998; Riketta & van Dick, in press). Such groups provide
social identities that meet the individual’s need for inclusion, while serving the need for
differentiation between the own and other groups. The theory allows an explanation of why
individuals in large, overly inclusive groups were motivated to achieve greater distinctiveness
(Hornsey & Hogg, 1999; 2000). It also explains the finding that social identification and ingroup
favouritism is greater for members of minority relative to majority groups (Mullen, Brown, &
Smith, 1992). In an extension of social identity theory, optimal distinctiveness theory suggests
group members display intergroup differentiation as a response to a perceived identity threat. So
may subgroups in organisations resist attempts to dissolve group boundaries, as the resulting lack
of distinctiveness represents a threat to the group’s identity (Brewer, 1991).

Empirical support for the theory mainly stems from laboratory research using the so

called “minimal group paradigm” (Tajfel et al., 1971; Tajfel & Billig, 1974). In order to
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understand those conditions that are essential and sufficient for eliciting intergroup bias, Tajfel
and colleagues reduced experimental groups to cognitive groups, where the only defining
criterion was knowledge about group membership (minimal groups). Based on random criteria
(such as participants’ preferences for the painters Klee or Kandinsky), individuals (both adults
and children) remained anonymous, except that they were given a code number, and assigned to
one of two groups. Participants were then asked to award amounts of money to pairs of other
participants. Individuals did not benefit themselves from these allocations, therefore eliminating
any rational link between self-interest and allocation decisions. Tajfel and colleagues consistently
found that this trivial intergroup categorisation led to preferential treatments of ingroup members
over outgroup members. Additionally, the maximal difference of allocations toward ingroup and
outgroup members was given priority over the maximum profit for the ingroup, suggesting that
participants were competing with the outgroup, rather than following a strategy of maximising
the economic gain for the ingroup.

Despite this convincing experimental support, social identity theory was rarely applied to
intergroup research in organisational settings, and if so yielded ambiguous results (e.g., Brown et
al., 1986; Hennessy & West, 1999; Hinkle & Brown, 1990; for reviews, see Haslam, 2001,
Turmer, 1999). Stronger support has been received from studies that investigated intergroup
relations within the context of organizational mergers and acquisitions (e.g., Terry & Callan,
1998; Terry & O’Brien, 2001). So did Terry and Callan (1998) find that prior to a merger of two
hospitals, employees of the lower status hospital displayed ingroup bias toward the higher status
group on dimensions irrelevant to the status differentiation between both organisations.

A number of factors may be responsible for the theory’s limited and inconsistent support
in organisational settings. Turner (1999) criticises questionnaire measures of group identification

as used in organisational research, in particular the the measure developed by Brown et al.
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(1986). Turner (1999) argues that those measures do not capture what is meant by the concept of
social identity, a phenomenon that - subject to salience mechanisms - is temporarily switched on
and off. Furthermore, he criticises that the frequently derived relationship between group
identification and intergroup bias (see Hinkle & Brown, 1990, for an overview of studies
proposing such a link) is actually in that form not suggested by the theory. He outlines that the
theory suggests such a link as one of a number of alternative strategies (as outlined in the
preceding section) only under certain conditions, such as the presence of a relevant (rather than
any) outgroup, and a status relevant dimension of comparison. Similarly, given that group
boundaries are permeable, the movement from members of disadvantaged groups to advantaged
groups might represent a suitable alternative.

A different line of reasoning suggests examination of factors that may moderate the social
identity-intergroup bias link. For example, employees in organisations frequently belong to many
different groups, and therefore have many social identities (Ashforth & Johnson, 2001). Thus,
salience mechanisms may be decisive regarding which group identity is at a given time directive
of prototypical cognitions and behaviour (Turner, 1987). Van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher and
Christ (2005) showed that salience mechanisms indeed can be temporally switched on and off.
Yet most field studies have not explicitly made group identities salient (e.g., Hennessy & West,
1999). Additionally, an ongoing stream of research suggests group identification is not the same
for all individuals, but high identifiers respond differently to identity threats than low identifiers
(Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002). Furthermore, even though intergroup bias has been
displayed in the absence of interdependence between groups (e.g., Taifel et al., 1971; Tajfel &
Billig, 1974), negative interdependence (competition) may accelerate intergroup bias, even

though the relationship between competition and intergroup bias is likely to be mutually
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reinforcing (cf. Tajfel & Turner, 2001). Finally, superordinate identification and intergroup
contact may represent additional moderators, as detailed in chapter 5.

Hartley (1996) concludes that although the theory is primarily concerned with
discriminatory cognitions rather than conflict behaviours as such, its theoretical implications to
explain intergroup conflict are relevant. However, even though theory has linked social identity
approaches to effective and harmonious relationships (e.g., Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Hogg &
Terry, 2000), studies showing intergroup outcomes other than discriminatory cognitions are much

needed to prove the theory’s applicability to organizational settings (cf. van Knippenberg, 2003).

3.3.1.4 Intergoup Contact Theory

The contact hypothesis. Central to research concerned with the so-called “Contact
Hypothesis™ is the idea that contact between groups, if it occurs under the defining conditions of
equal group status, common goals, cooperative context, and support of authorities, law, or
custom, is a means by which to overcome intergroup hostilities (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998).

Stangor (20-04) summarizes at least three mechanisms by which this may be achieved,
namely (1) contact provides information that disconfirms stereotypes; (2) intergroup contact leads
people to perceive more similarities between themselves and the outgroup; and (3) sustained
contact helps reduce anxieties associated with interaction with members of the outgroup.

A number of moderator variables that were found to either inhibit or facilitate the
effectiveness with which intergroup contact reduces prejudice in experimental studies are
summarised by Brewer and Gaertner (2001), including the frequency and duration of intergroup
interaction (e.g., Wilder & Thompson, 1980), the presence of intergroup anxiety (Stephan &

Stephan, 1985), the cooperative context of the contact situation (Gaertner et al., 1999), as well as
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cooperation outcome (Worchel et al., 1977). Additionally, Pettigrew and Tropp (in press)
revealed that, across experimental and field settings, Allport’s theorized conditions of optimal
contact, if taken together as a “bundle” (but not separately), further enhanced the prejudice-
reducing effects of contact, an empirical finding setting the stage for the mere exposure
perspective.

The mere exposure perspective. Intergroup contact theory in its original version proposed
Allport’s optimal conditions to be essential for intergroup contact to result in conducive
intergroup relations (Allport, 1954). Yet, from an alternative perspective, Pettigrew and Tropp (in
press) proposed that Allport’s conditions might only facilitate contact’s reduction of intergroup
prejudice. Based on cumulative evidence which showed that greater exposure to objects by itself
significantly enhanced liking of those objects (e.g., Bornstein, 1989), Pettigrew and Tropp (in
press) theorised that mere exposure may suffice to reduce prejudice. Applying this work to
intergroup contact research, the mere exposure perspective suggests that all things being equal,
greater contact and familiarity with members of other groups should enhance liking for those
groups. Supporting the theory’s most basic proposition, empirical findings show that mere
contact suffices to reduce intergroup bias. In a meta-analysis embracing 715 independent samples
across contact settings, 94% of the samples showed positive effects of intergroup contact on
intergroup attitudes, with 81% of these samples having realized contact situations without
consideration of Allport’s conditions. Based on these findings, Pettigrew and Tropp (in press)
further develop the “mere exposure perspective” of intergroup contact, which suggests that
greater contact and familiarity with members of other groups per se enhances liking for those
groups, irrespective of any conditions of the contact situation, and that the process underlying

contact’s ability to reduce prejudice involves the tendency for familiarity to breed liking,
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The generalisation of effects problem. An issue frequently discussed in the realm of
intergroup contact theory concerns the generalisation of contact effects outside the particular
contact situation, to the entire outgroup, or even to outgroups not involved in the contact situation
(Pettigrew, 1998). So did critics argue that the effects of intergroup contact may be limited to
improved attitudes among the research participants only; yet generalisation beyond the contact
situation is crucial for the practical applicability of the theory. Pettigrew and Tropp (in press)
found meta-analytical support for the generalisation of contact effects “to be far broader than
many past commentators have thought”. So did attitudes generalise from the immediate outgroup
participant to the entire outgroup, outgroup members in other situations, and even outgroups not
involved in the contact situation, stressing intergroup contact’s potential to be a practical, applied

means of improving intergroup relations.

3.3.1.5 Combining Intergroup Contact and Social Categorisation: Recent Developments

Within the 1980s, three advanced contact models were developed which further
claborated and detailed the cognitive mechanisms of underlying intergroup contact effects, by
integrating aspects of both social categorisation and the contact situation (see Hewstone &
Brown, 20035, for an overview).

The decategorisation model (Brewer & Miller, 1984). Drawing upon self categorisation
theory, the decategorisation model assumes that categorisation of individuals into groups suffices
to elicit intergroup bias. A primary consequence of categorisation is the depersonalisation of
outgroup members, which are treated as undifferentiated representatives of a social group
according to outgroup prototypes. Consequently, the theory posits that contact should be most

effective in reducing intergroup bias if cross group interactions are person-based, rather than
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category-based. This perspective suggests that a contact situation should be created such as to
reduce the salience of category distinctions and to promote opportunities to get to know outgroup
members as individuals. Attending to personal characteristics of group members disconfirms
category stereotypes, breaks down perceptions of the outgroup as a homogeneous unit, and
thereby reduces prejudice.

Experimental evidence by laboratory experiments using artificially created social
categories provided support for the model (e.g., Bettencourt, Brewer, Croak, & Miller, 1992;
Miller, Brewer, & Edwards, 1985). Under “personal focus™ conditions, which promoted
interpersonal interaction, participants exhibited less ingroup bias than under conditions where
group distinctions were salient.

As a critique of the model, Vivian, Hewstone and Brown (1997) questioned whether
group salience was really dissolved in the “personal focus” condition. As participants kept
wearing their group identification badges throughout the experiment, cues of group categorisation
were present in all conditions. Additionally, the authors criticised the model’s rationale, outlining
that individuals might tend to interpret contacts with outgroup members as the “exception of the
rule”, rather than representatives for the group as a whole, because group categories are
downplayed in the contact situation. Finally, the authors questioned whether dissolving group
boundaries would not inhibit generalisation effects toward the outgroup as a whole.

The common ingroup identity model (Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust,
1993). Instead of resolving group categories entirely, the common ingroup identity model
proposes that recategorization of subgroups into higher order groups, i.e. transforming group
members’ perceptions from “us” and “them” to a more inclusive “we”, reduces dysfunctional
intergroup relations by minimizing attention to category differences but directing attention to the

superordinate, inclusive group identity (Brewer & Brown, 1998). Thus, changing group
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members’ perceptions of group boundaries toward an inclusive category should generate
cognitive and motivational processes resulting in more favourable intergroup attitudes and
behaviour. In an extension of the model, Gaertner and colleagues (1999) state that the
recategorization process may not require the resolution of subgroup boundaries; instead,
subgroup boundaries may remain within the context of a superordinate category, as in the
model’s dual identity form (see chapter 5, for a more detailed account).

Empirical evidence for the model has been provided in a series of experimental studies
(e.g., Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989; Gaertner, Mann, Dovidio, Murrell, & Pomare,
1990). Field studies similarly supported the proposition that an inclusive category was related to
reduced intergroup bias; yet the dual identity effect found only limited support (see Gaertner,
Dovidio, & Bachman, 1996; cf. chapter 5).

Criticism of the model included that full decategorisation may be difficult to achieve in
real intergroup contexts (e.g., organizations), due to political or functional infeasibility.
Additionally, it could not convincingly be shown that reduction of bias under common ingroup
identity conditions generalizes beyond the contact situation, as measures of generalisation
revealed weaker effects (e.g., Gonzalez & Brown, 2003).

The mutual intergroup differentiation model (Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Vivian, et al.,
1997). This approach differs from the other two inasmuch as the dissolution of subgroup
boundaries is not suggested. The model, as originally conceptualised by Hewstone and Brown
(1986), and reformulated by Vivian et al. (1997), suggests that equal status relationships can
reduce ingroup bias even if the original group identities remain somewhat salient, so long as they
are not threatened by the contact; this is the case, e.g., when groups have differentiated areas of
expertise, 1.e. the intergroup situation is characterised by mutual differentiation. Thus, the need

for a positive social identity can be exploited in the intergroup contact situation if an intergroup
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orientation is maintained, i.e. when subgroup category identities remain salient during intergroup
contact. Positive and pleasant contact with outgroup members may then result in positive
attitudes that are more likely to generalize to the outgroup as a whole (Brewer & Brown, 1998).

Support for the model stems from both experimental and quasi-experimental research
(Gonzalez and Brown, 2003; Brown, Vivian, & Hewstone, 1999). Brown et al. (1999) conducted
two studies in which heightened membership salience between groups (achieved by enhancing
the group prototypicality of individual outgroup members) facilitated the generalisation of
positive attitudes toward the outgroup as a whole during cooperative intergroup contact.

Brewer and Brown (1998) criticize some sort of dilemma inherent to the model. On the
one hand side, contact is proposed to provide positive experiences that disconfirm negative
stereotypes about the outgroup, suggesting attitudes toward the outgroup to become more
positive. On the other hand, such contact also reinforces perceptions that both groups are
distinctly different, and thereby foster ingroup-outgroup categorization. Associated negative
beliefs about the outgroup may also be strengthened, even if the interaction context is positive.
Some evidence that intergroup contact may in fact provoke more anxiety than interpersonal one
stems from a study of Mulim-Hindu contact (Islam & Hewstone, 1993), where intergroup contact
tended to be correlated with increased anxiety.

Pettigrew’s (1998) reformulated intergroup contact theory. In line with previous
versions of the intergroup contact theory (e.g., Allport, 1954), Pettigrew (1998) proposes both
situational factors and participants” experiences and characteristics to be influential aspects of the
contact situation. His theory contains three new aspects. First, the concept of friendship potential
is introduced; second, a developmental, longitudinal perspective of the effects of intergroup
contact is proposed; and third, different effects of intergroup contact at different stages of the

model are proposed.
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Pettigrew considers friendship potential to be an essential condition that the contact
situation must provide individuals with, in order to result in positive intergroup outcomes. The
development of cross-group friendships allows the reduction of intergroup bias by means of the
four mediating mechanisms (1) learning about the outgroup, (2) changing behaviour, (3)
generating affective ties, and (4) ingroup reappraisal.

As friendships develop over time, the model is longitudinal in nature and suggests
different effects of intergroup contact at different stages. Initial contact leads to decategorization
(cf. Brewer & Miller, 1984), which may result in both positive (e.g., liking) and negative
intergroup outcomes (e.g. initial anxiety). Initial contact, however, does not lead to a
generalisation of contact experiences toward the outgroup as a whole. Once contact is
established, categorisation is reinstalled (cf. Hewstone & Brown, 1986), and thereby intergroup
contact effects generalised to the outgroup as a whole. Finally, further establishment of contact
results in unifying both groups cognitively, thereby generating a common ingroup identity (cf.
Gaertner et al., 1993). If contact is established, cross-group friendships develop, and a maximal
reduction of prejudice may be achieved.

Pettigrew (1998) reviews a number of studies supporting the proposition that intergroup
friendships reduce intergroup prejudice. Yet empirical evidence supporting the longitudinal
nature of the model and its differential effects at different stages is still needed.

The models strengths may include that it integrates existing models of intergroup contact
(i.e., the decategorization model, the mutual intergroup differentiation model, and the common
ingroup identity model) within one intergroup contact model. Criticism of the model may include
its focus on intergroup friendship, especially since meta-analytical evidence suggests mere

contact suffices to reduce intergroup bias (Pettigrew & Tropp, in press).
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3.3.1.6 Cross Theory Critique

Instead of viewing the three classical theories as mutually exclusive, they rather represent
complementary perspectives suggesting different sources of intergroup conflict. Whereas realistic
conflict theory suggests intergroup conflict to be rooted in conflicts of interest, the social identity
perspective stresses self categorisation as a source of conflict, and intergroup contact theory
underlines the significance of paucity of contact between groups, The four introduced temporary
models of intergroup contact do pay attention to this complementarity by integrating
interdependence, social categorisation, and intergroup contact. Similarly, implications for conflict
resolution differ according to the respective theory. While realistic conflict theory suggests the
introduction of superordinate goals, social cognitive approaches suggest the reduction of conflict
by means of recategorization, decategorisation, or mutual differentiation (see Brewer & Brown,
1998, for an overview). Finally, theories vary regarding their applicability of suggested measures
to reduce intergroup conflict. Most applicable to organisations may be the dual identity model
(Gaertner et al., 1989) as well as the mutual differentiation model (Vivian et al., 1997), as both do
not require the dissolution of group boundaries, which might be infeasible (or undesirable) in
organizational contexts. Additionally, the common ingroup identity model (Gaertner et al., 1993)
incorporates Allport’s (1954) conditions of optimal contact as essential elements, which may be
both less suitable for organisational research where these can not be manipulated, as well as be at
odds with the aforementioned recent findings on the mere exposure perspective (Pettigrew &
Tropp, in press). Similarly, the introduction of superordinate goals, as suggested by realistic
conflict theory, may only be feasible and desirable to a certain extent. First, most conflict issues
that emerge between groups may in fact be mixed motive rather than purely competitive,

suggesting that interests coincide in some aspects, but are in conflict in others, allowing to a
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varying extent both competitive and cooperative actions (cf. Kramer, 1991). Second, conflicts of
interest are frequently aligned by fixed pie assumptions, such that the negotiators do not realise

the integrative potential inherent in the situation (cf. Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993).

3.3.2 CONFLICT AS CONDITION

So far, the theories presented in the preceding section have dealt with the question how
intergroup conflict can best be predicted or reduced. If the research question is, however, how
conflict affects group and organisational effectiveness, different approaches are needed, which

are outlined in the remainder of this chapter.

3.3.2.1 Interdependence Theories

Interdependence theories do strictly speaking not represent theories of intergroup conflict
in particular, but rather integrative theories explaining the behaviour of social entities
(individuals, groups, or organisations) in general, and how this affects behaviour and outcome.
However, these theories allow predictions about how conflict dynamics may affect effectiveness.

Game theoretical approaches (Kelley and Thibaut, 1959; von Neumann &
Morgenstern, 1944). Game matrices and experimental devices gained popularity, as they allow
for a mathematically precise and “objective” definition of outcome interdependence and related
reward structures (Deutsch, 2003). Kelley and Thibaut (1959) operationalised interpersonal
situations in the form of an outcome matrix, containing combinations of gains and losses of two
interacting parties. Depending on combinations of competitive or collaborative choices,

individuals can maximise their joint or individual gains. From a theoretical perspective, outcome
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choices can be given different relative values toward each other, by which competitive or
cooperative situations can be created. For instance, for situations where outcomes maximising
joint gains are valued higher than those maximising individual gains at the expense of other’s
gain, cooperation is likely. Vice versa, situations where joint gain outcomes are valued less than
individual gains, competition is likely.

Yet game theorists have recognised that conflict is characterised by “mixed motive”
situations incorporating aspects of both cooperation and competition (Schelling, 1960). This is
reflected in game theoretical developments where cooperative and competitive interests may be
intertwined in conflict, as in the form of “non-zero-sum” or “coalition” games (Deutsch, 2003),
Some game-theoretical operationalisations, such as the Prisoner’s dilemma game, frequently use
outcome matrices which allow — subject to the other party’s behaviour — maximisation of an
individual’s gains by means of both competitive and cooperative strategies.

The theory of cooperation and competition (Deutsch, 1949; 1969; 1973; 2003; Tjosvold,
1998). The most popular representative of interdependence theory in organizational contexts may
be the theory of cooperation and competition. In contrast to Kelly and Thibaut’s (1959)
framework, this theory has a stronger focus on the motivational orientation of individuals.
According to the theory, defining conflict as opposing interests has unrecoverable drawbacks, as
this both denies the reality that people with cooperative, highly overlapping goals can be and
often are in conflict, and confounds conflict with competition (Deutsch, 1973; Tjosvold, 1998).
To distinguish conflict from competitive goal interdependence, Deutsch (1973) defined conflict
as incompatible activities rather than opposing interests. As an alternative position to game
theoretical approaches viewing conflicting goals rather as structural realities, Tjosvold and
Deutsch view individuals’ beliefs about their goal interdependence with other people as rooted in

subjective perceptions, and thus prone to perceptual biases (Tjosvold, 1988; Deutsch, 1949,
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1973). This stance is consistent with assumptions made by social judgment theory (Brehmer,
1976) that cognitive factors are central to explain certain forms of conflict, and it is supported by
experimental research showing that cognitive and decision processes in negotiation (e.g. fixed-pie
assumptions, illusory conflict, and reactive devaluation) may accelerate conflicts of interest
(Pruitt & Carmevale, 1993).

Deutsch (1949) proposed that how people believe their goals are interlinked is a useful
way to understand the dynamics and consequences of interaction. He identified three alternative
goal interdependencies: cooperation, competition, and independence. Most situations may be
some mix of those interdependencies (cf. the aforementioned notion of mixed motive situations).
In cooperation, people believe their goals are positively interrelated. They want each other to
perform effectively, as if the other re