CHAPTER 11

Interteam Relations: Competition
and Stereotyping

On June 7, 1998, in Jasper, Texas, three white supremacisis captured an African American
man, beat him, and then dragged him to his death on the back of a pickup truck in a
ghastly and horrid dispiay of racial hatred and vielence. '

At a company party at the Bell Atlantic Corporation, Willie Bennett, an African American
27-year veteran of the company, was shocked when his white coworkers showed him a
. video they made, in which a white coworker wearing an Afro wig pretended to be Bennent
and portrayed him getting his job because of his basketball-playing skills. Derrick
Wiiliams, a 23-year veteran of Bell Atantic, is haunted by the memory of finding « fake
and crudely racist job application in the copy machine, which asked guestions such as
“Name of father (if known),” whether the applicant was born in a “charity hospital” or a
“back alley,” and how many words the candidate could “jive” per minute (Grimsley, 1997).

It is a shocking fact that as we approach the next millennium, the fires of racial hatred and
crippling prefudice are rampant and widespread. Whar's more is thar acts of racial dis-
crimination are not confined to small towns and lower-class organizations They exist in
corporate America, even in the Fortune 500. No one should take any comfort in the fact
thar racial prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination are widely frowned upon. How can
it be that blatant acts of racism and discrimination exist in corporations when it is clearly
against the law to discriminate? Whar can the manager do to avoid creating a hostile work
environment and to build solidarity and respect between groups?

OVERVIEW

Displays of racism in the corporate world are shocking because it is not often that such
blatant racial slurs are heard in 2 work environment. Many people believe that there
are no such problems in their workplace. What type of corporate culture leads to this
obviously irappropriate behavior, hostile work environment, and poor use of corporate
time and energy? What rofe do teams play in perpetuating or curiailiag this behavior?
“This is the focus of the chapter.

The preceding evidence makes a sobering point: Bias and prejudice are common in
organizations and adversely affect the ability of teams and organizations to accomplish
their goals. In the following Hist, we draw distinctions between various kinds of preju-
diced thoughts, actions, and reactions.

* Bias is any patterned deviation from a standard (e.g., Mark, 2 senior member of
the fixm, never evaluates anyone as being “above average”; in contrast, his part-
ner, Lura, consistently evaluates everyone as being “above average™). Each exec-
utive, then, displays a bias.
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* Prejudice is the evaluative or emotional aspect of stereotyping: The tendency to
evaluate members of other groups less favorably than members of one's own
group (e.g., a white manager is prejudiced when he regards a white male to be
more worthy of promotion thar a black female, despite their identical objective
measures of performance).

« Stereotyping is the cognitive aspect of bias: The tendency to assume that mem-
bers of a particular group also have attributes stereotypical of that group {e.g., an
executive manager assumes that the female middle manager likes fashion maga-
zines and soap operas, that the black supervisor is fond of barbecue and water-
melon, and that the Asian intern has a camera affinity). Stereotypes are cognitive
generalizations about the qualities and characteristics of the members of a partic-
ular group or social category. In many ways, stereotypes function as useful labor-
saving devices by helping people to make rapid judgments about others based on
their category memberships (McCauley, Stitt, & Segal, 1980: Miller, 1982).
Stereotypes come with built-in biases, for they usually paint a picture of people
that is too simplistic, t00 extreme, and too uniform.

+ Discrimination is the behavioral aspect of stereotyping: The tendency for people
to change their behavior as 2 function of assumptions they make about others
(e.g., 2 manager doesn’t hire 2 female whom he believes to be interested in start-
ing a family; a supervisor doesn’t promote a Hispanic male whom she regards to

be less intelligent).

In the corporate world, people exist in teams, and for this reason it is not too sur-
prising that people ideniify themselves in terms of their group memberships On a pre-
conscious level, humans categorize themselves and others into groups. “This categoriza-
tion is advantageous in the respect that it can mean an efficient division of labor, 2nd
team affiliations provide people with a greater sense of belonging. Furthermore, the di-
vision of people into different groups and teams can create a healthy competition be-
tween teams. However, much of this can backfire, such as when healthy competition
erupts into sabotage and discrimination. The mere categorization of people into differ-
ent groups sows the seeds of prejudice, discrimination, and stereotyping. Perhaps even
more disturbing is the fact that most people are completely unaware that their behav-
ior is affected by how they categorize others. Furthermore, intrateam harmony doesnot
guarzntee peaceful interteam relations and, in fact, may very well exacerbate conflict
between groups.

Conflict between groups does not always arise from competition over scarce re-
souzces, such as full-time employees, facilities, budgets, and promotions. Much conflict
in organizations does not scem to have its roots in resource scarcity, but rather stems
from sundamental differences in values. Thus, we distinguish realistic group conflict
from symbolic conflict {Bobo, 1983).

Realistic group conflict involves competition between groups for the same scarce 1€~
sourees {e.g., groups that compete over new hires, office space, assignments, territory, in-
formation, contacts, and, of course, remuneration). Naturally, groups in organizations
prefer to be the “haves” rather than the “have-nots,” so they take steps to achieve two

interrelated outcomes: (1) attain the desired resources; and (2) prevent other groups
: ce e L ife1am 104G T aVine & Camnhell. 1972), As competition
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co;npetition often leads to direct and open conflict. Consider, for exany i
ship bem_reex_: the number of lynchings of black people in 14 states in the PAIE;;?;;;ISEEE
and two indices of economic conditions: Farm value of cotton and acre value of cotton,
The data over a.49-year period were clear: The more negative economic conditions (ie -
tI:'le lower the price of cotton), the more Iynchings. As another example, consider the cont
tht b_etween Andersen Consulting and Arthur Andersen. Each group fzels justified in
clammg a greater share of the profit stream. Andersen Consulting, the smaller of the two
groups, is highly profitable and feels justified in demanding more resources; Arthur
Andersen‘, _the founding company, sees the situation quite differently and argues,that the
opportunities they l:ffovide entitle them to a greater share of the joint profits.

) As a general principle, groups of people are much more competitive than are indi-
viduals {Carnevale, Pruitt, & Seilheimmer, 1981; Insko et al., 1987; McCallum et al
1_985; van Qostrum & Rabbie, 1995). As ap illestration of this, consider the tea.r;
_d:lemma game that we reviewed in chapter 7. When individuals play against each other
in a one-on-one fashion, they are not particularly competitive—averaging only 6.6 per-,
cent competitive responses over the course of the game. However, whbeu a gz'oup- of in-
dividuals plays against another group, competition tises to 53.5 percent of all moves
{Insko et al., 1987). This suggests that even though most people may prefer to cooper-
ate, when they' are in groups, a competitive orientation takes over.

The oonﬂxcr.s we have described emanate from the allocation of scarce resources.
Hgowever, it is not always the case that economic motivations are at the root of 2ll con-
ﬂlCtS.' S?menmes, groups and teams are not trying to garner more resources, but hold
con.ﬂ::cung values, Symbolic conflict involves clashes of values and fundamental beliefs.
Consider, for example, the strong protests made against busing by people whose lives
are not affected by it (Seass & Allen, 1984). Presumably, people who do not have chil-
d:ex} or gandcpﬂdren are not affected by busing. However, they tend to have strong
feeh.ngs' about it. Busing does not represent an economic issue to them, but rather, ;
symbolic issue. , ’

GROUP MEMBERSHIP: THE LOCUS OF HUMAN IDENTITY

People naturafly seek out group affiliations, and the reputation and accomplishments of
the groups people belong to are a critical source of their self-esteem. To a large extent
feehn_g good 'about ourselves is dependent upon feeling that our groups are aquuate or
superior (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Group affiliations also provide people with a buffer
against threats and setbacks: When their self-esteem is shaken by personal setbacks,
their groups provide them with reassurance and identity (Meind? & Lerner, 1984).
Although there is no limit to the ways in which people might identify themselves
and others, the following categories of group identity are common in organizations:

¢ Gender groups

* Position, level, class (e.g., rank, how many people supervised)
+ Functional unit (e.g., marketing, sales)

* Regional unit (e.g., Midwestern, Northeastern)

» Ethpicity and race

Te oh ) .
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Need for Categorization

Categorization is inevitable. Tust as people categorize furniture into tables and chairs,
they categorize each other into men or womer, black or white, rich or poor, educated
or mot. From the first few microseconds of perception, Jatent stereotypes shape what
people see. The tendency to use stereotypes as a basis of categorization leads people to
view others-as more sinilar to the stereotype than they actually are. Furthermore, even
when given an oppertunity to consider both stereotypical and nonstereotypical infor-
mation about a person, people preferentially attend to stereotype copfirming rather
than disconfirming information. Wher people can question a person directly, they often
seck to confirm their stereotypical beliefs {Snyder, 1984). :

The most basic type of categorization is the classification of people into in-groups
and out-groups. That is, even though there are any number of categories that people
might use, they primarily use two basic social categorizations: Jn-groeps and out-groups
(Jones, 1983; Wilder, 19862, 1986b). People consider in-groups to be people who are like
theraselves or who belong to the same group; out-groups aré peoplé who are not in their
group or who are members of competitor groups.

What are the consequences of in-group and oui-group categorization? There is a
good deal of subjectivity in the boundaries that people draw around groups and the
groups with which they identify. Categorization is highly influenced by rather arbitrary
aspects of the situation. For exaxmple, take the case of Lorna W. Lorna is more likely to
be categorized (ie., pegged) by her colleagues because as the onfy female Hispanic
American on the team, she attracts attention. As a consequence of the greater attenticn
she gets, people evaluate her more extremely. This cuts both ways: In the case where
Loma is exceptional in her performance, she will be evaluated even more favorably.
However, in the case where Lomma is not performing well or performing at an average
level, she will be evaluated more negatively than a man or a Caucasian engaging in the
same activities. The take-away message is clear: People who stand out in terms of their
membership in gender, racial, or ethnic categories are scrutinized and evaluated more
extremely. In short, they are in the spotlight.

How Categorization Affects Behavior
When it comes to predicting behavior in a particular situation, group affiliations are a
more powerful determinant than is personal identity. For example, social activism is
better predicted by feelings of fraternal deprivation (i.e., the perception that one’s
group is disadvantaged relative to other groups) than by feelings of personal depriva-
tion (i.e., the perception that one is personally disadvantaged; Dubé & Guimond, 1986;
Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972). Furthermore, individual members of disadvantaged
groups frequently perceive higher levels of discrimination directed against their groups
than they report against themselves personally (Taylor, Wright, Moghaddam, &
Lalonde, 1990). And it is fraternal, or group-level, discrimination that motivates partic-
ipation in collective action (Taylor, Moghaddam, Gamble, & Zellerer, 1987; Wright,
Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990).

In terms of behavior within organizations, how people categorize themselves vis-a-
vis the organization is a key determinant of behavior. Consider the following example-

Cie cmmlsm tlent manteT
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ENTIRE
ORGANIZATION

Region

Division
Functional Unit -

Core Team

its own profit center. Don takes this very seriously. In contrast, Terry, a me:
]s;ax_nc organization who a_lso belongs to Don’s division, has more j obrz;ponsfgﬁieéeosfﬂtg
ring her into contgct with other units. Whereas she is well aware that each division i
Eaendated to act as its own profit center, she is keenly concerned with the prosperity o
nmc;&?lupz]:%n as da t;vho!e. In sh}ort, Dop’s primary level of group identification is mort
na behavye el & . 'anllsTerry s (see Fxgure 11-1). As a consequence, Don is more likel:
campany a1 a):r.tvpi’]e1 O?V?I%; tok furr:her the interest of his own division, at the expense of the
e awn difr.is io; ey is 1o try to get Don to identify with the company, rathe:
'I]_:te t?.ke-away message is clear: People can identify at different levels within thet
orgamization (e.g., person, group, department, or unit}). However, their behavior is in
fluenced by the nature of their contacts and experiences within the firm. The more nar
rowly defined their groups are, the more competitive and self-serving their behavior is
Conversely, when they focus on the larger collective, they are mor;r cooperative. The
challenge for the team leader is to know how to focus on higher-order group aﬁﬁliaﬁons

“Us” versus “Them”: The Psychology of In-Groups and Qut-Groups

The very processes that allow people to build relationships with each other are the one:
t!nat may cause alienation, discrimination, and stereotyping. In short, social categoriza:
tion sows the seeds for discrimination and prejudice by creating an ‘:us” and “them.”
Unfortu:_:ately, people are trigger-happy when it comes to categorizing people at
members of in-groups or out-groups. The basis for inclusion and exilusionbconstanth
fluctuates as a function of largely irrelevant aspects of the situation. Consider what hap-
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room of adults who do not know one another, a box is passed around
s of Jetters in it: One labeled “alphas” the other labeled “betas”
;ﬂrandomly draws a card from the box. Two groups are formed on the
gbviously arbitrary procedure. Members of each do not speak or com-
/ N #‘}f a0y form with the members of the other group, nor do they talk

» / [f{ 4 ﬂse_lves. They are a group in name only. Nevertheless, ina subsequent
4 éfi f ?3I10d, members of each group rate the members of their own group
// Y, pf’ ¢n @ number of dimensions relative to members of the other group

Uil 9; Tajfel, 1982; Taifel & Turner, 1986).
/ 6 ,15 reom of adulis who do not know one another, each person is pre-
i} ;t’ aPage containing several dots and then asked to make an estimate of
;’ jiﬂ;ﬂber of dots on the page. Two groups are then formed: Those who al-
i1 # dgr%ﬁmate the actual number of dots on the page and those who over-
P{,ﬂ 2408 (Bettencourt, Brewer, Croak, & Miller, 1992). When group
Fﬁé’ d;fe subsequently asked to evaluate the competence, intelligence, cre-

# ’r" f lJe:sonal qualities of both groups, they favor their own group—even

’p Yhave not communicated with the other members of their group and
ion is nondiagnostic.
. si;uulated negotiations between Stanford and Comell MLB.A. students,
i, awards the other significantly fewer stock options when given the op-
Aompson, Valley, & Kramer, 1995). Furthermore, group mexnbers re-
;thet would pay both teams extremely well; instead, team members

' ¢ intent on Creating large payment differences, rather than maximiz-
welfare.

preceding examples, when people categorize the world into two or
] then face the task of evaluating or judging these groups, they uni-
A OWn group. There is a neasly universal tendency to rate one’s own
10 ar out-group, even on the basis of little or no information. In cases
f groups never interacted; the personal identities of the in-group and

Were unknown, and no one gained personally by discriminating
Qut-group. If there is no incentive to derogate others, why does it oc-
le identify with groups, they are psychologically invested in main-
hat their group is worthwhile and deserving. This raises a thorny
Mmanager: The very process of creating cohesion and group iden-
of prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination.

an They Are”: In-Group Supremacy

shent the world into in-group and out-group members; once they
£ View members of their own group more favorably than members
4 this Occurs at the group level, it is called in-group bias; among
tnic Categories, nations, and regions, this is ethnocentrism (Sum-
T, or the universal strong liking of one’s own group and the si-

evaluation of out-groups, generates a set of universal reciprocal
FTMIA caac itealf ac annd and tha antearann ac had avan when
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In-Group Bias in Response to an Organizational Merger

Employees from two hospitals were
studied during the period of planning for
a merger (Terry & Caltan, 1998). One
hospital was higher in status than the
other hospital—a common issue that oc-
curs when firms merge. How did the pro-
posed merger affect intergroup relations
between the two hospitals? A merger be-
tween two previously independent orga-
nizations rnade employees’ premerger
group membership more salient, and the
unegual status issues meant an accentua-
tion of intergroup status differences.
There was clear evidence of an in-group
(“we are better than they are™) bias, par-
ticularly among the low-status employ-
ees. Why? Employees of the [ower-status
orgapization may have been particularly
threatened by the merger situation and,
therefore, more likely to engage in a high
level of in-group bias-—a form of identity
protection.

High-status employees rated the in-
group far better than the low-status hos-
pital on status-relevant dimensions (high
prestige in the community, challenging
job opportunities, and high variety in pa-

|_tier'.:t type). In contrast, the low-status

employees engaged in greater in-croup
bias on the status-irrelevant dimensions
(degree of industrial unrest, good rela-
tons between staff, good communication
by management, relaxed work environ-
ment, and modern patient accommoda-
tions). The question is, why? High-status
employees were motivated to acknowl-
edge their position of relatively high sta-
tus. In contrast, the low-status employ-
ees, motivated by a desire to attain
positive social identity, focused on di-
mensions that did not highlight the status
differential that existed between the hos-
pitals. Indeed, low-status employees rec-
ognized the superior status of the high-
status hospital, and high-status
employees were especially generous
when evaluating the low-status group or
dimensions that are irrelevant to status.
Yet the amount of in-group bias that the
low-status employees exhibited on the
status-irrelevant dimensions exceeded
the extent to which the high-status em-
ployees were willing to acknowledge the
strengths of the low-siatus employees'on
these dimensions.

terpretation is not: “We are loyal; they are clannish; we are brave and willing to defend
our rights; they are hostile and arrogant.” The negative effects of in-group bias may be
heightened when companies merge (see Box 11-1).

“They All Look Alike”: The Qut-Group Homogeneity Effect

One unfortunate by-product of social categorization is the tendency to view out-group
members as interchangeable, faceless, stereotypical caricatures.

Suppose that white managers watch a videotape of a discussion among members
of a mixed-race eroup: Three African American men and three Caucasian men.
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conversation and are asked to indicate who said what. They are told they will be eval-
uated based upon the accuracy of their memory. They are accurate at remembering
whether a black or white person made a particular comment, and are fairly accurate in dis-
tinguishing among the three white males’” comments, but their accuracy in texms of differ-
entiating which African American male said what is abysmal (Linville, Fischer, & Salovey,
1589). Thus, within-race errors are more prevalent than between-race errors, because peo-
ple categorize members of out-groups not as individuals, but simply as “black men.”

The faulty memory of the manager illustrates a pervasive terdency for people to
assumne much greater homogeneity of opinion, belief, expression, and interest among
members of the out-group than among merabers of their own group (Judd & Park,1988;
Katz & Braiy, 1933; Park & Rothbart, 1982). This is another way of saying that most peo-
ple betieve that members of their own group are individuals and, consequently, should
be evatuated upon their own merits, whereas members of out-groups are mere clones
of one another, with no distinet identity.

The managerial implications of the “they all look alike” effect are very serious.
Consider, for example, a police lineup in which a victim is asked to identify an assailant.
A white victim is more likely to falsely identify a black perpetrator than a white one
(Knight-Ridder Newspapers, 1991). Consider, also, the implications of 2 mixed-sex task
force in a corporation.

Minority Groups

Members of minority groups are particularly likely to be targets of prejudice and dis-
crimination in the organization. The reason is related to the principle of social catego-
rization that we introduced earlier. As an example, consider a young, female manager
on an otherwise all-maie team:

* She is more likely to be severely judged than is the man. This cuts two ways: If she
1s excellent, she will be judged more favorably; if she is below average, she is
judged more harshly. (Principle: Most people judge members of minority groups
more harshly than others.)

* Her behavior in general will be viewed as more stereotypically “female” than if
she were a member of a more gender-balanced group.

* Her own performance will be subverted to the extent that she is made to feel that
women are at a disadvantage. (Principle: Believing that others ascribe to a stereo-
type can lead to self-handicapping behavior and worsened performance.)

* She holds lower expectations about her career than do the men; she expscts to
receive lower starting and peak salaries (Jackson, Gardper, & Sullivan, 1992), and
she views these lower salaries as being fair (Jackson & Grabski, 1988).

+ She expresses lower self-confidence than the mea.

» If she succeeds at the task and attains the same level of performance as a man, it
is assumed by relevant others that she was “lucky™ or “fortunate” or had extra
help; in contrast, the man’s performance is attributed to effort and ability (Deaux,
1985; Nieva & Gutek, 1981).

Women continue to occupy a relatively disadvantaged position in most societies in
anumber of respects; they are corcentrated in low-paying, [ow-status jobs, and their av-

frage ealarv ramaine lawsr than that af man

CHAPTER 1 Interteam Relations: Competition and Sterectyping 221

‘When selecting applicants for jobs, especially high-level ones, organizations seek a
good match: They want to hire people whose characteristics most closely resembile those
that they view as necessary for effective performance (O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell,
1991). This is a reasonable hiring strategy, but i the context of gender stereotypes, it may
be highly damaging to women. The traits that are assumed to be pecessary for success in
high-level jobs are closer to the content of male gender stereotypes than to female gen-
der stereotypes. Leaders are almost uniformly desired to be bold, assertive, tough, and
decisive—all trajts traditionally viewed as masculine in nature. In contrast, few companies
want or expect leaders to be kind, sensitive, emotional, and nurturing—the typical female
stereotype. To the extent that females are subject to traditional gender stereotypes, they
may face a difficult struggle in their efforts to launch and advance their careers.

As a case in point, consider how male and female members of employment selec-
tion boards in the Netherlands interviewed applicants for high-level scientific and tech-
nical jobs (Van Vianen & Willemsen, 1992). They completed two questionnaires: One
on which they rated the atributes of “ideal” candidates and another on which they
rated the perceived qualities of each actual job applicant. Descriptions of ideal candi-
dates included mainly traits present in the masculine gender stereotype. The candidates
recommended for the job were rated as possessing more masculine attributes than the
candidates they rejected. Finally, accepted female candidates were much closer to the
description of the ideal candidate than rejected ones—that is, more masculine.

In another demonstration of the severity effect, Caucasian people were shown am-
biguous pictures of African Americans and Caucasians interacting with one another
(Allport & Postman, 1947). The observers were asked to make up a story about the pic-
tures they had seen. Prejudiced individuals® stories often suggested that the Caucasians and
African Americans were arguing or fighting with each other, and they usually biared the
Alfrican American for starting the dispute. When observers viewed a film depicting astaged
argument between an African American and a Caucasian in which one person shoved the
other, they described the push as “violent” wher the perpetrator was African American,
but “playing” or “dramatizing” when the perpetrator was Caucasian (Duncan, 1976).

Self-handicapping (also known as fear of success) is the tendency of people to sab-
otage their own likelihood of success, such as not getting enough sleep the might before
an exam, watching TV instead of preparing for a report, and so on. Why would anyone
want to sabotage their own performance? If they suspect that other, relevant superiors
expect their behavior to be negatively affected by their own lack of innate ability, then
they often attempt to justify poor performance as being caused by temporary £factors.
Consider the following situatiom: An African American female, who would like to be
admitted to a competitive M.B.A. program, signs up to take a standardized test, the
GMAT, because it is required for ademission to all programs. On test day, she is asked to
provide varjous demographic information about herself, including her racial identity.
Then, she takes the test. Is her performance on the test better or worse than if she had
rot been asked to indicate her racial identity? (Before reading further, stop and indi-
cate whether her performance is better, worse, or the same and specify your reasons for
thinking so.)

In fact, her performance is worse (Steele, 1997). Certainly her aptitude has not
changed in the flash of 2 moment. What has gone on in this situation? The test form it-

~ol bnn nativrntnd A badacd tdnmnndn a altaeal ctorantime that thic waman Faage an
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itive. rational level to be false, but that nevertheless once ca.lle_d tg mind inter-
?e::ilv?m l,zer ability to perform. The test form in this_ sit.uaﬁon has m_sugated'a selllf;
fulfilling prophecy. That is, because she was asked to mc_hcate her_ra{mal 1dent1tt¥, s]_f-
assumoes that racial identity plays a role in suceess on this test. This is a formauo ;:3 v
stereotyping, in which a person negatively internalizes aspects of a culturally

sterectype.

Performance Evaluation rendedbyse
i wine scenario: A young, African American male is apprehende se-
E:Iu[;a'i‘?yn weiigs f;;uiz cauaght removingy a co:g:nputsr from an office. What does your first u‘:Jnl-
pression of this situation tell you? If you are like most people, you feel that m?jnief ih -
pability is involved on the part of the African American male than you woul the
person who left the building was a young wornan. ’I’ms sunple. example makes an 1:;:
portant point: When members of an out-group (m this case, Aﬁ!car} American men_)v -
have in what appears to be a suspicious fas_hlon (removzmg equipment jfromdpri a
property), most people evaluaie their behavior as a ma_mff:stauon of tl-{euj ﬁ _‘f; Ylng-
personality or disposition—in this case, the blac}c male m-wewed asa c:ru:l:uxéL . - con
irast, the same action taken by a member of the in-group 1: ??;ii 11‘;',1;)11& to benign
iteati ctors (e.g., “She was taking it to a store to get 1L I -
Sm?;ﬂézst, wh(engthe action in queztion is one that is positive (e.g.,_makmg adona-
tion to charity, volunteering for an additional assi'gm:nent, or complet_mg the }'eport a
day early), the opposite phenomenon occurs. That is, commendable actions by m-grou;z
members are regarded as reflecting their impeccable character, whereas the same :aco
by 2 member of a stereotyped group is brushed off as the result of temporary, fleeting

circumstances.

Extremism o e
itably, conflicts occur between groups, teams, and factions. Groups 61 op|
?;:;tgf ayconﬂict tend to see the other, opposing side as being extremist. Members o;
teams exaggerate the degree of conflict they actua_lly have with other teams ) ;Il 1
STOUps—Opposing groups typically assume that th_e difference _between the two si t;:st
attitudes is 1.5 o 4 times greater than the actual difference. ”ﬂ:us means, of course, thal
escalation of interteam conflict is often more illusion than reahty..As an examl.ale_, con-
sider the Western Canon debate—a factious dispute over the choice of books in 1:}:;3;
ductory civilization and literature courses that has divided faculty and stude_nts Wi o
many universities, such as Stanford, Michigan, and Berkeley. There are two sides in the
debate: Traditionalists and revisionists. Traditioalists advo'cate preserving the prox:lu—
nence of the traditional canon; revisionists advecate teaching more works by female
inority authors. o )
e %nn?xzazure the degree of conflict between traditiona]%ss and revisionists, English
teachers in California were asked to select 15 books from a list of 50 for the?q OWR coUrse
and 1o indicate which books they believed the “other side” V\fould w:':n}t. Tr:';ldmonailsgs ?re:
dicted that they would have no books in common. In actuakity, tr?dmona]:sts and rewglon
ists had almost 50 percent—or seven books—in commgn! (I%obmson & Keliner, 1996).

iemmala o AbelAne
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much less accurate than is a group that is not in power. Traditionalists predicted no
overlap in book choices; whereas revisionists predicted a six-book overlap. Why is this?

Majority group members typically enjoy benefits of greater power. They are prone
to exaggerate the views of their own and the other side. Minority group members are
perceived by both sides to be more extremist than majority group members. For exam-
ple, high-status social group members judge the personality and emotion of other mem-
bers less accurately than do low-status group members (Gruenfeld, Keltner, &
Anderson, 1998). In contrast, high-status members’ emotions are more accurately
judged by both low- and high-status members.

Overt and Covert Racism

The reported racial attitudes of white Americans bave changed dramatically in the past
50 years (Schuman, Steeh, & Bobo, 1985}, For example, the percentage of whites willing
1o vote for a black presidential candidate rose from 37 percent in 1958 to 81 percent in
1983; and the percentage rejecting laws against cross-racial intermarriage rose from 38
percent in 1963 to 66 percent in 1982. Yet subtle indicators of prejudice remain intact
{Crosby, Bromley, & $axe, 1980). Givea the opportunity to help a black person or a white
perscn, whites give less help to a biack person; in studies of “sanctioned aggression” (e.g.,
the white participant in the role of a “teacher” must punish the black student’s appar-
ently wrong answer), whites are more aggressive toward blacks than whites (e.g., admin-
ister more intense shocks as punishment); furthermore, subtle, nonverbal behaviors, such
as tone of voice, indicate less positive feelings of whites toward blacks. These unobtrusive
meastres suggest that the true attitudes of whites toward blacks remain quite negative.
Most people in the corporate world do not regard themselves to be racists or white
supremacists. In the contemporary United States, most people know that it is wrong to
be prejudiced. Consequently, they mask prejudice or negative behavior toward blacks,
women, and other minerities. In short, people suppress their prejudiced tendencies.
Thus, there is a contradiction of sorts between people’s public attitudes and their
more telling overt behaviors. Similar contradictions have been found in men’s attitudes
toward women. The modern racist or sexist is not filled with hatred toward blacks and
women, but rather is attached to the status quo and defends traditional, conventional
values. Modern norms against overt racism make people’s own racist attitudes intoler-
able to them, so they find it difficult to admit this to themselves. Even well-intentioned
people who do not think of themselves as racist may have rapid, automatic, racially bi-
ased associations that they would be averse to if they were consciously aware of them.
Most people regard the decline of overt or old-fashioned racism to be a positive as-
pect of modern organizational life. However, under the thin veneer of politically cor-
rect organizational actors lurks a more venomous racial monster. The type of racism
that runs rampant through the modern corporation is much more insidious, and is
known as covert racism (Gaertmer & Dovidio, 1986; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995).
TJust what is covert racism? Consider the following examples:

* Attractive men and women are judged to be kinder, more interesting, more socia-
ble, happier, stronger, of better character, and more likely to hold prestigious jobs
than those who are less attractive (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972).
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» A Jewish manager prepares an important report for his company; he only cites
other Jewish people in the report as important contributors, even though he was
at liberty to mention other non-Jewish contributors (Greenwald & Banaji, 1993).

* A group of executives judging the quality of written essays judge those allegedly
written by males to be of higher quality than those written by females, even
though the essays are identical (Goldberg, 1968).

» Essays aitributed to female students are judged by male students to be of higher
quality when accompanied by a photo that shows the author to be physically at-
tractive, rather than unattractive (Landy & Sigall, 1974).

*» Sports teams who wear black uniforms are judged to be more aggressive (Frank
& Gilovich, 1988). ‘

In each of the preceding examples, people are arguably acting on the basis of
stereotypical beliefs—for example, bus riders regard black men to be dangerous, so they
don’t sit by them. However, none of the people in the examples broke any law with their
actions. Furthermore, when questioned, each person vehemently denies the operation
of any racial or discriminatory intentions. Yet each of the actions is undesirable, not only
from the point of view of the person who is discriminated against, but from the ap-
proach to teamwork we have outlined here. The question for the manager is: Should we
worry about unconscious racism and, if so, how should we address it?

Unconscious Discrimination at Worlk

Covert, or implicit, racism operates at an unconscious level of awareness. For this rea-
son, covert racists do not regard themselves to be prejudiced. In some cases, people are
aware of prejudiced thoughts and vow that they do not act on them. Just as it is (cur-
rently) perfectly all right to smoke in your own home, it is all right for people to harbor
racist attitudes in the recesses of their unconscious.
" However, there is disturbing evidence that unconscious racism does affect behav-
ior in the corpoeration. To demonstrate how and why, consider the following evidence:
When white students are placed into an experimental situation that involves ad-
ministering shock for the.purpose of facilitating learning, white students administer less
shock to African Americans than to whites. When white people provide performance
evaluations to African Americans, they exhibit a clear positivity bias; they give more
positive feedback (Harber, 1998). Presumably, whites consciously want to minimize ag-
" gression toward African Americans. However, these same people administer far more
shock when angered by an African American student than when angered by 2 white
person (Rogers & Prentice-Dunrn, 1981). This retakiation effect is preconscious. That is,
when white managers believe that their anger is justified, this triggers the inherent bias
toward out-group members that is often masked or repressed in other circumstances
(Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939). Although most organizational em-
ployees are not in the practice of administering shocks, they are in the practice of ad-
ministering a number of equally painful organizational burdens, as well as attractive or-
ganizational benefits, To the extent that the manager feels that negative feelings are
justified, unconscious prejudice may be turned loose. Covert racists experience a con-
ﬂ1ct between their feelings and behefs associated with a sincerely egalitarian value sys-
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As a further illustration, consider what happens to people whose unconscious
thought processes are “primed” with racist ideas. (A prime is an unconscious infiuence,
such as the subliminal advertising messages that advertisers use to get consumers to buy
their products.) In an organization, a prime might be pornographic material pasted on
walls or a coworker’s computer screen saver. (Although this is bardly subliminal, on a
day-to-day basis—even when they are not gazing directly at the material—it can affect
employees’ behavior.) Suppose, for example, that people in an orgamization are ex-
posed to racist (or sexist) ideas in a manner that they do not consciously notice. For ex-
ample, many commuters are unaware of the messages they see on billboards. What do
you suppose happens when words are flashed very quickly on a computer screen at so
fast a rate that people are not aware that they even saw a word (rather, it just seems that
a white flash appears)? When Caucasians are subliminally exposed to a series of words
that are sterectypically associated with African Americans (e.g., poor, jazz, slavery,
Harlem, busing), they judge a race-unspecified male to be more hostile than those who
are not exposed to the words (Bargh, Chen, & Burrows, 1996; Devine, 1989).

A similar phenomenon happens with the female stereotype: People who are ex-
posed to ideas that signify “dependence” subsecuently judge a female to be more de-
pendent than when they are not exposed to these unconscious ideas (Banaji, Hardin, &
Rothman, 1993).

The key take-away message is that the mere activation of a gender or raciai stereo-
type, whether people cognitively endorse it or not, causes them to act in a way that is
consistent with the stereotype (Bargh et al., 1996). This means that managers will treat
older people with less dignity, women as sexual objects, and black people as ignorant or
lazy if cultural stereotypes are primed.

STRATEGIES FOR REDUCING PREJUDICE

We have made the point that prejudice, discrimination, and stereotyping are pervasive
in organizations today. It is a leader’s job to deal effectively with these issues, which can
seriously hinder individual, group, and organizational effectiveness- The responsible
manager and team leader needs to scan the environment for factors that contribute to
bias and try to put into place practices that will minimize discrimination. Once inter-
groep hostility becomes established, it is no simple matter to reduce it. Fortunately,
many companies have dealt successfully with issues of discrimination on an organiza-
tional level. Companies that are equal opportunity employers make a public assertion
that they wish to avoid bias. These are good things. However, eliminating bias from the
organization is not easy. Some good faith efforts may even backfire. This section con-
siders a number of strategies to effectively deal with discrimination and stereotyping.

Blinding

Blinding denies a decision maker access to potentially biasing information. For exam-
ple, in several major consulting firms, applicanis are requested not to enclose a picture.
In principle, blinding would seem to be a foolproof method of avoiding unintended dis-
crimination. However, because almost any socially stigmatizing attribute tends to be
correlated with other characteristics that cannot be removed by blinding, effective
hlindino ie nften not achievable, For examole. stereotvpes can be triggered by surnames,
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Present (Wegner & Bargh, 1998). The biggest disadvantage with biinding is that it can
result i the reestablishment of ethnic segregation (Schofield, 1986), For example, dis-
advantaged groups can be excluded from career opportunities (Blanchard & Crosby,
1989; Glasser, 1988). Denial of categorical information ir connection with performance
evallations can result in less favorable fudgments of minority group members. For ex-
ample, consider a sitwation in which a videotape of a Hispanic manager is presented to
non-Hispanic managers (Ferdman, 1989). Managers evaluating the Hispanic manager
£ve him higher performance evaluations when he comments on the importance of his
ethnicity o himself and his organization.

Consciousness-Raising (“Don’t Be Prejudiced™)

Con?ciousness-raising is the opposite of blinding; it encourages the decision maker to have
2 heightened awareness of the potential cues that could elicit discrimination. The idea of
COnSCloysness-raising is to educate people about the tendency to be biased and that em-
ployees of the corporation have a responsibility to guard their own behavior carefully.
nsciousness—raising, however, may have some negative, unintended boomerang effects.
As a case in point, consider the following actual empirical demonstration
(,B':_’der_n.hausen, Macrae, & Milne, 1998). People were informed about the dangers and
gﬁ:{atiom of stereotyping and prejudice. In short, they were told that unless people ac-
VelY work against it, prejudice can bias human judgment and result in unfair discrim-
L_'fuoh. People who were given this seemingly sage advice would seem to be the most
€ly to moniter their own behavior and actions in a way that would minimize dis-
mmln_atory reactions. However, these people expressed even more intergroup bias
it did those who were not told to avoid stereotyping. Even more disturbing, the prej-
udiceq People were unaware that their actions were biased.

.. ¥ by does this seemingly good faith effort to reduce prejudice backfire? The ironic
Siuation arises because of fundamental properties of buman control, or how people try
to “On¥rol how they think (Wegner, 1994). To avoid stereotypical reactions, people must
MOMECT their thoughts and behavioral intentions to make sure that they are free of un-
Wantecy pias. The problem is that to make sure there is no stersotypical content in one’s
ety People must keep in mind what such reactions would be; thus, in searching for
gﬁ;"anted stereotypes, one must necessarily be aware of them. This heightened accessi-
i Ly o f stereotypical concepts can ironically produce greater discrimination, especially

. € E>erson is mentally preoccupied or the motivation to avoid bias dissipates over

€ (S e Bodenhausen et al., 1998).

ing th‘;-‘nflarly, when people are asked to suppress their stereotypical thoughts in imagin-
Jater vo 1_1fe of a target person belonging to a stereotyped group (e.g., a “skinhead”) and
sions tl;ute down their impressions of this group, they form more stereotypical impres-
' theirst an tho§e who are exposed to the same information but are not told to suppress
. when pQIeotypmal thoughts (Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jetten, 1994). Furthermore,
Sequen;?ople are told 10 suppress sfereotyplcal thoughts about a certain person, they sub-
phe noxklly choose to sit a greater distance from that person (Macrae et al, 1994)! Similar
4 'Ih% ena happen with the mental control of sexism (Erber, Wegner, & Bowman, 1996).
; boomerang effect tends to be worse when people are fatigued and tired.

CHAPTER 11  Interteam Relations: Competition and Stereotyping 227

. stereotypical thoughts pop up to the surface. Thus, consciousness-raising often operates

as a prime for activating negative beliefs.

Obviously, companies and programs that advocate consciousness-raising have
the best of intentions. This evidence could potentially be used as an excuse for com-
panies to not caution their employees about the dangers of discrimiration. We do not
advocate silence on these issues. A more effective approach is to also use affirmative

action.

Contact

The “mere contact” strategy is based on the principle that greater contact among mem-
bers of diverse groups increases cooperation between group members. Unfortunately,
contact in and of itself does not lead to better intergroup relations, and in some cases
may even exacerbate negative relations between groups. For example, contact between
African Americans and Caucasians in desegregated schools does not reduce racial prej-
udice (Gerard, 1983; Schofield, 1986); there is little relationship between interdepart-
mental contact and conflict in organizations (Brown, Condor, Mathew, Wade, &
Williams, 1986); and college students studying in foreign countries become increasingly
negative toward their kost countries the longer they remain in them (Stroebe, Lenkert,

& Jonas, 1988).
Several conditions need to be in place before contact can have its desired effects of

reducing prejudice:
 Social and institutionzl support: For contact to work, there should be a frame-
work of social and institutional support. That is, people in positions of authority
should be unambiguous in their endorsement of the goals of the integration poli-
cies. This fosters the development of a2 new social climate in which more tolerant
DOTINS AN emerge.

+ Acquaintance potential: A second condition for successful contact is that it be of
sufficient frequency, duration, and closeness to permit the development of mean-
ingful relationships between members of the groups concerned. Infrequent, short,
and casual interaction will do little to foster more favorable attitudes and ‘may
even make themn worse (Brewer & Brown, 1998). This type of close interaction
will Jead to the discovery of similarities and disconfirm negative stereotypes.
Equal status: The third condition necessary for contact to be successful is that
participants have equal status. Many stereotypes of out-groups comprise beliefs
about the inferior ability of out-group members to perform various tasks. If the
contact sitzation involves an unequal-status relationship between men and
women, for example, with women in the subordinate role (e.g., taking notes, act-
ing as secretaries), stereotypes are likely 1o be reinforced rather than weakened
(Bradford & Cohen, 1984). If, however, the group members work on equal foot-
ing, prejudiced beliefs become hard to sustain in the face of repeated experience
of task competence by the out-group member.

Shared goal: When members of different groups depend on each other for the
achievement of a jointly desired objective, they have instrumental reasons to de-
velop better relationships. The importance of an overriding, clear, shared group
goal is a key determinant of intergroup relations. Sometimes a COMMON enemy is

.
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a war against cancer,” members of different medical groups and laboratories can
work together.

Cross-group friendships: Sometimes it is not necessary for groups to have real
contact with one another to improve intergroup relations. If group members
know that another member of thefr own group has a friendship or relationship
with a member of the out-group, or a cross-group friendship, in-group members
bave less negative attitudes toward the out-group (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-
Volpe, & Ropp, 1997). It is not necessary that all members of a group have ¢ross-
group friendships; merely knowing that one member of the group does can go a
long way toward reducing negative out-group attitudes.

Many of these strategies are preventative in their approack warding off unhealthy,
destructive, type A competition between groups. What steps can 2 manager take to deal
with conflict after it has erupted?

GRIT and Bear 1t

The GRIT model, or Graduated and Reciprocal Initiative in Tension Reduction, is a
model of conflict reduction for warring groups. Originally developed as a program for
international disarmament negotiations, it can be used to deescalate intergroup prob-
lems on a smaller, domestic scale as well (Osgood, 1979). The goals of this strategy are
to increase communication and reciprocity between groups while reducing mistrust,
thereby allowing for deescalation of hostility and creation of a greater array of possible
outcomes. The model prescribes a series of steps that call for specific communication
between groups in the hope of establishing the “rules of the game.” Other stages are de-
signed to increase trust between the two groups as the consistency in each eroup's re-
sponses demonstrates credibility and honesty. Some steps are necessary only in ex-
tremely intense conflict situations in which the breakdown of intergroup relations
implies a danger for the group members.

Mikhail Gorbachev’s decisions in the period from 1986 to 1989 closeiy resemble the
GRIT model (Barron, Kerr, & Miller, 1992), Gorbachev made a number of unilateral
concessions that resulted in serious deescalation of world tensions in this perod. On
two occasions, the Soviets stalled resumption of atmespheric nuclear testing despite
their inability to extend the prior treaty with the Reagan administration. They then
agreed twice to summit meetings despite the Reagan administration’s refusal to discuss
the Star Wars defense system. They then agreed to the Intermediate and Strategic
Range Nuclear Missile (INF) Treaty (exceeding the United States’ requests for verifi-
cation) with continued refusal by the United States to bargain about Star Wars. Next
came-agreements on the Berlin Wall and the unification of Germany. Eventually, even
the staunchly anti-Communist/anti-Soviet Reagan-Bush regime had to take notice. This
led to a period of mellowing tensions between thess two superpowers (see Table 11-1).

Although the GRIT model may seem overly elaborate and therefore inappiicable

to most organizational conflicts, the model clarifies the difficulties inherent in estab- )

lishing mutual trust between parties that have been involved in prolonged conflict.
Although some of the stages are not applicabie to all conflicts, the importance of clearly
announcing intentions, making promised concessions, and matching reciprocation are
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. Anmounce your general intentions to deescalate tenstons and your specific intention to make an initial

concession.
Execute the initial concession unilaterally, completely, and, of eourse, publicly. Provide as much verifi-
cation as possible.

. Invite reciprocity from the out-group. Expect the out-group to react to these steps with mistrust and
d

skepdcist. To overcome this, continued concessions should be made.

. Match any reciprocal concessions made by the cut-group and invite more.
. Diversify the nature of your concessions.
. Maintain your ability to retaliate if the out-group escalates tension. Any such retaliation should be

carefully calibrated to match the intensity of the out-group’s transgression.

Source: Barron, R. 8., Kerr, N. L., & Miller, N. 1992 Group Process, Group Decision, Group Action (p. 151), Pacific
Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Stress and Fatigue Reduction

‘When people are under stress and feel fatigued, they are more likely to be biased than
when they are not stressed. In a dramatic illustration of this, people were asked to clas-
sify themselves zs either “morning people” or “night people” (most people claim to be
at their best early in the moming or late at night; Bodenhausen, 1990). Theoreticaily,
people are more stressed and fatigued when they operate in that part of the day in
which they do not excel—that is, moming people are more fatigued in the evening; night
people do not function properly in the morning. Most people display more prejudice
and stereotyping during the part of the day in which they are least productive (Boden-
hausen, 1990).

When people are distracted and are under lots of pressure, it is more difficult for
them to monitor their own thoughts and behaviors. In a telling demonstration of this,
people were asked to make judgments of people of obvious racial 2and gender identity.
Some people making the judgments were somewhat distracted by having to simultane-
ously count numbers and do multiplication tables at the same time. When people were
distracted in this fashion, their judgments were more racially biased than when they
were not under cognitive load.

‘When people are emotionally aroused, such as with fear or embarrassment, they
are more likely to judge others primarily on the basis of stereotypical information (cat-
egory memberships) rather than on the basis of their actual behavior. For example, a
smart juror embedded in an unintelligent jury is more likely to be labeled as unintelli-
gent by emotionally aroused observers than by calm people (Wilder & Shapiro, 1989).

Affirmative Action

Affirmative action involves a deliberate compensatory component; an attribute that is
known to be responsible for adverse discrimination is treated instead as if it were a pos-
itive qualification for the decision in question. The controversy surrounding affirmative
action is noted by its common denotation as “reverse discrimination.” Even members
of disadvantaged groups may abhor affirmative action. Yet unintended discrimination
mav only be avoided through deliberate compensation strategies. Consider the case of
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Ammerican symphony orchestras (Allmendinger & Hackman, 1993). American sym-
phony orchestras have a long tradition of predominantly mate membership. Alerted to
the possibility of discrimination, orchestras routinely have candidates for vacant posi-
tions perform from behind 2 partition, removing all cues other than the sound of the
performance (as an example of blinding). However, if past experience has benefited the
performers, the men will maintain relative success.

Affirmative action programs are controversial. Minerity group scholars argue that
the very presence of affirmative action reinforces the perception that minority groups
are inferior and, thus, require special assistance to succeed. Some research evidence in-
dicates that the existence of affirmative action for a group can cause less favorable per-
ception of, and attitudes toward, the group (Maio & Esses, 1998). However, many
groups will not achieve fair representation in valuable positions in organizations with-
out affirmative action; eliminating affirmative action guarantees that certajn groups will
remain unequal. The existence of affirmative action provides a mechanism, at least, to
improve the status of these groups.

CONCLUSIONS

People in organizations have a fundamental need to categorize people into groups. This
categorization process is automatic and nonconscious. The mere act of categorization
creates in-groups and out-groups. Partly for these reascns, conflict between groups and
teams in organizations is an inevitable aspect of organijzational existence. Not surpris-
ingly, people treat members of in-groups better than members of out-groups, even when
the basis for group categorization is completely arbitrary and when the person does not
stand to gain from discriminatory behavior, Thus, contrary to popular belief, conflicts
among groups in organizations are not always rooted in competition for scarce re-
sources; groups can be in conflict over values—what we call symbolic conflict. All or-
ganizational members—leaders, managers, and teams—have a responsibility to work
against prejudice and discrimination. Biinding, consciousness-raising, egalitarian con-
tact, tension reduction, and affirmative action are important tools. None is perfect, but
used with care and knowledge, they can be effective.




