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ABSTRACT

This chapter explores the challenges that arise when groups are experiencing status conflict while simultaneously conducting negotiations. We argue that status conflicts are especially likely to occur in negotiation contexts because negotiation is an opportunity to increase not only economic outcomes but also subjective or social outcomes, such as status. More important, status conflict is a critical group process that affects negotiation outcomes. We identify three specific types of group configurations in which status conflict may occur, and suggest expected consequences of status conflict in each. We propose that during status conflict individual negotiators’ cognitions and behaviors focus more on attaining their own relative social standing than on group interests.  This high self-focus leads to more competitive behaviors, poorer agreement outcomes and less likelihood of reaching an agreement. When negotiating with an outgroup, negotiators who experience within-group status conflict will try to use the outgroup to increase their status within-group by demonstrating their value to their own group.  When groups are experiencing intergroup status conflict alongside intergroup negotiation, it is difficult to reach an agreement because parties tend to be more competitive and less constructive.  Even when they reach agreement, the outcome will be more likely to be suboptimal. 

During the 2000 Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David, two weeks of vigorous negotiations ended in the failure to produce an agreement. The common judgment of observers was that Yasser Arafat, leader of the Palestinian delegation, had callously rejected Israeli offers that included most of what the Palestinians claimed to want (Agha & Malley, 2001). However, it was also clear that Arafat was dealing with challenges within the Palestinian side. Individual Palestinian team members countermanded Arafat’s proposals, claimed to have authority themselves to negotiate, and opposed their own leadership (Carnevale, 2005; Goldstein, 2001). Behind the scenes, a battle was raging for succession in the Palestinian Authority; individuals apparently used the negotiation with the Israelis as a way to elevate their own standing with the group—that is, to increase their status. The problem of within-group processes having an impact on between-group negotiations is not unique in the Middle East. It has been observed in dealings with North Korea (Choe, 2010), and even in domestic labor disputes (e.g., illustrated in the US labor movies American Dream and Final Offer. 

This chapter considers the challenges that arise when, during negotiations, a group is simultaneously struggling with competition over status. Status conflict occurs in many different contexts, but negotiation may be a context that particularly facilitates status conflict. Here, we consider why that may be the case, identify three specific types of group configurations in which status competition may occur, and suggest ways to reduce the costs and optimize the outcomes in negotiations characterized by status conflict. We begin by defining status conflict and identifying when and why status conflict occurs in negotiation. Next, we identify three types of status conflict in negotiations, including the expected consequences of status conflict in each. We close by discussing the implications of our findings for the broader understanding of negotiators behaviors when there are status conflicts.

WHAT IS STATUS CONFLICT? 

Status refers to respect or esteem conferred upon a person or a group by other people (Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001; Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Ridgeway & Correll, 2006); such conferral results in a vertical ranking along consensual dimensions of value, generally resulting in privileged access to resources (Ball, Eckel, Grossman, & Zane, 2001; Berger, Fisek, Norman, Wagner, 1985; De Kwaadsteniet & van Dijk, in press). Because groups need to identify members willing to bear the burdens and costs of service to the group, they tend to seek individuals well suited to that service and then reward them with status (Blau, 1964; Lenski, 1966; Overbeck, Correll, & Park, 2005).  The more one contributes to a task or social group, the more status one is able to attain, and thus the more rewards one is given. As a result, people tend to strive for status (Barkow, 1975; Hogan & Hogan, 1991).  

When people come together as a group for the first time, often there is no social order. As they work together towards a common goal, those who contribute more to the common goal tend to attain more status than the others, and a new social order emerges (Hollander, 1958). The group can enjoy this hierarchy as long as it remains stable; however, if the leader should happen to leave the group, then the hierarchy loses stability. While no leader has yet emerged or been elected, there may be several people who want to become the new leader. In short, both at a group’s initial formation and at times of leadership transition, the hierarchy is unstable. At such times, the social order is in conflict. 

Recently, research has begun to examine status conflict as a key process in group dynamics. Status conflict occurs when individuals or groups struggle with one another to defend or improve their own status (Bendersky & Hays, in press).  Bendersky and Hays identified four distinct features of status conflict.  First, status conflicts are motivated by instrumental interests to increase or defend one’s status (Owens & Sutton, 2001). People have particular goals to achieve in terms of their social standing, and these goals motivate them to engage in status conflict.  Second, status conflicts are zero-sum, meaning that if there are people who win status, there should be people who lose status (Berger, Ridgeway, Fiske & Norman 1998; Moldovanu, Sela, & Shi, 2007). Third, denigrating others or aggrandizing oneself may enact status conflicts. Finally, status conflicts often involve coalitions of actors, particularly when weaker parties to a conflict try to gain status. 

In the current work, we use the terms status competition, status contest, and status conflict interchangeably. All of these terms capture the notion that multiple individuals in the same group—or multiple groups interacting with one another—may be seeking status, and that the simultaneous delivery of and response to status challenges may thus occur. That is, parties desiring status will likely engage in a series of patterned moves (Goffman, 1969; Owens & Sutton, 2001) in which they position themselves and seek to counter others’ positioning. Such moves may involve challenging or insulting other parties to show that they are unworthy of status, as well as highlighting one’s own value and potential to contribute to the group (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009; Bendersky & Hays, in press; Overbeck & Tansuwan, 2010; Owens & Sutton, 2001; Porath, Overbeck, & Pearson, 2008). 

Owen and Sutton (2001) identified three stages in hierarchy development, each associated with particular status moves. As shown in Table 1, in addition to the particular behaviors listed by Owens and Sutton, there are several particular actions that may characterize status conflicts, and these may vary according to the developmental stage of the hierarchy. The first stage is integration, when individuals try to become an integrated member of an existing group.  People may use ingratiation, to flatter or to attribute success to a high status group member.  In addition, people can do something for the group by embracing a peripheral role in the group (Jones & Pittman, 1982). The next stage is contesting and occurs when individuals have reached secure, mid-level membership in a group. At this point, they strategically generate perceptions that they possess important skills for their group’s success.  This move is particularly effective when there is high uncertainty in what brings a group success.  Working overtime and trying to generate value to the group can be contesting moves (Sutton & Hargadon, 1996). Another contesting move is shifting the frame of situations (Goffman, 1974). If participants can redefine the situation in such a way that it appears to require their own, unique competency, they are more likely to earn status than those who do not possess this competency. 

The final stage identified by Owens and Sutton (2001) is characterized by control moves (i.e. asserting dominance). These moves are mainly adopted by high status group members who want to maintain the status quo. There are multiple ways to assert dominance using these moves.  Controlling information exchange by attempting to initiate, block or manage communication flow (Kelley, 1951) can be used to demonstrate and maintain dominance. Research suggests that people attribute more status to those who speak more and be assertive (Bales, 1950; Driskell, Olmstead & Salas, 1993; Skvoretz & Fararo, 1996). Display of dominant behaviors such as initiative taking may signal competence and thus lead to greater influence (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009). Overbeck and Tansuwan (2010) also found that denigrating others or elevating oneself led other people to grant the actor higher status.  Non-verbal behavior such as maintaining eye contact can make other people to attribute high status to the actor (Berger & Zelditch, 1998).  Also, discrediting or giving negative feedback on the other’s performance can be used to put the other in his or her place (Whyte, 1943). 

In addition to these stages, which characterize intact groups, status conflict may occur among newly-forming groups, as well. Moves in this context may include any of the above strategies, from overt assertions of dominance (Anderson & Kilduff, 2008; Overbeck & Tansuwan, 2010) to discrediting potential rivals (Bendersky & Hays, in press; Porath et al., 2008) to volunteering to do unwanted work on the group’s behalf (Owens & Sutton, 2001). In short, at this stage, status-seekers will try to set the self apart, either through demonstrating their value to the group and eliciting others’ measured support, or through displaying heuristic cues associated with high status, and trying to evoke the prototype of high-status members so that others will respond automatically with deference.

Status conflict differs from other well-established varieties of conflicts (Bendersky & Hays, in press): task, process, and relational conflicts. Task conflict involves disagreement among group members about the group’s task. Relational conflict deals with interpersonal conflict not directly related to group’s task. Process conflict involves people’s differing views on how work should be done and who should do it (Jehn,1997). Status conflict can be related to these other types of conflict in groups but particularly concerns the individual’s relative standing within the group. 

CONDITIONS THAT FACILITATE STATUS CONFLICT

Unstable Hierarchy

Status conflict is likely to occur when hierarchy is unstable. Presence of social ladder motivates people to continuously try to climb up. If positions in the ladder are not likely to change readily, people would not try hard but if who are the people on the top is uncertain or allows some change, people become willing to fight each other to take the upper position. Negotiated order theory suggests that social order is not static but developed and reproduced continually as members negotiate their own interpretation of the social order (Strauss, 1978).

Group Features

Other factors affect status conflict, as well.  Lack of cohesiveness in group facilitates status conflict when there is unstable hierarchy (Overbeck et al., 2005).  To the extent that groups are cohesive, group members share group goals.  When groups are not cohesive, members pursue their individual interests even at the expense of group interests.  Therefore, lack of group cohesiveness also increases competition within group, and may facilitate status conflict.  

In addition, interdependence is generally a prerequisite for status conflict.  If members are not interdependent, they can just go their own ways. Gender research suggests that, if men and women were not interdependent with each other to reproduce, there would not be status differentials between the two (Rudman & Glick, 2009).  Less well-defined status relations between boys and girls may exist partly because the two sexes are not intimately interdependent in childhood. As males and females mature and become interdependent with one another, they  inevitably interact on a daily basis, and this frequent social contact leads also to more struggles for status (though, of course, societies often develop gender-based roles to help solve such problems). Analogously, even beyond the specific case of gender, more interdependence between parties should lead to more status conflict (see also Overbeck et al., 2005). 

When parties hold high status expectations, status conflict is more likely to arise. Individuals may expect status because they believe they can bring more value to the group than other group members. Those who have high chronic self-esteem and self-efficacy should expect more status than those without (Leary, Cottrell, & Phillips, 2001; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Wojciszke, & Struzynska-Kujalowicz, 2007). These traits represent individuals’ belief in their worthiness. If people with high status expectations do not satisfy their needs for status enhancement, they end up dissatisfied with the current status ordering and thus more likely to engage in status conflict with others. Groups may often have substantial variance in members’ status expectations; in such cases, those few members who most want status may be likely to win it. However, when there are many status-seeking members present, then competition is likely to ensue.

WHY DOES STATUS CONFLICT OCCUR IN NEGOTIATION? 

Status conflicts often occur in negotiation because negotiation is a competitive activity and an opportunity to increase both economic outcomes and subjective or symbolic outcomes, such as status. When people negotiate, whether as individuals or in groups, they carry expectations about how negotiation can improve both their economic standing and their social standing. Negotiation is intended to resolve conflicts (diversion of interests), to reach an agreement, to bargain for outcomes that satisfy parties’ interests.  Status enhancement can be one of parties’ major interests when they involve in negotiations. We identify the following two characteristics of negotiation and status that underscore why status conflict may be especially prevalent in negotiation contexts. 

First, negotiation brings to mind (at least in Western cultures) images of sports, competitions, winners and losers. Negotiators report that their own self-esteem feels at stake when they negotiate (Kramer, Newton, & Pommerenke, 1993). Because negotiation inherently contains elements of the testing and validation of the negotiator’s social worth, one might argue that status conflict is always, perhaps by definition, an element of negotiation. We do not take such a perspective; rather, we treat status conflict as orthogonal to the negotiation transaction. That is, in our view, negotiation may or may not be accompanied by status conflict. 

However, certainly, negotiation is one of the most characteristic settings in which interactions among individuals foster the formation, maintenance, and changing of status beliefs (Ridgeway & Erickson, 2000). Whether people’s status goes up and down depends on what the group’s “game” is and how they play the game. If negotiators have specific skills (status characteristics) that are critical to win the game, they have better chances of increasing their status. When others perceive the group can reach better deal because of an individual’s contribution, the second ranked individual could earn the first rank. Among the byproducts of negotiation is the definition or transformation of current reward structures; because relative benefits and resources are themselves a signal of status, the assignment of value among negotiators may signal the assignment of status, as well .
Second, negotiation and status both share a uniquely mixed-motive nature. People have mixed motives when they negotiate; that is, they must balance their concern for  their own (or their own group’s) outcomes with concern for the other—they must both cooperate and compete with the other party (Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992; Lax and Sebenius, 1986;  Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Walton and McKersie, 1965). In purely one-off, value-claiming situations, perhaps a negotiator can afford to be concerned only with his or her own outcomes. However, negotiations are often characterized by opportunities to not only claim more value for oneself (what is called distributive or fixed pie negotiation), but also to create more value that can benefit all parties and potentially lead to a larger share for the self and for others (integrative negotiation or enlarging the pie). The best outcomes tend to be achieved not by those who focus solely on themselves—and thus fail to create value; nor those who focus solely on the other party—and thus fail to ensure that they, themselves, benefit. Stated differently, those who are competitive but fail to cooperate will likely reach suboptimal outcomes, since they rely on the agreement of another party who must also be satisfied with their own outcome. Throughout negotiations, then, a focal party faces the challenge of advocating for own preferences while being able to recognize and accommodate the preferences of the other side.

Status works in much the same way. Because status is awarded by groups based on the anticipated benefits to be gained from a particular member, it carries elements of cooperation and other concern. On the other hand, status carries rewards and benefits for the elevated individual. Someone interested in gaining status may tend to focus on these individual benefits, thus approaching group interactions from an individualistic, self-concerned, competitive perspective. Because status is granted by other people, people cannot attain status if they only care about themselves. Thus, the focal status-seeker—like a negotiator—must balance attention to individual and group desires in order to gain status. In both negotiation and status conflict, there is tension between contributing to the group and gaining the benefits (Blau, 1964; Lenski, 1966). 

These dynamics may have important implications for negotiations in which concurrent status competition is occurring. For example, a group comprising negotiators competing for within-group status will face a complex set of concerns in which each individual strives to maximize own status while attending to group needs, and simultaneously the group tries to maximize own outcomes while working with the preferences of the counterpart group. If the status conflict and the negotiation are both wholly within-group, then the two sets of mixed motives will overlap perfectly, but this may create additional challenges for reaching agreement due to the two sets of constraints that must be satisfied.

In short, we argue that status conflicts may be especially likely to occur in negotiation contexts, both because of the competitive and self-verifying nature of negotiation, and because of the correspondence between mixed motives in status and mixed motives in negotiation. For example, in the Middle East peace negotiation whose story opened this chapter, status conflicts may have been exacerbated by the fact that the intergroup contacts between Israel and the Palestinians offered individuals within the Palestinian side the opportunity to demonstrate their own ability to wrest greater value for their side. In a setting rife with competition and concern for value claiming, in a time of unstable hierarchy in the Palestinian Authority, and with many Palestinian leaders vying for individual primacy, the co-occurrence of status conflict (in this case, within the group) and negotiation (in this case, between the group and another) is not surprising.

Similarly, as we discuss below, there are instances in which a new group is forming because of the negotiation, and these may also foster status conflict. For example, in a new contract negotiation, the particular group of supplier and purchasing representatives may have never met and have no prior relationship; however, they will work together for at least some continuing time, and their relationship as a group will likely solidify into a real social unit with continuing norms and hierarchy. As such, group members are likely to begin jockeying for individual position even as they initiate their negotiating relationship and move toward being an entitative group. In this case, individuals are competing with each other within the group for both status and economic outcomes, and simultaneously considering both the benefits they may enjoy (from status and from the commercial relationship) and their obligations to the other parties. 

Finally, we may conceive of a context in which two groups are negotiating with each other and, though there is a stable hierarchy and a lack of noteworthy status conflict within each group, the two groups differ over their relative status. For example, in 2003, Disney and Pixar were locked in tense negotiations over the renewal of their distribution agreement. Disney was long accustomed to being the market leader, and had dominated the relationship with Pixar. It was accustomed to calling the shots, and the negotiations proceeded accordingly. However, during the period of the earlier contract, Pixar had enjoyed phenomenal success and had acquired cachet that gave it far more status than Disney in the eyes of many consumers. Both parties were headed by strong, charismatic leaders accustomed to being the alpha in any room. Negotiation—ostensibly focused only on the terms of a distribution agreement—were, we would argue, significantly hampered by the two parties’ differing views of their relative status, and the fact that each side used control moves that aggravated their status conflict.

These three examples illustrate the breadth of possible status conflict dynamics in group negotiation. Next, we discuss each type of setting in turn, considering how their enabling conditions, particular manifestations of conflict, and consequences for negotiated outcomes compare.

TYPES OF STATUS CONFLICT IN NEGOTIATION
We postulate three different types of status conflict in negotiation.  First, people compete for status within their own group when they negotiate with other groups (the Middle East accords example).  Negotiators can use contact with the outgroup opponent to improve one’s own status position within a group. Second, people compete for status and negotiate for resources each other within a group (the contract negotiation example). As illustrated before, when people form a new group, they have to negotiate each other not only for tangible outcomes but also for intangible outcomes such as status. Third, groups compete for status and negotiate for resources (the Disney-Pixar example). Status conflicts have long occurred between dominant groups and subordinate groups. When a subordinate group sees the intergroup hierarchy as unstable or when the status order is assailable or illegitimate, status conflict between two groups is likely to occur, and this will affect negotiation (see Table 2 for a summary of the three types and their predicted effects).
Multiparty negotiations may be construed as either wholly within group or as between groups. On the one hand, one might argue that the parties in a multiparty negotiation do not constitute a common group, but rather each party is part of a separate group and the negotiation occurs between those groups. To the extent that the negotiation is one-off, and the individual negotiators are unlikely to repeat their interaction in the future, there is no continuing relationship; as such, the individual negotiators are unlikely to be concerned about establishing a relative status ordering of themselves as individuals. Instead, they should be concerned with the relative status of the groups that they represent. For example, a buyer’s agent and a seller’s agent negotiating a one-time sale, with no continuing relationship, will likely refer to the relative status of the principal organizations in deciding how their relative status compares. To the extent that the organizations’ status is not clearly differentiated, status competition is likely to occur.



On the other hand, if the multiparty negotiation is the first step in creating an ongoing relationship, in which the individual negotiators will meet again, then—regardless of whether the negotiators are individuals or agents of different organizations—they will begin to construe themselves as fellow members in a common group defined by their repeated interactions. As such, they will become motivated to understand their relative positions in that group, and will likely compete for status among themselves. 

TYPE I: Within-group status conflict and between-group negotiation 

Status conflict may undermine negotiation outcomes. When group members are busy fighting amongst themselves, they do not direct energies toward prevailing over their opponent.  Because of status conflict, focus is on individual standing, not on the group’s interests or on problem solving.  Status conflicts among members also harm future relationships within the group. 

However, there may be positive gains from some status conflicts.  People who compete for within-group status can use competition with the other group in order to improve own individual standing within the group.  In a way, status competitors’ highly contentious behavior towards an opponent group could bring more benefits seized for the in-group.  Also, intergroup status conflict helps organize intragroup hierarchy. 

Specifically, we posit that, in this type of context, individuals use negotiation to improve or protect their own status.  Therefore, negotiators focus more on how they demonstrate their value to the group in negotiation.  

1. When does within-group status conflict and between-group negotiation occur? 

The conditions in which status conflict occurs in this case include those described earlier: unstable hierarchy, lack of group cohesiveness, interdependence among group members, and the presence of many status seekers. A big difference is that the presence of an outgroup may bring latent status conflicts to the forefront within a group. That is, group members may not have had a catalyst for expressing dissatisfaction with the hierarchy, or a forum in which their actions may be partially disguised so as to appear less openly conflictual. The between-group negotiation offers just such an opportunity. When there are status conflict within group, people who want to elevate their status may use a conflict with an outgroup to impress group members. Wildschut et al (2002) suggested, “Group members may act like good soldiers to avoid the scorn of their own group” (p. 991). It is conceivable that individuals who want to increase their status may not engage in conflict but for the intergroup negotiation, which offers the opportunity to distinguish themselves and heightens the costs and benefits of changing the hierarchy.

At the time of this chapter’s preparation, North Korea had recently threatened South Korea that they might cause war. Historically, the North uses this tactic when other countries imposed sanctions against them or when they want something from other countries. But experts suggest that this time the motivation behind this belligerence may be different and come from internal status conflict.  The North leader, Jong-il Kim tries to establish his young son as a new leader and there are people in North Korea who suspect whether his son can be a qualified new leader (Choe, 2010).  

South Korean ruling party also has motivation to use this belligerent act in favor of maintaining their dominant status. On June 2, 2010, South Korea holds local elections. Before North Korea’s recent belligerent attempts (March 26, 2010), the main opposition Democratic Party has a fairly good chance of getting similar votes at the elections compared to the ruling party.  However, after general public of South Korea face with severe competition with North Korea, they are more likely to support for conservative side.  Then, when there are within-group status conflicts and between group negotiations, what happens to negotiation process and outcome would be examined in the following section. 

2. What are the consequences for negotiation? 

When groups with internal status conflict are negotiating with another group, members who want to attain high-status positions will try to position themselves as a good leader—and one strategy to do so is to compete with the opposing group and show how tough they can be on their own group’s behalf.  Endorsing a contentious approach to the opposing party may be one way of gaining status within the group. This is consistent with the idea that out group derogation sometimes occurs as a means of getting accepted within the group (Noel, Wann, & Branscombe, 1995).  Hollander’s (1958) notion of conformity to group norms and goals suggests also that people who desire leadership must behave in alignment with group interest.  

Not only may ingroup members try to use their own contentiousness as a status move, but the responses of the other group may also affect the status competition. If the counterparts have more interaction with, more contentious interaction with, or more difficulty in satisfying particular members of the competing group, they may begin to respond to these members as focal representatives of that group. As such, they may direct comments to these members, watch their reactions more closely, and tailor proposals to their demands, rather than to others’. Such behaviors signal that the outgroup sees particular members as high status. As a result, the ingroup itself may begin to treat those members accordingly. Thus, using the outgroup interactions to make status moves may be a fruitful strategy for status-seekers, both in terms of the direct impressions formed by ingroup members of the status-seekers’ value to the group, and of the impressions formed indirectly based on the outgroup’s response to the status-seekers (see Figure 1 for a causal model of the effects of within-group status contest on between-group negotiation outcome). 

A group may also use its own intragroup conflict strategically to bring more concessions from the counterpart group. This is related to the psychological tactic known as ‘Good cop/bad cop’ tactics used for yielding the other party’s concessions.  When a suspect witnesses fighting between a relatively hostile “bad cop” and a more sympathetic “good cop,” he or she tends to trust and seek alliance with the good cop. Witnessing status conflict within the competing group may lead the counterpart group to believe it may be difficult to reach a deal because of the internal conflict.  Therefore, if the counterpart group wants to make a deal, they are more likely to make concessions (Wall, 1975). 

The foregoing processes lead to the following propositions:

Proposition 1. Individuals try to gain status by demonstrating their value to the group. Intergroup negotiation provides a forum for demonstrating one’s value. 

Proposition 2. Contentiousness toward the out-group fosters greater value claiming on behalf of the in-group. 

Proposition 3. Outgroup members are likely to respond to the most contentious status seekers as if they had high status in the group, leading the group itself to confer status on those individuals.

Proposition 4. If a group wants to make a deal but witnesses the opposing party having an internal status conflict, it is more likely to make concessions than without witnessing the within-group status conflict.  

3. Existing empirical evidence: Group negotiation study 


We tested these propositions in a study that followed the paradigm developed by Carnevale and Gonzalez (2010). In this paradigm, status contests in groups interfere with problem solving, and data suggest that the key mechanism is image – people in the team use the outgroup conflict to impress others in their team. 

We collected some preliminary data from 129 undergraduate university students.  As a group of three people, 43 groups conducted negotiation via computer with a programmed counter-part under three different conditions: status contest, stable hierarchy, and democrat/control conditions. Participants were informed that they were representatives of the International Airline Employees Union and they would negotiate with airline management over the terms of a labor contract. 

Participants in the status conditions were given same status but were told that the three of them would decide the leader of their group later.  Participants in the stable hierarchy conditions were assigned to specific high, medium, and low status roles in their group; the leader was given control of the computer, decision-making responsibility, and ability to distribute group earnings. In the democratic condition, all members were given same status: all of them were equal members of the group, with shared responsibility for the final decisions and equal distribution of earnings.

 Our main dependent variable was contentiousness, measured by value claiming (the ingroup value of the group’s final offer to the counterpart).  We also measured process variables such as individuals’ desire to be a leader, and their perception of how important to create an impression of strength towards the other group members. 

We found significant difference in value claiming between status contest and stable hierarchy conditions. On average, groups with status contest claimed more value than groups with stable hierarchy.  Of greatest importance, we observed that members in status contest groups wanted to be viewed as the leader significantly more did than members of groups without status contest.   

This study lends support for our prediction that within-group status contest leads group members to use more contentiousness when they negotiate with other groups. More importantly, group members who desire a leadership position will use a conflict with an out-group to impress other group members and elevate status within the group.  

TYPE II: Within-group status conflict and within-group negotiation 


The second type of status conflict-negotiation context that we identify is that in which both the status conflict and the negotiation take place wholly within the group. In general, intragroup status conflict involves competition among individual members initially focused on their own position, but ultimately striving to establish a coherent hierarchy in order to support a unified group that can accomplish group-level goals, ensure group well-being, and provide derivative benefits to group members. That is, ultimately the group’s goal is to move individuals away from their individualistic focus on standing to a more collective focus on group concerns. 

In negotiation settings, however, the process is complicated by the fact that the purpose of interaction retains the inherently individualistic nature of the parties’ interrelationship. That is, during within-group negotiation, the individual members have different interests and each strives to satisfy those interests, which differ from the interests of fellow members. Although agreement is the ultimate goal of the interaction, unity is less of an aim. This is because, though the group may be an ongoing entity, its goal will continue to be to reconcile mixed-motive concerns: rather than asking members to subordinate their individual concerns to the good of the group, the group exists to satisfy these concerns in parallel.

1. When does within-group status conflict and within-group negotiation occur? 

The standard conditions that foster status conflict (unstable hierarchy, lack of group cohesiveness, interdependence among group members, and the presence of many status seekers) should increase the probability of status conflict coinciding with intragroup negotiation. Such co-occurrence is also very likely to occur within any group that is newly forming at the time of negotiation, particularly when the relationship (and thus the group’s existence) is expected to continue past the first interaction. 

One example of a Type II context would be MBA study groups. As we have observed anecdotally (and as Bendersky and Hays, in press, studied empirically), these groups comprise a collection of smart, often status-seeking, certainly ambitious individuals who are assigned to work together on multiple projects with significant personal consequences for grading. Group members face a commons dilemma in that they benefit from the group’s success (by earning higher grades) but have an equal incentive to withhold their individual effort (to direct instead toward individually-graded activities). The members hail from diverse functional and demographic backgrounds, which partly drives disagreements about how work should be completed and how priorities should be set—issues that require within-group negotiation to resolve. Simultaneously, individual members often jockey for position within the group, using status moves to enhance their own standing even as part of their responses to negotiation offers. For example, Bendersky and Hays (in press) report that one participant responded to another’s argument by saying, “It’s because you’re a math person. Learn to love English, okay.” This captures both a negotiation response (rejecting the other party’s preferred approach) and a status challenge (mocking the party—a dominance move). 
2. What are the consequences for negotiation? 

In general, conflict produces tension and animosity, distracts negotiators from task at hand, and thereby hinders performance (Hackman & Morris 1975).  When people have to consider and reconcile divergent interests, it become difficult to make a deal.  Also, people’s focus is more on allocation than on value creation. The wholly intragroup context means that there is no opportunity to reframe the conflict with reference to an outgroup. Thus, conflict will tend to lead to poor value creation.  

At the individual level, status conflict may lead to increase in certain cognitive biases in negotiation. We argue that status conflict affects how negotiators set aspirations and how they make adjustments. Status conflict may lead negotiators to set an excessively high reference point.  After they set high reference point, any points below the reference point as considered as losses.  If negotiators want to appear to be strong, they will set high aspiration and will not make considerable adjustment from the reference point.  

Second, status conflict may exacerbate naïve realism, defined as the individual’s tendency to assume that he or she sees the world as it is, and that other people will share these perceptions (Ross & Wald, 1996). One of the well-known reflections of naïve realism is a fixed-pie assumption.  Individuals assume that their and the other party’s joint outcome is a fixed-pie.  Making a fixed-pie assumption leads negotiators to engage in distributive bargaining even when there is integrative potential in negotiation. As a result, people fail to exchange information and thus often fail to reach optimal joint outcomes (for a review, see Thompson & Hrebec, 1996).   

Another likely manifestation of naïve realism is confirmation bias, meaning that people rely on their pre-existing beliefs when they search for new information. People who want to attain status and thus behave competitively would seek information that confirms the other’s being competitive and be bound to make a competitive choice afterwards (see De Dreu, Yzerbyt & Leyens, 1995; Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2002). Further, status contestants who feel challenged—particularly by those they consider to be of lower status than they are—respond with disproportionate retribution (Porath et al., 2008). This, too, may be exacerbated by confirmation bias, insofar as even innocuous acts by a counterpart may be perceived as contentious.

Related to this, status conflict may increase tendencies toward ego defensiveness. People strive to maintain positive self-image. When there is status conflict in negotiations, those seeking status are in part striving for positive self-image; they are, of course, likely to be met by opponents’ efforts to belittle them and devalue their contributions. Together, these dynamics should increase tendencies toward ego-defensiveness.  Subsequently, people will read more information as suggesting that they deserve more than their opponents (Thompson & Loewenstein, 1992).  


These dynamics lead to the following propositions:

Proposition 5. Unstable hierarchy fosters status conflict within the group. 

Proposition 6. During status conflicts, individuals focus more on their own standing than on group concerns, and fall prey to cognitive and motivational biases that impair their problem-solving ability. 

Proposition 7. This individual focus will lead to more competitive than cooperative behavior, poorer agreements, and more failures to reach agreement, relative to within-group negotiations free of status conflict.

3. Existing empirical evidence

Though there is a growing body of literature on status conflict and related processes, we are not aware of any published work examining the simultaneous occurrence of within-group status conflict and within-group negotiation. However, Bendersky and Hays’ (in press) work has described within-group status conflict in a manner very consistent with our arguments. Further, a recent study conducted in collaboration with our lab may offer some empirical support for our predictions.

Overbeck and colleagues (2010) conducted a lab study involving 180 undergraduate university students.  Sixty groups of three people each negotiated the location of a medical clinic within a village in Iraq. Participants were randomly assigned to three different high-status roles and given different goals.  The US Army Captain’s goal was to re-locate the clinic next to the Army base.  The village Elder’s goal was to help the villagers while retaining independence from the Army.  The Doctor who led the clinic was concerned with benefits to the patients. This exercise has been used extensively to train real US soldiers to handle conflict situations in war zones through negotiation, rather than by force. During training, participants appear to challenge the other parties’ right to their positions, or the legitimacy of their views—acts that indicate status conflict. That is, the baseline response of negotiators in this scenario tends toward status conflict.

We created two interventions designed to shift negotiators’ perspective from an individual to a group focus. First, participants were reminded either of their own status (reinforcing their default lack of awareness of others) or else reminded that all three parties had high status in their home organizations (heightening group focus). This was crossed with a manipulation of situational novelty: participants were either told to view the negotiation as part of their usual activities (reinforcing their sense of the continuity of status from their home organizations) whereas people in the novel condition were told that the negotiation represented a new social interaction being constructed actively by the three negotiators (lessening self-focus by creating discontinuity in status). These interventions were made at the group level, so that all members of a negotiating group experienced the same degree of self- or group-focus.

The main dependent variables were the negotiated agreement and ratings of group members’ status. Negotiated agreement was measured by a group’s agreements on the location of the clinic; there was a clearly optimal and integrative solution available for those groups that found it, as well as less-desirable options that failed to maximize value or to satisfy the parties’ concerns. Self status refers to the participant’s self-rated status, whereas target status refers to ratings of another party.  

As expected, in the baseline condition characterized by focus on one’s own status and construal of the situation as usual, negotiated agreements were less optimal. On the other hand, applying either intervention to decrease self-focus and increase awareness of the other parties’ status and concerns helped groups to reach the optimal outcome. 

Somewhat unexpectedly, reminding the group of everyone’s high status actually led individual negotiators to emphasize their own status. That is, self status ratings were higher when all parties’ status was salient than when only one’s own status was salient. It should be noted, though, that in all conditions, target status ratings were higher than self status ratings. That is, on average, participants viewed the two counterparts as having higher status than the self.

The overall results of this study lend support for our prediction that people who have high status expectations tend to compete for status and prevail only when they transcend their self-focus.  Decrease in self-focus and increase in other-focus leads groups to reach optimal outcome. 

TYPE III: Between-group status conflict and between-group negotiation 

In many ways, this context may be the most-studied and best-understood of the three types we propose. A long tradition in social psychology has examined intergroup dynamics, identifying important predictors of relative status ordering and the likelihood that groups will contest that ordering (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1997). This perspective has been applied to negotiation contexts (Eggins, Haslam, & Reynolds, 2002; Van Knippenberg & Van Oers, 1984) and substantial work on relative group power and negotiation exists. We draw on these literatures in developing the ideas below.

1. When does between-group status conflict and between-group negotiation occur? 

Status conflict between groups occurs in intergroup negotiation because negotiation context exacerbates people’s ingroup favoritism. Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1982) suggests that people strive to boost the relative standing of their ingroup because their self-identity and self-esteem derive from the status of their group (Elsbach & Kramer, 1996).  Mullen et al (1992) showed that ingroup favoritism was stronger when the ingroup was made salient.  Negotiation triggers a competitive mindset which leads groups to compare each other’s position, and makes potential threats to the group more salient. As a consequence, a low status group feels threatened by a high status group, and they would try to change this situation if given any opportunity (Tajfel, 1982: Ashforth & Mael, 1989). 

There are two conditions under which intergroup status conflict occurs.  First, status conflict between groups in intergroup negotiation occurs when the lower-status group views the existing status structure as unstable and hence assailable (Tajfel & Turner 1979, 1986). When status hierarchy is unstable, people’s concern about their group’s relative standing will be more salient and their challenge to the existing order will be more impactful (Chen, 2005). When there is greater mobility, people will seek more status. (Note, however, that if the mobility is available to individuals, then often individuals will seek to improve their own status by changing groups; this would tend to lessen intergroup competition. Because we are concerned with competitive situations, we do not consider this case.)

Second, status conflict between groups also occurs when the low-status group views the existing status structure as illegitimate (Ellemers, 1993; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  Illegitimacy affects stability of the hierarchy because people generally do not support illegitimate systems (Tafjel, 1982). Ingroup favoritism increases when intergroup status differentials are considered illegitimate and this is the case for both high status and low status groups (Brown & Ross, 1982; Caddick, 1980; Turner & Brown, 1978). When groups perceive that they are inequitably disadvantaged in rewards for their performance, they are more likely to show ingroup favoritism (Commins & Lockwood, 1979b).  Low status parties become more action-oriented and even take greater risks (Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2008). As a result, status conflict between groups should be exacerbated. 

2. What are the consequences for negotiation? 

When there is between group status conflict along with between group negotiations, high-status groups tend to show more bias than low-status groups (prejudice and stereotypes) and intergroup status competition will increase this ingroup bias (Halevy, Bornstein, & Sagiv, 2008; Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002; Jackson, 1993; Levine and Campbell, 1972; Sherif, 1966). Thus, ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation at the individual level are likely to increase at the group level.  Further, the discontinuity effect holds that groups are more competitive than individuals (Wildschut, Pinter, Vevea, & Schopler, 2003). As consequences of increased ingroup bias, parties should tend to set higher aspirations (Pinkley, 1995), to demand more and concede less (De Dreu,. 1995), and to use threats to achieve their goals (Lawler, 1992). For example, group members may think, “Our opponents do not deserve anything from us because they are evil by nature.”
Groups of clearly lower status may try to redefine or alter the elements of the negotiation (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). One way to change the rules of the game is to shift framing of the negotiation. Groups’ unsatisfactory social status may stimulate social creativity, whereby the low-status group consciously devalues the dimension on which it is disadvantaged, and emphasizes its more positive standing on some other dimension (Derks, van Laar, & Ellemers, 2006). This strategy may reduce the salience of conflict between the dominated and dominant groups by diverting the former’s attention away from struggling for primacy through the issues being negotiation. On the other hand, it might heighten contentiousness over the negotiation issues, as the dominated group acquiesces to its lower status but diverts attention to the negotiation as an opportunity to restore ingroup esteem. 
However, if the intergroup hierarchy is unstable or illegitimate, then there may not be agreement on which is the higher and which the lower status party. In this case, a more likely response is for groups to engage in social competition, or the open struggle for status. This is most consistent with our notion of co-occurring intergroup status conflict and negotiation. In this case, the difficulties associated with status conflict are heightened by the simultaneous disagreement over resources or planned actions. That is, the groups face all the usual challenges of intergroup negotiation—including increased rates of impasse, greater competitiveness, lower trust, and less interpersonal pleasantness (Cohen, Leonardelli, & Thompson, 2010; Polzer, 1996)—along with the heightened intergroup tension and competitiveness introduced by status competition. As such, these groups should have a particularly difficult time reaching agreement, and should tend to reach poorer-quality agreements even when they succeed. Group polarization (Moscovici & Zavalloni, 1969) may tend to push the parties even farther apart, as each group’s position congeals around its opposition to the other group.

Proposition 8.  Groups experiencing intergroup status conflict along with their negotiation will tend to be more competitive and less constructive in their dealings.

Proposition 9.  Such groups will focus on making deals that favor them and not be likely to make concessions. This will foster a higher rate of impasse.

Proposition 10.  When one group recognizes that it has lower status, it is likely to respond by de-emphasizing the dimension by which relative status is defined. This could lead either to a) less contentiousness and more cooperation on the negotiated issues, or to b) greater contentiousness and less cooperation on the negotiated issues. 

Proposition 11. When contesting and negotiating groups do reach agreement, the agreements are likely to be suboptimal, reflecting poor creativity and missed opportunities for both value claiming and value creation. 

3.  Past empirical findings 


Though we have not examined this type of context ourselves, as mentioned above, intergroup status dynamics have been long studied. The effects of intergroup status conflicts on intergroup negotiation outcome have not been tested directly and thus the above-mentioned propositions await testing in future research. As some support for the group polarization effects on bargaining outcomes, Dwyer (1984) found that two-person “strong position” (powerful) groups earn more than strong position individuals; however, weak position (powerless) groups earn less than their solitary counterparts. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR RESEARCH ON STATUS CONFLICT IN NEGOTIATION

Above, we have described a first step in both a line of work examining within-group processes on between-group relations, and one examining within-group processes and within-group relations. There are many possibilities for future studies. For example, imagine if, in a group, the leader gets a message from a subordinate that the leadership is failing. Such an attack may produce an even greater effort by the leader to be tough in a between-group negotiation. The literature on power, incompetence and hubris (Fast, 2009) is relevant here, suggesting that leaders who feel highly incompetent are more likely to be aggressive when they negotiate with the other groups.  Another interesting question in this line of research is what happens to the negotiation outcome, if a party witness that members of the competing group are fighting each other. Also, future research should explore the impact of group status conflict on intergroup negotiation outcomes.   

CONCLUSION 
Status conflict is a critical group process in negotiation.  When hierarchy is unstable, people engage in status conflict at the interpersonal (dyadic relationships such as husband and wife), intra-group, and inter-group levels. 

We have proposed that, during status conflicts, individuals’ cognitions and behaviors are focused on attaining their own relative standing rather than on group concerns. This greater self-focus will lead to more competitive behavior, less satisfied agreement outcomes, and less likelihood of reaching agreement, relative to within-group negotiations without status conflict.  

When negotiating with outgroups, negotiators who experience within-group status conflict try to gain status by demonstrating their value to the group. Therefore, their primary focus is how they demonstrate their value to their group than how much the group actually creates values from negotiation. One way of demonstrating their value to the group is bringing more value to the group when they negotiate with other groups. When negotiators believe being contentious toward out-group would demonstrate their value to their group and try to be contentious, their being contentiousness will fosters greater value claiming on behalf of the group. 

With regard to groups experiencing intergroup status conflict when they negotiate with other groups, we propose that they tend to be more competitive and less constructive.  Consequently, they will focus more on maximizing their own outcome with rarely making concessions.  As a result, when groups in status conflicts reach agreement, the outcomes are more likely to be suboptimal.  Specifically for low status groups, it is more likely them to de-emphasize status-defining dimensions on the negotiated issues. 

Just as relationships (Gelfand, Smith, Raver, Nishii, & O’Brien, 2006) and subjective resources (Curhan, Elfenbein, & Xu, 2006) are part of the implicit, “shadow” bargaining that occurs during negotiation, so too is the relative status of the negotiating parties. Indeed, as we have argued, status may be particularly likely to constitute an implicit part of the negotiation—one with significant implications for the outcome of the negotiation itself. As scholars and practitioners consider how to improve negotiation effectiveness and the quality of agreements, we hope that more attention will be directed toward the status contest that may be occurring. We suspect that dealing with the topic openly—or, as suggested in some of our findings reported above, creating interventions to ease concerns about relative standing—may be a fruitful method of improving negotiations. At the very least, understanding these processes may help opponents and observers make sense of negotiating behavior that might otherwise be perplexing.
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Figure 1. A causal model of the effects of within-group status contest on between-group negotiation outcome 





Table 1

Status conflict moves

	Status Asserting and Challenging Moves

	Group entry
	Differentiating
	Maintaining primacy
	New group formation

	Ingratiating

Embracing peripheral role

Serving

Flattering

Affirming another’s position

Cooperating

Eliciting pity/sympathy
	Proving value to group

Shifting frame

Insulting others’ contributions

Challenging another party’s rank

Using aggressive tone

Passive aggressiveness

Citing one’s reputation, influence, resources, expertise, etc.
	Asserting dominance

Controlling information exchange

Speaking more

Interrupting others

Initiative taking

Eye contact
	Bragging

Denigrating others

Expanded body posture

Speaking more

Interrupting others

Initiative taking

Eye contact
Proving value to group

Insulting others’ contributions



Sources: Anderson & Kilduff, 2008, 2009; Bales, 1950; Bendersky & Hays, in press; Hall, Coats, & LeBeau, 2005; Overbeck & Tansuwan, 2010; Owens & Sutton, 2001; Porath, Overbeck & Pearson, 2008; Tiedens, 2001; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003; Tiedens, Ellsworth & Mesquita, 2000.
Table 2

Types of conflict/negotiation group configurations

	
	Type I:

Within-group conflict, between-group nego
	Type II:

Within-group conflict, within-group nego
	Type III:

Between-group conflict, between-group nego

	Enabling circumstances
	Unstable hierarchy

Lack of cohesiveness

Interdependence

Many status seekers

Presence of outgroup
	Unstable hierarchy

Lack of cohesiveness

Interdependence

Many status seekers

No clear hierarchy among “home” organizations
	Unstable hierarchy

Illegitimate hierarchy

Lack of individual mobility



	Consequences for…
	
	
	

	…Value Claiming
	Positive
	Positive
	Mixed

	…Value Creation
	Mixed
	Negative
	Negative

	…Prob. of Agreement
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative

	…Interaction Dynamics
	Negative within group;

Negative between groups
	Neutral to Negative
	Positive or neutral within group; Negative between groups
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