CHAPTER FIVE

Emergence of Overt Conflicts

BEFORE December 7, 1941, relations between Japan and the United
States were strained, but no overt hostilities existed. Then came the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, and the ensuing war between Japan
and the United States. Why did the hidden hostilities change into an
open war? Was it caused by the attack on Pearl Harbor?

Generally speaking, for an open conflict to emerge, two main con-
ditions are needed: the formation of “conflict groups,” and a sequence
of events that ignites conflict action. Dahrendorf (1959) addressed the
problem of conflict group formation in considerable detail. He argued
that groups whose goals are incompatible but who do not realize it,
will become full-scale conflict groups if each of them (1) has leaders
committed to the conflict, (2) has a conflict ideology, (3) is free to
organize for conflict, and (4) has members who can communicate
with each other.! Dahrendorf’s four conditions exist in groups that,
in addition to having incompatible goals, have high conflict solidarity
and sufficient conflict resources.

Conflict Solidarity

We noted in Chapter 3 that free communication produces so-
called communal values. But free communication can also promote
conflict solidarity.
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Figure 5.1. Homans’s Theory of Free Communication

Free Communication as a Cause of Solidarity

~ Sociologists usually distinguish between individuals who form a group
" and those who do not: if they interact with each other fairly regularly,
~ they form a group; if they do not interact, they don’t. For example,
* when families begin to move into a new housing development, they do

not form a group as yet; but once they start talking and visiting, they
become a “group.”

Interaction is seen as a crucial ingredient of “groupness,” not only
because it establishes relationships between individuals but also be-
cause it tends to create features that are essential for a group’s exis-
tence, such as group solidarity, identity, and culture. George Homans
(1950; 1974) has developed a theory explaining how this happens.

Homans began by noting that, when members of a small group in-
teract with each other freely, without being constrained by externally
imposed norms or tasks, their interaction has unique consequences:?
it increases their liking for each other and makes them similar in
their actions, values, and beliefs. Moreover, as they become more
similar and begin to like each other, their interaction increases
further.

Figure 5.1 states that when a small group is without external re-
straints, the processes within it are of a special kind: interaction, sim-
ilarity, and liking are bound together causally, so that when one in-
creases, the others increase as well. For example, the arrow linking
similarity and interaction can be translated as “The more the mem-
bers interact with each other, the more similar they become in their
values, beliefs, and action, and vice versa.”® When you consider the
full meaning of this figure, you begin to understand how solidarity is
Created.
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To begin with, the figure helps us to define solidarity. We will say that
a group has a high degree of solidarity if it possesses high levels of al]
three variables shown in Figure 5.1: if its members interact with each other
Srequently, if they like each other, and if they hold similar beliefs, values, and
norms.

Moreover, Figure 5.1 suggests what conditions tend to increase solj-
darity. First, because solidarity will increase if free interaction increases,
we should consider conditions that facilitate interaction. For example,
because persons who live or work close to each other are more likely to
interact than those far apart, it is usually easier to unionize steel work-
erswho work in the same foundry than office staff scattered in different
buildings. Another condition that favors high interaction — and there-
fore solidarity - is availability of certain communication technologies.
For example, if all members of a group have telephones and e-mail
addresses, it is easy for them to reinforce their common beliefs even if
they live far apart.

But —and this condition is perhaps the most important ~ the group
must be small, preferably no larger than about fifteen to twenty people
(Berelson and Steiner 1964, 325), certainly not larger than fifty. For
a group to develop high solidarity, each member must interact fre-
quently with all other members, and this can occur only in small
groups.

Homans'’s theory of free interaction and group solidarity is amply
supported by empirical research. For example, the proposition that
frequent interaction and similarity are related is supported by the fact
that marriage occurs most frequently between those who are similar in
race, religion, status, and education ; the proposition that similarity and
liking are related is supported by the finding that those with similar
cultural backgrounds have happier marriages and are less likely to
divorce than those with different backgrounds; and the proposition
that interaction and liking are related is supported by the finding that
those who live closest to one another (and hence are most likely to

interact) are most likely to become friends. And the theory that the
process of Figure 5.1 is related to group solidarity is supported by
findings such as that residents of high-cohesion courts in a housing
project were more likely to abide by the decisions of their community
council than members of low-cohesion courts (Berelson and Steiner
1964, 305-306, 310-313, 328, and 332).
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Hostility as a Cause of Conflict Solidarity

Many conflicts have another ingredient that can fuel them and even

' change their character — hostility. Two main factors contribute t(? last-
ing hostility: specific grievances and a general feeling of frustration.

Grievances. You may be said to have a grievance if you believe that you
have been treated unjustly (Kriesberg [1973] 1982, (?7). Once mem-
pers of a group believe that they have been treated unjustly by another

- group, they will begin to feel hostile toward that group. Mar.xy African
| Americans, because they were enslaved in the past, are hostile t(.m‘rard
i American whites whose ancestors were slaveholders; many Palestinians
-and Israelis feel hostility toward each other because each group occu-
- pies territory that at some point in history belonged to the other; many
‘Irish Catholics hate Irish Protestants because parts of Ireland are con-
}’trolled by the (mostly Protestant) British. Thus the same conditions

that contribute to a sense of injustice and — as we saw in Chapter 3 —to

“goal incompatibility also create specific grievances that contribute to

hostility.

* Frustration. Whereas grievances usually target a specific group and are

based on specific events, frustration tends to Pe expresse(‘i as fr(;e-
floating hostility that can target almost anything at any time. T e
so-called frustration-aggression theory (Dollard et al. 1939) explains
how frustration comes about. It holds that we become frustrated and
feel hostile whenever we are prevented from reaching our goals. 'Ijhe
important point is that, once we become frustrat.ed without ‘belng
able to vent our frustration through aggressive actl(?n, the feel.mg of
frustration persists. If we continue to be frustrated without finding an
outlet, the feeling becomes very intense and ’we may attack any per-
son or group that is a handy target, even if it is not the source of our
frustration. .

Although frustration can be produced by the pote'ntlal ?pponent,
much of it has its source elsewhere. There is a sense in which almost
all personal contacts are frustrating. When a wife wants to go out arllld
have a good time, the husband may want to stay at h.ome; when the
husband wants to watch football on television, the wife may want' to
watch figure skating; when the husband wants to go and have a drink
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v th hlsnbl}llddles, his wife may want him to stay home. And no matt,

ow well the two manage to reach \ .
an agreement on what to d
or both of them is frustr be or o
ated because of i
or both hot getting what he or she
In ..

e flFalddm‘on, there are mpersonal” - systemic — processes that

e ustrating. One can be denied promotion, lose money in th
; e
oo mark;t, be called by the school principal about the poor per:
mance of one’s child, or learn th ’ i -

, at one’s favorite candid

o ; : ‘ 1date has log
le elecn(?n. It is possible to take all these misfortunes with outwa dt

calm, but inward pressure keeps on building. '

Conflict Solidarity and Conflict Ideology

For i
(:;1 iroup to become a conflict 8Troup, a certain type of solidarity is
needed - conflict solidarity. The
4 members must not only i i
cach other, like each oth 2 values chein
; er, and share certain go i
als and values; th
e : ! g s; their
;grhe zlustlbe Ito engage in the conflict, and their values must support
struggle. In other words, the
: » they must develop a conflict cult
. . wor ure or,
s 1stoftc;n said, conflict ideology. To understand how it develops we
ust understand how free interacti ’
action prom i
e U promotes the creation of any
X 11.7 r;:e communication creates a common culture by “averaging” the
eli i
o e i; values, and expectations that the individual members bring
t;ll ot eligroup. This is illustrated by the classic experiments with
¢ so-called autokinetic effect. When i
' . en isolated subjects were pl
o, ¢ placed
waa corTlpletely dark room and shown a point of light that iIr)l fact
s 'statlo'nary, they saw it as moving, with the amount of motior;
va . .
mrylng v}\lndely from subject to subject. In the second set of experi-
en j
werets, lt( (; same subjects were placed together in small groups and
were asked to repeat the task. In the group setting, individual per-
t‘Zptxons converged to a common mean, with much less variation be-
e .
' enfthem (Sherif 1936). Further research showed that the opin-
ion i i
o s of the leaders carried more weight than those of the followers
us a common view will always be .
skewed to ini
s ward the opinions of the
Simi .
o Tmllllarly, a culture may be viewed as an “average” of the opinions
mlgirll)a fy held by the members. To develop such culture, members
u . . ’
St be iree to communicate in small groups: neighbors talking across
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he fence, workers having a beer in a pub, college students talking in
, dormitory room.
But most communications are not entirely free, because the mem-
jers inevitably face some problems. When the problems are urgent
d persistent, individual members will have ideas about how to solve
em. And as they talk to each other about the problem, their ideas
re “averaged” into social norms.? In preliterate tribes, the group
nembers might develop rituals designed to bring about rain; in mod-
societies, members of a club might develop traditional ways of
aunching a membership drive.
When group members face a dangerous opponent, they tend to
evelop the needed “conflict ideology.” But — and this point is cru-
al - ideologies cannot be imposed; they must evolve freely out of the
bpinions of individual members. This creates problems for leaders of
Barge societies. Because free interaction can occur only in smallgroups,
ge societies have many relatively independent cultures, each specific
o a group whose members have similar backgrounds. And the prob-
m facing the leaders is how to alter the cultures of these subgroups so
s to prepare them for conflict. For example, while President Roosevelt
aw clearly that Nazi Germany was a threat to the United States,
any groups in the United States refused to accept this as their own
sion.
A device routinely used to achieve this end is the mass rally in which
the opponent is portrayed as an enemy who poses a threat to every
member of the group. But the effectiveness of this device is limited.
For example, the mass rallies staged by the Nazis undoubtedly created
great enthusiasm in the members of the audience — but this enthusi-
asm was short-lived if it was not shared by the participant’s family and
friends. As another example, consider Kerenski, a leader of Russia fol-
owing the revolution of 1917. Although he was a great orator who
L kept his audience spellbound, he never had a great following because
b his views were not popular with ordinary Russians. He soon lost power
. to the Bolsheviks.
Let us repeat, then: for members of a group to create and adopt
conflict ideology, two conditions must be met: individual members
must be convinced that conflict is necessary, and they must meet
in small groups to elevate their private beliefs into a binding group
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Conflict Solidarity and Organization

Groups involved in shortlived conflicts are often driven by soliday.
ity alone. For example, if some of the rioters are attacked by police,
the rest will come to their rescue simply because they belong to the
Same group, not because the rescuers have been specially traineq.
Moreover, their leadership tends to shift from one member to the
next, as the circumstances dictate. But members about to engage in
a prolonged conflict need not only solidarity but also organization,
How can a group develop such an organization if it is not already
organized?

To begin with, unorganized groups develop organization - anykind
of organization - by the same process they develop ideology: the ideas
ofindividual members become averaged into generally accepted ideas,
and these are converted into an organization. At the very least, mem.-
bers who are most respected or shown to be most adept at a partic-
ular task become the group’s leaders. Thus American Indians often
elected their bravest member to be their chief; members of a jury
elect as chair the member they respect most. But many groups already
have organization of some kind: church groups have their ministers,
businesses their executives, governments their presidents. And these
leaders have some organizational know-how,

They usually know much of what we discussed in Chapter 3. They
know that, to engage in prolonged conflict, an organization should
be differentiated both horizontally and vertically. And they develop
units with a division of labor suited to the conflict — perhaps creating
an army that is horizontally differentiated into units such as air force,
artillery, and submarine forces, as well as vertically differentiated in a
hierarchy ranging from privates to generals.

“Legitimate” industrial organizations tend to have permanent units
that specialize in conflict. Governments have a police force for inter-
nal security and an army for external conflicts; universities, hospitals,
museums, and factories have security forces at their disposal. Insur-
gent groups, on the other hand, tend to start without the benefit of
any organization. Because the powerful will try to prevent them from
organizing, they tend to g0 “underground”: usually, they develop or-
ganizations with only minimal horizontal and vertical differentiation
and with secret membership, with the rank-and-file members knowing
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the members of their immediate unit. Whether the insurgents

nY d in organizing more openly depends, in part, on the strength

e m' th gower: the less mobilized for conflict the rulers are, the
o t'hosi‘:;l foxI“) the ruled to become organized (Dahrendorf 1959).
wa}s::; lin addition, the rulers lack solidarity, some of their r.nem—
‘bers n,lay defect and provide leadership for the ruled (see Brinton
195A55)v.ve saw in Chapter 3, most industrial organ.izat_ions promote “syts(;
)tem” values (see Table 3.1). But conflict organizations ma}f promold

‘: mmunal values as well. For example, although a soldler sl?ou

7 ksomfl;f: to kill the opponent and tolerate the death of hl'S f‘rlends
;}():ffzctive neutrality, a system value), he should also be patrlﬁFlc}l a;:f:
‘willing to sacrifice his life (particulan’s.m and colleet}wsm, vxlr dlari ¢
_communal values). It should not surprise us that military so 1h aiym
in fact fostered by small friendship groups rather than b}:f t ;: -end}s,
;itself, and that soldiers typically fight to gain respect fro;n 1t9 Z;r) Ti
and to protect them from the enemy (see Stouffer et al. : ‘.el .

Some societies, such as small tribes, may be based exc u;lv y "
communal values. But, as Table 3.1 shows, some of these values mley
be inimical to the principles of a good orgafnzauon. Fo}: ex“amclii ,
“how can a society in which all power is heredxtar.y (and t 111)5 r;sAn%
tive”) create an organization led by the bes:—qua.llﬁed membe f.labor
how can a society that values “diffusiveness ereate a d1v1510T1 Zes o
that presupposes specialization? The answer is that such soc;: e Vic}j
be unable to organize themselves for COnﬂlCt. ar‘ld end‘ 1;1p e gd <
timized by their warlike neighbors. T‘hos‘e societies wlr;llc suzelet i
developing an efficient conflict organization —such as the alrfl(t:;1 Lt
kingdoms (Parsons 1977, 46) — may have accepted some o.l © value
we now associate with industrial systems. For example, while they m (})f
emphasize bravery (“collectivism,” a communal value),.the.y nglrfare
train certain groups — such as adult men — to specialize in w

(“specificity,” a system value).

Conflict Solidarity and Mobilization

Members of a group are not ready for conflict action unless they ean
i ie
mobilize sufficient resources and use them effectively. Bug, for a variety
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of reasons, they may not be motivated to participate in the conflict,
An important reason is that they may be seduced into “free riding”
(see, e.g., Olson 1965; Hechter 1987), a behavior that occurs whep
it is advantageous for them not to participate. For example, a Union
member is free-riding if he or she, while willing to enjoy all the benefits
of a new contract, refuses to g0 on strike and join the picket lines. Thig
problem is difficult to solve, primarily because free riding is often very

rational from the point of view of an individual member. Why should
a worker incur the cost of a conflic

tif he or she can enjoy its benefits
in any case?

Research suggests that free riding exists primarily in groups whose
members have dissimilar goals (Blalock 1989, 52-56). But recall that,
asit creates group solidarity, free interaction also promotes acceptance
of common goals. Thus solidarity automatically replaces individualis-
tic values (which make free riding rational) with collectivistic values
(which demand sacrifice). And leaders can overcome the free-riding
problem if they succeed in promoting group solidarity. But, as we men-
tioned earlier, this is not an easy task to accomplish.

Conflict Resources

What constitutes a conflict resource varies: to wage a war, a nation
needs (in addition to conflict organization) soldiers,’ weapons, and
ammunition; to start a strike, a union needs (in addition to high soli-
darity) personnel to walk picket lines, picket signs, and money; to start
divorce proceedings against her husband, a wife needs financial secu-
rity and a lawyer; to disagree with what is being said during a meeting,
a participant should have both support from friends and the ability to
“speak powerfully” (Lulofs and Cahn 2000, 143).

But, even when these resources are available, the conflict group
may not have mobilized enough of them. For example, a police force
may have enough men and women to handle routine problems but
not enough to handle a major disturbance. When a major riot occurs,
it may have not only to cancel all leaves but also to ask for help from
the National Guard. Thus to start a conflict action, an actor should

have enough resources to sustain the action and ultimately reach his
or her goal.
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 yypical Beginnings

’ t how open conflicts begin varies: some start suddenlyi(;l)lt(lilerst d:s—
adually; some start violently, others moderately. nd yet, 2
el’?:bgg ([1973] 1982; 1998) has argued, some regularities merit

ttention.

Early Warning Signs
Once conflict groups are created, there may be ample evflden;jit;};:ito ?
pen conflictisimminent. One of these; is the very fact o m<t)s i it en.
calling in the reserves, a nation signals that 1t‘ expects an oper
. flict. Although this signal may be inadvertent, in many cases it is
Zﬁb::cr:;.te: mobilization may be used as a show of strength, intended
“to intimi e opponent.
, - gll?tmt;l(::at;r::}clonfll)iit period may alhso include sen'éus - a'md tr(l)ot :;)-
“serious — attempts at cooperation, with the adversarles1 trymgttacied
“suade or reward each other. Thus before Japanese p age‘s adeliczlte
“Pearl Harbor, Japan and the United St;tzz Vx{er(;:h c;niiag; Oﬁls delicace
: i omising negotiations. ,in :
Zr:)(:l;::emnlcr::g(l)};r;;?)& theg Wegtern Allies tried to prevelnt akx‘najor war
with Hitler by giving him a substantial part of Czechoslovakia.

The Spark That Ignites

In spite of attempts at cooperation, once conflict groupfs :r:e(;f]?;egcll}’,
an open conflict is likely. An outbreak ntlayd?;}:getndgse cemingly
insignificant reasons: because a roommate

glrs;f)z;fli; because a man did not like the. way anothe: glzgrlzorlzei
at him; because a member of a community was alr.rc.as ec e
tine transgression; because a nation’s compatr,lots iving 1ennt oy
country were verbally abused by that C(.)untry s gov?frilhm t.o Clearly
these minor events would not start COI‘lﬂlC‘t behav10'r if the alc ors were
not ready for it — if they did not have 1ncon‘1“pat.1blf‘: goa:’ or were
not hostile toward each other. However, these 1n81gn1ﬁca.nh et~
these new grievances — are equally impor'tant, because w1rtte(()iuWhen "
the conflict might not start. Thus urban riots are often sta
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rumor about police brutality spreads through a minority community,
The illegal Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor created a great deal o£
animosity against the Japanese and made it possible for Roosevelt to
declare war on Japan.®

It does not make much difference that the rumor is often false. In
fact, politicians may create false rumors to discredit their opponents
For example, Hitler in 1939 gained support for his intended invasion of
Poland by circulating reports about Polish brutalities against Germans
brutalities that he himself had secretly staged. What matters is that the’
rumor is believed, and that it comes at the right time, when the actors
are ready for a conflict,

The Attack

Open hostilities often begin with the adversaries playing different
roles: one is the attacker, the other the defender. In some cases, the
attack is sudden and violent, and gives the attacker the benefit of’ sur-
Prise. Thus when the Japanese unexpectedly attacked Pearl Harbor
in 1941, they succeeded beyond their expectations. In other cases
the attacker starts rather innocuously, becoming violent later. For ex:
ample, in the late 1940s the Soviet Union, determined to block the
reunification of Germany, started by merely protesting any attempts
at r.euniﬁcation. When this did not work, it adopted increasingly co-
ercive actions: it began to interrupt communication between Berlin
and West Germany and ended with a blockade of the city (Pruitt and
Rubin 1986, 90).

But, in the long run, the difference between the attacker and the
defender disappears as the adversaries begin to behave in a similar
fashion, each attacking, retaliating, and (possibly) retreating.

Conclusions

Members of groups with incompatible goals are likely to engage in an
open conflict if they become conflict groups. Open conflict is likely to
occur if the members are aware that their goals are incompatible with
those of the opposing group, if they have grievances against opponents
and feel very frustrated, if they engage in free interaction that favors
conflict action, and if they have sufficient resources. But by far the two
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Figure 5.2. Causes That Lead to Open Conflicts

most important variables are conflict solidarity and conflict resources:
a group will become a conflict group if it acquires both high conflict
solidarity and sufficient conflict resources (see Figure 5.2).

The needed conflict solidarity is not easily achieved. The difficulty
stems from the fact that to reach it, group members must be free to
interact without any constraints, and yet their interaction must cre-
ate conflict ideology. This problem is most likely to be solved when
the members not only recognize that their goals are incompatible
with those of their opponents, but also have many grievances against
them and are frustrated. Under these conditions, their free interaction
facilitates conflict and, in time, produces the needed conflict
solidarity.

Although the availability of conflict resources plays a crucial role, the
group’s conflict solidarity also contributes significantly to the creation
of an efficient organization and motivates the members to mobilize the
needed resources. The actual beginning of a conflict is often preceded
by some early warning signs. Some of them are unintentional, such as
sudden mobilization of reserves; others are intentional, such as threats.
In some cases, the adversaries even make a last-ditch effort to avoid
open conflict. But when all of the factors shown in Figure 5.2 are in
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place, it may be too late; all that is needed now is a trigger event, and
open conflict begins.

As an addendum to our main argument, let us note that the theory
of Figure 5.2 accounts for Dahrendorf’s four conditions of conflict
group formation. It shows that, once itis clear that the goals are incom-
patible, free communication (his condition number 4) is quite likely
to create conflict ideology (condition number 2), and that each group
is likely to become organized for conflict (condition number 3) and to
develop leadership committed to the conflict (condition number 1).

Application to Interpersonal Conflicts

Because the theory presented in this chapter focuses on the creation
of conflict groups, it might seem that it is not applicable to a conflict
between individuals. Actually, this is not so: with a few modifications,
it is directly applicable to interpersonal conflicts as well.

Certain aspects of the theory shown in Figure 5.2 can be applied
without change: individuals can have incompatible goals, have grie-
vances against each other, and be frustrated. Other concepts have
to be modified: an individual cannot develop conflict solidarity or
conflict organization, or coalesce into a conflict group. What he can
do is acquire some properties suggested by these concepts.

Although an individual in conflict cannot develop conflict solidar-
ity, she can get ready by creating an equivalent: she can work herself
up to a high emotional pitch. She cannot interact with members of a
nonexistent conflict group but can talk to herself, mentally rehears-
ing her arguments. For example, a tenant about to confront her land-
lord might work up a head of steam by repeating to herself all her
grievances: that, in spite of repeated requests, the landlord did not fix
the leaking faucets nor did he heat her apartment sufficiently. And
she may rehearse several times the speech she will give: “I have been
patient for a long time, but I want some action and want it now. I do
want to have good relations with you, but if you do not follow through,
['will have no choice but...” Thus the tenant can prepare herself not
only for a conflict generally but also for a specific conflict action.

CHAPTER SIX

Application to a University
Conflict

SOMETIMES a conflict results not so much from direct discrimi.nation
and prejudice, as in the case of the civil rights movement, as 1t does
from established ways of evaluating performance and from honest
disagreement over standards and procedures to be used. .In an orga-
nization, those disagreements can combine with frien('ishlp patterns,
putting those who are without such ties — such as minority and women
faculty — at a considerable disadvantage. They cannot benefit equ'fllly
from membership in the “old boys network” or from long-standing
and inflexible standards of evaluation. The result is what is commonly
known as institutional racism and sexism. Here we use a conflict in a
university to illustrate the theory developed in Chapter 5. Although
in this chapter we focus on how a hidden conflict beca.lme open, we
need to prepare the ground first by giving a brief synopsis an’d then .by
considering why the goals of the two parties in this chapter’s conflict
were incompatible.

Goal Incompatibility

For the necessary data for our analysis, let us describe briefly the early
history of an actual faculty tenure conflict at a university in the western

United States.
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