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both advocacy and inquiry. In her discomfort, she tries to get out of the meeting without
making concessions. Harry might see her as unresponsive, apathetic, or weak.

Model IT counsels Anne to combine advocacy and inquiry in an open dialogue. She can
tell Harry what she thinks and feels while testing her assumptions and trying to learn from
him. This is difficult to learn and practice. Openness carries risks, and it is hard to be
effective when you are ambivalent, uncomfortable, or frightened. It gets easier as you
become more confident that you can handle others™ honest responses. Anne’s ability to
confront Harry depends a lot on her self-confidence and interpersonal skills. Beliefs can be
self-fulfilling. If you tell yourself that it’s too dangerous to be open and that you do not know
how to deal with difficult people, you will probably be right. But tell yourself the opposite,
and you may also be right.

The Perils of Self-Protection

When managers feel vulnerable, they revert to self-defense. They skirt issues or attack others
and escalate games of camouflage and deception (Argyris and Schoén, 1978). Feeling
inadequate, they try to hide their inadequacy. To avoid detection, they pile subterfuge
on top of camouflage. This generates even more uncertainty and ambiguity and makes it
difficult or impossible to detect errors. As a result, an organization often persists in following
a course everyone privately thinks is a path to disaster. No one wants to be the one to speak
the truth. Who wants to be the messenger bearing bad news?
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The result is often catastrophe, because critical information never reaches decision

makers. You might think it difficult to ignore a major gap between what we’re doing and

what we think we’re doing, but it’s not, because we get so much help from others. You can

see this happening in the following conversation between Susan, a cubicle-dwelling

supervisor in an insurance company, and one of her subordinates, Dale. Dale has been
complaining that he’s underpaid and overqualified for his mail clerk job. As he regularly
reminds everyone, he is a college graduate. Susan has summoned Dale to offer him a new

position as an underwriting trainee.

What Susan is thinking:

What Susan and Dale say:

I wonder if his education makes
him feel that society owes him a
living without any relationship to
his abilities or productivity.

How can he be so opinionated
when he doesn’t know anything
about underwriting? How'’s he
going to come across to the
people he’ll have to work with?
The job requires judgment and
willingness to listen.

That’s the first positive response
I've heard.

We owe him a chance, but | doubt
he’ll succeed. He's got some basic
problems.

Susan: We're creating a new trainee position and want to
offer it to you. The job will carry a salary increase, but let
me tell you something about the job first.

Dale: Okay. But the salary increase has to be substantial
so | can improve my standard of living. | can’t afford a
car. | can’t even afford to go out on a date.

Susan: You’ll start as a trainee working with an
experienced underwriter. It's important work, because
selecting the right risks is critical to our results. You’ll deal
directly with our agents. How you handle them affects
their willingness to place their business with us.

Dale: I'm highly educated. | can do anything | set my mind
to. | could do the job of a supervisor right now. | don’t
see how risk selection is that difficult.

Susan: Dale, we believe you're highly intelligent. You'll
find you can learn many new skills working with an
experienced underwriter. I'm sure many of the things you
know today came from talented professors and teachers.
Remember, one of the key elements in this job is your
willingness to work closely with other people and to
listen to their opinions.

Dale: I'm looking for something that will move me ahead.
I'd like to move into the new job as soon as possible.
Susan: Our thought is to move you into this position
immediately. We'll outline a training schedule for you.
On-the-job and classroom, with testing at the end of each
week.

Dale: Testing is no problem. | think you’ll find | score
extremely high in anything I do.
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Dale is puzzled that no one seems to appreciate his talents. He has no clue that his actions
continually backfire. He tries to impress Susan, but almost everything he says confirms his
shortcomings and makes things worse. His constant self-promotion reinforces his public
persona: opinionated, defensive, and a candidate for failure. But Dale doesn’t know this
because Susan doesn’t tell him. At the moment that Susan is worrying that Dale will offend
colleagues by not listening to them, she tells him, “We think you’re intelligent.” Susan has
good reason to doubt Dale’s ability to listen: He doesn’t seem to hear her very well. If he can’t
listen to his boss, what’s the chance he’ll hear anyone else? But Susan ends the meeting still
planning to move Dale into a new position in which she expects that he’ll fail. She colludes in
the likely disaster by skirting the topic of Dale’s self-defeating behavior. In protecting herself
and Dale from a potentially uncomfortable encounter, Susan helps to ensure that no one
learns anything.

There’s nothing unusual about the encounter between Susan and Dale—similar things
happen every day in workplaces around the world. The Dales of the world dig themselves
into deep holes. The Susans help them to remain oblivious as they dig. Argyris calls it
“skilled incompetence”—using well-practiced skills to produce the opposite of what you
intend. Dale wants Susan to recognize his talents. Instead, he strengthens her belief that he’s
arrogant and naive. Susan would like Dale to recognize his limitations but unintentionally
reassures him that he’s fine as he is.

Salovey and Mayer’s Emotional Intelligence

The capacity that Argyris (1962) labeled interpersonal competence harked back to
Thorndike’s definition of social intelligence as “the ability to understand and manage
men and women, boys and girls—to act wisely in human relations” (1920, p. 228). Salovey
and Mayer (1990) updated Thorndike by coining the term emotional intelligence as a
label for skills that include awareness of self and others and the ability to handle emotions
and relationships. Salovey and Mayer discovered that individuals who scored relatively
high in the ability to perceive accurately, understand, and appraise others’ emotions could
respond more flexibly to changes in their social environments and were better able to
build supportive social networks (Cherniss, 2000; Salovey et al., 1999). In the early 1990s,
Daniel Goleman popularized Salovey and Mayer’s work in his best-selling book Emo-
tional Intelligence.

Interpersonal skills and emotional intelligence are vital, because personal relationships
are a central element of daily life. Many improvement efforts fail not because managers’
intentions are incorrect or insincere but because they are unable to handle the social
challenges of change. Take the case of a manufacturing organization that proudly
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announced its “Put Quality First” program. A young manager was assigned to chair a
quality team where she worked. Excited about an opportunity to demonstrate leadership,
she and her team began eagerly. But her plant manager dropped in and out of team
meetings, staying long enough to dismiss any new ideas as impractical or unworkable.
The team’s enthusiasm quickly faded. The plant manager hoped to demonstrate accessi-
bility and “management by walking around.” No one had the courage to tell him he was
killing the initiative.

Management Best Sellers

Daniel Goleman, Emotional Intelligence (New York: Bantam, 1995)

Daniel Goleman didn‘t invent the idea of emotional intelligence but he made it famous. His best-
selling Emotional Intelligence focused more on children and education than on work, but it was
still a hit with the business community. It was followed by articles in the Harvard Business Review
and a small industry producing books, exercises, and training programs aimed at helping people
improve their emotional intelligence (El). Goleman’s basic argument is that El, rather than
intellectual abilities (or intelligence quotient, 1Q), accounts for most of the variance in
effectiveness among managers, particularly at the senior level.

In a sequel, Primal Leadership, Goleman, Boyatzis, and McKee (2002) define four dimensions
of emotional intelligence. Two are internal (self-awareness and self-management), and two are
external (social awareness and relationship management). Self-awareness includes awareness of
one’s feelings and one’s impact on others. Self-management includes a number of positive
psychological characteristics, among them emotional self-control, authenticity, adaptability, drive
for achievement, initiative, and optimism. Social awareness includes empathy (attunement to the
thoughts and feelings of others), organizational awareness (sensitivity to the importance of
relationships and networks), and commitment to service. The fourth characteristic, relationship
management, includes inspiration, influence, developing others, catalyzing change, managing
conflict, and teamwork.

Critics have two main complaints about Goleman’s work: They say there’s nothing new, just
an updating of old ideas and common sense, and they maintain that Goleman is better at
explaining why El is important than at suggesting practical ideas for enhancing it. It is true that
Goleman borrowed the El label from Salovey and Mayer, and the idea of multiple forms of
intelligence was developed earlier by Howard Gardner (1993) at Harvard and Robert J. Sternberg
(1985) at Yale. The dimensions of El in Primal Leadership (inspiration, teamwork, and so forth)
could have been culled from the leadership literature of recent decades. But even if Goleman is
offering old wine in new bottles, his work has found a large and receptive audience because of
the way he has packaged and framed the issue. He has offered a way to think about the relative
importance of intellectual and social skills, arguing that managers with high IQ but low El are a
danger to themselves and others. A growing body of research supports this proposition (Druskat,
Sala and Mount, 2005).
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MANAGEMENT STYLES

Argyris and Schon’s work on theories for action and Salovey and Mayer’s work on emotional
intelligence emphasizes universal competencies—qualities useful to anyone. A contrasting
research stream focuses on how individuals diverge in personality and behavior. A classic
experiment (Lewin, Lippitt, and White, 1939) compared autocratic, democratic, and laissez-
faire leadership in a study of boys’ clubs. Leadership style had a powerful impact on both
productivity and morale. Under autocratic leadership, the boys were productive but joyless.
Laissez-faire leadership led to aimlessness and confusion. The boys strongly preferred
democratic leadership, which produced a more productive and positive group climate.

Countless theories, books, workshops, and tests have been devoted to helping managers
identify their own and others” personal or interpersonal styles. Are leaders introverts or
extroverts? Are they friendly helpers, tough battlers, or objective thinkers? Are they higher
in dominance, influence, stability, or conscientiousness? Do they behave more like parents
or like children? Are they superstars concerned for both people and production, “country
club” managers who indulge employees, or hard-driving taskmasters who ignore human
needs and feelings (Blake and Mouton, 1969)?

In the 1980s, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, 1980) became (and has remained)
a popular tool for examining management styles. Built on principles from Jungian
psychology, the inventory assesses four dimensions: introversion versus extroversion,
sensing versus intuition, thinking versus feeling, and perceiving versus judging. Based
on scores on those dimensions, it categorizes an individual into one of sixteen types. The
Myers-Briggs approach suggests that each style has its strengths and weaknesses and none is
universally better than the rest. It also makes the case that interpersonal relationships are
less confusing and frustrating if individuals understand and appreciate both their own style
and those of coworkers.

One or both of the authors of this book, for example, are ENFPs (extroverted, intuitive,
feeling, perceiving). ENFPs tend to be warmly enthusiastic, high-spirited, ingenious, and
imaginative. But they dislike rules and bureaucracy, their desks are usually messy, and they
tend to be disorganized, impatient with details, and uninterested in planning. One of us was
once paired with an IST] (introverted, sensing, thinking, judging), who was true to her
type—serious, quiet, thorough, practical, and dependable. The task was managing an
educational program, but the relationship got off to a rocky start. The IST] arrived at
meetings with a detailed agenda and a trusty notepad. Her ENFP counterpart arrived with
enthusiasm and a few vague ideas. As decisions were reached, the IST] carefully wrote down
both her assignments and his on a to-do list. Her counterpart made brief, semilegible notes
on random scraps of paper. She followed through on all her tasks in a timely manner. He
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often lost the notes and did only the assignments that he remembered. She became
distraught at his lack of organization. He got annoyed at her bureaucratic rigidity. The
relationship might have collapsed had not the two discussed their respective Myers-Briggs
styles and recognized that they needed one other; each brought something different but
essential to the relationship and the undertaking.

A number of other measures of personality or style, in addition to the Myers-Briggs, are
widely used in management development, but none is popular with academic psychologists.
They prefer the “Big 5” model of personality, on the ground that it has stronger research
support (Goldberg, 1992; John, 1990; Judge et al., 2002; Organ and Ryan, 1995). As its name
implies, the model interprets personality in terms of five major dimensions. The labels for
these dimensions vary from one author to another, but a typical list includes extroversion
(displaying energy, sociability, and assertiveness), agreeableness (getting along with others),
conscientiousness (a tendency to be orderly, planning oriented, and hard-working),
neuroticism (difficulty in controlling negative feelings), and openness to experience
(preference for creativity and new experience). For popular use, though, the Big 5 has
its disadvantages. Compared with the Myers-Briggs, it conveys stronger value judgments. It
is hard to argue, for example, that being disagreeable and neurotic are desirable leadership
qualities. Moreover, some of the labels (such as neuroticism) make more sense to
psychologists than to laypeople.

Despite the risk of turning managers into amateur psychologists, it helps to have shared
language and concepts to make sense of the elusive, complex world of individual differences.
When managers are blind to their own preferences and personal style, they usually need
help from others to learn about it. Their friends and colleagues may be more ready to lend a
hand if they have some way to talk about the issues. Tests like the Myers-Briggs provide a
shared framework and language.

GROUPS AND TEAMS IN ORGANIZATIONS

Groups can be wonderful or terrible, conformist or creative, productive or stagnant.
Whether paradise or wasteland, groups are indispensable in the workplace. They solve
problems, make decisions, coordinate work, promote information sharing, build commit-
ment, and negotiate disputes (Handy, 1993). As modern organizations rely less on
hierarchical coordination, groups have become even more important in forms such as
self-managing teams, quality circles, and virtual groups whose members are linked by
technology. In Chapter 5, we discussed the structural issues that are vital to group
functioning. Here we turn our attention to equally important human issues.
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Groups have both assets and liabilities (Collins and Guetzkow, 1964; Hackman, 1989;
McGrath, 1984; Cohen and Bailey, 1997). They have more knowledge, diversity of
perspective, time, and energy than individuals working alone. Groups often improve
communication and increase acceptance of decisions. On the downside, groups may
overrespond to social pressure or individual domination, bog down in inefficiency, waste
time, or let personal agendas smother collective purposes (Maier, 1967).

Groups operate on two levels: an overt, conscious level focused on task and a more
implicit level of process, involving group maintenance and interpersonal dynamics (Bales,
1970; Bion, 1961; Leavitt, 1978; Maier, 1967; Schein, 1969). Many people see only confusion
in groups. The practiced eye sees much more. Groups, like modern art, are complex and
subtle. A few basic dimensions offer a map for bringing clarity and order out of apparent
chaos and confusion. Our map emphasizes four human elements in group process: informal
roles, informal norms, interpersonal conflict, and leadership in decision making.

Informal Roles
In groups, as in organizations, the fit between the individual and the larger system is a
central human resource concern. The structural frame emphasizes the importance of formal
roles, traditionally defined by a title (one’s position in the hierarchy) or a formal job
description. In groups and teams, individual roles are often much more informal and
implicit on both task and personal dimensions. The right set of task roles helps get work
done and makes optimal use of each member’s resources. But without a corresponding set of
informal roles, individuals feel frustrated and dissatisfied, which may foster unproductive or
disruptive behaviors.

Parker (2008) conceptualizes four different informal roles that group members can
take in order to contribute to group success. His roles align loosely with our four-frame
model:

1. Contributors: task-oriented, structural-frame individuals who help a group develop
plans and tactics for moving ahead on the task at hand.

2. Collaborators: big picture, more symbolic types who help a group clarify long-term
directions.

3. Communicators: process-oriented, human resource-frame individuals who serve as
facilitators and consensus builders.

4. Challengers: political-frame individuals who ask tough questions and push the group
to take risks and achieve higher standards.
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As Parker’s model suggests, every work group has a range of roles that need to be filled.
The roles are often fluid, evolving over time as the group moves through phases of its work.
Groups do better when task roles align with characteristics of individuals, who bring
different interests (some love research but hate writing), skills (some are better at writing,
others are better presenters), and varying degrees of enthusiasm (some may be highly
committed to the project, while others drag their feet). It is risky, for example, to assign the
writing of a final report to a poor writer or to put the most nervous member on stage in front
of a demanding audience.

Anyone who joins a group hopes to find a comfortable and satisfying personal role.
Imagine a three-person task force. One member, Karen, is happiest when she feels
influential and visible. Bob prefers to be quiet and inconspicuous. Teresa finds it hard
to participate unless she feels liked and valued. In the early going in any new group,
members send implicit signals about roles they prefer, usually without realizing they are
doing it. In their first group meeting, Karen jumps in, takes the initiative, and pushes for her
ideas. Teresa smiles, compliments other people, asks questions, and says she hopes everyone
will get along. Bob mostly just watches.

If the three individuals’ preferred roles dovetail, things may go well. Karen is happy to
have Bob as a listener, and Bob is pleased that Karen lets him be inconspicuous. Teresa is
content if she feels that Karen and Bob like her. Now suppose that Tony, who likes to be in
charge, joins the group. Karen and Tony may collide—two alphas who want the same role.
The prognosis looks bleaker. But suppose that another member, Susan, signs on. Susan’s
mission in life is to help other people get along. If Susan can help Karen feel visible, Teresa
feel loved, and Tony feel powerful while Bob is left alone, everyone will be happy—and the
group should be productive.

Some groups are blessed with a rich set of resources and highly compatible individuals,
but many are less fortunate. They have a limited supply of talent, skill, and motivation. They
have areas of both compatibility and potential conflict. The challenge is to capitalize on their
assets while minimizing liabilities. Unfortunately, many groups fail to identify or discuss the
hurdles they face. Avoidance often backfires. Neglected challenges come back to haunt team
performance, often at the worst possible moment, when a deadline looms and everyone feels
the heat.

It usually works better to deal with issues early on. A major consulting firm produced a
dramatic improvement in effectiveness and morale by conducting a team-building process
when new “engagement teams” formed to work on client projects. Members discussed the
roles they preferred, the resources each individual brought and thoughts about how the
group might operate. Initially, many skeptics viewed the team building as a waste of time
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with doubtful benefits. But the investment in group process at the front end more than paid
for itself in effectiveness down the road.

Informal Group Norms
Every group develops informal rules to live by—norms that govern how the group functions
and how members conduct themselves. We once observed two families in adjacent sites in
the same campground. At first glance, both were alike: two adults, two small children,
California license plates. Further observation made it clear that the families had very
different unwritten rules.

Family A practiced a strong form of “do your own thing.” Everyone did what he or she
wanted, and no one paid much attention to anyone else. Their two-year-old wandered
around the campground until he fell down a 15-foot embankment. He lay there wailing
while a professor of leadership pondered the risks and rewards of intervening in someone
else’s family. Finally, he rescued the child and returned him to his parents, who seemed
oblivious and indifferent to their son’s mishap.

Family B, in contrast, was a model of interdependence and efficiency, operating like a
well-oiled machine. Everything was done collectively; each member had a role. A drill
sergeant would have admired the speed and precision with which they packed for departure.
Even their three-year-old approached her assigned tasks with purpose and enthusiasm.

Like these two families, groups evolve informal norms for “how we operate” (The
cultural implications of this idea will be elaborated in Part Five, The Symbolic Frame.)
Eventually, such rules are taken for granted as a fixed social reality. The parents in Family A
envied Family B. They were plainly puzzled as they asked, “How did they ever get those kids
to help out like that? Our kids would never do that!”

Google, like most contemporary organizations, depends a lot on teams, so much so that
they started a research project to try to find the secret sauce that made some teams work better
than others (Duhigg, 2016). Google studied research by Wooley et al. (2010), which found that
teams have a kind of collective IQ—some teams do better than others across a range of
different tasks. Team IQ was not related to the intelligence of individual members nor to
intuitively plausible factors like cohesion or satisfaction. But more effective groups had higher
sensitivity—members were better at reading one another’s feelings. They were also more
egalitarian—no one dominated, and everyone got a turn. The study also found that the more
women on a team the better, maybe because women tend to have higher social sensitivity.

The Google team connected this work to Edmondson’s (1999) study of psychological
safety: “a shared belief held by members of a team that the team is safe for interpersonal risk-
taking.” Teams with more psychological safety learned better, and teams that learned better
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performed better. The Google researchers concluded that teams would perform better if
they developed norms of shared participation, emotional attunement, and psychological
safety (Duhigg, 2016).

With norms, as with roles, early intervention helps. Do we want to be task oriented, no
nonsense, and get on with the job? Or would we prefer to be more relaxed and playful? Do
we insist on full attendance at every meeting, or should we be more flexible? Must people be
unerringly punctual, or would that cramp our style? If individuals miss a deadline, do we
stone them or gently encourage them to do better? Do we prize boisterous debate or
courtesy and restraint? Groups develop norms to answer such questions.

Informal Networks in Groups

Like informal norms, informal networks—patterns of who relates to whom—help to shape
groups. Remember the Titans, a feel-good Hollywood film, tells a story of two football teams
whose black and white players were suddenly thrust together as a result of school
desegregation. Their coach took them off-site for a week of team building where black
and white players roomed together and soon developed bonds. Those relationships became
a critical feature of the team’s ability to win a state championship.

The Titans, like any team, can be viewed as an informal social network—a series of
connections that link members to one another. When the team was first formed, it consisted
of two different networks separated by suspicion and antagonism across racial boundaries.
The coach intuitively understood something that research has confirmed—informal bonds
among members make a big difference. Teams with more informal ties are more effective
and more likely to stay together than teams in which members have fewer connections
(Balkundi and Harrison, 2006).

Interpersonal Conflict in Groups

Many of the worst horror stories about group life center on personal conflict. Interpersonal
strife can block progress and waste time. It can make things unpleasant at best, painful at
worst. Some groups experience little conflict, but most encounter predictable differences in
goals, perceptions, preferences, and beliefs. The larger and more diverse the group, the
greater the likelihood of conflict.

A subtle but powerful source of conflict in groups is two distinct levels of cognition
(Healey, Vuori, and Hodgkinson, 2015). One level is conscious and verbal and is reflected in
the conversations that members have about what the group is here to do and how it should
go about doing it. Another is an unconscious level of “hot” cognition—emotionally charged
attitudes, goals, and stereotypes that operate outside of awareness. Conflict between those
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two levels of cognition can occur both within and between individuals but is hard to
recognize and decode because unconscious processes are at work. A team might agree, for
example, that “we’ll share leadership and work collaboratively.” But suppose that one
member has an unconscious goal of being in charge, and another member holds
unconscious stereotypes that lead him or her to doubt the capabilities of certain teammates.
Both might do things that seem to violate the group’s verbal contract while believing that
they are just trying to help move things along. They may be puzzled and feel misunderstood
if anyone questions their actions.

How can a group cope with interpersonal conflict? The Model I manager typically relies
on two strategies: “pour oil on troubled waters” and “might makes right.” As a result, things
usually get worse instead of better. The oil-on-troubled-waters strategy views conflict as
something to avoid: minimize it, deny it exists, smooth it over, bury it, or circumvent it.
Suppose, for example, that Tony in our hypothetical group says that the group needs a
leader, and Karen counters that a leader would selfishly dominate the group. Teresa,
dreading conflict, might try to bypass it by saying, “I think we’re all basically saying the same
thing” or “We can talk about leadership later; right now, why don’t we find out a little more
about each other?”

Smoothing tactics may work if the issue is temporary or peripheral. In such cases,
conflict may disappear on its own, much to everyone’s relief. But conflict suppressed early in
a group’s life tends to resurface later—again and again. If smoothing tactics fail and conflict
persists, another option is might-makes-right. If Tony senses conflict between Karen and
himself, he may employ Model I thinking: Because we disagree, and I am right, she is the
problem; I need to get her to shape up. Tony may try any of several strategies to change
Karen. He may try to convince her he’s right. He may push others in the group to side with
him and put pressure on Karen. He may subtly, or not so subtly, criticize or attack her. If
Karen thinks she is right and Tony is the problem, the two are headed for a collision that
may be painful for everyone.

If Model I is a costly approach to conflict, what else might a group do? Here are some
guidelines that often prove helpful.

Develop skills. More organizations are recognizing that group effectiveness depends on
members’ ability to understand what is happening and contribute effectively. Skills like
listening, communicating, managing conflict, and building consensus are critical building
blocks in a high-performing group.

Agree on the basics. Groups too often plunge ahead without taking the time to agree on
goals and procedures. Down the road, people continue to stumble over unresolved issues.
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Shared understanding and commitment around the basics are a powerful glue to hold
things together in the face of the inevitable stress of group life.

Express conflict productively. Weingart et al. (2015) argue that how conflict is expressed
makes a big difference in whether it turns productive or destructive. They focus on two
dimensions of conflict expression. One is directness. “I think your statement is wrong” is
direct. “Maybe,” is indirect. The other dimension is “intensity of opposition” (Weingart
etal., 2015, p. 235). Intensity is high when people become entrenched and start attacking
each other. An example: “No way you can change my mind, because your idea is stupid.”
Low intensity of opposition is expressed through indications of interest in dialogue and
willingness to be influenced. For example: “We disagree, but I'd like to understand your
thinking better.” Weingart et al. suggest that groups handle conflict best when they
express it directly but minimize oppositional intensity. In other words, they are tough and
direct on substance but gentle on one another.

Search for common interests. How does a group reach agreement if it starts out divided? It
helps to keep asking, “What do we have in common? If we disagree on the issue at hand,
how can we put it in a more inclusive framework where we can all agree?” If Tony and
Karen clash on the need for a leader, where do they agree? Perhaps both want to do the
task well. Recognizing commonalities makes it easier to confront differences. It also helps
to remember that common ground is often rooted in complementary differences (Lax
and Sebenius, 1986). Karen’s desire to be visible is compatible with Bob’s preference to be
in the background. Conversely, similarity (as when Karen and Tony both want to lead) is
often a source of conflict.

Experiment. If Tony is sure the group needs a leader (namely, him) and Karen is equally
convinced it does not, the group could bog down in endless debate. Susan, the group’s
social specialist, might propose an experiment: Because Karen sees it one way and Tony
sees it another, could we try one meeting with a leader and one without to see what
happens? Experiments can be a powerful response to conflict. They offer a way to move
beyond stalemate without forcing either party to lose face or admit defeat. Parties may
agree on a test even if they can’t agree on anything else. Equally important, they may learn
something that moves the conversation to a more productive plane.

Doubt your infallibility. This was the advice that Benjamin Franklin offered his fellow
delegates to the U.S. constitutional convention in 1787: “Having lived long, I have
experienced many instances of being obliged by better information, or fuller consid-
eration, to change opinions even on important subjects, which I once thought right,
but found to be otherwise. It is therefore that the older I grow, the more apt I am to
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doubt my own judgment, and to pay more respect to the judgment of others”
(Rossiter, 1966).

Groups typically possess diverse resources, ideas, and outlooks. A group that sees
diversity as an asset and a source of learning has a good chance for a productive
discussion and resolution of differences. Conflict can be a good thing—conflict about
ideas promotes effectiveness, even though personal conflict gets in the way (Cohen and
Bailey, 1997). In the heat of the moment, though, a five-person group can easily turn into
five teachers in search of a learner or a lynch mob in search of a victim. At such times, it
helps if at least one person asks, “Are we all sure we’re infallible? Are we really hearing
one another?”

Treat differences as a group responsibility. If Tony and Karen are on a collision course, it is
tempting for others to stand aside. But all will suffer if the team fails. The debate between
Karen and Tony reflects personal feelings and preferences but also addresses leadership as
an issue of shared importance.

Leadership and Decision Making in Groups

A final problem that every group must resolve is the question of navigation: “How will we set
a course and steer the ship, particularly in stormy weather?” Groups often get lost. Meetings
are punctuated with statements like “I'm not sure where we’re going” or “Does anyone know
what we're talking about?”

Leadership helps groups develop a shared sense of direction and commitment. Other-
wise, a group becomes rudderless or moves in directions that no one supports. Noting that
teams are capable of very good and very bad performance, Hackman emphasizes that a key
function of leadership is setting a compelling direction for the team’s work that “is
challenging, energizes team members and generates strong collective motivation to perform
well” (2002, p. 72). Another key function of leadership in groups, as in organizations, is
managing relationships with external constituents. Druskat and Wheeler found that
effective leaders of self-managing teams “move back and forth across boundaries to build
relationships, scout necessary information, persuade their teams and outside constituents to
support one another, and empower their teams to achieve success” (2003, p. 435).

Still a third key leadership function is helping the group manage time. Maruping et al.
(2015) found that time pressure hurts team performance when it is badly managed and leads
to last-minute chaos and panic. But time pressure improves performance when leadership
helps the group organize to deal with it through “scheduling of interim milestones,
synchronization of tasks, and restructuring of priorities. These efforts result in higher
team performance” (Maruping et al., 2015, p. 2014).
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Though leadership is essential, it need not come from only one person. A single leader
focuses responsibility and clarifies accountability. But the same individual may not be
equally effective for all tasks and circumstances. Groups sometimes do better with a shared
and fluid approach, regularly asking, “Who can best take charge in this situation?”
Katzenbach and Smith (1993) discovered that a key characteristic of high-performance
teams was mutual accountability, fostered when leaders were willing to step back and team
members were prepared to share the leadership.

Leadership, whether shared or individual, plays a critical role in group effectiveness and
individual satisfaction. Leaders who overcontrol or understructure tend to produce
frustration and ineffectiveness (Maier, 1967). Good leaders are sensitive to both task
and process. They enlist others actively in managing both. Effective leaders help group
members communicate, work together, and do what they are there to do. Less-effective
leaders try to dominate and get their own ideas accepted.

CONCLUSION

Employees hire on to do a job but always bring social and personal baggage with them. At
work, they spend much of their time interacting with others, one to one and in groups. Both
individual satisfaction and organizational effectiveness depend heavily on the quality of
interpersonal relationships and team dynamics.

Individuals’ social skills are a critical element in the effectiveness of relationships at work.
Interpersonal dynamics are counterproductive as often as not. People frequently employ
theories-in-use (behavioral programs) that emphasize self-protection and the control of
others. Argyris and Schon developed an alternative model built on values of mutuality and
learning. Salovey and Mayer, as well as Goleman, underscore the importance of emotional
intelligence—social skills that include awareness of self and others and the ability to handle
emotions and relationships.

Small groups are often condemned for wasting time while producing little, but groups
can be both satisfying and efficient. In any event, organizations cannot function without
them. Managers need to understand that groups always operate at two levels: task and
process. Both levels need to be considered if groups are to be effective. Among the significant
process issues that groups have to manage are informal roles, group norms, interpersonal
conflict, and leadership.
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PART FOUR

The Political Frame

When you ponder the word politics, what images come to mind? Are any of them positive or
helpful? For many people, the answer is no. Around the globe, politics and politicians are
widely despised and viewed as an unavoidable evil. In organizations, phrases like “they’re
playing politics” or “it was all political” are invariably terms of disapproval.

Similar attitudes surround the idea of power, a concept that is central in political
thinking. In her last interview, only days before she was assassinated in December 2007,
Benazir Bhutto was asked whether she liked power. Her response captured the mixed
feelings many of us harbor: “Power has made me suffer too much. In reality I'm ambivalent
about it. It interests me because it makes it possible to change things. But it’s left me with a
bitter taste” (Lagarde, 2008, p. 13).

A jaundiced view of politics constitutes a serious threat to individual and organizational
effectiveness. Viewed from the political frame, politics is the realistic process of making
decisions and allocating resources in a context of scarcity and divergent interests. This view
puts politics at the heart of decision making.

We introduce the elements of the political frame in Chapter 9. We begin by examining
the dynamics lurking behind the tragic losses of the space shuttles Columbia and Challenger.
We also lay out the perspective’s key assumptions and discuss basic issues of power, conflict,
and ethics.
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In Chapter 10, we look at the constructive side of politics. The chapter is organized
around basic skills of the effective organizational politician: setting agendas, mapping the
political terrain, networking, building coalitions, and negotiating. We also offer four
principles of moral judgment to guide in dealing with ethically slippery political issues.

Chapter 11 moves from the individual to the organization. We look at organizations as
both arenas for political contests and active political players or actors. As arenas,
organizations play an important role in shaping the rules of the game. As players or
actors, organizations are powerful tools for achieving the agenda of whoever controls them.
We close with a discussion of the relative power of organizations and society. Will giant
corporations take over the world? Or will other institutions channel and constrain their
actions?
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l chapter
O

Power, Conflict, and
Coalition

Politics [is] a strife of interests masquerading
as a contest of principles.

—Ambrose Bierce

Early in the morning of February 1, 2003, the U.S. space shuttle Columbia
was returning to earth from a smooth and successful mission. Suddenly
something went terribly wrong. The crew was flooded with emergency
signals—the noise of alarms and the glare of indicator lights signaling massive
system failure. The craft tumbled out of control and was finally blown apart.
Cabin and crew were destroyed (Wald and Schwartz, 2003a, 2003b).

After months of investigation, a blue-ribbon commission concluded that Columbia’s
loss resulted as much from organizational as technical failures. Breakdowns included: “the
original compromises that were required to gain approval for the shuttle, subsequent years
of resource-constraints, fluctuating priorities, schedule pressures, mischaracterization of the
shuttle as operational rather than developmental, and lack of an agreed national vision for
human space flight” (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003, p. 9).

In short, politics brought down the shuttle. It all sounded sadly familiar, and the
investigation board emphasized that there were many “echoes” of the loss of the space
shuttle Challenger 17 years earlier. Then, too, Congressional committees and a distinguished
panel had spent months studying what happened and developing recommendations to keep
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it from happening again. But as the Columbia board said bluntly: “The causes of the
institutional failure responsible for Challenger have not been fixed” (Columbia Accident
Investigation Board, 2003, p. 195).

Flash back to 1986. After a series of delays, Challenger was set to launch on January 28.
At sunrise, it was clear but very cold at Cape Canaveral, Florida. The weather was more like
New Hampshire, where Christa McAuliffe was a high school teacher. Curtains of ice greeted
ground crews as they inspected the shuttle. The temperature had plunged overnight to a
record low of 24 degrees Fahrenheit (-4 degrees Celsius). Temperatures gradually warmed,
but it was still brisk at 8:30 am. Challenger’s crew of seven astronauts noted the ice as they
climbed into the capsule. As McAuliffe, the first teacher to venture into space, entered the
ship, a technician offered her an apple. She beamed and asked him to save it until she
returned. At 11:38 am, Challenger lifted off. A minute later, there was a massive explosion in
the booster rockets. Millions watched their television screens in horror as the shuttle and its
crew were destroyed.

On the eve of the launch, an emergency teleconference had been called between NASA
and the Morton Thiokol Corporation, the contractor for the shuttle’s solid-fuel rocket motor.
During the teleconference, Thiokol engineers pleaded with superiors and NASA to delay the
launch. They feared cold temperatures would cause a failure in synthetic rubber O-rings
sealing the rocket motor’s joints. If the rings failed, the motor could blow up. The problem was
simple and familiar: Rubber loses elasticity at cold temperatures. Freeze a rubber ball and it
won’t bounce; freeze an O-ring and it might not seal. Engineers recommended strongly that
NASA wait for warmer weather. They tried to produce a persuasive engineering rationale, but
their report was hastily thrown together, and the data seemed equivocal (Vaughan, 1995).
Meanwhile, Thiokol and NASA both faced strong pressure to get the shuttle in the air:

Thiokol had gained the lucrative sole source contract for the solid rocket
boosters thirteen years earlier, during a bitterly disputed award process. Some
veteran observers called it a low point in squalid political intrigue. At the time of
the award, a relatively small Thiokol Chemical Company in Brigham City, Utah,
had considerable political clout. Both the newly appointed chairman of the
Senate Aeronautics and Space Science Committee, Democratic Senator Frank
Moss, and the new NASA administrator, Dr. James Fletcher, were insiders in
the tightly knit Utah political hierarchy. By summer 1985, however, Thiokol’s
monopoly was under attack, and the corporation’s executives were reluctant to
risk their billion-dollar contract by halting shuttle flight operations long enough
to correct flaws in the booster joint design (McConnell, 1987, p. 7).
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Meanwhile, NASA managers were experiencing their own political pressures. As part of
the effort to build congressional support for the space program, NASA had promised that
the shuttle would eventually pay for itself in cargo fees, like a boxcar in space. Projections of
profitability were based on an ambitious plan: 12 flights in 1984, 14 in 1985, and 17 in 1986.
NASA had fallen well behind schedule—only five launches in 1984 and eight in 1985. The
promise of “routine access to space” and self-supporting flights looked more and more
dubious. With every flight costing taxpayers about $100 million, NASA needed a lot of cash
from Congress, but prospects were not bright. NASA’s credibility was eroding as the U.S.
budget deficit soared.

Such was the highly charged context in which Thiokol’s engineers recommended
canceling the next morning’s launch. The response from NASA officials was swift and
pointed. One NASA manager said he was “appalled” at the proposal, and another said,
“My God, Thiokol, when do you want me to launch? Next April?” (McConnell, 1987,
p. 196). Senior managers at Thiokol huddled and decided, against the advice of engineers,
to recommend the launch. NASA accepted the recommendation and launched Flight 51-L
the next morning. The O-rings failed almost immediately, and the flight was destroyed
(Bell and Esch, 1987; Jensen, 1995; McConnell, 1987; Marx et al., 1987; Vaughan, 1990,
1995).

It is deeply disturbing to see political agendas corrupting technical decisions, particu-
larly when lives are at stake. We might be tempted to explain Challenger by blaming
individual selfishness and questionable motives. But such explanations are little help in
understanding what really happened or in avoiding a future catastrophe. Individual errors
typically occur downstream from powerful forces channeling decision makers over a
precipice no one sees until too late. With Columbia and Challenger, key decision makers
were experienced, highly trained, and intelligent. If we tried to get better people, where
would we find them? Even if we could, how could we ensure that parochial interests and
political gaming would not ensnare them? The Columbia investigating board recognized
this reality, concluding, “NASA’s problems cannot be solved simply by retirements,
resignations, or transferring personnel” (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003,
p. 195).

Both Columbia and Challenger were extraordinary tragedies, but they illustrate political
dynamics that are everyday features of organizational life. The political frame does not
blame politics on individual foibles such as selfishness, myopia, or incompetence. Instead, it
proposes that interdependence, divergent interests, scarcity, and power relations inevitably
spawn political activity. It is naive and romantic to hope organizational politics can be
eliminated, regardless of individual players. Managers can, however, learn to acknowledge,
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