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Aggression between groups is an extreme manifestation of inter-
group tension (see Chapters 16 and 17). This form of tension can result in
the killing and displacement of innocent people, the destruction of infra-
structure and property, and setback in the process of reconciliation. There-
fore, tension between groups has traditionally been viewed as categorically
harmful. In sharp contrast, harmony between groups, which encompasses
positive perceptions and orientations toward outgroup members, is often
viewed as ideal. These categorical views of harmony as “good” and tension
as “bad” have guided much thinking in the social sciences, as reflected in

research on conflict resolution (Hewstone & Cairns, 2001), prejudice
reduction (see Paluck & Green, 2009, for a review), and intergroup contact
(Pettigrew, 1998). The primary goal in these areas of research has typically
been to eliminate tension between groups and create harmony.
Nevertheless, not all forms of harmony are necessarily beneficial to
intergroup relations (Jackman, 1994), and not all forms of intergroup tension
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. . destructive (Varshney, 2002). Particularly when the
are inevitably veb li( n into account, viewing harmony as good and
social cont;xt trS1 t;lv :rsimpli fication of the dynamics of intergroup r
j;_shiaj:r‘:‘tf;xf tahat often characterizes relgtions between groups.

- ic inequality (e.g., Jews and Arabs in Israel, Blacks and Whj
Sw[.en;atc;;teqqor South Africa, Muslims and Hindus in India, My
:;)Onr:f; [u‘slim;m the United Kingdom). As gxempliﬁed by historica
societal tension can be quite constructive in creatling pressure for
unequal structures in the direction of equality. Social §truggle§ suc
initiated by the U.S. civil rights movement or by the African Nation
in South Africa were aimed at disturbing apparent amity in ord
the eyes of blind prejudice” (King, 1964, p. 35) and incite actj
justice (see Sharp, 2005).

Because the disruption of harmony is often necessary for stimulating
change toward social equality, efforts to create harmony between groups may in
fact work to undermine these potential changes (see Wright & Lubensky, 2009),
Thus, interventions to create societal harmony can potentially have the ironic
effect of sustaining negative patterns of intergroup relations, particularly
those pertaining to group-based inequality. In the present chapter, we consider
research on the effects of harmony-inducing strategies on psychological factors
related to changes in group-based inequality.

Our emphasis is on the consequences of

psychology’s most influential and fre
harmony, or improving relations, between groups (Dovidio, Gaertner, &
Kawakami, 2003; Pettigrew, 1998). In the majority of cases
contact is implemented to improve relations between memb
that are unequal in the social system. Although it is well est
intergroup contact relates to improved attitudes toward outgroup members
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), little is known about the effect o
improved attitudes on factors that relate to social change to
Our central argument is that because harmony undermine
because tension is crucial for social change, a by-product of
ventions may be the paradoxical stability of unequal
interveners hoped to change.
This chapter is organized into three sections.
focus on intergroup tension and discuss factors that
toward equality. In the second section, we consider h

a strategy that aims to increase harmony,
Finally,

br()ader
tension
elations'
is One of
tesin the
slims ang
lchanges_
chang‘mg
h as those
al Congress
€r to “open
on for socig]

intergroup contact, which is
quently used strategy for creating

» intergroup
ers of groups

ablished that

f contact and
ward equality.
s tension, and
contact inter-
social systems that

In the first section, we
can bring about change
ow intergroup contact, as

can work to undermine these factors.
we present empirical evidence that converges on the conclusion that

contact may reduce the potential for change. We discuss the implications of

these results for intergroup relations in general and for intergroup hostility
and aggression more specifically.
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i Ith, educational o o €8, political
4, economic wealth, PPOrtunities, access 1 .. Power,
‘I;,nother groups (Jackman, 2001; Sidanius & Pratto, 19()9};e)alg\rcare)bthan
g . OUD' ased

erarchy is reﬂ.e‘cted in almost'every aspect of socig] |;
snd school attrition rates to prison sentences and mortality rates—fayers
nembers Of advantaged groups over those in disadvantageq groups (?Orl,“g
1006; Jackman, 2001; Smooha, 2005; Ulmer & Johnson, 2004). vor 2™
members of disadvantagéd groups, 'compared with members of . ;ri:lel;i
groups, are subjected to discrimination and socia] injustice in a wide rangieof

Jomains, such as interviewing for jobs and being quoted a price for a house o

a car (e.g., Ayres, 1991; Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004).

Group-based disparities accompanied by differential social treatment
produce divergent daily realities for members of advantaged and disadvantaged
groups. Whereas members of disadvantaged groups find many doors to economic
opportunities closed, suffer higher rates of unemployment, have a difficult
tme climbing the social ladder, and experience legal authorities as a source
of violence and intimidation, advantaged group members experience far
more economic security, opportunities to advance, and social acceptance.
Thus, although the world may seem fair, hospitable, and inviting to members of
advantaged groups, it often appears to be unjust, dangerous, and exclusionary to
members of disadvantaged groups (Jones, Engelman, Turner, & Campbell,
2009). These different realities and divergent perspectives form the basis for
different motives and goals that advantaged and disadvantaged group members

often have regarding the status quo, as explained by prominent theories in
sociology and social psychol
ycnology. 1
In his pioneering work on race relations, for exampl,e’ Heﬁ.’ﬁfmea
(1958) proposed that membership in an advantagefl group ® assoazccount for
"ed to protect the dominance of one’s group, which in turm 4%

on
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h judice discrimination, and opposition to egalitarjay,
q such as pre ’

snomena suc

phgﬂd

s 996). Similarly, according to realistic BrOup-conf,
cies (Bobo & Htitt}:mg"beu 1972), motives to advance or protect the intereStS
theory (LeVine & Camp ot of intergroup processes. Whereas Member ¢
of one’s group are at the “’:te d to defend the existing social arrangemen;g th:
ad\'a!‘_lmg“l groups a{i,:l (:;\kiisadvantaged groups are ma)tivated 1o gain mgr:.
benefit them, mem hange the status quo so that their groups’ position i, the
resources, and rhjlb t'OnL r(ove- In line with these theories, research on social dop,.
social hierarchy gal‘:tﬂ) gidaniub‘, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Sidanius & Prattg
inance thqu(t r:ti :t’h :“ individuals who hold more power in society tend to,
\lszh{e:fgl hierc;rcl\y' as natural and even 11§cessa}r1y, whereas r;embers of djs.
advantaged groups are more likely to see the hierarchy as in need of change,
. anT- ienio sether, these views suggest that because members of advantageq
groups lieneﬁr ioth practically (P.»obo & ‘Hutchi.ng{s, 1996) and pSYCh01Ogically
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979) from hierarchical social arrangements, theY are not
likely to oppose the status quo. Undoubtedly, because they.holc'l Positions of
power there is much value in the attempFS to reduce potential dlscnminato
behavior, which can occur in a variety of interpersonal contexts (e.g., in hiring
decisions, when shopping in retail stores). Nevertheless, expecting advantaged
group members to mobilize for structural-level change fails to consider the
psychology associated with their dominant group position. In contrast, becayge
they can benefit from changes toward greater equality, members of disadvantaged
groups are generally more likely to be motivated to challenge the status quo
and to raise related societal tension so that their
(Saguy, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2008; Schee
2006; Tajfel & Turner,
sons, collective action

disadvantaged groups.
Broadly speaking, collective acti
normative (Martin, 1986; Wright,
collective action refers to behavi
organizing or signing a petition to
refers to more violent types of prote
cases, harming innocent individ

group position can improve
pers, Spears, Doosje, & Manstead,
1979). Thus, for both practical and psychological rea-

aimed at advancing more equality typically arises from

on can be either normative or non-
Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). Normative
ors such as protesting at legal rallies and
government officials. Nonnormative action
stsuch as destroying property and, in extreme

uals. In the current program of research, we

(see van Zomeren, Postmes, &

ere are parallels between predic-
fuller account of nonnormative
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ol ” embers engaging N Intergroup comparisons (Tajfel & Turner r;e;n Y
ol grou[:& LubeHSkY' 2009); that is, they must perceijve themselves as m , 579;

raaht ¢ | i ‘e etandi : ) “m :
wrigh "nd compare thel.r group’s standing with that of other groy elr ° :
ial inequality, intergroup comparisons are likely to reSPSI- n '_
disadvantage or unjust deprivation within the social s;lstt o
o ative d em ]
e, *
(Wa What makes a sense of deprivation a powerful motivator for action i

. 4 1 S

otions associated with it, such as anger and resentment (van Zomeren

e : i1t :
h & Leach, 2004). Beyond the recognition of deprivation that

Fischer b f disad
c .
Spe these emotions, members of disa vantaged groups need to perceive

canincit® - responsible for their situati : . 3

. xremal source as re F‘k . uation, typically the privileged
ane up and/or the social system (Simon & Klandermans, 2001 Smith &
Oglti;r‘ 2009). It is unlikely that collective resistance would occur if indi-
\.Yi’;uals qteributed their own disadvantage to themselves or to their ingroup.
\ when an external, outgroup-related source is identified, negative

Alrernative ly, , .
ns such as anger can be directed toward it and can also arouse and guide

r C .
of 3 gf xt of soC

emo[l@ .
~vant action tendencies.

i Because intergroup comparisons are central to the process of recognizing

inequality, factors that reduce the tendency to engage in such comparisons

«n also affect the way group members view their social standing. Research on

perceived discrimination is consistent with this idea in showing that factors

that reduce the emphasis on group boundaries and on unjust social structures

educe disadvantaged group members’ perceptions of discrimination. For

example, when primed with beliefs about individual merit, women who were

discriminated against were more likely to attribute their disadvantage to their -;.
owninternal characteristics than to unfair treatment (McCoy & Major, 2007). ‘-
In another study, participants who were rejected from a desirable position

despite their good performance were significantly less likely to act on behalf of

theirgroup when the illegitimacy of the decision was not emphasized (compared

“fith when it was emphasized; Wright, 1997). Thus, although relative depriva-

linisoften an objective marker of any social hierarchy (Jackman, 1994, 2001 ),

“tons that blur group boundaries can reduce the extent to which disadvantaged

DIO . " » . . . .
“Up members are aware of the inequality and of their position in it.
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INTERGROUP CONTACT AND SOCIAL CHANGE

The fundamental premise of contact theory is that intergroup relationg can
improve by bringing members of opposing groups together under conditigp,
i ‘olve institutional support, cooperation, equal status, and Potentia] fo,
that inv f}a\ée;aiman ce (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). The theory
E\Z?;?;ula?ed a large body of research z'md has been applied in a wide Variety
of settings, notably those marked by mtergroup aggresmgn (S?e Brown &
Hewstone, 2005, for a review). For examp'le, 1nteFvent10ns informed by
contact theory were implemented for reducing tension between Catholics
and Protestants in Northern Ireland (Hughes, 2001) and between Jews and
Palestinians in the Middle East (Maoz, 2004).

Although intergroup contact is the most widel]
improving intergroup relations, the association betwe
toward equality has received surprisingly little research
researchers have examined the effects of contact 0
policies, yet the majority of this work has focused o
policies on the part of members of advantaged groups
behavior (e.g., Pettigrew, Wagner, & Christ, 2007). Moreover, the way contact
affects disadvantaged group members’ perceptions of inequality, which isa
chief instigator of social change toward equality (Simon & Klandermans, 2001),
has rarely been examined.

y used framework for
en contact and change
attention. In some cases,
n support for egalitarian
n stated support for such
» NOt on actual egalitarian

£,G
group friendships (Pe

main ways in which, positi
salience of the pPsychologic

Cross-

aertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989) or as
ttigrew, 1998). Psychologically, then, one of the
ve intergroup contact operates is by reducing the

al distinction between the ingroup and the outgroup
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_ )ovidi " 2000). In the c.ase of cross-group friendships, a highly
I f contact; the goal- is to _reduce the salience of group bound-
~ ] form re perceived as 1nd1‘v1duals and not as representatives of
r"r‘k‘o chat iller ,002). In the case ot_ commonality-based encounters, the
590 ap (M inal group boundaries so that members of both groups are
redefin® ¢ 2 single more inclusive category (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000).
s -av,o“' cakening the salience of original group boundaries is likely
per© gither W ,{,[ent o which group membe.rs are focusing on group differences,
,edu"e{ e:e eraining to differences in resources and power. Thus, the
F"‘ Wing tho® nalities is likely to reduce awareness of structural inequality,
[.n:;s on €0 ‘T‘_’;l component in motivating disadvantaged group members to
:;t chisd 1:::;!3 coward equalitly- The fact that this reduced awareness is likely
ance o - ith positive atntu@es toward the (?utgroup, makes the reduced
be cofif’ - rchange even more likely, because disadvantaged group members
.fanajf" l‘v o attribute unfair or unjust acts to members of the outgroup
s ’lltl:f& 'Walker. 2009). In the next section we present empirical evidence
Smi “hat intergroup contact can undermine the conditions necessary
qggestin nge coward equality (see Wright & Lubensky, 2009, for a similar

forS(’Cial ch

,:l“l P od 3 part

RESEARCH SUPPORT

We propose that beyond improving attitudes, the commonality-focused
aure Of intergroup contact can also affect the way group members view
<cial inequality. Past research has established that forms of contact that are
onsidered “optimal,” which are often operationalized as cross-group friend-
ships or as commonality—focused encounters, improve attitudes toward the
outgroup (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Because of the blurring of intergroup
houndaries, we propose that these forms of contact can also reduce awareness

fintergroup inequality. Reduced awareness of inequality along with positive
ricudes toward the advantaged group can inflate disadvantaged group mem-
bers' perceptions of the fairness of the advantaged group, thus encouraging
optimism about the prospects of equality between the groups. Because recog-
nition of inequality and external attribution of disadvantage are necessary
motivators of collective action, we would expect this optimism ultimately to
teduce motivation to advance social change.

StUdieZSOtzzt thfise ideas we cor}ducted a laboratory experime.:nt and two ﬁeld
elated o soe[tnlu?g the effect of intergroup contact on pgrceptlons and 'motwes
Foup emb;ah}nequahty’ In the first study we expen.mentally manipulated
of contagt (cs D rf.?lated power (advantaged vs. disadvantaged) anFl type

mmonality-focused vs. differences-focused). According to
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our theorizing, a fm:aus o cmnmm-lalities,'compared w
reduce awareness of group-based mt‘.quallty' and can
disadvantaged group mcmbc‘rs perceive their s.omal s
were particularly interested in whether, for disady
commonality-focused contact would rcdu;g* awareness of ianUalit m Is,
eral and of relative disadvantage more specihically. In the subse enty in

studies we examined whether a similar effect would oceyr among metwo fielg
naturally occurring disadvantaged groups: Arabs in Israel ang M mll?efs of
India. In these field studies, we turthcr. tested whether Perceptions Ofgroj ms
inequality predict reduced motivation for social change, our majp, Ou;

f interest.

ot in In the laboratory study (Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & Pratto, 7
power between two groups to which members were rand
manipulated by giving the advantaged group the opporty
course credits to the two groups. Before the g
allocated the credits, members of both groups i
of instructions to focus on either intergroup
Consistent with prior research, commonality-
with differences-focused interactions,
attitudes in both advantaged and disadv
however, commonality-focused contact
the inequality between the groups. Moreover

lth differenCe )

thereby affec ;}':h()uld
tanding Ty, the Way
antage( group, m:re,wt

009,
omly assi ud )

Nity to g4
dvantaged gr

produced more Positive j
antaged group members, |

reflected in expectations for equality b

etween the groups.
However, when the disadvantag

ed group members’ eXpectations were

rch showing that advantaged groups are
aintain their power (Blumer, 1958; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).
s argued by Dixon and colleagues (Durrheim & Dixon, 20Q4),
whereas members of advantaged groups may support equality in Pﬁ“_‘:lple'
which is a likely attitudinal outcome of favorable contact, they may still e

ACLLo create equality in pracrice. Thus, the results from the laboratory expet

Furthermore, a
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g WE
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L

-+ ants in the second study (Saguy et al., 2009, Study 2) were Arabs

Pzirttfr:;‘tioml minority that suffers notable disadvantage compared with
a

nlsmﬁ’ ,

- academic achievement, income, political power; Smooha, 2005). ‘
s (e.g+ 10 Jthe statistical associations among friendships with Jews (a type I‘}
We eX.‘].mmqé act that is particularly likely to involve a focus on common- \
o positive LOCI: AL, 2004), attitudes toward Jews, awareness of inequality, and |

licies; ."k]rltl‘snof Jews as fair. We further measured Arabs’ support for social

rcep[lt

‘&

|

i

\

hanee - aranteeing equal work opportunities for Arabs). Drawing on col- !

legléléf“l " on research (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; van Zomeren et al., 2008) |

Jecti® :cte { that both reduced awareness of inequality and positive outgroup
we €X

- ations (i€ improved attitudes toward Jews and viewing Jews as fair)
i’ ;

L‘“el { undermine disadvantaged group members’ support for change toward
wou

equality'. _

Consistent wi

roward equality (e-g-, by asking them the degree to which they support
ge

th the results of our laboratory experiment, more positive
contact with Jews was associated with more positive attitudes toward Jews and

vith reduced awareness of inequality between Jews and Arabs. In addition,
improved attitudes were associated with increased perceptions of Jews as fa‘n.t.
Moreover, and consistent with our theorizing, both perceptions of Jews as fair
and reduced awareness of inequality were associated with reduced support
for social change. Thus, through its effects on the way disadvantaged group
members viewed the social inequality and members of the other group, contact
wasassociated with a decrease in support for social change. The overall model

testing the proposed links between variables fit the data well and better than
dtenative models (see Figure 18.1).

| Results of a third study (Tausch, Saguy, & Singh, 2009) rep}icated these
idings, his time among Muslims in India. Muslims in India are dxsadvantaged
“pared with other minorities and, most notably, compared with Hindus, the

, 1
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Inequality
as just

.- ediated relationships among ¢,

| examining the m e » 3 Contagy
Figure 18.1. Path ’;,‘°§'ee The beta value between “positive contact” angq « grf;"d
support for icz‘??:hce ﬁe?a value between “positive contact” and inequality 5 ° 0P
fairness” = .14%

just” = .22*".
jus*tp <.05."p<.01.1p< .09

dominant majority group. Having morz Hir:idu o wasf felate

itudes toward Hindus but also to reduced awareness of ineq
amt;f and Hindus. In addition, these outcomes predicted stronger Percep.
240121:; SHinclus as fair, which in turn were‘rfizlated. to wgaker co'llective actiop
tendencies (measured as inten.tion.s to pgrt1c1pate In various actions that could
improve the position of Muslims in India). .

Taken together, results from the field studies and the lah
iment converge to suggest that experiences of positive, comm
contact can affect the way disadvantaged group members
inequality and their own disadvantage. These perceptions,
an overly optimistic view of intergroup relations, can red
challenge existing social inequality. These effects are ¢
theorizing that the harmony created by contact, reflected i
between groups, can paradoxically undermine the pote
that might bring about an increase in equality.
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‘ ;i-ll for change, advantaged group members might use it 1o g ‘ces
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s sighly relevant to the issue of intergroup
he etfect of commonality-focused cont

current
aggression, is

(s .
act might not

nd ™ ong ternt, !

he L :

(hat 10 [‘I\' lead 0 reduction in intergroup contlict, particularly if (or when)

essart ) e are dist a g . -
qecesS nnﬂt‘d group members are disillusioned and realize that their expec

- 'J =~ h af 53 . ¥ CO = . -
j,,.d‘.  faimess are not met. In the final two sections, we discuss these issues
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ﬁﬁpﬂt‘d ﬂTIdIHgb
¢

At the beginning of this chapter, we advocated a more refined and less
ca[@rical view Of mte.rgroup harmony as good_ and intergroup tension as bad.
Te i\ror\‘sed that tension can be adaptive for intergroup relations, because it
anfoster «ocial change that brings about greater equality and justice between

son, promoting harmony could be maladaptive because, by

oups. For this rea
ehcig potentially CONSLFUCTIVE LENSION, it might indirectly reinforce existing

mequality.
[n general, our research supports this view by showing that the harmony

encouraged by contact may not translate into greater equality between groups.
The orientations of both disadvantaged and advantaged groups can contribute
o this “irony of harmony.” For disadvantaged group members, harmony-
nducing strategies can turn attention away from social inequities and cause
nembers of the advantaged group to be perceived as fair. Both of these outcomes
anlead disadvantaged group members to relax their efforts to promote change
toward equality. For members of advantaged groups, improved attitudes as a
result of contact do not necessarily translate to more egalitarian intergroup
be}_lavior. This finding is consistent with research showing that changes in
a_mt“df“ produced by contact may reflect mainly a commitment to equality
“aprinciple rather than equality as a reality (Durrheim & Dixon, 2004;

tsee, Pettigrew et al., 2007).
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Future research might lruitfn‘lly cfx;\rliirl’c- Processes relareq )
« that might impede egalitarian actions op, the part .
hmm\:‘:::vmlwx:\. One possibility is that when imcrgmup relag
:lr:‘,lll':';(‘r.\ of advantaged groups feel lic‘mlurut‘ll(‘y to make Ch;lnHCS in )“QM
system. Their knowledge that Ih’v dl..s;u v;nn[-;lgcd BTOUD Mempbe, .  Sociy
can reduce concerns about social |m-qu‘;nlhn'y :'md make ACtua| o "f‘"tent
behavior seem less necessary. A rvl:m-t'l possibilit y is that Memberg oo tati,
groups may xll‘;ll(‘ulk‘;l”)’ try to create forms of positive s0cial rclati()ns tr)d
the status quo (Jackman, IW‘U. Indeed, l'hc threat ()fchange in the fllstain
reduced if the likely agents of f'hnngc (l.g'., members of the disag tem
group) see less need for action. Therefq e, frcl)m the point of view ofthar?taged
wish to sustain the hierarchy, commonality-focused contact cap, befun whe,
if somewhat deceptive,

Future research might also g_x;nninc the effects "fc"mm(mality.f
contact over time, especially the effects on members of the disadVantage dOC“SCd
As we have demonstrated, disadvantaged group members may at firg; begroup-
optimistic, through positive contact, about intergroup relationg an(cion}:e
advantaged group's benevolence. In the longer term, h()wever, disa dvan ’t e
group members may become “disillusioned,” particularly if ¢},
appeased without achieving any real change. In addition, their
actually get worse rather than improve if members of the advantageq o
feel no pressure to be truly egalitarian. This turn of events is likely ¢ prOduu
distrust, disillusionment, and strong resentment, which might fye] more extren:z
forms of conflict. This possibility points to the potential fragility of hartnony
created by commonality-focused contact and to the need to develop inter-
ventions that would help achieve a more stable and genuine improvemens in
intergroup relations.

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Harmony-inducing strategies can have obvious and relatively immed;-
ate positive consequences for intergroup attitudes. Nevertheless, our work
suggests that these benefits can turn out to be superficial and may even impede,
in the long run, constructive societal changes. Practical efforts to improve
intergroup relations might therefore profit from moving beyond questions
about how to create harmony and eliminate tension to studying ways to cre-
ate harmony without eliminating constructive tension. This requires an
approach that views harmony and tension between groups as processes that
can coexist. Rather than overlooking the fact that groups operate in asystem
of asymmetrical power, group-based differences, particularly those pertaitt
ing to power, can be acknowledged alongside a focus on commonalities. This
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