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Group entitativity and similarity: their differing patterns in perceptions of groups

Learning objectives Define the factors that create social groups and perceptions of eligibility. Define the concept of social identity and explain how it applies to social groups. Examine the development and dissolution phases of the group. Figure 10.2 We work together in social groups to help us fulfil our tasks and make decisions. Source: Randy, Ruth, and
Sarah Eric Peacock ( used under CC NC SA 2.0 ( ; NASA's Mars Scientific Laboratory HQ Photo ( used under license CC BY NC 2.0 ( ; The cultural competence team get to work Josie Holford ( used under the CC NC ND 2.0 license ( Although it might seem that we could easily recognize social groups when you come across one, it is actually not so easy to
define what makes a group of people a social group. Imagine, for example, half a dozen people waiting at the checkout at the supermarket. You would probably agree that this set of individuals should not be considered a social group because people are not meaningfully related to each other. And individuals watching a movie in a theater or those attending a
large lecture class could also be treated simply as individuals who are in the same place at the same time but who are not connected as a social group. Of course, a group of individuals who are currently in the same place can still easily turn into a social group if something happens that brings them together. For example, if a man at the supermarket's
checkout line suddenly collapsed on the floor, it's likely that others around him would start working together to help him. Someone would call an ambulance, another could give CPR, and another might try to contact their family. Similarly, if the cinema was to catch fire, the group would form as individuals attempted to leave the theater. And even a class of
students can come to feel like a group if an instructor is constantly praised for being the best (or worst) class that he or she has ever had. It was a challenge to characterize what something is that makes a group group, but one term that has been used is eligibility (Campbell, 1958; Lickel a., 2000). Eligibility refers to something like groupiness-perception,
either by the group members themselves or by others that the people together are groups. The concept of eligibility is important, both in relation to how we perceive our ingroups, and also in terms of our perception and behaviour towards our outgroups. For example, a strong perception of an ingroup can help people their sense of collective self-confidence in
the face of a difficult situation (Bougie, Usborne, de la Sablonniere, &amp; Taylor, 2011). Seeing our ingroups as more justified can also help us achieve our individual psychological needs (Crawford &amp; Salaman, 2012). With our outgroups, our perception of their eligibility can influence both our prosocial and antisocial behavior toward them. For example,
although in some situations individuals may feel more xenophobic towards outgroups they perceive to be more entitled (Ommundsen, van der Veer, Yakushko, &amp; Ulleberg, 2013), they may in other contexts choose to donate more money to help more eligible outgroups (Smith, Faro, &amp; Burson, 2013).  Similarity One of the determinants of eligibility is
cognitive one-perception similarity. As we have seen in our discussions about liking and loving, similarity is important in many dimensions, including faith, values and qualities. A group may only be a group to the extent that its members have something in common; at least, they are similar because they all belong to a group. If a collection of people are
interested in the same things, share the same views and opinions, or work together on the same task, then it seems that they should be considered-themselves and a would-be group. However, if there are many differences between individuals, especially in their goals, values, beliefs and behaviors, then they are less likely to be perceived as a group. Given
the many differences that we have discussed in other chapters between members of individualistic and collectivist cultures as regards how they see their social worlds, it should come as no surprise that the different kinds of similarities relate more strongly to the perception of eligibility in each type of culture. For example, similarity in terms of personal
characteristics was found to be more associated with sensitivity in American and Japanese participants, while the opposite pattern was found in terms of similarity in terms of common objectives and results (Kurebayashi, Hoffman, Ryan, &amp; Murayama, 2012).   So people generally come together to form groups precisely because they are alike. For
example, maybe everyone is interested in playing poker, or watching the same football team, or as martial arts. And groups are more likely to fall apart when group members become dissimilar and therefore no longer have enough in common to hold them together (Crump, Hamilton, Sherman, Lickel, &amp; Thakkar, 2010; Miles & Kivlighan, 2008).
Communication, interdependence and group structure Although similarity is important, it is not the only factor that creates the group. Groups have greater eligibility when group members have frequent interaction and communication with each other (Johnson &amp; Johnson, 2012). Although communication may take place in groups that meet in one place, it
may between individuals who are at a great distance from each other. For example, members of the research team who communicate regularly via Skype can have frequent interactions and feel like they're a group, even if they never or rarely meet in person. Interaction is especially important when accompanied by interdependence – the extent to which
group members are interdependent to achieve the goal. In some cases, and especially in working groups, interdependence involves the need to work together to successfully perform a task. Individuals playing baseball depend on each other to be able to play the game and also play well. Every individual has to do their job to make the group work. We are
also interdependent when we work together to write a research article or create a class project. When group members are interdependent, they report that they are more happy, tend to collaborate and communicate with each other to a greater extent and can be more productive (Deutsch, 1949). Another aspect of the working groups, whose members spend
some time working together and therefore appear to be grouped together, is that they develop the structure of the group – stable standards and tasks that define the appropriate behaviour of the group as a whole and of each member. Relevant social standards for groups include customs, traditions, standards and rules, as well as the general values of the
group. Particularly important here are the injunctive standards that specify how the group's members are expected to behave. Some are normative norms that tell members of a group what to do, while some are normative norms that tell them what not to do. As a general rule, the more clearly defined and widely agreed the standards in the group are, the more
justified that the members of the group will feel. Effective groups also develop and assign social roles (expected behavior) to group members. For example, some groups may be structured to have a chair, a secretary and many different working committees. Different roles are often associated with different levels of status or perceived power, and these
hierarchies. In general, groups are more effective when the tasks assigned to each member are clearly defined and proportionate to the skills and objectives of those individuals. Also, if members have more than one role, such as player and coach, it is important that these tasks are compatible rather than contradictory. This allows high-performance groups to
avoid being stressed out of roles. This occurs when individuals experience incompatible requirements and expectations within or between tasks they occupy, which often negatively affects their ability to be successful in these roles (Forsyth, 2010). Social identity Although cognitive factors such as perceived similarity, communication, and structure are often
an important part of what we mean by being a group, it does not seem to always be necessary. In some situations, groups may be perceived as groups, even if they have little independence, communication or structure. Partly because this problem, an alternative approach to thinking about groups, and one that was very important in social psychology, uses
the affective feelings that we have towards the groups that we belong to. As we read, social identity refers to part of the self-concept that results from our membership of social groups (Hogg, 2003). In general, because we prefer to stay in groups that make us feel good, the result of group membership is a positive social identity–our group membership make
us feel good about ourselves. According to the social identity approach, a group is a group where members experience social identity–when they are defined in part by the group they belong to and feel good about their group membership (Hogg, 2010). This identity could be seen as a tendency on the part of the individual to speak positively about the group
to others, the general enjoyment of group membership, and the sense of pride that comes from group membership. Since identity is such an important part of group membership, we can try to create it to make us feel good, both about our group and ourselves. You may know some people–maybe you're a one-who wears the clothes of your sports team to
highlight their identity with the group because they want to be a part of, and accepted, other members of the group. Indeed, the more that we see our social identities as part of our group membership, the more likely we are to remain in them, even if there are attractive alternatives (Van Vugt &amp; Hart, 2004). Group development phases Although many
groups are essentially static, perform the same types of tasks from day to day, other groups are more dynamic. In fact, in almost all groups there is at least some change; members come and go, and the group's objectives may change. And even groups that have remained relatively stable for a long time can suddenly make dramatic changes; such as when
faced with a crisis, such as changing the objectives of tasks or losing a leader. Groups can also lose their relevance and identity because they successfully meet the goals they originally set out to achieve. One way to understand the evolution of a group is to consider the potential phases that groups generally go through. One widely used approach here is a
model developed by Tuckman and Jensen (1977). As you can see in Figure 10.3, the stages of development of the group's various phases include forming, attacking, standardizing and performing and adjourning. Figure 10.3 Group development phases The formation stage occurs when group members come and begin their existence as a group. In some
cases, when a new group is formed, such as a jury in a courtroom, in order to achieve the goal, the formation phase occurs relatively quickly and is appropriately considered the first phase of the group. In other cases, however, the process of forming a group takes a continuous period of time, for example when factory workers leave their jobs and are
replaced by new employees. Formation is important for the new members as well as for the group itself. During this time, the Group and the individual shall exchange knowledge of appropriate standards, including any existing group structures, procedures and ruins. Each individual will need to learn about the group and determine how he or she is going to fit
in and the group can control the characteristics and suitability of the individual as a member of the group. This initial investigation process may end by an individual rejecting a group or group that rejects an individual. If the forming stage can be compared with childhood, there is no doubt that the next-stage attack can be compared to adolescence. As the
members of the group begin to get to know each other, they may find that they do not always agree on everything. At a tumultuous stage, members can try to express their own views, express their independence and try to persuade the group to embrace their ideas. The storm can occur as the group first gets started, and it can be repeated at any time during
the group's development, especially if the group experiences stress caused by a negative event, such as an obstacle over toward the group's target. In some cases, the conflict can be so strong that the members of the group decide that the group does not work at all and that they dissolve. In fact, field studies of actual working groups have shown that a
large percentage of new groups never get through the forming and attack stages before disintegration (Kuypers, Davies, &amp; Hazewinkel, 1986). Although an attack can be harmful to the functioning of a group, and therefore groups must work to prevent them from escalating, some conflicts between group members may actually be useful. Sometimes the
most successful groups are those that have successfully gone through a tumultuous phase, because conflict can increase group productivity if conflict doesn't become so extreme that the group falls apart prematurely (Rispens &amp; Jehn, 2011). Groups that experience no conflict at all can be unproductive because members are bored, unconnected, and
unmotivated, and because they don't think creatively or openly about topics that are relevant to them (Tjosvold, 1991). In order for the group to move forward, it needs to develop new ideas and approaches, which requires members to discuss their different views on the decisions that the group needs to make. Assuming the storm does not escalate too far, the
group enter the normative phase when the relevant standards and tasks of the group are developed. Once these standards have been established, they will allow the group to enter the performance phase when the members of the group establish a routine and effective cooperation. At this stage, individual members of the group can report great satisfaction
and identification with the group, as well as a strong group identity. The groups that have actually reached this stage have the capacity to meet the objectives and survive the challenges. And at this point, the group becomes well attuned to its role and is able to perform the task effectively. In one interesting observational study of the group development
process in real groups, Gersick (1988, 1989) observed several teams working on different projects. The teams were chosen so that they all worked within a certain timeframe, but the timeframe itself varied dramatically – from eight to 25 meetings, which took place between 11 days and six months. Despite this variability, Gersick found that each of the teams
followed a very similar model of standardisation and then fulfillment. In any case, the team set well-defined standards regarding its way of attacking its role in the first meeting. And every team stayed with that approach, with very little variation, in the first half of the time it was allotted. However, mid-term, when it was granted to complete the project (and
regardless of whether it was after four meetings or after 12), the group suddenly had a meeting at which it decided to change its approach. Then each group used this new method to perform the task for the rest of the allotted time. It was as if the alarm clock had gone halfway through the point, leading each group to rethink their approach. Most groups
eventually reach the adjournment phase, where the members of the group prepare to end the group. In some cases, this is because the task for which the group was created has been completed, while in other cases it occurs because the members of the group have developed new interests outside the group. In any case, because the people who worked in
the group probably developed a strong identification with the group and other members of the group, the adjournment phase is often stressful and participants can resist a breakup. In the face of these situations, individuals often plan to get together again in the future, exchanging addresses and phone numbers, though they may well know that they are
unlikely to actually do so. Sometimes it is useful for a group to work in advance to prepare members for a breakup. Keep in mind that this model represents only the general account stages of group development, starting with the formation and ending of the adjournment, and will not apply equally well to all groups. For example, stages are necessarily
sequential: some groups may cycle back and forth between earlier and later stages in response to the situations they face. Also, not all groups will necessarily go through all phases. Nevertheless, the model was useful in describing the development of a wide range of groups (Johnson &amp; Johnson, 2012). Key Takeaways social groups form the basis of
human society-free groups, there would be no human culture. However, cooperation in groups can also lead to various negative results. Similarity, communication, interdependence and group structure are variables that make a collection of individuals seem more like group-perception groups of legitimacy. Most of the groups that we belong to provide us with
a positive social identity-part of the self-concept that results from our membership of social groups. The more we feel that our identity is tied to our group membership, the less likely we are to leave the groups we belong to. One way to understand the evolution of a group is to consider the potential phases that groups generally go through. Normal stages are
formed, demolished, standardised and implemented, and adjourned. Exercise and critical thinking Compare some of the social groups that you belong to that you feel have a high and low level of eligibility. How do these groups differ in terms of their perceived similarity, communication, interdependence and structure? Describe the situation where you have
experienced the task of stress. What were the causes of this stress and how did it affect your performance in this role? Think about the group you belong to now, which is very important to you. Identify one normative and one description standard for this group. How do you think these standards help the group function effectively? What do you think would
happen if a member of the group violated these standards? Consider groups that provide a particularly strong social identity for their members. Why do you think social identity is so strong in these groups and how do you think identity experiences affect the behaviour of group members? Think about the group that you've been a member of for a long time.
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