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UNIT 1



UNDERSTANDING GROUPS



Understanding Groups



Objectives After going through this unit, you should be able to: • understand what is a group and why study groups • appreciate the characteristic features of primary and secondary groups • appreciate the complementarity of group and the individual • understand the nature of group influences. Structure 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.10 1.11



Introduction Why study groups The Description and Nature of Groups The Nature of Constraints Group Processes Group Processes as a Function of Interaction Theoretical Approaches to Groups The Group and The Individual Summary Self-Assessment Questions Further readings



1.1



INTRODUCTION



Man is a social animal. The early origin and development of social life among homo sapiens was within-the context of collectives where the sustained human group was a social invention of critical evolutionary importance. The human group originated presumably through mutual interaction among factors such as partial care, the growth of larger brain, development of language, extended childhood, exchange behavior, and play. Once the sustainable group emerged, it became a valuable social form. First, it became a means to accomplish tasks and reach goals that were simply impossible for the individual alone, including the care of the young after the death of the mother, hunting large animals, the spanning of wide charms, building complex structures, conducting communal ceremonies, defending effectively against attack and so on. Second, groups became a source not only of physical sustenance but also of warmth and affection, of tenderness and support, and of a sense of identity and collective security. Third, the group became both a creator and a transmitter of culture, language and technical know-how beliefs and art forms, games and ceremonies, and in general a set of meanings for interpreting existence including life in the group itself. Fourth, human groups each bound together by. mutual trust, became building blocks to be joined together to form larger social units, ranging from small outfit or band, to the clan, the tribe, the city, the society and eventually to the highly complex political and economic organizations which now span the globe. Quite naturally in the face of the new possibilities of, and demands on, these suprastructure, the forms and sustenance of the original groups gave way to radically new forms that have led to today's wide variety of primary and secondary groups. Before proceeding further, let us understand what is meant by primary and secondary groups. According to Dunphy the primary group..is "a group which persists long enough to develop strong emotional attachment between members, at least a set of rudimentary, functionality differentiated roles, and a sub-culture of its own which includes an image of the group as an entity and informal normative system which controls group-relevant action as members". To understand the distinctive processes of primary groups, we need to look not only within these groups but outside them. Consequently one may identify the roles these primary groups play in life. Whether life in such groups is easy going and pleasant or turbulent and disturbing, members tend to be attached one another, to be significant" to one another, as it would be indicated by sense of personal loss. When a member is separated from the group like in a family such primary groups are at one end of a scale. At the other, impersonal end of the scale
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indicated by sense of personal loss. When a member is separated from the group like in a family such primary groups are at one end of a scale. At the other, impersonal end of the scale are secondary groups whose values is largely extrinsic. They are organized chiefly to get a job done, to produce object or services that have exchanged value, usually for outsiders. Performance according to standard Of effectiveness or excellence taken precedence over personal feelings and attachments. Often members are considered replaceable in the service of high quality group performance, as in surgical team. Beyond their variation in "primaryness" the billions of groups that exist vary in other respects including size, duration or existence, reward to members, usefulness to the community, and the degree to which their structure and activities are governed by custom or law.



1.2



WHY STUDY GROUPS?



Groups may be numerous and various, but why study them?. One reason is curiosity about the human condition. The billions of groups that exist are settings in which the men, women and children of the world pursue their daily activities of work and play. Whatever form they take, one can assume that their structure and internal dynamics make difference not only to the lives of their members but also to the character and history of the communities of which they are a part. As we all know, the new born infant cannot become human without "a mothering group" and reciprocally groups can neither maintain themselves nor accomplish collective goals without having gained commitment from individuals. This interdependence between group and individual is elemental, both in origin and development of group life among humans and individual lives - elemental enough to raise further questions, such as, how do these groups tend to shape personalities? What part do they play throughout the life cycle of individuals? What do groups give to and require from individuals? What is actually require from individuals to live, work and play together? What are the dynamics of these small centers of human existence? On another level, how do networks of such groups contribute to the life of communities? What groups influence the course of history and in what ways'? How do these relations among persons and the group, among groups and the community - differ from one region to another, or from one culture to another? Are there general laws that tend to govern such relations? One can see that the interest in human conditions can lead quite naturally to question about human groups whether one is a historian, psychologist, anthropologist, sociologist or scholar in related fields. One of the most important reasons for' studying groups, apart from its role in helping individuals in reaching difficult goals, is to better understand the psychology of the individuals. Cooley wrote, "human nature is developed and expressed in those simple face-to-face groups that some how are alike in all societies, groups of the family, the play ground and the neighbourhood, ... in these every where human nature comes into existence". The humanizing processes that occur between the new born and the" family are often so intricately interwoven that the boundaries between person and group are not clear. Consequently those who are trying to advance our knowledge about personality development are finding it enormously helpful, if not essential, to comprehend the interpersonal dynamics in the formative groups.
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Another reason to study the groups is to better understand larger social units, such as organization, institutions, communities and societies. Ordinarily, these larger units are composed of overlapping smaller groups, connected through various types of obligations and responsibilities. Because of the interdependencies in a given network, groups small in themselves may nonetheless have may have important even critical effects on the rest of the system. We are familiar with the general tendencies of decision making to migrate to the top of power network where often a small group of executives and advisors makes the final decisions. In so far as the internal relations (loyalties, jealousies, coalitions) of the small group a fact its decision, then its dynamics have an impact on the larger system both at the top and at the grass root level, the dynamics of small units can be a major source of variance in determining changes in the larger system. The more important they are at a source of variance, the more essential it becomes for those who want to understand change in the larger systems to study dynamics of the smaller groups. For example, if the top executives are not



well coordinated interpersonally, the entire organization will suffer as most of the important decision will either be shelved due to internal bickering or will be watered down in the name of collective compromise.



1.3



Understanding Groups



THE DESCRIPTION AND NATURE OF GROUPS



`a group should be conceived of as a system whose parts interrelate.' (Gahagan, 1975, Much has been written about groups, especially over the last thirty years when all the pervading nature of `group' influence on human behavior has been increasingly recognized. The number of words in the English language that have arisen to number of describe form of collectivity, both in animals and men, is legion. This is a fair indication of the need to distinguish these groupings and is also a clear mark of the acceptance of their universal nature. The very general nature of human groupings poses a problem for those who wish to examine group phenomena in more detail. Manifestly ubiquitous group pressures producing some form of conformity, and therefore acceptable behavior, are as little thought about as breathing. In turn this tends to relegate such group pressures to a level below conscious awareness unless, circumstances change and unfamiliarity break the habitual patterns. This process allows individuals to assume that they make decisions about the trivia of everyday life in ways that are both personal to them and not subject to outside influence whereas the opposite is more nearly the reality. Whatever choices the individual makes, these are already circumscribed by group influences; the less awareness there is of these influences, the more circumscribed the choice and the greater the lack of awareness. In a very real sense, then, attempting to describe what actually happens when people are gathered together is an effort to delineate more aspects of human interaction, because even actions that are essentially private can, with little effort, be shown to be influenced by group behavior and, in particular, to be the expected responses of others. It is not too difficult to present an argument for the `learned' nature of most of human behavior, nor to argue that it was learned because it produced relatively satisfactory results somewhere in our past experience. In other words, it was behavior that found acceptance by those who were perceived as important, to us in some way and that thereby brought some degree of satisfaction to us as producers of such behavior. Nothing seems more important in the understanding of group influence than the enormous effort that all human beings seem to make to offset any perception they may have of their essentially isolated state. However such human beings involve themselves with others, each is still basically a self-contained unit with no direct, unimpeded link with any other human being (unless he or she is one of a set of Siamese twins). An individual cannot communicate thoughts and feelings without translating them into some form of arbitrary and systematic code, nor can the feelings and thoughts of another be appreciated without the same translation process taking place at both transmitting and receiving ends. Furthermore, it would seem that not only is the human being isolated, in this way but in other ways also. For example, there is the problem of identity, and the constant need for stimulation from other similar beings. Both these factors seem essential to. the maintenance of a mentally healthy individual. Our perception of the kind of people we are rests largely on our recognizing the responses we evoke in others. We cannot evoke such responses if our behavior is so unacceptable that we are excluded from the company of others. Similarly, unless we receive sufficient response from others, we cannot be socially competent individuals. While there are other factors involved, we ate concerned here, to make explicit only the functions of group influence in everyday life. The reasons for so doing are simple enough and reside in the concept of a human being as a thinking animal. By `thinking' I mean a process of conscious `assessment of the factors involved in any situation and also an assessment of the
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nature of the equipment we possess for making' such assessments. Choices can only be made if an awareness of alternatives and their value exists at the moment of decision making. Some choice almost always exists. But in many circumstances the hidden influences that over-or under-value a choice, or even obscure a possible alternative, limit any selection and thus affect the outcome. Such hidden influences, which stem mainly from. group pressures, can be made more explicit by the expedient of acquiring some understanding of the way in which groups operate. By increasing understanding of the function of group influence, erstwhile hidden influences become manifest and any decision can be more widely and accurately based. Definitions of dynamic entities such as groups present many difficulties but it is hoped that the description offered here will provide a reasonable basis for the widening of understanding about groups in general. THE ARBITRARY NATURE OF THE `GROUP' CONCEPT 'A group is ... the largest set of two or more individuals who are jointly characterized by a network of relevant communications, a shared sense of collective identity and one or more shared goal dispositions with associated normative strengths. ' (Smith -1967) In one clear sense a group is a purely arbitrary distinction, the nature of which maybe very important when certain kinds of groups are studied. All groups are collections of human beings. What determines the degree of ‘groupness’ must be at a very basic level, for example, the amount of time they spend in each Other's company. Thus, if people congregate for noticeable periods of time then they lose some of the fluidity of a haphazard gathering. The observer can say they are an elementary or rudimentary group. Social life is composed of just such groups. The arbitrary nature of such a definition is marked by the fluctuations of perception of observers. For example, observers may disagree about the sufficient minimum time needed for a rudimentary group to be established. Thus, some researchers set purely arbitrary levels about how much of any given defining factor (e.g. time spent in each other's presence) constitutes an acceptable criterion. Other defining factors such as awareness of the presence of others and interaction, are equally important, but allure dependent for their existence upon the factor of time. One zoologist (Jones 1967) has even suggested that the group state may be the real existence of which individuals are no more than parts, as cells are constituents of a body. Jones was in fact -writing about social insects such as bees, but his argument is applicable to human beings, too. Thus, it is possible to argue that all social life is group life and that the individual is a more or less responsive constituent part. Whyte (1960) proposes that we tend to be confusing an abstraction with reality. He goes on to say that because a collection of individuals can be called `a group' it does not imply that they function as `a group'. (This is an interesting example of the arbitrary way in which the term `group' is used.) By saying that a collection of people does not function as a group, Whyte is suggesting that in his definition certain clear conditions must be present before the collection becomes a group. In his terms those conditions are those that facilitate a collection's ability to function as a group, that is, to act as an integrated unit with some cognizance of the interdependence of the constituent parts.
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In general, one would not quarrel with this outlook. However, one do question the assumption that there is a qualitative difference between the `collective' and the `group'. As one see it, the difference is quantitative, the two systems are the same system at different stages in its development. All the factors that eventually create the group are in existence in the collectivity. They are less intensively and extensively developed but they are there intensively and extensively developed, but they are there. Even this concept has an element of arbitrariness about it but I think it begs fewer questions, and is broader and more elegant than approaches that insist that the obvious differences between groups, crowds, and



collectivities are differences of kind. No one would suggest that eggs, caterpillars, pupae, and moths are not part of the same life cycle despite -heir apparent differences. Golembiewski (1962) asserts that he can find no evidence for the assumption that all human aggregates are groups. But it is equally clear from the definition he gives of a `group' that once more he has made an arbitrary choice about what he will accept as falling within his criteria. This leads to a search for the factors that distinguish what one will and will not accept under the rubric of `group'. Hence all the concern with the awareness of purpose on the part of the members, the sense of belonging, and the myriad of focusing factors. In turn, this has led to semantic problems and to problems of infinite consequence in terms of the impossibility of comparing research projects ostensibly concerned with the same social situation, i.e. a group. Ultimately this has led to a hardening of the differences and possessive claims that only the writer is talking about `real' groups. Most particular and precise formulations about actual occurrences can be embedded in larger concepts and this stochastic process may be infinite. But there must be some stage at which the apparently separate theoretical entities can be embedded without harm or loss in the next larger stage of concept. If this is not done with the concept of group then the arbitrary nature remains paramount and conflict prevents maximum use being made of the available data. WHAT ARE GROUPS? `Our aim, therefore, is to enunciate general principles of the following form:, "If any device is to perfonrt function X, then that device is subject to or limited by the principles l' which must hold for all possible devices performing this function ". ' (Miller 1969a: 107) George Miller was writing about a way of comparing computers and human beings, machines and organisms, that sees them `insofar as they performed the same function ... as particular instances of theoretical systems of far greater generality' (Miller 1969a: 106). The obvious difficulty of comparing groups which arises from the apparent widely different uses to which they are put, has always tended towards a differentiation of groups.. The functions have been seen to be different. Therefore Miller's general principle would not apply. But it seems that `function' in these instances is often confused with `outcome'. For example, if a group is used as a method of treating people with particular kinds of emotional problems, then its outcome is therapeutic. Some would say that this was also its `function' and that this function would be different from that of a group- set up to enhance learning. The point is that the functions of all groups, defined as the way they operate, are identical and that it is not so much the absolute difference of function that creates apparent difference in groups, but the intensity, duration, and selective use of the recognizably limited number of functions that produce different outcomes. In terms of Miller's general principles, all groups fit into a theoretical system of greater generality and are governed by the same general principles. In other words, these can be defined as a Stochastic theory of groups that points to the similarities of groups rather than their differences. Given a stochastic theory in which the different `kinds' of groups (I would prefer to use the word `manifestations' than kinds') can be embedded, we are immediately presented with the possibility of direct comparison of identifiable components. We are in fact faced with the possibility of examining the interactive behavior of human beings in certain set pieces. The use of the word `set' here indicates that the element of time has to be considered as one of the most important factors involved. Human beings are separate entities but in their movements through space and time they gather together to produce groupings that last for different spans of time. Some like families and friendships exist over long periods of time; others, like acquaintanceships or crowds, last only a short time. People also move: from one of these gatherings to others in relatively short periods of time. All this is very obvious but it has to be said because the collectivities themselves, especially if they are not particularly transient, have come to be regarded as entities so much in their own
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right that the obvious fact that they are collecting points in a never-ending stream of interaction tends to get lost, and with it the essential similarities that exist among them. Shaw (1974) argues that group behavior is the behavior of the individuals who compose the group. Their behavior in one group will be different from their solitary behavior because the' stimuli they receive from the presence of others are significantly different in different social situations. This is another way of asserting the same point I made earlier. The constellations of individuals that a person enters are composed of different individuals and occur at different stages of the life cycle both of the individual members and of the gatherings they compose. Thus, the stimuli to which any one member is exposed are different-not in kind but in intensity and duration - and indeed perception of those stimuli also changes with experience and the degree of familiarity. Once more, we are forced back to the fact that group behavior is behavior in the presence of others, the response to, the ordinary stimuli of human social meeting. How long the gatherings stay together and thus increase the chance of adding to the experience of their members (which in turn modifies their perceptions not only of this collectivity but of all others of which they are a member) is crucial. Thus, although the terms 'natural' and `created' groups are in widespread use to distinguish between what are often seen as the two major categories of grouping; it will be shown that the distinction relates only to the nature of their origin and not to the 'behavior patterns of which they are composed. So-called 'natural' groups If it were possible for the overworked hypothetical man from Mars to take a fresh view of the people of Earth, he would probably be impressed by the amount of time they spend doing things in groups. (Cartwright and Zander 1953) `Natural' groups tend to be those that were in existence long before the person who so describes them saw them as such. `Natural', in this sense, has little or nothing to do with nature but with a sense of rightness, a feeling that such groups are `real', that they grew out of ordinary human needs and that there is no immediate evidence that they were consciously and deliberately brought into existence by one or more human beings as an act of policy. `Natural' also implies acceptance. The 'normal' state of affairs has not been interfered with. People may not like families, particularly their own, but a family is described as a `natural' group. It grow's out of several very basic needs of all human beings, all of which can only be met by some long-term contact with, and support from, other people. It is real; it is accepted. Employing the, dichotomy of `natural' / `created' forms of groups leads to the difficulty of actually seeing `natural' groups as groups. To many people the word `group' means a collection of individuals gathered together in one place at the same time often for at least one common purpose. It is quite acceptable that a study could be made of how such groups form, function, and die; but it is quite another matter to want to apply similar techniques to `natural' groups such as families, friendship groups, and gangs. This is one of the major reasons why information about the ways in which groups behave is so heavily weighted in favour of that obtained from `artificial' groups (Argyle 1969). There are other reasons, of course. For instance, the invasion of an investigator into a `natural' group throws into sharp relief the fact that his or her reason for being there is significantly different from that of all the other members. What the investigator sees may well be biased by the fact of his or her presence. He or she can hardly ever become a true member of the group unless their motives for being' there change or are never made explicit. Using Whyte's (1960) terminology, `natural groups would be called `incidental' in contradistinction to ‘created’ groups, would be called, `functional'. So Whyte's distinction lies in whether a group form arose to meet or accommodate the exigencies of an 'in-process' situation and in that sense is a spontaneous growth from that situation, or whether a conscious effort, is directed to the establishment of a group form `deigned' to cope with a situation and to facilitate a predicated outcome.



Activity 1



Understanding Groups



Look for residential societies around you and the office environment and try to assess what kind of groups get formed and how. Describe any two instances in details. Prepare a note and discuss with your colleagues. ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… …………………………………………………………………………………………. A somewhat similar formulation is put forward by Heap (1977) in which the factors of spontaneity, chance, propinquity, Shared interests, and needs are regarded as prime elements in the gestation of `natural' groups. There is strong emphasis on the chance element of people, being in the same place at the same time and a sense of the benefits this brings that reinforces the desire to maintain the source. (Heap uses the phrase `members simply come together'.) It is precisely this chance element and the desire to maintain a group as a source of satisfaction that offers the possibility of discovering what factors in these groups, then they endure, meet the needs of their members so well. In other words, if a grouping arises from the chance factors listed above, stays in existence for a considerable period of time, and creates behavior patterns that can not only be recognized but emulated, then that group effectively serves the needs of its members. Moreover, the shape or form it'*s developed should be the embodiment of the elements that generate effective need-satisfaction in this kind of situation. In a sense it is 'organic' in that it has grown into the shape it finally assumes. To be more sure of this point it is necessary to look at groups that do not originate in this way and to identify the major differences and the likely effects. So-called 'Created' groups The group is artificial, a form created by design' 1.



Artificial things are synthesized (though not always or usually with full forethought) by man.



2.



Artificial things may imitate appearances in natural things while lacking, in one or more respects, the reality of the latter,



3.



Artificial things can be characterised in terms of functions, goals, adaptations.



4.



Artificial things are often discussed, particularly when they are being designed, in terms of imperatives as well as descriptives.' (Simon in Rosenthal 1973: 61)



One major problem in the world of groups is that of gaining acceptance for the idea of the similarity of all groups. The terms natural and 'created' groups embody this problem'. There is something alien about groups that are created as a specific effort of will. In teaching people to see the dynamics of groups, for instance, a very common comment is that any group studied for this purpose is `artificial'. By this is meant that a very strong resistance to the group's, 'realness' has been generated, despite the fact that the group is constituted of real people in real surroundings. The element of being conscious of its generation and purpose, of being in on its birth rather than just finding it already in existence, seems to cause problems in accepting its reality. The major distinctions between 'natural' and 'created' groups would seem to be first that natural groups arise out of the everyday needs of human beings (they are of spontaneous generation and arise from circumstances. that occur as an integral part, of human existence) and, second, that for the individual member the sense of 'naturalness' is greater the further away he or she is from the actual creation of the group.
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Activity 2 Haw you ever been a part of either a natural group or a created group? If not, assess why? If yes, prepare a write-up about your experience, objectives and functioning of the group: Discuss among your peer group. ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… …………………………………………………………………………………………. In a very arbitrary way the terms `natural' and `created' groups define not so much different kinds of animal but different ways of looking at members of the same species. The use of the word `natural' give., the clue to the kind of thinking that lies behind it as does the use of the word `artificial' for groups that are specifically and consciously generated. Matters have often been made worse by attempts to prove what happens in all groups by creating experimental groups and performing controlled experiments with carefully delineated areas of group behavior. This lays open the possibility of direct refusal to accept any results from such groups, which are quite rightly seen as artificial, to real' groups, which by definition are natural. There is a problem with experimental group data but it is not their absolute distinction from real groups. It is the fact that experimental groups are created for the purpose of being experimental groups their purpose is to perform an experimental function. Thus, all the factors that attend their creation, function, constitution, and performance, affect the outcome. To transfer an analysis of such outcomes directly to the understanding of groups where the factors are different in some major way is not to be wholly wrong (that would contravene the essential similarity of all groups), but to have an instrument that is woefully out of balance. The question of the created group and its difference is not one of kind but of quantity and quality of the major influencing factors. Looked at in this way, it is possible to say that the so-called natural' group has some considerable elements of artificiality' in it, that is, elements deliberately brought into existence or modified in some way by conscious effort, but that mainly its structure has come about by `chance' elements. A large number of so-called `natural' groups are transient by nature. They come into being to meet a given situation and break up when that situation no longer obtains. It is only when the group deliberately seeks other similar situations to - work at, becomes consciously interested in its own performance, and' deliberately attempts to improve its methods that the group has begun to involve from its chance origin to a rationally constructed performing unit. This kind of change concerns time and the changed perceptions of members about their achievement, satisfactions, and functions. Processes take some time to become established and to produce outcomes, and so although the so-called `natural' groups should give us clear indications of the factors that allow the group to stay in business, not all `natural' groups are germane to our purpose. Essentially the natural groups that should prove most valuable in providing the evidence required should not be transient and should be successful in the performance of their function. For these reasons I have chosen to look at groups that have a permanence beyond one initial function. It is their successful forms that I want to scrutinize. Groups modify their members' experience of groin behavior and this modification, or learning process, is often referred to as the influence that a group can exert. THE NATURE OF GROUP INFLUENCE 'a great deal of behaviour which has been supposed to emanate from within the individual, to be based on his fixed character traits, is, in fact, a function of the individual within his group’.
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(Brown 1954. 283)



'Influence' 45 neither good nor bad in an absolute manner, but only in relation to the one. who experiences it. . (Gide:1903)



Understanding Groups



Without doubt, groups possess the ability to influence the behavior of their members. Indeed, it is the nature of this ability, and the methods employed that are fundamental to this study. If a group is not able by its very nature to influence its members and to moderate their behavior then any attempt to use a group for this kind of purpose is certain to fail. First we must clarify what is meant by influence, looking at group influence in general terms here but in more detail in the subsequent sections. To begin with, it is necessary to recognize the two most important elements, that is, the actual influence or pressure that a group exerts and the perception that each member has of the pressure being exerted. The necessity to behave in specific acceptable ways can be spelled out clearly by the group through its representatives, or it can be left to be discovered by newly acquired members who are helped by hint, suggestion, modeling, and sanction. In any case, each member's perception of what the group requires of him or her will be somewhat idiosyncratic. The possibility for error and partial success is enormous and tends to increase; the more specific the required behaviors become. One fact, substantially backed by practical experience, emerges fairly clearly from a consideration of the material about group influence. This concerns the relationship between influence, the need for a particular group, and the availability of alternative groups. Given that a group must satisfy some of the needs of its members better,' intheir opinion, than any available alternatives, there must come a point where any increase- in the demands of a group on its members could make previously unattractive substitutes a better base of satisfaction. Thus, if freedom to change exists, change will take place. Group-influence can only operate as an acceptablepressure up to the point at which the satisfactions derived from being a -member of the group are greater than the dissatisfactions generated by the group pressure.. If alternatives or substitutes are available then the `cost' rate may well tilt in their favour and if the pressure is great enough then opting out altogether may become viable. Thus, the nature of group influence can be described in terms of an exchange. In so far as any group meets the needs of an individual, the costs will be the demands the group makes on that individual. If, in the opinion of the individual, the costs exceed the rewards,; alternative and cheaper ways of meeting needs will be sought. As the needs of human beings are man and varied, it must suffice to say that the most basic needs reside in the constant requirements for reassurance of the accepting presence of others, confirmation of our existence, and the dispelling of fear "of rejection and isolation. As human contact is an essential ingredient in all these needs, then -agroup must be an ideal medium for meeting them. Group pressure is exerted upon individuals through the groups perceived ability to meet the needs of these individuals. The nature, extent and intensity of those needs form the upward limits of the pressure that a group can exert, Activity 3 Being a member of any type of group, have you noticed any influence or pressure on you. If yes, how did you feel about influencing or being influenced. ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………….



1.4



THE NATURE OF CONSTRAINTS



'It becomes necessary to see any group, artificial or natural, as existing within a milieu which places upon the group limitations and boundaries.' (Douglas 1979: 78)
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In the analysis of what goes on in groups, it is often forgotten that the object of analysis exists in relation to a myriad surroundings. This forgetfulness can promote neglect and ignorance of the effects that these surrounding factors can have. One of the difficulty of defining what these possible reasons may be the constraining influences are and isolating and measuring their effects. Nevertheless, to acknowledge their presence is a step in the right direction no matter how crude the defining entities may be. A second problem relating to constraints is that once more we are dealing not with a direct cause/effect situation but one that is monitored and modified by the nature of individual perception and response. For instance, the passing of time is a fact. The way it affects members of a group depends largely how each perceives the time factor in relation to their own needs and priorities. While this perceptual factor complicates the assessment of the way in which existing constraints affect the influence processes in a group, all outcome in group situations are influenced by them because the nature of constraint is present in every constituent factor of the group and its surroundings. It needs to be said here that the term constraint may be misleading in that it appears to have a restrictive connotation. While this is true, the positive side is the security that a defining structure, boundary limit can give. I have found that the most useful way of thinking about the constraints is that when they are recognized and their constraining function assessed in relation to the particular group under consideration, they define what is possible. This way of looking at constraints has then to have an extra dimension, summed up in the dichotomy modifiable/nonmodifiable. Modifiable, that is, from the point of view of the group (in reality whether the group possesses the power to effect change). Constraints that are non-modifiable immediately set the parameters within which the group can function, while admitting that the assessment of their nature as unmodifiable may be incorrect and prove to be so at some later stage. Second and third factors enter into this debate under the rubrics of duration and intensity. In the first case (duration), constraints that at one point in time are assessed as nonmodifiable may not continue their existence in that form for the duration of the group's existence. Factors totally separate from the group and its immediate milieu can materially affect the operating constraints (administrative decisions, changes in the power structure, and financial change, for example). These changes can obviously work in either direction, tightening or loosening the constraints' effect. The third factor (intensity) is inherent in the factor of change also. Some constraints have little effect upon a group despite being non-modifiable, others have a great deal. This level of intensity of effect can of course, change during the life of a group either from the effect of outside influence or from a change in the group's need of, or response to, the constraint in question. What matters is that all constraints are constantly monitored in order to assess the effects they are producing. A list of the constraints is given in Douglas (1979:78-106) where a discussion of their nature is pursued at some length. In one sense everything that comprises a group and the milieu in which it is embedded can have some effect on its outcome. Group members clearly react to things as intangible as the atmosphere of the place where they meet just as much as they may do to the constrictions of material resources, such as space, equipment, and finance. So it is only realistic that the recognition and assessment of constraints, and the continuous monitoring of their effect, should be restricted to those that are considered to create the most important positive and negative effects. Groups that have arisen to meet specific ends and that assume traditional form, take on this structure and design largely, though not wholly, because experience has shown which constraints have the power to affect outcomes and which design elements can enhance, use, or reduce those effects to the benefit of the group. It becomes important, therefore, not only to . recognize these traditional, empirically developed structures for the design elements they are, but also to be aware of constraints that are not part of the basic traditional pattern but which are present in a current situation in which it is proposed to embed a group. Apart from the environment and the element of time, mentioned earlier, the acts of leadership, made by group members, form a very large part of a group's constraint system. The element



of choice, which is a characteristic of leadership acts, is always selective. Thus, choosing to go one direction and to behave according to this norm always constrains the group, if the choice is accepted, by cuffing off the possibility of doing something else.



Understanding Groups



Leadership acts as a specific form of constraint 'No man is great enough or wise enough for any of us to surrender our destiny to. The only way in which any one can lead us is to restore to us the belief in our own guidance.' (Miller 1941) The issue of leadership has always been one of the major areas of debate in the study of groups. The concepts of democracy and equality have tended to produce a suspicion of the exercise of power and to inhibit the movement of individuals into leadership roles. Theories of leadership have tended to be concerned with the kind of people who make good leaders or with the kind of situations that pushed people into being a leader. The difference between a public profession of leadership as autocratic and undemocratic, and the private ambitions to power and dominion over others are well noted in our society. But members of a group do seek to achieve something from their membership and there is never any guarantee that the group will provide even the bare minimum of satisfaction for the individual without some guidance from him or her of the way he or she would wish it to go. Of course the dissatisfaction to be incurred by attempting to change the rewards produced by group membership in line with increasing them may balance out or even be too great so that greater actual reward can accrue to the individual by not interfering with the status quo. Even this situation can be shown to carry with it some aspect of a leadership act in that a decision not to intervene in the group process does affect the outcome; it produces an apparent agreement with the current, movement that can enhance the belief of other members that the group is fulfilling its purpose. In all these perceptions there is the chance that they do not, and will not, coincide with the way others see the situation. Thus, one basic risk is always present in. any leadership act, that is the, individuals perception is idiosyncratic and may not be congruent with the perception of others. His or her individual perception may be more prescient than theirs, but many factors (status, for example) might be involved in any attempt to convince. There are many instances of individuals `going along' with decisions against their better judgement, often for reasons of personal security, and where subsequent events have demonstrated the correctness or appropriateness of their withheld perception (see, for example, Steiner 1974; Torrance 1954; Kelman 1950; and Hochbaum 1954).



Whatever the origin of leadership acts, whether from designated leader or not, their nature is influential and their effect constraining. Such acts can be directed to many parts of group behavior, to all the group processes, to individuals, sub-groups, to the whole group, and to the constraints both within and without. They can be aimed at the task performance of the group or at its internal or external relationships, to factors external to the group that affect its outcomes, and so on the list is endless. Given that leadership is such an important constraining factor, the way it is built into the design of any group will have far-reaching consequences for the degree of success or failure that group will have in achieving its proximate and long-range goals. Activity 4 You would have come across various leaders in your career. Describe what you could understand as constraint. ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… …………………………………………………………………………………………
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1.5



GROUP PROCESSES



It is indisputable that our universe is not chaos. We perceive beings, objects, things to which we give names. These beings or things are forms or structures endowed with a degree of stability, they take up some part of space and last for some period of time. (Thom in Postle 1980:29) In writing about the nature of groups, psychologists and group workers of all kinds have tended to talk about `group processes'. Groups, being dynamic entities, must have process, that is, chains of events with a beginning, middle, and end sequentially linked. But although it is one thing to say this, and another to know that such processes exist from experience, it is much more complex to define and distinguish these events. Most writers mention one or more group processes, and few define even those they mention clearly. 'However, all accept that some understanding of group processes is essential in any analysis of what happens in group situations. Here we are faced with a very old dilemma. Do group processes actually exist as entities in their own right or are the words we use about the functions we call group processes merely imposed names, labels that help us to make some sense of what appears to be happening? I am not sure that an answer to this question is very relevant. A considerable amount of .psychological theory is abstract in that it relates to ways of formalizing and systematizing thoughts, it is not dealing with concrete quantifiable factors. What does matter is that the analysis of group processes should lead to the development of an increased understanding of group functioning and to the development of techniques for modifying it deliberately and purposefully based on that understanding. In essence, whatever the nature of group processes, any analysis of them should be usable. The main reason for requiring explanations of why things happen must be to gain assurance that some measure of control (in terms of understanding and of response to such happenings) is possible in the future. From the start, then, it is irrelevant whether these so-called `processes' are artificial in the sense that they are descriptive labels. What does matter is that it can be demonstrated that their use actually facilitates our understanding of the complex multi-dimensional dynamics of a group in action. It is interesting in this respect to find that people who work with, and write about, groups seem often to be describing similar things. There are at least two reasons why this might be, First, they are looking at the same things, i.e. processes. Second, because of a similar background and a shared vocabulary, they are imposing the same interpretive labels on what are possibly discrepant events. A third approach might be to say that all such descriptions have elements of both sources in them. However, the main purposes of describing anything are to make possible recognition of future occurrences and to make experience of such occurrences indirectly available to others. In a word, to create instruments whereby events not previously experienced become recognizable and their nature and possible consequences become known. Most importantly this confers the possibility of action to support, enhance, deflect, change, or eradicate those consequences, that is, a calculated response based upon knowledge and not a response that is at best a chance event.
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In this process of the development of probable control we must not lose sight of another fact that arises from the 'use of such instruments, which-'is the post hoc analysis that reveals why, certain events occurred and why they took the paths' that were actually followed. In order to do this the instruments do not need to be very precisely refined. Indeed, the concept of group process is fairly crude. The described processes are not orthogonal, some are remarkably vague, expressing very wide spread and accepted ideas that are yet very amorphous. Yet they provide an instrument of analysis that is applicable to all forms of human collectivity and is therefore a basis for logical comparisons.



THE IDENTIFICATION OF GROUP PROCESSES The selection of facts demands some way of determining relevance. (Russell in de Mare 1972: 85)



Understanding Groups



Perhaps the most efficient method of identifying group processes is that of analyzing what descriptive material exists, looking for points of similarity and difference. Different witnesses may well give different labels to similar things, but their descriptions should, by the collation of similarities, quite quickly expose such naming problems. Descriptions may be made at many different levels, may cover vastly different areas of a situation, be parts rather than wholes, and be subjectively determined by strongly held beliefs about what should exist. Most of these problems are familiar enough to students of the skills of observation. It has been customary to analyze what goes on in a group in terms of the individual relationships that are produced within it. This is natural enough. In psychology there has always been a very strong emphasis on the individual and, until recently, an almost equal lack of consideration of the effect of the individual's social milieu. Individual psychology were paramount when the early investigations with group behavior began. It was inevitable that the instruments of analysis that were readily available should have been used. Much valuable work arose from this situation and it still forms a basic layer of possible understanding. However, what soon presented itself was the possibility of a different kind of understanding related not so much to individual interaction but to the patterns of behavior of the group as unit.



Over time, the individual interactions of members performed within the context and boundary of the group produce outcomes for the group as a whole:" Probably the first perception of patterns of this nature related to the observation that the historical sequence of group life showed a developmental pattern that was often likened to the maturational process of the human infant. In like manner, this maturational or developmental pattern was often represented as occurring in stages and there was a growing realization that these stages carried with them significantly different potentialities for the group as a whole. Of course, the patterns were and are, too simple-even when they stopped being linear and became cyclic, spiral, or regressive. But they demonstrated that it was possible to define a process larger than individual interactions because it was composed of a number of them executed over a period of time. Other patterns could be discovered that were also mainly located in incidents that occurred in groups with sufficient frequency to become first expected and later predictable. Social structure was one such pattern, the ways a group developed to handle the making of decisions was another, A secondary level of analysis was now possible that related directly to time and the successful performance of the group tasks. This in turn gave the possibility of influencing such group' outcomes by inhibiting the processes that might be counterproductive and, equally, by promoting those that moved the group towards achievement. In other words, it gave the possibility of a larger approach to the understanding and control of group behavior. Of course, these large patterns are formed by constellations of different kinds of individual . interaction that thus form the basic and universal component of all the patterns. Indeed, the methods of influencing the larger patterns often lies in intervention in significant individual interactions that in turn modify the larger patterns develop from them. In effect, therefore, the identification of individual group processes constitutes a recognition of those patterns that are sufficiently different to warrant a separate existence. Often enough this identification has been made by group practitioners without full understanding of what they are describing and the terminology used to describe them does not always facilitate recognition and easy categorization. However, there is more than ample evidence that those who work with groups can and do recognize behaviors that cluster in particular ways not only in terms of the nature of such behaviors, but in the frequency of their occurrence and their intensity, and in their spread or diffusion through the group, which, in time, actually create either a structure, a movement; some more amorphous though readily recognizable ambience. It is these creations and the means by which they are created and maintained that form the group processes.
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The non-orthogonal nature of group processes The descriptive nature of the information on which identification is based, must of necessity lead to many similar factors being included in each of the apparently discrete elements defined. This may cause some confusion but it is not necessarily a stumbling block. For instance, it is possible to say that unless the members of a group interact with each other then not only is there no group but there are no group processes either. This does not mean that there is no point in looking beyond interaction to establish an understanding of group behavior, nor that interaction is all that such behavior comprises. It does mean that interaction is a fundamental process and as such is a constituent or generative factor in all other processes that may be discerned. One way of describing the group processes is to say that they are not orthogonal. They overlap parts of some are identical to parts of others - they are not mutually exclusive. In short, we are able to identify clearly the peaks of mountains in a range that at some lower and more basic level are interconnected. This is not a good analogy because mountain ranges are fixed and what one sees in a group in action is fluid and dynamic. A better analogy might be a large area of fluid where the shapes of waves are recognizable but where each wave is just as likely to be composed of a large part of fluid we have seen in another wave form a few moments ago as to be completely new material: The most important features of recognition here are founded first in past experience, and, second, in frequency of occurrence. Past experience: All groups show striking similarities that are recognizable by people who have never heard of group processes or group dynamics. What they recognize is behavior that has a degree of familiarity; it has a pattern. The pattern is not precisely the same (it could not be) but it is sufficiently similar to spark off recognition. Frequency of occurrence: In dynamic situations any sense of structure, of component parts, is established on the basis of patterns forming in roughly the same way. The constituents coalesce, break, and reform but with sufficient frequency to develop an expectation that a given situation will generate a given pattern. This has at least two major implications. First; prediction, recognition of a situation associated with the usual development of a given pattern will spark off an expectation that such a pattern will develop;). This is the element of prediction and therefore looks to the future. Second, the past: if a pattern develops then it is more likely that it arose from a particular constellation of events that, from past experience, one knows produce this form. Even though this constellation was not actually witnessed, its existence can be predicated on the basis of what followed it, in much; the same way that the one time existence of galactic bodies can be asserted from the patterns of disturbance they created although the original body is no longer a concrete reality. What this amounts to is that group processes are not exact. It is impossible to use them to quantify the dynamics of a group with mathematical precision. In effect, precision of that nature would be valueless. Even counting the number of times a given interaction behavior takes place over a period of time adds little of value to a group operator's understanding when he or she already has some idea of the frequency of such a behavior pattern in terms of many or few interactions. DESCRIPTION OF GROUP PROCESSES ‘Historically one of the main arguments for the study of groups has been that groups are not mere summations of individuals but a different system level, with properties arising from the pattern of member characteristics in interaction with the situation.’
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(McGrath and Altman 1966: 6o)



The problem of describing group processes is highlighted by Collins and Guetzkow (1964) in Social Psychology of Group Processes for Decision-making. There are the words `Group Processes in the title and there are several references throughout the text to the ma'or part such processes play, for example, But the extensive data contrasting an individual working alone the same individual working in a group give us an insight into the unique properties of group processes, but these processes are never defined. There is no reference to them as such in the otherwise very comprehensive index. Is the assumption that group processes are so obvious that no one needs even to be reminded what they are?



Understanding Groups



But the same neglect is true of most other texts. No matter whether one looks for the processes under the heading of group dynamics or elsewhere, the basic assumption seems to be that such commonly known factors only require to be mentioned for us to know precisely what is meant. We are left with the basic tasks of defining first what is meant by a group process and, second, trying to isolate as many group processes as possible. The lexical definition of a process combines the notions of action, .operation, or change, natural or involuntary, that occur over a period of time. A problem immediately arises when we try to talk about the processes that occur in a group in fact not one but several problems occur. First, and importantly, human groups cannot be regarded as amalgams of constituents that affect one another in prescribed ways, as for instance occurs in the combination or mixture of chemical substances. Human beings are conscious of their involvement and can rationally (or otherwise) take action based upon their perception of what is happening to modify it. How can we say, therefore, that the people who compose a group at some stage become the constituents of that group which then can be analyzed in terms of the processes it (that is, the group) produces? The main evidence that can be adduced for following this apparently ambiguous procedure is historical. Even taking into account the psychological or other orientation of the observer, which inevitably would introduce some element of seeing what he or she expected to see, people who observe groups have recorded remarkable similarities in the way they behave. Thus, historically we find descriptions of group behavior in terms of individual interaction in the presence of others turning to statements of the linear sequence a group pursues during its life, to cyclic sequences and spirals, through to the presentation of observable patterns that relate to the group as an identifiable entity and not to the behavior as individuals .of its. constituent members. There are no clearly defined edges to these patterns and some are more easily and readily identifiable than others, but the fact remains that they can be noticed. If they relate to the group as an existing entity, then attempts to change, support, or modify the group should prove much more effective when directed at the groups own patterns than when directed solely at the behavior of its constituent members. Table: Classification of group processes Category 1



Basic



Interaction.



Category 2



Structural



Group development Social Structure Sub-group formation



Category 3



Locomotive



Decision making Purpose and goal formation



Category 4



Molar



Formation of norms, standards and values Development of Cohesion Development of group pressure (influence) Development of climate
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GROUP PROCESSES INTERACTION



AS



A



FUNCTION



OF



If human beings are aware of others then interaction begins. Even ignoring others is a form of interaction in the sense that it is a conscious behavior motivated by recognition of the presence of another. Being ignored also generates a response, thus fulfilling the basic two-part nature of interaction as action and reaction. The nature of interaction is so basic that it apparently underlies all the group processes that have been identified. Where human beings gather together they interact and it is not difficult to see that by interacting, the larger patterns of behavior, existing after time, which we have called group processes, emerge. Even when we look at the processes as functions of other factors like influence or communication, interaction between persons is the medium of exchange that carries the influence or communication. Often enough the basic nature of the interactive process has led to attempts- to say that the whole of the life of a group is a sequence of interactions between individuals taking place in the context of the group and that nothing remotely like a group process actually occurs. Such an argument leads to one of the most interesting continua in the area of group dynamics, the range from contextual use of the group to instrumental use, behind which lies fundamental concepts of human nature. Briefly at the-contextual end is the belief that human influence situations occur as interaction between two people, one as influencer and one as influenced, and that the setting in which this interaction is embedded has only a contrary and peripheral value. At the instrumental end is the belief that the major change agent is a group in its `formed' state. This implies that change comes from recognition and an understanding of the need and possibility for change. Changes in perception are much more readily brought about in a group situation than by individual persuasion. There is little possibility of reconciling these poles although the use of techniques that draw from both sources tend to be more efficient in coping with a wider range of need than approaches that are based, on one or the other alone. Attempts to measure interaction are fairly widespread and well known (see Bales :1950, for example). What tends to occur, however, is that some aspect of interaction that is readily available and quantifiable, such as number and nature of vocal interchanges, is used to represent the whole. The possibility of measuring factors such as gesture, posture, or facial expression, all forms of non-verbal communication, is not any greater. The judgement of meaning is liable to much greater error even than the ascription of general meanings to the spoken word. But it is indisputable that without interaction of some sort it would not be possible to say that a. group exists, except in a purely numerical or categorizing sense. Do a number of widely' separated individuals who write or phone each other regularly but never meet in person constitute a group? In a vague and uneasy way the answer must be `no' as the interaction between them cannot easily encompass more than two people at any one time. If each person was available to the others at the same time on video monitors then a more positive interaction would ensue because each member of the group would know that his or her behavior was immediately visible to the others and they, and everyone else, could see' the responses to it directly. For all practical purposes, group = interaction. Out of interaction grows the awareness of feedback; feedback is the prime stimulus to knowledge of the existence of self, and thus the endeavour to control the elements of the feedback situation to generate the degree of security commensurate with benefit arises, and gives birth to the processes of familiarization, constellation formation, alliances, the development of the rules of this particular game, and the pursuit of given ends.
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In producing these effects, others develop. Some factors arise that are special of specific forms of more general processes, others are more diffuse processes arising from some that were originally more precise. Thus, the purposes of the group and its rules of behavior arise from the more general decision-making hat are tacitly agreed upon. A sense of belonging, however, which is a rather non-specific feeling, arises out of the practice together over a , period of time of more precise forms of behavior.



Accepting that interaction is fundamental and basic to the group process cannot absolve us from the necessity of noting how group processes may be seen to arise from factors such as influence and communication that lie at a less basic level of human behavior than interaction. In truth some confusion appears in the literature concerning any distinction between interaction and communication. For instance, Bales's observation categories, called an Interaction Process Analysis, are defined as a procedure to `classify the pattern and content of communication in a group' regardless of its history function or composition.' (Raven and Rubin 1976:508). But interaction is more than the patterns of communication and it is therefore to examine in more detail the claim that it is the necessary generator of processes.



Understanding Groups



Group processes as a Function of Group Influence `The key phrase in the preceding paragraph is "social influence". And this becomes our working definition of social psychology; the influence that people have upon the beliefs or behaviour of others.' (Aronson 1976:6) Psychologists such as Aronson believe that all human interaction constitutes an influence situation. That is, in any relationship between people each is trying to influence the behavior of some or all of the others by using many different methods and techniques, and each is subject to the influence attempts of others. If this is true then all group processes arise because of attempts to influence the behavior of others, and interaction is the medium of these attempts. Once again interaction is the basic factor, but if what every individual attempts to do in any social situation is to maximize his or her satisfaction, then interaction becomes the medium through which satisfactions are obtained. This is not a simple process if only because the , needs of individuals, and what, for them, comprises satisfaction of those needs, is not only complex but also not readily available to scrutiny. Later we shall consider the important concept of equilibrium but it is sufficient to say at this point that satisfaction for individual member in a group situation is dependent upon how much satisfaction they can mediate for others. Thus, both the individual goals of members and of the group as a unit have to be maintained in some sort of harmonious relationship to each other. The pressure and influence that the group can exert on members therefore have to be balanced by the individual's perception that the costs of submitting to that pressure are less than the rewards to be obtained. If there are alternatives that offer equal satisfaction at less cost, then the member will almost certainly seriously consider changing his or her allegiance: So we have a partially overt bargaining situation in which members trade conformity and service for satisfactions awarded by group membership. All the `factors-affecting' can then be seen as moves in the complex game of maximization for the simple reason that at many different levels of operation the group can be seen to provide satisfaction for its members. Let us take one or two examples. A group exists to perform some kind of task. As we have seen, that task, or tasks, must not be one that is better performed by individuals except in very special circumstances: If individuals can perform the task for which the group ostensibly exists, then the prime function of the group is something other than the avowed task. It may be that, this prime function is social (pleasure in each others company for example), where the avowed task is a kind of payment that the group offers to those who may not remain members if socializing were the sole purpose of the group and yet whose presence socially is a reward for other members. As members become aware that direct attempts to create satisfactions for themselves in the group are not the sole means of doing so, and may not even be the most important, influence changes towards generating the group as a system that will be more efficient in producing satisfaction for most if not all members. Thus, in the process of development groups demonstrate a movement away from the individuality of members towards acceptance of unity, the discrete elements becoming fused as the realization of the increased benefits available grows. Equally there is a movement away from caution towards other members to open liking and thus to a level of trust.
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Sub-group formation is a matter of alliance either to further influence attempts or in order to generate increased security in the company of like-minded members. Constraints. are a problem in so far as they facilitate or place limitations on what the, group can achieve In other words, they are factors that influence the exercise of group power of course, they can be balanced by group processes that increase satisfactions in other directions. All other `factors-affecting' can equally be seen as manifestations of attempts to influence both individual and group. Group processes are the behaviors that are brought into being by attempts to influence the group and its members in the direction of increasing, stabilizing, or continuing satisfactions. The constraints are preexisting or developing conditions that surround groups and enable or restrict these attempts and thus create boundaries. The sum total of these `factors-affecting' adds up to the kind, quality, and intensity of the influence that the group can exert, and is the product of them all as interacting, enhancing, or countervailing factors. Group processes as a function of Communication 'A group mediates any communication.' (Litvak 1967:107) In order to interact with others or influence their behavior it is necessary to open some form of communication system with them. Litvak's quotation given above indicates that he believes that communication is, the central control system of the group. In a very real sense any group defines `reality' for its members thus (Figure):



As conformity offers perhaps the best chance an individual has for maximizing personal goals within the group, this procedure is supported by very powerful motivation. Thus, if a major source of owner resides in the group's ability to mediate communication for its members, it is not surprising to discover that the `group processes can all be seen to arise as functions of this communication control. In Group Processes (Douglas 1979), an analysis of the generative factors of the group processes showed that some form of communication occurred in virtually every one. Leadership styles can be seen as the ways in which the communication net is controlled. In fact, the more centralized' that network is, the more likely it is that a leader will emerge.



22



Access to the communication network enhances Members' attraction t6the group; decision making in respect of complex problems is both served by a communication system that is decentralized and accessible where simple problems are better dealt with by a centralized system. The communication system reflects the social structure of a group; free communication facilitates sub-group formations and is directly related to the climate under which the group functions; proximity of members tends to increase communication between them so there is a reciprocal relationship between kinds of communication and the size of the groups.



The interdependency between group processes and communication is extensive, in fact overwhelming, and the relationship to group influence is equally powerful. In fact, this latter relationship seems often to have been subsumed under the general rubric of group influence in conformity. However, Deutsch and Gerard (1955) draw a clear the distinction between `normative social influence', which Tajfel (1978) suggested is what most people are referring to when they speak of `conformity', and `informational social influence'. The similarity between Deutsch's and Gerard's definition of the latter as the `influence to accept information obtained from another as evidence about reality' and the starting point of this discussion would seem to indicate that communication effects on group processes are essentially a definable part of the group influence situation. A more profitable approach is in the argument that the dyadic relationship is fundamentally the basis of all group formation. Smith (1978) argues that the pair is the basic form of communication and. that when two people, are interacting they necessarily exclude others apart from being aware of their presence. In this way, groups are seen as a kaleidoscope of dyadic communications with a more or less imposed order derived from the way they change and in the emphasis given to their being maintained and repeated. Indeed, it is possible to argue that all group processes are the outcome of dyadic communications. For instance, the development of a group can be seen to be related directly to the number, frequency, and results of dyadic relationships that have occurred. If all group members have communicated reciprocally with each other, then, if those communications have been rewarding, an increased knowledge and familiarity will have arisen and the shared nature of the group's experience will have increased. Smith says, `it is axiomatic and empirically demonstrable that the individual is capable of engaging no more than one person in genuine dialogue - total reciprocity in an existential moment. This universally inherited human limitation renders the dyadic interactional network indispensable to group process' (Smith 1978:302). THE TOTAL FACTORS AFFECTING' (PROCESSES, CONSTRAINTS, LEADERSHIP ACTS) The group we study is not only interactive it is also dynamic. It is/a group whose members are continuously changing and adjusting relationships with reference to one another: ' (Bonner 1959: 4) The immediate facts that face an observer of any group are the direct behavioral interactions of its members. However, it soon becomes clear that a large number of factors that are not at first sight obvious are affecting the here-and-now behavior, the current patterns of interaction. The presence of an individual member in any group constitutes a series of more or less short periods of time in the ongoing line of his or her life. He or she reacts to the perceptions of these transient milieux and the people they contain with behavioral insights gained from other such transient occupations of a group-member, role. In time the current experience will be data added to the repertoire of experience and may or may not have become the occasion for a modification of perceptions and responses in group situations. Group processes have been described as the larger patterns of behavior that a group of such . pre-programmed individuals will produce. The group has some possibility of generating new experience and thus of presenting members with opportunities for change; it has also the possibility of confirming members in their existing behavior. But in any case, group processes as defined here relate to the group as a functioning unit and not to the individual behavior patterns of which the processes are composed. Reference has also been made to leadership acts and constraints as important elements of the dynamics of a group. Leadership acts are only a special variety of ordinary membership behavior. The special nature derives from two particular at tributes. First, there is a larger than ordinary awareness of the nature of leadership acts on the part of the performer and of their possible consequences. Second, there is a conscious use of intervention skills based on a desire to influence the group in known ways. There is nothing fundamentally different in this kind of behavior from that of the most ignorant (of group dynamics, that is) member of a group. It is a question of degree, of
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knowledge, and skill. From our experiences, we are all endowed with the knowledge of the consequences of our behavior inputs, but that knowledge is most usually personal, restricted and limited to our own stored memories. Also, it tends to be unsystematic. The growth of effective leadership for all members of a group stems from a widening knowledge of causal relationships, an increase in the certainty of being able to influence desired outcomes, and a more structured knowledge system. However leadership. acts are performed within a group, they constitute one of the major determinants of the nature of that group and of its life and performance. Virtually anything that exists has the potential to influence human behavior and by no means always at the level of consciousness. There is no way in which all the possible influence systems-and objects can be given adequate consideration, not only because of the large number involved, but also because the possible effects change as the group changes. For example, an atmosphere set up by a cold and unwelcoming building may have an overwhelming-effect in the beginning stages of a group when member commitment is low. It may be totally ignored later when members-have become immersed in the group activity. The constraint is the same but the perception of it, and thus its effect are, different. However, to ignore major constraining factors as sources of influence on a group is by no means equal to disposing of them. On the contrary, whatever effect-they are likely to produce will [still occur at some level of intensity but it will tend to be masked by being regarded as the outcome of some factor to which the group is paying attention. Thus, group processes, leadership acts, and the constraints are seen as `factors affecting' the establishment, development, and outcome of group behavior. This introduces a kind of double bind in several ways. In a sense, group processes, that is, the constituents of group processes, pre-exist any given group in the programming that any individual has received. But any group is a unique situation and the processes it develops are a growth out of, and different from, the programming that created them. Group processes are chickens and eggs. The same kind of before and after nature exists for leadership acts. Constraints have a more than double nature in that they may or may not be immutable. Also, their effect can be positive-supportive or negative restrictive. In any case, apart from the actual material of some constraints, the way they are perceived at any given moment in the life of a group may have substantially disparate consequences. Nevertheless, the assumption made here is that groups that arise as matter of everyday life, the so-called `natural' groups, must be affected by these factors in the ways outlined above. Given that human beings continue to congregate in groups in order to achieve certain reasonably well-defined ends the nature of the groups that arise should provide ample evidence of how the `factors-affecting' have been dealt with, and, in turn, should provide methods or rules by which groups that are deliberately created to achieve limited purposes can be designed to maximize the chances of successful outcomes. Some of the so-called `natural' groups are of course, `created'. But the point is that they were not created as `groups' in the sense of a knowledge of what the dynamics of groups could achieve, but as traditional instruments having a historical precedent of a given success rate.
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THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO GROUPS



A theory as the social scientists use the term, is a set of logically related concepts or propositions that describe relationship among aspects of phenomena being studied. Theories are extremely useful because they suggest an outline for the forest as a whole rather tan for just the trees. They provide a framework that people can use to begin to see past the overwhelming detail of group life. The concepts defined in the theory focus attention on eastern details considered most important in understanding the group, allowing others to be disregarded. Of course, the best theory will be the one that simply, neatly, and most accurately describe what goes on in the group. However, it is not always that the theory proves entirely correct as context and people vary in their composition and perspectives. A theory can start people asking the right questions, even if it fails to answer them itself. Theories suggest a particular view of the way groups work, they invite the reader to compare the groups with careful observations of group processes themselves. Some of the important theories of groups are being outlived now.



The Field Theory



Understanding Groups



Kurt Lewin gave impetus for the study of groups. His program and approach were twofold: Research should lead to social action; action should serve research. Human behavior, no matter how idiosyncratic, was lawful. The laws were to be discovered through the knowledge of the filed of psychological and sociological process serving at any moment as causes of action. The science of group depended upon locating and measuring these process. One technique Lewin and associates used was to create` different groups with known characteristics, then observe their operations. For instance, they setup groups under different styles of leaders, observed how the leaders acted and how the members responded, compared the results, and then drew empirically based conclusions about the dynamic effects of leadership. Through these and other simple, yet scientifically sound procedures, they demonstrated that theoretically relevant hypothesis could be tested in the experimental setup. There are three basic reasons for the tremendous impact Lewin had on the study of groups. First, he took a phenomenological position toward behavior. That is, he felt that to understand a person's behavior, it must be analyzed in terms of what that person subjectively perceived, rather than in terms of what an outside observer thinks is "objective reality". Second, he showed a great ingenuity in research design. He pioneered the use of laboratory settings and experimental design to study group phenomena. He was particularly talented at combining experimental control with the creation of a realistic, meaningful context in which to study important group processes such as leadership climate and decision making. Third, Lewin was influential because of his theoretical system which has its route in the school of psychology called Gestalt. A central notion of Gestalt psychology is that people do not experienced the world in terms of bits and pieces, but rather organize their perceptions into holistic systems, or fields of experience. According to this view, the way you react to a particular event will vary depending on the context or field in which you perceive it to have occurred. Lewin applied the concept of field to groups as a whole, rather than just to individuals. The psychological field or life space, of a group consists of all the thing and people in the immediate environment that have positive or negative. emotional importance (called valence) to the group. Groups are oriented towards goals. These goals generally involved approaching positively valence objects in the life space and away from others. In response to these forces and in pursuit of group goals, members are continually changing their position (locomoting) within the group field. In this locomotion overtime that constitutes the dynamic development of the groups. The direction of a particular locomotion will be a grand result (vector) of all the conflicting forces in group's field at that time. Exchange Theory Exchange theory is one of the most influential of contemporary approaches to interpersonal relations and by extension group behavior. This theory focuses on the individual to individual dealings among the people who happen to make up the group. The holistic aspect of the group, as emphasized by the field theory is less important, Exchange theory's primary concerned is to analyze the way individuals control one anothers behavior by exchanging rewards and costs. It tackles the problem by assuming from the start that people in relationship as well in the economic market try to maximize the rewards they receive, and minimize the costs they incur, by seeking rewarding experiences and avoiding painful ones. Rewarding others usually requires that you give up something (time; effort or whatever). George C. Homans, the originator of exchange theory, labels what you give up as costs on interaction. He then assumes that people are profit-seekers in interaction, in that they will seek out and maintained high profit interaction, while letting low-profit ones lapse. However, as exchange theorists Thibaut and Kelley (1954) have pointed out how a high profit rate must be in order to motivate to maintain a relationship with a very low profit rate if it is nevertheless. better than any one of your alternative possibilities. Obviously, for a group to emerge, the members will have to have repeated interactions with one another, and the means they must develop and maintain mutually satisfactory patters of reward/cost exchange. From the point of view of exchange theory, this is not easy, since each member is assumed to be maximizing his/her own gain. However, it is assumed that once the.
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Group Dynamics



group emerges, the members if they stay in it, find the group rewarding (or at least more rewarding than the available alternatives). Therefore, they are willing to develop some norms to regulate exchanges in the interest of preserving the common goal. Among the norms developed will be rules of distinctive justice that define what is a fair exchange between members. An exchange is fair, says Homans, when the rewards are in proportion to each member's contribution. According to Homans, if you put more into an interaction than someone else, you feel you should.get more out of it than they do. If you get less than "is fair", you are likely to feel angry and seek some redress. Exchange theorists who have pushed the notion of distributive justice norms (called equity theorists) argue that you may get some help in seeking redress since groups actively attempt to enforce distributive justice norms by rewarding members who abide by them and pressuring and punishing members who don't. However, both Homans and the equity theorists recognize that difficulty may still arise because members may not be in complete agreement about the value of varying rewards and contributions. Using these basic concepts, exchange theorists have attempted to account for a wide variety of group phenomena, including the emergence of status hierarchies, the problems of states inconsistency, the exercise of leadership, and the problem of social control. Social Systems Theory Systems theorists argue that the key to understanding groups is to focus on them as networks of people who function together as holistic entity, a system. A system, as it is defined in these theory, has five basic characteristics. First, it is composed of members, who are independent with one another. This is a point shared with field theory. Second, for a collection of people to form a system,_ there must be interaction among the members. It takes interaction for one person's behavior to affect another's. Thus, it is only through interaction that interdependence can have its effect. When people interact with one another under conditions of interdependence, they create third characteristic of systems: emergent properties. Emergent properties characterize the group as a whole rather than the members as individuals. These new group qualities emerge from interaction among the members. For instance, they may create a distinctive group identity, or a sense of oneness of unity with their fellow members: They also create norms, roles, pallets of behavior, all of which system theorists a view as emergent qualities of groups. The fourth major characteristics of a system follows from the first three. Because members forge themselves through interaction into a district, united entity, systems develop a sense of boundary between themselves and the outside world. This boundary may be somewhat vague may change frequently. But it serves to distinguish members of the group from those who are clearly not members. It makes the distinction between the "we" of the group and the "they" of outsiders. Finally, systems are dynamic in that they are constantly changing and evolving: Even when relatively stable patterns of behavior develop a leadership pattern in a group, for instance, these patterns are static. They are maintained by a continued balancing and rebalancing of opposing forces in the group. From a systems point of view, groups are like waves in the ocean; the patterns only appear through continual motion of the component parts.
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THE GROUP AND THE INDIVIDUAL



There is no single unifying theory explaining the influence of groups on individuals. What is common in all these attempts of theorizing, is the view that groups as powerful determinant of individual behavior. As we already know, that among human species, the young do not grow up alone: they are raised as members of a group, a family. The child is effect dependent on the group for assistance in achieving desired outcomes (or effects), for instance, getting food. Second, the child is information dependent on the group as well. This means that the child relies on the group for basic information about the world in which it lives. Group has a particular power over its members. Along with the power to extend outcomes (effects) and information, the group also has another type of power, and that is the groups have the ability to influence ourselves of what we are and what we think ourselves. There is a confirmed relationship between groups and the individuals sense of self an identity.



People come together in groups primarily to deal with shared problems and to benefit from one another's company. To satisfy these need, the members of a prospective group must learn to coordinate their action, atleast minimally, with one another. The first problem faced by all members of a group is socio-emotional. The second is the task itself; to maintained the commitment of the members, group must minimally accomplish shared goals: Socio emotional problems in groups are interdependent, the task problems cannot always, be separated from socio-emotional: they may also be competing too.



Understanding Groups



Some Related Mechanisms In an effort to manage these competing problems, groups gradually develop two mechanisms: a social structure and a group culture. Each represents a technique or tool for distributing the efforts of group members among task and socio-emotional issues. Social structure is a familiar concept representing a set of specific relationships among the group members. The concept of social structure include leadership patterns, status hierarchy, role differentiation, and communication and friendship networks. Group culture in the other hand consists of its collective representation of itself, shared past experiences and habits of collective behavior. Both social structure and culture of groups are never static. However, both structural and cultural changes can be thought of as moving equilibrium, representing an interesting mixture both stability and change.
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SUMMARY



In this unit we have come across the inputs relating to understanding various aspects of group. Why study group and its importance. Primary and secondary groups and their characteristic features. One of the main reason to study group is to understand the psychology of the individuals, understand larger social units such as organizations, institutions, countries and societies. All groups are collection of human beings but there is a qualitative difference between the `collective' and the `group'. In this unit we have tried to see various views about looking at a group from various angles, talking about natural and created groups, spontaneous and interest groups.. Influence is a very common phenomenon when more than one person interact with each other. In this unit we have tried to assess the level and types of influence the group creates on an individual and the factors operating in this. Towards the end the unit dwells upon various aspects of group processes.



1.10 SELF ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS 1. How would you describe a group? Cite your own experience in becoming a group member. 2. Discuss the different theoretical perspectives regarding the groups. 3. Why do you call a group dynamic? State your reasons. 4. How do group influence a member? 5. Group is a means to accomplish tasks/goals. Elaborate and explain.



1.11 FURTHER READINGS Axelrod, R. The Evolution of Cooperation, New York, Basic Books. (1984) Billig, M.G. Social Psychology and Intergroup Relations, London. Academic Press (1976).
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collectivities are differences of kind. No one would suggest that eggs, caterpillars, pupae, and moths are not part of the same life cycle despite -heir apparent. 
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