As society—the largest and most
complex type of group—changes, so,
too, do the groups, activities, and,
ultimately, the type of people who
form that society. This photo of Trish
Stratus of World Wrestling Enter-
tainment captures some of the
changes that U.S. society has been
undergoing in recent years. What
social changes can you identify
from this photo?

roups are the essence of life in society. We become who we are because ,

our membership in human groups. As we saw in Chapter 3, even o,

minds are a pr()duc[ of society, or, more spcgii‘iul”y phrased, of th
groups to which we belong.

In this chapter, we'll consider how g groups influence our lives—and even the pow:
that groups w |¢,|<i over us. Although none of us wants to think that we could participa;
in killings such as those recounted in our anmnw vignette, don't bet on it. You are goin
to read some surprising things about groups in this dl apter.

Societies and Their Transformation

o better understand groups—people who interact with one another an
who think of themselves as |vc1m1ging together—let’s first look at the big
picture. The largest and most complex group that sociologists study is so
ciety, which consists of people who share a culture and a territory. Society, which surround
us, sets the stage for our life experiences. Not only does it lay the broad framework for ou;
behavior but dlxu it influences the ways we think and feel. Since our society is so signifi
cant in our lives, let’s look at how it dcvdapad [n Figure 6.1, you can see that {LLhnnhw\
is the key for understanding the broad, sweeping c harwu. that have produwd our society.
As we summarize these changes, picture yourself as a munhu of each society. Consider
how your life—even your thoughts and values—would be different in each society.
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m The Social Transformations of Society

The First Social Revolution:
Domestication

(of plants and animals)

The Second Social Revolution:
Agricultural

(invention of the plow)

The Third Social Revolution:
Industrial
(invention of the steam engine)

The Fourth Social Revolution:
Information
(invention of the microchip)

The Fifth Social Revolution?:
Bioeconomy
(decoding of human genome system?)

Hunting and Gathering Societies

Societies with the fewest social divisions are called hunting and gathering societies. As
the name implies, these groups depend on hunting animals and gathering plants for their
survival. In some, the men do the hunting, and the women the gathering. In others, both
men and women (and children) gather plants, the men hunt large animals, and both men
and women hunt small animals. Beyond this basic division of labor by sex, there are few
social divisions. The groups usually have a shaman, an individ.ua.[ thought to be able to
influence spiritual forces, but shamans, too, must help obtain food. Alth?ugh these
groups give greater prestige to the men hunters, the women gatherers contribute more
food to the group, perhaps even four-fifths of their toral food supply (Bernard 1992).

In addition to gender, the major unit of organization is tl?e family. Most group mem-
bers are related by ancestry or marriage. Because the family is the only distinct socufl in-
stitution in these societies, it fulfills functions that are divided among modern society’s
maﬁy specialized institutions. The family distributes food to its mergbers, educates its chil-
dren (especially in survival skills), nurses its sick, and provides for v1rtuall).r all other needs.

B an area cannot support a large number of people who hunt animals and gather
plants (they do not plant—they only gather what is already there), hunting and gacher-
Ing societies are small. They usually consist of only twenty-five to forty people. These
groups are nomadic, moving from one place to another as thf.:'ﬁ)od suEply of an area gives
out. They place high value on sharing food, which is essential to their survival. Because
of disease, drought, and pestilence, children have only about a fifty-fifty chance of sur-
Viving childhood (Lenski and Lenski 1987). i

Of all societies, hunters and gatherers are the most egallta.nan Bccausg whgt they hunt
and gather js perishable and they have no money, the people-a‘ccumulate few personal pos-
sessions, Consequently, no one becomes wealthier than anyone clse. There are no rulers, and

most decisions are arrived at through discussion. Because their needs are basic and they do
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pastoral society a society
based on the pasturing of
animals

horticultural society a so-
ciety based on cultivating
plants by the use of hand tools

domestication revolution
the first social revolution, based
on the domestication of plants
and animals, which led to pas-
toral and horticultural societies

agricultural revolution the
second social revolution, based
on the invention of the plow,
which led to agricultural society
agricultural society a so-
ciety based on large-scale agri-
culture, dependent on plows
drawn by animals

Industrial Revolution the
third social revelution, occur-
ring when machines powered by
fuels replaced most animal and
human power

industrial society a society
based on the harnessing of ma-
chines powered by fuels
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The simplest forms of societies are called hunting and gathering socifzties. .Mfm' ;
of these societies face severe hardships but have adapted well to their environ-
ments. They have the most leisure of any type of society. The man shown here js
member of a hunting and gathering society in the Brazilian Amazon.

not work to store up material possessions, hunters and gatherers h,
the most leisure of all human groups (Sahlins 1972; Lorber 1994
Volti 1995).

All human groups were once hunters and gatherers, and until s
eral hundred years ago such societies were common. Their dem;
came when other groups took over the areas on which they d.
pended for their food. Today, only a few remain, such as the pygmic.
of central Africa, the aborigines of Australia, and groups in Sou),
America represented by the photo on this page. These groups seery
doomed to a similar fate, and it is likely that their way of life wi|
soon disappear from the human scene (Lenski and Lenski 1987),

Pastoral and Horticultural Societies

About ten thousand years ago, some groups found that they could
tame and breed some of the animals they hunted—primarily goars,
sheep, cattle, and camels. Others discovered that they could culti-
vate plants. As a result, hunting and gathering societies branched
into two directions.

The key to understanding the first branching is the word pasture; pastoral (or herding)
societies are based on the pasturing of animals. Pastoral societies developed in arid regions,
where low rainfall made it impractical to build life around growing crops. Groups tha:
took this turn remained nomadic, for they followed their animals to fresh pasture. The
key to understanding the second branching is the word horticulture, or plant cultivation.
Horticultural (or gardening) societies are based on the cultivation of plants by the use of
hand. tools. Because they no longer had to abandon an area as the food supply gave our,
these groups developed permanent settlements.

We can call the domestication of animals and plants the first social revolution. As shown
in Figure 6.1, it transformed human society. Although the domestication revolution was
gradual, occurring over thousands of years, it represented a fundamental break with the past
and changed human history. The more dependable food supply ushered in changes that
touched almost every aspect of human life. Groups became larger because the more de-
pendable food supply supported more people. With more food than was essential for sur-
vival, no longer was it necessary for everyone to produce food. This allowed groups ©
develop a division of labor, and some people began to specialize in making jewelry, tools,
weapons, and so on. This led to a surplus of objects, which, in turn, stimulated trade. With
trading, groups began to accumulate objects they prized, such as gold, jewelry, and utensils.

As Figure 6.2 illustrates, these changes set the stage for social inequality. Some families
(or clans) acquired more goods than others. This led to feuds and war, for groups now
possessed animals, pastures, croplands, jewelry, and other material goods to fight about.
War, in turn, opened the door to slavery, for people found it convenient to let their cap-
tives do their drudge work. Social inequality remained limited, however, for the surplus
itself was limited. As individuals passed on their possessions to their descendants, wn_’-ii%lh
grew more concentrated. So did power. At some point during this period, some individ-
uals became chiefs, leaders of groups.

Note the primary pattern that runs through this transformation of group life: the
change from fewer to more possessions and from greater to lesser equality. Where people were
located within a society became vital for determining what happened to them in life-
Again, Figure 6.2 summarizes how these changes led to social inequality.

Agricultural Societies

When the plow was invented about five or six thousand years ago, social life was UHCI"
again changed forever. Compared with hoes and digging sticks, the use of animals to pu
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was im i
plows mensely efficient. As the carth was plowed, more nutrients were re-

tuiril;j t?ratlhieimll, l_l’laklllg the land more productive. The food surplus of the
:llg iy o utlonl Was unlike anything ever seen in human history. It al-
aog‘;f:uli‘;ial :;i‘;gf;gollt:dﬁglgzllge in activities other.than farming. In this new

s : eloped cities and what is popularly known as “cul-
ture, _SUCh as PhllOSOth, art, literature, and architecture. Accompanied by the
inventions gf the wheel, writing, and numbers, the changes were so profound that
this period is sometimes referred to as “the dawn of civilization.”

The tendency toward social inequality of previous societies was only a forerun-
ner of what was to come. Jnequality became a Jundamental feature of life in society,
SOITIC people.mana-gcd to gain control of the growing surplus resources. To protect
their expanding privileges and power, this elite surrounded itself with armed men.
They even levied taxes on others, who now had become their “subjects.” As con-
flict theorists point out, this concentration of resources and power—along with
the oppression of people not in power—was the forerunner of the state.

No one knows exactly how it happened, but during this period females also
became subject to males. Sociologist Elise Boulding (1976) theorizes that this
change occurred because men were in charge of plowing and the cows. She sug-
gests that _when metals were developed, men took on the new job of attaching the
metal as tips to the wooden plows and doing the plowing. As a result,

the shift of the status of the woman farmer may have happened quite rapidly,
once there were two male specializations relating to agriculture: plowing and
the care of cattle. This situation left women with all the subsidiary tasks, in-
cluding weeding and carrying water to the fields. The new fields were larger,
so women had to work just as many hours as they did before, but now they
worked at more secondary tasks. . . . This would contribute further to the ero-
sion of the status of women.

This explanation, however, creates more questions than it answers. Why, for
example, did men take over metal work and plowing? Why didn’t women? It also
does not account for why men control societies in which women are in charge of
the cattle. In short, we are left in the dark as to why and how men became dom-
inant, a reason likely to remain lost in human history.

Industrial Societies

In the 1700s, another invention turned society upside down. The Industrial
Revolution began in 1765 when the steam engine was first used to run machin-
ery in Great Britain. Before this, people used a few machines (such as wind and
water mills) to harness nature, but most machines depended on ‘hum.an and ani-
mal power. The resulting industrial society is defined by socif:ologlst Herbert
Blumer (1990) as a society in which goods are produced by machines powered by
fuels, instead of by the brute force of humans or animals. :

With the steam engine, social inequality took another leap. This new technol-
ogy was far more efficient than anything before it. Just as its surplus was greater,
so were its effects on social life. Those who first used the steam engine accumu-
lated such wealth that in many instances their riches outran the imagination of
royalty. Gaining an early position in the markets, they were able not or.xiy to con-
trol the means of production (factories, machinery, tocrls), but also to dictate peo-
ple’s working conditions. The breakdown of feudal society helped them to cqntrol
the workers. Masses of people were thrown off the lands that they and their an-
cestors had farmed as tenants for centuries. Having bccorr!c homelcs‘s, these la.nd—
less peasants moved to the cities. There they faced the _choxcc of fteahng, starving,
or working for starvation wages (Chambliss 1964; 'I\/_Ilchalowslu 19-85). .

Workers had no legal right to safe working conditions, nor the right to union-
ize. Employment was a private contract between the employer and the individual
worker. If workers banded together to protest or to ask for higher wages, they
were fired. If chey returned to the factory, they were arrested for trespassing on
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The sociological significance of the
social revolutions discussed in the
text is that the type of society in
which we live determines the kind
of people we become. It is obvious,
for example, that the orientations
to life of this worker would differ
markedly from those of the man
shown on page 150.

The machinery that ushered in
industrial society was met with am-
bivalence. On one hand, it brought a
multitude of welcomed goads. On
the other hand, factory time clocks
and the incessant production line
made people slaves to the very ma-
chines they built. The idea of ma-
chines dominating workers is
illustrated by this classic scene of
Charlie Chaplin’s in Modern Times.

postindustrial (informa-
tion) society a society

based on information, services,
and high technology, rather

private property. Strikes were i,llegz}l, and strikers were s
agely beaten by the employer’s private security forcc. O
some occasions during the early 1900s, U.S. strikers v,
shot by private police, and even by the National Guar

Against these odds, workers gradually won their fig)
for better working conditions. Wealth then spread to lar
segments of society. Eventually, home ownership becar,
common, as did the ownership of automobiles and an i,
credible variety of consumer goods. Today's typical work.,
in advanced industrial societies enjoys a high standard
living in terms of material conditions, health cap
longevity, and access to libraries and education. Such
gains go far beyond what early social reformers could hav.
imagined.

As industrialization progressed, it reversed the pattern
set earlier, and equality increased. Indicators of grearer
equality include better housing and a vast increase in con-
sumer goods, the abolition of slavery, the shift from
monarchies to more representative political systems, the
right to be tried by a jury of one’s peers and to cross-examine witnesses, the right to vote,
the right to travel, and greater rights for women and minorities.

It is difficult to overstate the sociological principle that the type of society we live in is
the fundamental reason for why we become who we are. To see how industrial society af-
fects your life, note that you would not be taking this course if it were not for industrial-
ization. Clearly you would not have a computer, car, telephone, DVD player, television,
or your type of clothing or home. You wouldn' even have electric lights. And on a much
deeper level, you would not feel the same about life, or have your particular aspirations
for the future. Actually, no aspect of your life would be the same; you would be locked
into the attitudes and views that come with an agricultural or horticultural way of life.

Postindustrial (Information) Societies

If you were to choose one word that characterizes our society, what would it be? Of the
many candidates, the word change would have to rank high among them. The primary
source of the sweeping changes that are transforming our lives is the new technology cen-
tering around the microchip. The change is so vast that sociologists say that a new type
of society has emerged. They call it the postindustrial (or information) society.

What are the main characteristics of this new society? Unlike the industrial society, 1ts
hallmark is not raw materials and manufacturing. Rather, its basic component is z':.y%_r—
mation. Teachers pass on knowledge to students, while lawyers, physicians, bankers, pr-
lots, and interior decorators sell their specialized knowledge of law, the body, moncy:
acrodynamics, and color schemes to clients. Unlike the factory workers of an indusr_rlaﬂ
society, these individuals don't produce anything. Rather, they transmit or use information
to provide services that others are willing to pay for.

The United States was the first country to have more than 50 percent of its work f{)rCC
in service industries such as education, health, research, the government, counseling,
banking, investments, insurance, sales, law, and the mass media. Australia, New Zeﬁalld-
western Europe, and Japan soon followed. This basic trend away from manufacturing to
selling information and services shows no sign of letting up. , '

The changes have been so profound that they have led to a fourth social rm:;lutzan. i f‘f
microchip is transforming established ways of life, uprooting old perspectives andhl:*i-‘c
placing them with new ones. This new technology allows us to wr:n:k at home, and w lle
we ride in cars, trucks, and airplanes, to talk to others in distant cities and even to peop :
on the other side of the globe. This tiny device lets us peer farther into the remote rcc;e‘ij—
of space than ever before. It is changing our shopping patterns as we spend billions 0h :.rs
lars on Internet purchases. And because of it, miﬂ{'ons of children spend co:.'mtlcs; ‘:her
struggling against video enemies, at home and in the arcades. For a review of 0
changes, see the section on the computer in Chapter 22 (pages 652-657).

,r’r:':‘
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Bioeconomic Societies: |
of Society Emerging?
The coming products are incredib]e (

S a New Type

» Elias 2001). Tobacco that fights cancer (“Yes, smoke
your way to health!”) Corn tha fights herpes and is a contracc;g)tivc. (You can oake up

your own'_lmg.le for that one.) Already we have goats whose milk contains spider silk (to
make fishing lines and body armor), and animals that are

: : : , _ are part human (human genes have
been inserted into their genes) so they produce medicines—and cream; 11:
cheese (Kristoff 2002; Osborne 2002) s creamier mozzarella

T}}e changes are so revolutionary that a new type of society may be emerging already
(Da“_s and Me):er 2090; Hf’““‘“)’ 2002). If so, the chief distinguishing characteristic of
thc‘bloeconomlc society will be an economy that centers around the application of ge-
netic strugtures——!aoth plant a:}d animal—for the production of food and medicine. The
n?tural sciences w1ll_be reconstituted. Already we see biotechnology replacing botany, and
b1ocheml'stry rep'lac‘mg chemistry (Manavalan 2001). No longer will the transmission of
information be limited to numbers, words, sounds, and images, but it will also include
smell, taste, and touch (Davis 2001).

If we are witnessing the birth of a new type of society, just when did it begin? There
are no firm edges on such momentous changes, and each type of new society overlaps the
one it is replacing. We could trace the starting point of the bioeconomic society to 1953,
however, when Francis Crick and James Watson identified the double-helix structure of
DNA. Certainly the decoding of the human genome in 2001 also was a significant mo-
ment in the emergence of this new society—and perhaps may even mark its beginning.

Projecting a new type of society so soon after the arrival of the postindustrial or infor-
mation society is risky and abounds in controversy. The wedding of genetics and eco-
nomics may turn out to be simply another part of our informarion society. But we may
be witnessing the birth of a new type of society, one destined to replace the information
society. In either case, we can anticipate revolutionary changes in health care (prevention,
instead of treating disease), and, with cloning and bioengineering, perhaps even changes
in the human species. The Sociology and the New Technology box on the next page ex-
amines implications of cloning.

Although the full implications of the changes switling around us are unknown—and
whether they are part of a new type of society is not the mair% point. The sociological sig-
nificance of these changes is that just as the larger group called society g!ways profoundly affects
peoples thinking and behavior, so, too, these recent ‘dev.?’lopmenrs will do t_he same for us. As
society is transformed, we will be swept along with it. The changes: will be so extensive
that they will transform even the ways we think about the self and life.

_IN SUM

Our society sets boundaries around our lives. It establishes Ehe values and beliefs
that prevail and also determines the type and extent of social inequality. These fac-
tors, in turn, set the stage for relationships between men and women, the young and
the elderly, racial and ethnic groups, the rich and the poor, and so on. :
Tt is difficult to overstate the sociological principle that the type of society in which
we live is the fundamental reason why we become who we are—why we feel about
things the way we do, and even why we think our parpcular thoughts. On the ob-
vious level, if you lived in a hunting and gathering society you would “‘i’t be listen-
ing to your favorite music, watching your favorite TV programs, or Pg)’lngl‘?our Vo e e o
favorite video games. On a deeper level, you would not feel the same about life or blomnnmlcmiew an
; irations for the future. ‘economy that centers around
hold your particular aspirations e L th: o ion of genetics—
Finally, we should note that not all the world’s societies will go thmcl[lghm e trans- ics—
formations shown in Figure 6.1 (page 149). Whether any hunting an gj B Pl
cieties survive, however, remains to be scen. Perhaps a few will be allowed to sur-:rcllvii : . .
kept on “smail reserves” that will be off limits to developers—but open to guide for the produ

ecotours at a hefty fee.

al

The Transformation of Societies 153



sociology

and the

NEW

“So, You Want to Be Yourself?”
Cloning in the Coming Bioeconomy

o type of society ends abruptly.
N Instead, one always overlaps
the other. As the information
society matures in the years ahead, it
may gradually be overtaken by a bio-
economy. Let's try to peer over the edge
of our current society to glimpse the one
that may be coming. What would life be
like? There are too many issues to deal
with in this limited space, so let's con-
sider just one: cloning.
Consider this scenario:

Your four-year-old daughter has
drowned, and you can't get over your
sorrow. You go to Cleta’s Cloning
Clinic, where you have stored DNA for
all members of your family. You pay
the fee, and the technicians use a
salaried surrogate mother to bring
your daughter back as a newborn.

Will cloning humans become a real-
ity? It seems inevitable, and it already is
being attempted in clandestine labs
("Couple Plan..." 2002). Currently, sci-
entists are plagued by the problem that
clones are often deformed. Let's suppose
that this problem has been solved, and

the cloning of humans becomes routine.
Consider these scenarios:

Suppose that a couple can't have chil-
dren. Testing shows that the husband
is sterile. The couple talk about their
dilemma, and the wife agrees to have
her husband's genetic material im-
planted. Would this woman, in effect,
be rearing her husband as a little boy?

Or suppose that you love your mother
dearly, and she is dying. With her per-
mission, you decide to clone her. Who
is the clone? Would you be rearing
your own mother?

What if a woman gave birth to her
own clone? Would the clone be her
daughter or her sister?

When genetic duplicates appear, the
questions of what humans are, what their
relationship is to their “parents,” and in-
deed what parents and children are, will
be brought up at every kitchen table.

For Your CONSIDERATION

As these scenarios show, cloning leads
to profound issues, perhaps the most

technology

weighty being the future of society it-
self. Let's suppose that mass cloning be-
comes possible.

Many object that cloning is immoral,
but some will argue the opposite. They
will ask why we should leave human re-
production to people who have inferior
traits—genetic diseases, low |Qs, perhaps
even the propensity for crime and vio-
lence. They will suggest that we select
people with the finer characteristics—
high creative ability, high intelligence,
compassion, and a propensity for peace.

Let's assume that scientists have
traced these characteristics—as well as
the ability and appreciation far poetry,
music, mathematics, architecture, and
love—to genetics. Do you think that it
should be our moral obligation to popu-
late society with people like this? To try
to build a society that is better for all—
one without terrorism, war, violence, and
greed? Could this perhaps even be our
evolutionary destiny?

Source: Based on Davis and Meyer 2000; Kaebnick
2000; McGee 2000; Bjerklie et al. 2001; Davis 2001.

Now that we have reviewed the major historical shifts in societies, let’s turn to groups

within society. Just how do they affect our lives?

Group

stand as a buffer berween the individual and the larger society. If it weren' for th

s Within Society

\ ociologist Emile Durkheim (1933) wondered what could be done ©

prevent anomie (AN-uh-mee), that bewildering sense of not belonging:

Durkheim found the answer in small groups. He said that small groups

groups, we would feel oppressed by that huge, amorphous entity known as socicty.

ese
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providing intimate relationst
helping to prevent anomie,
Before we examine groups in more det

1UPS, sm: . : . ¢ .
ps, small groups give us a sense of meaning and purpose,

B s cmeritne ctfated i ail, we should distinguish some terms. Two
€rms ! § 1sed with “g ? are o ; L 1
B il whitemprat }%mup are aggregate and category. An aggregate consists
als : orarily share the same physic: o ;

B bivnilon o -‘}l , I‘} share tl‘.lCl same physical space but who do not see them-
.‘. h[- r neone g :}‘t[ 1er. People waiting in a checkout line or drivers parked at a red
1 arc an aggregate. - Ta o dtarteries e = s o

g . gﬁ‘ & i Category is a statistic. It consists of people who share similar char-
&LK“-':“LI- S 11_c1§d3 college women who wear glasses or all men over 6 feet tall. Unlike
grﬁups, the lnlc vi uals who mflkr: up a category neither interact with one another nor
take one another into account. The members of a group, in contrast, think of themselves
as belonging together, and they interact with one another.

'(Jroups affect your l.lit' so extensively that they determine just who you are. If you

think this an exaggeration, read on. Let’s begin by looking at the types of groups that
make up our society. =

Primary Groups

Our first group, the family, gives us our basic orientation to life. Later, among friends, we
find more intimacy and an additional sense of belonging. These groups are what sociol-
ogist Charles Cooley called primary groups. By p:.'m"idir;g intimate, face-to-face interac-
tion, they give us an identity, a feeling of who we are. As Cooley (1909) put it,

By primary groups I mean those characterized by intimate face-to-face association
and cooperation. They are primary in several senses, but chiefly in that they are fun-
damental in forming the social nature and ideals of the individual.

Producing a Mirror Within It is significant that Cooley calls primary groups
the “springs of life.” By this, he means that primary groups are essential to our emotional
well-being. You can see this in your own life with your family and friends. As humans, we
have an intense need for face-to-face interaction that generates feelings of self-esteem. By
offering a sense of belonging and a feeling of being appreciated—and sometimes even
loved—primary groups are uniquely equipped to meet this basic human need. From our
opening vignette, you can see that gangs are also primary groups. .

Primary groups are also “springs of life” because their values and attitudes become
fused into our identity. We internalize their views, which become the lenses through

aggregate individuals who
temporarily share the same
physical space but who do not
see themselves as belonging
together

category people who have
similar characteristics

primary group a group char-
acterized by intimate, long-
term, face-to-face association
and cooperation

Primary groups such as the family
play a key role in the development
of the self. As o small group, the
family alsa serves as a buffer from
the often-threatening larger group
known as society. The family has
been of primary significance in
forming the basic orientations of
this Latino couple, as it will be for
their children.
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© The New Yorker Collection, 1979 Robert Weber from cartoonbank.com. All rights reserved.

secondary group compared
with a primary group, a larger,
relatively temporary, more
anonymous, formal, and imper-
sonal group based on some in-
terest or activity, whose
members are likely to interact
on the basis of specific roles

in-groups groups toward
which one feels loyalty

out-groups groups toward
which one feels antagonism

How our participation in social

groups shapes our self-concept is a
focus of symbolic interactionists. In

this process, knowing who we are

not is as significant as knowing who

we are.

“So long, Bill. This is my club. You can’t come in"
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which we view life. Even as adults—no matter how far we may have come from our chil|
hood roots—early primary groups remain “inside” us, where icy continue to h”_'?". par,
of the perspective from which we look out onto the wor_]d. Ultimately, then, it is diffic;|
if not impossible, for us to separate the self from our primary groups, for the selfand oy,
groups merge into a “‘we.”

Secondary Groups

Compared with primary groups, secondary groups are larger, more anonymous, formal
and impersonal. Secondary groups are based on some interest or activity, and their men,
bers are likely to interact on the basis of specific roles, such as president, manager, worke
or student. Examples are a college class, the American Sociological Association, and the
Democratic Party.

In hunting and gathering and horticultural societies, the entire society forms a primary
group. In industrial and postindustrial societies, secondary groups have become essentiy]
to our welfare. They are part of the way we get our education, make our living, and spen
our money and leisure time.

As necessary as secondary groups are for contemporary life, they often fail to satisfy our
deep needs for intimate association. Consequently, secondary groups tend to break doun
into primary groups. At school and work, we form friendship cliques. Our interaction with
them is so important that we sometimes feel that if it weren’t for our friends, school or
work “would drive us crazy.” The primary groups we form within secondary groups, then,
serve as a buffer between us and the demands that secondary groups place on us.

In-Groups and Out-Groups

Groups toward which we feel loyalty are called in-groups; those toward which we feel an-
tagonism, out-groups. For Monster Cody in our opening vignette, the gang was an in-
group, while the Bloods and all other “enemies” were out-groups. That they—and

we—make such a fundamental division of the world has far-reaching consequences for
our lives.

Producing Loyalty, a Sense of Superiority, and Rivalries Ident-
fication with a group can generate not only a sense of belonging, but also loyalty and feel
ings of superiority. These, in turn, often produce rivalries. Usually the rivalries are mild,

such as sports rivalries between neighboring towns, where the most
extreme act is likely to be the furtive invasion of the out-group’s ter-
ritory in order to steal a mascot, paint a rock, or uproot a goal post.
The consequences of in-group membership can also be discrimina-

tion, hatred, and, as we saw in our opening vignette, even participa-
tion in murder.

Implications for a Socially Diverse Society Itis
not surprising that in-group membership leads to discrimination,
for, with our strong identifications and loyalties, we all favor mem-
bers of our in-groups. This aspect of in- and out-groups is. of
course, the basis of many problems in society. It underlies many
gender and racial-ethnic divisions. As sociologist Robert Merton
(1968) observed, this leads to a fascinating double standard. We
view the traits of our in-group as virtues, while we see those a7
traits in out-groups as vices. Men may perceive an aggressive man s
assertive, but an aggressive woman as pushy. They may think of a
male employee who doesn't speak up as “knowing when to keep his
mouth shut,” but perceive a quiet woman as too timid to make I
in the business world. L

To divide the world into “we” and “them” poses a danger for @
pluralistic society. As the Jews did for the Nazis, an out-group ¢?
come to symbolize evil, arousing fear, contemprt, and hatred. After
the terrorist bombings of New York and Washington, for some
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Arabs became this type ofmnt-groun The

e o y saw Arabs
as a sinister “them,” as untrustworthy:

_ ; ; bloodthirsty vil-
lains—certainly the opposite of how we evaluate Sur”
group (I_m matter what group that may be). Such ex-
treme views often seem to justify -.uracking the out-
group. Many Germans defended the Holocaust as
necessary “dirty work.” Following the terrorist atracks
of 9/11, some Americans defended the sporadic at-
tacks on Arab Americans—and even people who
looked like them. The refusal of some airline pilots to
leave the ground until “Arab looking” passengers had
been forced to get off the plane also fits this pattern.
Economic downturns also help to produce out-groups.
Immigrants, for example, may be seen as people who
“steal” jobs from friends and family. There may be at-
tacks on immigrants, a national anti-immigration pol-
icy, or a resurgence of neo-Nazi groups or the Ku Klux
Klan.

In short, to divide the world into in-groups and
out-groups is a natural part of social life. But in addi-
tion to bringing functional consequences, it can also
bring dysfunctional ones.

Reference Groups

Suppose you have just been offered a good job. It pays double what you hope o
make even after you graduate from college. You have just two days to make up your
mind. If you accept it, you will have to drop out of college. As you consider the
matter, thoughts like this may go through your mind: “My friends will say 'm a
fool if T don’t take the job . . . but Dad and Mom will practically go crazy. They've
made sacrifices for me, and theyll be crushed if I don't finish college. They've always
said I've got to get my education first, that good jobs will always be there. . .. But,
then, I'd like to see the look on the faces of those neighbors who said I'd never
amount to much!”

This is an example of how people use reference groups, the groups we use as standards
to evaluate ourselves. Your reference groups may include your family, neighbors, teachers,
classmates, co-workers, and the Scouts or the me_mbelrs of a chuich,“ synagogue, or
mosque. If you were like Monster Cody in our opening vignette, the “set” would be your
main reference group. Even a group you don’t belong to can be a reference group. For ex-
ample, if you are thinking about going to graduate school, graduate students or !'nembefs
of the profession you want to join may form a refer.ence group. You would consider their
standards as you evaluate your grades or writing skills.

Providing a Yardstick Reference groups exert tren.lendous ir}ﬂuence over our
lives. For example, if you want to become a corporate executive, you might start tohdress
more formally, try to improve your vocabul_ary, read the Wall Street ]aurl:.'zzl, ar'lc-l.‘c ange
your major to business or law. In contrast, if you want to become a rgc ‘mtllsz_.un, you
might wear jewelry in several places where you have pierced your l;o y, including y%ur
tongue, have many tattoos, dress in ways your parents and rnanzl/ ol )Igour dpeerskcon;l er
extreme, read Rolling Stone, drop out of college, and hang around clubs and rock groups.

Exposure to Contradictory Standards in a Socially Dl\;:erse
Society From these examples, you can scc that the yardsticks provided by re erm}ie
groups operate as a form of social control. When we see oursclves as mf:za.sunn%1 UE to the
yardstick, we feel no conflict. If our behavior, or even aspirations, do not match the stan-

dards held by a reference group however, the mismatch can lead to inner turmt_:ulllf._ For ex-
ample, to want to become a corporate executive would create no inner turmoil for most

All of us have reference groups—the
groups we use as standards to eval-
uate ourselves. How do you think
the reference groups of these mem-
bers of the KKK who are demon-
strating in Jaspar, Texas, differ from
those of the police officer who Is
protecting their right of free
speech? Although the KKK and this
police officer use different groups
to evaluate their attitudes and be-
haviors, the process is the same.

reference group Herbert
Hyman's term for the groups we
‘use as standards to evaluate
ourselves.
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We all use reference groups to evoluate our accomplishments, failures, values, and attitudes. We compare
what we see in ourselves with what we perceive as normative in our reference groups. As is evident in

these two photos, the reference groups these youths are using are not likely to lead them to the same social
destination.

clique a cluster of people
within a larger group who
choose to interact with one an-
other; an internal faction

social network the social
ties radiating outward from the
self that link people together

of us, but it would if we had grown up in an Amish home, for the Amish strongly disap-
prove of such aspirations for their children. They ban high school and college education,
three-piece suits, and corporate employment. Similarly, if you wanted to become a soldier
and your parents were dedicated pacifists, you likely would feel deep conflict, as your par-
ents would hold quite different aspirations for you.

Given the social diversity of our society as well as our social mobility, many of us are
exposed to contradictory ideas and standards from the many groups that become signif-

icant to us. The “internal recordings” that play contradictory messages from these refer-
ence groups, then, are one cost of social mobility.

Social Networks

If you are a member of a large group, you probably regularly associate with a few people
within that group. In a sociology class I was teaching at a commuter campus, six women
who didn't know one another chose to work together on a project. They gort along well,
and they began to sit together. Eventually they planned a Christmas partyuat one of their
homes. These clusters, or internal factions, are called cliques. The links berween people—
their cliques, as well as their family, friends, acquaintances, and even “friends of
friends”—are called social networks. Think of a social network as lines that extend out-
ward from yourself, gradually encompassing more and more people.

The Small World Phenomenon Although we live in a huge society; we dont
experience social life as a sea of nameless, strange faces. Instead, we interact within social
networks that connect us to the larger society. Social scientists have wondered just how
extensive the connections are between social networks (Watts 2003). If you list everyone
you know, and each of those individuals lists everyone he or she knows, and you keep do-
ing this, would almost everyone in the United States eventually be included on those lists’

It would be too cumbersome to test this hypothesis by drawing up such lists, but psy-
chologist Stanley Milgram (1933-1984) came up with an interesting idea. In a classic
study known as “the small world phenomenon.” Milgram (1967) addressed a letter t
“targets,” the wife of a divinity studenc in Cambridge and a stockbroker in Boston. He
sent the letter to “starters,” who did not know these people. He asked them to send the
lerter to someone they knew on a first-name basis, someone they thought might know the
“target.” They, in turn, were asked to mail the letter to someone they knew who might
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sity of Marylani

know the “rarget,” and so on. The question was, Would the letters ever reach the “target”?
If so, how long would the chain be?

Think of yourself as part of this study. What would you do if you were a “starter,” but
the “target” lived in a state in which you know no one? You would send the letter to some-
one you knew who you think might know someone in that state. And this, Milgram re-
ported, is just what happened. None of the senders knew the receivers, and the letters
reached the designated individual in an average of just six jumps.

Milgam’s study caught the public’s fancy, leading to the phrase, “six degrees of separa-
tion.” This means that, on average, everyone in the United States is scparated by just six
individuals. Milgram’s conclusions have become so popular that even an Internet game,
“Six Degrees of Kevin Bacon,” is built around it.

Is the Small World Phenomenon an Academic Myth? But [hu?gs
are not this simple. There is a problem with Milgram’s research, as }1§y'chologlsr Judith
Kleinfeld (2002a, b) discovered when she decided to replicate Mll_grams study. When sl_"lc
went to the archives at Yale University Library to get more details, she found that Mil-
gram had stacked the deck in favor of finding a small worl‘d. Helhad used mailing ]15[_5 to
recruit the “starters,” who in 1967 were likely to have higher incomes, an.d‘ thercfore‘:
were not representative of common people. In addition, he }11c1 made one t_)f [_hlc1 tfl_:'g(:ts
a stockbroker and that person’s “searters” investors in Blue Chip stockﬁs. Kleinfeld also [un(;
earthed another huge discrepancy—on average, only 30 percent of the letters reache
their “target.” In one of Milgram’s studies, it was just 5 percent. L)
ince n ters di .ach their targets, even with the deck stacked in favor of suc-
Since most letters did ot reac targe i St
cess, we can draw the opposite conclusion from the one that ilgram reported. [}
who don't know one another are dramatically separated by 50c1z’1! barriers. !-ron} lorlm'
studi besides geography, these barriers are primarily those of social class
studies, we know that besides geograf e U e in
and race-ethnicity. As Kleinfeld says, “‘Rather than living in i181"11‘1 “- ] {‘, e
e i : armeal, with many small worlds loosely
a world that looks a lot like a bowl of lumpy o o
connected and perhaps some small worlds not connected at all. |
i i ike Milgram’s conclu-
i se Society Unlike Milgrams co
Implicati for a Socially Diver
ions for

e “ the barriers that separate us
sions, then, his study may actually be another indication of the bamer;that sep i
5, then, his § ) . ST T ivisions that separate us Is
into ;lisri: t small vforlds One reason that overcoming the divisions that sef
stinct sma s. L

Why do people get ahead in life? Is
it because of their abilities? Al-
though personal abilities and ef-
forts are important for success, so
are social networks, which open
and close doors of opportunity. De-
spite the official program of saciol-
ogy conventions, for example,
much of the “real” business centers
around renewing and extending so
cial networks.
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electronic community in-
dividuals who regularly interact
with one another on the Inter-
net and who think of them-
selves as belonging together

networking using one's so-
‘cial networks for some gain

so difficult is that even our own social networks contribute to social inequality, a topi
explore in the Cultural Diversity box below.

. - 3 A .
ence Kleinfeld’s revelations of Milgram’s research reinfo,,,

the need of replication, a topic discussed in .the previous chaprer. FOL I)ur k'nFWIEdg{-“r,f
social life, we cannot depend on single studies, for there may be proh emIS{ o I-gCI1F:r(i|f/,
ability on the one hand, or those of negligence or even fra.ud on the ot Tr.d eplication by
objective researchers is essential to build and advance solid social knowledge.

Implications for Sci

A New Group: Electronic Communities

In the 1990s, a new type of human group, the electronic commu.n'll'}_f, made its appes;
ance. On the Internet hundreds of thousands of people meet online in chat rooms ang
“news groups” to communicate about almost any conceivable topic, from donkf:y racing
and bird-watching to sociology and quantum physics. Most news groups are simply ap

in te

LDIVERSITY
UNITED STATES

How Our Own Social Networks
Perpetuate Social Inequality

onsider some of the principles we
C have reviewed. People tend to

form in-groups with which they
identify; they use reference groups to
evaluate their attitudes and behavior;
and they interact in social networks. Our
in-groups, reference groups, and social
networks are likely to consist of people
whose backgrounds are similar to our
own. This means that, for most of us, just
as social inequality is built into society,
so it is built into our own relationships.
One consequence is that we tend to per-
petuate social inequality.

To see why, suppose that an out-
standing job—great pay, interesting work,
with apportunity for advancement—has
just opened up where you work. Who
are you going to tell? Most likely it will
be someone you know, someone you like,
or someone to whom you owe a favor.
And most likely your social network is
made up of people who look much like
yourself—especially their race-ethnicity,
age, social class, and probably also, gen-
der. This tends to keep good jobs moving
in the direction of people whose charac-
teristics are similar to those of the peo-
ple already in 2n organization. You can

e e - ———
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see how our social networks both reflect
the inequality that characterizes our so-
ciety and help to perpetuate it

Consider a network of white men
who are established in an organization.
As they learn of opportunities (jobs, in-
vestments, real estate, and so on), they
share this information with their net-
works. Opportunities and good jobs flow
to people who have characteristics simi-
lar to their own. Those who benefit from
this information, in turn, reciprocate
with similar information when they learn

of it. This bypasses people who have dif-

ferent characteristics, such as women
and minorities, while it perpetuates the
“good old boys'" network. No intentional
discrimination need be involved.

To overcome this barrier, women and
minorities do networking. They try to
meet people who can help advance their
careers. Like the “good old boys," they,
too, go to parties, join clubs, churches,
synagogues, mosques, and political
parties. Women cultivate a network of
women, and African American leaders

cultivate a network of African American

leaders. As a result, the network of
African American leaders is so tight that

one-fifth of the entire national African
American leadership are personal
acquaintances. Add some "friends of a
friend," and three-fourths of the entire
leadership belong to the same network
(Taylor 1992). Women who reach top
positions end up in a circle so tight that
the term "new girl” network is being
used, especially in the field of law. Re-
membering those who helped them and
sympathetic to those who are trying to
get ahead, these women tend to steer
their business to other women. Like the
“good old boys" who preceded them, the
new insiders also justify their exclusion-
ary practice (Jacobs 1997).

For Your CONSIDERATION

The perpetuation of social inequality
does not require purposeful discrimina-
tion. Just as social inequality is built into
society, so it is built into our personal re-
lationships. How do you think your own
social network helps to perpetuate social
inequality? How do you think we can
break this cycle? (The key must center on
creating diversity in social networks.)

e —
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interesting way of communicating, Some
who interact with one another de who tl
Some of these groups pride

I.‘lfi\\'t‘\:t‘i'. meet our definition of group, people

o 1ink of themselves as belonging together. group dynamics the ways
knowledge—factors that give [htmi”]“:“f(l)‘;ﬁ;:: (hit di‘slfnuivc. nature of their im.m.'r:?t and in which individuals affect
form of group is explored in the Soc AP o ‘.“?d bind them together. This new groups and the ways in which
Sociology and the New [echnology box on the next page. groups influence individuals

small group a group small

G rou p Dy N a miCS enough for everyone to interact

directly with all the other

: ; members
s yvou know fr T ; : , - ¢
‘ you know from personal experience, the lively interaction within dvad
o < o Sk ] . - ’ i
groups—who does what with whom—has profound consequences for Fost e s.mvailest PO
F amon group, consisting of two

- h.O\‘. ‘\'()U 'cld]u."i[ o hlf S(]Ci(‘l()gihrf\ LSE [h(_' erm gl’(}up dy]‘l'(l"'lics o re-

fer to how gr(m}?s-;‘mﬂuemtc us and how we affect groups. Let’s consider how the size of a RETSOEg

gmup-makt‘s a dlff::lrcnce‘ and then examine leadership, conformity, and decision making, triad a group of three people
Before doing this, we should see how sociologists define the term small group. In a

small group, there are few enough members that each one can interact directly with all

the other members. Small groups can be either primary or secondary. A wife, husband,

and children, as well as workers who take their breaks t(‘igethcr. are primarv small groups,

while bidders at an auction and guests at a cocktail part} are secondary small grot:pa.

Effects of Group Size on Stability and Intimacy
Writing in the carly 1900s, sociologist Georg Simmel (1858-1918) noted the significance
of group size. He used the term dyad for the smallest possible group, which consists of
two people. Dyads, which include marriages, love affairs, and close friendships, show two
distinct qualities. First, they are the most intense or intimate of human groups. Because
only two people are involved, the interaction is focused on them. Second, because dyads
require that both members participate and be committed, they are the most unstable of
social groups. If one member loses interest, the dyad collapses. In larger groups, in con-
wrast. even if one member withdraws, the group can continue, for its existence does not
depend on any single member (Simmel 1950).

A triad is a group of three people. As Simmel noted, the addition of a third person fun-
damentally changes the group. With three people, interaction between the first two de-
creases. This can create strain. For example, with the birth of a child, hardly any aspect
of a couple’s relationship goes untouched. Attention focuses on the baby, and interaction

Japanese who work for the same
firm think of themselves more as @
group or team, Americans more as
individuals. Japanese corporations
use many techniques to encourage
group identity, such as making
group exercise a part of the work
day. Similarity of appearance and
activity helps to fuse group identity
and company loyalty.
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Electronic Communities and Online Posses
Jason Smith, a 21-year-old sopho- THE FAR S’DEO Bv GARY I.ARSON

more, had been supporting himself

by selling computers on eBay. Jason
made just enough to pay the rent and 1
have a little left over. His online busi-

ness went smoothly until he sold an
Apple Powerbook to Steve Matthews
of Chicago, who said he was buying
the computer for his son in college.

Matthews sent a cashier's check
for $3,052, and Jason shipped the
computer. After paying his rent and
buying a space heater, Jason went on
Christmas break, where he spent
more of the money. On his return to
school, he got the bad news: a mes-
sage from his bank that the cashier's
check was a phony.

Jason was besides himself. He
was out the computer, and his check-
ing account was overdrawn. He
called the Chicago police depart-
ment, but they told him they were
so busy they couldn't even talk to
him about such a small matter for
another week or so.

Jason turned to other Mac users.
He posted his story at MacRumors,

The Far Side® by Gary Larson © 1982 FarWorks, Inc. All Rights Reserved. Used with permission.

and people he didn't know began to T LS W0 o
help. They found Matthews' real ad- e = = I
dress, took photos of his street, his In the days before television

between the husband and wife diminishes. Despite the difficulty that this presents—in-
cluding in many instances the husband'’s jealousy that he is getting less attention from his
wife—the marriage usually becomes stronger. Although the intensity of interaction is less
in triads, they are inherently stronger and give greater stability to a relationship.

Yet, as Simmel noted, triads, too, are inherently unstable. For example, two members

coalition the alignment of may feel stronger bonds with one another and form a coalition. A coalition occurs when
some members of a group some group members align themselves against others. In the case of the triad, two mem-
against others bers act as a dyad, leaving the third member feeling hurt and excluded. Another charac
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teristic of triads is that they often produce an arbitrator or mediator, someone who tries
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to settle disagreements between th

house, and even his car—with the
license number visible.

Matthews actually lived in a
town outside Chicago, and this
police department turned out to
be eager to solve the crime. Jason
posted another ad on e-Bay, and
Matthews took the bait. Jason
shipped him a package, but this time
the man in the FedEx uniform was
a detective. He arrested Matthews
when he signed for the package.

Jason was able to keep his
apartment and stay in school—a
bit wiser, and greatly encouraged
by the help given by his online
buddies (Hafner 2002).

In the past few years, a type of group
unknown in human history has come
into existence. Electronic (or online)
communities consist of people who reg-
ularly "meet” on the Internet. They focus
on some shared interest, whether it be
antique cars, radical politics, or deviant
sex. Some communities offer support.
When people who suffer from cancer
share their experiences with fear, pain,
surgery, radiation, and chemotherapy,
they break the depressing isolation that
hems them in. Those who suffer from
other debilitating diseases do the same.
In Jason's case, the online posse came

from Macintosh users, who already think
of themselves as different, and as some-
how belonging together because they
share a passion for this particular kind
of computer.

This form of communication has
even led to the creation of electronic (or
online) primary groups, people who
regularly share and care although they
have never met one another, As people
communicate online, they come to
identify with one another, develop a
sense of intimacy, and share personal
information. For some, online friends
become so significant that they build
their lives around each other. The first
thing in the morning, they rush to their
computer, where they eagerly read
e-mail from their Net friends, and visit
“chat rooms," where they discuss the
latest development in their “real” (not
online) relationships. Only then do they
dress and go to work. After work, they
rush back to their virtual world. For
them, their Net friends are as real as
their family—and sometimes have a
greater impact on their lives.

With online social intimacy, people
who never physically meet forge social
bonds (Chayko 2002). They experience
closeness without permanence, and
depth without commitment (Cerulo et al.
1992). As this form of social intimacy

serve both of these characteristics of triads—coalitions and arbitration.

becomes more common, it may affect
not only our social interactions, but also
our culture, and even our sense of self.

For Your CONSIDERATION

Social researchers first reported that the
longer people were online, the more their
relationships with family and friends
declined. More recent studies indicate
that gregarious people remain outgoing
in both their virtual and real worlds.
Eighty-five percent of Net users report
no change in the time they spend with
family and friends (Guernsey 2001). And
it seems that teenagers are using the Net
to explore their identities (Turkle 1995;
Goldsborough 2001). Have you experi-
enced Internet intimacy?

¢ other two. In one-child families, you can often ob-

The general principle is this: As a small group grotws larger, it becomes more stable, but its
intensity, or intimacy, decreases. To see why, look at_Flgure 6.3. As each new person comes
into a group, the connections among people multiply. In a dyad, there is only 1 relation-
ship; in a triad, 3: in a group of four, 6; in a group of five, 10. If we expand the group to
six, we have 15 relationships, while a group of seven yields 21 relationships. If we continue

adding members, we soon are unable to follow the connections: A group of eight

has 28

possible relationships; a group of nine, 36 relationships; a group of ten, 45; and so on.

Group Dynamics



It is not only the number of relationships that makes larger groups ?OI:C stable, A
groups grow, they also tend to develop a more formal structure to aclcon"l[Ph{S their oy
For example, leaders emerge and more specialized roles come into piay. Lhis often resulsg
in such familiar offices as president, secretary, and treasurer. This structure provides ,
framework that helps the group survive over time.

Effects of Group Size on Attitudes and Behavior

Imagine that your social psychology professors have asked you to join a few students
to discuss your adjustment to college life. When you arrive, t'hey tell you thar to
make the discussion anonymous they want you to sit unseen in a booth. You will
participate in the discussion over an intercom, talking when your microphone
comes on. The professors say they will not listen to the conversation, and they leave,

You find the format somewhat strange, to say the least, but you go along with it,
You have not seen the other students in their booths, but when they talk about their
experiences, you find yourself becoming wrapped up in the problems they begin to
share. One student even mentions how frightening he has found college because of
his history of epileptic seizures. Later, you hear this individual breathe heavily into
the microphone. Then he stammers and cries for help. A crashing noise follows, and
you imagine him lying helpless on the floor.

Nothing but an eerie silence follows. What do you do?

Your professors, John Darley and Bibb Latané (1968), staged the whole thing, but you
don’t know this. No one had a seizure. In fact, no one was even in the other booths,
Everything, except your comments, was on tape.

Some participants were told they would be discussing the topic with just one other stu-
dent, others with two, others with three, and so on. Darley and Latané found that all stu-
dents who thought they were part of a dyad rushed out to help. If they thought they were
part of a triad, only 80 percent went to help—and they were slower in leaving the booth. In
six-person groups, only 60 percent went to see what was wrong—and they were even slower.

m The Effects of Group Size on Relationships




This experiment demonstrates how deeply group size influences our attitudes and be-
havior—it even affects our willingness to help one another. Students in the dyad knew it
was up to them to help the other student. The professor was gone, and if they didn't help

there was no one else. In the larger groups, including the triad, students felt  diffusion of

responsibility: Giving help was no more their responsibility than anyone clses.

You probably have observed the second consequence of group size firsthand. When a
group is small, its members are informal, but as the group grows, they lose their sense of
intimacy and become more formal. No longer can the members assume that the others
are “insiders” in sympathy with what they say. Now they must take a “larger audience”
into consideration, and instead of merely “talking,” they begin to “address” the group.
Their speech becomes more formal, and their body language stiffens.

You probably have observed a third aspect of group dynamics, too. In the early stages
of a party, when only a few people are present, almost everyone talks with everyone else.
But as others arrive, the guests break into several smaller groups. Some hosts, who want
their guests to mix together, make a nuisance of themselves trying to achieve their idea of
what a group should be like. The division into small groups is inevitable, however, for it
follows the basic sociological principles we have just reviewed. Because the addition of
each person rapidly increases connections (in this case, “talk lines”), conversation becomes
more difficult. The guests break into smaller groups where they can see each other and
comfortably interact directly with one another.

Leadership

All of us are influenced by leaders, so it is important to understand leadership. Let’s look
at how people become leaders, the types of leaders there are, and their different styles of
leadership. Before we do this, though, we need to understand that leaders don’t necessar-
ily hold formal positions in a group. Leaders are simply people who influence the behav-
iors, opinions, or attitudes of others. Even a group of friends has leaders.

Who Becomes a Leader? Are leaders born with characteristics that propel
them to the forefront of a group? No sociologist would agree with such an idea. In gen-
eral, people who become leaders are perceived by group mfzmbers as strongly represent-
ing their values, or as able to lead a group out of a crisis .(Tnce and Beyer 1991). Leaders
also tend 1o be more talkative and to express determination and self-confidence.

Group size has a significant influ-
ence on how people interact. When
a group changes from a dyad (two
people) to a triad (three people), the
relationships among the partici-
pants undergo a shift. How do you
think the birth of this girl affected
the relationship between her
mother and father?

Groups also mold our orienta-
tion to life. What assumptions of
the world do you think this girl is
growing up with?

leader someone who influ-
ences other people
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Adolf Hitler was voted the most in-

fluential person of the twentieth
century. He also was among the

most evil. Why did so many people
follow Hitler? That question stimu-

lated the research by Stanley Mil-
gram. Shown here is Hitler in
Nuremberg, Germany; 1934. (Be-

cause this city was so closely con-

nected with Nazism, to symbolize

the defeat of the Nazis and to pub-

licize the evil of their tyranny, the
Allies chose it as the site of their
war trials.)

instrumental leader an in-
dividual who tries to keep the
group moving toward its goals;
also known as a task-oriented
leader

expressive leader an indi-
vidual who increases harmony
and minimizes conflict in a
group; also known as a socio-
emotional leader

leadership styles ways in
which people express their
leadership

authoritarian leader a

leader who leads by giving
orders

democratic leader a leader
who leads by trying to reach a
Consensus

laissez-faire leaders an
individual who leads by being
ighiy peimissive

These findings may not be surprising, as such traits appear related to leadership. Re-
searchers, however, have also discovered traits that scem to have no bearing on the ability
to lead. For example, taller people and those judged better looking are more likely to be-
come leaders (Stodgill 1974; Crosbie 1975). The taller and more attractive are also likely
to earn more, but that is another story (Deck 1968; Feldman 1972; Katz 2003).

Many other factors underlie people’s choice of leaders, most of which are quite suble.
A simple experiment performed by social psychologists Lloyd Howells and Selwyn Becker
(1962) uncovered one of these factors. They formed groups of five people who did not
know one another, seating them at a rectangular table, three on one side and two on the
other. Each group discussed a topic for a set period of time, and then chose a leader. The
findings are startling: Although only 40 percent of the people sat on the two-person side,
70 percent of the leaders emerged from that side. The explanation is that we tend o di-
rect more interactions to people facing us than to people to the side of us.

Types of Leaders Groups have two types of leaders (Bales 1950, 1953;
Cartwright and Zander 1968). The first is easy to recognize. This person, called an in-
strumental leader (or susk-oriented leader), tries to keep the group moving toward its
goals. These leaders try to keep group members from getting sidetracked, reminding
them of what they are trying to accomplish. The expressive leader (or socioemotional
Imder),.in contrast, usually is not recognized as a leader, but he or she certainly is. This
person is likely to crack jokes, to offer sympathy, or to do other things that help lift the
group’s morale. Both types of leadership are essential: the one to keep the group on track,
the other to increase harmony and minimize conflicts.

It is difficult for the same person to be both an instrumental and an expressive leader
for the_se roles contradict one another. Because instrumental leaders are task oriented, they
sometimes create friction as they prod the group to get on with the job. Their actions of
ten cost them popularity. Expressive leaders, in contrast, who stimulate personal bonds
and reduce friction, are usually more popular (Olmsted and Hare 1978).

Leadership Styles Let’s suppose that the president of your college has asked you
to head a tas-k forc-e to determine how the college can improve race relations on campus
Although this Rosntion requires you to be an instrumental leader, you can adopt a num”
ber of leadership styles, or ways of expressing yourself as a leader. The three basic styles
are those of authoritarian leader, one who gives orders; democratic leader, one who tries

to gain a consensus; and laissez-faire leader, one who is highly permissive. Which shoul
you choose? 3
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1pp1tg 1(:11?{ Railph White (1958) carried out a classic study
- ; matched for I1Q, popularity, physical and leader-
re assigned to o » Popularity, physical energy, and leader
ship we gned to “craft clu]:s made up of five boys each. The experimenters trained
Ip styles. As the researchers peered through peepholes, rak-

ing notes and making movies, each adult rotated among the clubs, playing all three styles

to control possible effects of their individyal personalities.

The ““fé"-’”’fm”dﬂ leaders assigned tasks to the boys and told them exactly what to do
They also praised or condemned theijr work arbitrarily, giving no explanation for why il;
was good or bad. The democratic leaders held discussions with the boys, outlining the
steps that would help them reach their goals. They also suggested alternative approaches

and let the boys work at their own pace. When they evaluated the projects, they gave

<« » ‘ 5 : )
facts” as the bases for their decisions. The laissez-faire leaders were passive. They gave the

boys aJmOSt. total Frcedm'n to do as they wished. They offered help when asked, but made
few suggesnor;s. They did not evaluate the boys projects, either positively or negatively.

The results? :]"he boys whg had authoritarian leaders grew dependent on their leader
and S_hOW<_3d a high ngl‘t?E of internal solidarity. They also became either aggressive or ap-
athetic, with the aggressive boys growing hostile toward their leader. In contrast, the boys
who had democratic leaders were friendlier, and looked to one another for mutual ap-
proval. They dl_d less scapegoating, and when the leader left the room they continued to
work at a steadier pace, The boys with laissez-faire leaders asked more questions, but they
made fewer decisions. They were notable for their lack of achievement. The researchers
concluded that the democratic style of leadership works best. Their conclusion, however,
may have been biased, as the researchers favored a democratic style of leadership in the first
place, and they did the research during a highly charged political period (Olmsted and
Hare 1978). Apparently, this same bias in studies of leadership continues (Cassel 1999).

You may have noted that only boys and men were involved in this experiment. It is in-
teresting to speculate how the results might differ if we were to repeat the experiment
with all-girl groups and with mixed groups of girls and boys—and if we used both men
and women as leaders. Perhaps you will become the sociologist to study such variations
of this classic experiment.

Leadership Styles in Changing Situations Different situations require
different styles of leadership. Suppose, for example, that you are leading a dozen back-
packers in California’s Sierra Madre mountains, and it is time to make dinner. A laissez-
faire style would be appropriate if the backpackers had brought their own food—or
perhaps a democratic style if everyone were supposed to pitch in. Authoritarian leader-
_ship—you telling all the hikers how to prepare their meals—would create resentment.
This, in turn, would likely interfere with meeting the primary goal of the group, which
in this case is to have a good time while enjoying nature. .

Now assume the same group but a different situation: One of your party is -lost‘, and a
blizzard is on its way. This situation calls for you to take charge and be .auth.orltanan. To
simply shrug your shoulders and say, “You figure it out,” would invite disaster—and

probably a lawsui.

The Power of Peer Pressure: The Asch Experiment

ives? To answer this, let’s look first at conformity in the

How influential are groups in our | _
- Our peers have no authority over us, only the influ-

sense of going along with our peers.

ence that we allow. - pot
Imagine that you are taking a course in social p_sychology with Dr. Solomon Asc
e haveyagl‘ee d to pafticipatc in an experiment. As you enter his labpratoiy,
.Véu sec seven chairs, five of them already filled by other students. You are given the
.'sixt_’n Soon fhe seve,[,lr_h person arrives. Dr. Asch stands at the front u_oF the room next
toa c.:.overed easel. He explains chat he will first show a large card with a ve:_mcal lfne
on it, then anOth.er card with three vertical lines. Each o.f you is to tell him which
of th:s three lines matches the line on the first card (see Figure 6.4). .
- i ingle line and the comparison car
Dr. the first card with the sing _ |
M;A:;? :}}11;2 ?;Z??ie correct answer is easy, for two of the lines are obviously



Z00CL ] Asch's Cards

Card 2

The cards used by
Solomon Asch in his
classic experiment on
group conformity

Source:Asch 1952:452-453.

wrong, and one exactly right. Each person, in order, states his or her answer aloud.
You all answer correctly. The second trial is just as easy, and you begin to wonder

why you are there.

Then on the third trial something unexpected happens. Just as before, it is easy to tel]
which lines match. The first student, however, gives a wrong answer. The second gives
the same incotrect answer. So do the third and the fourth. By now you are wonder-
ing what is wrong, How will the person next to you answer? You can hardly believc it
when he, too, gives the same wrong answer. T’ hen it is your turn, and you give what
you know is the right answer. The seventh person also gives the same wrong answer,
On the next trial, the same thing happens. You know the choice of the other six is
wrong. They are giving what to you are obviously wrong answers. You don't know
what to think. Why aren’t they seeing things the same way you are? Sometimes they
do, but in twelve trials they don't. Something is seriously wrong, and you are no
longer sure what to do.

When the eighteenth card is finished, you heave a sigh of relief. The experiment is
finally over, and you are ready to bolt for the door. Dr. Asch walks over to you with
a big smile on his face, and thanks you for participating in the experiment. He ex-
plains that you were the only real subject in the experiment! “The other six were
stooges. I paid them to give those answers,” he says. Now you feel real relief. Your
eyes weren't playing tricks on you after all.

What were the results? Asch (1952) tested fifty people. One-third (33 percent) gave in
to the group half the time, giving what they knew to be wrong answers. Another two of
five (40 percent) gave wrong answers, but not as often. One of four (25 percent) stuck to
their guns and always gave the right answer. I don't know how I would do on this test (if
[ knew nothing abour it in advance), but I like to think that I would be part of the 25 per-
cent. You probably feel the same way about yourself. But why should we feel that we

wouldn’t be like most people?

The results are disturbing, and more researchers have replicated Asch’s experiment than
any other study (Levine 1999). In our “land of individualism,” the group is so powerful
that most people are willing to say things that they know are not true. And this was 2
group of strangers! How much more conformity can we expect when our group consists
of friends, people we value highly and depend on for getting along in life? Again, maybe
you will become the sociologist to run that variation of Asch’s experiment, perhaps using

female subjects.

The Power of Authority: The Milgram Experiment
Even more disturbing are the results of the experiment described in the following Think-

ing Critically section.

THINKING

If Hitler Asked You to Execute
a Stranger, Would You?
The Milgram Experiment

Imagine that you are taking a course with Dr. Stan-
ley Milgram (1963, 1965), a former student of Dr.
Asch. Assume that you do not know about the Asch
experiment and have no reason to be wary. You ar-
rive at the laboratory to participate in a study on
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punishment and learning. You and a second studenf
draw lots for the roles of “teacher” and “learner.
You are to be the teacher. When you see that the
learner's chair has protruding electrodes, you are
glad that you are the teacher. Dr. Milgram shows
you the machine you will run. You see that one side
of the control panel is marked "Mild Shock, 1
volts," while the center says "Intense Shock, 350
Volts," and the far right side reads "DANGER: SE-
VERE SHOCK."

"As the teacher, you will read aloud a pair of words,’
explains Dr. Milgram. “Then you will repeat the first
word, and the learner will reply with the second
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word. If the learner can't remember the word, you
press this lever on the shock generator. The shock
will serve as punishment, and we can then deter-
mine if punishment improves memory." You nod,
now very relieved that you haven't been designated
the learner.

"Every time the learner makes an error, increase the
punishment by 15 volts,” instructs Dr. Milgram.
Then, seeing the look on your face, he adds “The
shocks can be extremely painful, but they won't
cause any permanent tissue damage." He pauses,
and then says, "l want you to see." You then follow
him to the “electric chair," and Dr. Milgram gives
you a shock of 45 volts. “There. That wasn't too bad,
was it?" "No," you mumble,

The experiment begins. You hope for the learner's
sake that he is bright, but unfortunately he turns
out to be rather dull. He gets some answers right,
but you have to keep turning up the dial. Each turn
makes you more and more uncomfortable. You find
yourself hoping that the learner won't miss another
answer. But he does. When he received the first
shocks, he let out some moans and groans, but now
he is screaming in agony. He even protests that he
suffers from a heart condition.

How far do you turn that dial?

By now, you probably have guessed that there was
no electricity attached to the electrodes and the
“learner” was a stooge who only pretended to feel
pain. The purpose of the experiment was to find out
at what point people refuse to participate. Does

anyone actually turn the lever all the way to "DAN-
GER: SEVERE SHOCK"?

Milgram wanted the answer because of the Nazi
slaughter of Jews, gypsies, Slavs, homosexuals, peo-
ple with disabilities, and others whom they desig-
nated as “inferior.” That millions of ordinary people
did nothing to stop the deaths seemed bizarre, and
Milgram wanted to see how ordinary, intelligent
Americans might react in an analogous situation.

Milgram was upset by what he found. Many "teach-
ers” broke into a sweat and protested to the exper-
imenter that this was inhuman and should be
stopped. But when the experimenter calmly replied
that the experiment must go on, this assurance
from an “authority” (“scientist, white coat, univer-
sity laboratory”) was enough for most “teachers” to
continue, even though the "learner” screamed in
agony. Even "teachers" who were "reduced to
twitching, stuttering wrecks" continued to follow
orders.

Milgram varied the experiments (Miller 1986). He
used both men and women and put some “teachers”
and “learners” in the same room, where the
“teacher" could clearly see the suffering. He had
some "learners” pound and kick the wall during the
first shocks and then go silent. The results varied.
When there was no verbal feedback from the
“learner,” 65 percent of the “teachers” pushed the
lever all the way to 450 volts. Of those who could
see the "learner,” 40 percent turned the lever all the
way. When Milgram added a second “teacher,” a

In the 1960s, LS. social psychologists ran a s
Among these were Stanley Milgram’s experimen

the “learner” being prepared for the experiment, you can g

uation would be for the “teacher.”

eries of creative but controversial experiments.
ts, described in these pages. From this photo of
et an idea of how convincing the sit-
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stooge who refused to go along with the experi-  For Your CONSIDERATION

ment, only 5 percent of the “teachers” turned the What is the connection between Milgram's ey,

lever all the way, a result that bears out some of ment and the actions of Monster Cody in Oum;:
Asch’s findings. ing vignette? Considering how significant er
A stormy discussion about research ethics erupted.  findings are, do you think that the scientific CD};:
Not only were researchers surprised and disturbed  munity overreacted to Milgram’s experimep.,
by what Milgram found, but also they were alarmed  Should we allow such research? Consider both rh?
at his methods. Universities began to require that  Asch and Milgram experiments, and use Svmhuigé
subjects be informed of the nature and purpose of  interactionism, functionalism, and conflict thegy,
social research. Researchers agreed that to reduce  to explain why groups have such influence over
subjects to “twitching, stuttering wrecks" was un-

ethical, and almost all deception was banned.
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Global Consequences of Group Dynamics:
Groupthink

Suppose you are a member of the President’s inner circle. It is midnight, and the
President has just called an emergency meeting to deal with a terrorist attack. At
first, various options are presented. Eventually, these are narrowed to only a few
choices, and at some point everyone seems to agree on what now appears to be “the
only possible course of action.” To express doubts at that juncture will bring you
into conflict with @/ the other important people in the room. To criricize will mark
you as not being a “team player.” So you keep your mouth shut, with the result that
each step commits you—and them—more and more to the “only” course of action.

What happened is called groupthink. Sociologist Irving Janis (1972, 1982) coined this
term to refer to the collective tunnel vision that group members sometimes develop. As
they begin to think alike, they become convinced that there is only one “right” viewpoint
and course of action. They take any suggestion of alternatives as a sign of disloyalty. With
their view so narrowed, they tend to show overconfidence and a disregard for risk. Be-
coming so convinced of their position, they may even put aside moral judgments (Hart
1991; Flippen 1999). The Asch and Milgram experiments help us see how groupthink
can develop.

To better understand groupthink, consider two events.

The first occurred in 1986. The night before NASA was to launch the Challenger,
subtropical Florida was hic by freezing weather. Ice covered the launch pad, and ici-
cles hung like stalactites from the pad’s service structure. Should they launch?
NASA officials needed a stunning success because congressional support for the
space program had weakened. Public interest was also running high because the ﬁrst
civilian, Christa McAuliffe, was to be on the Challenger. She would perform lictle
experiments in space for schoolchildren to watch in their classrooms. Delaying the
Jaunch would bring a public relations nightmare. In the face of these pressure,
NASA officials determined that the ice did not pose a risk. Disregarding all contrary
2 - evidence, they stuck to this conclusion. The Challenger exploded within seconds of
being launched. o
Unfortunately, this didn't teach NASA to avoid groupthink. During Columbia’
launch in 2003, foam broke loose on takeoff. Engineers were concerned that the
foam had damaged tiles on the left wing, presenting a dzmgf:r for rcentry- They
warned officials, sending them e-mails about che risk. One engineer even suggest
that the crew do a “space walk” to examine the tiles (Vartabedlgn and G(;)ld-20013)-
The team disregarded the warnings. Convinced thar a piece of foam weighing . dfsi
' than two pounds could not seriously harm the shuttle, they refused to even conside
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the possibility (Wald and Schwartz 2003)

The fier “thei
g . ~ results of their mental clos
. this second instance were also transmit 2 iy

ted around the globe.

‘ Ai th _TEZ;T;:& :li'ag.ed;_ef; mdl.cate. gmupthink can bring serious consequences.
Sometimes ther greater consequences. In 1941, despite evidence that the Japan-
ese were preparing to f‘ttﬂCk Pearl Harbor, President Franklin D. Roosevelt and his cEiefq
of staft reftlsf:d to believe that the Japanese posed a danger. Their decision to continu;:
naval operations as usual allowed the destruction of the U.S. naval fleet, ushering the
United States into Worlc% War I1. United States involvement in Vietnam and the result-
ing huge loss of life also involved groupthink, with U.S. officials steadfastly denying the
strength of the North Vietnamese military, despite ample evidence to the contrary. Wa-
rergate is another noteworthy example, for it, too, plunged the United States into politi-
cal crisis, for the first time in history forcing a U.S. president to resign.

In each of these cases, options closed as officials committed themselves to a single
course of action. Questioning the decisions would have indicated disloyalty and disregard
for “team playing.” Those in power plunged ahead, no longer able to see alternative per-
spectives. No longer did they try to objectively weigh evidence as it came in, bu, instead,
interpreted everything as supporting their one “correct” decision.

Groupthink can also lead to a reevaluation of morals. Consider targeted killings. Un-
til recently, U.S. officials had defined targered killings as morally reprehensible. Now the
CIA uses an approved, official “hit list,” naming individuals their agents are authorized
t0 hunt down and kill (Risen and Johnston 2002). Another example occurred after 9/11,
when journalists and politicians openly discussed the option of torturing Arab suspects
who wouldn’t talk. They even defended torture as moral—"the lesser of two evils.” For-
tunately, there was open discussion and groupthink didnt win out.

Preventing Groupthink Groupthinkisa danger that faces government leaders,
who tend to surround themselves with an inner circle that closely reflects their own
views. Isolated at the top, they can become cut off from information that does not sup-
port their own opinions. It is obvious that the extreme emotions that follow a terrorist at-
tack can provide fertile ground for groupthink. Perhaps tht: key to preventing the {‘nental
captivity and intellectual paralysis known as groupthink is the widest possible circula-
tion—especially among a nation’s top government officials—of research that has been
Fﬁl)’ conducted by social scientists and information that has been freely gathered by me-
d reporters. : ,
If tll:is coiclusion comes across as an unabashed plug for S?C‘_c’loglcal research and the
free exchange of ideas, it is. Giving free rein to diverse opinions can effecuviiy‘curb
groupthink, which—if not prevented—can lead to the destruction of a :Ecmtb)lf_an ;'ln u;-F
ay’s world of sophisticated nuclear, biological, and chem ical weapoOis, TS RMIERTOR

the carth’s inhabitants.



