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Abstract 

Many behavioural scientists believe that the phenomenon of identity can be analysed 

from two perspectives. On the one hand, from an individual point of view, identity serves to 

characterize and distinguish each person, having natural and socially constructed elements 

and that its main characteristics are continuity and contrast, both functioning as symbolic 

signs. On the other hand, as an evolutionary species, humans have always been dependent on 

groups for survival, and therefore, it is natural that identity has so much to do with the 

individual, his relationships, decisions, life trajectory and feelings attached to his experience 

and how he sees himself and thinks that others see him. With regard to social identity, it is 

proposed that it evolved from the tribal social instinct and the relationships between 

individuals, based on similarities and, therefore, becoming the main element that promotes 

social trust, in addition to affiliation. In this article, we reflect on the isomorphism of the 

identity concept in its various applications in general and its consequences in particular for 

the construction of trust and social navigation in the context of human evolution. 

 

Keywords: Coalition, collective action, identification, similarity, tribal instinct, trust. 

 

1. What is identity: the importance of limiting an isomorphic concept 

When we talk about identity what are we talking about? This is a recurring problem in 

behavioural sciences. As with many other concepts (such as culture and personality), one 

thing is the form (the word), and another is the meaning (the sense). 

In terms of origin, identity can mean several things. Right from the start, the “fact of 

being who or what a person or thing is; a similarity or close affinity; the distinct character or 

personality of an individual; individuality or the relationship established by psychological 

rapport and, the quality of what is identical, parity or absolute equality or set of 

characteristics (whether physical and / or psychological) essential and distinctive of someone, 

a social group or something.”1 

As we can see, identity has multiple meanings, referring to categories, social roles, or 

even, simply, to information about us and others. 

Identities, therefore, emerge from a need to distinguish between the inner self and the 

world around us, just as they emerge from the inner “we” of groups in relation to other 

groups in the outside world. In either case, it recognizes the existence of "me" or "we". We 

conclude that, in evolutionary terms, identity matters and identities themselves are as old as 

the so-called behaviourally modern human beings.2 

 
1 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/identity 
2 According to some researchers, namely, Robert Boy, Peter Richerson and, Wataru Nakahashi, the 

classification of what is considered and included in modern human behavior implies a definition of universal 

behaviors among living human groups. Among the various examples of human universals, include abstract 

thinking, planning skills, commercial exchanges, cooperative effort, body ornamentation, as well as the use and 

control of fire. These characteristics imply social and collective learning. To know more, see Boyd, Robert; 
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In summary, identity is always something that characterizes and distinguishes one 

thing from another. Bearing this in mind, we will discuss and reflect on its function, origin, 

construction mechanism, development and describe some of the consequences, both from the 

individual identity and evolutionary perspectives as a group´s social phenomenon associated 

with the resolution of humans´ adaptive challenges (Giddens, 1991; Tinbergen, 2005)3. 

 

2. Foundations of identity: function, origin, mechanism and development. 

It is clear that identity serves a purpose, which is to provide uniqueness that 

distinguishes it from other identities, characterizes it, and gives it continuity, while also 

providing contrast to other things or people. As a result, identity ensures differentiation. 

Identity also serves as a signal to acknowledge one's existence, as an individual or as 

a group, and is thus a form of recognition in and of itself. When considering its evolutionary 

origins, we must first determine what kind of identity we are referring to, as it relates to 

individuals and groups, structures, institutions, countries, believes and ideas. 

What´s common about all of the above is a characterization and differentiation 

method. Identity is constructed through the attraction and convergence of similar elements 

that, after being organised and stabilized, provide a characterization of and for itself, and 

others. Its evolutionary function is natural from the perspective of coalitional psychology, 

which has always defined and guided human survival and is embedded in our minds. 

Coalitional psychology4 combines our ancestors' intuitive and adaptive mechanisms as a set 

of symbolic capabilities that allow people to create and signal alliances and solidarities, as 

well as mark their membership, commitment, and loyalty. This natural and intuitive 

mechanism may have become more important as groups grew in size, acting as a foundation 

for both internal cohesion and competition for resources and dominance. 

 

3. From natural to social identity 

Identity is part of our need for recognition (Fukuyama, 2018) and the coalitional 

psychology that characterizes us (Boyer, 2018). It incorporates how people perceive 

and identify themselves and compare to other individuals or groups. Being by name, 

profession, ethnic or national origin, stage of life, or any other categorizing element, the 

causes and origin of identity lie in the need for recognition and differentiation between 

individuals or within and in relation to groups, as well as groups among themselves, guiding 

and mobilizing beliefs and convictions, creating alliances, and so on. 

Furthermore, it is well known that one of the fundamental features of the dynamics of 

human relationships relates to the concept of an internal and external group. From a socio-

psychological standpoint, these dynamics imply a sense of belonging that is fundamental to 

the human experience (Billig & Tajfel, 1973). Indeed, establishing boundaries between 

internal and external groups has always been an integral part of many conflicts throughout 

our collective history, and it is still at the heart of many human and collective issues today. 

 

 

 
Richerson, Peter (1988). Culture and the Evolutionary Process (2 ed.). University of Chicago 

Press. ISBN 9780226069333 e ainda Nakahashi, Wataru (2013). "Evolution of improvement and cumulative 

culture". Theoretical Population Biology.83: 3038. doi:10.1016/j.tpb.2012.11.001. PMID 23153511. 
3 Animal Biology, Vol. 55, No. 4, pp. 297-321 (2005) Koninklijke Brill NV, Leiden, 2005. Also available 

online - www.brill.nl. On aims and methods of Ethology N. Tinbergen. Department of Zoology, University of 

Oxford. This paper was originally published as: Tinbergen, N. (1963) On aims and methods of ethology. 

Zeitschrift für Tierpsychologie, 20, 410-433. This journal was renamed Ethology in 1986. 
4 According to P. Boyer, coalitions are simple forms of collective action applied to rivalries and between 

alliances, however, human beings are capable of creating collective action in many other contexts and forms 

(Vd. Boyer, Op. Cit. pp. 208-209) 
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4. How and why identities are formed? 

Why is it important to have an identity? What are the functions of this fundamentally 

symbolic process, given that social identification entails the formation of a self-representation 

as a member of a group or collective? 

The main explanation is that humans have evolved to experience their own 

representation in symbolic terms because it allows them to convey information about who 

they are and to manage their own behaviours considering the expectations and intentions of 

those with whom they interact, as well as the effects of their actions on others. 

The main idea here is that self-awareness, in symbolic terms, helps individuals and 

groups to predict how their behaviour and actions will affect how others judge them and, 

ultimately, how they will be accepted into their inner circle of trust. Essentially, identity 

facilitates social navigation. 

The construction of identity often involves relatively high costs, such as passages and 

submission to rituals of bonding or initiation, the display of ornaments on the body, and other 

bodily alterations that only serve to signal loyalty and belonging. 

This suggests that a kind of "honest costing signalling" (Amots Zehavi & Avishag 

Zahavi, 1999) could be at play, with the expectation that the costs of belonging to a group 

will be offset by its advantages and as information of one´s membership to outsiders. 

In other words, identities are also signalling because a sign, in evolutionary terms, is 

any trait or behaviour that serves to communicate or carry information. Therefore, the 

distinctive traits or behaviours and signs of belonging will have evolved to modify the 

behaviour of the recipient in benefit of the sender. 

Since social acceptance has always been critical for individual survival, it is natural 

that the idea that each person has of himself in public terms, as well as the identity of 

belonging that each one signals, is rewarding to them, despite the costs involved. This is 

because individuals cannot survive without cooperation, which is facilitated when an 

individual identifies with a group, signals his/her intentions, commitment, and loyalty. Thus, 

it is natural and adaptive for us to have developed psychological mechanisms of adherence, 

belonging, and connection to groups, which are signalled by the identity of both the 

individuals and the groups to which they belong.  

Therefore, whether through nature or through social construction, identities are 

everywhere. They emerge from nature itself with hierarchies and bio classes, such as gender, 

ages, life stages or other biological markers. Subsequently, they are complemented by all 

experiences and social paths taken during the life of individuals through various assumed 

identities, which is why they are socially and culturally constructed and a result of coalitional 

group psychology. For instance, the mother tongue serves as an initial platform for social and 

cultural identification, and as the foundation for the tribal social instinct that will accompany 

individuals throughout their lives (Van Vugt & Park, 2010). 

It is suggested, therefore, that social identity, in a broad sense, relates to the need for 

signalling group affiliation and coalitional orientation in terms of cooperative intentions. In 

other words, individuals' social identity is formed (and continue to be formed) as a sort of a 

summary presentation of the different loyalties that individuals acquire and exhibit, 

emphasizing the need for recognition. 

Thus, it seems acceptable that social identity is supported by adaptive psychological 

mechanisms since coalitional psychology is part of human beings. 

Once we acquire a code to connect and understand others, collective practices and 

preferences (i.e., values) begin. This happens through contacts, and life experiences with 

others, whether they are real entities or simply, ideas. 
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5. What is the purpose of Identity? 

The short answer is this: identity is meaningful, or, as I mentioned earlier, it 

recognizes the sense of existence of both the “I” and the “we”, hence its immediate value. 

Identity enables us to define and compare ourselves to others, as well as to navigate the 

dynamics of tribal or group coalitions of all shapes and sizes. Identity represents belongings 

and defines boundaries. 

Whether with a group, a club, a company, a profession, a neighbourhood, a village, a 

city, or a country, identity means something to people and enables us to acquire a structure, 

facilitate our decisions, actions, and social navigation, thereby gaining the benefits of 

belonging to various groups, including the solidarity of others. As a result, and in some ways, 

identities are both inclusive and exclusive. According to sociologist Émile Durkheim (1984), 

solidarity in ancestral tribal societies stemmed from similarity and awareness of ethnic group 

membership, and it appears that in most cases, individuals feel morally obligated to those 

with whom they share identity. Still other authors, like Chambers (1995) have suggested that 

the underlying causes of sociolinguistic differences result from the human instinct to establish 

and maintain a social identity. And, in fact, it turns out that the use of language, for example, 

goes far beyond the simple need for efficient communication or exchange of information, as 

individuals also use their linguistic codes to create and maintain social identities and to define 

borders, without forgetting that the very morality of exchanges, reciprocity and solidarity, is 

also related to the social identities of the individuals and groups to which they belong. 

From an evolutionary point of view, it becomes clear that social identity served and 

continues to serve as a social marker because it facilitates cooperation and the benefits of 

being connected to groups. 

 

6. Identity and similarity: the foundations of trust 

For some time now, research has shown that identity is strongly marked by similarity. 

For example, Robert Putnam5, quoted by Boyer (p. 64, Op. Cit.), suggested that an increase in 

diversity is sometimes correlated with a decrease in social trust (that is, the idea that others in 

general are, or not, trustworthy). The same author also mentions a study carried out in 

Denmark according to which “social trust tends to decrease due to the number of foreigners 

who can be found” (Op. Cit. P.65). While other studies on social trust also show that 

Scandinavians, like the Chinese, have higher levels of social trust6. A researcher (DeBruine, 

2005) has developed a technique that allows to create a computer image of another person 

that can be transformed to look more and more (or less and less) as the face of the 

participants involved in the study. She found that the greater the similarity, the more the 

participant trusted the person in the image (See Image 1). 

Additional research has revealed that we tend to trust and like people who are 

members of our social group or circle of trust more than we like or trust strangers. Indeed, 

this group effect tend to be so strong that even random allocation of individuals to small 

groups is sufficient to foster feelings of solidarity, belonging, identity, and trust among group 

members.7 

 

 

 

 
5 Robert Putnam. 2000. Op. Cit. 
6 https://ourworldindata.org/trust 
7 See in this regard the so-called “minimum group paradigm” in Tajfel, H. (1971). In “Experiments in Inter-

group Discrimination.” Scientific American, 223, 96-102 

Tajfel, H., Billig, M., & Bundy, R. (1981). “Social Categorization and Intergroup Behaviour”. European Journal 

of Social Psychology, 1, 149-78 
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Image 1 

The greater the similarity, the more the participant trusted the person in the image. 

 
Source: DeBruine, 2005 & Boyer, 2018. 

 

As early as 1963, William Hamilton (known for his famous rule, see Hamilton, 1964) 

suggested that any organism tends to help another as long as there is a minimum of genetic 

proximity or identity between them. The closer they are, the more likely they will behave 

altruistically. In other words, each act of cooperation and/or trust would be motivated by a 

kind of fundamental identity or "genetic egoism" with the sole purpose of preserving (and 

reproducing) a particular genome. For example, from an evolutionary perspective, we can 

assert that trust has evolved and will continue to evolve in circumstances where natural 

selection favours it, namely, when those involved identify and cooperate with one another, 

and thus produce a mutually beneficial trust relationship. The creator of this equation dubbed 

it "Hamilton's Rule,"8 and it is defined by the formula: β b > c 

According to this formula, c) represents the cost paid by the "trustworthy" to produce 

a benefit b) for the "trustworthy". The symbol β translates the statistical relationship called 

“regression coefficient”. Essentially, it measures the probability that trust could endure if 

those involved (those who trust and those who are trusted) continue to produce it as a 

mutually beneficial "asset." The more this interaction is repeated under these terms, the more 

trust can be sustained, because both parties receive more benefits than losses. In conclusion, 

identity and identification are worthy. 

It is likely that this tendency to trust people who resemble us may be rooted in the 

possibility that such people may be, or have, an identity related to ours and may also mean 

that ethnic homogeneity is an important variable in the recognition of identity and the 

formation of social trust, that is, the belief that most people are trustworthy. 

Essentially, this is because the identity that produces similarity, generates attraction 

and attraction provides emotional comfort. From here it is easier to establish social trust 

between people or to assume that others are trustworthy (Finuras, 2017). 

This “trust based on similarity or identity” basically means that individuals tend to 

trust more readily and quickly, individuals they perceive as their peers, a phenomenon that 

some authors (Kipnis, 1996; Zucker, 1986) called “trust based on characteristics'. This type 

of trust, which is highly prevalent among citizens of the same country, is based on norms of 

obligation and cooperation that are rooted in social and ethnic similarities, which may reflect 

 
8 Cf. W.D. Hamilton, 1964 (Op.Cit). 
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physical similarities or other factors such as family background, social status, ethnic origin, 

or nationality (see Tables 1 and 2). Additional research indicates that the overwhelming 

majority of a country's citizens trust their fellow citizens first. And why is that? Because it 

appears that trust is more difficult to build in situations of diversity, as people are uncertain 

about the cultural norms of others and, consequently, about their intentions (Fukuyama, 1995; 

Kipnis, 1996; Inglehart, 1991). 

Knowledge about other people's cultures can be limited and based on stereotypes, 

prejudices, or partial images, which can lead to uncertainty about what to expect. People tend 

to divide or categorize others in order to simplify relationships, resulting in stereotypes that 

can be biased or distorted and, ultimately, transformed into prejudice.  

These identity stereotypes are thus the way people think about categories: those with 

whom they share a social and societal bond and those who are outside that group (Giddens, 

1994; Tajfel et al., 1981). Once others are categorized, individuals tend to create biased 

assumptions based on the group to which they belong, their values, preferences, behaviours 

and reliability (Messick & Allison, 1990). In light of this, people are more likely to be 

suspicious of out-group than in-group members, and to stereotype them more quickly and 

negatively, whether they are individuals, groups, or, on a larger scale, categories such as 

ethnicity or nationality, and these biased attributions about the abilities, intentions, and 

actions of out-group members can fuel feelings of distrust and exclusion. Moreover, when 

people identify themselves as belonging to the same group, their behaviour tends to be 

manifestly warmer among themselves and more suspicious and distant towards those who 

belong to or are identified as members of other groups. 

Therefore, similarity facilitates belief and trust between people because they all feel 

more alike. And there is more evidence of the relationship between similarity and trust. 

According to Cialdini (2016), for example, observers of a photograph of someone whose face 

has been digitally modified to look more like them manifest that they trust that person more. 

What's more, if the now-familiar face is that of a political candidate, they are more willing to 

vote for him (Cialdini, 2016).  

Even today when there is less personal knowledge or little direct information about 

someone, the best way to identify "ours" is through the attention that is paid to their 

appearance and behavior, a strategy, moreover, called "phenotypic correspondence". Humans 

have developed over time adaptive mechanisms to be able to recognize individuals related to 

them and, from there, to be able to generate inferences based on their similarity to themselves 

and their group, which facilitates the decision to trust or not to trust someone. This turned out 

to be an adaptive heuristic since genotypic and phenotypic traits tend to be correlated, i.e., 

those who share similarities in their genetic makeup also tend to be more similar in some (not 

necessarily all) of their observable traits. This is why it can be helpful to sometimes assume 

that someone who is similar to us will be more likely to be related to us as well, than 

someone who looks very different. Moreover, several studies suggest that multiple times we 

make decisions to trust someone based on these clues. 

In short, this tendency to trust people who resemble us seems to be evolutionarily 

rooted in the possibility that such people may be related to us genetically, i.e., people tend 

unconsciously to use similarities as a basis for determining genetic closeness and thus as a 

basis for forming groups and deciding who to help.  or not, in the first place. 

Basically, it seems to be the product of a "coalitionist" psychology that characterizes 

us and that uses similarity as a decision parameter for inclusion or exclusion. 

We can also assert that there is a universal human tendency to attribute the 

motivations for out-group members' behaviour to fundamental attitudes and values, whereas 

for in-group members, we tend to consider contextual factors that may influence 

their behaviour (Messick & Allison, 1990), implying that it is easier to commit the so-called 
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"fundamental attribution error" (FAE) to those with whom we associate (Messick & Allison, 

1990).9 

Typically, individuals are more likely to seek information that is consistent with the 

attitudes and beliefs of the group or groups with which they identify and tend to disregard the 

information that refutes them (Klayman & Ha, 1987). However, group prejudices can be 

destructive, not only because they make people look at the members of the out-group with 

suspicion, but because they can also lead to increased confidence in the members of the in-

group. In other words, people develop a form of "prejudiced tolerance" toward members of 

their group and tend to give other members of the same group the benefit of the doubt when 

confronted with information that would otherwise be interpreted as an indication of the 

other's lack of reliability (Brewer, 1995; Brewer & Caporael, 1996). 

As in another publication, I have had the opportunity to mention (Finuras, 2013), 

tables 1 and 2 show the results in the scope of a study carried out by Gerry Mackie (2006) 

based on another European study on trust between several nationalities. As it shows, the 

overwhelming majority of people surveyed (90%) indicate that they trust more, and foremost, 

individuals of their nationality, although it is not said in what terms and in what. 

 
Table 1 

Degree of Trust between Nationalities in the European Union for 15 Countries in 2006 (Mackie, 2006) 

Source: Gerry Mackie (Op. Cit.) 

 

Assessments of trust based on confidence or in groups can have very real consequences for 

organizational and institutional functioning. One study (Rosen & Jerdee, 1977) found that 

superiors lacked confidence in subordinates who had lower levels of status at work or who 

 
9 In social psychology the fundamental attribution error (FAE) describes how, when making judgments about 

people’s behavior, we tend to overemphasize dispositional factors and downplay situational ones. This means 

that we believe that people’s personality traits have more influence on their actions, compared to the other 

factors over which they don’t have control. 

  2006 AUS BEL DEN SPA FIN FRA GER GRE HOL ENG IRL ITA LUX POR SWE 

1 AUS 3.57 2.84 3.22 2.66 3.30 2.69 3.04 2.33 2.91 2.88 2.91 2.65 2.95 2.14 3.52 

2 BEL 2.93 3.10 2.97 2.69 3.07 2.96 2.76 2.36 3.00 2.84 2.85 2.65 2.74 2.24 3.22 

3 DEN 2.94 2.97 3.60 2.76 3.31 2.93 2.94 2.30 3.36 3.07 2.92 2.78 2.97 2.27 3.57 

4 ESP 2.57 2.59 2.68 3.42 2.59 2.74 2.59 2.57 2.81 2.57 2.73 2.65 2.76 2.29 2.84 

5 FIN 2.93 2.92 3.19 2.71 3.70 2.90 2.87 2.42 3.25 2.98 2.91 2.79 2.94 2.19 3.49 

6 FRA 2.61 2.74 2.68 2.29 2.91 3.24 2.90 2.43 2.49 2.24 2.83 2.72 2.89 2.53 3.03 

7 GER 3.09 2.62 2.96 2.65 2.90 2.83 3.51 2.04 2.88 2.25 2.70 2.79 2.85 2.20 3.12 

8 GRE 2.50 2.47 2.51 2.35 2.67 2.48 2.47 3.35 2.48 2.43 2.61 2.38 2.47 2.01 2.87 

9 HOL 2.95 2.78 3.31 2.83 3.14 2.86 2.86 2.24 3.38 3.08 2.93 2.85 2.99 2.30 3.33 

10 ENG 2.58 2.71 3.12 2.07 3.18 2.39 2.32 2.12 2.91 3.32 2.67 2.65 2.39 2.32 3.43 

11 IRL 2.53 2.67 2.99 2.53 2.94 2.67 2.42 2.47 2.85 2.72 3.49 2.50 2.58 2.19 3.24 

12 ITA 2.42 2.40 2.50 2.54 2.49 2.52 2.39 2.45 2.33 2.48 2.80 2.87 2.63 2.32 2.79 

13 LUX 3.05 3.18 3.13 2.72 3.07 3.02 3.03 2.40 3.28 2.85 2.94 2.74 3.52 2.38 3.30 

14 POR 2.48 2.60 2.69 2.63 2.66 2.68 2.44 2.52 2.85 2.79 2.77 2.42 2.69 3.23 2.95 

15 SWE 3.04 3.00 3.42 2.85 3.36 2.99 3.02 2.52 3.34 3.03 2.92 2.89 2.98 2.25 3.59 

  Average 2,85 2.79 3.04 2.67 3.07 2.81 2.80 2.44 2.98 2.80 2.88 2.71 2.84 2.33 3.26 
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were predominantly members of minority groups, and thus lacked the willingness to involve 

them in the decision-making process. 

 
Table 2 

Order of preference in terms of degree of trust between 15 nationalities in the EU (2006) 

 
Source: Author compilation based on Gerry Mackie (Op. Cit.) 

 

In another study (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999), it was also suggested that when 

teachers in an urban neighbourhood made judgments about the trust they had in students and 

their parents, socioeconomic status was a much stronger dividing line than were, for example, 

differences in ethnic origin. Apparently, people who perceive themselves to be 

different, require more time to see themselves as part of "the collective." Similarity 

creates "common ground" that facilitates potential trust. As I have previously stated (Finuras, 

2014), this perspective assumes that interactions between individuals are an important factor 

in promoting trust, as people trust those with whom they interact the most. 

Another example is a 2016 study that asked people in six countries, "Who did they 

most trust in their workplace?" It has been proven that the greatest trust is given to those who 

are closest to us (See Graph 1). 

 

 

 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

2006 AUS SWE FIN DEN GER LUX HOL IRL ING BEL FRA ESP ITA GRE POR
AUS 3.57 3.52 3.30 3.22 3.04 2.95 2.91 2.91 2.88 2.84 2.69 2.66 2.65 2.33 2.14

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

SWE BEL FIN HOL DEN FRA AUS IRL ING GER LUX ESP ITA GRE POR
BEL 3.22 3.10 3.07 3.00 2.97 2.96 2.93 2.85 2.84 2.76 2.74 2.69 2.65 2.36 2.24

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

DEN SWE HOL FIN ING BEL LUX AUS GER FRA IRL ITA ESP GRE POR
DEN 3.60 3.57 3.36 3.31 3.07 2.97 2.97 2.94 2.94 2.93 2.92 2.78 2.76 2.30 2.27

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

ESP SWE HOL LUX FRA IRL DEN ITA BEL FIN GER AUS GRE ING POR
ESP 3.42 2.84 2.81 2.76 2.74 2.73 2.68 2.65 2.59 2.59 2.59 2.57 2.57 2.57 2.29

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

FIN SWE HOL DEN ING LUX AUS BEL IRL FRA GER ITA ESP GRE POR
FIN 3.70 3.49 3.25 3.19 2.98 2.94 2.93 2.92 2.91 2.90 2.87 2.79 2.71 2.42 2.19

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

FRA SWE FIN GER LUX IRL BEL ITA DEN AUS POR HOL GRE ESP ING
FRA 3,24 3,03 2,91 2,9 2,89 2,83 2,74 2,72 2,68 2,61 2,53 2,49 2,43 2,29 2,24

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

GER SWE AUS DEN FIN HOL LUX FRA ITA IRL ESP BEL ING POR GRE
GER 3,51 3,12 3,09 2,96 2,9 2,88 2,85 2,83 2,79 2,7 2,65 2,62 2,25 2,2 2,04

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

GRE SWE FIN IRL DEN AUS FRA HOL BEL GER LUX ING ITA ESP POR
GRE 3,35 2,87 2,67 2,61 2,51 2,5 2,48 2,48 2,47 2,47 2,47 2,43 2,38 2,35 2,01

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

HOL SWE DEN FIN ING LUX AUS IRL FRA GER ITA ESP BEL POR GRE
HOL 3,38 3,33 3,31 3,14 3,08 2,99 2,95 2,93 2,86 2,86 2,85 2,83 2,78 2,3 2,24

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

SWE ING FIN DEN HOL BEL IRL ITA AUS FRA LUX GER POR GRE ESP
ING 3,43 3,32 3,18 3,12 2,91 2,71 2,67 2,65 2,58 2,39 2,39 2,32 2,32 2,12 2,07

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

IRL SWE DEN FIN HOL ING BEL FRA LUX AUS ESP ITA GRE GER POR
IRL 3,49 3,24 2,99 2,94 2,85 2,72 2,67 2,67 2,58 2,53 2,53 2,5 2,47 2,42 2,19

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

ITA IRL SWE LUX ESP FRA DEN FIN ING GRE AUS BEL GER HOL POR
ITA 2,87 2,8 2,79 2,63 2,54 2,52 2,5 2,49 2,48 2,45 2,42 2,4 2,39 2,33 2,32

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

LUX SWE HOL BEL DEN FIN AUS GER FRA IRL ING ITA ESP GRE POR
LUX 3,52 3,3 3,28 3,18 3,13 3,07 3,05 3,03 3,02 2,94 2,85 2,74 2,72 2,4 2,38

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

POR SWE HOL ING IRL DEN LUX FRA FIN ESP BEL GRE AUS GER ITA
POR 3,23 2,95 2,85 2,79 2,77 2,69 2,69 2,68 2,66 2,63 2,6 2,52 2,48 2,44 2,42

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

SWE DEN FIN HOL AUS ING GER BEL FRA LUX IRL ITA ESP GRE POR
SWE 3,59 3,42 3,36 3,34 3,04 3,03 3,02 3,00 2,99 2,98 2,92 2,89 2,85 2,52 2,25

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
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Graph 1 

 
Credits: EY, 2016 

 

It's also worth noting that trust appears to be higher in "more open" societies which 

are able to create a structure that recognizes and rewards cooperative behaviour and 

encourages fluid interaction between people in order to manage predictability. In turn, in 

"closer"10 societies, interpersonal trust tends to develop less, and different levels of high 

"trust" may coexist in the same context. 

As mentioned previously, theories and studies carried out so far, suggest that trust is 

influenced by the psychological process that allows someone to be recognized as similar or 

closest to him or her. In these cases, variables such as age, gender, ethnicity, family status 

and education (among others that produce similarity), play an important role in the 

development of relationships of trust within the framework of a common identity. 

We can infer that the greater the number of affinities or social similarities, the more 

people will assume that there is an identifiable "common ground," and, therefore, trust is 

virtually easier to build or produce. 

In general terms, trust seems to be influenced by similarities or identities that bring 

people together, or by differences, that generate distance or bring people apart, and these 

similarities and differences can, and are, evaluated from different perspectives and with 

different individual and collective heuristics. (Finuras, 2020). 

In fact, the need for conformity is also stimulated by identity and identification with 

groups we belong to. When significant event occurs and needs to be explained, individuals 

tend to reason not so much in search of the truth but in search of a justification for themselves 

and others that fits the preferred conclusion, a phenomenon known as "motivated moral 

reason."11 

Depending on the identity and emotional strength of each individual, it is natural for 

emotional or intuitive responses to generate preferences that lead to the processing of 

subsequent information based on the motivation to reach the desired conclusion. Perhaps this 

explains the riots that erupted at the US Capitol on January 6, 2021. Individuals wanted to 

believe that the elections were rigged and did not want to accept, or distrusted, claims that 

 
10 That is, societies dominated by strong family ties and shared norms and where social interactions between 

people are strongly formalized. 
11 Usually the term “motivated moral reasoning” is used to mean or describe situations in which the judgment 

that is made is motivated by a desire to reach a particular moral conclusion (Tannenbaum, et.al., 2018, Op. Cit.) 
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contradicted them, even if the former had no basis or evidence. Essentially, motivated by 

group identification, individuals want and seek the conclusions they already believe in, while 

denying or ignoring those that contradict their reasoning. Perhaps as a result of all of this, it is 

not surprising that a critical factor in increasing trust is a society´s ability to minimize 

differences between social groups, by promoting equal opportunities12 and strengthening 

various forms of cooperation.  

According to some researchers (Knack & Zack, 2001; Zack, Kurzban, & Matzner, 

2004; Zack, 2010), interpersonal trust is greater in societies and organizations that are more 

just, ethnically, socially, and economically homogeneous, and where social and legal 

mechanisms to punish or limit opportunism are more developed and consistent. 

In conclusion, a final reflection on a concept that has been used to define social 

identities and is, in my view, both useless and dangerous. I'm referring to the notion of race. 

When asked how many oceans there are in the world, the majority of people will likely 

respond "five." However, the answer will be incorrect because in fact, there is only one 

ocean. Similarly, to the question of how many races exist, the answer must be along the same 

lines. There is only one, the human race. Unfortunately, we continue to use the wrong 

concept of identity as it has no scientific, biological or genetic basis. There are no races, 

except the human race. As long as we continue using useless concepts, such as race, that 

refers only to a social construct, we will continue to emphasise identities that are categorized 

in a way that exclude rather than include, divide instead of associating. 

To understand the divergence of the human species in its anatomical characteristics, 

just imagine the metaphor of an ice cream stored in a refrigerator, divided into 4 parts and 

distributed in different places. Weeks later, when we open the refrigerator, we will find these 

same four pieces of ice cream with different shapes. However, the "ice cream" remains the 

same! 

 

7. Conclusions 

Individual, social, or collective identity is essentially a signalling and differentiation 

phenomenon characterized by regularity and contrast. It is the result of a need to distinguish 

between the inner self and the outside world, as well as the concept of "we," the creators of 

groups, in relation to other groups in the outside world. In either case, whether from the "I" or 

"we," identities recognize and mark the sentiment of existence. 

There are many different types of social identity, which suggests that individuals are 

capable of signalling their group membership in multiple ways. However, in the process of 

social construction of identity, it is important to distinguish between the concepts of social 

groups (which are understood as sets of individuals with common goals, interaction, and 

mutual recognition) and the concept of social category, which is the result of stereotyped 

agglutination of individuals who while do not need to recognize each other or have common 

goals, they nevertheless have a common link that characterizes and distinguishes them from 

other categories, such as gender, origin or nationality (Hofstede, 2001). In this sense, it can be 

said that the vast majority of the so-called social categories are not groups, even though they 

provide the observer with an idea of identity.13 

 
12 We are aware that there is considerable debate and discussion about how to define "equal opportunities" in 

both philosophy and political science. Of course, it will be very difficult to envision a society that provides 

identical opportunities to all of its citizens. Here, my implicit definition of "equal opportunities" is not whether 

"equal opportunities" exist in general, but whether the state is capable of promoting this equality (Finuras, 

2013). 
13 See also Huib Wursten about Mental Images and Identity in Wursten, H. (2019). The 7 mental images of 

national culture: Leading and managing in a globalized world. Hofstede Insights. Amazon Books. 
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We discovered that, from an individual standpoint, the symbolic self-representation of 

someone as a member of a group implies certain costs, which means that in 

evolutionary language, the formation and marking of identities, as well as their signalling, 

have always been offset by the benefits of group membership, confirming the importance of 

social acceptance and the group's need for survival in the ancestral and present environment. 

Groups have always been fundamental to both survival and human identity. The 

overwhelming majority of us are part or linked to various groups throughout our lives and 

this results from common interests, affinities, characteristics or similarities. 

In fact, according to the most recent research,14 when a connection to a group has 

particular relevance in a situation or context that is also particular, the behavior itself will 

tend to follow the norms or rules of that group so that each element is considered appropriate. 

A study15 suggests that the normative behavior of the group is also reflected in a person's own 

writing style and that same style can reveal (with an accuracy close to 70%), which of the 

groups influenced a person while he was writing a particular piece of text. 

In summary, identification with groups, whether tribes or their contemporary 

counterparts such as nations and ethnicities, suggests that the process of identity construction 

is associated with psychological processes and adaptive mechanisms that occur in the 

formation of group identities, but not in the formation of broader categories of identity, 

whether tribal or group. 

From the evolutionary perspective, the phenomenon of social identity shows how 

humans have always had a need to gather together and developed a psychology of alliances 

as a means of survival, implicitly needing to mark and display their identity as a form of 

belonging and as a way of signalling their intentions and loyalties, and, above all, their ability 

to cooperate. In addition, group (or tribal) identity, allowed individuals to benefit from the 

protection of groups and to enjoy the benefits of cooperation within their group membership. 

It also allowed for competition with other groups in the fight for resources, dominance or 

influence over other groups. Therefore, group identity also functions as a mobilizing factor. 

In a brief, whether in individual or collective terms, social identity appears to share 

something that stems from four needs. The first is a deep need to be acknowledged for one's 

dignity or status, whatever it may be.16. The second is the need to distinguish oneself and 

stand out from the crowd. The third need is for coalition, inclusion, and belonging, which is 

driven by the fourth need, which is cooperation. 

After all, we all come into the world prepared to play various roles related to different 

identities. This is how we manage others' perceptions of us, with the ultimate evolutionary 

goal of getting along with others and thus achieving social progress in the groups that define 

who we are, confirming our need for recognition, existence, and lived experience.  

Without identity, individuals hardly know who they are and to which groups they 

belong, and without knowing it, they rarely survive. And, perhaps most importantly, without 

survival there is no reproduction and that seems to be the ultimate purpose of genes. 
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