
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
2000, Vol. 78, No. 2, 223-246

Copyright 2000 by the American Psychological Association, Inc.
0022-3514/00/$5.00 DOI: 10.1037//0022-3514.78.2.223

Varieties of Groups and the Perception of Group Entitativity

Brian Lickel and David L. Hamilton
University of California, Santa Barbara

Grazyna Wieczorkowska
Warsaw University

Amy Lewis and Steven J. Sherman
Indiana University Bloomington

A. Neville Uhles
University of California, Santa Barbara

Three studies examined perceptions of the entitativity of groups. In Study 1 (U.S.) and Study 2 (Poland),
participants rated a sample of 40 groups on 8 properties of groups (e.g., size, duration, group member
similarity) and perceived entitativity. Participants also completed a sorting task in which they sorted the
groups according to their subjective perceptions of group similarity. Correlational and regression
analyses were used to determine the group properties most strongly related to entitativity. Clustering and
multidimensional scaling analyses in both studies identified 4 general types of groups (intimacy groups,
task groups, social categories, and loose associations). In Study 3, participants rated the properties of
groups to which they personally belonged. Study 3 replicated the results of Studies 1 and 2 and
demonstrated that participants most strongly valued membership in groups that were perceived as high
in entitativity.

Much of what people consider important, from the work they
accomplish to the emotions they feel, is influenced by their mem-
bership in groups. Thus, it is not surprising that the study of groups
has been at the center of social psychology since the very begin-
ning of the discipline (e.g., F. R. Allport, 1924; G. W. Allport,
1954; Cartwright & Zander, 1960; Lewin, 1948; McDougall, 1921;
Sherif, 1936). However, even though the study of groups is a
central concern of social psychology, it is clearly not the case that
all research on groups has a single common focus. To the contrary,
distinct research traditions have emerged that focus on different
questions and examine what seem to be different sorts of groups.
For example, the stereotyping literature (e.g., Brigham, 1971;
Hamilton, 1981; Macrae, Stangor, & Hewstone, 1996) has focused
on groups for which there are widely consensual stereotypes, such
as ethnic and gender groups, whereas the group dynamics literature
(e.g., Cartwright & Zander, 1960; Forsyth, 1990) has studied
groups that are relatively small collections of interacting individ-
uals with common goals. Furthermore, in addition to studying
different kinds of groups, these different areas of research have
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focused on different research questions. The stereotyping litera-
ture, for example, has largely focused on people's perceptions of
groups, whereas the group dynamics literature has focused on the
actual development and functioning of groups. Although there
certainly are exceptions, researchers who study different aspects of
groups have often worked in relative isolation from one another,
both theoretically and empirically.

Recently, researchers have made an effort to develop theoretical
linkages across different areas of group research (e.g., Hogg &
Moreland, 1993; Sedikides, Schopler, & Insko, 1998). These the-
oretical linkages suggest many exciting issues that have not been
thoroughly investigated. For example, social cognition researchers
have extensively examined how cognitive representations of
groups are developed and used. However, the primary focus in this
research (for a review, see Hamilton & Sherman, 1994) is on
studying how perceivers develop and use mental representations
("stereotypes") of large groups of people who typically do not
have a personal relationship with one another. In contrast, very
little is understood about how perceivers develop and use cognitive
representations of dynamic groups (such as families, teams, and
work groups). An analysis of how people perceive the full range of
social groups is necessary to describe how people understand the
social world.

One potential roadblock to developing research that examines
perceptions of a wider array of social groups is that groups differ
in many different ways. A family and an ethnic group differ with
regard to size, degree of group member interaction, and many
other variables. What are the crucial differences between these two
groups (as well as other groups) with regard to how they are
perceived? Are there distinct types of groups that people perceive
to be meaningfully different from each other? To date, very little
empirical research has systematically addressed these questions.

The goal of the research reported in this article is to begin to
develop a common framework for the study of groups that is
empirically based as well as theoretically justified. The impetus for
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developing such a framework for comparing groups came from
previous research on the perceptions of entitativity of groups (e.g.,
Hamilton & Sherman, 1996; Hamilton, Sherman, & Lickel, 1998).
We believe that entitativity is an important dimension on which
groups can be compared and that perceptions of entitativity
strongly influence how people think about social groups. There-
fore, we begin with a consideration of group entitativity and then
consider the perception of groups more generally.

Perceiving Groups as Entities

One important way in which groups may be compared with one
another is the degree to which they are perceived as coherent
entities. Whereas individual persons usually appear to have coher-
ent and unified personalities, groups vary greatly in the extent to
which they are seen as being coherent units. Some collections of
persons, such as the people walking near each other on a sidewalk,
are not likely to be perceived as a single meaningful unit. Other
groups, such as a military platoon or members of a religious cult,
are more likely to be seen as a coherent unit than as an aggregate
of individuals. The degree to which a collection of persons are
perceived as being bonded together in a coherent unit is referred to
as the group's entitativity (Campbell, 1958).

The degree to which different groups are actually unified, co-
herent, and organized has been studied extensively under the rubric
of "group cohesiveness" (e.g., Cartwright & Zander, 1960; Sea-
shore, 1954). In contrast, our analysis (although in places drawing
on concepts from the group dynamics literature) is directed toward
an understanding of lay persons' subjective impressions of entita-
tivity. Thus, unless noted otherwise, our use of the word entita-
tivity refers exclusively to the perceptions of people rather than to
an objective assessment of groups per se.

Recent research has shown that entitativity can influence one's
perception of groups in two important ways. First, entitativity can
influence the processes that are engaged when one is developing a
cognitive representation, or impression, of the group. Hamilton
and Sherman (1996) analyzed this issue by considering how per^
ceivers develop representations of groups compared with how they
form impressions of individuals. They argued that perceivers ex-
pect individuals and groups to differ with regard to their entitativ-
ity, with individuals generally being perceived as more unified and
coherent than groups. Hamilton and Sherman also proposed that
these expectations of unity influence the processes by which
perceivers make dispositional judgments, organize information in
memory, and process new information about individuals and
groups. Thus, information about individuals and groups is often
processed quite differently. Perceivers are more likely to make
spontaneous dispositional judgments for individuals than for
groups (McConnell, Sherman, & Hamilton, 1994, 1997; Susskind,
Maurer, Thakkar, Hamilton, & Sherman, 1999), behavioral infor-
mation tends to be better recalled and organized in memory for
individuals than groups (McConnell et al., 1994; Wyer, Boden-
hausen, & Srull, 1984), and inconsistent information is processed
more extensively in the case of individuals than groups (Stern,
Marrs, Millar, & Cole, 1984). Research has shown, however, that
when groups are perceived to be high in entitativity, perceivers
process information about those groups in much the same fashion
as is typically followed for individual targets (McConnell et al.,
1997; Yzerbyt, Rogier, & Fiske, 1998).

The second important way in which entitativity may influence
the perception of groups is by influencing the degree to which the
group, as a unit, is perceived as having potency as a causal agent.
In this regard, people often think about groups in terms of the
effect they have on the world. A gang of bank robbers accom-
plishes its work together, as a team, and may be thought of as a
discrete causal unit. Abelson and his colleagues (Abelson, Das-
gupta, Park, & Banaji, 1998) conducted research in which they
manipulated the entitativity of stimulus groups viewed by exper-
imental participants. This research demonstrated that the high-
entitativity groups were viewed by perceivers as possessing more
capacity for collective action and as more threatening than low-
entitativity groups.

This research evidence indicates that entitativity is an important
variable underlying the perception of groups. However, to date
there has been little research investigating the degree to which
people actually perceive real-world groups as differing in entita-
tivity. Even more important, there has been little systematic em-
pirical investigation of the underlying properties that lead perceiv-
ers to see one group as being higher in entitativity than another.
Thus, one major goal of the present research is to examine the
degree to which groups vary in perceived entitativity and to
describe the properties that underlie perceptions of entitativity.

Properties of Groups and the Bases of Entitativity

The preceding discussion focused largely on the consequences
of entitativity on the perceptions of individual and group targets.
Interestingly, very little empirical research has systematically ex-
amined the antecedents to perceptions of entitativity. Three general
classes of variables may act as antecedents to perceptions of
entitativity. First, chronic perceiver differences, such as need for
closure (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994) or individualism-
collectivism (Triandis, 1995), may influence the degree to which a
perceiver tends to generally perceive groups as forming coherent,
meaningful units. Second, contextual factors, such as the presence
of competition between groups or membership within a group,
may influence how a group is perceived within a particular con-
text. Third, certain properties of the group that is being perceived
may serve as antecedent cues to perceptions of entitativity. All
three classes of variables are potentially important in the percep-
tion of entitativity and need to be investigated (cf. Abelson et al.,
1998; Brewer & Harasty, 1996; Yzerbyt, Rocher, & Schadron,
1997). The present research focused on the properties of groups
that may underlie perceptions of group entitativity.

In his original article on entitativity, Campbell (1958) consid-
ered the cues that lead perceivers to see groups as entities. One
important variable in his analysis was the similarity of group
members to each other. Much of the current empirical and theo-
retical work regarding entitativity has also suggested a relationship
between similarity and entitativity (e.g., Brewer & Harasty, 1996;
McGarty, Haslam, Hutchinson, & Grace, 1995). For example,
Brewer and her colleagues (Brewer & Harasty, 1996; Brewer,
Weber, & Carini, 1995) view entitativity as being related to the
degree to which groups are mentally represented as prototypes.
According to their conceptualization, high-entitativity groups are
represented in terms of a group-member prototype, which then
leads perceivers to view the members of the group as relatively
similar or homogenous. Thus, Brewer's conceptualization differs
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somewhat from Campbell's in that she describes perceptions of
similarity as a consequence of entitativity, whereas for Campbell,
similarity was one possible antecedent to seeing a group as an
entity.

In Brewer's (Brewer & Harasty, 1996; Brewer et al., 1995)
analysis, group size is an important antecedent to perceptions of
entitativity. She and her colleagues suggest that, all other things
being equal, minority groups will be perceived as higher in enti-
tativity than majority groups. In line with this reasoning, some
evidence indicates that minority groups are represented in a more
prototypic way than majority groups (Mullen, 1991). However,
other evidence suggests that, at least under some conditions, large
groups are seen as more coherent than small groups (McGarty et
al., 1995). These contradictory results imply that the relationship
of group size to entitativity may not yet be clearly understood.

Another possibility is that entitativity reflects the degree to
which a group is seen to have an essential core or basic nature.
Several researchers (Rothbart & Taylor, 1992; Yzerbyt et al.,
1997) have suggested that perceivers may view some groups as
having an essence in much the same way as they perceive biolog-
ical entities as having an essence (Gelman, 1988; Keil, 1989). One
important aspect of perceiving a group as possessing an essence is
perceiving the group as inalterable (Rothbart & Taylor, 1992).
There are at least two properties of a group that could lead one to
perceive it as inalterable. The first of these is the permeability of
the group's boundaries (Campbell, 1958). Some groups have per-
meable boundaries such that joining and leaving the group is
relatively easy (e.g., a political party), whereas other groups have
impermeable boundaries and are difficult to enter and exit (e.g., a
family). Another property that is related to inalterability is the
duration of the group. Some groups are extremely long lasting
(e.g., an occupational category), whereas others are of shorter
duration (e.g., a classroom group or a work committee). Insofar as
entitativity is related to seeing a group as a natural or biological
kind, then groups that are both impermeable and long lasting (such
as gender and race) should be viewed as high in entitativity.

Another aspect of groups, not captured by the preceding ideas,
that may be related to perceptions of entitativity is the degree of
interdependence among the members of the group. The conceptu-
alization of groups in terms of patterns of interdependence is an
important emphasis of the group dynamics literature (e.g., Cart-
wright & Zander, 1960). It may be that perceiving interdependence
among the members of a group is the key factor that influences the
degree to which the group is perceived as a coherent unit (Gaertner
& Schopler, 1998). In our research, we examined three variables
that reflect the degree to which group members are perceived as
being interdependent. The first of these is the degree to which
members of the group have common goals, a variable known to be
an important determinant of group processes and effectiveness
(Deutsch, 1949; Raven & Rietsema, 1957; Weldon & Weingart,
1993). The second variable is the experience of common outcomes
among group members, a variable that has also been discussed in
relation to the development, perception, and functioning of groups
(e.g., Cartwright & Zander, 1960; Tajfel, 1981). Third, the degree
of group-member interaction may be used as a cue to entitativity.
Interaction among group members may be an important cue to
group entitativity not only because interaction may be an important
variable in group formation (Homans, 1950) but also because it
can be easily appraised by perceivers (Freeman & Webster, 1994).

Another variable that we examine is the importance of the group
to the members of the group, an aspect of groups that is crucial
from both the social identity (Tajfel, 1981) and group dynamics
(Cartwright & Zander, 1960) research perspectives. The impor-
tance of group membership to a particular individual may be
related to the degree to which that person is interdependent with
others in the group in the form of goals, outcomes, and interaction.
However, people may come to value a group even when all that the
group members share is a common group categorization (Tajfel,
Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). Thus, the importance of a par-
ticular group membership to an individual may be distinct from the
degree to which this person shares goals or outcomes or interacts
with other members of the group. Perceivers may use information
about the degree to which group members value their group
membership to make an inference about the entitativity of the
group.

In sum, several important properties of groups have been sug-
gested as possible cues to entitativity. However, very little past
research has systematically compared the strength of the relation-
ship between each of these variables and perceived entitativity.
Thus, in each of the studies in this article we examine the manner
in which these properties are related to entitativity.

Varieties of Social Groups

In attempting to understand how people's perceptions of these
properties may underlie perceptions of entitativity, we were also
interested in examining another important and related question.
This concerns the degree to which a small number of general
"types" of groups can be identified that differ in their perceived
properties and that may in turn differ in perceived entitativity. Both
social scientists and lay persons use the word "group" to refer to a
rather wide range of social entities (Hamilton et al., 1998). How-
ever, there has been relatively little research that has systematically
attempted to classify groups, either according to their properties
(size, duration, interaction, etc.) or based on the intuitive classifi-
cation schemes of perceivers.

One theoretical distinction that has been made is between social
categories and dynamic groups. Social categories are groups that
exist because they identify a certain class of individuals who are
perceived to share certain characteristics. Dynamic groups, on the
other hand, are bound together by patterns of interdependence
rather than similarity (Lewin, 1948; Wilder & Simon, 1998). As
Hamilton et al. (1998) pointed out, within social psychology,
research on social categories and small group dynamics define two
rather separate research literatures. Although this distinction is a
starting place for a taxonomy of groups, there has been virtually no
research that empirically examines the degree to which perceivers
make distinctions between social categories and dynamic groups,
what those distinctions entail, and what the resulting consequences
might be (see Wilder & Simon, 1998, for an exception).

Other writers have also suggested distinctions among different
types of groups (cf. Cartwright & Zander, 1960; Clark & Mills,
1993; Fiske, 1992; Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-Cardamone, & Crook,
1989; Prentice, Miller, & Lightdale, 1994). At present, however,
there has not been a systematic empirical examination of the
degree to which perceivers make identifiable distinctions among
groups. Thus, the second goal of our research was to examine the
degree to which different types of groups can be identified, based
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on both perceivers' ratings of measurable properties of groups
(size, permeability, etc.) and the way in which perceivers intu-
itively classify groups.

Effects of Group Membership on the
Perception of Groups

The idea that perceivers may recognize distinct types of groups
raises a further question, namely, how people think about their
own group memberships. Do people perceive their own groups
(in-groups) in the same fashion as they perceive groups to which
they do not belong (out-groups)? Do people perceive in-groups as
being as high in entitativity as out-groups? In making these judg-
ments of in-groups, do perceivers rely on the same group proper-
ties as when they make judgments of the entitativity of out-groups?
Do perceivers differentiate among different types of in-groups, as
we have suggested they may do for out-groups? Little research has
investigated these issues.

Ample research demonstrates that people do perceive in-groups
differently from out-groups in many domains. Perhaps the most
basic difference in the perception of in-groups and out-groups has
to do with the tendency to evaluate in-groups more favorably than
out-groups (Brewer, 1979). In-group bias, as this phenomenon is
often called, takes a variety of forms. For example, the efforts of
the in-group tend to be judged as superior to the efforts of out-
groups (Sherif, 1967); positive in-group behavior is attributed to
internal factors and negative behavior is attributed to external
factors, whereas the opposite pattern is observed for out-groups
(Hewstone, 1990); and in-group members are typically treated
preferentially over members of out-groups (Brewer, 1979). An-
other important difference in the perception of in-groups and
out-groups concerns the degree of variability perceived in the
behavior and characteristics of group members. In general, in-
groups are perceived as more variable than out-groups (Ostrom &
Sedikides, 1992), although this effect is reversed in a number of
important circumstances (Devos, Comby, & Deschamps, 1996;
Simon & Brown, 1987).

Given these differences in the perception of in-groups and
out-groups, it cannot simply be assumed that perceptions of in-
group entitativity are comparable to, and based on the same prop-
erties as, perceptions of out-group entitativity. In particular, the
personal importance of one's group memberships and the social
identity value (Sherman, Hamilton, & Lewis, 1999) of those
groups deriving from the psychological benefits gained by mem-
bership in them may be important influences on the perceived
entitativity of groups to which the perceiver belongs. Although this
is a plausible hypothesis, no empirical research has tested its
validity. A third goal of this research, therefore, was to examine
the perceptions of entitativity in groups to which participants
themselves belonged.

Research Overview

The present studies focused on three specific issues regarding
the perception of entitativity in groups. First, we examined the
degree to which groups differ in perceived entitativity and we
identified the properties of groups most strongly related to entita-
tivity. Second, we sought to empirically identify a smaller number
of types of groups and to describe how these types of groups differ

with regard to their underlying properties and their entitativity.
Third, we examined the impact of group membership on percep-
tions of entitativity, the social identity value of different group
memberships, and the relationship of group identification to
entitativity.

In these studies, we attempted to provide converging evidence
for our conclusions by using a variety of research methodologies,
subject populations, and samples of groups. Studies 1 and 2 used
parallel methodologies. In both studies, participants evaluated a
sample of 40 groups that included a wide array of social targets
that could possibly be described as groups (e.g., "members of a
family," "Blacks," "members of a jury," "people who enjoy clas-
sical music," and "people in line at a bank"). Participants in
Studies 1 and 2 completed two tasks regarding this sample of
groups. First, they rated the groups on the nine properties dis-
cussed earlier (entitativity, importance to group members, interac-
tion among group members, common goals among group mem-
bers, common outcomes for group members, similarity of group
members, duration, permeability, and size). Second, participants
sorted these groups into categories according to their personal
perceptions of which groups go together as types. Study 1 was
conducted in the United States. Study 2, intended to evaluate the
reliability of the results observed in Study 1, followed the same
procedures and was conducted in Poland. In Study 3, participants
rated the properties of groups to which they personally belonged.
Study 3 allowed us to examine both the generality of the results
observed in Studies 1 and 2 and the social identity value of
different group memberships.

Study 1

In Study 1, we collected two different data sets. The first data set
consisted of participants' ratings of 40 groups on the aforemen-
tioned nine properties. These data allowed us to determine (a) the
degree to which these 40 groups were seen as differing in entita-
tivity, (b) the extent to which each property was related to percep-
tions of entitativity, and (c) whether a smaller number of types of
groups could be empirically identified and whether these different
types of groups differed in entitativity.

The second data set consisted of participants' responses in a task
in which they sorted the 40 groups into categories. These data
permitted us (a) to determine the dimensions underlying partici-
pants' sorting of the groups, (b) to examine the degree to which the
dimensions underlying participants' idiosyncratic sorting strate-
gies were related to the group property ratings, and (c) to identify
clusters of groups that were based on participants' sortings and to
compare those clusters to the group clusters identified through
analysis of the group property ratings.

Method

Participants

Participants were 199 University of California, Santa Barbara, students
who participated in the study for partial completion of a class requirement.

Materials

Materials for the experiment were contained in a questionnaire. The first
section of the questionnaire consisted of a rating task. Participants were
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asked to rate each of 40 groups on nine properties: entitativity, importance
to group members, interaction among group members, common goals
among group members, common outcomes for group members, similarity
of group members, duration, permeability, and size. For each property,
participants were given instructions and a definition of the scale in ques-
tion. Participants rated the same 40 groups on all nine properties.

The sample of 40 groups was generated by selecting groups with widely
differing properties. For example, this sample included large groups (e.g.,
"Blacks"), small groups (e.g., "members of an airline flight crew"), groups
with an explicit purpose or task (e.g., "members of a jury"), and groups
without an explicit purpose or task (e.g., "two people in a romantic
relationship"). Although it is difficult to know how to best sample the
population of groups, our goal was to generate a broad and diverse array of
groups. The sample chosen for the study is shown in Table 1.

To control for possible order effects, we developed nine different ver-
sions of the questionnaire by crossing (a) three random orders in which the
groups were listed and (b) three random orders in which the rating scales

were presented. One exception to the latter constraint was that ratings of
entitativity were always made first.

The next section of the questionnaire presented materials for the group
sorting task. Participants were given a listing of the same 40 groups that
they had previously rated and were asked to sort these groups into as many
categories as they wished. Participants indicated their sorting preferences
by writing the identification numbers of the groups in response boxes
provided on the questionnaire page. Three replications, listing the groups in
different orders, were used.

Procedure

Participants were run in groups ranging from 1 to 10 persons per session.
Upon arrival at the laboratory, participants were told the following:

In this study we are interested in your perceptions of various groups.
One thing that all groups have in common is that each one is a

Table 1
Mean Entitativity Ratings for Forty Groups, Studies 1 and 2

Group

Members of a professional sports team
Members of a family
Members of a rock band
Friends who do things together
Members of a local street gang
Members of a local environmental organization
People attending a support group
Members of an orchestra
Members of the cast of a play
Members of a university social club
Members of a student campus committee
Members of a labor union
Members of a jury
Students studying for an exam
A company committee designing a new product
Members of an airline flight crew
People having dinner together on a Saturday night
Coworkers assigned to a project
Two people in a romantic relationship
Roommates
Members of the same political party
Employees of a local restaurant
Jews
Students enrolled in a class
Women
Blacks
People living in a retirement home
People who live in the same neighborhood
Students at a university
Teachers
People who work in the same factory
Citizens of America
Doctors
Citizens of Poland
People who enjoy classical music
People attending an athletic contest
Plumbers
People in the audience at a movie
People at a bus stop
People in line at the bank

:

Study 1

M

8.27
8.16
8.16
7.75
7.64
7.28
7.22 :
7.21
7.16
7.12
6.95
6.89 :
6.88 :
6.70
6.60
6.54

intitativity

SD

L.07
.62

L.26
L.72
.69

1.66
2.04
L.89
.65

L.72
1.70
'.01
2.15
.88

L.93
.91

6.33 2.32
6.33 2.12
6.07 :
5.62 :
5.59 :
5.55

U 6
2.56
2.31
L.95

5.39 2.71
5.18 2.10
5.16 :2.70
5.00 2.79
4.86 2.15
4.78 :2.18
4.75 2.31
4.70 :
4.63 :
4.6i :

2.37
2.12
2.75

4.39 2.44
4.36 :
3.93 :

2.60
2.31

3.92 2.15
3.69 2.39
3.27 :
2.75
2.40

2.10
1.97
L.82

ratings

M

7.49
7.60
7.45
7.18
7.47
5.74
7.21
6.61
6.18
6.09
6.23
5.60
5.16
5.95
5.28
6.71
5.46
7.03
5.59
4.97
5.94
5.04
5.16
6.20
4.08
4.35
5.38
3.43
4.70
4.31
4.37
4.41
4.24
4.57
3.78
4.44
3.18
2.58
2.11
2.23

Study 2

SD

1.83
2.07
1.86
2.17
2.06
2.12
1.92
1.86
2.11
2.09
2.09
2.22
2.39
2.24
2.10
2.24
2.52
1.78
3.38
2.28
2.07
2.00
2.58
2.00
2.56
2.49
2.23
1.84
2.20
2.19
2.07
2.58
2.39
2.55
2.23
2.07
2.12
1.75
1.56
1.53
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Table 2
Correlations Among Group Property Ratings, Study 1

1

1. Entitativity
2. Interaction
3. Importance
4. Goals
5. Outcomes
6. Similarity
7. Permeability
8. Size
9. Duration

— .58 .50
.63

.41

.47

.49
—

.37

.42

.36

.47
—

.45

.49

.45

.42

.42
—

-.24
-.37
- .37
- .15
- .14
- .20
—

-.20
- .26
-.07
-.17
-.29
-.27
-.02

.11

.17

.30

.00
-.05

.14
-.37

.50

collection of people. However, not all collections of people are
considered to be a group. For example, most people would consider
the members of a planning committee to be a group but would not
consider a bunch of people who happen to be on an elevator together
to be a group. In this questionnaire, we'll ask you to provide your
opinion about a number of different groups.

Following these instructions, all participants rated the 40 collections of
people on the extent to which each one qualified as a group. Participants
rated each group on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 {not a group at all) to 9
(very much a group). This rating constituted our measure of participants'
judgments of the entitativity of the groups.1 Participants then rated the
same 40 groups on the other eight properties. In each case, after being
given a definition of the property, participants rated the groups on the
9-point scale.2

Upon completion of the rating task, participants were given a description
of the group sorting task and an example, as follows:

In a sorting task, your job is simply to put things together into "types"
as you see fit. For example, consider the following list of foods. [The
page showed a list of foods, numbered one through eight, and three
boxes into which the foods had been sorted, according to vegetables,
fruits, and sweets.] As you can see, the foods that are of the same type
have been put together in the same box. You may have seen a different
way of grouping these foods together. Your way of grouping them
would have been just as valid as the one we provided here.

On the next page you'll find a list of groups which we would like you
to sort. Next to each group is a corresponding number. Put the
numbers of all the groups which seem to go together as a "type" into
a single box. You can use any criteria you want when putting these
groups into different types. You may put as many or as few of the
groups together as a "type" as you see fit. There are no right or wrong
ways of putting the groups together. We are only interested in how
you see the groups as going together.

Participants then completed the group sorting task.

Results

Group Rating Task

Ratings of entitativity. We first examined the degree to which
the 40 groups differed in perceived entitativity. To do so, we
averaged the ratings of the 199 respondents for each group; the
mean ratings are shown in Table 1. It is evident that participants
did in fact see substantial variation among the groups, as mean
group entitativity ratings ranged from 8.27 to 2.40.

Correlational analyses. To investigate how the properties of
these groups are related to each other and to entitativity, we

determined a matrix of correlations among the variables for each
participant on the basis of each participant's ratings of the 40
groups. We then determined the median coefficient from the
distribution of correlation coefficients from the 199 participants
for each variable pair.3 Table 2 shows the resulting correlation
matrix. Several noteworthy results can be observed in this pattern
of correlations. First, five group properties (interaction, impor-
tance, goals, outcomes, and similarity) were strongly intercorre-
lated. Second, all five of these variables were positively correlated
with entitativity. Of these variables, interaction was correlated
most strongly with entitativity (r = .58). Third, the other variables
(size, duration, and permeability) were unrelated to the previous
five variables and had weaker relationships to entitativity. Size and
permeability both had negative correlations with entitativity and
were also uncorrelated with each other. Duration had a small (r =
.11) correlation with entitativity, but was strongly related (r = .50)
to size.

Regression analyses. To more closely examine the relation-
ship of these variables to entitativity, we conducted regression
analyses based on the 199 participants' ratings of the 40 groups.
For each participant, a regression analysis was conducted to pre-
dict the entitativity ratings of the 40 groups from the ratings on the
eight other variables. The median standardized beta coefficients
from the 199 regression equations were then determined to identify
an overall regression model. These results indicate that the degree

1 In our research, one important decision regarded how we were to
operationally define "entitativity" so that our respondents would be able to
rate the groups. We were concerned that the operational definition of
entitativity in our studies not be conceptually equivalent to any of the
variables that we would use to predict entitativity. Thus, we asked partic-
ipants to evaluate the degree to which different collections of people
"qualify as a group." This evaluation was easy for participants and was
conceptually distinct from the other variables we assessed.

2 Complete instructions and the definitions of the group properties to be
rated are available from Brian Lickel or David L. Hamilton.

3 For all three studies in this article, correlational analyses of this sort
were conducted. In each case the mean and median correlation tables were
examined. For Studies 1 and 2, the patterns for the correlation tables based
on the means and medians were nearly identical. In Study 3, there was
evidence that the distributions of correlation coefficients for some of the
variable pairs were skewed, indicating that the median rather than mean
was a less biased measure of central tendency. For ease of reporting across
the three studies, the correlation tables based on the median correlation for
the participants in each study are shown.
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of interaction among group members (/3 = .29) was the most
influential predictor of entitativity. Other variables correlated with
interaction—importance (/3 = .16), outcomes (J3 = .07), common
goals (j3 = .08), and similarity (j3 = .13)—also contributed to
perceptions of entitativity. Duration also had a small positive
relationship to entitativity (/3 = .05). Group size (j3 = —.02) and
permeability (/3 = —.01) both had almost no relationship to
perceptions of entitativity when the effects of the other seven
variables were accounted for. The median multiple R for the 199
regression models was .70. Thus, the eight group property vari-
ables accounted for 49% of the variance in entitativity ratings.

These correlational and regression analyses sought to determine
the extent to which perceptions of entitativity are based on various
group properties by determining the relationship of particular
predictor variables to the measure of entitativity. Our results show
that several of these variables are strongly correlated with entita-
tivity and, when examined in regression analyses, account for a
substantial portion of the variation in entitativity.

Cluster analysis based on rating profiles. The preceding cor-
relational and regression analyses examined entitativity by identi-
fying the relationship of particular group properties to perceptions
of entitativity. Our next analyses examined whether there are
patterns of multiple variables that are related to entitativity. More
specifically, we were particularly interested in examining whether
there were different types of groups defined by unique patterns of
property ratings and whether these different types of groups dif-
fered in entitativity.

To do so, we conducted fc-means cluster analyses (Hair, Ander-
son, Tatham, & Black, 1995) on participants' ratings of the 40
groups. The purpose of this procedure is to create clusters of
groups such that the groups within a cluster have maximally
similar profiles (on the eight property variables, excluding entita-
tivity) and groups in different clusters have maximally dissimilar
profiles. The number of clusters to be created is designated by the
researcher. The cluster program then randomly selects initial clus-
ter centers and iteratively creates clusters around these centers to
minimize the within-cluster differences and maximize the
between-cluster differences of the rating profiles.

Cluster analyses were conducted specifying between two and
six clusters. To conduct these analyses, we first averaged the 199

participants' ratings of each of the groups for each of the nine
dimensions. This resulted in a 40 X 9 matrix in which each cell
contained the average rating (of the 199 respondents) of a single
group on a single property. Clusters were then generated on the
basis of the eight predictor variables, but not the entitativity
ratings. Because results from fc-means clustering analysis may
sometimes shift as a result of differences in the initial cluster
centers selected at random by the program, analyses were rerun
several times to examine their stability (Hair et al., 1995). The
five-cluster solution was the most stable solution and also the most
interpretable from a theoretical perspective, and it is therefore the
focus of our discussion.

Table 3 shows the ratings profile for each cluster. It is important
to note that these clusters are differentiated not in terms of any
single attribute but on the basis of differences observed in patterns
across several variables. These differences can be characterized
briefly as follows. Cluster 1 groups are small, have high levels of
interaction among group members and are of long duration and
low permeability. Cluster 2 groups are small, and are of moderate
duration and permeability, but have high levels of interaction
among group members. Groups in Cluster 3 are large and are of
very long duration and very low permeability. Cluster 4 groups are
fairly large, but also highly permeable. Cluster 5 groups have very
low levels of interaction between the group members, are very
short in duration, and are extremely permeable.

Examination of these cluster profiles indicates that there are
substantial differences between the different clusters. This is not
surprising, given that the purpose of cluster analysis is to create
groupings with the greatest possible differences in rating profiles.
Of greater interest, examining the groups within each cluster
permitted us to describe the types of groups generated by this
analysis. Cluster 1 consisted of intimacy groups such as a "fam-
ily," "two people in a romantic relationship," and a "small group
of friends." Cluster 2 is best described as task-oriented groups and
included groups such as committees and work groups. Cluster 3 is
comprised of established social categories, including "women,"
"Jews," and "Americans." The groups in Cluster 4 could be
described as weak social relationships and included such groups as
"people who live in the same neighborhood" and "people who
enjoy classical music." The groups in Cluster 5 could best be

Table 3
Profiles of Clusters Based on Rating Data, Study 1

Property

Entitativity
Interaction
Importance
Goals
Outcomes
Similarity
Duration
Permeability
Size

Intimacy
groups
(n =

M

7.61a

8.04a

7.75a

7.08a

6.40a

6.40a

6.07a

3.78a

3.29a

= 7)

SD

0.78
0.57
0.64
0.81
0.78
0.41
1.33
0.76
1.45

Task
group!i

(n = 13)

M

6.64b
7.11b

6.27b

6.50ab

5.59a

4.65b

3.62b

5.45b

3.16.

SD

0.56
0.52
0.49
1.06
0.91
0.78
0.76
1.27
0.89

Social
categories
(n =

M

4.81C

5.45C

5.77b

4.59c4

3.23b

3.27C

8.12O
3.76a

8.12b

7)

SD

0.43
0.31
0.32
1.11
0.70
1.01
0.36
0.92
0.81

Weak social
relationships

(71 =

M

4.81C

4.91C

4.78C

5-42b,c
4.23b

3-89b,c
5.35a
6.16,,
6.04c

10)

SD

0.89
0.91
1.03
1.11
1.10
0.71
1.57
0.70
1.08

Transitory
groups

(71 =

M

2.81d

1.60d

1.98d

3.68d

3.40b

190d

1.23d
7.98C

3.28a

= 3)

SD

0.44
0.10
0.22
0.32
0.21
0.06
0.13
0.09
1.33

Note. Ratings were made on 9-point scales. All means (within rows) with different subscripts are significantly
different at p < .05. n = the number of groups associated with each cluster.
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Table 4
Regression Analyses Predicting Rating Data From MDS, Study 1

Property

Entitativity
Interaction
Importance
Goals
Outcomes
Similarity
Permeability
Duration
Size

Dimension 1

.44

.37

.39

.70

.69

.32
-.17
- .14
- .24

Beta weights

Dimension 2

.58

.46

.35

.38

.49

.63

.22
- .40
- .66

Dimension 3

.44

.67

.67

.15

.19

.48
- .76

.55
- .08

Adjusted R2

.71

.80

.71

.65

.74

.73

.63

.44

.47

F

33.36
52.20
33.26
25.11
38.34
35.85
23.50
11.04
12.30

df

3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36

described as transitory groups and included "people waiting at a
bus stop" and "people in line at the bank."

These group clusters were determined on the basis of the group
property ratings, excluding the entitativity ratings. To determine
whether these group types differ in their perceived entitativity, we
calculated the average entitativity rating of the groups within each
cluster. As can be seen in Table 3, these different types of groups
did in fact differ greatly in entitativity. A one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA) on ratings of entitativity was significant, F(4,
35) = 39.52, p < .001. Post hoc comparisons (Newman-Keuls)
were used to examine the differences among groups. Intimacy
groups were rated as highest (M = 7.61) in entitativity followed by
task-oriented groups (M = 6.64). Social categories and weak
social relationships had intermediate (M = 4.81) entitativity rat-
ings. Finally, transitory groups were rated as lowest (M = 2.81) in
entitativity. All pairwise comparisons (with the exception of that
between social categories and weak social relationships) were
significant at p < .05. Because ratings of entitativity were not
included in the statistical algorithm to identify the group clusters,
one can interpret these differences in entitativity for the different
types of groups as resulting from differences in the patterns of
variables on which these group clusters are based.

Group Sorting Task

Responses from the group sorting task were aggregated to form
a similarity matrix for the 40 groups. The matrix consisted of a
40 X 40 matrix in which each cell contained the number of
participants who placed the column group and row group in the
same category.4 If a large number of participants placed two
groups in the same category, it suggests that these groups are
perceived as being highly similar. Groups that were rarely placed
in the same category are considered dissimilar.

Multidimensional scaling. To understand the structure under-
lying participants' sorting patterns, we conducted a multidimen-
sional scaling (MDS) analysis. To determine the number of di-
mensions that were needed to explain the patterns in the similarity
matrix, we examined and compared stress levels for a series of
analyses with increasing dimensionality. Stress indicates the de-
gree to which the array of dimensions can explain the pattern of
data in the similarity matrix, with lower stress values indicating
more complete explanation of variance. On the basis of the stress
values for the one- through six-dimension solutions (.447, .205,

.121, .080, .050, and .037), the three-dimension solution was
selected for further analyses (94% of the variance in the sorting
matrix can be accounted for by the three-dimension solution).

Regression analyses. On the basis of the MDS analysis, each
of the 40 groups had three scale values representing that group's
location along each of the three dimensions. To interpret the
meaning of these dimensions, we conducted regression analyses
using these scale values to predict ratings of the 40 groups on each
of the variables rated in the first part of the questionnaire (Kruskal
& Wish, 1978). These regression analyses are useful for two
purposes. First, they determine the extent to which each variable in
the rating task is related to participants' personal schemes for
categorizing the groups (as reflected in the MDS results). Second,
one can use the regression analyses to interpret the nature of each
dimension by identifying which of the properties assessed in the
rating task are most strongly related to each of the three MDS
dimensions.

Table 4 presents the results of these regressions. The adjusted R2

value for each regression indicates the extent to which the MDS
dimensions account for variation in the group property being
tested. In every case there was a highly significant relationship
between the MDS results and the group property ratings. Interac-
tion had the strongest relationship (R2 = .80) to the structure
underlying the three dimensions, followed closely by several other
variables. The two weakest relationships between the MDS scale
values and the survey properties were for duration (R2 = .44) and
size (R2 = .47). However, even in these cases the adjusted R2

values were significant.
These data indicate that the intuitive systems of classification

used by participants in the sorting task were strongly related to the
rating properties we had selected. Of particular interest was the
strong relationship between the MDS results and the ratings of
entitativity; 71% of the variance in the ratings of entitativity could

4 Data from 36 respondents were excluded from this analysis because
they either did not complete the task or because they misunderstood the
task instructions and repeatedly assigned a group to multiple categories.
Respondents were considered to have not completed the task if they did not
place at least 30 of the groups into categories and to have not understood
the task if they placed more than three groups into multiple categories.
Excluding these respondents left data from a total of 163 participants in
Study 1 with which to create the similarity matrix.
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be accounted for by variance in the three dimensions uncovered by
the MDS analysis.

To interpret each MDS dimension, we next examined how each
was related to the predictor variables. The beta weights for each
dimension for each regression analysis are shown in Table 4.
Because these values were generally quite high, we focus on those
beta weights of ±.50 or stronger to interpret each dimension.
Dimension 1 reflects the degree to which the group in question has
common goals and outcomes. Groups high on this dimension
included "members of a company committee designing a new
product" and "members of an airline flight crew," whereas groups
low on this dimension included "Blacks" and "women." Dimen-
sion 2 reflects the size of the group and the similarity of group
members to each other. Groups high on this dimension included
"friends who do things together" and "members of a university
social club," whereas groups low on this dimension included
"teachers" and "plumbers." Dimension 3 reflects the degree of
interaction among members of the group, the importance of the
group to the group members, the duration, and the permeability of
the group. Groups high on this dimension included "members of a
family" and "friends who do things together," whereas groups low
on this dimension included "people in line at a bank" and "people
in the audience at a movie."

Cluster analysis based on dimension scale values. The pre-
ceding regression analyses indicated that the structure underlying
the respondents' sorting of the groups was meaningfully related to
the ratings of the groups on the properties included in our ques-
tionnaire. We then took the comparison between the rating profiles
and the MDS one step further. Specifically, we used fc-means
cluster analysis (used earlier to determine types of groups based on
the rating data) to develop clusters of groups based on the groups'
scale values on the MDS dimensions.5 We could then evaluate the
degree to which the resulting clusters, based on the participants'
sorting of the groups into categories, resembled the clusters based
on the ratings of the groups.

For this purpose, we used the scale values of each of the 40
groups on the three dimensions as inputs into a fe-means cluster
analysis (Hair et al., 1995). This procedure created boundaries
around groups in the three-dimensional space and clustered groups
together that were most similar in terms of all three dimensions.
Thus, groups that were highly similar to each other in the three-
dimensional space were clustered together.

We conducted cluster analyses specifying between two and
eight clusters. The results from the five-cluster solution were most
stable and theoretically interpretable. Results of this analysis dem-
onstrated considerable convergence with the clusters based on
participants' ratings of the groups; there were, however, some
interesting differences, which we describe below. Two clusters
emerged that were directly parallel to clusters discovered in the
earlier analysis. Both the intimacy groups cluster (again centered
around the family, friends, and romantic partners) and the social
categories cluster (again centered around gender, ethnicity, reli-
gion, and nationality) were clearly evident in these results.

The remaining three clusters also were strongly related to clus-
ters identified in the earlier analysis, but with some interesting
differences. In the rating data analysis, the remaining three clusters
consisted of a transitory groups cluster, a weak social relationships
cluster, and a task-oriented groups cluster. The cluster analysis
based on the MDS scores differed in that the transitory groups and

weak social relationships clusters merged into a single cluster,
whereas the task groups cluster was subdivided into two clusters.
One of these task groups clusters consisted of employment-
based groups (e.g., an "airline flight crew"), whereas the other
consisted of nonemployment task groups (e.g., a "student cam-
pus committee").

These findings indicate first that the distinction between transi-
tory groups and weak social relationships is perhaps not as firm as
indicated from the rating profiles. Differences between these two
clusters are perhaps more different in degree than in kind. The
distinction between these two loose associations clusters based on
the rating data appears to be a distinction between extremely
short-lived collections of people (e.g., "people in line at a bank,"
"people waiting at the bus stop") and groups in which there was at
least some ongoing bond of interaction or preferences (e.g.,
"neighbors," "people who enjoy classical music"). The results also
suggest that perceivers may be attuned to subtle differences be-
tween different types of task groups, differences that were not
apparent in the cluster analysis based on the questionnaire ratings.
The distinction between the two task group clusters based on the
sorting data appears to be a distinction between employment
groups and nonemployment task groups.

Profiles of clusters based on MDS scores. The profiles of the
clusters based on the MDS are shown in Table 5. Comparison with
Table 4 indicates that the pattern is similar to that for the clusters
based on the property ratings, although there is some attenuation in
the magnitude of the differences. In particular, the pattern of
entitativity ratings is quite similar to that generated by the earlier
cluster analysis. A one-way ANOVA of the entitativity ratings of
the clusters was significant, F(4, 35) = 12.73, p < .001. Post hoc
tests (Newman-Keuls) were used to examine pairwise differences.
The intimacy groups (M = 6.90) and the nonemployment task
groups (M = 7.04) were higher in entitativity than the social
categories (M = 4.90) and the loose associations clusters
(M = 3.98). However, the intimacy groups (M = 6.90), the
nonemployment task groups (M = 7.04), and the employment
groups (M = 5.89) did not significantly differ in entitativity. The
employment groups (M = 5.89) were significantly higher in enti-
tativity than the loose associations clusters (M = 3.98) but not the
social categories (M = 4.90). The difference in entitativity be-
tween the social categories (M = 4.90) and the loose associations
clusters (M = 3.98) also did not reach statistical significance.

Discussion

The results of Study 1 include a number of important and novel
findings. First, clear evidence of wide differences in entitativity for
different groups was observed in participants' ratings. Second, the
level of entitativity was related to perceptions of several group
properties, most notably perceptions of the degree of interaction
among members of the group. Third, a number of distinct types of
groups were discovered that had widely differing properties and
that also differed in entitativity. It is also important that these types

5 We also conducted a hierarchical clustering analysis based on the
similarity matrix. The results of this analysis were roughly comparable to
those reported here, although less straightforward to interpret and to
compare to the earlier clustering analysis based on the rating data.



232 LICKEL ET AL.

Table 5
Profiles of Clusters Based on MDS, Study 1

Property

Entitativity
Interaction
Importance
Goals
Outcomes
Similarity
Duration
Permeability
Size

Intimacy
groups
(n =

M

6.90a

8.05a

7.08a

6.28a

5.47a

5.93a

5.09a

4-59ab

2.41a

= 7)

SD

0.96
0.46
1.12
1.22
0.94
0.88
2.32
1.37
0.98

Nonemployment
task groups

(n =

M

7.04a

6-76a.b
6.62a

6.75b

5.73a

4-95a,b
4.40a

5.70bc

4.05b

8)

SD

0.71
0.88
0.67
0.59
0.66
1.00
1.10
1.57
1.53

Employment
groups

(n =

M

5.89a,b
6.31b

6.06a

6.67a

5.69a

4.48b

5.22a

4-83a,b
4.85b

11)

SD

1.41
1.29
1.04
0.99
1.32
0.86
1.47
0.96
1.56

Social
categories
(n =

M

4.90b,c
5.41b

5.72a

4.17
2.97b

3.03c

8.25b

3.71.
8.42C

5)

SD

0.42
0.33
0.33
0.45
0.31
0.91
0.19
1.01
0.42

Loose
associations

(« =

M

3.98C

3.70c

3.46,,
4.47b

3.55b

3.08c

3.47a

6.91C

4.95b

= 9)

SD

1.00
1.76
1.27
1.10
0.56
1.11
2.18
0.97
1.74

Note. Ratings were made on 9-point scales. All means (within rows) with different subscripts are significantly
different at p < .05. n = the number of groups associated with each cluster.

of groups were identified not only on the basis of their perceived
properties, but also independently on the basis of participants'
personal categorization schemes, as assessed in a group sorting
task. To our knowledge, this study is the first of its kind to
comprehensively investigate these issues.

Study 2

Although Study 1 generated a number of interesting findings,
there were some differences in the results of the group cluster
analysis based on the property ratings and the group cluster anal-
ysis based on the MDS results. Because of these differences, we
wanted to confirm that these findings would replicate. Such a
replication would be particularly useful if it utilized a sample that
differed in a number of respects from the participants in Study 1
(college students in California). Fortunately, we had the opportu-
nity to achieve these goals by replicating the study at the Univer-
sity of Warsaw, Poland.

Method

Participants

Participants in the study were 154 students from the University of
Warsaw who participated in the experiment as a volunteer class exercise.

Materials and Procedure

Materials used in Study 2 were identical to those used in Study 1,
translated into Polish by an experienced translator. The procedure also
directly followed that implemented in Study 1. Analyses of the data
directly paralleled those reported in Study 1.

Results

Group Rating Task

Ratings of entitativity. As in Study 1, we first examined the
degree to which the 40 groups differed in perceived entitativity.
The mean rating for each group is shown in Table 1. Again,
participants saw considerable variation among the groups. More-
over, the ordering of the groups in perceived entitativity is highly

consistent between the U.S. and Polish samples, as demonstrated
by the high correlation (r = .92) between the mean ratings in
Study 1 and Study 2.

Correlational analyses. The results of correlational analyses
to determine the relationships among the variables are shown in
Table 6. The pattern of these correlations is nearly identical to that
observed in Study 1. As in Study 1, interaction, importance,
common goals, common outcomes, and similarity were all posi-
tively correlated with each other and with entitativity. Again,
interaction was the most strongly related to entitativity (r = .58).
Size and permeability again were negatively correlated with
entitativity.

To empirically evaluate the extent of consistency in the corre-
lations among the variables observed for Studies 1 and 2, we
determined the rank-order correlation between the corresponding
coefficients for the two studies. If Study 2 replicates Study 1, then
the rank order of the correlation coefficients should be high. In
fact, there was a nearly perfect (Spearman's p = .97) rank-order
correlation between the two sets of correlation coefficients. Thus,
the relationships among the variables were highly consistent across
Studies 1 and 2.

Regression analyses. Regression analyses were conducted on
each participants' ratings, predicting each person's ratings of en-
titativity from the other eight variables. The median standardized
beta coefficients from the individual participant regression models
were then determined to identify an overall regression model
predicting ratings of entitativity. Results of this analysis were
highly consistent with the results of Study 1. As in Study 1,
interaction had the strongest relationship to entitativity (/3 = .21),
and importance (j3 = .17), common goals (j3 = .06), common
outcomes (/3 = .11), and similarity (/3 = .09) again had relatively
smaller positive relationships to entitativity. As in Study 1, dura-
tion also had a positive relationship to entitativity (j3 = .09).
Finally, size (j3 = -.06) and permeability (j3 = -.03) both had
negative relationships to entitativity as in Study 1 (and these
relationships were stronger in Study 2 than Study 1). The median
multiple R for the participants' regression models was .71. Thus,
the eight predictor variables accounted for 50% of the variance in
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Table 6
Correlations Among Group Property Ratings, Study 2

Property 1

1. Entitativity
2. Interaction
3. Importance
4. Goals
5. Outcomes
6. Similarity
7. Permeability
8. Size
9. Duration

— .58 53
66

.40

.48

.41
—

.40
!41
.31
.49
—

.39

.43

.42

.36

.33
—

-.28
- .38
- .45
- .14
-.15
- .24
—

-.28
- .36
- .19
-.39
- .42
- .26
-.05

.14

.08

.25
- .20
- .11

.06
- .32

.47

entitativity ratings. Overall, these results strongly replicate
Study 1.

Cluster analysis based on ratings. We performed fe-means
cluster analyses on the property ratings produced by the Polish
participants to determine whether different types of groups could
be identified from these data. As in Study 1, these clusters were
generated from participants' ratings of the 40 groups on the eight
group properties, excluding the ratings of entitativity. Cluster
analyses specifying between two and six clusters were examined.
The five-cluster solution was again the most stable and conceptu-
ally clear.

Overall, the results of this analysis strongly replicated those of
Study 1. The analysis revealed a cluster of intimacy groups dis-
tinguished by low permeability, long duration, and very high levels
of interaction and importance. A cluster consisting of task-oriented
groups possessing high levels of interaction and importance, small
size, intermediate permeability, and relatively short duration
emerged as well. In addition, the analysis produced a cluster of
social categories characterized by long duration, large size, and
low permeability. Furthermore, there was a weak social relation-
ships cluster characterized by low levels of interaction and mod-
erate permeability, and a transitory groups cluster characterized by
very low levels of interaction, small size, short duration, and high
permeability.

Profiles of clusters based on property ratings. The mean
property ratings associated with each cluster are presented in

Table 7. Mean ratings of the clusters on entitativity were
determined and compared by a one-way ANOVA, F(4,
35) = 23.21, p < .001, followed by post hoc tests (Newman-
Keuls). The pattern of entitativity ratings was identical to
Study 1, although unlike Study 1, the difference between inti-
macy groups (M = 6.79) and task groups (M = 6.34) was not
significant. However, both the intimacy groups cluster and the
task groups cluster were significantly higher in perceived enti-
tativity than the social categories cluster (M = 4.47) and the
weak social relationships cluster (M = 4.66). Finally, all of the
preceding four clusters were significantly higher in entitativity
than the transitory groups cluster (M = 2.31).

Group Sorting Task

A 40 X 40 frequency matrix was constructed from the data
collected in the group sorting task. Following the same exclusion
criteria used in Study 1, the data produced by 115 participants (39
out of 154 participants were excluded on the basis of the same
criteria as in Study 1) were included in the matrix.

Multidimensional scaling. A multidimensional scaling analy-
sis was conducted to identify the dimensions underlying the group
sorting responses made by participants. On the basis of an exam-
ination of stress values for the one- through five-dimension solu-
tions (.43, .23, .16, .12, .08), the three-dimension solution (R2 =
.92) was selected for further analysis.

Table 7
Profiles of Clusters Based on Rating Data, Study 2

Property

Entitativity
Interaction
Importance
Goals
Outcomes
Similarity
Duration
Permeability
Size

Intimacy
groups
(n =

At

6.79a

8.22a

8.24a

7.16a

5.64a

5.56a

6.22a

2.87a

1.98a

= 3)

SD

1.06
0.41
0.31
1.12
1.29
0.44
1.49
0.68
0.67

Task
groups

(" =

M

6.34a

6.57b

6.53b

7.21a

5.83a

4.84b
4.34b

4.64b

3.57b

16)

SD

0.81
0.76
0.66
0.59
0.91
0.53
0.92
1.09
1.04

Social
categories
(« =

M

4.47b

4.21C

5.70b

3.87b

2.52b

3.35C

7.94C

3.72a,b
8.02c

6)

SD

0.38
0.35
0.38
0.99
0.40
0.40
0.48
0.81
0.66

Weak social
relationships

(n =

M

4.66,,
4.64C

4.68C

4.80b

3.28b

3.83C

5.06ab

6.01c

5.05b

12)

SD

0.95
1.08
0.85
1.00
0.73
0.56
1.22
0.60
1.41

Transitory
groups
(n =

M

2.31C

1.92d

1.80d

5.03b

3.48b

2.25d

1.48d

8.41d

4.35b

- i)

SD

0.24
0.21
0.32
0.34
0.39
0.07
0.17
0.19
0.86

Note. Ratings were made on 9-point scales. All means (within rows) with different subscripts are significantly
different at p < .05. n = the number of groups associated with each cluster.
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Regression analyses. Regression analyses were then con-
ducted in which each of the 40 groups' scale values on the three
dimensions were used to predict the property ratings generated in
the rating task. An examination of the beta weights resulting from
the regression analyses allowed us to understand the relationship
between the three dimensions and the property ratings. Table 8
displays the results of the regression analyses in which we used the
MDS scale values for the three dimensions to predict property
ratings. Dimension scale values served as significant predictors of
the ratings generated for each of the nine properties analyzed. The
results replicated those of Study 1, although beta weights and R2

values were somewhat lower than those found in Study 1. All
dimensions again showed a strong relationship to entitativity rat-
ings. In combination, the three dimensions accounted for 59% of
the variance in entitativity ratings made by participants in the
questionnaire phase of the study. An examination of the pattern of
relationships between dimension scale values and the property
ratings revealed strong similarity between the dimensions identi-
fied in Study 1 and Study 2. Dimension 1 was again characterized
by a strong positive relationship to goals and outcomes. Dimen-
sion 2 showed a strong relationship to duration, size, and goals.
Finally, Dimension 3 was characterized by strong relationships to
importance, interaction, similarity, permeability, and duration. On
the whole, these analyses appear to reveal the same dimensions
underlying the group sortings made by American and Polish
participants.

Cluster analyses based on MDS scale values. As in Study 1,
we used the three MDS scale values for each of the 40 groups as
inputs into &-means cluster analyses, specifying two to six clusters.
The five-cluster solution was most stable and theoretically inter-
pretable. Results of this analysis replicated the results of Study 1.
Both an intimacy groups cluster and a social categories cluster
clearly emerged, each exhibiting the same pattern of property
ratings as found in Study 1. In addition, the analysis produced an
employment groups cluster, a nonemployment task groups cluster,
and a loose associations cluster, as did the comparable analysis in
Study 1. Table 9 presents the mean property ratings associated
with each cluster.

A one-way ANOVA of entitativity ratings for the five group
clusters was significant, F(4, 35) = 4.95, p < .01. As in Study 1,
nonemployment task groups were perceived as highest in entita-
tivity, followed by intimacy groups, employment groups, social
categories, and finally loose associations. However, post hoc tests

revealed that all pairwise differences were marginal or nonsignif-
icant except for the differences between the nonemployment task
groups cluster and both the loose associations cluster and the social
categories cluster (p < .05).

Comparison of Clusters Generated from Rating Data and
MDS in Studies 1 and 2

We have now reported four separate analyses identifying types
of groups, using the same clustering procedure for two data sets
(property ratings and MDS results) in two studies. We now exam-
ine the consistency of the clusters generated from these four
analyses. Three analyses were conducted for this purpose. The first
analysis examined the degree to which Study 2 replicated Study 1
for clustering based on the same type of data set (property ratings
or MDS). The second analysis examined the consistency in the
clusters obtained across the two methods (rating data vs. MDS)
examined in Studies 1 and 2. The third analysis examined the
extent to which the 40 groups were placed in the same type of
cluster across the four clustering analyses conducted in Studies 1
and 2.

Within-method comparisons. Clustering analyses based on the
rating data in both Studies 1 and 2 generated five clusters, which
we labeled intimacy groups, social categories, task groups, weak
social relationships, and transitory groups in both studies. To
evaluate the extent to which the clusters assigned these labels in
Study 2 are in fact comparable to the clusters obtained in Study 1,
we correlated the mean property ratings of the five clusters iden-
tified in Study 1 with the mean property ratings of the five clusters
identified in Study 2. The results of this analysis are shown in
Table 10. If the results of Study 2 replicated the results of Study 1,
there should be high correlations between the clusters given the
same labels in the two studies. As can be seen in the top half of
Table 10, these between-studies correlations were in fact very
high, indicating that it was valid to apply the labels of the clusters
identified from the rating data in Study 1 to the clusters identified
from the rating data in Study 2.

The comparable analyses for clusters generated from the MDS
data in Studies 1 and 2 revealed similar consistency. As can be
seen in the bottom half of Table 10, there were very high corre-
lations between the profiles of the clusters described by the same
label in the clustering based on the MDS in Study 1 and the
parallel analysis in Study 2.

Table 8
Regression Analyses Predicting Rating Data from MDS, Study 2

Property

Entitativity
Interaction
Importance
Goals
Outcomes
Similarity
Permeability
Size
Duration

Dimension 1

.28

.16

.10

.54

.50

.26
- .02
- .25
- .22

Beta-Weights

Dimension 2

.33

.42

.15

.56

.45

.48

.28
- .73
- .68

Dimension 3

.62

.56

.76

.30

.36

.57
- .63

.09

.50

Adjusted R2

.59

.53

.60

.68

.57

.63

.44

.53

.65

F

19.53
15.55
20.81
29.07
18.39
23.45
9.46

15.80
24.93

df

3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
3,36
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Table 9
Profiles of Clusters Based on MDS, Study 2

Property

Entitativity
Interaction
Importance
Goals
Outcomes
Similarity
Duration
Permeability
Size

Intimacy
groups
(n =

M

5-68a,b
6.79a

6.90a

6.29B

4.59a

5.09a

5.28a

4.31a,b

3.32a

8)

SD

1.49
2.08
1.74
1.56
1.71
0.63
1.89
1.81
1.88

Nonemployment
task groups

(n =

M

6.41a

6.48a

6.48a

6.96a

5.33a

4.95a

4.52a

5.36b

4.03a

9)

SD

0.75
0.89
0.65
0.77
0.97
0.58
0.79
1.17
1.24

Employment
groups

(n =

M

5-47a,b
5-41a,b
5.60a

6.45a

5.16a

4.22b

4.99a

4-65a,b
4.31a

12)

SD

1.33
1.50
1.27
1.29
1.59
0.57
1.27
1.09
1.63

Social
categories
(n =

M

4.5 lb

4.24b

5.74a

3.49b

2.38b

3.23C

8.12b

3.57a

8.27b

= 5)

SD

0.40
0.39
0.42
0.34
0.21
0.30
0.19
0.81
0.23

Loose
associations

(n =

M

3.95b

3.93b

3.67b

4.69C

3.22b

3.12,
3.51a

6.84C

4.44a

•• 6 )

SD

1.57
1.73
1.68
0.95
0.58
0.90
1.91
1.36
1.31

Note. Ratings were made on 9-point scales. All means (within rows) with different subscripts are significantly
different at p < .05. « = the number of groups associated with each cluster.

These two analyses confirm that the clusters identified by one
method in Study 2 are substantially equivalent to the clusters
identified by the same method in Study 1.

Between-methods comparisons. Although the preceding anal-
yses document within-method consistency, there were some dif-

ferences in the clusters identified from the rating data and those
identified from the MDS data. Both methods revealed an intimacy
groups cluster and a social categories cluster. However, the rating
data indicated one task group cluster, whereas the MDS differen-
tiated between nonemployment task groups and employment

Table 10
Within-Method Cluster Profile Correlations Comparing Study 1 and Study 2

Study 1
1. Intimacy
2. Task groups
3. Social categories
4. Loose association 1
5. Loose association 2

Study 2
1. Intimacy
2. Task groups
3. Social categories
4. Loose association 1
5. Loose association 2

Study 1
1. Intimacy
2. Task groups 1
3. Task groups 2
4. Social categories
5. Loose associations

Study 2
1. Intimacy
2. Task groups 1
3. Task groups 2
4. Social categories
5. Loose associations

1

—

—

Study 1 (U.S.)

2 3 4

Clusters based

.73 - .23 - .61
— - .54 - .28

— .50
—

Clusters based

.82 .67 - .39
— .80 - .47

— - .08
—

5

on ratings

- .65
.04

- .38
.57

—

on MDS

-.48
- .06
- .24
- .04
—

1

.98

.70
- .13
- .55
- .61

—

.92

.76

.76
- .15
- .46

—

Study

2

.84

.92
- .42
- .36
- .17

31
—

.82

.97

.85
- .42
- .11

31
—

2 (Poland)

3

- .33
- .64

.98

.51
- .32

- .23
- .53
—

.61

.77

.95
- .14
-.15

.73
36

—

4

-.46
- .12

.40

.89

.53

-.35
- .27

.44
—

-.47
- .56
- .22

.98
- .03

- .22
- .51
- .25
—

5

-.67
- .04
- .30

.64

.97

- .65
- .21
- .25

.54
—

-.31
.07

- .12
- .08

.98

- .28
.05

- .03
- .08

Note. Loose association 1 = weak social relationships; loose association 2 = transitory groups; task groups
1 = nonemployment task groups; task groups 2 = employment groups. Correlations between .70 and .90 are
underlined; correlations .90 or greater are shown in bold.
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Table 11
Correlations Among Property Profiles for Clusters Identified From MDS and Rating Data in Studies 1 and 2

Clusters based on
rating data

Study 1 (U.S.)
Intimacy
Social categories
Loose association 1
Loose association 2
Task groups

Study 2 (Poland)
Intimacy
Social categories
Loose association 1
Loose association 2
Task groups

Intimacy

.94
- .38
- .56
-.39

.85

.92
- .47
- .28
-.47

.84

Social
categories

- .26
.99

- .51
- .36
- .54

- .16
.98
.42

- .29
- .45

Study 1 (U.S.)

Loose
associations

- .70
- .06

.81

.93
- .08

-.66
- .01

.76

.94
- .29

Task
groups 1

.73
- .46
- .23

.03

.98

.70
-.55
-.07
-.05

.93

Clusters

Task
groups

.72
- .05
- .09
- .24

.77

.75
- .21
-.12
- .22

.90

based on MDS

2 Intimacy

.90
-.12
- .36
- .45

.76

.96
-.21
-.11
- .48

.84

Social
categories

- .33
.97
.49

- .33
- .64

- .23
.99
.42

- .27
- .54

Study 2 (Poland)

Loose
associations

- .56
- .10

.79

.90

.06

- .51
- .06

.82

.91
-.15

Task
groups 1

.76
- .40
- .20
- .03

.95

.75
-.50
- .04
-.07

.97

Task
groups 2

.66
-.10
- .03
-.12

.71

.71
-.22
- .03
-.10

.88

Note. Loose association 1 = weak social relationships; loose association 2 = transitory groups; task groups 1 = nonemployment task groups; task groups
2 = employment groups. Correlations between .70 and .90 are underlined; correlations .90 or greater are shown in bold.

groups. Furthermore, the rating data indicated two loose associa-
tions clusters (weak social relationships and transitory groups),
whereas the MDS indicated a single loose associations cluster. Our
next analysis compared the clusters identified by the different
methods by determining between-methods correlations among the
mean rating profiles of the clusters in the four analyses. These
correlations are shown in Table 11. The upper left and lower right
blocks of Table 11 show between-methods correlations from the
same study; the lower left and upper right blocks show correlations
between clusters obtained from different methods in different
studies. To facilitate visual inspection, correlations of at least .90
are shown in bold; correlations between .70 and .90 are underlined.

If the different methods yielded comparable clusters, we would
expect high correlations between clusters given the same label
across the two methods. For example, the property profile of the
intimacy group cluster based on the rating data should be highly
correlated with the property profile of the intimacy group cluster
based on the MDS. Furthermore, insofar as the Study 1 (U.S.) and
Study 2 (Poland) results are consistent, there should be strong
correlations across the two methods even when these comparisons
are across the two nationalities.

As can be seen in Table 11, there was in fact a very high degree
of correspondence between the clusters identified by the two
methods. Furthermore, the pattern of correlations was highly con-
sistent across the four blocks of the table. In all cases, the intimacy
groups and social categories clusters in one analysis were strongly
correlated with the corresponding clusters in other analyses. The
two loose associations clusters identified in the ratings-based anal-
yses were both strongly correlated with the single loose association
cluster identified in the MDS analyses. Similarly, the two task
groups clusters identified in the MDS analyses were both highly
correlated with the single task groups cluster identified through
analysis of the rating data. Thus, the evidence for convergence
across both method (rating data vs. MDS) and sample (U.S. vs.
Poland) is quite strong.

In both the within-method (Table 10) and between-methods
(Table 11) comparisons, the profiles of the intimacy groups clus-
ters were substantially correlated with the task groups clusters.
Although the preceding analyses indicate that these clusters are
clearly distinct, these two group types share several properties
(e.g., small size, high levels of interaction) that produced these
correlations.

Assignment of groups to cluster types. The preceding analyses
demonstrated the convergence of clusters identified through dif-
ferent methods. As we have discussed, both analyses identify an
intimacy groups cluster and a social categories cluster. Both anal-
yses also identify task groups and loose associations clusters,
although the analyses based on the rating data and MDS differ in
whether the task groups and loose associations are each clustered
in one or two subdivisions. When these subdivisions are collapsed
into the larger cluster types, it is possible to compare the groups
assigned to the four types of groups (i.e., intimacy groups, task
groups, social categories, and loose associations) across all four
cluster analyses conducted in Studies 1 and 2. This comparison
demonstrates considerable consistency across the four analyses.
Specifically, of the 40 groups, 23 were assigned to the same type
of cluster across all four analyses. Additionally, 15 groups were
assigned to two different cluster types across the four analyses.
In 10 of these 15 cases, the groups were assigned to the same
cluster in three out of the four analyses. Only two groups were
assigned to three different cluster types across the four analyses.
There were no cases in which a group was assigned to a different
type of cluster in each of the four analyses. The Appendix shows
the cluster assignments for each group, based on this four-type
classification.

In considering these results, it is important to recognize again
the very different bases from which the clusters were generated in
the two methods. In one case, clusters were generated from par-
ticipants' ratings of properties of the groups. In the other case, the
clusters were generated on the basis of the intuitive classification
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systems that participants used in a sorting task. It is even more
striking that the validity of the comparisons across the two meth-
ods holds when making comparisons across the nationalities of the
participants in Studies 1 and 2. Overall, this consistency across
both method and nationality suggests that these clusters capture
some very basic notions that perceivers have regarding the types of
groups they encounter in the social world.

A Test for Order Effects on Sorting Responses

Despite the strong correspondence in results across method and
nationality, Studies 1 and 2 share a design feature that could have
inadvertently enhanced this consistency. Specifically, in both stud-
ies the group sorting task followed the group rating task. It is
therefore possible that rating the 40 groups on a series of group
properties cued these dimensions as the bases for participants'
subsequent sorting of the groups. If so, the high degree of corre-
spondence between the clusters identified by the two methods may
be due (at least in part) to this procedural feature.

To evaluate this possibility, we conducted a study in which
participants (98 University of California, Santa Barbara, students)
completed only the group sorting task. Materials and procedure
followed that of Studies 1 and 2 with the exception that (a)
participants completed only the sorting task and (b) the instruc-
tions for the sorting task were changed slightly to more clearly
indicate that participants should sort each group into only one set
of groups. This second change was designed to avoid the need to
eliminate participants who placed groups into multiple sets (as a
small number of participants did in Studies 1 and 2).

As in Studies 1 and 2, a 40 X 40 frequency matrix was
constructed from the data collected in the group sorting task.
Following the exclusion criteria established in Study 1, partici-
pants' sorting responses were examined to exclude any partici-
pants who placed fewer than 30 groups into clusters or who placed
more than 3 groups into multiple clusters. No participants met
these exclusion criteria, and therefore the sorting responses of
all 98 participants were included in the frequency matrix. An MDS
analysis was conducted to identify the dimensions underlying the
group sorting responses made by participants. On the basis of an
examination of stress values for the one- through five-dimension
solutions (.55, .27, .20, .15, .10), we selected the three-dimension
solution (R2 = .85) for further analysis.

Our first goal was to determine the extent to which the MDS
results were similar to those of Studies 1 and 2. If participants'
responses in the sorting task in Studies 1 and 2 were influenced by
the rating task, then the MDS results from Studies 1 and 2 should
differ from the solution observed in the present analysis, in which
the sorting task was completed alone. However, if the rating task
did not bias participants' responses in the sorting task, the results
of the present study should resemble the results of Studies 1 and 2.

To make this comparison, correlations were calculated using the
dimension scale values assigned to each group in each of the three
analyses. As can be seen in Table 12, the MDS scale values for
each dimension in the present analysis (in which the rating task
was absent) were strongly correlated with the scale values for the
corresponding dimension identified in Studies 1 and 2. These
results indicate that the structure of the MDS solution and the
dimension scale values assigned to each group were highly con-
sistent regardless of the presence or absence of the rating task.

Virtually the same MDS structure was identified when the rating
task was absent as when it was present (Studies 1 and 2).

Cluster analyses were then conducted to identify clusters of
groups based on the MDS results in this analysis. As in Studies 1
and 2, we used the MDS scale values for each of the 40 groups as
inputs into A>means cluster analysis. This analysis identified a
cluster solution directly comparable to the results of Studies 1
and 2. Both an intimacy groups cluster and a social categories
cluster clearly emerged. In addition, the analysis produced an
employment groups cluster, a nonemployment task groups cluster,
and a loose associations cluster, as in Studies 1 and 2. Group
assignments to these clusters were highly consistent with Studies 1
and 2. In comparing the results of the present analysis to Study 1,
we found that only three groups were assigned to different clusters,
whereas a similar comparison of the results of the present analysis
to Study 2 revealed that seven groups were assigned to different
clusters. Thus, the clusters obtained in the first two studies were
clearly replicated in the present analysis.

In sum, the results of this analysis were highly consistent with
the results of Studies 1 and 2, indicating that the presence of the
rating task prior to the sorting task in those two studies did not
determine participants' responses in the sorting task.

Study 3

Studies 1 and 2 produced a number of consistent and important
findings regarding the perception of groups. These studies are
among the first to provide evidence of variation among groups in
the degree to which they are perceived as coherent entities and to
identify the properties most strongly associated with perceptions of
entitativity. Furthermore, these studies indicate that perceivers
may distinguish distinct types of groups and that these types of
groups are perceived as differing not only in entitativity but also in
the properties that define them.

In these studies, the groups evaluated were not (for the most
part) groups to which participants personally belonged. Although
the basic processes by which people perceive in-groups may be
similar to the processes by which they understand out-groups,
these processes are not necessarily identical. As previously noted,
past research has provided ample evidence of differences in the
perception of in-groups and out-groups, from evaluations of
groups (Brewer, 1979) to perceptions of variability among group
members (Devos et al., 1996). It may be that group membership

Table 12
Correlations Among MDS Dimension Scale Values, Studies 1
and 2, and the Order Effects Sample

Dimension

Order Effects Sample
1
2
3

Study 1
1
2
3

Study

1

.95
- .12

.07

1MDS

2

.11

.90
-.37

3

.02

.34

.79

Study 2 MDS

1

.87
-.15
- .25

.95
- .10

.13

2

.10

.93

.06

.02

.89 -

.29

3

.33

.00

.74

.19

.29

.49
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influences perceptions of entitativity as well. Therefore, in Study 3
we extended our analysis of entitativity to the perception of in-
groups. In this study, we used the rating task of Studies 1 and 2,
with the key difference that participants generated and then made
judgments about a sample of groups to which they personally
belonged.

Beyond merely replicating the previous studies with an exami-
nation of in-groups, Study 3 also examined the relationship be-
tween perceptions of entitativity and group identification (Sher-
man et al., 1999). There are reasons to expect that perceptions of
the degree to which members of a group identify with the group
may be more strongly related to perception of entitativity in the
case of in-groups than out-groups. For one, judging the degree to
which members of an out-group value their group membership is
difficult to assess because these are private beliefs held by those
persons. In contrast, when making judgments of groups to which
they belong, perceivers can readily introspect on the degree to
which they personally value their own group membership. Thus,
perceptions of entitativity may be more strongly related to percep-
tions of the degree of identification of group members in the case
of in-groups than in the case of out-groups.

To examine the social identity value (Sherman et al., 1999) of
participants' group memberships, we investigated both the per-
sonal value that participants placed on those groups and the rela-
tive accessibility of different group memberships. To investigate
the value of different group memberships, participants rated the
degree to which the groups were personally important to them. To
assess the accessibility of different group memberships, we ana-
lyzed both the relative frequency and the order in which groups
were listed by participants (Higgins, King, & Mavin, 1982). We
predicted that groups high in entitativity would also be high in
self-importance (Sherman et al., 1999) and, furthermore, that these
groups would have greater accessibility than groups low in
entitativity.

Method

Participants

Participants were 42 students at Indiana University who participated in
the study for class credit.

Materials and Procedure

Materials for the experiment were contained in a two-part questionnaire.
Participants were first given instructions to list groups to which they
personally belonged. Specifically, they were told the following:

In this study we are interested in your perceptions of various groups.
In particular, we are interested in groups to which you personally
belong. On this page, we would like for you to list 12 groups to which
you belong. Some of these groups may be quite important to you,
whereas other groups may be less important to you. Please list one
group that you belong to on each line below.

After listing these 12 groups, participants were then given the second
part of the questionnaire packet. In this part of the questionnaire, partici-
pants were asked to rate each of the 12 groups on a series of rating scales.
These scales assessed ratings of the same nine variables measured in
Studies 1 and 2, and one additional scale assessed the importance of group
membership to the participants themselves. Ratings of entitativity were

made first, followed by the other rating scales in one of three different
orders. The "importance to group members" and "importance to self
scales were not placed next to each other in any of the three order
replications. Instructions for completing the rating task were the same as
those used in the earlier studies.

Results

Coding of Groups Into Categories

Each of the 42 participants generated a list of 12 groups to
which they personally belonged. The particular groups listed by
participants were naturally idiosyncratic and diverse. Therefore,
the first step in conducting our analysis was to assemble these
groups into larger categories. The resulting 25 categories of groups
were created by an independent coder who was unaware of both
the results of the earlier studies and the groups used in those
studies. Two other independent coders, who were also unaware of
the results of the previous studies, then placed the responses of
the 42 participants into the 25 categories. Thus, for example, work
groups were placed into the "work" category, groups related to
studying and scholarship were placed in the "scholastic groups"
category, and so on. Interjudge reliability of the coders' placement
of the groups into categories was high (89.1%); disagreements
were resolved by an experimenter. Columns 1 and 2 of Table 13
show the categories of groups and the number of responses that
were placed into each category.

It is interesting to note the relative frequency with which dif-
ferent groups were mentioned by participants in their group mem-
bership listings. For example, groups of "friends/romantic part-
ners" (n = 56) and "family" (n = 45) were listed with very high
frequency. Literally every participant listed "family" and "friends"
as groups to which they belonged, and some participants even
listed multiple instances of each of these groups (e.g., "family,"
"extended family," "close friends," "high school friends"). In
contrast, only four participants listed their gender group, and only
three listed their ethnicity.

Perceived Entitativity of Groups

We first examined how participants rated the entitativity of the
groups to which they belonged. The mean rating of groups repre-
senting each of these categories was determined for each partici-
pant, and these values were averaged across participants. As can be
seen in Table 13, there was considerable variation in the perceived
entitativity of the group memberships listed by the participants.
Groups placed in the family category were rated highest in enti-
tativity, both work and "ethnicity" groups had intermediate enti-
tativity ratings, and groups based on similarity of "physical at-
tributes" were rated lowest in entitativity. Thus, even when
participants evaluated groups to which they personally belonged,
there was evidence for a wide range in perceived entitativity
among groups.

Correlations Among Group Attributes

To investigate the relationships among the group property vari-
ables, we calculated a 10 X 10 correlation matrix for each partic-
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Table 13
Categories of Groups Generated by Participants, Study 3

Group
Number of
responses Entitativity Self-importance

Order of
listing

Family groups
Greek organizations
Student action groups
Friends/romantic partners
Religious groups
Recreation groups
Organized sports
Nonathletic competition
Military groups
Music groups
Sports groups
Work groups
Ethnicity
Academic major
Types of students
Common interest groups
Individual sports groups
Scholastic groups
People lived with or near
Nationality
Students enrolled in a class
Temporary/waiting groups
Gender
Region of country
Physical attributes

45
16
19
56
30

5
54

5
2

11
10
31

3
9

18
47
15
18
15
6

44
29
4
7
3

8.57
8.56
8.33
8.27
8.20
8.08
7.82
7.60
7.50
7.33
7.12
6.78
6.67
6.57
6.57
6.53
6.44
6.36
5.93
5.83
5.76
4.59
4.25
4.00
3.50

8.78
7.82
6.88
8.06
7.34
6.15
7.18
5.40
7.00
5.48
6.33
5.73
7.67
5.29
6.00
5.65
6.11
6.33
5.14
5.33
4.69
3.01
3.00
3.25
2.50

2.12
4.92
7.67
4.00
4.73
6.88
5.60
7.60
5.00
5.29
6.08
7.75
6.33
6.14
4.64
7.32
6.33
5.93
5.36

10.00
6.25
5.92
9.25
9.00

11.00

ipant, using the ratings of the 12 groups that each subject generated
and rated. We then determined an average correlation matrix by
selecting the median correlation for each variable pair. Table 14
shows these median correlations.

The most striking aspect of these results is their strong similarity
to the patterns obtained in Studies 1 and 2. These data again reveal
the strong intercorrelation of importance of the group, interaction,
goals, outcomes, and similarity of group members with each other
and with ratings of entitativity. However, personal importance of
group membership was the single strongest predictor (r = .75) of
entitativity of the groups, rather than degree of interaction (r =
.58) as in the previous studies. Interaction was also highly corre-
lated with both the self-importance (r = .62) and importance (to
others) of membership in the group (r = .74). Not surprisingly,

participants' ratings of the personal importance of the group and of
the importance to other group members were highly correlated
(r = .83).

There were also some interesting differences in the magnitude
(though not the direction) of some of the relationships, particularly
those involving correlations of duration, permeability, and size. As
in Studies 1 and 2, duration had a positive relationship to entita-
tivity and permeability had a negative relationship to entitativity.
However, whereas in the previous studies these relationships were
modest, in Study 3 they were much stronger. The correlation
between duration and entitativity was .45, and the correlation
between permeability and entitativity was —.43. Furthermore,
there was a strong negative correlation between duration and
permeability (r = —.61). This negative relationship was only

Table 14
Correlations Among Property Ratings, Study 3

Property

1. Entitativity
2. Self-importance
3. Interaction
4. Importance
5. Goals
6. Outcomes
7. Similarity
8. Permeability
9. Size

10. Duration

1 2

.75
—

3

.58

.62

4

.73

.83

.74
—

5

.45

.53

.48

.66
—

6

.40

.42

.38

.43

.44

7

.58

.54

.53

.58

.49

.42
—

8

-.43
- .60
- .36
- .52
- .28
-.17
- .40
—

9

-.08
- .06
- .01

.03
- .08
- .08
- .14

.04
—

10

.45

.68

.53

.69

.37

.17

.57
- .61

.12
—
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Table 15
Profiles of Clusters Based on Property Ratings, Study 3

Property

Entitativity
Self-importance
Importance
Interaction
Goals
Outcome
Similarity
Duration
Permeability
Size
Order

Intimacy
groups
(n =

M

8.05a

7.93a

7.66a

7.52a

6.86a

4.58a

5.95a

7.61a

3.99a

6.13a

4.42a

= 5)

SD

0.79
0.54
0.72
0.98
0.57
0.60
0.92
0.81
1.35
1.31
1.54

Task
groups

(« =

M

6.98b

5.96b

6.15b

6.24b

6.63a

4.47a

4.57b

4.33b

6.13b

5.84a

6.26b

= 15)

SD

0.77
0.72
0.93
0.80
1.04
1.25
0.94
0.84
0.81
0.95
1.00

Social
categories
(n =

M

4.40c

3.52C

4.38C

5.08c

4.33b

1-56,,
2.68C

8.02a

3.24a

8.31b

9.81C

= 4)

SD

1.01
1.25
1.26
0.57
0.67
0.66
1.05
1.85
2.13
0.94
0.90

Loose
associations

(« = 1)

M

4.59
3.01
2.40
2.90
4.16
3.91
2.54
1.55
7.85
4.14
5.92

Note. Ratings were made on 9-point scales with the exception of the Order variable, which is based on the
mean of the order in which groups in the cluster were listed. All means (within rows) with different subscripts
are significantly different at p < .05. n = the number of groups associated with each cluster.

weakly present in the earlier studies. One surprising difference was
the consistent lack of correlation between group size and all other
variables. Although the patterns were directionally consistent with
the patterns seen in Studies 1 and 2, they were extremely weak; as
can be seen in Table 14, size of the group was essentially uncor-
related with any of the other variables measured, including
entitativity.

Cluster Analysis of Groups

To further investigate the relationships among the groups gen-
erated by the participants, we conducted fc-means cluster analyses
paralleling those reported in Studies 1 and 2. The input to these
analyses was participants' ratings of the groups on the nine at-
tributes, excluding the ratings of entitativity. Solutions specifying
between two and six clusters were examined. The four-cluster
solution was the most stable and theoretically interpretable.

Despite the fact that participants rated idiosyncratic groups to
which they personally belonged, this analysis identified group
clusters comparable to those identified in Studies 1 and 2. Again
there was evidence of an intimacy groups cluster, based around
family and friends; a social categories cluster, based around na-
tionality and gender; a task groups cluster; and a loose associa-
tions cluster, containing a single category of groups coded as
"temporary and waiting groups." The rating profiles of these
clusters are shown in Table 15. The entitativity ratings followed
the expected patterns, with intimacy groups rated highest
(M = 8.05), followed by task groups (M - 6.98), social categories
(M = 4.40), and loose associations (M = 4.59). Although we could
not conduct post hoc tests comparing the loose associations cluster
to the other clusters (because it contains only one observation), we
did compare the intimacy, task, and social categories clusters to
each other. A one-way ANOVA comparing the mean entitativity
ratings of these clusters was highly significant, F(2, 21) = 23.65,
p < .001, and post hoc Newman-Keuls tests showed that all
pairwise differences in entitativity among these clusters were sig-
nificant (p < .05).

Analyses of the social identity value of these group member-
ships revealed further differences. Two measures were relevant to
the social identity value of the different group memberships. First,
ratings of the personal importance of group memberships differed
among the intimacy groups, task groups, and social categories
clusters, F(2, 21) = 21.64, p < .001. As can be seen in Table 15,
intimacy groups were rated highest in personal importance, fol-
lowed by task groups, and then social categories (all pairwise
differences significant atp < .05). Furthermore, the average order
in which these types of groups were listed also differs among these
clusters of groups, F(2, 21) = 33.19, p < .001. Intimacy groups
were listed earliest, followed by task groups, and then social
categories (all pairwise differences significant at p < .05).

Relationship Between Entitativity and Cognitive
Accessibility of Group Memberships

We considered the order in which participants listed their group
memberships to be an indirect indicator of the group's accessibil-
ity, which we predicted to be related to the group's importance to
the individual. We also hypothesized that the importance of one's
group membership would be related to the perceived entitativity of
the group, and therefore that the order of listing should be related
to ratings of entitativity as well. As indicated by the preceding
discussion regarding the cluster profiles, it does appear that there
are positive relationships between entitativity, self-importance,
and the accessibility of different group memberships. To test our
hypotheses more precisely, we correlated the order in which par-
ticipants listed groups with their ratings of the group properties.
These analyses supported the hypotheses specified above. First, as
expected, there was a strong negative correlation between the
average order in which participants listed groups and the self-
importance (r = — .72) of those groups, indicating that groups that
were high in self-importance were listed earlier than the groups
low in self-importance. Second, there was also a strong negative
correlation between of the average order in which groups were
listed and ratings of entitativity (r = -.67). Thus, groups rated
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high in entitativity were listed earlier than groups rated low in
entitativity.

Discussion

We had two major goals in conducting Study 3. First, we wanted
to determine the extent to which the results of Studies 1 and 2
would replicate in the case of in-groups. Second, we wished to
analyze the relationship of entitativity to the social identity value
of groups.

Regarding the first goal, the results of Study 3 converge im-
pressively with the findings of Studies 1 and 2. In a third subject
population, and with groups to which participants personally be-
longed, we again found evidence of four general types of groups.
Once again there was an intimacy groups cluster, a task groups
cluster, a social categories cluster, and a loose associations cluster.
We also found strong overall support for the relationships between
the group property variables and entitativity. However, importance
of the group to the self, rather than group-member interaction, had
the strongest relationship to entitativity. Furthermore, duration also
had a stronger positive relationship to entitativity, and permeability
had a stronger negative relationship to entitativity in Study 3 than
in Studies 1 and 2. Finally, unlike Studies 1 and 2, size had
virtually no correlation with any of the other variables.

Relevant to our second goal, we examined three types of evi-
dence regarding the social identity value of different types of
group memberships. First, we analyzed the relative frequency with
which different groups were listed by participants. This analysis
showed that intimacy groups (such as family and friends) and task
groups (such as interest groups) were listed frequently, whereas
social categories (such as gender, ethnicity, and nationality) were
listed infrequently. Second, we determined the rank order in which
different types of groups were listed and found that intimacy
groups were listed earliest, followed by task groups, loose associ-
ations, and social categories. Third, we examined the personal
importance of the groups to participants. Intimacy groups were
rated highest in self-importance, followed by task groups, and then
social categories and loose associations. These findings suggest
that intimacy groups have the greatest social identity value. They
were listed most frequently and earliest by participants and were
rated highest in personal importance. Task groups were also listed
frequently and were second to intimacy groups in personal impor-
tance. Social category memberships tended to be listed infre-
quently and, when listed, were generated later than intimacy and
task groups. However, there were certain exceptions to this rule.
Ethnicity, at least for the three participants who listed it, clustered
with intimacy groups and was moderately high in self-importance.
Finally, as is no surprise, loose associations were low in self-
importance and were not generated early in participants' group
listings.

Our analyses also indicate a strong relationship between entita-
tivity and group identification. Both the personal importance and
cognitive accessibility of group memberships were strongly cor-
related with perceptions of entitativity.

General Discussion

Our goal in the present research was to offer some empirically
based insights into how people perceive the wide variety of groups

that they encounter in everyday life. To that end, we addressed
three important issues. First, we examined the degree to which
perceivers saw different groups as varying in entitativity and we
identified the properties of groups that were most strongly related
to these perceptions. Second, we identified a small set of distinct
types of groups as perceived by our participants and described
these types of groups in terms of entitativity and other properties.
Finally, we examined the perception of group entitativity from the
perspective of in-group members and determined the relationship
of group entitativity to the social identity value of group
membership.

Conceptions of Entitativity

Our research is among the first to demonstrate that perceivers
see substantial variation among groups in regard to the entitativity,
or "groupness," of groups. More important, we have determined
the manner in which different properties of groups are related to
perceptions of entitativity. Across the studies reported in this
article, there was consistent evidence that perception of interac-
tion, common goals, common outcomes, group-member similarity,
and importance of the group are strongly intercorrelated and are all
highly correlated with perceptions of entitativity.

The other three variables assessed in this research—size, dura-
tion, and permeability—had weaker relationships to entitativity.
Although there was not a strong direct link between these other
variables and entitativity, it would be a mistake to dismiss these
variables as unimportant. For one, these variables were important
in defining the clusters of groups identified in our research. That is,
they played an important role in the patterns of variables that
differentiated the different types of groups in the cluster analyses.
Furthermore, it is important to distinguish between the proximal
and distal effects of group properties upon perceptions of entita-
tivity. For example, in our analysis, perceptions of group member
interaction were much more strongly related to perceptions of
entitativity than were judgments of group size. This result might be
construed to indicate that size is unrelated to perceptions of enti-
tativity. However, past research demonstrates that group size may
affect the degree and nature of interaction, with members of
smaller groups having more extensive and effective interaction
than members of large groups (e.g., Cohen & Cohen, 1991; Hare,
1952). Thus, it may be that group size does have an impact on
perceptions of entitativity but does so indirectly through its effect
on group-member interaction.

In this research, we investigated the role of several variables as
"predictors" of entitativity. As such, entitativity has been concep-
tualized here as a function of the properties of the group itself.
Thus, our research used perceptions of group properties (e.g., size,
duration, degree of interaction among group members) to predict
perceptions of entitativity. These properties were drawn from the
writings of several theorists who have discussed possible anteced-
ents of entitativity (e.g., Brewer & Harasty, 1996; Campbell, 1958;
Hamilton et al., 1998; McGarty et al., 1995), and our results are
informative about the relative importance of these variables.

However, there are two other ways of approaching this topic that
are also important for understanding how perceivers make judg-
ments of entitativity. One approach emphasizes the goals and
beliefs of the perceiver. For example, perceivers in different cul-
tures may have different beliefs about groups that influence their
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perceptions of entitativity. Collectivist cultures stress the role of
personal interdependence and groups more than do individualistic
cultures (Triandis, 1995), which may lead members of collectivist
and individualistic cultures to perceive the entitativity of groups in
different ways or based on different properties. In addition, there
may be individual differences that influence perceptions of enti-
tativity (see Brewer & Harasty, 1996, for a discussion of such
variables).

The other important perspective emphasizes the nature of the
situation or context in which a group is perceived. In the present
studies, we examined the properties of groups in an abstract,
unspecified context. However, in reality, groups are generally
perceived within a particular context that can influence perceptions
of them. For example, a competitive context, in which groups are
in conflict with one another, may increase perceptions of entita-
tivity (Brewer et al., 1995). Understanding how such contextual
factors influence perceptions of entitativity is an important task for
the future. Although necessarily speculative at this point, our
hypothesis would be that contextual (and individual difference)
factors have an effect upon entitativity as mediated through per-
ception of the properties of the group. Thus, insofar as introducing
competition between groups increases the perceived entitativity of
these groups, competition should do so by influencing the degree
to which perceivers see members of the group as sharing goals,
being similar, and so forth. Furthermore, in light of our findings
that perceivers distinguish among distinct types of groups, it is also
possible that some contextual factors may have different effects on
perceptions of entitativity in relation to different types of groups.
For example, conflict between task groups may have different
effects on perceptions of entitativity than when conflict occurs
between social categories. Understanding how different contextual
factors influence perceptions of entitativity for different types of
groups is a particularly important issue for future research.

Relevant to these considerations, the results of Study 3 can be
viewed as providing some evidence of generality across both
motivational and contextual variables. In that study, participants
rated groups to which they belonged, which presumably would
engage some motivational investment. Moreover, the groups they
rated were specific, real groups with which they were very familiar
and in which they had personal experiences, in contrast to the
mostly generic group labels presented to participants in Studies 1
and 2. Despite these differences, the results of Study 3 revealed
considerable similarity to the findings of the earlier studies. Inti-
macy groups were again rated highest in entitativity, followed by
task groups, social categories, and loose associations. Furthermore,
the general pattern of correlations among variables was quite
similar for in-groups and out-groups. There were, however, some
differences. For example, the variable with the strongest relation-
ship to entitativity in the case of in-groups was the degree to which
the perceiver personally valued that group membership, whereas in
both Studies 1 and 2, perceptions of interaction among group
members had the strongest relationship to perceptions of entitativ-
ity. Thus, in-group/out-group status does appear to alter somewhat
the properties that are most strongly related to seeing a group as a
coherent entity. Other contextual .factors may also influence the
degree to which particular properties are most strongly related to
perceptions of entitativity. However, the overall consistency of
these findings with the results of Studies 1 and 2 is perhaps the
most striking aspect of these data.

Varieties of Groups

Another major goal of this research was to investigate the
distinctions that perceivers make among the variety of groups they
encounter in the social world. We were particularly interested in
identifying these clusters of groups based on both the rated prop-
erties of groups (size, permeability, etc.) and the manner in which
perceivers intuitively classified groups. In fact, it was an open
question as to whether there would be correspondence between the
clusters of groups identified through these two methods. However,
our research revealed considerable consistency in the clusters
identified by these different approaches.

Furthermore, the results of our research are consistent with the
findings of others who have investigated related issues. For exam-
ple, Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, and Efhier (1995) identified several
distinct types of social identities. Despite the differences between
a study of types of groups and a study of types of identities, there
is a striking correspondence between the nature of the clusters of
groups identified in our work and the clusters of identities deter-
mined by Deaux et al. (1995). The intimacy groups cluster in our
research is similar to the sorts of identities found in the "relation-
ship" identities in Deaux et al.'s work. Likewise, our task group
cluster is comparable to the identities in Deaux et al.'s "vocation/
avocation" cluster, and our social categories cluster bears resem-
blance to the other three clusters of identities ("ethnicity/national-
ity," "political affiliations," and "stigmas") identified in Deaux et
al.'s study.

Our research also helps to clarify the long-standing but largely
unexamined distinction between social categories and dynamic
groups. Our results provide firm evidence that lay perceivers
distinguish between social categories and dynamic groups, though
our research indicates two types of groups (intimacy groups and
task groups) that may fit the definition of dynamic groups as
articulated by Lewin (1948) and others. As we noted in the
introduction, there is little research comparing how mental repre-
sentations of social categories and dynamic groups are developed
and used. This seems like a particularly important area for future
work.

It is also important to further understand the differences between
intimacy and task groups. Our findings indicate that these groups
have very similar property profiles on some dimensions (e.g., size
and degree of interaction) but differences in terms of other vari-
ables such as duration and permeability. Furthermore, as indicated
by the results of the clustering based on participants' sorting
responses, perceivers also intuitively distinguish between these
types of groups. Research by Clark and Mills (1993) and Fiske
(1992; see also Haslam, 1994) may be useful in understanding the
differences between task and intimacy groups. This work suggests
the possibility that the different types of groups identified in our
research may be governed by different social rules. For example,
intimacy groups may be regulated by principles of generosity or
communal sharing, whereas task-oriented groups may be regulated
more by equity principles.

However, further research is required to determine the manner
in which perceivers use information about social rules to make
inferences about other aspects of a group, such as the group's
entitativity. To date, very little research has investigated this issue.
One exception is Greenberg (1983), who found that perceivers
were influenced by the type of social rule used between two
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persons when making inferences about the duration of the persons'
relationship and their commitment to it. Further research examin-
ing the degree to which perceivers use these sorts of cues to make
inferences about the entitativity of groups would be worthwhile
and would develop what we believe is an important point of
connection between the group dynamics and social perception
research literatures.

Future research is also needed to study how impressions are
formed for the four types of groups identified in the present work.
Our previous research (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996; McConnell et
al., 1997) suggests that information describing groups that are high
in entitativity should be processed differently than information
about groups low in entitativity. Specifically, high-entitativity
groups should evoke more integrative processing of informa-
tion related to the group, more spontaneous dispositional infer-
ences, and enhanced recall of group-relevant information than
low-entitativity groups (Hamilton, Sherman, & Maddox, 1999;
McConnell et al., 1997; Susskind et al., 1999). In light of these
processing differences, the present results suggest that impressions
and judgments of intimacy and task groups (highest in entitativity)
may be formed differently than impressions of social categories
(middling in entitativity) and loose associations (lowest in
entitativity).

In considering the types of groups identified in this research, and
the levels of entitativity associated with each type of group, a
question may be raised concerning the emphasis on social catego-
ries in past research on stereotyping. Does the moderate level of
entitativity associated with social categories imply that such social
category memberships are not used as an important basis for social
judgments when perceiving individuals? We think this is unlikely
to be true for several reasons. First, many social categories differ
from other groups in the degree to which membership in the group
is available to perceivers when making judgments of an individual
who is in the group. For example, the nature of someone's gender
(male vs. female) is more readily available to a social perceiver for
making a judgment of a target person than the nature of that
person's family. The nature of a target person's family (whether
the members are intelligent, industrious, etc.) might be a much
richer source of information about that person than his or her
gender. However, obtaining that information is much more diffi-
cult than identifying the person's gender. Second, other authors
have argued that at least some social categories may be perceived
as possessing a biological essence (Rothbart & Taylor, 1992).
Although the relationship between perception of essence and per-
ceptions of entitativity remains to be conclusively determined,
perception of essence may influence social judgments differently
than perceptions of entitativity. Thus, the present research does not
cast doubt on the utility of past research concerning how social
category knowledge is used in social judgments. It does, however,
suggest that there are many unanswered questions concerning the
similarities and differences in how knowledge about different
types of groups is mentally represented and used by lay people to
understand the social world.

The Social Identity Value of Group Memberships

One implication concerning the types of groups uncovered in
our research is that membership in different types of groups may
have different value to people. The present research has provided

evidence that people value intimacy groups (such as family and
friendship groups) more highly than other types of groups. These
findings raise a number of important and interesting issues relating
to the social identity value (Sherman et al., 1999) of different
group memberships.

Perhaps most striking is the relatively low value placed on social
category memberships. This result seems somewhat surprising,
given that these kinds of category memberships constitute the
focus of much research related to social identification and stigma
(Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). How-
ever, this finding should be interpreted with some caution. We
doubt that people always value social category memberships (such
as race, ethnicity, and gender) less than they do their memberships
in intimacy and task groups. For example, in Study 3, the three
participants who listed ethnicity as a group membership rated it
relatively high in personal importance (in fact, in the clustering
analysis ethnicity was in the intimacy groups cluster). Had the
sample of participants in Study 3 been composed of members of an
ethnic minority group, ethnicity may well have emerged as a more
significant group membership in our analyses.

An important area for future research is how members of ethnic
minority groups identify with, and cognitively represent, their
membership in these social categories. A number of issues remain
to be conclusively understood regarding how members of ethnic
(and other) minority groups perceive their group. Do members of
minority social categories value their membership more than in-
dividuals who are part of majority social categories? Do members
of minority social categories mentally represent these social cate-
gories differently than do members of majority social categories,
particularly with regard to the perceived entitativity of the social
category? Research addressing these questions would be valuable
for extending the generalizability of the findings of Study 3.

Beyond this, we also think it is likely that different types-of
groups serve different kinds of needs for people. Past research on
social relationships has suggested that distinct needs may be
served through different social relationships. For example, Mackie
and Goethals (1987) argued that individuals are motivated by a
number of distinct goals (e.g., utilitarian, knowledge, and identity
goals) that they may achieve through membership in groups that
are organized to achieve these goals. However, relatively little
work has investigated perceptions of the importance of these
group-related motivations and the relative importance ascribed to
groups that serve different goals or motives. Investigating the
bases of identification and the needs met by group memberships
vis-a-vis the types of groups identified in our work seems to be a
particularly important area for future work.

Conclusion

In this research we have investigated some aspects of how
people perceive social groups, in particular the properties of
groups that lead to seeing them as coherent entities. Although
clearly an important concept, entitativity has received surprisingly
little empirical attention since Campbell (1958) first introduced
it 40 years ago. Our examination of entitativity advances the
understanding of this important concept and provides a stronger
foundation for future work investigating the perception of groups.
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Appendix

Cluster Assignment for the Group Sorting Task

American rating data American MDS data Polish rating data Polish MDS data

Intimacy groups

Members of a family
Romantic relationship
Friends
Local street gang

Orchestra
Sports team
Rock band

Members of a family
Romantic relationship
Friends
Local street gang
People having dinner together

Roommates
Students studying for exam

Members of a family
Romantic relationship
Friends

Members of a family
Romantic relationship
Friends

People having dinner together

People who enjoy classical music
People attending an athletic contest

Social categories

Citizens of Poland
Citizens of America
Women
Blacks
Jews
Doctors

Citizens of Poland
Citizens of America
Women
Blacks
Jews

Citizens of Poland
Citizens of America
Women
Blacks
Jews
Doctors

Citizens of Poland
Citizens of America
Women
Blacks
Jews

Task groups

Airline flight crew
Company committee
Coworkers assigned a project
Members of a jury
Cast of a play
Student campus committee
Local environmental organization
Support group
Students studying for exam
Employees of local restaurant

University social club
People having dinner together
Roommates

Airline flight crew
Company committee
Coworkers assigned a project
Members of a jury
Cast of a play
Student campus committee
Local environmental organization
Support group

Employees of local restaurant
People who work in the same factory
Rock band
Orchestra
Labor union
Members of a political party
Sports team
Plumbers
Teachers

Doctors
University social club

Airline flight crew
Company committee
Coworkers assigned a project
Members of a jury
Cast of a play
Student campus committee
Local environmental organization
Support group
Students studying for exam

Rock band
Orchestra
Labor union
Members of a political party
Sports team

Local street gang

People having dinner together

Airline flight crew
Company committee
Coworkers assigned a project
Members of a jury
Cast of a play
Student campus committee
Local environmental organization
Support group
Students studying for exam
Employees of local restaurant
People who work in the same factory
Rock band
Orchestra
Labor union
Members of a political party
Sports team
Plumbers
Teachers
Local street gang
Doctors
University social club

Loose Associations

People at a bus stop
Line at a bank
Audience at a movie
Live in same neighborhood
Students at a university
Students in a class
Retirement home
Enjoy classical music
Attending an athletic contest
Plumbers
Teachers
Work in the same factory

Labor union
Members of a political party

People at a bus stop
Line at a bank
Audience at a movie
Live in same neighborhood
Students at a university
Students in a class
Retirement home
Enjoy classical music
Attending an athletic contest

People at a bus stop
Line at a bank
Audience at a movie
Live in same neighborhood
Students at a university
Students in a class
Retirement home
Enjoy classical music
Attending an athletic contest
Plumbers
Teachers
Work in the same factory
Roommates

Employees of local restaurant
University social club

People at a bus stop
Line at a bank
Audience at a movie
Live in same neighborhood
Students at a university
Students in a class
Retirement home

Roommates

Received May 17, 1998




