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Abstract

Entitativity is a key construct for understanding group perception. But the question of under-
standing this construct is troublesome. There are three theoretical approaches to understanding
group entitativity (essence-based entitativity, agency-based entitativity and unity-based entita-
tivity) and at least two different empirical strategies for measuring the entitativity (operational-
ization in one of the theoretical approaches and entitativity as a set of characteristics from differ-
ent approaches that work as a common scale). This paper aims to answer the question whether
there are any differences in the various understanding of entitativity. In our studies entitativity
is described as involving three components: “essence” (the group members’ similarity), “agency”
(the goals and the interaction between group members) and “unity” (the cohesion of a group and
the degree of the group importance). In Study 1 a series of confirmatory factor analyses revealed
that the three-component model of entitativity fitted the data well for different groups (ingroup,
outgroup, intimacy groups and social categories) and demonstrated a better fit compared to the
alternative model (entitativity as a common construct). The results of the study suggest that the
components of entitativity are interrelated, but not identical to each other. Study 2 demonstrat-
ed that the use of different ways of understanding entitativity (such as “essence”, “agency”, and
“unity” components or the common entitativity scale) doesn’t lead to differences related to bla-
tant prejudice, subtle prejudice, and identification. Our results demonstrate that there are no
substantial differences between the measurements of entitativity. The implications of the
obtained results for future research are discussed.
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Hamilton and Sherman (1996)
emphasize that there are differences
between the perception of a single actor
and a social group. In particular, the
perception of a group is strongly con-
nected with the group’s entitativity.
This concept was first introduced by
Donald Campbell (1958), and was
defined by Lickel et al. (2000) as the
“degree to which a collection of persons
are perceived as being bonded together
into a coherent unit” (p. 224). Previous

studies showed that entitativity is con-
nected with identification (Castano,
Yzerbyt, Paladino, & Sacchi, 2002;
Castano, Yzerbyt, & Bourguignon, 2003;
Crawford & Salaman, 2012; Hogg,
Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffitt,
2007), impression formation (Hamilton
& Sherman, 1996), intergroup relations
(Castano, Sacchi, & Gries, 2003;
Dasgupta, Banaji, & Abelson, 1999),
stereotyping (Crawford, Sherman, &
Hamilton, 2002; Spencer-Rodgers,
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Hamilton, & Sherman, 2007), ingroup
bias and prejudice (Castano et al,
2002; Effron & Knowles, 2015; Gaert-
ner & Schopler, 1998; Newheiser,
Tausch, Dovidio, & Hewstone, 2009),
changing attitudes (Clark & Thiem,
2015; Rydell & McConnell, 2005), col-
lective responsibility (Denson, Lickel,
Curtis, Stenstrom, & Ames, 2006;
Lickel, Schmader, & Hamilton, 2003)
and so on. These results make entitativ-
ity the main construct in the under-
standing of group perception. But the
question of an operationalization of
entitativity is troublesome. The analy-
sis showed that there are three theoret-
ical approaches and at least two differ-
ent empirical strategies for measuring
the entitativity.

The aim of this paper is to answer
the question if there are any real differ-
ences between the various understand-
ings of the entitativity. To attain this
we have first examined the way group
entitativity has been defined and meas-
ured over a number of years. In the sec-
ond step, we have tested the factor
structure of entitativity for various
groups (intimacy group (ingroup/out-
group) and social categories (ingroup/
outgroup)) (Study 1). In the third step,
we have investigated the connection of
different operationalizations of entita-
tivity with prejudice and identification
and whether the use of different scales
brings different results (Study 2).

Approaches to the definition and
measurement of entitativity
Essence-based entitativity

The “essence-based entitativity the-
ories” consider similarity (homogene-

ity) in common attributes (e.g. physical
features, personality traits, trait-relat-
ed behavior et al.) (Crawford et al,
2002; Dasgupta et al., 1999) and com-
mon history (e.g. cultural socialization,
life event) (Brewer, Hong, & Lee,
2004) as key characteristics of entita-
tivity. These common attributes are
considered as innate (skin color, gen-
der) internal dispositions that are fixed
and shared by all group members. In lay
beliefs, people often (mis)attribute
essences to social groups not making a
distinction between physical features
and personality traits. Consequently,
they consider that somebody with spe-
cific properties (e.g. looking like an
Asian man) has specific character traits
(e.g. the ability to do maths) (Abelson,
Dasgupta, Park, & Banaji, 1998;
Dasgupta et al,, 1999). Despite the
popular view of the social group in lay
perception, empirical studies showed
that entitativity and homogeneity
(similarity) are two different but relat-
ed constructs that have independent
impacts on the group’s perception
(Brewer et al.,, 2004; Crawford et al,,
2002; Pickett & Perrott, 2004). Thus,
Crump et al. (2010) showed that the
perception of entitativity and homo-
geneity differs for ingroups and out-
groups. In particular, the ingroup was
perceived to be more entitative than
the outgroup, and the outgroup was
perceived as more homogeneous than
the ingroup (out-group homogeneity
effect). The authors concluded that
homogeneity (similarity) is not a suffi-
cient condition for the perception of
entitativity, because in this case an
interdependent but dissimilar person
would be perceived as a part of a low-
entitativity group, but this is a wrong
way to describe a real social group.
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Agency-based entitativity

According to Hamilton (2007) the
interaction between the group mem-
bers can be considered as another rea-
son for entitativity, which gives the
best theoretical framework to explain
different group phenomena (i.e. stereo-
typing, prejudice, and discrimination).
The “agency-based entitativity theo-
ries” are focused on describing the
group members’ heterogeneity and the
variability of group parameters over
time and in changing circumstances
(Jans, Postmes, & Van der Zee, 2011).
In this case, group entitativity is deter-
mined by the interaction of its mem-
bers, the perception of a common fate,
the group’s goals and outcomes and the
extent of the group organization
(Brewer et al., 2004; Levy, Plaks, Hong,
Chiu, & Dweck, 2001). According to
this approach, in groups with high lev-
els of entitativity, individuals are con-
sidered as interdependent and often
communicate with each other to
achieve the group’s goals. In general,
the interaction between a group’s mem-
bers is regarded as the most significant
predictor of entitativity and this was
confirmed at an empirical level.
Welbourne (1999) has compared the
interaction and similarity of a group’s
members as factors of group perception
and concluded that interaction direct-
ed at achieving common goals better
predicts a formed impression of a
group’s members than their similarity.
Gaertner and Schopler (1998) experi-
mentally manipulated the level of
interaction between a team’s members
in competition and demonstrated that
groups with an intensive level of inter-
action were assessed as being more
entitative. Igarashi and Kashima

(2011) confirmed this conclusion by
studying the perception of a group’s
entitativity in social networks.

Entitativity as unity

Previous research has argued that the
perception of social groups, especially
group entitativity, is based on the unity
of a group, and the cohesion of a group
members (Crawford et al., 2002;
Meneses, Ortega, Navarro, & de Qui-
jano, 2008). Thurston (2012) asked the
participants to categorize forty social
groups into different clusters. In the first
condition, participants sorted groups
using the definition of entitativity as a
basis for categorization (“degree to
which a collection of individuals is per-
ceived to be a single unit (i.e., one
“thing”)), in the secound condition, they
performed the sorting task using the def-
inition of cohesion as “dynamic process
that is reflected in the tendency for a
group to stick together and remain unit-
ed in the pursuit of its instrumental
objectives and/or for the satisfaction of
member affective needs”. Results showed
that the content of the clusters in both
conditions were shared by 75% of partic-
ipants. In general, the researchers have
demonstrated that cohesion is a strong
predictor of the perception of a group as
a whole (Carron et al., 2004; Ip, Chiu, &
Wan, 2006; Mannarini, Rochira, & Talo,
2012). They suggested that some groups
are more cohesive, or tightly connected,
than others, and group cohesiveness
increases the perceived entitativity of a
group (Harasty, 1996).

Measurement of entitativity

We have analyzed the differences in
theoretical approaches to the entitativity.
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Now we shall turn to the analysis of the
empirical measurement of entitativity.
The analysis showed that on the empir-
ical level the authors have used differ-
ent types of measurement of entitativi-
ty, separately or in connection with one
another. New measures typically have
been constructed for each study draw-
ing only partially or not at all on prior
work. Nevertheless, basic measurement
strategies can be distinguished in
empirical studies. In the first case, the
authors operationalize group entitativ-
ity in one of the approaches described
above; for example, considering group
entitativity as the only similarity of its
members (e.g “[Group members] are
similar in physical appearance” (Kure-
bayashi, Hoffman, Ryan, & Murayama,
2012; Rutchick, Hamilton, & Sack,
2008; Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton, et
al,, 2007)), the interaction between
members of a group (“[Group mem-
bers] share common goals and inten-
tions” (Denson et al., 2006; Effron &
Knowles, 2015; Rydell & McConnell,
2005)), or group members’ unity (“the
degree to which [Group members]
qualify as a real group” or “[Group
members] are like a unified whole” and
so on) (Jans, Postmes, & Van der Zee,
2012; Koudenburg, Postmes, &
Gordijn, 2014). The studies show that
the different components are intercon-
nected (Brewer et al., 2004; Ip et al,,
2006; Rutchick et al., 2008). In the sec-
ond case, the authors used a set of char-
acteristics from different approaches
that work as a common scale
(Crawford & Salaman, 2012; Denson et
al., 2006; Lickel et al., 2000; Sacchi,
Castano, & Brauer, 2009) (e.g. “[ Group
members] share common goals and
intentions”, “| Group members] are like
a unified whole” and “[Group mem-

bers] are similar in physical appear-
ance” in a common scale).

Summing up the theoretical and
empirical results described so far, we
could conclude that there are three the-
oretical approaches to describe the
entitativity, and at least two various
empirical strategies to operationalize
this construct. In the next step, we
examine which model of entitativity is
most relevant to the data.

Study 1

Based on theoretical approaches
and empirical strategies for measuring
the entitativity we assumed that group
entitativity could be described by two
different models that are present in
Figure 1. The first model (Figure 1a)
describes entitativity as three compo-
nents (essence, agency and unity),
which are three scales of the general-
ized entitativity construct. The second
model (Figure 1b) describes entitativi-
ty as a unicomponent construct, in
which all items represent one common
scale of entitativity. The aim of this
study is to compare which of these
models better describes the empirical
data. To check the robustness of the
models we measured the entitativity of
four different groups (intimacy group
(ingroup/outgroup) and social cate-
gories (ingroup/outgroup).

Method
Participants

Study participants were 394
Russians. The sample consisted of 22%
males (n = 87) and 77.4% females
(n = 305); two participants didn’t spec-
ify their gender. Participants were
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Figure 1

Alternative models of entitativity

A: Three-factor model

between 13 and 64 years old,
M, = 25.63, SD,, = 11.15. All partici-
pants identified themselves as

“Russian”. Participants included 48
senior high school students, 144 stu-
dents, and 189 respondents with higher
education; 13 participants didn’t speci-
fy their education.

Procedure and Materials

The data was collected through a
Virtualexs system (a specialized system
to gather empirical data). Registered
users of this system received an email
invitation to take part in a study about
the perception of different social
groups. Participation in the study was
voluntary, anonymous and unpaid.
Respondents had to fill in an electronic
questionnaire in Russian and consis-
tently evaluate four groups. Those cho-
sen for this study included an intimacy

B: One-factor model

group (ingroup — my family, out-
group — my friend’s family) and social
categories (ingroup — Russians, out-
group — migrants from Central Asia).

Measures

Based on three different approaches
to entitativity, 12 items (four for each
approach) have been picked up.

Essence component. This dimension
included four items describing common
attributes of the group’s members: phys-
ical appearance, personality traits, trait-
related behavior and common history
(e.g. “Russians have many personality
characteristics in common”, “Russians
share a common past experience”). All
ratings were made on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 to 7 (1 — absolutely
disagree, 7 — absolutely agree).

Agency component. Four items
described the amount of interaction
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among members of each target group,
whether the members had common
goals and common outcomes (e.g.
“Russians frequently interact with each
other”). All ratings were made on
7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 to
7 (1 — absolutely disagree, 7 —
absolutely agree).

Unity component. Evaluation of this
component was based on four items
describing the group as a whole, cohe-
sion and so on (e.g. “Russians are like a
unified whole”, “Russians are a cohe-
sive group”). Each item was assessed on
a 7-point Likert rating scale (1 —
absolutely disagree, 7 — absolutely
agree).

Data Analysis

We performed a series of confirma-
tory factor analyses (CFA) by using the
maximum likelihood parameter esti-
mates with standard errors and chi-
square test statistic that are robust to
non-normality (MLR). We compared
two different measurement models of
the entitativity, which reflect two main
perspectives (see Figure 1). In order to
investigate the factorial invariance of
the proposed measurement model of
entitativity, we conducted a series of
multi-group CFA analyses testing the
configural (same structure across
groups), metric (same factor loadings
across groups), and scalar (same factor
loadings and item intercepts across
groups) invariance of the model across
the four types of an evaluated group
(intimacy in-group, intimacy out-
group, social in-group, and social out-
group). Nested models were compared
by using Ax? (Satorra & Bentler, 2001)
and ACFI. We relied on the ACFI > .01
criterion of a significant difference

(Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). All CFAs
performed by lavaan R package
(Rosseel, 2012).

Results and discussion

Table 1 shows goodness of fit indica-
tors for two different models of the
entitativity across four types of group
(see Figure 1). In all types of groups,
Model 1 showed a poor fit, with Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) values ranging from .122 to
142, Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (SRMR) values ranging from
086 to .106, Comparative Fit Index
(CFI) values ranging from .709 to .826,
and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) values
ranging from .644 to .788. Model 2
showed a good fit except for the social
out-group. CFI and TLI values exceed-
ed the threshold of .930, RMSEA was
below the threshold of .080, and SRMR
did not exceed the critical value of .060
(Byrne, 2011; Hu & Bentler, 1999). In
the case of the social outgroup
(Migrants from Central Asia) Model 2
showed a poor fit. Analysis of the modi-
fication indices (MI) revealed an error
covariance between two pairs of items:
“The [group] is a well-organized group”
(unity-3) and “The [group] is like a
unified whole” (unity-4), “[Group
members] can achieve a common goal
together” (agency-2) and “[Group
members] frequently interact with each
other” (agency-3). Group specifics can
explain these covariates. Migrants from
Central Asia are perceived as members
of a collectivistic culture, where the
group is considered as unified and cohe-
sive and the group’s members as having
stable intentions and the ability to
achieve their goals together (Kashima
et al., 2005; Spencer-Rodgers, Williams,
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Hamilton, Peng, & Wang, 2007).
Therefore, in evaluating this group the
cohesiveness and inner organization of
the group are more prominent than in
others and this is a source of additional
covariance. Furthermore, the items
agency-2 and agency-3 have close
wording in Russian and follow each
other in the questionnaire, which could
cause an error covariance. Since the
covariates can be meaningfully
explained, we modified Model 2 by
freeing these two error covariances,
after that the modified Model 2 showed
a good fit to the data. The model’s
Akaike Information Criterions (AIC)

also showed that Model 2 (a modified
Model 2 in case of the social out-group
(Migrants from Central Asia) has a
better fit than Models 1 (a lower AIC
value indicates a better trade-off
between fit and complexity). All factor
loadings exceeded .50 (except loading
of the one item) in the social ingroup
(Russians) which was .49 and differed
from zero (p <.001) (see Figure 2).
These results indicate that the
model with three latent factors that are
three subscales of entitativity fitted the
data better than the alternative one-
factor model. And this model is robust
across four different types of groups.

Table 1
Goodness of fit indicators for measuring models of the entitativity
Model X \ df \ RMSEA [90% CI] \ SRMR \ CFI \ TLI \ AIC
Intimacy in-group (family)

Model 1 366.52* 54 22 [.111; .132] .089 826 | 788 | 16342
Model 2 127.54% 51 .062 [.050, .074] .050 957 | 945 | 16049
Social in-group (Russians)

Model 1 477.65% 54 41 [.131; 151] 104 709 | 644 | 17004
Model 2 133.45% 51 064 [.053; .076] 054 943 | 927 | 16546
Social out-group (Migrants from Central Asia)

Model 1 480.35% 54 142 [.133; .150] .086 749 | 693 | 14820
Model 2 211.98* 51 .090 [.080, .099] .066 905 | 877 | 14303
Ii/loczﬂ(feilefl 135.76* 49 067 [.057, .077] 057 949 | 931 | 14167
Intimacy out-group (friend’s family)

Model 1 428.38* 54 133 [.124; 142] .106 760 | 707 | 14868
Model 2 100.04* 51 .049 [.038; .061] .050 969 | 959 | 14314

Note. Model 1 — one-factor model where all 12 items load one common factor (Figure 1b). Model 2 —
three-factor model with three latent factors which are three subscales of entitativity (Figure 1a). df —

degree of freedom. RMSEA — root mean square error of approximation; CFI — comparative fit index;

TLI — Tucker Lewis index; SRMR — standardized root mean square residual; AIC — Akaike informa-

tion criterion. * — p < .001.
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The factorial invariance of the
three-factor model of entitativity (with
free two error covariances: unity-
3/unity-4 and agency-2/agency-3) was
tested by a multi-group CFA across the
four groups. We evaluated the fit of a
full invariant model. The results of
model fit tests and a model comparison
are summarized in Table 2. The fit of
the configural invariance model (A)
(equal structure) was good (RMSEA
lower .08, CFI and TLI higher the
benchmark of .930) suggesting an
invariant three-factor solution of enti-
tativity in all four types of group. The
fit of the full metric invariance model
(B) (equal factor loadings) was also
good, but it was statistically worse than
the configural invariance model (A)
(Ax? =99.87, p <.001, ACFI = .010).
The fit of the full scalar invariance
model (C) (equal factor loadings and
intercepts) was unacceptable. Thus,
the three-factor model of entitativity
showed configural invariance across
four types of groups. It means that enti-
tativity has the same factor structure
across four different groups, but it is

not possible to compare entitativity
groups’ means.

In addition, we computed the scales’
scores for each of the entitativity
aspects. Cronbach’s alphas were com-
puted separately for each scale in all
target groups: for the essence compo-
nent from .73 to .89, for the agency
component from .73 to .85, and for the
unity component from .86 to .89 (see
Table 3). These results suggest that
three groups of items may be consid-
ered as three scales reflecting three
aspects of entitativity and these scales
have high internal consistency. The
correlations between the aspects in all
groups (see Table 3) confirm that com-
ponents of entitativity are interrelated,
but not identical to each other.

The results presented here allow us
to outline the next steps to under-
standing the differences between the
operationalizations of entitativity.
Although our data suggests that differ-
ent components are included in entita-
tivity, little is indicated regarding their
relationship to other psychological
constructs.

Table 2
The fit of multi-group models of the three-factor model of the entitativity
RMSEA Refer.
2 2
Models X df | ogscrp | OFF| TLE | AIC | EO | A df | ACFI
Model A s 058
(configy | 433097 [ 196 | 150”0 | 960 | 946 | 61024
Model B s 061 .
(metric) 545,98 223 .055; .066] 950 | 941 | 61378 A 99.87 27 .010
Model C s 083 508.20
(scalar) 931.25 250 [.078;.088] 895 | .889 | 61538 B o 27 055

Note. df — degree of freedom. RMSEA — root mean square error of approximation; CFI — compar-

ative fit index; TLI — Tucker Lewis index; SRMR — standardized root mean square residual; AIC —
Akaike information criterion. * — p <.05, ** — p <.001.
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Figure 2
Hypothesized model of entitativity: A — intimacy in-group (family), B — social in-group
(Russians), C — social out-group (Migrants from Central Asia), D — intimacy out-group
(friend's family)

A: Family B: Russians

©
o
o

L
4
©
o
N

0.53
0.88
0.82

0.75
0.72
0.68 X

.52 .58
0.54 0.58
. 0.82
0.871 0.76|
. 0.80
0.55 0.65
. .39

C: Migrants from Central Asig D: Friend's family

0.49

o
n
@
o
~
iN

o
W
R
o
~
®

[=]
o
@

-E;E-EEEH;EL
< o

@

S

©
o
X

S

o

%

o
w
@
o
w
@

[=]
B
©

o
]
Y

©
o
o
o
w
a

o
o o ©
w o ~
S o o

o
o o o
W N o
el = &

o
o
=]
o
N

o o o o
» o o N
o © o

[=)
@
(]
<

S
o
@

EEEE-EEEH;E
< ©
.

o
@
&

;
4
o
w
@

0.79

0.76

0.67

f 0.77
/5
0.78|

\ 0.71
0.82
0.87

0.76

0.57

0.89
0.81
0.79

.55
0.66
0.84
0.85|
0.81
0.72
0.

49

9
\ 0.87
0.82
0.91

o
o
=]

S
~
o\ o MmN
P
o

©
o

o
'S
=3
o
w
9

o
o
>

o
]
o
w
S

o
o
N

g o oo
~N o 0 ~
@D 0 O O

S

w

S

o
~
S
o
'S
©

o
0

SO
o
o
R

©

@,

W\ L
o

S

w

@

o
o
o
©
3

o
@
>

o
~
S
o
o
<

EEEEHEEEH;E
o <
~
R S
EEEHHEEEH;E&
< o
w
i



Entitativity: Are There Differences between Approaches?

345

Table
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations for entitativity components ’
| M | sD | |t ] 2 | 3
Intimacy ingroup (family)
1. Essence 3.71 1.22 13 -
2. Agency 4.40 1.38 .81 A5FEFE -
3. Unity 4.80 1.43 .88 BQEEE | 4EER -
4. Entitativity (general) 4.30 1.12 78 JAEEE ] gOEEX 86***
Social ingroup (Russians)
1. Essence 3.62 1.36 .80 -
2. Agency 4.29 1.24 13 ATEEE -
3. Unity 4.05 1.42 .86 35%FE | BQEEx -
4. Entitativity (general) 3.98 1.09 75 J5FEE ] g3EEx BOE**
Social outgroup (Migrants from Central Asia)
1. Essence 4.59 1.31 .89 -
2. Agency 4.57 1.23 .85 68%%* -
3. Unity 473 1.31 .89 DAFEE | G2FFX -
4. Entitativity (general) 4.63 1.13 .85 86FFE | ggEE* B2xEE
Intimacy outgroup (friend's family)
1. Essence 4.26 1.24 .84 -
2. Agency 4.86 1.19 .85 DOFEE -
3. Unity 5.02 1.25 .88 LOFFE | JOEFR -
4. Entitativity (general) 471 1.03 .80 6*** RTAkh B4xx#E

i p < 0.001.

Study 2

In previous study we demonstrated
that three components of entitativity
empirically differ from each other, but
are strongly connected with each other.
The following question is whether the
use of different understanding the enti-
tativity leads to different results when
testing the research hypotheses about
entitativity. The authors showed that
entitativity is connected with prejudice
(Castano et al, 2002; Effron &
Knowles, 2015; Gaertner & Schopler,

1998; Newheiser et al., 2009) and iden-
tification (Castano et al, 2002;
Castano, Yzerbyt, et al, 2003;
Crawford & Salaman, 2012; Hogg et al.,
2007). We expected that if there
weren’t real differences between the
approaches and measures of entitativi-
ty, prejudice and identification would
be associated with entitativity regard-
less of the way of its operationalization.
To test this hypothesis the entitativity,
identification and prejudice toward
ethnic group were evaluated in an inde-
pendent additional sample. Because
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ingroups and outgroups are evaluated
differently (e.g. the outgroup and
ingroup homogeneity effect) (Boldry,
Gaertner, & Quinn, 2007; Judd, Park,
Yzerbyt, Gordijn, & Muller, 2005) their
entitativity was evaluated independ-
ently.

Method
Participants

Study participants were 193 Ru-
ssians. The sample consisted of 22.3 %
males (n=43) and 77.2 % females
(n=149), one participant didn’t specify
their gender. Participants were bet-
ween 14 and 68 years old, M, = 26.47,
SD,,. = 12.48. Participants included 57
senior high school students, 133
respondents with higher education;
three participants didn’t specify their
education.

Procedure and Materials

The data was collected using a
Virtualexs system. Participation in the
study was voluntary, anonymous and
unpaid. Respondents had to fill in an
electronic questionnaire including
evaluation of an ingroup (Russian) and
an outgroup (Migrants from Central
Asia) entitativity, and ethnic prejudice.

Measures

Entitativity (essence properties,
agency properties and unity proper-
ties) measurement was identical to
those used in Study 1.

Prejudice towards Migrants from
Central Asia was used the scale of bla-
tant and subtle prejudice by Pettigrew
and Meertens (Pettigrew & Meertens,

1995) in Russian adaptation (Gulevich,
Sarieva, & Prusova, 2015). The ques-
tionnaire consisted of 26 statements
that form five subscales: the perceived
economic threat, the perceived physical
threat, the avoidance of close contact,
the perceived problems in adaptation,
the exaggeration of cultural differences.
All ratings were made on five-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 to 7 (1 —
strongly disagree, 5 — strongly agree).

Ingroup identification. Evaluation of
the ingroup identification with the
group “Russian” was based on the
Hierarchical (Multicomponent) Model
of Ingroup Identification (Leach et al.,
2008; Lovakov, Agadullina, & Osin,
2015). Fourteen items (“I have a lot in
common with an average Russian”, “I
often think about the fact that I am
Russian” and so on) were evaluated on
7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 7
(1 — absolutely disagree, 7 — absolutely
agree).

Results and disscussion

As well as in the previous research
all components of the ingroup and out-
group entitativity have high internal
consistency and intercorrelations. The
data shows that the components of
entitativity and the common index of
entitativity are connected with differ-
ent scales in a similar manner. Table 4
shows that the different prejudice
scales and the identification scale are
connected with the entitativity compo-
nents and the common index of entita-
tivity. These results are consistent with
the previous findings and provide addi-
tional evidence that the higher the
identification with a group, the more
entitativity of the group (Castano et
al., 2002; Castano, Yzerbyt, et al., 2003;
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Crawford & Salaman, 2012; Hogg et al.,
2007). Furthermore, the more preju-
dice (for example as the perception of a
threat from an outgroup), the more
entitative of the group (Abelson et al,,
1998; Dasgupta et al., 1999).

Table 4 also shows that the level of
correlations between entitativity and
other variables are approximately equal
regardless of the way of measuring enti-
tativity. These results mean that there
are no substantial differences between

Table 4
Means, standard deviations and correlations between the entitativity components
and different scales
M SD a Essence | Agency Unity E(n;l:;:gi;y

Ingroup entitativity (Russian)
Essence 3.75 1.32 74 -
Agency 4.44 1.22 .85 65%* -

Unity 3.84 2.26 76 38 AL RE -

Egéﬁgf;y 380 | 131 | 74 | 89% 87+ 86+ -
PET 3.34 95 .84 35%* ATFE 37 ATFE
PPT 2.70 1.01 .88 31 A3FE 39%* A4%F
ACC 3.47 1.05 .89 —.19** —.26%% —.18** —.26%*
PPA 3.34 72 70 20%* .28%* 22%% 28%*
ECD 1.89 il .85 -.12 -.03 -.05 -.09

Identification 4.77 1.24 94 49%* H3E 30%* 38**
Outgroup entitativity (Migrants from Central Asia)
Essence 3.97 1.41 18 -
Agency 3.98 1.57 .85 .68** -
Unity 4.01 1.25 75 62%* 64%* -

Egéﬁgll;y 411 | 110 | 89 | 78% 8% 84%+ .
PET 3.34 95 .84 D2FE 64%* 49%* 64%%
PPT 2.70 1.01 .88 DIFE 65%* ATFF 64%%
ACC 3.47 1.05 .89 —45%* —.57%* —.30%* —.51%*
PPA 3.34 72 70 37 S1EE 40** A9FF
ECD 1.89 il .85 —.28%* —.14 —.19** —.24%%

Identification 4.77 1.24 94 38 37 28%* ABFE

*p < 0.05, %% p < 0.01.
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the various ways of understanding enti-
tativity in terms of the results of
hypothesis testing about the nomologi-
cal network of entitativity.

General discussion and conclusion

This study focuses on the question
of the differences in understanding
group entitativity. The analysis of pre-
vious studies revealed that on a theo-
retical level the group entitativity can
be described through various compo-
nents and properties: “essence” (simi-
larity of individuals in the group),
“agency” (goals and group members’
interaction) and “unity” (cohesion of
the group and the degree of group
importance). In empirical studies enti-
tativity is more often measured by one
of two models (the common scale of
entitativity and three interconnected
components of measurement). Our
findings clearly indicate that the opera-
tionalization of entitativity as three
interconnected components demon-
strates the best fit across four different
types of groups (intimacy ingroup, inti-
macy outgroup, social ingroup, and
social outgroup). It was demonstrated
that all components of entitativity are
strongly connected with each other
and the common index of entitativity
in all group types. The correlations
between components have repeatedly
been indicated in different studies. For
example, the authors show that the
“essence” and “agency” components are
interconnected (Brewer et al., 2004; Ip
et al., 2006; Rutchick et al., 2008) and
these results were confirmed in cross-
cultural studies (Kashima et al., 2005;
Kurebayashi et al., 2012). All these
data supports the conclusion by
Kashima and colleagues (Kashima et

al, 2005) that entitativity is “not a
coherent unitary psychological phe-
nomenon, but a collection of diverse
attributes of the psychological mean-
ingfulness of a social entity” (p. 162).
For researchers it means that it does
not matter what leads to people’s per-
ception of a group’s oneness: homo-
geneity, interaction or cohesion. Our
results support this conclusion, because
differences in the entitativity measure-
ments don’t lead to differences in rela-
tionship between entitativity and other
variables, for example, prejudice and
identification.

Taken together, these results have
significant implications for future
research. Firstly, the studies showed
that different groups can attain their
entitativity in different ways (Ip et al.,
2006; Rutchick et al, 2008; Spencer-
Rodgers, Williams, et al., 2007). The
group members’ similarity play an
increasingly important role in the per-
ception of social categories (such as
gender or ethnic group), while the
interaction of a group’s members in the
perception of the task groups (for exam-
ple, the sports section) (Kurebayashi et
al.,, 2012; Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton,
et al., 2007). Thus, we can say that it is
not so important because perception of
group similarity is connected to percep-
tion of group agency and unity.
Kashima et al. (2005) confirmed this
conclusion across eight different coun-
tries (Australia, UK, USA, Hong Kong,
Japan, Korea, Belgium, and Germany).
As a result, the scholars may consider
the group as a complex psychological
and social phenomenon taking into
account the relationship between differ-
ent components of the evaluation.

Second, our results indicate that
using different entitativity measure-
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ments in research does not lead to dif-
ferent results. We have a very similar
correlation between entitativity meas-
urements, identification, and prejudice
(both in the case of an ingroup and an
outgroup) in this study. It seems there
are no substantial differences between
the measurements of entitativity. This
means that results regarding entitativi-
ty and its association with prejudice
and identification could be combined
in meta-analysis as comparable effect
sizes.
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MofxoAbl K MOHMMaHWUIO LeNOCTHOCTY TPYMMbl: eCThb /N peasibHble
pasnuuna?

E.P. AragynnuHa", A.B. JloBakoB"

aHauuoHanbHbI MccneaoBaTeNbCKNA YHUBEPCUTET «Bbiclwas Lwkona 3koHoMuKu», 101000, Poccus,
Mocksa, yn. MacHuukas, g, 20

Pe3tome

LLenocTHOCTb - 3TO K/HOUEBOE MOHATWE 15 MOHUMAaHUA MPOLECCOB BOCMPUATUA COLMaNbHON
rpynnbl, 0fiHaKO BOMPOC ero onepawvoHann3aLmm ocTaeTcs oTKpbITbIM. B nnTepatype cylectsyeTt
TpY TEOPETUYECKUX MOAXO0A K MOHUMAHMIO LLe/IOCTHOCTY Fpynnbl (LeNoCTHOCTb, OCHOBaHHAas Ha BOC-
NPUATUMN NOL06USA YNEHOB FPYNMbl, LLENOCTHOCTb, OCHOBAHHAs Ha BOCNPUATAW B3aUMOeiicTBUSA une-
HOB rpynnbl, U LeNOCTHOCTb, OCHOBaHHAs Ha BOCMPUATAN €LMHCTBA YIEHOB FPYMMbl) 1 KAK MUHUMYM
[iBa pa3HbIX BapuaHTa onepaLuoHann3aLmm aHHoro noHATAaA (1160 oLeHKa LeNoCTHOCTM rpynmbl B
pamkKax KOHKPeTHOro TeopeTnyeckoro noaxoAa, m6o Ucnonb3oBaHue 06LLell LWKanbl LLeNoCTHOCTH,
BK/IOYaIOLLEN B ce65 YTBEPXKAEHNSA 13 Pa3HbIX N0AX0A0B). OCHOBHAA Lie/lb AaHHON CTaTbW - MOHATH,
CYLLEeCTBYHOT NI pasvuus Mexay pasHbIMU MOAXOaMW K MOHMMAHWI0 M OnepauuoHann3aumum
LLeNI0CTHOCTM Tpynnbl. B HalmMx nccnefoBaHmsaX LeN0CTHOCTb Fpynibl paccMaTpuBanach Yepes Tpu
KOMMOHeHTa: «nofobue» (CXOACTBO YNEHOB FPyNMbl), «B3aMOAeNCTBME» (B3aMMOfeliCTBUE YNIEHOB
rpynnbl) U «eAUHCTBO» (CMIOYEHHOCTb rpynmbl). B nccnegoBaHnn 1 cepus KOHOMPMATOPHBIX ak-
TOPHbIX aHaNM30B NOKa3asna, YTo TPEXKOMMOHEHTHAsA MOe b LIeNOCTHOCTH FPYMMbl NOKa3blBaeT Nyy-
LLlee COOTBETCTBME IMMMUPUYECKUM AaHHbIM MO CPABHEHWIO C anbTepPHATWBHOW Mopenbito (LenocT-
HOCTb KaK efjMHas LKana). Pe3ynbTaTbl MccnefoBaHMS MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBANM, YTO KOMMOHEHTHI
LLe/I0CTHOCTY B3aMOCBA3aHbl MeXAy CO60iA, HO He MAEHTUYHbI ApYT APYTY STOT pe3ynbTar 6bif1 NoA-
TBEPX/EH NPU OLeHKE pasHbIX TUMOB rpynn (MHrpynna/ayTrpynna, MHTUMHas rpynna/coumanbHble
Kateropuu). WccnefoBaHue 2 nokasano, YTo cnocob onepauuoHanu3aunm LenocTHOCTU (Kak Tpu
OTZAeNbHbIX KOMMNOHEHTA MU Kak 06L,as LWKana) He NPMBOAUT K pa3InuunsaM B CBA3AX MeXAY LienocT-
HOCTbO TpyMMbl, IBHBIMU W CKPLITBIMK NpejpaccyjkamMmn U neHTUduKaLmein ¢ rpynnoii. B uenom
pe3ynbTaThbl UCCNef0BaHUA NMPOLEMOHCTPUPOBANMN, YTO MEXAY pa3IMyHbIMU cnocobaMu onepauuo-
Hanu3aumum LenoCcTHOCTM TPynnbl HET CYLLeCTBEHHbIX pa3numnii. MonyyeHHble pesynbTaTbl 06CYX-
[A0TCA C TOUKM 3PEHUS UX BKaAa B UCCMEA0BaHNUS BOCNPUATUS COLMaNnbHbIX Fpymn.

KntouyeBble croBa: LefOCTHOCTb, Mofo6ue, B3aumogeiicTBue, efUHCTBO, Npeay6exaeHuns,
naeHTUMKaumns.
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554 E.R. Agadullina, A.V. Lovakov

Aragynnna Enena PaduroBHa — JIOTIEHT, IellapTAMEHT TICUXOIOTHY, (DAKYIBETET COIHATBHDBIX
Hayk, Hal[oHAIbHBII HCCTeI0BATEIbCKUIT YHUBEPCUTET « BBICTIAS TIKOIA SKOHOMUKI» , KAH/IH-
JIAT TIICUXOJOTHYECKUX HAYK.

Cdepa HaydHBIX UHTEPECOB. BOCIHPHUSITHE COINMANBHBIX TPYII, CONUATBHAS KATETODPH3AIUSI,
COTMATBHBIE BEPOBAHUS, KOJUIEKTUBHbIE JIEHCTBUSL,

Konraxrsr: eagadullina@hse.ru

JloBakos Anapeii BraauMupoBHy — MIAIIIHE HAYYHBINH COTPYAHUK, MHCTHTYT MHCTUTYITHO-
HATBHBIX HCCIeA0oBaHuH, HalMoHATBHBIN HCCIeA0BaTeIbCKUH YHUBEPCUTET «BEICIIAs 1TKOMA
SKOHOMUKU».

Cdepa HaydHBIX WHTEPECOB: OPTaHU3AIMOHHAS MCHXOJOTHS, OPTAHM3AI[MOHHAS MAeHTH(DHKA-
I[USI, OPraHU3AIMMOHHAS TIPUBEPKEHHOCTD, TPYAOTOIN3M, YBICUEHHOCTh PaboToi, akajeMuye-
cKkas mpodeccus.

Konrakrsr: lovakov@hse.ru
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