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This research examines the applicability of entitativity measures (or antecedents) of group perceptions for family brand evaluations.

Eight measures of perceived entitativity (including interaction, importance, outcomes, goals, similarity, duration, size, and

permeability) are utilized to cluster 37 prominent global family brands. It is expected that these eight individual measures account for

a substantial portion of the variation in perceived entitativity, which subsequently classify family brands into different clusters. As

with social groups, it is expected that the majority of the antecedents are good predictors for the perceived entitativity of family

brands, except the antecedent of permeability.
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Methodology
This research consists of three studies. The first study is to verify if new brand extension information is more influential or diagnostic

on family brand evaluations for incremental (vs. entity) theorists. The study consists of eight experimental conditions with respondents
randomly assigned to groups in a 2 (implicit theorists: static vs. incremental) x 2 (valences of extension information: positive vs. negative)
x 2 (categorical similarity: similar vs. dissimilar) between-subjects factorial design; around 200 student participants are expected. The
second study is to verify if entity theorists tend to perceive the entitativity of family brands higher and have spontaneous information
processing to form on-line (vs. memory-based) impressions about the family brands. The study consists of eight experimental conditions
with respondents randomly assigned to groups in a 2 (implicit theorists: static vs. incremental) x 4 (family brand entitativity: high
similarity/high goal-derived, high similarity/low goal-derived, low similarity/high goal-derived, low similarity/low goal-derived)
between-subjects factorial design; around 200 student participants are expected. The third study is to verify if the stereotyping and attribute
transference within family brands, and extension polarization effects on family brand evaluations, are more salient for entity (vs.
incremental) theorists. The study consists of a 2 (implicit theorists: entity vs. incremental) x 4 (family brand entitativity: high similarity/
high goal-derived, high similarity/low goal-derived, low similarity/high goal-derived, low similarity/low goal-derived) x 6 (attribute
counterbalancing) x 2 (trial types: inference vs. transference) mixed-measures design with repeated measures on the fourth factor. The
experimental process will follow the procedure of the paradigm of previous research by Crawford et al. (2002); around 180 student
participants are anticipated.

Results
The following findings are expected. Firstly, new brand extension information is expected to be more influential or diagnostic on

family brand evaluations for incremental (vs. entity) theorists. Secondly, entity (vs. incremental) theorists are expected to perceive the
entitativity of family brands higher. Thirdly, entity (vs. incremental) theorists are expected to have spontaneous information processing
to form on-line (vs. memory-based) impressions about the family brands. Finally, stereotyping and attribute transference within family
brands, and polarization effects on family brand evaluations, are more salient for entity (vs. incremental) theorists.
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Introduction
Research in social cognition has recently paid a considerable amount of attentions to the influence of perceived entitativity on the

impression formation of social groups. Entitativity refers to the wholeness of a group defined as the degree to which a social aggregate
is perceived as “having the nature of an entity” (Campbell 1958, p. 17). The concept of perceived entitativity was also just implemented
to the research domain in family brand evaluations. Previous research results indicate that high (vs. low) entitative family brands are more
favourably evaluated, and perceived entitativity yields asymmetric reciprocal effects on family brand evaluations (Chang and Lou 2005,
2006), which parallel to the results of group perceptions in social cognition (Crawford, Sherman and Hamilton 2002). As categorization
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is the basis of stereotyping and judgments, as with social groups, family brands with various perceived entitativity are likely to be
categorized differently, which leads to different subsequent psychological processes and results in asymmetric reciprocal effects on family
brand evaluations. Therefore, this research examines the applicability of the entitativity measures of group perceptions for family brand
evaluations.

Conceptualization
The categorization of social groups involves five dimensions with nine entitativity measures, including the global entitativity measure

(Lickel, Hamilton, Wieczorkowska, Lewis, Sherman, and Uhles 2000). The first dimension is similarity or homogeneity of group members
to each other. The second one is group size. The third dimension is the importance of group membership. The forth one is the
interdependence among the members of a group. The interdependence among the members of a group is comprised of the three sub-factors
of interaction among group members, common goals among group members, and common outcomes for group members. The last one
is inalterability of a group with an essential or basic nature, which is comprised of the two sub-factors of permeability of group boundaries
and duration of group.

 Groups vary along an entitativity continuum (Hamilton, Sherman, and Lickel 1998). As discussed above, the significance of the eight
group properties differs among different social groups, which induces different levels of perceived entitativity. The perceived entitativity
of social groups is defined by a pattern of properties, and these patterns differ meaningfully. Perceivers engage in different extents of
stereotyping and make different judgments with respect to different degrees of perceived entitativity. Lickel et al. (2000) further identify
the importance of the eight antecedents for the social group categorization by rating the perceived entitativity of 40 various social groups.
The five properties of interaction, importance, common goals, common outcomes, and similarity are observed to be determinant to the
perceptions of entitativity (or groupness), whereas the rest of three factors of size, duration, and permeability are less correlated with the
perceived entitativity. Based on the antecedents of eight group properties, social groups are further categorized into four distinct types of
groups with different perceived entitativity, which include intimacy groups, task groups, social categories, and loose association groups.
Each type of group is comprised of a unique pattern of entitativity-related properties and varies along a considerable range of entitativity
continuum. For example, intimacy groups are small, significant in interaction, important to their members (significant in the importance
of group membership), generally impermeable (or with clear impermeable boundaries), and more durable (or having been in long
existence).

Methodology
Following previous research (Lickel et al. 2000), nine measures of perceived entitativity including interaction, importance, outcomes,

goals, similarity, duration, size, permeability, and the global measure of perceived entitativity are utilized to cluster 40 prominent family
brands (e.g., Coca-Cola, Microsoft, IBM, etc.), which were selected from the Top 100 Global Brands of Businessweek (2008). However,
pilot tests showed that respondents were exhausted and bored after spending around 45 minutes in evaluating the 40 brands with the nine
entitativity measures (overall 360=9 x 40 evaluative judgments), which may yield respond bias (Aaker 1997, p 349). In order to prevent
the respond bias, the research design was further revised to significantly reduce respondents’ workload from 40 brands down to 10 brands.
By doing like this, the overall evaluative judgments for each respondent are significantly reduced from 360 down to 90. The original 40
brands are firstly reduced down to 37 brands and then divided into four Brand Groups with a common brand, SONY, in each Brand Group.
The common brand is included in each Brand Group so that the extent to which the four Brand Groups differs in their brand entitativity
measures could be assessed (Aaker 1997).

 Overall, two hundred undergraduate participants are expected, in addition to the 70 respondents for the pilot tests. Participants are
randomly assigned to one of the four Brand Groups. Each participant evaluates the 10 family brands in the assigned Brand Group with
the nine entitativity measures on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 (“Not a brand family at all”) to 9 (“Very much a brand family”). A booklet
with color brand extension portfolios and brand logos of 10 popular family brands in consumer goods industries (Businessweek 2008)
is provided for perceived entitativity evaluations. The family brands are shown to the respondents in random orders to avoid systematic
responding biases.

Results
Correlation analysis, factor analyses, regression analysis, cluster analysis, and multidimensional scaling (MDS) are to be performed

to select appropriate measures and form dimensions of perceived entitativity for family brand categorization. As with social groups, it is
expected that several of these properties, except permeability, are strongly correlated with, and account for a substantial portion of the
variation in, the global perceived entitativity (Lickel et al. 2000). Properties of perceived entitativity are effective antecedents that may
cluster family brands into groups, which subsequently elaborate different cognitive processes for family brand evaluations.

 More reliable results from the revised research design are further expected, while the pilot tests with a sample size of 70 yield some
interesting findings. Namely, the five-cluster solution was found to be the relatively stable solution for the interpretation. Cluster 1 family
brands (e.g., American Express) are small and have high levels of goals and similarity. Cluster 2 family brands (e.g., GE and Panasonic)
are low in similarity, interaction, and outcomes, but of moderate duration and size. Cluster 3 family brands (e.g., Disney) are high in
duration and size, but low in outcomes and similarity. Cluster 4 family brands (e.g., AVON) are relatively low in outcomes, size,
importance, and interaction. Cluster 5 family brands (e.g., Toyota) are high in duration, goals, and similarity. As expected, results of
Correlational analysis indicate that seven properties, except permeability, are positively correlated with entitativity. Further studies are
also developed to examine other factors that may affect family brand categorization, such as product ownership with the theory of self-
identity (Study 2) and cultural differences with holistic (vs. analytical) thinking (Study 3).
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Wrath of the Monsoons: Effect of Marketplace Evolution on Acquisition and Storage of
Possessions in Recurring Natural Disasters

Sarita Ray Chaudhury, New Mexico State University, USA

Every year, the monsoon season in India occurs approximately from June through September. People await its annual advent with
a mix of anticipation and dread. Monsoons provide much needed water resource for the predominantly agricultural country. The rains bring
respite from the fierce summer heat simultaneously causing floods and heavy loss of life and property. The United Nations claimed 2007
as “the worst year in living memory” as 2200 lives were lost across South-East Asia, leaving millions homeless and destitute due to
Monsoonal floods. In 2008, the Indian government sanctioned approximately $230 Million in aid to victims of Monsoonal floods which
claimed 800 lives across the country (The Associated Press 2008).

India’s booming economy has led to unexpected windfalls for its middle class. With call centers and retail outlets (such as malls and
shopping complexes) mushrooming in small towns, young people are in a position to earn money before finishing college. Therefore,
despite living with their parents, adult children manifest their newfound independence in the acquisition of personal possessions. These
consumption acts lead to conflicts and tensions in the family due to limited storage space in the house and is further intensified during the
monsoon season. This study examines the interplay of family dynamics (between generations such as parents and adult children residing
in the same household) and the role of an evolving marketplace in creating such tensions and how family members negotiate to resolve
them.

To explore these issues, personal life-history interviews (Mick and Buhl 1992) of eighteen individuals are undertaken in a mid-size
city in eastern India. Heads of families, their wives and adult children participated in the interview process which took place during a recent
monsoon season. Participants were given a digital camera to take pictures of the storage spaces in their homes. They provided detailed
description of the use of the storage spaces during the course of the interview process. All participants are from the lower middle class
socio-economic stratum with annual incomes between Rs.25, 000 to Rs.1, 00,000 (approximately $530-$2130 earned by primary
household earner). Their homes are located in low-lying areas and are prone to flooding. Almost every year they experience disruption
of daily lives, loss of possessions and sometimes even human lives during the monsoon season. In order to understand how evolving
marketplace conditions in recent times shape consumption practices, participants were asked to compare the current monsoon season with
past experiences. Families with employed adult children living at home experience the most conflict with evolving marketplace conditions.
With limited storage space in the house, new acquisitions posit a conflict of interest amongst the different generations of family members
living under one roof. Some emergent themes are briefly highlighted and theoretical contributions of this study are discussed.

The EMI factor:
Indian banks experiencing rapid growth in recent years are more moderate in their lending conditions than in the past. With

availability of relatively accessible credit, participants acquired televisions, motorbikes and other high-end products that are paid back
in EMI-s or equal monthly installments. Fathers wield considerable power in the patriarchal society of India. Consequently, when the head
of the household purchased an expensive product, he attributed it towards the benefit of the family. If a son acquired the same product
with his own resources, there was conflict in the household as it was then considered an individual and not a family possession. For
example, the head of the household purchased a television set which was kept in the family living area for everyone’s viewing purposes.
However, if the father was present, everyone watched the channel of his choice. The adult son (residing in the household) purchased another
television set (with credit) for his own viewing purposes and kept this set in a bedroom shared with other family members. This act of
consumption created several sources of conflict amongst family members. Participants worried about keeping these newly acquired
possessions safe from flooding during monsoon season. Burdened with paying back loans, participants reported mental stress and strain
on finances to safeguard these expensive assets during monsoon season in addition to familial tensions.


