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In three studies, we examined a novel approach to the social evaluation of groups
whereby we combined a typology of groups with a recent model of the two fundamental
dimensions and four facets of social evaluation. We investigated two main questions.
First, whereas previous research has proven the usefulness of the two-dimension/
four-facet model for individuals, we here tested it for groups. Second, whereas previous
research has not systematically distinguished between different types of groups, we here
applied a typology of groups that distinguishes between intimacy groups, task groups,
and social categories. Furthermore, we hypothesized that these dimensions and facets
would manifest differently across various group types. We conducted studies in three
countries and analyzed judgments of the three main types of groups, resulting in a
standard list of 20 traits. The data confirmed our two-dimension/four-facet model while
showing variations of the structure across different types of groups. These results, as well
as the facets ratings, highlight the relevance of distinguishing the types of groups in

social evaluation.

People spend most of their time in groups. They live in
families, they meet with their friends, they are members of
sports teams, they form part of work groups or belong to
social, political, religious, or even virtual groups. People of-
ten talk about groups, both groups to whom they belong
and groups that they know without being member. They
read and hear about groups, most often in the media, for
instance political parties or religious communities. Because
groups are such an essential part of life, people are keen on
evaluating them. Do they like them? Do they trust them? Is
a specific group competent or not? These questions are but
a few examples of the basic goals that underlie social eval-
uation (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007; Fiske et al., 2007; Yzerbyt
& Demoulin, 2010).

We are here concerned with a novel approach to the eval-
uation of groups. We suggest combining two lines of re-
search that have not been connected heretofore. On the one
hand, we build on research investigating the differences be-
tween various types of groups (Lewin, 1948). As shown by
Lickel and colleagues (2000, 2001), groups differ in some

systematic ways. In all likelihood, evaluation should differ
depending on these different types of groups. On the other
hand, we follow the work on the fundamental dimensions
or “Big Two” of social evaluation (for reviews, see Abele
et al., 2021; Koch et al., 2021). As many scholars pointed
out, evaluations of the self, of others, and of groups rest
on two fundamental dimensions that have recently been la-
beled vertical (also agency or competence) and horizontal
(also communion or warmth), each of these comprising
two facets (vertical: assertiveness and ability; horizontal:
friendliness and morality). We argue that combining these
two lines of research is useful both with respect to the un-
derstanding of the evaluation of different kinds of groups
and with respect to the understanding of the fundamental
dimensions of social judgment.

We report on three studies that examine this novel ap-
proach. We aimed to investigate two main research ques-
tions. First, we tested the hypothesis that the dimensions
and facets of social evaluation can be measured reliably
with respect to groups. Second, we tested predictions re-
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garding how perceivers evaluate different types of groups
on these facets.

Types of Groups

Social psychology offers many definitions of social
groups (Augoustinos & Walker, 2001; Sherif & Sherif,
1956). Following Brown (1998), a group exists if two or
more people perceive themselves and are perceived by at
least one observer as a group. Social groups can vary on a
large number of features and people can identify with and
perceive groups for a host of reasons (Brehm et al., 1999;
Yzerbyt et al., 2004). In the literature, groups have often
been distinguished with respect to specific properties, such
as the intimacy of a group in primary and secondary groups
(Cooley, 1909) or the size of the group (La Macchia et al.,
2016).

Lewin (1948) was among the first authors to systemati-
cally distinguish between different types of groups. He dis-
tinguished between social categories and dynamic groups.
According to his view, social categories are groups that
identify individuals with certain characteristics, for in-
stance, nationality, occupation, or hair color. They are sim-
ilar with respect to such a characteristic. Dynamic groups,
in contrast, are interdependent and change over time. Sim-
ilarity is not the main characteristic. “Intimate groups”
(e.g., friends, family) and “task groups” (e.g., people work-
ing together on specific tasks) are examples of dynamic
groups. In a seminal effort, Lickel et al. (2000) provided
empirical support for this typology. These authors exam-
ined how people intuitively evaluated and sorted 40 groups
into different categories. They identified four distinct types,
i.e., intimacy groups, task groups, social categories, and
loose associations. These types vary systematically in sev-
eral ways: Duration, Interaction, Shared Goals and Out-
comes, Permeability, Meaning, Similarity, and Entitativity
(Campbell, 1958; being perceived as “group-like” or an en-
tity). Intimacy groups such as friends or family, come across
as highly entitative (Denson et al., 2006; Hamilton et al.,
2002; Lickel et al., 2000, 2001), as being important (Carnes
et al., 2015; Denson et al., 2006; Lickel et al., 2000, 2001),
and as having a limited number of members who interact
frequently. Task groups such as the crew of an airplane, the
actors in a play, or the members of a project team, are char-
acterized by common goals and intended outcomes (Lickel
et al., 2000, 2001). They are perceived as less of an en-
tity than intimacy groups. The third type of groups is so-
cial categories. Social categories are mainly defined by one
specific characteristic that is superimposed on a number of
people sharing this characteristic (e.g., being a man vs. be-
ing a woman; being old vs. being young). People belong-
ing to one social category do not necessarily interact with
each other. In order to perceive them as a social group it
is sufficient that they share the characteristic. Compared
to intimacy and task groups, social categories are seen as
less entitative (but see Castano et al., 2003; Yzerbyt et al.,
2000). Finally, loose associations are, for instance, people
who wait in a line together or people who share the same
neighborhood. Those groups are similar to simple aggre-

gates of people and are not seen as entitative (Denson et
al., 2006; Lickel et al., 2000, 2001).

This typology of groups has been supported by studies
using implicit tasks (Sherman et al., 2002). Even 5- to 6-
year old children already distinguish those different types
of groups (Plotner et al., 2016). Moreover, studies showed
that observers link those types of groups to differential be-
liefs about morality principles (Carnes et al., 2015) and re-
lational styles (Lickel et al., 2001, 2006), but also that those
types of groups serve different functional needs (Crawford
& Salaman, 2012).

The “Big Two” of social evaluation and their
facets

A large body of research shows that social evaluation
can be mapped onto two dimensions. People perceive and
evaluate themselves and others on the so-called Big Two,
namely Warmth or Communion on the one hand and Com-
petence or Agency on the other (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014;
Fiske, 2015; Fiske et al., 2002; Judd et al., 2005; Yzerbyt,
2016; Yzerbyt et al., 2005). For the sake of unifying the
impressive number of studies that deal with these two di-
mensions but use different labels, recent work suggests us-
ing the labels Horizontal dimension vs. Vertical dimension
(for a review, see Abele et al., 2021). The Horizontal di-
mension subsumes traits like trustworthy, honest, or sin-
cere but also such characteristics as friendly, likeable, or
sociable. From a functional perspective, the Horizontal di-
mension depicts the challenge of recognizing a target’s in-
tention while, from an evolutionary perspective, it evalu-
ates the extent to which a target is able to form bonds and
maintain social relationships (Abele et al., 2021; Abele &
Woijciszke, 2014; Fiske, 2018). As to the Vertical dimension,
it denotes the extent to which people are able to interact
on the basis of those intentions (Fiske et al., 2007) and is
linked to aspects of power and dominance (Abele & Wo-
jciszke, 2014; Yzerbyt, 2016). Related traits predict goal-
achievement and task-functioning, like competence, effi-
ciency, or ability as well as assertiveness, determination,
and self-assurance (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014).

Recent developments in social evaluation research pro-
pose that the two basic dimensions can be differentiated
into two facets each (Abele et al., 2008). Whereas the Hor-
izontal dimension entails a friendliness facet and a morality
facet, the Vertical dimension comprises an assertiveness
facet and an ability facet, (Abele et al., 2008, 2016, 2021).
To achieve goals, not only intellectual and practical skills
such as cleverness are important (ability), but also the mo-
tivation and volition to pursue these goals (assertiveness).
To form social relationships, it is important that the person
comes across as likable and has the skill to be agreeable
(friendliness), but also that he/she has a benevolent under-
lying motivation, and is perceived as trustworthy (morality)
(Wojciszke & Abele, 2018).

Interestingly, similar differentiations emerge in other
research. In accordance with the postulated horizontal
facets, several empirical efforts showed that the evaluation
of morality can differ from a friendliness evaluation in a
group context (Brambilla et al., 2012; Ellemers, 2017; Elle-
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mers et al., 2008; Leach et al., 2007). With respect to the
vertical facets, studies highlighted the importance of dis-
tinguishing between assertiveness and competence as they
are differentially related to status (Carrier et al., 2014; Lou-
vet et al., 2019; Yzerbyt et al., 2022).

This two-dimension/four-facet structure was empirically
validated with respect to individuals (Abele et al., 2016;
Abele & Hauke, 2019). Moreover, the distinction of - at
least, some of — the facets per Big Two dimension has al-
ready proven fruitful in a number of studies. It has been
shown that the assertiveness facet of the Vertical dimen-
sion is more related to self-esteem and also to self-efficacy
than the ability facet (Abele, 2022; Abele & Hauke, 2019).
Assertiveness self-perception is more related to economic
success than ability self-perception (Miraucourt et al.,
2022). Not only is status more related to assertiveness than
ability (Louvet et al., 2019) but this differential relation ma-
terializes more readily in the eyes of low social dominant or
low-status perceivers (Yzerbyt et al., 2022). Others are liked
and respected more, when they are seen as high in ability,
but not high in assertiveness (Abele & Hauke, 2019). Peo-
ple gossip more about others’ low warmth, low morality,
and low competence, but — in contrast — more about others’
high assertiveness (Martinescu et al., 2022). Group iden-
tification is more related to morality than to friendliness
(also called sociability; Brambilla et al., 2021; Leach et al.,
2007). Finally, whereas the general valence - the evaluation
of traits irrespective of a specific target — of the facets of the
Horizontal dimension is roughly the same, and the general
valence of the ability facet of the Vertical dimension is sim-
ilar to that of the Horizontal facets, the assertiveness facet
is generally rated less positively — irrespective of the fact
that it is highly related to self-esteem (Abele, 2022).

The four facets in the evaluation of different
types of groups

Combining the above group typology with the two-di-
mension/four-facet approach, we wanted to extend previ-
ous research in several important ways. Previous work on
the dimensions and facets was concerned with individu-
als and less so, if at all, with groups. Moreover, this work
did not cover all four horizontal and vertical facets dis-
tinguished here, but rather concentrated on a subsample
(Leach et al., 2007; Louvet et al., 2019; Yzerbyt et al., 2022).
Finally, groups were studied on the basis of specific charac-
teristics, but not in light of a systematic typology (Burkley
et al,, 2017; Cuddy et al., 2009; Imhoff et al., 2018; Nicolas,
Fiske, et al., 2022). Indeed, using the typology of groups
proposed by Lickel et al. (2000, 2001), social categories are
unquestionably the groups studied most in social evalu-
ation research. Even research attempting to measure the
evaluation of a representative sample of groups did not
capture intimacy groups and task groups or loose associ-
ations (Koch et al., 2016, 2020; Nicolas, Bai, et al., 2022;
Nicolas, Fiske, et al., 2022). To our knowledge, the only con-
vincing effort combining the recent facet approach and the
evaluation of groups is the one by Nicolas, Bai, et al. (2022).
These authors asked participants to spontaneously evaluate
groups (social categories only) and to generate any traits

or characteristics that would describe the target. Cluster
analyses revealed that the most prevalent dimensions used
to describe groups were indeed the four facets. This result
emphasizes the relevance of each of the facets and their
primacy when it comes to social evaluation. However, this
effort investigated spontaneous stereotypes relying on self-
generated traits, preventing (1) the development of a set of
items to capture the facet constructs, and (2) any factorial
analyses to see how the facet structure applies to groups.
Moreover, these results only concern social categories as
targets and as such elude some important aspects of group
evaluation.

The present research

The present research had two main goals. First, we
aimed to explore and test whether the two-dimension/four-
facet model could apply to the evaluation of groups. We
hypothesized that the two-dimension/four-facet model ob-
served in the evaluation of individuals should also operate
in the evaluation of groups and that this model is superior
to a two-dimension model. We conducted our studies in
three different countries (Belgium, Germany, and Britain)
with three different languages (French, English, and Ger-
man) to test the generalizability of our findings.

Second, we analyzed the evaluation of three different
types of groups explained above, e.g. social categories, in-
timacy groups, and task groups. We did not include the
fourth type of groups distinguished by Lickel et al. (2000),
namely loose associations, as these hardly come across as
“group like” (Denson et al., 2006; Lickel et al., 2000;
Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2007). We hypothesized that inti-
macy groups are rated higher on the Horizontal dimension,
e.g., friendliness and morality, than task groups and so-
cial categories. Task groups should be higher on the Verti-
cal dimension, e.g. assertiveness and ability, than intimacy
groups and social categories. We also studied in a more ex-
ploratory fashion how the facet ratings differ both between
and within group types.

We operationalized intimacy groups by the most repre-
sentative examples revealed in the literature, namely fam-
ily (Study 1 and Study 3) and friends (Study 1). We opera-
tionalized task groups as people who work together (Study
2 and Study 3). Social categories can be operationalized by
many characteristics as outlined above. We here relied on
previous research that analyzed which groups would come
into mind when participants are asked to spontaneously
generate several groups (Koch et al., 2016). By using this
data, we tried to gather a representative sample of so-
cial categories (Study 1). We also specifically analyzed one
social category, to which all study participants belonged,
namely nationality (Study 3).

In all three studies, we also assessed further relevant
features of groups, to make sure that we adequately oper-
ationalized the three types of groups. These features were
entitativity, i.e., the degree to which an aggregate of people
is perceived as an “entity”, and a series of “relational” prop-
erties, namely the degree to which a person feels that this
group is important for him/her, how similar a person feels
to a group, and how much a person identifies with a group
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(Denson et al., 2006; Lickel et al., 2000, 2001; Yzerbyt et
al., 1997, 2000). These ratings checked for the adequacy of
our operationalizations of group types. We predicted that
entitativity ratings would be highest for intimacy groups
and lowest for social categories. Relational features should
again be highest for intimacy groups and lowest for social
categories.

In sum, the three studies reported here aimed at enhanc-
ing our understanding of the two-dimension/four-facet
model of social evaluation as well as our understanding of
the evaluation of different types of groups.

Study 1

In Study 1, we presented participants with intimacy
groups and social categories and measured their evalua-
tions on items corresponding to one of the four facets of
ability, assertiveness, friendliness, and morality. We also
assessed perceived entitativity of the groups and per-
ceivers’ relation to the groups. We conducted the study in
Belgium (French, Study 1a) and Germany (German, Study
1b).

Regarding intimacy groups, we asked our participants to
either think of their “family” or to think of their group of
“friends”. The operationalization of social categories used
Koch et al.'s (2016) findings. These authors asked their par-
ticipants to list the social groups that spontaneously came
to mind. We examined the list compiled in Germany (Koch
et al., 2016, Table 5) and selected eight groups, four of the
most frequently listed groups (students, athletes, unem-
ployed, politicians), and four of the less frequently listed
groups (teachers, vegetarians, musicians, and scientists).
By basing our selection of social categories on previous
work on the spontaneous generation of social categories,
our materials ensured that the groups retained was repre-
sentative of the huge number of possible social categories.

Participants thus evaluated 10 groups, two intimacy
groups, and eight social categories. Because evaluating this
number of groups with almost 30 items for each would have
been exhausting to participants, we decided that each par-
ticipant would evaluate only three groups, one intimate
group, and two social categories. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to the different combinations of groups.

Study 1a: Belgium
Method
Participants

We collected our data online. We distributed an online
Qualtrics questionnaire via Facebook ads in Wallonia
(French-speaking region of Belgium) and in Brussels

(mostly French-speaking area). We excluded all partici-
pants who did not speak French as their native language
or did not show any variance in their responses (same re-
sponse to the entire scale). The sample comprised N = 411
participants (n = 97 male, n = 313 female, n = 1 other). The
mean age was M = 41.18 years (SD = 9.69). 87% of partici-
pants held a university degree, and 13% had at least a sec-
ondary degree. The majority of the sample was employed (n
=310, 75.4%) or student (n = 40, 9.7%).

Procedure

After providing instructions and securing consent, we
asked participants to evaluate three different groups. Each
group was described shortly and followed by the various
rating scales. Participants always rated three groups in ran-
dom order: one intimacy group (randomly selected from
“family” or “friends”) and two social categories (randomly
selected from the eight groups described above). We further
randomized the order of presentation of the three groups.

Measures

Facet ratings. Following a short description of the
group, participants had to report how they perceived the
group on a series of traits on a 7-point scale ranging from
1 = not at all to 7 = very much. We randomized trait order.
We took the traits from previous studies on the four facets
(Abele et al., 2016; Abele & Hauke, 2019) as well as from
other studies on group evaluation (e.g. Fiske, 2015; Yzerbyt
et al., 2005; Yzerbyt & Cambon, 2017). We aimed to build
scales with five items per facet that would be reliable in
both German and French. To limit language discrepancies
and maximize construct validity for each facet, we included
more than five items per facet. The final item pool consisted
of 27 items. One filler item (humorous) served as an exam-
ple and appeared systematically at the beginning of each
group rating phase (for the full item set, see Appendix Al).

Feature ratings and demographics. Following the
facet ratings, participants rated their relation towards the
group on three items, “importance” (“how important is this
group for you”), perceived similarity (“how similar to your-
self do you perceive the group to be”), and identification
(“how much do you identify with this group”) on 7-point
rating scales ranging from “not at all” to “very much”. Next,
we asked participants to rate the group’s entitativity. Build-
ing on Lickel et al. (2000) and Yzerbyt et al. (2001), we
presented participants with a short explanationl and asked
them to indicate the degree to which they perceived the
group as a “real group” on a 7-point scale from 1 “not at
all” to 7 “very much”. Regarding the intimacy group (either
family or friends), participants also indicated the rough
number of group members. Finally, participants provided

1 The explanation read as follows: “All social groups are made up of several individuals. At the same time, groups of individuals vary in
terms of the strength of the bond between their members, ranging from very loosely connected (e.g. a line of people waiting for the bus)

to very tightly connected (people living in the same house).”
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their gender, age, mother language, nationality, highest de-
gree, and occupation.

Study 1b: Germany

We collected our data online. German participants re-
ceived an online invitation and questionnaire (via the plat-
form www.soscisurvey.de). We excluded participants who
did not speak German as their mother language and partic-
ipants who showed no variance in their responses. The Ger-
man sample comprised N = 394 participants (n = 201 male, n
= 185 female, n = 8 other; age: M = 30.86 years, SD = 10.09).
47% of participants held a university degree, and 40% had
at least a secondary degree. Most participants were em-
ployed (n = 207, 52.5%), or students (n = 147, 37.3%). The
procedure, measures, and analyses were the same as in
Study 1a (Belgium).

Analyses

A first step was to construct reliable facet scales. We
conducted principal component analyses (PCAs) on all the
items used to measure the facets to reduce cross-loading
items or items with low communalities. Based on these
analyses, we selected 20 items to be included into the facet
scales and tested their reliabilities. Using this 20-item se-
lection, we relied on confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to
test the fit of several models (one-dimension model, two-
dimension model, four-facet model, and two-dimension/
four-facet model). These analyses allowed testing our first
research hypothesis, namely that the two-dimension/four-
facet model holds for group evaluation, and that this model
is superior to a two-dimension model.

In a second step, we focused on the types of groups.
We first tested the differences in entitativity, identification,
importance, and similarity ratings between the two types
of groups to ascertain that intimacy groups are rated as
more entitative, and the relation towards this type of group
is more positive than towards social categories. We then
applied the previously constructed facet scales and exam-
ined how people evaluate the two types of groups on the
facets. These analyses tested our second research question,
namely that perceivers evaluate differently the different
types of groups.

The data and code of the analyses for all studies can
be accessed via https://osf.io/3srq5/ on the Open Science
Framework. We did not preregister these studies.

Results of Studies 1a and 1b
Scale construction

First, we conducted study-wise principal component
analyses for the two types of groups with all items included.

These analyses served as a first screening for items that
showed high cross-loadings (>[.40]) and/or low communal-
ities (h2 < |.50]; (for analyses, see Supplementary material
tables S2.1- S2.4). Based on these analyses, we retained
five items per facet with low cross-loadings and high com-
munalities in the respective languagez. Table S2.10 shows
eigenvalues for this and all remaining studies.

Confirmatory factor analyses. The selected 20 items
were included into CFAs. The test of our theoretical two-
dimension/four-facet model confirmed that the fit was ac-
ceptable in both languages (Table 1). Fit indices of the
two-dimension/four-facet model were always higher than
cut-off values (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Within each sample, we compared the fit of the different
models. The two-dimension model always fared signifi-
cantly better than the one-dimension model (p < .001). The
four-facet and two-dimension/four-facet models never dif-
fered significantly from each other while both always per-
formed better than the two-dimension models (p > .05).
These findings support our hypotheses that the two-di-
mension/four-facet model also applies to the evaluation
of groups and that the two-dimension/four-facet model is
superior to the two-dimension model. Because the recent
theoretical and empirical literature (for reviews, see Abele
et al., 2021; Koch et al., 2021) provides ample reasons to
prefer a two-dimension/four-facet model over a four-facet
model, we decided to stick to the former in the present con-
text.

We then performed invariance analyses between the
samples of Studies 1a and 1b. Taking into account the hi-
erarchical structure of our model, we found a satisfactory
fit with respect to configural invariance (x*(330) = 3445.54,
p <.001, CFI =92, RMSEA =.09, SRMR =.08) allowing us
to conclude that the data from the two samples supported
the two-dimension/four-facet structure. The test of metric
invariance differed statistically from the configural invari-
ance test (Ax?(18) = 304, p<.001), preventing us from di-
rectly comparing the results between samples.

Facet scales. We constructed the facet scales by averag-
ing the responses to the respective traits. The traits belong-
ing to the scales as used in French, German, and English
are displayed in the Appendix. The descriptive statistics by
item (S3), type of group, and group (S4) can be found in
supplementary materials. The reliabilities ranged from ac-
ceptable to excellent, with Cronbach’s a ranging from .81 to
.94. Table 2 shows the intercorrelations between the facets
in the three types of groups.

Supporting our model, assertiveness always correlates
the highest with ability and friendliness correlates the
highest with morality in most cases. At the same time, abil-
ity also correlates highly with morality (and friendliness).

2 It should be noted that not all items have direct correspondence in both languages. This is due to the fact that we tried to have similar
meaning of the scales and this was in some cases only possible by selecting items that had no literal translation in the other language -
a common problem in cross-lingual research (£gisdottir et al., 2008).
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Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analyses across studies

X2 df X2/df p AIC CFI RMSEA SRMR

Belgium (Study 1a)
One-dimension model 6,063.39 170 35.70 <.001 72,604 67 17 .13
Two-dimension model 3,974.62 169 23.52 <.001 70,517 79 14 A1
Four-facet model 1,505.01 164 9.18 <.001 68,057 .93 .08 .10
Two-dimension/ 1,505.03 165 9.12 <.001 68,055 93 08 10
four-facet model

Germany (Study 1b)
One-dimension model 8,051.18 170 47.36 <.001 69,584 .62 .20 17
Two-dimension model 4,338.08 169 25.67 <.001 65,872 .80 .14 12
Four-facet model 1,912.86 164 11.66 <.001 63,457 .92 .09 .07
Two-dimension/ 194052 165 1176  <.001 63483 91 10 08
four-facet model

Belgium (Study 2a)
One-dimension model 630.5 170 3.71 <.001 9119.78 .78 .13 .08
Two-dimension model 451.98 169 2.67 <.001 8943.26 .87 11 .07
Four-facet model 318.91 164 1.94 <.001 8820.18 .93 .08 .06
Two-dimension/four-facet 319.19 165 193 <001 881847 .93 08 06
model

Germany (Study 2b)
One-dimension model 696.61 170 4.10 <.001 7205.42 .69 .16 12
Two-dimension model 424 169 2.51 <.001 6934.81 .85 11 .09
Four-facet model 354.44 164 2.16 <.001 6875.25 .89 .10 .08
Two-dimension/ 356.42 165 2.16 <.001 6875.22 89 10 08
four-facet model

United Kingdom (Study 3)

One-dimension model 2,006.37 170 11.80 <.001 32,065 .80 14 .08
Two-dimension model 1,247.64 169 7.38 <.001 31,308 .88 .10 .06
Four-facet model 662.50 164 4.04 <.001 30,733 .95 .07 .05
Two-dimension/ 663.48 165 402 <.001 30,732 95 07 05

four-facet model

Note. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual.

Group features

We tested whether the group types differed in terms of
entitativity, as suggested by previous research (Lickel et al.,
2000). We also examined the ratings of importance, sim-
ilarity, and identification. For both Studies la and 1b, we
conducted a mixed model with the type of group as a pre-
dictor and entitativity ratings as the criterion. We treated
participants and groups as random intercepts. Confirming
our hypotheses as well as previous findings, entitativity rat-
ings were significantly higher for intimacy groups than for
social categories (see Table 3), and intimacy groups were
also rated significantly higher on identification, similarity,

and importance compared to social categories. This pattern
confirms that our operationalization of intimacy groups
and social categories was successful.

Group types and facet evaluation

Figure 1 presents the means and standard errors of the
facet scales for the two types of groups in both studies.
For both studies, we conducted a 2 (type of group) x 4
(facet) mixed model. We treated the factors and their inter-
actions as fixed effects varying within participants and im-
plemented random intercepts for participants, groups, and
items. We conducted all of the analyses with the Ime4 pack-
age in R and computed the effect sizes with the r2glmm
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Table 2. Correlations between the facets across the studies

Ability Assertiveness Friendliness Morality
Study 1a (Belgium)
Intimacy groups Ability 1.00 0.63*** 0.64*** 0.68***
Assertiveness 1.00 0.49*** 0.45***
Friendliness 1.00 0.74**
Morality 1.00
Social categories Ability 1.00 0.52*** 0.59*** 0.75***
Assertiveness 1.00 0.26™** 0.31**
Friendliness 1.00 0.65***
Morality 1.00
Study 1b (Germany)
Intimacy groups Ability 1.00 0.74** 0.59*** 0.60***
Assertiveness 1.00 0.37*** 0.39***
Friendliness 1.00 0.79**
Morality 1.00
Social categories Ability 1.00 0.66*** 0.45*** 0.69***
Assertiveness 1.00 0.16™** 0.39***
Friendliness 1.00 0.76***
Morality 1.00
Study 2a (Belgium)
Task group Ability 1.00 0.76™** 0.57*** 0.75**
Assertiveness 1.00 0.56™** 0.71**
Friendliness 1.00 0.78***
Morality 1.00
Study 2b (Germany)
Task group Ability 1.00 0.79*** 0.53*** 0.70***
Assertiveness 1.00 0.37*** 0.53***
Friendliness 1.00 0.78***
Morality 1.00
Study 3 (United Kingdom)
Intimacy group Ability 1.00 0.65*** 0.61*** 0.67***
Assertiveness 1.00 0.58*** 0.55***
Friendliness 1.00 0.78**
Morality 1.00
Task group Ability 1.00 0.72*** 0.62*** 0.76™**
Assertiveness 1.00 0.49*** 0.60***
Friendliness 1.00 0.76***
Morality 1.00
Social category Ability 1.00 0.69*** 0.61*** 0.73***
Assertiveness 1.00 0.55*** 0.60***
Friendliness 1.00 0.62***
Morality 1.00

Note. *** p<.001.

package using the nsj method. Due to multiple compar-
isons, we only report significant effects using a threshold of
p <.01.

Facet ratings between types of groups. For Study la
(Belgium), the analysis revealed a type of group by facet
interaction, F(3, 24218) = 658.29, p <.001, showing higher

ratings in friendliness (b = -1.17, t(8) = -3.41, p =.009, r?
=.040) and morality (b = -1.50, t(8) = -4.37, p =.002, r%=.064)
for intimacy groups than for social categories. Similarly, for
Study 1b (Germany), the type of group by facet interac-
tion was significant, F(3, 23215) = 652.52, p <.001, reveal-
ing higher ratings in friendliness (b = -1.46, t(8) = -3.57, p
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Table 3. Ratings on additional variables depending on the group type across the studies

Intimacy group Task- group Social category t-value r
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Belgium (Study 1a)
Entitativity 4.92,(1.77) NA 3.88;,(1.74) -1.93 067
Identification 4.96,(1.46) NA 2.61,(1.75) -5.75 .301
Similarity 4.81,(1.44) NA 2.85,(1.72) -4.64 .238
Importance 5.97,(1.30) NA 4.05;,(1.92) -2.89 201
Germany (Study 1b)
Entitativity 5.34,(1.55) NA 3.94, (1.63) -3.45 141
Identification 5.53,(1.43) NA 2.79,,(1.83) -4.16 .349
Similarity 5.14,(1.45) NA 3.06,(1.74) -3.55 25
Importance 6.11,(1.19) NA 3.67,(1.71) -5.19 .343
Belgium (Study 2a)
Entitativity NA 4.13(1.59) NA
Identification NA 3.84(1.62) NA
Similarity NA 3.95(1.58) NA
Importance NA 4.56(1.64) NA
Germany (Study 2b)
Entitativity NA 4.63(1.64) NA
Identification NA 4.04(1.74) NA
Similarity NA 4.34(1.61) NA
Importance NA 4.47 (1.75) NA
United Kingdom (Study 3)
Entitativity 5.60,(1.21) 4.68,,(1.20) 3.48.(1.21) 7.69;10.00; 17.72 .088;.141;.34
Identification 6.01,(1.40) 4.61,(1.67) 4.53,(1.54) 9.81;10.39 .133;.12
Similarity 5.53,(1.54) 4.43; (1.59) 4.37,,(1.52) 7.84;8.29 .076;.084
Importance 6.53,(1.01) 4.63,,(1.77) 4.35;,(1.70) 13.15;15.15 .203;.253

Note. Means with different suffixes differ at the 1% level (rows). T-tests and effect sizes in Study 3 are for intimacy versus task group, task group and social categories, and intimacy

and social categories, respectively. NA indicates that the data were not available.

Mean ratings

AT

AN

Ability

Assertiveness

@ Intimacy Group

Friendliness

@ Social Categories

Morality

Figure 1a. Facet ratings as a function of the type of group in Belgium (Study 1a)

Note. Error bars represent standard errors.
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Mean ratings
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Figure 1b. Facet ratings as a function of the type of group in Germany (Study 1b)

Note. Error bars represent standard errors.

=.007, r2=.062) and morality (b = -1.30, £(8) = -3.19, p =.013,
r?=.05) for intimacy groups than for social categories.

Facet ratings within types of groups. In Study 1a (Bel-
gium), intimacy groups were rated lower in assertiveness
than in ability (b = -0.70, t(18) = -6.20, p <.001, r? =.011),
friendliness (b = -0.87, t(18) = -7.73, p <.001, r?=.017), and
morality (b = -1.16, t(18) = -10.29, p <.001, r? =.030). More-
over, ability ratings of the intimacy group were significantly
lower than morality ratings (b = 0.46, t(18) = 4.09, p <.001, r?
=.005), but not significantly different from friendliness rat-
ings. Morality and friendliness ratings did not differ signif-
icantly.

Social categories in Study la (Belgium), were rated
higher on assertiveness than on friendliness (b = -0.58, t(17)
=-5.25, p <.001, r?=.015) and on morality (b = -0.62, t(17) =
-5.64, p <.001, r?=.017). Ratings in ability were also higher
than friendliness (b = -0.46, t(17) = -4.14, p <.001, r%=.009),
and morality ratings (b = -0.50, t(17) = -4.54, p <.001, r?
=.011).

Ability and assertiveness ratings as well as friendliness
and morality ratings of social categories did not differ sig-
nificantly.

Intimacy groups in Study 1b (Germany) were rated lower
on assertiveness than on ability (b = -0.58, t(20) = -6.66,
p <.001, r? =.008), friendliness (b = -0.94, t(20) = -10.83,
p <.001, r? =.020), and morality (b = -0.95, t(20) = -10.89,
p <.001, r? =.020). Moreover, ability was rated lower than
friendliness (b = -0.36, t(20) = -4.16, p <.001, r2 =.003) and
morality (b = -0.37, £(20) = -4.22, p <.001, r%=.003). Morality
and friendliness ratings did not differ significantly for inti-
macy groups.

Social categories in Study 1b (Germany) were rated
higher on assertiveness than on friendliness (b = -0.74, t(17)
= -8.88, p <.001, r? =.025) and morality (b = -0.58, t(17) =
-6.96, p <.001, r? =.015). Ability ratings were higher than
friendliness (b = -0.61, t(17) = -7.28, p <.001, r?=.017) and
morality ratings (b = -0.45, £(17) = -5.36, p <.001, r? =.009).
Again, assertiveness and ability as well as morality and
friendliness ratings did not differ signiﬁcantly.3

Discussion

The first aim of Study 1 was to construct a measure of
the two-dimension/four-facet model in group evaluation.
Supporting our hypotheses, we found evidence for a better
fit for models differentiating the evaluation on facets over
models distinguishing only dimensions.

Moreover, the model proved acceptable both in the Bel-
gian (French language) and in the German (German lan-
guage) sample. With respect to measurement invariance,
we found a satisfactory fit for configural invariance but not
for metric invariance. This means that the two-dimension/
four-facet model of social evaluation was applicable in both
languages. At the same time, the specific traits show some-
what different loadings on the various facets in the two lan-
guages, thus preventing a direct comparison between the
facet means obtained in Belgium and Germany.

The analyses also revealed that the facet scales showed
acceptable reliabilities. With respect to the intercorrela-
tions, assertiveness was most strongly correlated with abil-
ity, supporting our conceptualization of the Vertical dimen-
sion. Friendliness and morality were strongly correlated,
supporting the conceptualization of the Horizontal dimen-
sion. Ability, however, was not only correlated with as-

3 Those results remained the same when controlling for other variables like the size of the group.
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sertiveness but also with morality (and friendliness). This
latter association between the Vertical (ability) and the
Horizontal (morality) dimension is likely due to valence.
As previous research showed (Abele, 2022), assertiveness is
less positively evaluated than both ability and the Horizon-
tal facets. We will come back to this issue in the General
Discussion.

Regarding our second research question, we investigated
the differences between two types of groups, intimacy
groups, and social categories, as targets of evaluation. Con-
firming Lickel’s (2000) taxonomy and our hypotheses, par-
ticipants rated intimacy groups higher on entitativity, iden-
tification, similarity, and importance than social categories.
More importantly, our findings showed that facet ratings
differed depending on the type of group. Supporting our
hypotheses, participants rated intimacy groups signifi-
cantly higher on friendliness and morality than social cate-
gories. This pattern proved consistent across languages and
is in line with the taxonomy in which intimacy groups are
described to be “regulated by principles of generosity or
communal sharing” (Lickel et al., 2000, p. 242).

Turning to differences within type of group, intimacy
groups were higher on ability, friendliness, and morality
than assertiveness, and higher on morality and friendliness
than ability. Social categories received higher ratings on as-
sertiveness and ability than on friendliness and morality.
We note that, across types of groups, the ratings of as-
sertiveness were most consistently different from those on
other facets. This distinction of assertiveness in compari-
son to ability is of particular interest because this would
not be reflected by a two-dimension approach. As such,
this finding lends further credence to the relevance of a
facet approach when investigating social evaluation. Inter-
estingly, these differences in the ratings of the two types of
groups replicated across both countries/languages.

To sum up, Studies 1a and 1b provided clear evidence
that the two-dimension/four-facet model also emerges
when it comes to the evaluation of groups. Our findings
confirm that the distinction between the four facets helps
to appraise groups on a more fine-grained level. We also
found strong support for the usefulness of distinguishing
between different types when evaluating groups.

One limitation of Study 1 is that participants provided
ratings about intimacy groups and social categories but did
not consider task groups. Because this is the third impor-
tant type of group considered by Lickel et al. (2000, 2001),
we examined this in Study 2.

Study 2

In Study 2, we wanted to turn to a different type of
group, namely task groups with the aims to (1) replicate
the relevance of our item list and structural model on task
group, and (2) to observe how the group features and the
facet ratings behave in task groups. We presented our par-
ticipants with a definition of task groups and gave some
examples before asking them to select and describe a task
group in which they themselves had been or were still
members. As was the case for the intimacy groups exam-
ined in Study 1, this approach ensured that participants

thought about a real group and that there would be vari-
ability in the selected task groups. We again collected the
data online in both Belgium (Study 2a) and Germany (Study
2b). As before, we excluded participants who were not Ger-
man/French native speakers and those who considered a
group comprising less than three members.

Study 2a: Belgium

In Belgium N = 151 students participated (110 female, 40
male, one diverse; age range from 18 to 47 years, M = 20.8,
SD = 4.07). The majority held a secondary degree (n = 119,
78.8%; academic degree, n = 32, 21.2%).

Study 2b: Germany

In Germany, N = 115 participants took part (69 female,
45 male, one diverse; age range from 18 - 35 years, M =
21.99, SD = 3.21). The majority held an academic degree (n
=82, 71.3%; secondary degree, n = 33, 28.7%).

Method
Procedure and Measures

We asked participants to think of a task group of which
they were or had been a member. We gave examples of
task groups (e.g. project teams in business, student work
groups) and asked them to describe the task group they had
selected in a few sentences. Specifically, they had to indi-
cate the rough size of the group, its duration, and whether
they were still a member. Next, participants completed the
same facet, entitativity, similarity, identification, and im-
portance items as before.

Analyses

We conducted the same analyses as in Study 1 with prin-
cipal component analyses (PCAs) as screening for the
items, and CFAs for testing the fit of our proposed two-
dimension/four-facet model. Then we analyzed the model
with respect to task groups. Analysis codes and data for
both Studies 2a and 2b are available via https://osf.io/3srq5
on the Open Science Framework.

Results of Studies 2a and 2b

Scale construction and Confirmatory Factor
Analyses

The PCAs resulted in the same item selection as in Study
1 (see supplementary material S2.5 - S2.6). Interestingly,
the correlation between ability and morality was high (see
Table 2). The CFAs showed acceptable levels of fit for the
two-dimension/four-facet model with a CFI value of .93 in
Study 2a (Belgium) and .88 in Study 2b (Germany). Fit in-
dices can be found in Table 1. Similar to Study 1 and again
confirming our hypotheses, the four-facet and two-dimen-
sion/four-facet models did not differ significantly from each
other (p >.05) while always performing better than the two-
dimension and the one-dimension models (p <.05).
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Figure 2a. Facet ratings of work groups in Belgium

Note. Error bars represent standard errors.

We again performed invariance analyses between both
samples. We found a satisfactory fit in configural invariance
(X%(330) = 3445.54, p <.001, CFI =.91, RMSEA =.09, SRMR
=.06) confirming that the data support the two-dimension/
four-facet structure in both samples. The test of metric in-
variance statistically differed from the configural invari-
ance test (Ax? (18) = 33.16, p =.016), signaling that we could
not directly compare the data between samples. The relia-
bilities of the facet scales were good to excellent with al-
phas ranging from o =.81 to o =.92. In light of these results,
we consolidated the facet scales obtained in Study 1.

Group features

We compared ratings of task groups’ entitativity, sim-
ilarity, identification, and importance. Mean values and
standard deviations are displayed in Table 3. Although the
mean values cannot be directly compared to those of Study
1, we note that they are always lower than the Study 1 mean
ratings for intimacy groups, and higher than the Study 1
mean ratings for social categories. These differences are in
line with the hypothesized position of task groups being lo-
cated in between intimacy groups and social categories.

Facet evaluation

We conducted a mixed model with facet as a fixed factor
varying within participants and participants and items as
random intercepts. Figure 2 presents the results in both
countries. For Study 2a (Belgium), we found no significant
differences between the facet ratings. For Study 2b (Ger-
many), friendliness ratings were lower than ability ratings
(b =-0.84, t(16) = -2.96, p =.009, r2 =0.038) and there were
no differences for the remaining facets.

Discussion

Study 2 investigated the facet approach for task groups.
The analyses revealed a close link between ability and
morality both in the factorial structure and in the evalua-

Assertiveness

Friendliness Morality

tion. As much as this, the respective CFA in the two lan-
guages again showed acceptable levels of fit with a better fit
for the two-dimension/four-facet model than for the two-
dimension model, again stressing the relevance of a facet
approach. With respect to the evaluation on the four facets,
the results were slightly surprising. In Study 2a (Belgium),
we found no differences in facet evaluation. In Study 2b
(Germany), participants only evaluated task groups higher
on ability than on friendliness.

The somewhat simpler factorial structure as well as the
absence of more differentiation in the facet evaluation,
could be due to the samples we relied on in Study 2 but
also to the unique nature of task groups. Indeed, both sam-
ples comprised students who evaluated a self-chosen task
group. Because students often change groups depending on
the class, the year, and the type of assignment, the task
groups evaluated might have been quite transitory. Addi-
tionally, the results of Study 2 suggest that the two-dimen-
sion/four-facet model may apply somewhat differently de-
pending on the type of group. Whereas the model was well
supported by the data in Study 1 in both Belgian and Ger-
man samples and for both intimacy groups and social cat-
egories, the facet distinction may offer less on an incre-
ment compared to a two-dimension model when it comes
to evaluating more competence-oriented groups such as
task groups. Interestingly, we can note that the entitativ-
ity and further group feature ratings of the task groups of
Study 2 descriptively fell between the ratings of the in-
timacy groups and social categories of Study 1. As such,
this pattern supports our hypotheses and earlier findings
on group typology (Lickel et al., 2000).

Study 3

Our third study pursued the same two aims as Study 1
and Study 2, namely (1) testing the two-dimension/four-
facet model with respect to the evaluation of groups and
establishing a reliable measurement scale, and (2) inves-
tigating how different types of groups may shape social
evaluation. We also had several additional aims. First, we
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Figure 2b. Facet ratings of work groups in Germany

Note. Error bars represent standard errors.

wanted to extend the findings obtained in German and
French to a third language and a third country. To this end,
we conducted Study 3 in Britain with an English-speak-
ing sample. Second, we wanted to have measures of all
three types of groups within one sample. Hence, the par-
ticipants of our third study rated an intimacy group, a task
group, and a social category. Third, we wanted to make sure
that all groups rated were “ingroups”, that is, groups to
which participants belonged. In the previous studies, inti-
macy groups and task groups were always ingroups whereas
social categories were mostly outgroups. Because intimacy
groups and task groups are naturally ingroups but social
categories can be both ingroups and outgroups, we over-
came the confound by showing participants only ingroups
in Study 3. We presented participants with only one group
of each type. We chose the “family” group (see Study 1)
as an operationalization of intimacy groups, a self-chosen
task group (see Study 2) as an operationalization of task
groups, and we chose “British people” as the social cate-
gory. The reason for choosing “British people” was that this
social category was an ingroup for all our participants in
Study 3. Indeed, our sample comprised only people living
in Britain and self-defining as British. Furthermore, the na-
tional group was not present in Study 1 so we came up with
a new social category in the present study to secure gen-
eralization. Along similar lines, “family” and self-selected
“task group” are always ingroups. As a final change, we re-
lied on a more comprehensive measure of entitativity in our
Study 3.

In sum, Study 3 combines the designs of Studies 1 and 2
using more precise measures, more relevant target groups,
and overcoming limitations of the previous studies. In ad-
dition, the British sample allowed us to establish our scale
in another language and to test the robustness of our find-
ings in another country. Our hypotheses were the same as
in previous studies.

Assertiveness

Friendliness Morality

Method
Participants

The sample consisted of Prolific users who were born in
the UK. They received one pound for participation. We ex-
cluded participants who failed the attention check, were
not English native speakers, or did not show any variance
in their responses. The final sample comprised N = 194
British people, half of which considered themselves as fe-
male (n =97, 50% female; n = 95, 48.97 % male; n = 2, 1.03%
other). The mean age was 41.1 years (SD = 13.66) with the
youngest participant being 18 and the oldest being 73 years
old. Most participants had a college or higher degree (n =
110, 56.70%), a smaller number had a secondary degree or
vocational training (n = 84, 43.30%) and the majority was
employed (n = 133, 68.56%).

Procedure and measures

The procedure was the same as in Studies 1 and 2. After
providing consent, participants rated three groups (their
family, a self-chosen task group, and British people) in ran-
dom order.

Facet ratings. We relied on an English translation of the
items used in Studies 1 and 2. Following the findings of
principal component analyses (see supplementary material
$2.7 — S2.9) we selected a set of 20 items. For the full set of
items, see Appendix 1. All 7-point scales ranged from “1” (=
not at all) to “7” (= very much).

Feature ratings. The three items referring to identifica-
tion, similarity, and importance were the same as before.
Because we aimed for a more comprehensive measure of
group entitativity, we added three items to the one used in
previous studies. That is, participants rated the extent to
which they saw the group as unified, the similarity among
the members in the group, how much the group looked like
a group rather than just a bunch of individuals, and to what
extent they considered the group to be a “real” group (see
Callahan & Ledgerwood, 2016, for similar items). The reli-
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ability analyses for the entitativity construct were good (in-
timacy group, o =.87; task group, a =.83; social category,
a =.82). Regarding the task groups, participants also had
to indicate the size of the group, its duration, and whether
they were still members. Analysis codes and data for Study
3 are available via https://osf.io/3srq5/ on the Open Science
Framework.

Results
Scale construction

We again analyzed the data using PCAs and CFAs. The
exploratory factor analyses proved satisfactory (see Table
S2.7 to S2.10). The obtained solution of the CFAs showed
acceptable levels of fit (see Table 1). As before, the fit of
the two-dimension model fared significantly better than
that of the one-dimension model (p <.001). The four-facet
and two-dimension/four-facet models did not differ signif-
icantly from each other (p >.05) while always performing
better than the two-dimension model (p <.05). These find-
ings again supported our first hypothesis on the applica-
bility of the two-dimension/four-facet model to groups, as
well as its superiority compared to a two-dimension model.
The resulting facet scales showed good to very good relia-
bilities, ranging from o =.78 to o =.92.

Group features

We looked at the entitativity, similarity, identification,
and importance ratings to test whether the three types
of groups differed, in accordance with our hypotheses and
previous research (Lickel et al., 2000). We conducted a
mixed model with the type of group as a predictor and the
respective ratings as the criterion. We treated participants
as random intercepts. Table 3 show the ratings of groups’
entitativity, similarity, identification, and importance. Con-
firming hypotheses, the intimacy group was highest on en-
titativity, followed by the task group, and then the social
category, which had the lowest entitativity ratings. Iden-
tification, similarity, and importance ratings were always
higher for the intimacy group than for the task group and
the social category. The latter did not differ from each
other.

Facet evaluation

Facet ratings. We computed a mixed model with type of
group and facet, both varying within participants, and their
interaction as fixed effects and both participants and items
as random intercepts. Table 4 shows the respective means
and standard deviations. The analysis revealed a significant
main effect of facet, F(3,16) = 4.65, p =.016, with lower rat-
ings of assertiveness than ability, t(16) = -3.38, p =.004, r?
=.014, and morality , t(16) = -3.07, p =.007, r?=.011.

Types of group ratings. We also found a significant
main effect of the type of group, F(2, 11419) = 836.99, p
<.001. Follow-up analyses revealed higher average ratings
for the intimacy group than the task group, t(11425) = -7.44,
p <.001, r2=.003, and the social category, t(11425) = -38.1,

p <.001, r% =.082. Moreover, we found higher ratings for
the task group than the social category, t(11425) = -30.6, p
<.001, r?=.055. These findings reveal a generally more posi-
tive evaluation of intimacy groups than of task groups, both
being better evaluated than social categories.

Facet ratings between types of groups. The type of
group by facet interaction also proved significant, F(6,
11419) = 54.23, p <.001. Comparing the type of groups, abil-
ity ratings were lower for the social category than for the
intimacy group, t(11419) = 18.80, p <.001, r? =.021, and for
the task group, #(11419) = 18.46, p <.001, r? =.021, but not
different between intimacy group and task group.

Similarly, assertiveness ratings were lower for the social
category than for the intimacy group, t(11419) = 7.99, p
<.001, r?=.004, and for the task group, t(11419) = 13.73, p
<.001, r? =.012, while being lower for the intimacy group
than the task group, t(11419) = 5.74, p <.001, r?=.002.

Friendliness ratings were lower for the social than the
intimacy group, t(11419) = 21.01, p <.001, r?=.027, and the
task group, t(11419) = 9.73, p <.001, r? =.006, while being
higher for the intimacy group than the task group, t(11419)
=-11.28, p <.001, r?=.008.

Morality ratings were also lower for the social category
than the intimacy group, t(11419) = 29.39, p <.001, r?=.051,
and the task group, #(11419) = 20.19, p <.001, r?=.025 while
being higher for the intimacy group than the task group,
t(11419) = -9.20, p <.001, r?=.005.

These findings support our hypotheses. Intimacy groups
are highest on the Horizontal dimension while the social
category is lowest. Task groups are highest on the Vertical
dimension, while the social category is lowest.

Facet ratings within types of groups. Participants
rated the intimacy group lower on assertiveness than on
ability, t(19) = -5.23, p <.001, r? =.013, friendliness, t(19) =
-5.51, p <.001, r2=.015, and morality, t(19) = -7.23, p <.001,
r? =.025. Participants did not evaluate the ability, friendli-
ness, and morality of the intimacy group differently.

The task group also came out lower on assertiveness
than on ability, £(19) = -3.08, p =.006, r? =.005, and higher
on ability than on friendliness, t(19) = -3.60, p =.002, r?
=.006. Ratings of assertiveness, friendliness, and morality
did not differ significantly. The ratings of the social cate-
gory did not differ significantly between the facets.

Discussion

In Study 3, we again aimed to validate a scale of items
measuring the four facets of social evaluation with groups
as targets but now in English besides French (Studies 1a
and 2a) and German (Studies 1b and 2b). We asked each
participant to evaluate one instance of each type of group.
To address a potential limitation in previous studies, all tar-
gets were now ingroups, that is, groups to which partici-
pants belonged. Supporting our hypotheses, the results of
Study 3 showed satisfactory fit indices for the two-dimen-
sion/four-facet model, and this model performed signifi-
cantly better than a model only relying on two dimensions.
However, consistent with Studies 1 and 2, the improvement
for the task group was again less marked than for the other
groups. The fact that the sample comprised non-student re-
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Table 4. Ratings on facets depending on the type of group in study 3.

Study 3

All groups Intimacy group Task group Social category

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

All facets 5.49(1.11) 5.30(1.11) 4.55(0.92)
Ability 5.28 (1.07) 5.59(0.96) 5.57(1.09) 4.67(0.89)
Assertiveness 4.83(0.97) 4.87(1.03) 5.15(0.91) 4.48(0.83)
Friendliness 5.10(1.18) 5.62(1.12) 5.08(1.19) 4.61(0.99)
Morality 5.24(1.22) 5.86(1.09) 5.41(1.15) 4.43(0.97)

spondents supports the assumption that the facets may ap-
ply to groups in slightly different ways depending on the
type of groups.

The hypotheses on the different types of groups were
also supported. The intimacy group was the highest on
entitativity, identification, similarity, and importance, fol-
lowed by the task group and the social category. Facet rat-
ings differed between groups as predicted. Participants
rates the intimacy group highest on the Horizontal dimen-
sion (both facets), and the task group highest on the Ver-
tical dimension, particularly assertiveness. Within groups,
participants rated the intimacy group lower on assertive-
ness than on the other facets. The task group was highest
on ability and morality, and lower on friendliness and as-
sertiveness. The social category did not show differences in
facet ratings.

General Discussion

The present research focused on a novel approach to the
social evaluation of groups. Specifically, we combined re-
cent developments regarding the Big Two in social eval-
uation, particularly the facet approach (see Abele et al.,
2021; Koch et al., 2021; Yzerbyt & Abele, 2022), with a sys-
tematic typology of groups that distinguishes between in-
timacy groups, task groups, and social categories (Lewin,
1948; Lickel et al., 2000, 2001). Evidently, previous research
on the evaluation of groups has concentrated on the Big
Two (Fiske et al., 2002; Judd et al., 2005; Yzerbyt et al.,
2005), or has looked more precisely at competence, socia-
bility, and morality (Brambilla et al., 2012; Ellemers, 2017;
Ellemers et al., 2008; Leach et al., 2007), ability versus as-
sertiveness (Carrier et al., 2014; Louvet et al., 2019; Yzer-
byt et al., 2022) or agency, beliefs and communion (Koch
et al., 2016). Previous research has also not systematically
analyzed different types of groups. Here, we identified a
gap in this area of research in that no previous work ex-
amined (a) the two-dimension/four-factor model with re-
spect to groups and with respect to its superiority compared
to a two-dimension model; (b) analyzed the four facets of
the Big Two in combination while conducting (c) a system-
atic analysis of the different types of groups. The present
research aimed to address these questions in a systematic
way.

We conducted the present studies with two key goals
in mind. First, to build a measure of the two-dimension/

four-facet model that would hold also for the evaluation of
groups (and not only for individuals) while being at least as
suitable as the two-dimension model. Second, we wanted
to show that different types of groups differ systematically
in their evaluation on the facets. Next to these two main
goals, our research agenda also aimed to check whether
the findings would replicate in different languages. To this
end, we conducted our studies in French (Belgium), German
(Germany), and English (UK).

The model. In over two decades, research has empha-
sized two fundamental dimensions in social evaluation,
now further broken down into four facets (Abele et al.,
2008, 2016; Carrier et al., 2014; Yzerbyt et al., 2022). How-
ever, consensus on the meaning and measurement of these
four facets is lacking. Our studies aimed to validate a set of
traits covering these facets across different groups and lan-
guages. Our findings suggest the two-dimension/four-facet
model is relevant in the social evaluation of groups, outper-
forming simpler models.

One might argue that we only established configural in-
variance, but not metric invariance between the models in
different languages. We think that this is an inherent prob-
lem in comparing across languages, but not an issue spe-
cific to our research. Indeed, we showed that although we
could not directly compare findings across languages, the
findings with respect to facet evaluations in the different
types of groups were remarkably similar.

The intercorrelations of the facet scales generally fol-
lowed our theoretical reasoning with assertiveness being
most strongly related to ability (Vertical dimension), and
friendliness being most strongly related to morality (Hor-
izontal dimension). However, in quite a few cases ability
was also strongly related to friendliness and/or morality.
In our view, this is not a shortcoming of the model, but
remarkably underlines the utility of the facet approach.
In the general two-dimensional model, assertiveness/abil-
ity belongs to the vertical, and friendliness/morality belong
to the horizontal dimension. However, these relationships
may change as a function of the specific target that is being
examined. Indeed, the four facets are differently related to
valence (Abele, 2022): Assertiveness is generally evaluated
less positively than ability, friendliness, and morality. The
intercorrelation of ability with the Horizontal facets may, in
part, be due to this valence factor.

In addition, the factorial structure also varied with the
target of evaluation. Across our studies, we found the best
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fit indices for intimacy groups and social categories while
the data for the task group structures seemed somewhat
less impressive. That is, although the two-dimension/four-
facet structure was always better than the two-dimension
structure, the gain in x* was systematically smaller for the
task group than for the other types of groups (see Table
S2.11). Indeed, we note that the distinction between friend-
liness and morality emerged less strongly in Study 2 when
we asked students to evaluate task group. We observed the
same pattern in Study 3, this time using a much more di-
verse sample. This supports the idea that the difference be-
tween the facet relations may depend more readily on the
type of group rather than the sample. All in all, these ob-
servations emphasize the relevance of relying on a typology
of groups in social evaluation studies.

The facets. The distinction of the facets per Big Two
dimensions has already proven fruitful for the analysis of
self-perception (Abele, 2022; Abele & Hauke, 2019), and of
perception of others (Abele & Hauke, 2019; Louvet et al.,
2019; Martinescu et al., 2022; Yzerbyt et al., 2022). As a case
in point, research suggests that the perception of groups is
often more related to morality than to friendliness (Bram-
billa et al., 2021; Leach et al., 2007). The present research
extends these findings by examining the relevance of all
four facets for the evaluation of three major group types
distinguished by Lickel et al. (2000, 2001; see also Lewin,
1948). First of all, the group feature ratings of entitativ-
ity, similarity, importance, and identification showed that
we successfully operationalized our three types of groups.
Second, supporting our hypotheses on differences in rat-
ings between group types, we found that participants rated
intimacy groups higher than task groups than social cate-
gories on the Horizontal dimension. Participants also rated
task groups higher on the Vertical dimension than intimacy
groups, and the latter higher than social categories. Most
importantly, we found that these general results are further
refined when we capitalize on the facet ratings. Specifically,
regarding the Vertical dimension, participants rated inti-
macy groups (Study 1, Study 3) and task groups (Study 3)
higher on ability than on assertiveness. The absence of a
difference in ability and the presence of a difference in as-
sertiveness between the intimacy group and the task group
in Study 3 again emphasizes the relevance of the facet ap-
proach. These findings show that the facet distinction is
helpful in describing different types of groups. This is par-
ticularly the case for ability and assertiveness which led to
different ratings in all three types of groups.

Taken together, both the analysis and comparison of the
measurement models as well as the analysis of differences
between and within the three types of groups suggest that
the distinction into four facets helps to study in more detail
the evaluation of groups in general, and of various group
types in particular.

Theoretical Implications

The present research sends an important message with
respect to the evaluation of groups. Indeed, we found con-
vergent evidence from three studies that the same traits
used to tap the Big Two and their associated facets can be

used to evaluate different types of groups. This suggests
that the vertical and horizontal dimensions and the facets
of assertiveness, ability, friendliness, and morality consti-
tute meaningful tools to appraise the way social perceivers
experience the diverse groups that comprise their environ-
ment. Whereas the horizontal dimension is most impor-
tant for the evaluation of intimacy groups, the vertical di-
mension appears quite relevant for the evaluation of task
groups and social categories. Whereas the morality and the
friendliness facets of the horizontal dimension are of sim-
ilar importance in the evaluation of groups, the ability and
assertiveness facets of the vertical dimension would seem
to serve different functions. Specifically, judgments of abil-
ity tend to be associated with positive group relations while
judgments of assertiveness appear to be associated with
more psychological distance (social categories in Study 1)
or with task orientation (Study 3). It would be interesting
to more systematically link the structural (entitativity) and
relational (liking, closeness, etc.) characteristics of groups
to their evaluation on the facets.

Limitations and Future Directions

To be sure, the present work also comes with some lim-
itations. A first question concerns the fact that we tested
the two-dimension/four-facet model in a limited number
of countries, using three languages. Although many other
studies have been conducted in one language only, it re-
mains of course a valuable topic for future research to ex-
amine the cross-cultural relevance of the model. We relied
on three Western European samples so it is important to
see if the same model holds in Asian, American, or African
cultures. In light on research on person evaluation con-
ducted in a large set of different countries (Abele et al.,
2016), we surmise that the facets are also psychologically
meaningful for group evaluation, although empirical evi-
dence is of course crucial in this respect.

A second issue is that our participants evaluated a lim-
ited number of groups from each type. We had two ex-
emplars of intimacy groups (family and friends), and it is
an open question if there are more exemplars of intimacy
groups. We had self-selected task groups, hence, there was
variation in this duration of type of group. Finally, we had
nine exemplars of social categories (eight in Study 1, pres-
elected from Koch et al., 2016; one in Study 3). Of course,
one can think of many more social categories, and future
research could do a more fine-grained analysis of the eval-
uation of social categories.

A third issue arising from our data and a clear avenue
for further research has to do with a systematic variation of
group type by ingroup-outgroup membership. It may well
be that superimposing the ingroup-outgroup distinction
above the group type distinction, i.e. intimacy groups, task
groups, and social categories to which a person does or does
not belong, helps to clarify the association of the facets
with group evaluation. One could, for instance, test if the
lower importance of friendliness than morality in evaluat-
ing groups (Brambilla et al., 2012; Ellemers, 2017; Ellemers
et al., 2008; Leach et al., 2007) is confined to outgroups or
groups to which the evaluator does not (yet) belong, while
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friendliness becomes more important for ingroups, particu-
larly task groups of which a person is a member. As another
example, assertiveness may be more critical than ability for
outgroups whereas this difference is less relevant or even
reverses when it comes to ingroups (Castano et al., 2003;
Yzerbyt et al., 2000, 2022). Conversely, assertiveness may
become more important in ingroups than outgroups, when
group members’ outcomes are dependent on the group’s
ability and confidence (Abele & Brack, 2013).

A fourth issue that could be the focus of future work con-
cerns group features and their association with the facets.
In the present endeavor, we decided to shed light specif-
ically on entitativity, importance, similarity, and identifi-
cation. This list could be extended with, for instance, such
characteristics as power, influence, and status of groups
(Yzerbyt et al., 2022), or, alternatively, cohesion, and soli-
darity of groups could all be the focus of future studies. An
important future step can be to manipulate some selected
group characteristics, say entitativity, and examine the way
this influences the evaluation of the groups on the facets
of the Big Two. Indeed, in light of the role of the two di-
mensions and the facets in people’s experience of groups,
a better knowledge of the impact of certain group features
on the perception of the facets would be of paramount im-
portance. These questions may become critical in terms of
group impression management insofar as group members
may want to monitor certain features to ensure that social
perceivers appraise their group in specific ways.

Another avenue for future work concerns the relation
between the type of group and the factorial structure of
the facets. Our results suggest that the facets may be easy
to distinguish when evaluating intimacy groups and social
categories but that they tend to overlap somewhat when
evaluating task groups. A closer examination of this phe-
nomenon may prove valuable and further our understand-
ing of the inter-facet dynamics in social evaluation.

A final topic for further research could be the inter-
relationship of the facets with global valence. This issue
seems to be of special relevance for the assertiveness facet
since this facet seems to come across as less positive than
the other three facets. Interestingly enough, this facet is
strongly associated with a series of positive outcomes for
the self like status, economic success, self-efficacy, or self-
esteem (Abele, 2022; Abele & Hauke, 2019). More work
is thus needed to delineate the relationship between as-
sertiveness and valence.

Practical Implications

The lessons learned from the present efforts also entail
several practical implications. Clearly, many studies are
starting to look at social evaluation of groups using the
framework of the Big Two and the four facets (e.g., Koch et
al., 2021; Nicolas, Bai, et al., 2022; Yzerbyt et al., 2022). Re-
searchers often rely on ad hoc lists of traits to measure di-
mensions, which can compromise comparability. The stud-
ies presented here offer a solid measurement tool for
evaluating facets across diverse groups. Although minor
adaptations may be needed for specific languages or spe-
cific targets, this should not prevent from using the set as

it stands. The situation is comparable to what researchers
encountered when relying on the semantic differential (Os-
good, 1968). There too, there was some possibility that one
of the scales would prove less than ideal when applied to a
specific judgment target. However, this did not jeopardize
the relevance of the tool. We would argue that the same
holds here and would thus recommend using the same set
of traits stemming from the present studies for all groups
in all languages, only adapting things marginally to accom-
modate for exceptions. Keeping the instrument as standard
as possible should not only allow researchers to gain a fine-
grained understanding of the way any given group stands
on the four facets and on the two dimensions, but they
should also allow comparison across different groups.

Finally, a practical implication of the present research is
the fact that the type of group matters. Quite a few incon-
sistencies in the research field of the Big Two in group eval-
uation could be reconciled if one would consider the type
of group examined. Indeed, given the fact that social cate-
gories are far from being the sole or even the most impor-
tant type of group that people may face in their daily lives,
one needs to be careful about what is most meaningful for
the respondent in the specific study at hand.

Conclusions

Our research presented a model that combined recent
developments in the field of social evaluation (Abele et al.,
2021; Koch et al., 2021), i.e. the Big Two and their facets,
with a typology of groups that distinguishes three main
types of intimacy groups, task groups, and social categories
(Lickel et al., 2000, 2001). Besides constructing a measure
of the Big Two and their facets and validating it in three dif-
ferent languages (English, French, German) the present re-
search showed that our model (a) revealed deeper insights
into the dynamics of group evaluation; (b) helps to recon-
cile inconsistent findings in the literature and, hence, to
extend existing models of group evaluation; and (c) opens
various avenues for further research on group evaluation,
for instance, with respect to group type and ingroup - out-
group differentiation, or with respect for different group
features, like, for instance, entitativity, and how these are
related to the facets of the Big Two.
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Appendix

A1 List of selected items

(a) In French:

Ability: capable, compétent, doué, ingénieux, and intel-
ligent

Assertiveness: ambitieux, assertif, décidé, déterminé,
and siir de soi

Friendliness: attentionné, chaleureux, cordial, sociable,
and sympathique

Morality: digne de confiance, fiable, honnéte, sincere,
and moral

(b) In German:

Ability: clever, intelligent, kompetent, leistungsfihig,
and schlau

Assertiveness: durchsetzungsfihig, entschlossen, er-
folgsorientiert, selbstsicher, and zielstrebig
Friendliness: freundlich, fiirsorglich, herzlich, liebevoll,
and sympathisch

Morality: ehrlich, fair, moralisch, vertrauenswiirdig,
and zuverldssig

(c) In English:

Ability: capable, competent, intelligent, skillful, and
smart

Assertiveness: ambitious, assertive, decisive, deter-
mined, and self-assured

Friendliness: affectionate, caring, friendly, sociable,
and warm

Morality: fair, honest, moral, reliable, and trustworthy
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